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      Preface to the English edition
    


    
      By Phua Kok Khoo
    


    
      Since Singapore’s Minister Mentor and founding Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew’s passing in March 2015, there have
      been a vast number of books published about him. So why publish another one? The distinctive feature of this
      compilation is the evaluation of Lee Kuan Yew’s life, work and philosophy through the eyes of Chinese scholars.
      All the contributors are ethnic Chinese and bring to the subject a distinctly Asian perspective even though
      several of them have made their homes outside Asia. The contributors come from a variety of academic backgrounds,
      including a Nobel laureate in physics, Chen-Ning Yang, as well as historians, political scientists, economists
      and Confucian scholars. They include Singaporeans such as Wang Gungwu and Chew Cheng Hai, and also scholars from
      China, US and Hong Kong such as Yongnian Zheng, Ying-Shih Yu, Lawrence Lau and Hang-Chi Lam. Together, they
      present a rich and multifaceted view of Lee Kuan Yew. There is a wide variety of style and length in the
      contributions; some contributions are brief and focused; others are more lengthy and eloquent. It is hoped that
      this book will give the reader a fuller and deeper understanding of Lee Kuan Yew — the man, as well as Singapore
      — his nation.
    


    
      The World Scientific Publishing Group has published other books about Lee Kuan Yew: Keeping My Mandarin
      Alive: Lee Kuan Yew’s Language Learning Experience (2005, English and Chinese
      editions) and Reflections: the Legacy of Lee Kuan Yew (2015). This compilation was originally published
      in Chinese [image: Image]Global Publishing, 2015) as a tribute to this
      great man. Translated into English, the material is now accessible to a wider audience.
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    Chapter 1


    Chen-Ning Yang on Lee Kuan Yew


    
      As a perceptive strategist, an intelligent tactician, and a shrewd politician, Lee Kuan Yew has few peers among
      all the heads of states in the long history of mankind.
    

  


  
    Chapter 2


    Singapore: What We Have
    

    Overlooked and Misinterpreted


    By Cai Dingjian1


    
      In November 1978, Deng Xiaoping visited Singapore. After the formal meeting with the Singapore government, he had
      a private meeting with Lee Kuan Yew which lasted for three hours. After the visit, Deng continuously praised
      Singapore and told Chinese leaders many times that China should learn from Singapore. As a result, many
      high-ranking leaders from China have visited Singapore, and many middle and lower-ranking leaders and officials
      have also been sent to learn from Singapore.
    


    
      From July to October 2005, constitutional scholar Cai Dingjian was invited by the East Asian Institute of the
      National University of Singapore to be a visiting scholar and to study the Singapore system. He discovered that
      mainland Chinese officials’ praise of Singapore was imbalanced and based on misinterpretations, causing many to
      misunderstand Singapore.
    


    
      In this article, Cai Dingjian presents his understanding of Singapore and what he believes China should learn
      from Singapore.
    


    
      Cai Dingjian served in the Research Office of the Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress, rising to
      vice bureau chief of the Secretariat. After his retirement, he returned to his alma mater,
      the China University of Political Science and Law, to become a professor and the head of the Centre for the Study
      of Constitutionalism. On 22 November 2010, he passed away in Beijing at the age of 54.
    


    1.What Can We Learn from Singapore?


    
      When Chinese officials and scholars share about their experiences of Singapore, there are several aspects which
      receive high praise: firstly, the authoritarian regime, where Singapore’s rapid development is attributed to
      single-party rule; secondly, the policy of high salaries to ensure honesty, where Singapore’s low level of
      corruption is attributed to the payment of high salaries; and thirdly, strict management, where Singapore’s
      effective and good governance is attributed to its draconian laws.
    


    
      From July to October 2005, I was invited by the East Asian Institute (EAI) of the National University of
      Singapore (NUS) to be a visiting scholar, giving me an opportunity to study the Singapore system more closely. I
      discovered that the praise from Chinese officials were imbalanced and based on misinterpretations, causing some
      misunderstanding of Singapore. Here, I wish to discuss my experiences of Singapore and what I think we should
      learn.
    


    2.Authoritarian Governance Under Democratic Institutions


    
      Singapore is a successful example of a developed economy ruled by an authoritarian, single-party government. This
      has been used to support the argument that authoritarian rule promotes economic development, and economic
      development is not compatible with democracy.
    


    
      It is true that Singapore has been ruled by a single party, the People’s Action Party (PAP), in the 40 years
      since independence. Lee Kuan Yew has long warned that Singapore, with its small size and lack of natural
      resources, cannot support multi-party politics. Singapore, under the PAP, has achieved great success. This is an
      undeniable fact. However, I believe that Singapore’s success was not due to the
      authoritarian government but was the result of a sense of urgency and energetic spirit which, coupled with the
      PAP’s democratic framework, caused them to work wholeheartedly for the people and gain their support.
    


    
      To understand the Singapore experience, it is necessary to understand the PAP and its system of government. What
      is this system? Is it a democratic or an authoritarian government? Singapore has a British-style parliamentary
      system but a Leninist party structure; it inherited the British legal tradition and civil service, along with a
      fusion of Confucian and legalist philosophy; the official language is English (and so officials accept western
      culture and thought), but 76% of the population is ethnic Chinese (with deep-rooted Chinese characteristics).
    


    
      The PAP has much in common with the Chinese Communist Party (CCP). Their main purpose is to serve the people, and
      there is a strict party organisation which works with related organisations such as a National Trades Unions
      Congress, a Youth Wing, a Women’s Wing and grass-roots organisations. It has a strict system of member
      development and strong mobilising capabilities.
    


    
      However, there are areas of fundamental difference between the PAP and the CCP. The PAP is not based on workers,
      but elites. Early members who were ordinary workers were later invited to leave the party. It is a party which
      opposes communism and grew out of conflict with communists. It is a parliamentary party, not a revolutionary
      party. It was elected through competition between several parties, and must be re-elected every five years in
      order to remain in government. Each minister must go through a process similar to western parliamentarians.
    


    
      Of course, general elections are not totally fair: the PAP, the ruling party, makes use of its powers to set
      election rules, is able to draw on financial and government resources, manipulates the electoral process (such as
      drawing electoral boundaries, screening candidates etc.), controls media coverage, and does not hesitate to use
      judicial means to suppress the opposition. However, the process is still multi-party in form and each party has
      to fight to be elected, with the party gaining the highest number of votes becoming the
      ruling party. The party may not force the electorate to vote for them but must rely on the people’s favour and
      trust. This is what gives Singapore’s PAP legitimacy in the eyes of the people and international society.
    


    
      The opposition parties are small and weak, and are unlikely to be able to defeat the PAP in the near future. The
      ruling party is able to use administrative and judicial means as well as the media to apply pressure on the
      opposition parties. However, opposition parties have also been able to place sufficient pressure on the PAP to
      make them fight earnestly at each election, just as western parties in multi-party elections.
    


    
      Since the PAP was the first party to come to power through parliamentary democracy, even though it has been the
      single-party in power for a long period and is able to make use of democratic means to protect its position, it
      cannot get rid of this form of democracy. Although it has a Leninist form of party structure, it has maintained
      democracy within the party and permits differing opinions and viewpoints.
    


    
      Another important point is that the ruling party rules through Parliament and the government, and does not
      exercise its power directly. Members of Parliament (MPs) are elected, and form the connection between the
      electorate and the government. This is no different from other democracies.
    


    
      Singapore’s success is not due to its authoritarian government but because the government truly serves the
      people. To focus on the PAP’s authoritarian powers and not its service to the people by which it has gained
      support and votes, or only on its draconian laws and not its highly capable public officials and the adept
      application of the rule of law, would be a great misinterpretation of the Singapore experience.
    


    3.“Serving the People” Is Not Just a Slogan but a Reality


    
      The PAP serves the people and gains their support through practising a British system of representative
      democracy. Besides the PAP, there are several opposition parties. The PAP’s lowest majority
      in recent elections was 61%, and the highest, 84%. In the last election (2001), it achieved a majority of 75%.
      Due to the voting system employed, the opposition parties only won two seats in Parliament.
    


    
      How did the PAP win these majorities in open elections? There are several reasons.
    


    
      Firstly, it values public opinion and serves the people. Secondly, it makes use of government funds to carry out
      public works to win votes, such as making promises during the election campaigns which the government will carry
      out. Thirdly, the ruling party has the power to make the rules which govern the election game and adjust the
      election procedures in its own favour, such as changing electoral boundaries to ensure that the support for
      opposition parties is divided and using group representation constituencies (GRC) which are also more difficult
      for opposition parties to win. Fourthly, it makes use of various means to suppress opposition parties, including
      drawing up candidate registration procedures to exclude opposition candidates and using the judicial system
      against opposition parties. One foreign critic said, “In Singapore, using the judicial process to bankrupt
      critics and cause them to withdraw from the political stage, or using libel suits to topple political opponents,
      are methods much used by senior politicians.”
    


    
      However, the most important of all these reasons is still a genuine desire to serve the people. Without this, the
      PAP would have fallen from power long ago. In my interactions with scholars and ordinary people, their greatest
      dissatisfaction with the PAP comes from their other actions. Yet, because the PAP does earnestly seek to serve
      the people and succeeds so well, the people are willing to tolerate the rest. Nonetheless, these are critical
      points for the PAP.
    


    
      The PAP’s ruling principle is that they must be people-oriented, to care for the people and the grassroots. How
      does it do this? In concrete terms, MPs work with leaders of electoral constituencies at the grassroots level to
      serve the people. They serve the electorate through a variety of means, listen to their opinions, understand
      their lives and concerns, and help them solve their problems. These slogans sound very familiar to us, but to the
      PAP, they are not just slogans but are translated into real actions. They serve the people
      in the minutiae of their lives and through that earn the right to rule.
    


    4.A Member of Parliament Meets at Most 50,000 Electors a Year


    
      I visited Lee Hsien Loong’s GRC (a constituency comprising a few candidates from the same party). The other
      members of the GRC told me that Lee Hsien Loong, when he was deputy prime minister, used to visit the GRC every
      week to meet his constituents. Now that he was prime minister, he was much busier and was not able to come as
      often, but would ask the others to visit in his stead. This GRC had five members and was divided into five wards,
      with each member representing one ward.
    


    
      The questions brought up at these meet-the-people sessions were not serious ones such as we see in China (such as
      miscarriages of justice, reports of corruption, land seizures, demolition of homes etc.), instead, they were
      fairly minor and personal issues. Common requests included asking for assistance to get a public housing flat
      more quickly (Singapore’s government provides subsidised housing to all but the richest people), for their child
      to go to a better school, or for a foreign spouse to get permanent residency status. Some wanted help in finding
      work, or suspension of loan repayments, or deferment of utilities payments. Some elderly people asked for help to
      claim support from their children. Others sought help about conflicts between neighbours over noise, etc.
    


    
      The MPs were not able to solve all the problems and, in many cases, were only able to provide the supplicant with
      information and advice as to how to pursue a solution. They might give an opinion, or suggest passing the
      question on to the relevant government department or judicial organisation. Some MPs request that staff from
      government departments also attend these sessions to help resolve issues on the spot. For some of the people
      desperately in need of financial assistance, MPs may issue a small cheque to meet their urgent needs. Government
      departments give weight to letters from MPs and will try their best to solve the problems.
      Some big and difficult questions which the government department is unable to solve may be raised with the
      minister of that ministry by the MP over a meal. Whether the problem can be solved or not, the relevant
      department will give the supplicant an answer or explanation.
    


    
      Besides meeting the electors, MPs must also walk around their wards to meet other constituents. This is hard
      work. Some cast the net wide and devote half a day to walking around a few areas in the ward, others visit
      individual households every week to get to know the residents. MPs are expected to visit every household in their
      ward at least twice before the next election. These visits enable them to understand the ordinary person’s life
      and needs, and gain their support.
    


    5.The PAP Headquarters Has Only 11 Employees


    
      The basis of the PAP’s rule is their support from the grassroots level. They make use of various organisations at
      grassroots level to provide services to the people, primarily through the PAP Community Foundation (PCF) and the
      People’s Association (PA).
    


    
      These community service organisations are controlled by the PAP grassroots advisor, who is also the MP. The MP is
      the chairman of the constituency branch of the PAP, chairman of the PCF branch, and is also the consultant of the
      PA. In other words, all the services to the people are provided through the PAP MP. Without the PAP, there would
      be no services.
    


    
      Many Chinese leaders, officials and scholars who have visited the PAP headquarters have expressed surprise that
      the building is so small. This party which has exercised power and achieved successes over 40 years has its
      headquarters in a remote location near the airport, though accessible by public transport. It is a small,
      ordinary-looking, two-storey building situated among public housing blocks. Its office and meetings rooms are
      simply furnished and staffed by 11 employees. Many have suggested that the PAP build itself a bigger building
      along busy Orchard Road in the city centre, but the PAP has repeatedly rejected these ideas. It feels that to
      have a large building in the city will give the impression that the PAP is very arrogant. So
      the PAP moved from the city to a residential area away from the city centre.
    


    
      The small number of staff in the PAP headquarters makes it clear that it does not have the power to carry out any
      government functions. It also shows that the party’s core is not at the top. It indicates that the PAP is not
      external to or above the government, but is within the government and the electorate. The PAP does not display
      its power, and constantly reminds the people that it needs the people’s support. This is the fundamental reason
      why the PAP has remained in power in a democratic system.
    


    
      Singapore is a democracy but lacks full political freedom (it has social freedom). It has strict laws, but does
      not completely protect modern human rights. It has a mature market economy, but government controls are
      all-pervasive.
    


    
      What can China learn from Singapore? Should it just learn from the outcomes of what is described above, and not
      how it build a popular power base within a democratic system? That would be to misread the Singapore experience
      and be misled. The PAP is built on a democratic system and popular support, which has allowed it to exercise
      authoritarian rule and remain undefeated. However, the general election every five years is the Sword of Damocles
      hanging over the head of the PAP. The risk of losing power causes them to live with a sense of crisis, reminding
      them not to forget the people. This is the permanent internal motivation for serving the people.
    


    6.A Clean Government Without High Salaries


    
      In the Transparency International Corruption Perceptions Index 2005, Singapore was ranked the fifth least-corrupt
      country in the world and also Asia’s least-corrupt country. The Singapore government’s low level corruption is
      world-famous. Surrounded by neighbouring countries with higher levels of corruption, how has Singapore managed to
      stay clean?
    


    
      Many visitors to Singapore have concluded that the high salaries in Singapore prevent corruption. Many visiting
      scholars and officials praise this policy and are eager to implement it. If not for the
      large number of government officials and insufficient funds, China might have implemented this long ago.
    


    
      How does Singapore maintain its lack of corruption, and is it the result of high salaries? This is a question I
      wished to research while in Singapore.
    


    
      To understand this issue, I spoke to NUS professors, PAP officials, MPs and other government officials. They
      presented a view contrary to what is commonly believed. They said that the high salaries paid to Singapore’s
      government officials is not for preventing corruption, but to attract talent. Jon S.T. Quah, professor of
      political science in NUS, who has done research into corruption, told me that the high salaries were only
      introduced in the mid-1980s. Before this, Singapore had already solved the problem of corruption.
    


    
      Under the colonial government, there had been more corruption in Singapore. At the time, the salary of government
      officials was not very low. In 1965, when Singapore became independent from Malaysia, the newly-independent
      country with few natural resources was left with a high level of debt. The PAP promised to build a clean
      government, but in order to reduce expenditure, it had to reduce the salaries of government officials. Until the
      early 1970s, Singapore government officials’ salaries were low. In 1973, government officials were given an extra
      month of pay each year, but salaries were still low.
    


    
      In 1985, Lee Kuan Yew suggested that the gap between the salaries of ministers and top civil servants and private
      sector salaries be narrowed to reduce the temptation of corruption. In 1989 there was a large salary increase. In
      1994, salaries of ministers and top civil servants were pegged to the top four earners of six private sector
      occupations. Ministers and top civil servants would receive salaries equivalent to two thirds of private sector
      salaries, which would fluctuate according to economic conditions. In 2000, the Prime Minister earned S$1.94
      million, ministers earned S$1.42 million, and ministers of state and top civil servants earned around S$1.1
      million. Permanent Secretaries earned about S$600,000 to S$700,000, and lower ranked civil servants earned about
      S$100,000.
    


    7.The Reason for Raising the Salaries of the Leaders Was an Attempt to Attract
    Talented People into the Government


    
      In my time at the EAI, the institute organised a trip to Vietnam for staff with costs partially subsidised by the
      institute. If they were accompanied by family members, the additional costs would have to be paid by the staff
      member. The head of the institute brought his family on the trip with us. My colleagues told me that the wife of
      the head of the institute was a deputy minister. According to our experience, a minister would bring her family
      on holiday at public expense and would not travel with a group of subordinates.
    


    
      Another incident was a Singapore minister who was invited to Beijing on official business. Since he had some
      spare time and wanted to do some sightseeing, I recommended a place to visit. The minister and his three
      companions said they would take a taxi to meet me, but I offered to pick them up. I jokingly said that driving a
      minister was inconceivable to me. According our experience, a Chinese minister overseas would have his itinerary
      arranged for him and be accompanied by embassy staff.
    


    
      From this, it can be seen that in order to assess whether Singapore officials are paid more than those in other
      countries, the hidden income needs to be taken into account. Even if the salary is high, this high salary comes
      with greater responsibility and risks, as the government does not provide any guaranteed support after an
      official leaves office.
    


    
      When Lee Kuan Yew suggested that salaries of leaders should be raised, the main reason was to attract and retain
      the best talent. Although preventing corruption was an aim, it was not the main one.
    


    
      We know that Lee Kuan Yew introduced rule by elites. He wished to attract the top talent in all fields into the
      government to be leaders. His targets were doctors, lawyers, accountants, university professors, entrepreneurs,
      bankers etc. with ability, honesty and good character. If he came across such a person, the PAP would ask them to
      join the government. This meant that they would have to sacrifice salaries of S$2 million, S$3 million or even
      S$5 million. Under these circumstances, even asking them to take up a ministerial post with
      a salary of about S$1 million would not be easy. It can be seen that the nature of Singapore politics is very
      different from China’s; Singaporeans are not very willing to enter the government and must be invited.
    


    
      In Chinese society, official positions are sought after, and up till today, many university graduates try to
      qualify for the public service as a first choice. For every post, there are at least several tens of applicants,
      and even several hundred applicants. If salaries of public servants were raised, then society’s values will
      change and revert to the thinking of the past where academic achievement was valued above all else. In order to
      compete for such positions, corruption in the public sector will be even greater.
    


    
      Therefore, without understanding the background in Singapore and just looking at the high salaries, and assuming
      that the high salaries led to lower corruption, is very one-sided. These highly capable people who enter
      government were not attracted by the money but actually had to make a financial sacrifice. If they were attracted
      by the money, they would not need to become officials as their salaries would already be extremely high.
      Therefore, the aim of high salaries was to attract and retain talented people, but another effect was reducing
      the temptation of corruption.
    


    
      So how does Singapore maintain an honest government? As far as I understand, there are other reasons, not the
      high salaries.
    


    
      Firstly, an honest government is one of the PAP’s principles. There is no other government in the world which
      places such a great emphasis on honesty in government. The white centre of the PAP emblem represents honesty and
      integrity. In 1959, the PAP won its first general election, and the cabinet wore all white when taking their
      oaths. White clothing became the PAP’s uniform which they wear at all important events, displaying the importance
      they place on honesty. Why is this so?
    


    
      When Singapore was newly independent, the leaders of neighbouring countries were insatiable. There was widespread
      corruption, depravity, bribery and extortion among government officials. In Malaysia, Thailand, India, the
      Kuomintang, South Korea, Philippines, Indonesia and even in Singapore, governments became
      more and more corrupt. Comrades who had suffered oppression, once they won liberty, descended to become marauders
      themselves.
    


    
      The PAP emerged from the revolutionary period in Asia and won liberty from the colonial powers. However, their
      leaders were from the bourgeois class, many of whom had been educated at Cambridge. They greatly detested
      corruption and admired the CCP’s style of plain living. They swore to establish an honest government. Lee Kuan
      Yew said if they did not establish an honest government, they would not survive.
    


    
      There are those who say that building a clean government through determination and principle alone was
      impossible. I believe that if the pioneer generation of leaders had such a strong sense of responsibility and
      strong principles, with the example set by their leaders, they could have maintained a clean government during
      the period while they had influence even without a foolproof system. Mao Zedong’s period also achieved this.
      Singapore has only been independent for 40 years and Lee Kuan Yew’s period is not yet over, so even without
      another system, it may be possible to maintain a clean government just based on this alone.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew not only had the determination to do so but also set himself as an example for a long period. When
      he first became prime minister, his salary was S$3,500 per month. In the early 1970s, when he raised ministers’
      salaries from S$2,500 to S$4,500 per month, he continued to draw S$3,500 per month until 1985. Until today,
      Singapore leaders do not have gardeners, cooks and servants paid for by the government. The PAP not only had
      ideals, principles and determination, but also gradually built up a system that ensured a clean government.
    


    8.Government Officials Are Presumed Corrupt Based on the Evidence


    
      First and foremost, anti-corruption laws reduce opportunities for corruption. In 1960, the Singapore government
      passed a Prevention of Corruption Act (the Act). The purpose of this Act was to adopt all means possible to reduce opportunities for corruption and make corruption easier to discover, and to
      mete out severe and timely penalties to deter such actions.
    


    
      The Act made extensive provisions to define bribery and corruption and other kinds of corrupt behaviour.
      Officials would be deemed guilty of corruption based on evidence such as a lavish lifestyle, expenditure beyond
      their incomes or assets greater than their incomes. The Act also gave great powers to investigators to
      investigate and seek evidence, making it obligatory for the family of the accused and other witnesses to provide
      information on pain of severe penalties.
    


    
      Secondly, using all means possible to reduce opportunities for corruption is an important part of Singapore’s
      anti-corruption policy. The Singapore government is one of the few governments in the world which has so much
      control over the resources of country and society, and make such large investments. Many large investment
      projects are made by the government, and 80% of housing is built by the government. Opportunities for officials
      to gain money through their positions are many, but thanks to the strong law which obstructs the avenues of
      corruption, officials have fewer opportunities to be corrupt. This system entails that power is distributed among
      several people, and major decisions cannot be taken by a single official alone but must involve several other
      officials. Government contracts must be examined and approved at various levels, and the responsibilities are
      spelled out clearly.
    


    
      Thirdly, a powerful agency to investigate corruption was set up — the Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau
      (CPIB). With a current strength of 77, the CPIB works directly under the prime minister and is a weapon to
      prevent and combat corruption. It has been successful in this: it has gained the trust of Singaporeans, it has
      great powers and the authority to require any person being investigated to report for questioning, and anyone who
      provides it with false or misleading information faces a fine or jail term. Singapore is a small country, and the
      CPIB is able to monitor officials closely, and corrupt practices can be easily uncovered.
    


    
      Whether a country’s anti-corruption measures are successful and effective depends on two factors. Firstly, it is
      not merely how strict the laws are but how strictly they are enforced. If the risk of being
      punished is small, even harsh penalties will not deter corruption. If the risk of being punished is perceived to
      be high, the deterrent effect will be great. An expert told me that the rate of offenders being caught is 40
      times higher in Singapore than in the Philippines. Where the arrest rate is low, those who are caught will be
      unhappy, demanding to know why they are punished when others are not. They will feel that it is due to bad luck,
      and many people will feel lucky.
    


    
      Another important factor is that the crime must be clearly defined. Once the law has been broken, there must be a
      penalty meted out without regard for other considerations such as the position of the official, his connections,
      how many offenders there are (e.g. if the law defines bribery as receipt of $1,000 or more, but because there are
      too many offenders, only those who received $10,000 are punished). This would blur the boundaries of the offence,
      and unclear boundaries will encourage officials to keep pushing the boundaries. Singapore has a simple approach
      and anyone crossing the line will be punished. In the 1960s, a minister objected to the purchase of Boeing
      aeroplanes but secretly approached Boeing to offer paid service. After this was discovered, even though it was
      only a suspicion, Lee Kuan Yew relieved him of his duties. This minister was later spurned by others.
    


    
      Fourthly, the government must be open. Without openness, there cannot be a clean government, and secret
      operations are a source of corruption. This entails transparency in government affairs such as bidding for
      projects, which are well regulated and made public. If anyone has suspicions, they can raise a question, and the
      relevant ministry will have to provide an explanation and supporting documents.
    


    
      The assets of officials are also open, and anyone with suspicions about an official’s assets can also raise
      questions, and the relevant ministries will investigate and provide an explanation. This includes Lee Kuan Yew
      himself.
    


    
      In 1995, someone questioned the fact that Lee Kuan Yew and his son, Lee Hsien Loong, (then deputy prime
      minister), had bought flats on favourable terms. Prime Minister Goh Chok Tong issued instructions that the purchase of these flats should be investigated. The investigation showed that
      the developer had given them a discount of less than 10%. After the contract had been finalised, the market price
      rose and someone had lodged a complaint. Lee Kuan Yew asked for the results of the investigation to be made
      public and debated in Parliament. During the debate, the opposition party agreed that this discount was within
      market norms. As this was not hidden and openly disclosed, the issue was completely resolved.
    


    
      Fifthly, Singapore’s clean government is a result of many decades of civic education which has built up the
      citizens’ good character, resulting in a clean government and society, and where corrupt officials are regarded
      as public enemies. Singapore society is governed by the rule of law and the people are mostly law-abiding and do
      not immediately take advantage of their connections. Therefore, there is little bribery in Singapore.
    


    
      Singapore’s clean government arises from a whole system comprising principles, social and cultural atmosphere,
      open government, rule of law and strict organisations, of which high salary is only one element. Singapore’s
      success in combating corruption can be seen in officials who choose not to be corrupt, do not even consider it
      and do not dare indulge in it.
    


    
      Attributing Singapore’s clean government to high salaries is a misunderstanding. High salaries alone cannot
      prevent corruption because, for many people, greed is limitless. If not, why is it that a high official with a
      comfortable life and high remuneration will still want more money? Former Indonesian President Suharto’s family
      allegedly reaped up to US$42 billion (about 40% of Indonesia’s GDP) from corruption, former Philippines President
      Marcos took about US$5 billion to US$10 billion, former Peruvian President Fujimori took millions of US dollars
      from his country, and former President Mobutu of Zaire took US$5 billion to US$8 billion (about 40% of the
      international aid received by Zaire each year). How can these be explained? The only explanation is that man’s
      greed is limitless.
    


    
      In order to prevent corruption, it is important that officials are able to maintain an average lifestyle. If
      salaries are too low for them to maintain a basic lifestyle, corruption will arise. For example, Indonesian
      and Filipino officials’ salaries only cover about one third of their living costs, forcing
      them to resort to extortion. Many foreign visitors will encounter this as soon as they enter the country. When
      officials are paid sufficient to maintain an average lifestyle, then prevention of corruption depends on the
      system and culture.
    


    
      If a country does not have an effective and strict system to control corruption, then bribery and corruption
      becomes as easy as using a bank card to draw cash, and everyone will do it, even if he already has enough money.
    


    9.Maintaining Order Not by Draconian Laws Alone


    
      Many people are full of praises for Singapore’s garden city, effective management and social order. This is often
      attributed to Singapore’s strict management style and draconian laws.
    


    
      Singapore is certainly managed very strictly to maintain public health and social order, and stiff fines are
      meted out for breaking the law. For example, those caught smoking or drinking on a public bus can be fined up to
      S$2,000 (about one month’s salary). Singapore still carries out traditional caning and capital punishment by
      hanging. Vandals or foreigners overstaying their visas face jail terms and even caning.
    


    
      However, are draconian laws sufficient to produce a cultured and orderly society? History and reality do not
      support this contention. China has the strictest laws and penalties for corruption in the world as well as
      hundreds of regulations to control different kinds of corruption, yet has not been able to effectively reduce the
      prevalence of corruption. Can it be that little Singapore was able to rely on strict laws to produce a
      harmonious, orderly and civilised society?
    


    
      In the time I spent in Singapore, I took the opportunity to visit other Southeast Asian countries such as
      Malaysia, Thailand, Vietnam and Indonesia. I believe that a city’s streets and traffic are the best reflection of
      the standards of orderliness and culture in a society, and also the quality of governance.
    


    
      In Bangkok, Ho Chi Minh City and Jakarta, motorbikes flew along the streets like locusts, and the cars,
      motorbikes and pedestrians did not obey the traffic rules. Some areas did not have traffic
      lights or zebra crossings, and there was no way to cross the roads in an orderly manner. It felt dangerous. The
      streets and shopfronts were dirty, prices were arbitrary, and there was overcharging by officials. Traffic was
      chaotic, such as in Bangkok where there was no subway but surface railways which crossed city streets, resulting
      in noise and disorder. Whenever I returned to Singapore from neighbouring countries, I always felt a sense of
      returning from chaos to order, from noise to peace, from factory to garden.
    


    
      So what is it that has made Singapore beautiful, orderly, well-managed? I believe there are several reasons:
      Firstly, Singapore abides by the rule of law. Secondly, it has an excellent civil service and with rule by
      elites. Thirdly, government policies are open and there is public participation. Fourthly, there is good civic
      education. Without these basic factors, simply relying on strict laws could produce orderliness, but would not
      result in a people full of energy; the people would be fearful of the law, but they would not trust and respect
      the government; the government would be strong but would not be able to govern well and effectively.
    


    
      Singapore’s good governance comes firstly from its tradition of governance. This tradition is a legacy of the
      British colonial government which was inherited by Lee Kuan Yew, himself a law graduate from Cambridge
      University, and his colleagues. Naturally, he made some adjustments to suit Singapore’s Asian culture, this
      tradition was a reason for his emphasis on strict laws.
    


    10. A Society Governed by the Rule of Law, Not Based on Connections


    
      The rule of law I refer to here is not just the government’s management and maintenance of order in society, but
      how the government itself observes the rules, instead of relying on connections and current circumstances in
      carrying out its duties. There are many projects in Singapore in which the government is the investor, and these
      contracts are awarded by open tender and not through connections. If anyone has any doubt about the award of a
      tender, he can request that the government justify its decision and ask to examine the
      documents. Without compliance with these laws or without open competition, the extent of corruption in a country
      like Singapore where the government controls large amounts of resources and investments would be unimaginable.
    


    
      I know a businessman who does volunteer service. He has an entertainment business and also brings in entertainers
      from overseas. In some countries, this would be a sensitive business and he might require good connections in
      order to carry out business activities. However, this man said he does not need connections, he only needs to
      know the procedures. If he wishes to bring in a singer, he will make sure he satisfies the conditions set by the
      government. If the embassy, Ministry of Manpower or police refuse to grant a visa or work permit, he can request
      for a reason. If there is no valid reason or some evidence of unfairness, he can lodge a complaint about the
      officials involved. If an official is the subject of complaints several times, he will get into trouble.
    


    
      Relying on procedures and not connections is the hallmark of a society governed by the rule of law. I observed
      that in Parliament, when dealing with complaints from voters, if the question was one of law, the MP would not
      discuss the substance but simply give a reply based on the procedure. If anyone felt unfairly punished by the
      police, the MP would help him appeal, but would not interfere with the decisions taken by the police. If someone
      was penalised or unable to pay his utilities bill and had his electricity supply cut off and appealed to his MP,
      the MP would not request that the fine be waived, but ask that the payment be deferred. If he had broken the law
      by not paying, no one could use connections or special powers to have him exempted. Everyone does things
      according to the law and does not interfere with others’ exercise of their powers.
    


    
      This does not just apply to government officials. This way of thinking is also prevalent among ordinary people.
      All government agencies and social organisations follow established procedures. During my short stint in the EAI
      of NUS, the administrative procedures were the same as for the other professors.
    


    11. Democracy and Law Must Be Supported by a Good Civil Service


    
      The rule of law has to be implemented by a good civil service. Lee Kuan Yew placed great emphasis on building up
      the civil service as he believed that it was crucial for the survival of a democratic system. Even with democracy
      and laws, a good civil service is necessary for a country. Among Asian countries, India has the most robust and
      successful democracy (able to withstand fierce conflicts over ethnicity, religion and language), while democratic
      systems in Indonesia and Pakistan have collapsed. An important reason for this is that India inherited the
      British civil service system while Indonesia did not. The Dutch felt that there was no necessity to teach the
      Indonesians how to govern themselves.
    


    
      Singapore’s government is a government of elites and few other countries can match the importance placed on the
      selection and grooming of civil servants. The government seeks out able people from all sectors to join the civil
      service. There is no common examination for joining the civil service, but candidates must take a difficult
      psychological and ability test of more than 1,000 questions. In order to attract able university graduates to
      join the civil service, there are prestigious President’s scholarships, Singapore Armed Forces scholarships and
      other scholarships which will finance the scholars’ studies locally or overseas. After graduation, they are
      required to work in the civil service for several years.
    


    
      Quality civil servants exercise good management skills, and this is reflected in the development of the city.
    


    
      I have visited many of the major cities of the world, and few can match the urban design and public transport of
      Singapore. Singapore has been called a shoppers’ paradise, and it has shopping malls spread throughout the city.
      However, even during the weekends or public holidays, there are not many pedestrians, and traffic is
      smooth-flowing. Why? The reason is that the pedestrians are in the shopping mallsor making use of walkways
      between buildings or underground. The design of Singapore’s public transport and business district is truly
      remarkable.
    


    
      In Singapore, almost all large shopping malls are connected to transport hubs which link bus
      stops and Mass Rapid Transit (MRT) stations. Singaporeans are able to board a bus or MRT near their home and get
      to a shopping mall easily. Shopping malls are often connected to an MRT station exit or a bus stop. Every large
      shopping mall has a food court serving a wide variety of food, and some also have cinemas and other forms of
      entertainment. A person can remain in a shopping mall all day shopping, eating and playing, and then return home
      by public transport without emerging onto the streets.
    


    
      The bus stations are also extremely intelligently designed. Unlike Beijing where a bus station will serve one or
      more bus routes but may not be linked to other forms of transport, in Singapore, a bus station often serves more
      than 10 bus services, and sometimes many more, and is always connected to an MRT station. This makes transferring
      between modes of transport very convenient and most trips do not require more than two transfers. The transfers
      also do not require much walking as it is usually possible to make the switch at the same location.
    


    
      Some people may wonder whether having so many buses at the same place will be chaotic. However, such a situation
      hardly ever arises in Singapore. The bus stations are very well-designed: they are usually circular, curved or
      many-sided, and connected to the MRT. Buses will park on one side and drop passengers off on the other side where
      there are shops, a supermarket, eateries and other services. Passengers can alight to shop, eat, etc. and then
      board another bus at the same place. Each station is served by many bus routes. Pedestrians do not need to walk
      on or cross roads very much. This is how Singapore’s shopping malls and public transport are designed: MRT
      station exits are linked to shopping malls, and bus stations also contain shops.
    


    
      The design of roads, transport systems and shopping malls, as well as the management of urban infrastructure in
      Singapore, are all world-class, reflecting the quality of urban management. It can only be achieved by highly
      capable people.
    


    12. Although the Government Is Run by Elites, the People Are Consulted


    
      Effective governance relies not only on reason and intelligence, and also on public participation. The Singapore
      government makes use of the media to engage the public in discussions of issues which impact the life and
      interests of the people. In the early days, in order to reduce traffic congestion in the city, the government
      began a discussion about charging a fee for driving into the city during peak hours. With the increase in the
      number of vehicles and road congestion, the government sought the people’s opinions on the idea of building the
      MRT system.
    


    
      Although the government strongly believes in decision-making by elites, its decisions may be discussed by the
      people. Lee Kuan Yew required ministers not only to be able to make decisions but also explain them. It can be
      seen that the Singapore government is very open and transparent. Any major issue which involves the interests of
      the people is openly debated and the people’s reactions heard and taken in account before a decision is made. In
      the 1980s and 1990s, before Singapore made large increases to the salaries of public officials, this was debated
      in Parliament, and the prime minister made a statement to explain the reason behind this proposal. In the 1960s,
      Singapore launched a “Two is Enough” family planning policy. In the 1980s, this policy was widely criticised.
      After review, the government put an end to this policy and instead began to encourage larger families.
    


    
      In contrast to the way we in China handle affairs, the Singapore government’s method of management is not merely
      timely, but often ahead of its time. In many instances it anticipates the future and invites the people to
      participate in discussions.
    


    
      In 2009, in order to promote economic growth, the Singapore government made the decision to build two integrated
      resorts with casinos. However, the people were concerned about the negative impact of gambling on families. As a
      result, the government published a draft Casino Control Bill on 17 October 2005 for public discussion. The draft spelled out measures intended to curb gambling addiction and was described by some as the
      most detailed and transparent law in the world. The drawing up of a set of policies and measures before embarking
      on a project reflects the quality of governance and management.
    


    
      In China we generally do not draw up adequate laws and policies ahead of time, and when difficulties occur, we
      are unprepared to deal with them. Singapore’s democratic government practises decision-making by elites with
      public participation. Public opinion is valued and taken into account at high levels, which makes policies that
      are better designed, implemented and understood by the people, who will therefore be more ready to support and
      obey. This kind of governance is truly effective.
    


    13. Public Education Is More Important than Imposing Laws


    
      The Singapore government imposes strict laws to maintain social order but it understands that this is not enough.
      Lee Kuan Yew was of the opinion that laws were necessary for society to function. In a stable society, with order
      already established, the laws would govern the relationships among the people, and between the people and the
      government. Where does this order come from? It is from a good civil service which implements the law and a
      people who abide by the rules.
    


    
      Visitors to Singapore will observe that Singaporeans are friendly, dedicated, responsible and law-abiding. If you
      ask the way, a passerby or bus driver will patiently give you directions. It is forbidden to smoke or drink on
      board public buses on pain of a S$2,000 fine. I have never seen anyone smoke in a non-smoking area. In several
      months, I have not seen any traffic police and very rarely see a policeman, let alone any other law enforcement
      officers.
    


    
      It seems that Singapore relies more on self-policing than on force. Lee Kuan Yew said that Singaporean Chinese
      are not descended from the officials and gentlemen of China’s central plains but are descended from poorly-educated immigrants from Fujian and Guangdong provinces. So why are they law-abiding,
      cultured and well-behaved? This is the result of public education.
    


    
      Singapore’s civil servants and high officials are mainly elites who have undergone formal western education, and
      the majority are law-abiding, orderly, responsible, dedicated and hardworking. In the lower ranks, since ethnic
      Chinese form the majority, public education focuses mainly on promoting the Chinese language, emphasising Asian
      values, particularly Confucian values, and developing virtues such as being law-abiding, orderly, polite, helpful
      etc. These traditional virtues are not taught through political education but are taught in schools and supported
      by social education and campaigns.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew valued the inculcation of traditional Chinese values, and has many times spoken in support of
      Confucian values and the importance of preserving traditional Chinese culture. The government has also
      spearheaded many activities to encourage the preservation of traditional cultures. Among countries with ethnic
      Chinese populations, Singapore is one where traditional Chinese culture has been best preserved, in many respects
      even better than in China itself. It can be seen that Singapore has imbibed the essence of western culture and
      combined it with traditional Chinese virtues, modern legal tools and democratic practices, which have blended
      together to build a harmonious society.
    


    
      This analysis of Singapore shows that there is much to acknowledge and praise. This does not mean that I
      completely support the Singapore model; I only wish to describe my observations about the factors contributing to
      Singapore’s success. These are also aspects which have been ignored or misinterpreted by us over the past
      decades.
    


    
      In affirming Singapore’s successful experience, there are two more points to note: although many of its practices
      are worth studying, its model may not be widely applicable. Singapore is very small, and issues faced by larger
      countries will be more complex. Behind Singapore’s success are several practices which are no longer acceptable
      to present society and people, and these should not be emulated by other countries.
    


    
      The PAP is like a loving mother, and the government is like a strict father. The parents
      together work hard to provide a good life for their children and care for them in different ways. However, the
      children of today’s society are not satisfied with this and desire greater freedom. This is the dilemma faced by
      the Singapore government today.
    


    


    
      1 Many thanks to Professor Wang Gungwu,
      (Chairman, EAI NUS), Professor Huang Minghan (Academic Director, EAI NUS), Zou Keyuan, (researcher, EAI NUS), MPs
      Seng Han Thong and Yeo Guat Kwang, and Lau Ping Sum (Executive Director, PAP) for their help in my research.
    

  


  
    Chapter 3


    A Hardworking,
    

    Unflagging Student — Remembering
    

    Our Founding Father, Lee Kuan Yew


    By Chua Chee Lay


    
      The first time I met Mr Lee Kuan Yew was in August 2004. At the time, Mr Lee had great interest in using Chinese
      on computers, but, like many beginners, was encountering some difficulties. His Chinese tutor of many years, Chew
      Cheng Hai, was my colleague in the Nanyang Technological University (NTU). Professor Chew knew that I was
      familiar with using Chinese on computers and suggested that I help Mr Lee by answering his questions.
    


    
      The first time I entered Mr Lee’s office, my heart trembled with fear, but one look at his affable smile
      dispelled my apprehensions. Mr Lee’s problems were with language coding and selecting options which I was able to
      quickly resolve. I shook hands with him and took my leave reluctantly, not expecting that I would have another
      chance to meet him.
    


    
      To my delight, not long after, I received a call from Mr Lee’s secretariat saying that he wanted to know if I
      would be willing to teach him Chinese. Such humility! As the political leader of the nation, Mr Lee was neither
      commanding nor instructing, but rather asking if I was willing. I thought, no one would turn
      down an opportunity to meet regularly with such a political giant, and I accepted without hesitation.
    


    
      For my Chinese lessons with Mr Lee, I did not prepare any special lesson plans, but merely provided materials
      appropriate to his interests and abilities. Our lessons were mostly conducted in his office at the Istana and
      occasionally in his home, usually every other Saturday afternoon from 4pm to 7.30pm. However, since Mr Lee was an
      enthusiastic student, the lessons could stretch to beyond 9 pm.
    


    
      Every lesson was divided into two parts. He would first read silently a few Chinese news articles I had prepared
      in advance, and then I would explain the unfamiliar words and phrases to him. He would also ask for clarification
      if there was anything he found unclear. After that, I would read the articles aloud to enable him to sense the
      reasoning and feelings expressed. After grasping these basics, he would then adjust his spectacles and read the
      article aloud, sometimes more than once, until he was satisfied with his performance. Since he often needed to
      make speeches, he was very particular about the precise pronunciation of words and phrases. His attitude towards
      study was as thorough as that of a scholar. I saw in him the embodiment of the adage “one is never too old to
      learn”.
    


    
      In the second half of the lesson, we would converse on wide-ranging topics, ancient and modern, local and
      foreign. Since my knowledge was narrower than his, this was a daunting challenge for me. However, I devised a
      simple plan — when I knew something about the topic, I would express my views; if I did not know anything, I
      would not pretend to know. Mr Lee could accept such frankness. I also observed that he would make audio
      recordings of our conversations. Once, I asked why he did this, and his reply was that after I had left, he would
      listen to the recording while exercising on his stationary bicycle to reinforce what he had just learned and so
      make the learning more effective! At the time, Mr Lee was already nearly 90 years of age, yet he was willing to
      study while resting and exercising. How can we not respect this tireless attitude towards
      learning?
    


    
      Since Mr Lee had learned only English and Malay when he was young, not learning Chinese until after he rose to
      power, the development of his proficiency in listening, speaking, reading and writing Chinese was uneven. He did
      not pay much attention to writing, but focused on reading comprehension, reading aloud and conversational skills.
      In his opinion, these three aspects were the most useful in modern life. Through reading a wide range of articles
      and looking things up on the internet, he was able to keep abreast of news and developments. Since he often
      needed to answer questions and make speeches, reading aloud was very helpful to him. Conversation was also an
      important means for social communication. He was already able to read and respond freely, but he felt that since
      he had started learning Chinese late in life, his foundation was not deep, and so if he stopped studying it, he
      would rapidly regress.
    


    
      Mr Lee treated his teachers with great respect. In the six years that I taught him, he always treated me with
      courtesy and humility. He never raised his voice to me, and I was touched by his concern about my life and work.
      When he learned that I had a daughter, Yiting, in primary school, he frequently asked about her progress in her
      studies. During one lesson, I specially thanked Mr Lee as Yiting had won a bilingual impromptu speech
      competition. Mr Lee was so happy that he immediately wrote her a note of congratulation, encouraging her to
      continue to work hard to become effectively bilingual.
    


    
      I showed Mr Lee how to use a computer to type Chinese. He found it very helpful, saying that it made it much
      easier and more efficient to write Chinese or look up the pronunciation, meaning and use of words. I also showed
      him how to search for Chinese materials on the internet, vastly expanding the resources available to him. Mr Lee
      much appreciated modern education with its digital aids, and said that it was like adding wings to a tiger,
      making it even more powerful! He was so impressed that he invited a group of ministers, journalists, members of
      the Parliamentary Committee for Education and Ministry of Education officials to the Istana so that I could show them the latest advances in using Chinese on the computer.
    


    
      Mr Lee, as the founding Prime Minister, was always concerned for the nation and the people and was weighed down
      by many responsibilities. However, he still liked to do certain things for himself. Once, he tried several times
      without success to install some software, and finally, somewhat discouraged, asked me to have a look. He watched
      me install it quite quickly, and asked with some surprise, “How strange, why did it listen to you but not to me?”
      His humorous expression was full of child-like innocence.
    


    
      On day in 2010, I received a call from Mr Lee’s security officer saying that he wished to speak to me. Surprised,
      I stopped what I was doing to listen. Mr Lee told me that someone from the US was bringing the newly-released
      iPad for his viewing, and asked if I would like to have a look. I was extremely excited as, to computer
      enthusiasts, the iPad then was the equivalent of the much anticipated iWatch today. I was touched that Mr Lee,
      knowing how interested I was in computers, had thought to specially invite me to see this latest product.
    


    
      Some people have asked me whether it was frightening to teach such a political strongman? Was I constantly afraid
      of saying the wrong thing? Frankly, to me, Mr Lee was simply an enthusiastic and unflagging student as well as an
      affable father figure, and I never felt any reason to fear him.
    


    
      Mr Lee placed great importance on the learning of language during the childhood years because he firmly believed
      that language learning had to be done as early as possible. He believed that the best time for language
      acquisition was from the ages of 5 to 16 years, and once past that period, learning a language would be less
      effective as the brain’s language learning mechanism would be more rigid, making language acquisition much more
      difficult. He cited his own experience of learning language as a real-life example. Since he did not start
      learning Chinese systematically until his thirties, he felt that he had to put in many times the effort of a
      younger person in order to learn the language. To make things more difficult, his lack of a
      solid foundation caused him to quickly forget what he had learned. He compared himself to a transplanted tree
      which had to grasp at the earth to prevent itself from being tilted or uprooted by strong winds which would waste
      all the earlier effort.
    


    
      In Mr Lee’s view, English was not only the language of international and interracial communication but was also
      extremely important for Singapore’s future. He felt that Singapore would not be able to survive without a strong
      proficiency in the English language, hence the great importance he attached to it. The Chinese language, on the
      other hand, was valued for completely different reasons. He respected the long history of Chinese culture, and
      believed that the Chinese language was the key to unlock this treasury. Those who knew the Chinese language would
      have access to this rich culture and which would enrich their lives. In addition, since Chinese was the
      lingua franca of ethnic Chinese worldwide, knowing Chinese would promote communication with other
      Chinese communities, leading to greater understanding and influence among them. These were the reasons for his
      perseverance in studying Chinese over the past half century, and for his policies involving the Chinese language.
    


    
      Mr Lee Kuan Yew’s bilingual education policy required all Singaporeans to learn the international language,
      English, as well their mother tongue. This was an extremely important decision for multicultural, multilingual
      and multireligious Singapore. In a small, densely-populated nation like Singapore, ethnic friction and conflicts
      could easily arise. With English accepted as the main working language, different ethnic groups would thus be
      able to work together without unnecessary suspicion and conflicts. However, if English were the only language
      learned, traditional language and culture would be lost. In order to gain the support of ethnic groups and
      preserve their culture, the bilingual education policy became an unshakable founding principle.
    


    
      Mr Lee would usually not write Chinese essays. His main emphasis was on reading comprehension, reading aloud and
      conversational skills which he regarded as the most useful aspects of language in the modern
      day. Through reading widely, he was able to quickly grasp the latest developments. Reading aloud helped him
      express himself when making speeches. Conversation was his main mode of communication with others. When he wished
      to express his views in Chinese, he would usually write a draft in English which we would then translate into
      Chinese. It is particularly noteworthy that Mr Lee was one of the few political leaders who would personally type
      drafts of his speeches on the computer.
    


    
      Mr Lee was very concerned about the younger generation delaying marriage, not marrying or not having children.
      Once, even when he was hospitalised in the Singapore General Hospital, he asked me to give him a lesson in the
      hospital. When a young Indian nurse came round to give him his medicine, he asked her if she was married. She
      answered that she was recently married. He asked if she intended to have children, and she said she did. Mr Lee
      then asked how many she wanted to have, and she casually replied perhaps three or four. After she had left, Mr
      Lee sighed and said to me, “The young people nowadays either don’t want to marry, or marry and don’t want to have
      children. That’s such a worry!”
    


    
      I recall a dialogue session when a female PhD student asked Mr Lee to give some advice in light of the complex
      future that lay ahead. Mr Lee’s first question to her was whether she was married. She said that she was not. Mr
      Lee then asked how old she was. She answered that she was 27. Mr Lee then asked her how many more years it would
      take her to finish her PhD, and she said possibly two or three years. Mr Lee then asked if she had a boyfriend.
      She hesitated a little and answered that she did not.
    


    
      At this, Mr Lee sighed and said that this was not good. By the time she had finished her PhD, she would be 30,
      and by the time she found a boyfriend, got married and had children, she would be considered an older mother
      which not only carried greater risk, but was also not good for the baby’s intellectual development. He then
      urged her not to waste time but to find a partner, get married quickly and have children. He
      felt that that would be more fulfilling than getting her PhD! Mr Lee then wished this female student well, and
      hoped that she would be able to have her cake and eat it — to complete her PhD and also quickly marry and have
      children, and build a happy family.
    


    
      In March this year, I was in France on a writers’ program. Like many Singaporeans, I was very worried about Mr
      Lee’s medical condition and hoped that he would be able to hold on to see Singapore’s 50th National Day. I
      followed the official news on the internet, and was concerned to read that his condition was deteriorating. About
      3am on the 23rd (about 8pm on the 22nd in France), on learning that Mr Lee had passed away, my heart was filled
      with grief. Although I knew that age, illness and death are natural and unavoidable, on hearing about the death
      of this great man, it was hard to suppress the grief that welled up in my heart. I remembered Mr Lee’s untiring
      attitude during our lessons and his lifetime effort in striving for the well-being of Singapore and improving the
      life of generations of Singaporeans. We are forever grateful for what he has done, and can only silently bid him
      farewell.
    


    
      Mr Lee Kuan Yew is the respected founding father of our nation, and we are full of gratitude to him. He devoted a
      lifetime of wisdom and experience to Singapore, and in a short span of 30–40 years, led Singapore from an
      undeveloped, beleaguered little country to become an advanced country which is beautiful, clean, efficient,
      harmonious, prosperous, and a safe place in which to live and work. We could not have imagined that Singapore
      would become what it is today.
    


    
      Our respected and loved founding father, Mr Lee Kuan Yew, has passed away, yet his spirit will forever live in
      our hearts. He enabled us to see that as long as we can combine wisdom, courage and determination, we can work
      miracles.
    


    
      In closing, I would like to dedicate a poem to Mr Lee Kuan Yew.
    


    Our Great Man — Dedicated to Our Founding Father Mr Lee Kuan Yew


    
      By Chua Chee Lay
    


    
      In the early hours of 23rd March,
    


    
      Consumed by worry,
    


    
      The sleeping island nation
    


    
      Is awakened by a thunderous sound.
    


    
      The great man who straddled the centuries
    


    
      Has come crashing down.
    


    
      Across the island, countless eyes
    


    
      Shed unending streams of tears.
    


    
      Beyond the island, countless hearts
    


    
      Throb with grief and desolation.
    


    
      However,
    


    
      Our great man,
    


    
      How can he have fallen?
    


    
      He is only exhausted.
    


    
      He is only putting down
    


    
      The burden of history that he has borne on his shoulders.
    


    
      Despite the ashes and smoke,
    


    
      Our great man has not fallen.
    


    
      His rousing speeches of concern for nation and people
    


    
      Will echo through the ages.
    


    
      Despite the ashes and smoke,
    


    
      Our great man has not fallen.
    


    
      He still casts a mighty shadow
    


    
      In every grateful heart,
    


    
      In the surging tide of history.
    


    
      (Written on the eve of the state funeral of Mr Lee Kuan Yew, in the author’s residence in Bordeaux,
      France.)
    

  


  
    Chapter 4


    Lee Kuan Yew and Singapore


    By Chen Kang


    
      Singapore is an island nation without natural resources or an economic hinterland, and an area of only 700 square
      kilometres. That this little island could become a vibrant modern international city in a few short decades can
      only be described as a miracle.
    


    
      At the mention of Singapore, Lee Kuan Yew immediately comes to mind. In fact, many refer to Singapore as “Lee
      Kuan Yew’s Singapore”. Mr Lee led Singapore for more than 50 years and was still a Member of Parliament at his
      death in 2015, a term in office that is rarely seen. His passing has caused many to reconsider the following
      questions: what is the nature of Singapore’s success? What significance does Singapore’s experience of economic
      development have for other countries? What is the future of the “Singapore model” after Lee Kuan Yew?
    


    1.Lee Kuan Yew’s Singapore


    
      What is the nature of Singapore’s success? The responses to this question will differ according to the
      respondent’s perspective. Conservative politicians will discern the success of an authoritarian regime, veterans
      of state-owned entities will note the effectiveness of state ownership, while government officials will observe
      that the paying of high salaries leads to low levels of corruption. Each person will take
      what they perceive and attach the “Singapore experience” label to it. However, all these “experiences” are narrow
      and biased, and cannot stand up to scrutiny.
    


    
      Firstly, the authoritarian regime in Singapore was a transitional phase and should not be regarded as a stable
      system. In the early nation-building period, Singapore’s government was unquestionably an authoritarian
      government. Lee Kuan Yew emphasised the importance of deterrence in the government’s dealings with the people,
      and even primary school students imbibed the importance of respect for those in authority. However, the
      city-state is also a society with universal suffrage and governed by the rule of law. The electoral system
      ensures that the government’s track record is reviewed by the electorate every five years.
    


    
      It is not for a state governor or other high officials to judge whether a “mayor” of the city has performed well;
      rather, that assessment is made by the electorate. Supervision by popular opinion is accomplished through a
      democratic process. Moreover, the “mayor” cannot hope to be moved elsewhere and promoted to a higher position.
      Long office terms preclude short-term thinking. Leaders know that their careers and their futures are closely
      tied to the performance of the government in which they have an encompassing interest. Although there is only one
      large ruling party which has not been replaced for many years, yet for each minister, every election
      institutionalises the uncertainty which is a spur to action. This is because Singapore has adopted the British
      parliamentary system where government ministers must first be elected to Parliament, and the need to win votes
      puts pressure on the government to promote popular policies. Retired senior civil servant Ngiam Tong Dow gave
      this analogy, “Initially, you gave peanuts to monkeys so they would dance to your tune. Now you’ve given them so
      much by way of peanuts that the monkey has become a gorilla and you have to dance to its tune. That’s your
      greatest problem.” The strong government which took pride in opposing populism and dared to implement necessary
      but unpopular policies has gradually softened under the pressure of elections. It no longer relies on its
      authority but frequently seeks the electorate’s approval by handing out “red packets” to the
      people. This is no longer the authoritarian style of government as advocated by conservative politicians.
    


    
      Next, Singapore’s government-linked companies (GLCs) differ from state-owned enterprises (SOEs). GLCs are
      incorporated as “private limited companies” and have to abide by strict insolvency regulations. These companies
      do not bear any heavy social responsibility and do not have government-set targets or duties. Their operations
      are as completely market-driven as private companies’. Since Singapore’s domestic market is very small, these
      companies have had to compete in the international marketplace and comply with external regulations, and their
      performance can be readily assessed. This is in contrast to many SOEs which are able to operate in domestic
      markets where they have government support, and where their social responsibilities may mask inefficiencies in
      management. In the early nation-building phase, Singapore’s companies were mainly engaged in trade, and there
      were few manufacturing companies. The Singapore government began by attracting foreign investments by
      multinational companies (MNCs), then encouraged local entrepreneurs to establish GLCs to compete with the MNCs.
      The government initially held shares in the GLCs to create confidence in these companies and encourage private
      companies to venture into manufacturing.
    


    
      In this area, the creative spirit of former Finance Minister Dr Goh Keng Swee was outstanding. As Finance
      Minister, he had to behave like a risk-taking investor. Singapore’s GLCs took various forms. Some were
      public-private partnerships, such as the Singapore Petroleum & Chemical Company which was set up as a joint
      venture with the Sumitomo Corporation of Japan with a billion-dollar investment by the Singapore government;
      some, such as Singapore Airlines, were wholly-owned by the government but managed by professional managers;
      others were initially wholly-owned and managed by the government such as the Development Bank of Singapore,
      National Iron & Steel Mills, Jurong and Sembawang Shipyards, and Singapore Technologies group (previously
      named Sheng-Li group under the Ministry of Defence). However, managers of these companies had to make contacts
      with business leaders and learn how to do business. There were also some senior government
      officials, such as Lim Kim San, who had been successful businessmen in earlier life. Singapore made an astute
      decision to invite managers of MNCs to be consultants to the Economic Development Board (EDB) so that EDB
      officials could learn how to manage businesses. One notable feature was that Singapore’s environment forced
      government officials to learn how to adjust to market rules and engage in competition as they could not rely on
      their powers to force the market to abide by government regulations. The Singapore government later established
      Temasek Holdings to manage the ever-increasing number of GLCs. One of its roles was to improve corporate
      governance in GLCs, and also to take over the Ministry of Finance’s responsibility as the “national
      entrepreneur”. However, GLCs had one problem in common with SOEs which was the conservative and risk-averse
      nature of government officials, very different from the drive and outlook of entrepreneurs. Also, as the economy
      developed and innovation became more difficult, outstanding “national entrepreneurs” like Goh Keng Swee were hard
      to find. Nonetheless, the overall impressive performance of GLCs is attributable to Singapore’s unique
      environment, effective governance and the lack of corruption among government officials.
    


    
      Further, in the early days of development, Singapore, like other developing countries, was not able to use high
      salaries to prevent corruption among government officials. Ngiam Tong Dow’s starting salary as a civil servant
      was S$680 per month, while the top civil servants (permanent secretaries in government ministries) and government
      ministers earned about S$2,000 per month. Government officials did not enjoy any allowances or fringe benefits
      apart from their salaries. This was the situation until the late 1980s. By then, other than Lee Kuan Yew, the
      first generation of ministers had already retired and were leading simple lives in retirement. It is apparent
      that ministers and senior civil servants of that era were not high earners. Mr Ngiam Tong Dow has said that in
      the past, civil servants felt a kind of calling and were not so concerned about their salaries. Witnessing
      Singapore’s growth was extremely exciting, so they did not focus on personal gain. He said that this was the case
      during the first 20 years or so.
    


    
      Since then, in line with the development of the economy, government officials’ and civil
      servants’ salaries have been adjusted to enable them to have a higher standard of living and peace of mind at
      work. It must be noted that the integrity of the Singapore government was already universally acknowledged by the
      early 1990s, before the implementation of the policy to peg the salaries of ministers and senior civil servants
      to top private sector salaries in 1994. The main reason for that policy was to attract better quality candidates
      to the civil service. The high salaries were intended to attract talent, not to promote integrity.
    


    
      Without high salaries, can there be integrity? Lee Kuan Yew wrote in his memoirs about his “iron fist” which
      prevented corruption and the importance of integrity. He focused on the “big fish” and permitted no exceptions to
      his strict policies. Even a long-time colleague and minister was not spared. In the early days of
      nation-building, Singapore was no different from other developing nations, with rampant corruption. However,
      after the efforts of Lee Kuan Yew and the People’s Action Party, the climate of integrity was established in
      government and in society, and deterred corruption. Singapore was small, but being small had its advantages.
      Information was easily obtained, and if a person’s expenditure exceeded his income, or if he had assets not
      commensurate with his income, he would be easily noticed. Lee Kuan Yew only had to select 20 like-minded, honest
      and able men to join his government to be able to effectively implement his political principles.
    


    2.What Were the Secrets of Singapore’s Success?


    
      Goh Keng Swee’s answer was the period, the location and the people. The “period” in question was the wave of
      anti-colonialism in the 1960s. Foreign investment was viewed as imperialist economic aggression and was
      unwelcome. After Singapore’s expulsion from the Malaysian Federation, the small domestic market meant that jobs
      were scarce. In order to protect livelihoods and provide jobs, Singapore had to develop the manufacturing sector,
      transform itself into an export-oriented economy and attract foreign investment. At the
      time, the European and American labour-intensive electronics industries were urgently looking to relocate because
      of high labour costs, and there was also a pressing need to have an oil refining centre in Southeast Asia to
      handle Indonesia’s increasing oil production. These factors led to the development of the electronics and oil
      refining industries — two major pillars of the Singapore economy.
    


    
      The revival of Singapore stemmed from its “location”. The island nation faced ethnic conflicts between its large
      Chinese majority and other races, water dependency and other crises. To ensure the survival of the nation, it was
      necessary for Singapore to establish her own armed forces. Singapore’s leaders realised that only those who had
      immovable property in the country would stand firm. Only those soldiers with fixed assets in Singapore would stay
      to fight and defend their property. As a result, the home ownership programme, public housing, the Central
      Provident Fund, total defence and other policies were implemented. The city-state reduced the layers of the
      government bureaucracy, clamped down on officials’ unwillingness to take responsibility, improved information
      flows within the government, and curbed self-serving and dependent attitudes. These measures were successful, and
      the disadvantages of being a small country were turned into advantages.
    


    
      The “people” refers to good leaders who were honest, innovative, original thinkers, and not bound by any
      particular ideology. Lee Kuan Yew was a leader of great foresight who possessed a sound grasp of the political
      situation. Goh Keng Swee was highly astute, a courageous pioneer, and had a keen sense of the island-state’s
      economic pulse. Hon Sui Sen was a wise, efficient and pragmatic implementer of policies. Singapore’s leaders
      during the nation-building period formed an excellent team, and Lee Kuan Yew was the key person with the ability
      to make the most of the period, location and people.
    


    3.Singapore’s Lee Kuan Yew


    
      Lee Kuan Yew’s effectiveness as a leader stemmed from his excellent leadership skills. Former US President Nixon
      once said of Lee Kuan Yew that he was a big man on a small stage, a leader who “in other times and in other places, might have attained the world stature of a Churchill, a Disraeli or a
      Gladstone.” After the separation of Singapore and Malaysia, Lee Kuan Yew was faced with the responsibility of
      governing the city-state, as if God had set an expert gardener to tend a potted plant. From then on, his name was
      always closely linked with Singapore’s development, and he devoted his life energy to building up Singapore. Lee
      Kuan Yew’s aspiration was to create a modern, international, garden city, and he devoted his great energy and
      strong determination to leading his team to realise this ambition. He used his personal authority to ensure
      effective administration and execution, suppressed his political opponents to give his plans sufficient time to
      bear fruit, and negotiated with the major world powers to give Singapore space to survive. Of course, no matter
      how far-reaching his foresight, like any other politician, he wanted to see his vision realised in his lifetime.
      He could not help being impatient for results. Former minister Hon Sui Sen once told Lee Kuan Yew and Goh Keng
      Swee that they were like impatient gardeners who, soon after planting a tree sapling, were eager to see it grow
      and bear fruit, to the extent that they would pull up the sapling to see how many roots it had developed.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew was a charismatic leader. Although his team comprised talented people like Goh Keng Swee, they were
      all willing to work together and assist him, and accept assignments and appointments to different positions.
      During a financial crisis, Lee Kuan Yew appointed Goh Keng Swee Finance Minister; when it became necessary to
      build up the armed forces, he was appointed Defence Minister; when issues arose concerning industrialisation and
      manpower needs, he was appointed Education Minister. At the age of 65 years, he retired from his position as
      Deputy Prime Minister to let the younger generation take over. Goh Keng Swee made clear his opinion that
      unification with Malaysia was not beneficial to Singapore, an opinion that was later proven to be correct. After
      unification with Malaysia, the federal government restricted Singapore’s freedom to make decisions in many areas
      such as foreign investments, immigration, market access, monetary policy, and even the management of reserves and
      other matters. Nonetheless, he submitted to Lee Kuan Yew’s political decisions. The loyalty
      of the ministers during the nation-building period provided a stable environment for Singapore during the first
      20 years of development and established a strong foundation for realising the vision for Singapore.
    


    4.Lee Kuan Yew’s Political Methods Were Appropriate for Singapore’s Situation


    
      During the 1960s, the educational level of Singaporeans was the lowest among the four “little dragons” of Asia.
      At the same time, as an immigrant society, the people were highly self-reliant. Under the long period of colonial
      rule, they had grown accustomed to submitting to those in power and did not expect the government to provide
      welfare benefits. As a result, Lee Kuan Yew’s principle of meritocracy and opposition to welfarism was accepted
      for many years. He constantly emphasised Singapore’s weakness to instill a sense of crisis among the people,
      using it as a spur to obedience. Deng Xiaoping once commented, “Singapore’s social order is good as it is
      strictly governed. We should study their experience and govern even better.” However, this strict governance was
      due to some critical historical conditions.
    


    
      There is a saying, “ You can’t argue with success”. Singapore’s successful development earned Lee Kuan Yew a
      position on the world stage. His wisdom and foresight, his rich experience in geopolitical issues, and his sharp
      analyses of political interests earned him the respect of many world leaders. They came to consult him, and he
      made use of these opportunities to win benefits for Singapore.
    


    5.A Singapore Without Lee Kuan Yew


    
      After Lee Kuan Yew’s death, hundreds of thousands of Singaporeans queued in the scorching heat to pay their last
      respects to him. Lee Kuan Yew’s vision for Singapore had been realised, and Singaporeans showed their gratitude
      for his sacrifices and their pride in their country, reflecting a strong sense of national identity. Peaceful and
      stable, multiracial and multireligious, Singapore is the envy of those who suffer war and
      strife. However, what challenges will Singapore face in the absence of Lee Kuan Yew? What changes will have to be
      made to Lee Kuan Yew’s political principles and methods?
    


    
      First of all, Singaporeans no longer accept that they live in a time of crisis. Singapore’s strong trade
      relationships with other large markets has reduced her reliance on trade with Malaysia, and so the city-state’s
      economic safety is no longer at risk because of its lack of a hinterland. Singapore has become self-sufficient in
      her water supply through desalination of sea water and water recycling and need no longer worry about its
      neighbour cutting off the supply of water. Singapore has the most sophisticated and powerful armed forces in the
      region, a clear deterrence to any aggressor. Singapore has also amassed large financial reserves and brand
      equity, a complete reversal of its lack of resources 50 years ago. These are all results of her success. However,
      some political leaders regard these changes with concern, fearing that without the sense of crisis, there will be
      a lack of consensus and motivation to continually strive.
    


    
      Secondly, Singaporeans no longer accept the principle of meritocracy. As a result of rising education levels, the
      elite are no longer so remote. The people feel that the government’s definition of “elite” is too heavily biased
      towards academic results and educational qualifications, and have called into question whether the selection of
      government officials and ministers is based on criteria which are too narrow. They no longer feel that the elite
      in government are necessarily more brilliant than themselves. Although living standards have risen, complaints
      are commonplace, and the desire for greater political participation is increasing. The prevalence of the internet
      and social media has also provided easily accessible and convenient platforms for involvement. It can be said
      that patriarchal governance has lost its basis in Singapore.
    


    
      Thirdly, Singaporeans no longer accept the opposition to welfarism. In the past, Singapore was a society of
      immigrants scratching for a living, and the colonial government was respected but regarded as distant. The people
      settled their own affairs or sought the help of relatives, friends from their hometowns or clan associations.
      With the increasing sense of belonging to the nation, the sense of ownership has
      strengthened. The people are making more demands and applying pressure on the government for provision of public
      goods in areas such as education, healthcare, pensions, income inequality, immigration etc. Recognising the
      change in public opinion, after the 2011 general election, the Singapore government made policy adjustments that
      raised welfare benefits and increased equality.
    


    
      These changing trends were already apparent while Lee Kuan Yew was alive. This was not unique to Singapore. Such
      changes have been observed in many Southeast Asian nations as they developed. Lee Kuan Yew made several pragmatic
      decisions in the course of Singapore’s fast-paced economic development. As a lawyer turned politician, he often
      made use of the law against his opponents, and also made use of the ruling party’s large majority in parliament
      to pass laws favourable to his party. However, he did respect and preserve judicial independence and democratic
      elections. As a result, his actions did not greatly affect the framework of the rule of law and democracy. From
      this perspective, the Singapore model is a transition model. It can be anticipated that after Lee Kuan Yew,
      Singapore will see new developments in democracy and governance, and what will emerge will be the city-state’s
      unique features and indomitable vitality.
    


    6.The Significance of the Singapore Experience


    
      From the discussion above, we can see that there are three indivisible parts to the Singapore experience. The
      first is the benefit of Singapore’s small size. Singapore has only one level of government, and the short chain
      of command makes it easy to maintain transparency and efficiency. Government leaders are also national leaders
      and have ample decision-making powers. The second part is related to the fact that it is a city-state. Leaders
      have no ambition to be promoted and moved elsewhere, and hence their self-interest and the long-term national
      interest are closely intertwined, engendering a strong desire to promote social development. The third part is
      the democratic electoral system. Without this, there would be no means to limit the abuse of
      power by leaders, and no way for citizens to evaluate the processes and results of their governance.
    


    
      These three factors are also very significant for a large country. Foremost among these is the importance of
      decentralisation. There should be less centralisation, and governments of cities the size of Singapore should be
      allowed to have power over local development. The second point is that incentive and punitive mechanisms should
      be developed so that the personal interests of local government leaders would be intertwined with the long-term
      interests of their city. Local leaders should not be changed frequently as this could give rise to a bandit
      mentality. The third point is to have fair elections at the municipal level in order to enable effective control
      over the leaders and curbs on absolute power. All three factors should be present concurrently.
    


    
      The lessons from Singapore’s experience are not complex, but great determination is required to learn from and
      implement them.
    

  


  
    Chapter 5


    A Review of the Singapore Story


    By Du Ping


    
      Singapore is a proud country, yet it often indulges in self-pity. Although wealthy, it is frequently the target
      of sarcastic taunts because of its small size. When relations between Indonesia and Singapore were turbulent,
      then Indonesian President Habibie scornfully called Singapore a “little red dot” on the map. Former Taiwan
      Foreign Minister Mark Chen has also disdainfully described Singapore as “a country the size of a booger”. This
      brings to mind Alibaba’s Jack Ma, who though shrewd, able and wealthy, is of small size and homely in appearance.
      When he quarrels with anyone, he is likely to suffer personal insults.
    


    
      However, because of Lee Kuan Yew, tiny Singapore’s presence on the map has been vastly magnified. Just look at
      Changi Airport, the country’s container terminal and Singapore Airlines; countless such antennae from this
      “little red dot” stretch out to every corner of the world. As a result, a small geographical territory was
      quickly able to achieve far-reaching impact.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew’s influence was built on such a foundation. His words and actions, as well as his passing, attracted
      global media attention. It was not because of Singapore’s importance in the world, but because he was able to
      play a global role on such a tiny stage.
    


    
      It is precisely this reason that an instinctive question arose: would Singapore’s importance inevitably decline
      in the eyes of the rest of the world after the loss of Lee Kuan Yew? Logically speaking,
      Singapore would still be the same Singapore, and the things that were celebrated and admired would not cease to
      exist, so why did I feel that the world would regard Singapore differently?
    


    
      Over the years, when the world praised and commented on Singapore, they were subconsciously looking up to Lee
      Kuan Yew. Singapore is certainly a success story, but it is not the only success story in the world. The
      Singapore story is fascinating, or at the very least interesting, mainly because the hero of the story is Lee
      Kuan Yew. Lee Kuan Yew was an eminent political leader, and his personal qualities increased the attractions of
      his country, like Charles de Gaulle of France and Winston Churchill of England. Without de Gaulle and Churchill,
      France and England would also have lost some of their charm. Since independence, all the achievements of
      miniature Singapore have been closely tied to Lee Kuan Yew. Although the story continues, once the hero is gone,
      it loses its soul. The spirit and charm of the story will inevitably diminish.
    


    
      In Lee Kuan Yew’s heart, Singapore was a uniquely successful country. This somewhat American-style
      self-proclaimed “exceptionalism” served to highlight his view that other countries might not be able to achieve
      what Singapore had accomplished. The difference between the US and Singapore was that the US constantly tried to
      replicate itself, while Singapore stressed that its achievements could not be replicated. In his many speeches,
      Lee Kuan Yew could not hide the feelings of superiority arising from the nation’s successes. Civil servants, the
      social elite and ordinary citizens also displayed this sense of pride, causing many foreigners to feel that
      Singaporeans were too self-confident and complacent.
    


    
      The widespread sense of superiority and pride still persists today, however, the question is how much longer it
      can continue. My view is that the model of governance that Lee Kuan Yew single-handedly established and left
      behind will not immediately change in any significant way, but some areas of fragility may become increasingly
      obvious.
    


    
      One of the major areas of fragility will be that political authority will face increasingly bolder questioning
      and opposition from within the community. Lee Kuan Yew’s reputation and that of the Singapore model was protected by the restrictions placed upon any questioning or criticism of the governance
      model, government policy or the man himself when he was alive. Now that the strongman is no more, questioning and
      criticism cannot forever be suppressed and subjected to intimidation. If more defects and drawbacks of the
      Singapore model are pointed out, Singapore’s success story will be blemished.
    


    
      Samuel P. Huntington said, “The honesty and efficiency that Senior Minister Lee has brought to Singapore are
      likely to follow him to his grave.” This thesis was refuted by Singapore’s leaders and media, and I disagree as
      well. However, for the next generation of Singapore leaders and citizens, this is a warning that grates on the
      ear.
    


    
      Over the past decades, Singapore has certainly been unique and still is. Not only is it impossible for such a
      model to be replicated elsewhere, it will be hard to replicate even in Singapore itself. Singapore needs to
      continue to succeed, but it does not need to deliberately stress its uniqueness and should avoid appearing
      complacent. The elite of society as well as ordinary citizens should change their mindset so that their happiness
      will not be dependent on external or material circumstances. They should then, in the light of this new mindset,
      review the past, deal with the present and welcome the future.
    

  


  
    Chapter 6


    Amartya Sen Deconstructs
    

    Lee Kuan Yew’s “Asian Values”


    By He Aiguo


    
      Lee Kuan Yew has passed away. Nobel Prize-winning Harvard professor Amartya Sen had much to say about Mr Lee’s
      much-debated “Asian values”.
    


    1.Questioning the “Lee Hypothesis”: Do Political Freedom and Civil Rights Obstruct Economic
    Development?


    
      Amartya Sen approached his research on economic development in developing countries from the perspective of civil
      liberties. He observed and assessed the state of development of developing countries in terms of nature, type and
      level of development. On this topic, he addressed the issue of “Asian values” and the “Lee hypothesis”. He
      considered Lee Kuan Yew’s view that “Asian values” were uniquely different from “western values” and examined the
      philosophy of liberalism. Amartya Sen approached the issue from three angles: he questioned the “Lee hypothesis”,
      rejected the “Lee inference”, and deconstructed the idea of “Asian values”.
    


    
      In many countries all over the world, there are people who are systematically deprived of political freedom and
      civil rights. However, some declare that depriving people of these rights will increase
      economic growth, and fast economic growth is a “good”. Some even go as far as to advocate even stricter political
      systems, denying fundamental civil and political rights in order to promote economic development. Amartya Sen
      took issue with former Singapore Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew over this hypothesis which is often referred to as
      the “Lee hypothesis”. On this “Lee hypothesis”, Amartya Sen argued that there was little general evidence that
      authoritarian governance and the suppression of political and civil rights were beneficial in encouraging
      economic development. He said that, in reality, what was needed for generating faster economic growth was “a
      friendlier economic climate, rather than a harsher political system.”
    


    
      Amartya Sen questioned and challenged the “Lee hypothesis” on four counts.
    


    
      (i) He said that the “Lee hypothesis” relied on specially chosen, limited information rather than an
      investigation of broader statistical data. Sen recognised that some “relatively authoritarian states (such as
      South Korea, Lee’s own Singapore, and pre-reform China)” had faster rates of economic growth than many less
      authoritarian ones (including India, Costa Rica, and Jamaica). However, the high economic growth in some Asian
      countries could not be taken as proof that authoritarianism was better at promoting economic growth. Neither
      could the opposite conclusion be drawn from the example of Botswana, the fastest growing country in Africa and
      one of the fastest growing in the world, which had been an “oasis of democracy” on that much-afflicted continent.
      He concluded, “Much depends on the precise circumstances.”
    


    
      (ii) The investigation of economic systems did not support the thesis that political freedom and economic growth
      were in conflict. Sen said that there was little general evidence that authoritarian governance and the
      suppression of political and civil rights were really beneficial in encouraging economic development and that the
      statistical picture was far more complex. However, he did not deny that political freedom and economic growth
      could be directly related. He noted that the directional relationship seemed to depend on
      many other conditions, and while some statistical investigations noted a weak negative relationship, others found
      a strongly positive one. He said, “On balance, the hypothesis that there is no relationship between the two in
      either direction is hard to reject.” In his opinion, even if there was a relationship between them other than
      purely directional, since political freedom had innate value (the “constructive” importance of political freedom,
      or in other words, that freedom was the chief aim of development), the importance of political freedom was not
      affected by this conclusion.
    


    
      (iii) The economic policies and conditions that have led to the economic success of Southeast Asian economies
      were well understood. In Sen’s opinion, economists had achieved a basic understanding of the economic miracle and
      while different empirical studies varied in emphasis, there was a fairly well-accepted general list of “helpful
      policies”, among them: (a) openness to competition, (b) the use of international markets, (c) a high level of
      literacy and school education, (d) successful land reforms, and (e) public provision of incentives for
      investment, exports, and industrialisation. He said that there was nothing to indicate that any of these policies
      was inconsistent with greater democracy, or had to be sustained by the authoritarianism present in some Asian
      countries. He stressed that his arguments were based on a research methodology which adopted a fundamental
      perspective of examining the causal processes of economic growth and development.
    


    
      (iv) When assessing economic development, it was not appropriate to focus only on GNP or national economic
      indicators. It was necessary to look at the effect of democratic and political freedom on citizens’ lives and
      capabilities, how these freedoms were able to improve their lives and capabilities, and also impose restraints
      and incentive mechanisms on governments. Sen stressed that it was important to look at the connection between
      political and civil rights on the one hand, and the prevention of major disasters (such as famines) on the other.
      He also emphasised that political and civil rights gave people the opportunity to forcefully draw attention to
      general needs and to demand appropriate public action. He said, “The response of a
      government to acute suffering often depends on the pressure that is put on it, and this is where the exercise of
      political rights (voting, criticising, protesting, and so on) can make a real difference.” This is part of the
      “instrumental importance” of democracy and political freedom. Although Sen stressed the “constructive” purposes
      of these freedoms, he also affirmed the importance of five “instrumental” purposes of freedom.
    


    2.Rejecting the “Lee Inference”: Do Poor People Care about Democracy and Political Rights?


    
      The “Lee inference” broadly states that if poor people had to choose between political freedom and satisfying
      basic economic needs, they would choose the latter. The underlying logic was that there was a contradiction
      between the practice of democracy and its justification, and that the majority would tend to reject democracy if
      given the choice. In other words, since people placed a priority on eliminating economic hardships, that would be
      a sufficient reason not to support political freedom if it obstructed the fulfillment of the priority need.
      Amartya Sen observed that an important premise of this proposition was that political freedom and the
      satisfaction of economic needs were inherently opposed. This inference was based on the “Lee hypothesis” and was
      therefore referred to as the “Lee inference”. Since the inference was based on the “Lee hypothesis”, he argued
      that it could not be supported.
    


    
      However, he elaborated on four points.
    


    
      (i) Neither the “Lee inference” nor the “Lee hypothesis” were backed by empirical evidence. Sen said that the
      only way to verify the proposition would be “to put the matter to democratic testing in free elections with
      freedom of opposition and expression — precisely the things that the supporters of authoritarianism would not
      allow to happen.” If ordinary citizens were not given opportunities to express their views, it was not clear how
      this proposition could be tested.
    


    
      (ii) Apparent indifference to political freedom and democratic rights might not be
      representative of the people’s desires and opinions. Sen said that “the downgrading of such rights and freedoms
      are certainly part of the value system of the government leaders in many third world countries, but to take that
      to be the view of the people is to beg a very big question.”
    


    
      (iii) Studies have not supported the view that poor people do not care about civil and political rights. Sen
      cited the example of India under Indira Gandhi. When Indira Gandhi attempted to use a similar argument to justify
      declaring a state of emergency in the 1970s, an election was called that divided voters on the issue. During that
      election, the main debate was over the acceptability of the state of emergency. Sen comments that “the
      suppression of basic political and civil rights was firmly rejected, and the Indian electorate — one of the
      poorest in the world — showed itself to be no less keen on protesting against the denial of basic liberties and
      rights than it was in complaining about economic poverty.” India was not the only example, and he cited other
      examples including South Korea, Thailand, Bangladesh, Pakistan, Myanmar and other Asian countries caught up in
      the struggle for democratic freedoms. Similarly, in Africa, although political freedom was widely denied, there
      had been movements and protests about that fact even though military dictators permitted few such opportunities.
    


    
      (iv) Did poor people have to give up political and civil rights in order to achieve economic benefits? Sen said
      that this argument relied on the “Lee hypothesis”. Since that proposition was not supported by empirical
      evidence, this argument “could not be sustained”.
    


    3.Deconstructing Asian Values: Are “Asian Values” Inherently Opposed to “Western Values”?


    
      “Asian values” is a concept that is complex and wide-ranging, and difficult to grasp. It is a confusion of many
      elements: traditional and modern, eastern and western, involving human nature as well as cultural elements. What is the significance of “Asian values”? What are their connotations and how
      wide is their extent? Can their political meaning and cultural significance be separated? Are they a living
      academic concept or a cultural notion, or are they merely a product of ideological debate? How do they relate to
      Confucian capitalism or Asian authoritarianism? Do “Asian values” and “western values” have nothing in common? Is
      this a “debate between the deaf” with mutual incomprehension and an inability to communicate, or is it something
      common to humanity? Are “Asian values” and “western values” normative concepts that grew out of historical
      experience, or are they counterbalances to western hegemony and cultural imperialism? Can they be reduced to
      abstract ideas or generalisations, or do they have to be viewed in the light of concrete historical analysis and
      sympathetic understanding? Is this just a pointless word game or does it embody profound intellectual thought?
      Are they unchangeable historical relics or vigorous living wisdom? Is the concept of “Asian values” still
      relevant today? If so, to what extent, degree or level? How can the nature of “Asian values” be defined? All
      these questions must be confronted and analysed by scholars who study “Asian values” and “western values”.
    


    
      Due to the need to provide constructive and empirical support for his “Development as Freedom” theory, Sen made a
      systematic study of Asian values and performed a thorough deconstruction of liberalism. To what extent did he
      really deconstruct “Asian values”? In other words, did he subconsciously curb or consciously blend in “western
      values” to form a model of “new Asian values” or “Asian values based on global values”? These questions are
      discussed below.
    


    
      The discourse on “Asian values” as contrasted with “western values” often carries with it a whiff of gunpowder
      (that is the nature of debate). Sen commented that a common view was that “the basic ideas underlying freedom and
      rights in a tolerant society are ‘western’ notions, and somehow alien to Asia.” He noted that it was generally
      thought that “Asian values” inclined towards order and discipline and away from liberty and other freedoms. In
      other words, some would question if the idea of human rights is really universal. For example, in Confucian
      cultural ethics, is not the emphasis more on obedience than on freedom, on loyalty rather than on rights?
    


    
      Sen cited two examples of what supporters of “Asian values” have said about them:
    


    
      (i) Asian societies have been observed to be more willing to accept media censorship than western societies
      (because Asian societies value discipline and order).
    


    
      (ii) Singapore’s then Foreign Minister, speaking at the 1993 World Conference on Human Rights in Vienna, warned
      that “universal recognition of the ideal of human rights can be harmful if universalism is used to deny or mask
      the reality of diversity.” He also quoted the spokesman for China’s Foreign Ministry who made the proposition,
      apparently applicable in China and elsewhere, that “individuals must put the state’s rights before their own.” In
      a nutshell, Sen felt that proponents of “Asian values” stressed discipline and order, loyalty and obedience, and
      national and collective rights, while neglecting the “western values” of political freedom, democracy, individual
      rights and other freedoms. Proponents of both “Asian” and “western” values willfully focused on the differences
      between the two. Intentionally or not, both sides had involved themselves in a narrow nationalistic conflict
      centred on an inherent “Clash of Civilizations” theory.
    


    
      From his view of “Development as Freedom”, Sen discussed the nature of “Asian values” in the following 10 areas.
    


    
      (i) Sen said that the background of Asian values had been much discussed in recent years, and the reason for this
      was to provide justification for authoritarian political arrangements in Asia. He also noted that “the
      justification for authoritarianism has typically come not from independent historians but from the authorities
      themselves (such as governmental officers or their spokesmen), or those close to people in power.”
    


    
      (ii) There were those who felt that Asian values were generally opposed or indifferent to basic political rights.
      However, Sen questioned whether such generalisations were well-grounded. He said that Asia’s size made
      generalising difficult. Asia was home to about 60% of the total world population, and it would be difficult to
      determine the values of such a vast and diverse region. He said, “There are no
      quintessential values that apply to this immensely large and heterogeneous population, none to separate them out
      as a group from the rest of the world.”
    


    
      Sen approached the idea of a set of unified Asian values from the perspective of freedom. Since many different
      values and cultures flourished in Asia, there were many ways to characterise “Asian values”, all of which would
      be able to find some support. Selecting Confucius and choosing to ignore other Asian writers would quite
      naturally lead to the view that Asian values championed discipline and order while the western view emphasised
      individual freedom and liberty. However, he argued that if a variety of writings were compared, this view would
      be difficult to support.
    


    
      (iii) In practice, advocates of “Asian values” have tended to look primarily at East Asia as the region of
      particular applicability. Sen said that the generalisation of the contrast between the West and Asia often
      concentrated on the region east of Thailand, with some making an even more ambitious claim that the rest of Asia
      was “rather similar”. He quoted Lee Kuan Yew who, in outlining “the fundamental difference between western
      concepts of society and government and East Asian concepts”, explained, “when I say East Asians, I mean Korea,
      Japan, China, Vietnam, as distinct from Southeast Asia, which is a mix between the Sinic and Indian [cultural
      influences], though Indian culture itself emphasises similar values.” Sen disagreed with this view, stating that
      even East Asia itself was very diverse. Sen noted the existence of different values between East Asian countries
      as well as within the individual countries, and refuted the idea that East Asian values were similar.
    


    
      (a) There were many variations to be found between Japan, China and Korea and other parts of East Asia. Various
      cultural influences within and without the region had affected human lives over the history of the large
      territory, and those influences still survived in a variety of ways. He cited as an example the description in
      Houghton Mifflin’s Almanac of the religions of the 124 million Japanese people as comprising 112 million
      Shintoists and 93 million Buddhists. Buddhist practices coexisted with Shinto practices,
      often within the same person’s religious makeup.
    


    
      (b) Cultures and traditions overlapped across regions such as East Asia, and even within individual countries
      such as Japan, China or Korea. He commented that “attempts at generalisations of Asian values (with forceful —
      often brutal — implications for masses of people in this region with diverse faiths, convictions, and
      commitments) could not but be extremely crude. Even the 2.8 million people of Singapore have vast variations in
      their cultural and historical traditions.”
    


    
      (iv) With regard to Asian values and Confucian teachings, Sen said that Confucius’ teachings had been misread and
      interpreted. He noted that the reading of Confucianism that was standard among champions of authoritarianism in
      Asian values did little justice to the complexity and intricacy of Confucius’s own teachings. He said, “In fact,
      Confucius did not recommend blind allegiance to the state”, neither did he “forgo the recommendation to oppose a
      bad government”. Indeed, Confucius clearly recognised that loyalty to family and obedience to the state (the two
      pillars of the imagined edifice of Asian values), could be in severe conflict with each other, Sen also felt that
      the proponents of Asian values had ignored other authors, schools of thought and cultural traditions within
      Chinese culture as well as other Asian cultures.
    


    
      (v) On the cultural map used by the proponents of “Asian values”, Indian culture should also be an important
      factor for consideration. Sen noted that Indian traditions demonstrated a variety of views on freedom, tolerance,
      and equality. He said that, in many ways, the most interesting articulation of the need for tolerance on an
      egalitarian basis could be found in the writings of Emperor Ashoka who ruled the Peacock Empire in 3rd century
      B.C.
    


    
      For example, the edict (now numbered XII) at Erragudi states:
    


    
      A man must not do reverence to his own sect or disparage that of another man without reason. Depreciation should
      be for specific reason only, because the sects of other people all deserve reverence for one
      reason or another. By thus acting, a man exalts his own sect, and at the same time does service to the sects of
      other people. By acting contrariwise, a man hurts his own sect and does disservice to the sects of other people.
      For he who does reverence to his own sect while disparaging the sects of others wholly from attachment to his
      own, with intent to enhance the splendour of his own sect, in reality by such conduct inflicts the severest
      injury on his own sect.
    


    
      On the domain and scope of tolerance, Ashoka held universalist views and demanded tolerance for all, including
      those whom he described as “forest people”, the tribal population living in pre-agricultural economic formations.
      Sen said that Ashoka’s championing of egalitarian and universal tolerance might appear un-Asian to some
      commentators, but his views were firmly rooted in lines of analysis already in vogue in intellectual circles in
      India. Kautilya’s writings are often cited as proof that freedom and tolerance were not valued in the Indian
      classical tradition. However, he held that denying personal liberty to the upper classes (the so-called Arya) was
      regarded as unacceptable. Although Kautilya’s domain of concern was narrow, confined to the upper groups of
      society, his view of the good life was one that was entirely consistent with a freedom-valuing ethical system. It
      was not wildly different from the Greek concern with free men as opposed to slaves or women.
    


    
      (vi) Due to the experience of contemporary political conflict, especially in the Middle East, Islamic culture, a
      part of “Asian values”, is often portrayed as fundamentally intolerant of and hostile to individual freedom.
      However, is this portrayal accurate? Sen contended that “the presence of diversity and variety within a tradition
      applies very much to Islam as well.” The tendency of both western and Asian values to marginalise the other, a
      characteristic common to both, has strengthened the unity of the opposing value system while affirming its own.
      Western detractors of Islam as well as new champions of Islamic heritage have said little about Islam’s tradition
      of tolerance although, from a historical perspective, this has been at least as important as its record of
      intolerance.
    


    
      Sen compared the Islamic cultures of India, Turkey and Iran with western (European) nations
      to illustrate which civilisation was less free, tolerant and equal. Naturally, his intention was to show that
      aspects of Islamic civilisation were free, tolerant and equal, while western civilisation had restrictive,
      intolerant and unequal features.
    


    
      (a) The great Mughal emperor Akbar reigned between 1556 and 1605. He was not democratic, but was a powerful king
      who emphasised the acceptability of diverse forms of social and religious behaviour, and who accepted various
      types of human rights, including freedom of worship and religious practice. Such rights would not have been
      easily tolerated in parts of Europe in Akbar’s time. In 1591–1592, Akbar decreed that “no man should be
      interfered with on account of religion, and anyone is to be allowed to go over to a religion he pleased.” Sen
      noted that while Akbar was making these pronouncements, the Inquisitions were in full bloom in Europe. Akbar and
      most of the Mughal emperors were good examples of both the theory and practice of political and religious
      tolerance.
    


    
      (b) The Turkish emperors were often more tolerant than their European contemporaries.
    


    
      (c) Many examples of tolerance could also be found among rulers in Cairo and Baghdad. Indeed, in the 12th
      century, the Jewish scholar Maimonides had to escape an intolerant Europe and its persecution of Jews, and seek
      the security of a tolerant Cairo and the patronage of Sultan Saladin.
    


    
      (d) In the 11th century, the Iranian mathematician Alberuni noticed and protested the fact that the “depreciation
      of foreigners … is common to all nations towards each other”. He devoted much of his life to fostering mutual
      understanding and tolerance in his 11th century world. Sen said that it was easy to find examples which showed
      that “the valuing of freedom is not confined to one culture only, and the western traditions are not the only
      ones that prepare us for a freedom-based approach to social understanding.” Islamic culture was not inherently
      excluded from cultures fundamentally based on freedom, but modern advocates of the
      authoritarian view of “Asian values” based their reading on very arbitrary interpretations and extremely narrow
      selections of authors and traditions.
    


    
      (vii) Are “western values”, as opposed to “Asian values”, unique to the West? Is there a close relationship
      between the extension of “Asian values” and western scholars’ emphasis on the uniqueness of “western values”? Why
      do western scholars repeatedly declare that “western values” are of western origin and are unique? Is this a
      conspiracy by those who debate about “Asian values”? Are those who believe in the uniqueness of western thought
      lending indirect support to those who uphold “authoritarian Asian values”? Are western values destined to be
      forced upon territories in Asia and the rest of the world where western values currently do not exist? If that is
      so, what if Asia cannot accept or adjust to these values? Would such rejection emphasise Asian values? Sen
      disagreed that there were such cultural domains, and believed that rational actions were not limited by cultural
      differences. He particularly opposed the claim that tolerance, freedom and mutual respect were values specific to
      certain cultures, and limited to western civilisation.
    


    
      Sen believed that the West’s economic and colonial achievements and post-enlightenment academic traditions and
      vision had led it to continually emphasise and assert its values.
    


    
      (a) There was clearly a tendency in the US and Europe to assume, even if only implicitly, that the primacy of
      political freedom and democracy was a fundamental and ancient feature of western culture but not easily found in
      Asia.
    


    
      (b) Western scholars felt that there was fundamental opposition between the authoritarianism implicit in
      Confucianism and the respect for individual liberty and autonomy deeply rooted in western liberal culture.
      Therefore, western promoters of personal and political liberty in non-western territories were often seen to be
      bringing western values to Asia and Africa. The rest of the world was seemingly invited to “join the club of
      western democracy” and to admire and endorse “western values”. Sen disagreed with this view
      and deconstructed the uniquely western nature of liberalism (the constructive and instrumental roles of freedom
      and democracy) from two perspectives.
    


    
      One view stated that there was no continuity between ancient and modern liberalism in the west. Sen pointed out
      that the basic thesis of liberalism was that personal freedom for all was important for a good society. This
      thesis encompassed two different sub-theses:
    


    
      (a) The value of personal freedom: that personal freedom was important and should be guaranteed for those who
      “mattered” in a good society.
    


    
      (b) The equality of freedom: that everyone “mattered” and should have similar freedoms.
    


    
      The combination of these two theses gave rise to the underlying principle of modern liberalism which was that
      “everyone should enjoy individual freedom”. Another thesis associated with liberalism was that man could only
      enjoy true freedom if based on a foundation of tolerance. This also encompassed two further theses:
    


    
      (a) The value of tolerance: that there should be tolerance of the diverse beliefs, commitments and actions of
      different people.
    


    
      (b) The equality of tolerance: that the tolerance offered to some should reasonably be offered to all (except
      when tolerance of some would lead to intolerance for others).
    


    
      Modern liberalism possessed both these characteristics, while ancient liberalism only possessed the former. Sen
      believed that ancient writings of the West only revealed the former thesis which formed the roots of modern
      democracy and liberalism, but not their complete form. While the writings of specific western classical authors
      (such as Aristotle) contained support for a few of the components of the comprehensive notion that constitute
      contemporary ideas of political liberty, such support could also be found in Asian traditions. Although Aristotle wrote much in support of the value of personal freedom, but in his
      exclusion of women and slaves, he did little to defend the equality of freedom.
    


    
      Sen said that the championing of equality in this form was of quite recent origin. He felt that modern liberalism
      only took shape after the enlightenment in Europe. As contemporary values and ideas relating to political and
      personal liberty and rights only took their present form and became widespread relatively recently, it was hard
      to view them as part of the “traditional” heritage of western cultures. However, supporters of modern western
      liberalism had extended modern liberalism back into ancient western history, exhibiting a strong tendency to
      extrapolate backwards from the present. Sen was critical of this.
    


    
      Secondly, by adopting a perspective based on the constructive components of liberalism (including the two theses
      described above), Sen felt that Asia and the West in ancient times displayed similar characteristics of
      liberalism. He argued that these elements should not be confused with non-existent and opposing elements, namely
      ideas and doctrines that clearly did not emphasise freedom and tolerance. He also pointed out that the
      “championing of order and discipline could be found in western classics” as well as Asian ones. In the same way,
      support for tolerance and freedom could be found in ancient Asian writings. Therefore, the real issue was not
      whether perspectives opposed to freedom were present in Asian traditions, but whether those inclined towards
      freedom were absent. This was where the diversity of Asian value systems — incorporating while transcending
      regional diversity — became central to discussion. Sen supported his views by looking at Confucianism and
      Buddhism.
    


    
      (a) He said that it was by no means clear that Confucius was more authoritarian than, say, Plato or St.
      Augustine.
    


    
      (b) Another clear example was the way in which the constructive capabilities of Buddhism played a significant
      role in Asia. He said that early Indian theories, which Buddhist thinking was associated with, gave much room for
      volition and free choice. Nobility of conduct had to be achieved in freedom, and even ideas
      of liberation had this feature. He stressed that the presence of these elements in Buddhist thought did not
      cancel out the importance for Asia of the ordered discipline of Confucianism, but Confucianism should not be
      taken to be the only tradition in Asia, or even in China. Since so much of the contemporary authoritarian
      interpretation of Asian values is concentrated on Confucianism, this diversity was particularly worth
      emphasising.
    


    
      Some people felt that the ideas of liberalism, justice, rights, reason, tolerance, equality, love of humanity
      (universal love) etc. were mainly or even uniquely western values. Sen questioned this. He said that if the
      reasoning and values that could help in the cultivation of imagination, as well as respect and sympathy needed
      for better understanding and appreciation of other people and other societies were fundamentally “western”, that
      would be grounds for pessimism. But were they? He questioned the view that there was something “quintessentially
      ‘western’” about these ideas and values, related specifically to the history of Europe, which could have a
      dampening effect on their use elsewhere.
    


    
      (viii) Globalisation has made western culture and lifestyles an overwhelming influence on cultures and lifestyles
      across the world, and this trend is often reinforced by the fundamentals of economic growth. How should Asian
      cultures and lifestyles react when faced with this situation? Should western culture and lifestyle be defined as
      “unique western values” which are then countered by “unique Asian values”? Who should define and interpret
      “unique western values” and “unique Asian values”? Is this response effective and appropriate? If there are
      “unique Asian values”, how should they respond effectively and appropriately to the strong influence of “unique
      western values”? Sen first acknowledged the great influence of western economic and cultural influences on the
      world. He then envisaged two potential responses from non-western economies and cultures, and evaluated the
      effectiveness of those responses.
    


    
      (a) “Cultural imperialism” undeniably exists. Sen said that the contemporary world was dominated by the West, and
      even though the imperial authority of the former rulers of the world had declined, the
      dominance of the West was as strong as ever. In some ways, especially in cultural matters, the position of the
      West was stronger than before. Supported by economic dominance, the overwhelming power of western culture and
      lifestyle was undermining traditional lifestyles and social mores. Those concerned about traditional values and
      indigenous culture saw this as a serious threat. However, it would be hard to escape this threat to native
      cultures in a globalising world. In reality, the main question would be how to respond and the effectiveness of
      the response.
    


    
      (b) The first response: the cultural response of halting the globalisation of trade and economics. Sen was
      critical of this response, viewing it as an unrealistic plan because it would be difficult to resist the forces
      of economic exchange and division of labour in a competitive world fueled by modern technology which delivered a
      competitive edge. This was the same in terms of culture. Computer skills and the benefits arising from the
      internet and related technologies had not only transformed economic possibilities, but also the lives of those
      affected by such technological change. This was not necessarily a cause for regret.
    


    
      (c) The second response: on the economic front, to employ concerted efforts to reduce the destructive impact
      globalisation had upon employment and traditional livelihoods and to achieve a gradual transition. On the
      cultural front, to adopt public discussion and collective decision-making. This would be an appropriate response.
      Why? Sen felt that, from an economic viewpoint, global trade and commerce could bring about economic prosperity
      as predicted by Adam Smith. However, there would be losers as well as gainers even if the aggregate figures
      increased rather than decreased. In order to ensure that the process of transition was smooth and stable, there
      should be provision of social safety nets in the form of social security and other supportive arrangements, at
      least in the short run, for those whose interests were affected by the changes brought about by globalisation.
    


    
      From a cultural perspective, the cultural response and the economic response are very
      different in nature. Sen said that when an economic adjustment took place, “few tears are shed for the superseded
      methods of production and for the overtaken technology”. There might be some nostalgia for specialised or elegant
      objects (such as an ancient steam engine or an old-fashioned clock), but in general, old or discarded machinery
      would not be particularly regretted. However, in the case of culture, lost traditions could be greatly missed,
      and “the demise of old ways of living can cause anguish and a deep sense of loss”. Therefore, when dealing with
      the question of cultural change and renewal (cultural modernisation) one could not make use of the same solutions
      as when dealing with economic transition (economic modernisation). Cultural change and renewal were similar to
      economic change in some ways, but were unique in others, so the same solutions could not be employed. Failure to
      understand this point would result in the use of simplistic and crude methods.
    


    
      Sen said this was an issue of some gravity which should not be underestimated. Ways of life could be preserved if
      the society in question decided to do it. However, which section of society should determine whether or which
      steps to take to preserve old forms of living, perhaps at a significant cost? Sen pointed out that the question
      was balancing the costs of such preservation with the value that society attached to the objects and lifestyles
      preserved. To make a rational choice, it was crucial that the people were able to participate in public
      discussions on the subject. Each section of society (not just the socially privileged) should be able to actively
      contribute to the decisions regarding what to preserve and what to discard. There are complex emotional factors
      involved in the process of choosing which elements of culture and lifestyle are to be preserved, and this should
      not be decided only by those in power. In the interests of social justice, it was necessary that all should be
      able to participate in such social decisions. Sen said that there was no strong compulsion to preserve every
      departing lifestyle at all costs, but there was a real need, for social justice, for people to be able to take
      part in those social decisions. In order to ensure that people truly had an opportunity to
      participate in such decision-making processes, the government would have to nurture the following capabilities:
    


    
      (a) reading and writing (through basic education);
    


    
      (b) keeping well-informed and well-briefed (through free media); and
    


    
      (c) having realistic opportunities to participate freely (through elections, referendums and the general use of
      civil rights).
    


    
      Interaction and exchange in a modern globalised world required basic practical capabilities for living
      (education, training, healthcare etc.) and the equality of cultural and economic opportunities, all of which had
      far-reaching significance for a globalised world.
    


    
      (ix) Are “Asian values” and “western values” completely separate cultural concepts, or could there be interaction
      and communication between them? Can there ever be mutual understanding and appreciation? Sen did not argue
      against the unique importance of each culture. Instead, he pleaded in favour of the need for some sophistication
      in understanding cross-cultural influences as well as man’s basic capability to enjoy the products of other
      cultures and other lands. He said, “We should not lose our ability to understand one another and to enjoy the
      cultural products of different countries in the passionate advocacy of conservation and purity.”
    


    
      Sen opposed cultural conflicts but realised that people from different cultures might be less able to have mutual
      compassion and respect. They might not be able to understand each other, and perhaps even be unable to discuss
      issues. Emphasising the importance of mutual understanding between communities, he said that if cultures were so
      different as to bring about conflicts, reaching a mutual understanding would be difficult. He questioned whether
      different ethnic groups and those of different faiths could overcome “cultural hatred”. He recognised that even
      asking such a pessimistic question would cast doubt on human nature and its capacity for mutual understanding.
    


    
      Hence, Sen emphasised the importance of mutual understanding and the appreciation of
      different cultures as well as the need to recognise the adverse consequences of doing otherwise. He said that it
      was important for people from one country to know how those from another lived, how they thought and what they
      thought. The lack of understanding and familiarity with other nationalities could lead to evil actions. Sen
      expounded on three points to clarify the importance of intercultural communication and the all-pervading cultural
      dependency:
    


    
      (a) From the viewpoint of human feelings and understanding, cross-cultural interaction and appreciation were not
      necessarily matters of shame or disgrace. People had the capacity to enjoy things that originated elsewhere, and
      cultural nationalism or chauvinism could be seriously debilitating as a lifestyle approach. Sen quoted the
      Bengali poet Tagore who commented, “Whatever we understand and enjoy in human products instantly becomes ours,
      wherever they might have their origin.”
    


    
      (b) From the viewpoint of cross-cultural influences and cultural associations, it was indeed possible to argue
      that there was greater interrelation and more cross-cultural influences in the world than typically acknowledged
      by those alarmed by the prospect of cultural subversion. Thus, the image of regional self-sufficiency in cultural
      matters was deeply misleading, and the values that advocated maintaining the purity of traditional values was
      hard to sustain. Sometimes, the influence of foreign knowledge might be tortuous and multi-dimensional. In fact,
      the discourse of ethnic tradition often helped to conceal the history of foreign or external influences having
      impact upon various traditions.
    


    
      (c) From the viewpoint of the vitality of culture (continuation, regeneration and expansion capabilities) and the
      dynamic selection made by cultures, he said, “The culturally fearful often take a very fragile view of each
      culture and tend to underestimate our ability to learn from elsewhere without being overwhelmed by that
      experience.” A culture, unless completely wiped out by a conqueror or discarded by the people, would be able to survive and choose appropriate and effective communication and learning methods to recover,
      and would not be overcome by another culture.
    


    
      (x) Historically, is tolerance of heresy in religious affairs a phenomenon seen specifically in the West? This
      thesis was raised in an article by Sen which appeared in The New Republic on 14 and 21 July 1997
      entitled “Human Rights and Asian Values”. In this article, he disagreed with the notion that authoritarianism was
      a unique feature of “Asian values”. Proponents of “western values” expressed agreement to a certain extent but
      were unhappy with Sen’s rejection of the uniqueness of western values. They felt that western traditions were
      unquestionably special and demonstrated a specific “western” virtue: “the tolerance of religious scepticism and
      heterodoxy”. Sen quoted Edward Jayne, a proponent of the view that western values were unique, who said that
      western tradition accepted religious tolerance, even to the extent of permitting atheism, which was a principled
      rejection of beliefs. He asked, “Where in Asian history, one asks, can Amartya Sen find anything equivalent to
      this remarkable history of skepticism, atheism and free thought?”
    


    
      Sen responded in two ways:
    


    
      (a) He sought historical evidence that freedom and tolerance were common in Asia. Sen said that the answer was
      not difficult to find. Indeed, he said that the difficulty was that there was too much material which made it
      difficult decide which parts of Asian history to use, because the answer could come from many different parts of
      that history. Sen gave examples from before the Christian era, citing the enduring and influential atheist
      Carvaka and Lokayata schools, India’s ancient epic Ramayana, Buddhism, the only firmly
      agnostic world religion, and the Upanishads. He emphasised that these sceptical schools of thought had
      survived among India’s intellectual circles for over a millennium, and therefore, religious scepticism and
      tolerance were not uniquely western phenomena. India’s Mughal emperor Akbar declared 400 years ago in 1591–1592
      that religious neutrality was needed at the national level. At this time, the Inquisitions
      were active in Europe, and Giordano Bruno was arrested for heresy and burned at the stake in Rome in 1600. Sen
      felt that the greatest significance of Akbar’s defence of a tolerant multiculturalism was the function he
      assigned to reasoning. He said that reason had to be supreme, since even in disputing the validity of reason,
      reasons would have to be given. Akbar also said that “the pursuit of reason and rejection of traditionalism are
      so brilliantly patent as to be above the need of argument.” Sen noted that Akbar argued that everyone should
      critically scrutinise their inherited beliefs and priorities. When Akbar died in 1605, Islamic theologian Abdul
      Haq, who had been sharply critical of Akbar’s tolerant beliefs and “innovations”, concluded that he had remained
      a good Muslim. Akbar insisted on the need for open dialogue and free choice and opposed blind faith. Sen believed
      that Akbar’s religious beliefs came from “his own reason and choice, not from ‘blind faith’ or the ‘marshy land
      of tradition’.” Sen also noted that the tradition of secularism could be traced to “the trend of tolerant and
      pluralist thinking” in India that had taken root well before Akbar, for example, in the writings of Amir Khusrau
      in the 14th century as well as in the non-sectarian devotional poetry of Kabir, Nanak, Chaitanya and others. That
      tradition received its firmest backing from Emperor Akbar himself. In the 20th century, Indian secularism was
      again championed by Gandhi, Nehru, Tagore and others.
    


    
      (b) He sought historical evidence of intolerance in both Asia and the west. Sen said that violations, often
      extreme violations, of tolerance were not hard to find in any culture (from medieval inquisitions to modern
      concentration camps in the West, and from religious slaughter to the victimising oppression of the Taliban in the
      East). These distinct and distant cultures all provided examples of intolerance and oppression, as well as
      persistent support for freedom and tolerance in different forms. He said that western and Asian values were not
      specifically unique and separate, but formed humanity’s common framework for mutual understanding and
      appreciation.
    

  


  
    Chapter 7


    Lee Kuan Yew and His Singapore


    By Lam Hang Chi


    1.Hard Truths


    
      Old men are often heard to lament that the younger generation have no understanding of the difficulties of the
      past and are ignorant of and unmoved by the experiences of the older generation who came south with nothing but
      their bare hands and struggled to make a life for themselves. This is a universal experience, which Singapore’s
      “founding father” Lee Kuan Yew (1923–2015) also shared. As the leader of the nation, he was much concerned that
      the younger generation of Singaporeans would take the nation’s stability, growth and development for granted. He
      was anxious that they should not lose the determination to work hard and strive, and so penned his
      Memoirs which were published early this century: The Singapore Story: Memoirs of Lee Kuan Yew
      (1923–1965) and From Third World to First: The Singapore Story (1965–2000). In the preface of the
      second volume (Chinese edition published by World Journal Book Store, Taipei) he pointed out that this was a
      record of the difficult issues he and his colleagues faced and their experiences in finding solutions. Mr Lee
      stressed that whether it was public order, individual safety, or economic and social development, none of it came
      easily or naturally. All of it was the result of the tireless efforts of an honest and
      efficient government. At the time of independence, Singapore was a colony of two million people which lacked
      natural resources and did not have much economic activity, yet after a few decades of post-independence good
      governance, it had developed into an Asian economic centre with a population of five million. Longstanding leader
      Lee Kuan Yew naturally had many important experiences to pass on to his successors, and his memoirs are
      invaluable.
    


    
      However, developments over the past 10 years caused Lee Kuan Yew to fear that a generation used to easy
      prosperity might deviate from his principles, especially since the average age of Lee Hsien Loong’s cabinet was
      only 53 years. The Minister Mentor (the Chinese translation of “Cabinet advisor” more clearly reflected his
      role), decided, at the age of 85 years, to be interviewed. From December 2008 to October 2009, he gave 16
      interviews totalling 32 hours to seven journalists from the Straits Times. (These interviews were
      recorded on a DVD sold with the book. However, after the death of Mrs Lee (Kwa Geok Choo) on 1 October 2010, Lee
      Kuan Yew no longer met the journalists but answered their questions by email.) These interviews were originally
      intended for internal reference by the PAP administration and government officials, but Mr Lee eventually agreed
      for them to be published in book form under the title Lee Kuan Yew: Hard Truths to Keep Singapore Going
      (Hard Truths).
    


    
      It was clear that Lee Kuan Yew hoped to allow journalists from all age groups (the youngest of whom was only 25
      years old) to freely pose questions. He expressed his political ideas and experiences in plain language to
      provide learning materials for these maturing Singaporeans. His hope was that they would learn from the hardships
      of the past and understand the struggles the older generations had faced in overcoming difficulties in
      nation-building to develop a third-world colony into a wealthy first-world nation. Lee Kuan Yew, officially and
      unofficially, dominated over Singapore for more than 50 years and is acknowledged to be one of the most
      successful statesmen of the 20th century. While his style of governance might not have been
      acceptable to all, his Memoirs and Hard Truths are valuable repositories of information about
      the creation of the Singapore miracle and will have great impact in the 21st century. In fact, the “Singapore
      Consensus” can replace the yet-to-be internationally recognised “Beijing Consensus” as a better model of
      governance for the future. (The Beijing Consensus is an alternative model of political, societal and economic
      development, not adopting prevalent western values, which allows local government to lead economic development.
      See The Beijing Consensus: How China’s Authoritarian Model Will Dominate the Twenty-First Century by
      Stefan Halper, Director of American Studies at the Department of Politics, Cambridge.)
    


    
      The Singapore Consensus was explained by Parag Khanna in “LeeKuanYew-istan Forever”, Foreign Policy, 24
      May 2015. Firstly, he states that “Singapore continues to earn high praise for being run like a company”. In
      Singapore’s case, government agencies, the selection and training of talent, and incentive structures were
      modelled on Royal Dutch Shell PLC. As a result, Singapore pays its government officials the highest salaries in
      the world and has the lowest levels of corruption in the world. Secondly, Singapore’s welfare policies are almost
      as generous as those of European countries. It provides national health insurance and low-cost education, and
      also has a system of measures to encourage citizens to obey the laws (e.g. not being allowed to chew gum [this
      has been changed to not being allowed to spit it out]) and concentrate on their work, with the aim of making
      every citizen a stakeholder in Singapore Inc. Lee Kuan Yew’s political ideas were influenced by his professor at
      the London School of Economics (LSE), Harold Laski (1893–1950), who was a famous economist and political
      theorist. Singapore’s situation is similar to what sociologists D.A. Bell and A. de-Shalit describe as “civicism”
      in The Spirit of Cities: Why the Identity of a City Matters in a Global Age, that is, having pride in
      one’s city. (This is different from nationalism in that the latter tends to produce exclusivity and chauvinism.)
      Civicism may well become the dominant “-ism” of the 21st century!
    


    2.National Security


    
      In the preface to Hard Truths, Lee Kuan Yew reiterated that he wished to record his experience of
      governing Singapore so that they could be passed on to younger Singaporeans, those under the age of 35, with the
      hope that they would then understand the difficulties that had been overcome in making Singapore what it is
      today. He also disclosed a military incident that took place in 1991. On 9 August 1991, Singapore’s National Day,
      Malaysian and Indonesian armed forces took part in joint exercises in Kota Tinggi in Malaysia, not far from
      Singapore’s Changi Airport, with parachute drops and live firing. As many Singaporean soldiers were involved in
      the National Day Parade, the government took the precaution of calling a nationwide alert. Lee Kuan Yew did not
      think that Malaysia and Indonesia would actually invade Singapore, but regarded these exercises on Singapore’s
      doorstep as a threat and a test of Singapore’s bottom line. This military intimidation by neighbouring countries
      strengthened Lee Kuan Yew’s determination to establish a strong Singapore Armed Forces (SAF) to defend Singapore
      and fight back if necessary. In order to buy aircraft and train the air force, it was imperative to have a strong
      economy which could withstand external shocks, meaning that Singapore would need to develop sustainable
      businesses (industries and services) and attract foreign investments and foreign talent to come to work…. The
      economy and national defence were closely related; in order to continually renew military equipment and train the
      forces, adequate financial resources were necessary.
    


    
      The small island of Singapore has an advanced military (especially the air force). Although it may seem to be a
      waste of resources, this is the only way to maintain deterrence against Malaysia which was once eager to invade
      Singapore. As a result, Singapore has had a peaceful environment in which to pursue growth. Although Lee Kuan Yew
      did not state it clearly, it is apparent that if the SAF had been weak and not a “national service army” (all
      males over 18 years have to serve in the military), an incident like the joint Malaysian and Indonesian exercises
      in 1991 could have evolved into an invasion of Singapore. In the second article of the
      second book of his Memoirs, “Building an Army from Scratch”, Lee Kuan Yew stated that if Malaysia were
      able to subdue Singapore’s armed forces and take back the island (Singapore became independent from Malaysia in
      1965), it would still have to consider whether it would be able to subdue a population able to bear arms and use
      explosives. This was the reason for Singapore’s compulsory national service. In reality, around the time of
      Singapore’s independence, the actions of Malaysia’s armed forces had caused Lee Kuan Yew to feel that an invasion
      by Malaysia was imminent. He therefore quickly established the armed forces, and the first purchases were
      second-hand French-manufactured tanks from the Israelis….
    


    
      Singapore’s military expenditure in this fiscal year was S$12.8 billion, about 6% of GDP; Singapore’s population
      is under half a million, with a standing army of 72,000 (reserves number 350,000), of which 13,500 are in the air
      force. Singapore also owns 422 aircraft (including F-16s). This impressive line-up is not for territorial
      expansion but for deterrence. It is clear in recent years that Malaysia no longer has any intention of invading
      Singapore. In this relatively peaceful environment, Singapore has the opportunity to develop its economy without
      worries about the survival of the nation.
    


    3.Hong Kong


    
      The people of Hong Kong like to compare Hong Kong to Singapore. On the surface, both these former British
      colonies have much in common, but in reality, they are poles apart. One major difference is that Hong Kong does
      not have defence concerns and it does not need to work on foreign relations, and so it does not need to set aside
      expenditure for military and diplomatic relations. Hong Kong’s financial situation is strong, and with a stable
      future, it can focus on its economy. Unfortunately, Hong Kong’s leaders lack breadth of mind and foresight, and
      have little expertise in Chinese politics (it is doubtful whether their Chinese is strong enough for them to read
      documents from Beijing and appreciate their full meaning). On all matters, they look to
      Beijing for guidance before developing strategies, but constantly encounter obstacles, leading to a widening gulf
      between Hong Kong and Beijing. Looking at the situation, Singapore will one day replace Hong Kong in the world
      economy!
    


    
      Singapore has always regarded Hong Kong as a competitor, and in discussing tax rates, Lee Kuan Yew clearly
      regarded Hong Kong as an imaginary rival. He felt that if income tax rates were raised too high, able
      Singaporeans and expatriates would consider moving to Hong Kong.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew treated Hong Kong’s small business owners with the respect and appreciation due to customers and
      sought to satisfy their needs. However, he objected to the philosophy and vision of the owners of big
      corporations. Lee Kuan Yew’s opinion of property developers in Hong Kong was similar to this author’s. He pointed
      out that Hong Kong’s population was many times that of Singapore, and many more talented individuals from China
      had emigrated to Hong Kong than to Singapore. However, the descendants of these people relied excessively on
      property development and, in recent times, had carried this business into China. Lee Kuan Yew pointed out that
      Hong Kong’s business world comprised only property developers and speculators. He bluntly asked, “Is Li Ka-Shing
      making a product that is selling worldwide? No, he’s just acquiring real estate, ports, retail stores and
      telecoms companies.” (Mr Lee did not mention businesses dealing with natural resources and electric power.) Mr Li
      was very successful in following market forces, entering whatever business was profitable at the time. The
      implication was that he lacked entrepreneurial vision and courage. The author cannot agree with this as Li
      Ka-Shing is the only Hong Kong entrepreneur to have international vision and who has set an example by flexing
      his muscles in the world market. Although innovation is commendable, venturing overseas to establish ports,
      telecommunications and water supply companies is not an easy task! So which Hong Kong company did Mr Lee regard
      as the most successful? He replied that the most successful company in Hong Kong was Li & Fung. However, as
      they were in the logistics chain business, they were unwilling to set up factories as they knew they could not
      survive the stiff competition in the world markets.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew pointed out that Hong Kong had become successful through attracting many “Made
      in China” businesses (capital- and technology-intensive businesses and experienced businessmen) while Singapore
      was lacking in human resources. He lamented that at the time of independence, Singapore’s population was mainly
      descended from farmers. However, some among them managed to set up trading companies, or became professionals and
      entrepreneurs … under his governance, Singapore’s economy was eventually able to match better-endowed Hong Kong!
      The truth is, in the author’s opinion, other than property development (especially inflating floor area
      measurements), there is not much else that Hong Kong’s economy can be proud of. In earlier days, due to strict
      laws, Singapore “exported” stock market speculators and swindlers, but these ignoble exports are now a thing of
      the past. Now, Singapore hotels can be seen everywhere, and Singapore-manufactured consumer products have won a
      place in the international marketplace. However, what products does Hong Kong have in the international
      marketplace? Hong Kong’s manufactured exports are mostly components, and few manufacturers have successors to
      take over from them. The author recently pointed out that the Hong Kong government has connived with the real
      estate market to inflate the floor area and gain great fortunes (and some retired government officials have also
      found good jobs) and this behaviour is deeply-rooted. Other than a few exceptions such as Cheung Kong Industries,
      which descendants of property empires have ventured into the non-property sector? In other words, which sector is
      more profitable than the “inflatable” property sector? The answer is “none”. Many of the second and third
      generations of Hong Kong’s wealthy families study at top international universities in different professions and
      should have expertise in various fields, yet the large majority of these elites enter the property development
      sector where it is easiest to make money. It seems that Hong Kong’s elites are unwilling to enter any sector
      other than property development; and when the property market enters a downturn, Hong Kong’s economy will be
      dragged down by the collapse of the property market. Comparing Singapore’s vigorous high-technology industries
      with Hong Kong’s basic facilities, there is no denying that Singapore’s economic prospects are much better than
      Hong Kong’s.
    


    
      A report by Morgan Stanley shows that Singapore’s industrial output increased 45% in the
      first quarter of 2010, biochemical and pharmaceutical products increased 85%, and electronic goods increased 50%.
      At the same time, Singapore’s forex trading made considerable progress, and turnover in 2010 was double that of
      2004. The Bank for International Settlements estimated that Singapore’s average daily turnover was US$266
      billion, the fourth highest in the world and second only to Tokyo in Asia. After many years of operation,
      Singapore is a centre for spot trading of Asian commodities (including rubber), futures trading and oil refining.
      After the casinos opened in April 2010, tourist arrivals increased greatly and in July of that year increased to
      over one million arrivals. Of course, if China’s economy grows and develops steadily, Hong Kong can still expect
      China’s help in “resurrecting” its economy, which is an advantage unavailable to Singapore.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew visited Hong Kong many times and had much contact with Hong Kong’s business community. However,
      Hard Truths does not mention this, probably because there was nothing much for Singapore’s young people
      to learn from this. His only mention of Hong Kong was a third of a page about Anson Chan, former Chief Secretary
      of Hong Kong.
    


    
      When asked if China’s rise would cause difficulties for Singapore, Lee Kuan Yew’s reply was remarkable. He said
      that if the US completely withdrew from Southeast Asia, China would be the dominant power in the region. In such
      a situation, if Singapore did anything to displease China, China would not need to invade Singapore but would
      only need to close China’s markets to Singapore’s products, which would render Singapore helpless. Although
      Singapore had already made inroads in other markets such as India, China was still Singapore’s lifeline.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew went on to say that Hong Kong had recognised how vulnerable its economy was to turbulence caused by
      China’s economic policies. If the Hong Kong economy was sluggish, the Chinese government could relax its rules
      and allow more mainland Chinese to buy property and stocks in Hong Kong which would cause property and stock
      prices in Hong Kong to rise immediately, showing clearly who was responsible for the
      recovery. In this environment, Lee Kuan Yew asked whether anti-communist pro-democracy groups or pro-China groups
      would have the upper hand? The answer was obvious. As a result, former chief secretary of Hong Kong, Anson Chan,
      resigned from the government. She opposed China’s interference, and thought that Hong Kong, with a British
      system, democracy and American support, would be able to remain unchanged for 50 years. Lee Kuan Yew’s response
      to this view was “Rubbish”. In his view, from the day the Union Jack came down and the Chinese flag went up, Hong
      Kong had been powerless to avoid China’s influence.
    


    4.Old Friends


    
      Lee Kuan Yew said that he maintained contact with some friends from his younger days, but unfortunately many were
      unable to move freely, and most of his contemporaries from England had already passed away. A believer in
      eugenics, Lee Kuan Yew said his father had lived till the age of 94, and so he expected to have more years left.
    


    
      Other than a few ex-schoolmates in Singapore, his closest friend overseas was Sir Percy Craddock, 1923–2010, who
      had been at Cambridge with him (but studying a different subject at another college). He had worked for the
      British Foreign Office and was posted to the High Commission in Kuala Lumpur, eventually becoming ambassador to
      China before his retirement. He had assisted Margaret Thatcher in discussions with China over Hong Kong’s return,
      and had been a prominent person in British diplomatic circles. However, he had diabetes and had lost both legs,
      and hence could not move around easily. Once, Lee Kuan Yew visited him in his rented home in London and observed
      that, for him, going to the toilet was “a major gymnastic exercise”. He said that Sir Percy only had the help of
      his elderly wife and no other help such as a nurse or maid, and the landlord would come in twice a week to clean
      the place. Lee Kuan Yew was deeply moved by his friend’s situation. (This regular housecleaning by landlords is
      common in the UK. The author stayed in accommodation in Cambridge in those days, and the
      owner, a pharmacist, would come in during his lunch break to clean the room and shared kitchen and dining room.
      In the 1970s, the author returned to the pharmacy to visit him, but unfortunately his colleagues said that he had
      retired to his hometown and intended to sell the house.) Other friends of his included foreign politicians such
      as Henry Kissinger, George Schultz (US Secretary of State, 1982–1989) and Tony Blair. He had got to know
      Kissinger in 1968 in Harvard when he (Kissinger) was teaching there and Lee Kuan Yew was there for two months.
      They had become friends and kept in touch.
    


    5.China and the US


    
      On 13 July, the Hong Kong Economic Journal sent out a news-flash titled “Lee Kuan Yew: China’s GDP Will
      Surpass the US’ within
    


    
      20 Years”, reporting Mr Lee’s statement at the FutureChina Global Forum that as long as China did not suffer
      social unrest, the economy would probably continue to grow at 9–11% per year, might rival US GDP within 10 years
      and could overtake it within 20 years. It can be seen from Lee Kuan Yew’s book Hard Truths, his views on
      China were comprehensive and insightful.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew had deep reservations about the effectiveness of a command economy. When discussing books, he said
      that if someone wanted to read about economics, he should read Hayek. He did not name a particular book, but was
      apparently referring to The Road to Serfdom as he went on to say that if one persisted in a planned
      economy, then it was bound to fail. Although Mr Lee did not identify the book or who he was addressing, readers
      would not have been in any doubt.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew’s view was that, barring unforeseen circumstances, China’s economy could equal that of the US within
      10 years and surpass it within 20 years. His opinion of the Chinese economy might have seemed optimistic, but he
      was less positive about China’s role in the international sphere. Mr Lee felt that as China’s economy rose, China would want a greater voice in Sino-American matters, and like two rival fleets in one
      sea, relations between the two countries were bound to encounter some difficulties. These difficulties have
      already emerged in the recent disputes over sovereignty in the South China Sea. Lee Kuan Yew was a clear-sighted
      observer of the tensions between China and the US in Asia, and frankly pointed out that the US “devil” had become
      benevolent and did not have territorial ambitions, and its military deployment in Asia and elsewhere was for the
      promotion of democracy and human rights and not to increase its territory. However, there were other countries in
      the region with “evil intentions”. Japan once ravaged Southeast Asia, but he felt that China was unlikely to seek
      hegemony. He noted that China’s history of using a carrot and stick approach towards smaller neighbours was
      likely to be of concern. Under these circumstances, having the US maintain a presence in the region would be
      beneficial to Singapore. On 20 July 2011, representatives of China and ASEAN member states held a meeting in Bali
      and signed the Declaration on the Conduct of Parties in the South China Sea with the intention of producing
      guidelines for implementation at a later date. Needless to say, there is little confidence in the declaration,
      and smaller nations will seek safety in retaining an American military presence in the region.
    


    
      Will China’s rise cause conflict in the region? Mr Lee felt that the US would still be the greatest power over
      the next 50 years, and the transfer of power in the region would not be as peaceful as the transfer of power from
      Britain to the US in the first half of the 20th century. However, he felt that these
      would only be minor conflicts and not a full-fledged war. Lee Kuan Yew said that he did not envisage that the US
      would withdraw from Asia. On the other hand, as China continued to develop its economy and military power, it
      tolerated the American presence in Asia only because it was not able to replace the US, and other Asian countries
      welcomed the US. However even if China was unable to catch up with the US in economic, military and technological
      developments within the next hundred years, that did not mean that China would not be able to inflict enormous damage on the US. Mr Lee said that he was willing to boldly predict that in the next
      20 to 30 years, China would continue to increase its influence in Southeast Asia but the US would “remain the
      dominant power”. He said, “China will be — if there’re no internal upsets — a considerable power”. On whether
      there could be a trade war between China and the US, Mr Lee did not give a direct response, only pointing out
      that if there were large trade imbalances, protectionism would rear its head.
    


    
      Mr Lee’s observations about the roles of China and the US in Asia were not always accurate. For instance, he said
      that China would not mind the US playing a role in Asia, but that was not the case when the American Chairman of
      the Joint Chief of Staffs and Chinese military leaders met for a dialogue. However, he believed that the US would
      not pull out of Asia, and that has proven to be the case.
    


    6.Reading


    
      When asked what book Singaporeans should read, Lee Kuan Yew recommended Road to Serfdom (as noted above,
      this is the author’s conjecture; this book is Hayek’s best-known work). He was also asked which other books he
      liked to read. In literature, he recommended Shakespeare; for politics, he recommended Kennedy’s Profiles in
      Courage. He regarded American President Obama’s life story as worth reading and a way to reflect on his
      performance. In response to the journalist’s further questions, Lee Kuan Yew also said that he enjoyed reading
      Sherlock Holmes detective novels, and read Don Quixote for leisure although he said, “I don’t tilt at
      windmills, I got mortal foes to fight against.”
    


    
      He also mentioned that when he was a student, he enjoyed watching Danny Kaye of whom he said “he could act, he
      could sing, he could do many things”. He also had fond memories of a film starring Rex Harrison and Audrey
      Hepburn, which he remembered as Pygmalion (actually My Fair Lady). Mr Lee said that he had once
      watched Gone with the Wind but had not watched a Hollywood film for a long time.
    


    7.Singaporeans and China


    
      Among those well-disposed towards China, this author considers Lee Kuan Yew outstanding. An ethnic Chinese, he
      received a western education from a young age and only learned Chinese as an adult after achieving political
      success. He was from Singapore, a society with a Chinese-majority population, and was one of the first to
      establish relations with China and make multiple visits to the mainland (he also developed relations with India
      at the same time to balance the dependence on China). He had intelligence and wisdom, and an understanding of
      China. Among today’s scholars and experts on China outside China, Lee Kuan Yew is second to none. When asked
      whether, as an ethnic Chinese person, he constantly looked to and emulated China in the light of the growth of
      China’s soft power, Mr Lee answered “no”. He said that the Chinese people had become proud and ostentatious
      before they had become successful (his actual words were “the more successful they are, the less they will think
      of you and the more they will treat you with condescension”). In other words, it was not easy to get along with
      the Chinese who had become rich so quickly. This is of course one of the reasons that small Asian nations do not
      want to see the US pull out of Asia.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew spoke in praise of Lim Sau Hoong, a Singaporean CEO and Creative Director of an advertising agency.
      From information on www.red-dot.sg, Ms Lim holds an
      honours degree in Arts from the National University of Singapore and a Diploma in Education from the Institute of
      Education, majoring in Music. She went on to become the creative director of an advertising agency and started
      10AM Communications in 2000. In 2008 she was the visual director for the opening ceremony of the 2008 Beijing
      Olympics, and in 2010 she was made the chairperson of the Singapore Pavilion at the Shanghai World Expo. Ms Lim
      has won more than 500 international prizes, and her series of advertisements for the Bank of China garnered
      international acclaim. Other clients include Nippon Paint and Sony Ericsson. Her masterpieces include a logo for
      CCTV, and the slogan she created for CCTV, “The stage is as big as your heart”, was voted as one of China’s most
      memorable slogans. She was extremely successful in China, and her Chinese clients asked her
      to set up an office in Beijing. However, she declined, saying that she preferred to stay in Singapore. When her
      Chinese clients wanted her help and the conditions were acceptable to her, she would then respond to their
      invitation. This way of working met with Lee Kuan Yew’s approval (he had praised her publicly). Mr Lee quoted her
      as saying that if she opened a branch in China, “you will become part of them; they will expect you to do what
      they tell you, and you may part on bad terms.” Lee Kuan Yew said that Ms Lee was smart, and this way of handling
      her work meant that she did not lose her Singaporean identity. Mr Lee went on to emphasise that if she had opened
      an office in China, her Chinese clients would not differentiate between her and the local Chinese, instructing
      her to “do it immediately, hurry up”, but some work could not be hurried…. Mr Lee’s conversation was interspersed
      with quite a bit of Mandarin which makes for interesting reading.
    


    
      In brief, Lee Kuan Yew showed that he understood clearly the rise of China in economic terms, but his ideology,
      thinking and attitudes were poles apart from them, and so he felt that Singaporeans should keep China at arm’s
      length.
    


    8.Population Issues


    
      Lee Kuan Yew’s views on eugenics are well-known. He did not mince his words and would freely express his views.
      Besides quoting experts, he would emphasise that his conclusions were derived from obervations made all over the
      world. In 1968, after nine years as Prime Minister, he took a sabbatical at Harvard University. While there, he
      observed, “Harvard professors whose wives were also professors had very smart children who went to the Ivy League
      universities. Those who married their graduate students had children who were bright and some not so bright”. Lee
      Kuan Yew thus inferred that “a smart man who married a smart woman would more likely sire smart children”. This
      is similar to the Chinese saying that if the father is a hero, the son will be too. When arguing in support of
      this view, Mr Lee pointed to trees (his example used the less well-known durian tree) which are grafted to
      produce larger, sweeter and better fruit. Grafting makes use of selective breeding, which is
      eugenics applied to plants.
    


    
      In order to promote his views on eugenics, Lee Kuan Yew cited how Chinese emperors in feudal times selected their
      sons-in-law. The Emperor often selected the winner of the imperial examination to be his son-in-law
      (fuma) because he would be the best young scholar of the year, and allowing him to marry a pure-blooded
      royal princess would produce highly intelligent children. Although the author has not seen studies on this topic,
      Mr Lee’s opinion seems sensible. As a postscript, fuma were addressed as jinluan meaning
      “exclusive” (literally plump and untouchable meat), and the first jinluan recorded in history was Xie
      Hun during the Jin dynasty. The term jinluan used to indicate the status of a pet or favourite may have
      originated in the Tang Dynasty when Empress Wu Zetian scolded her lady-in-waiting Shangguan Wan’r for flirting
      with Zhang Changzong, the Empress’s lover. She is recorded as saying: “How dare you be so close to my
      jinluan; it is a capital offence!” In short, the Emperor always selected the best to marry his daughter.
    


    
      In Hard Truths, Lee Kuan Yew took every opportunity to assert that a person’s abilities are mostly
      inborn, hence the importance of selective breeding. Among Chinese leaders who were his contemporaries, Lee Kuan
      Yew felt that Li Lanqing, former Vice-Premier of China, was a typical example. He regarded Li Lanqing as an able
      politician, a good debater, an accomplished pianist (familiar with western classical music), and well-versed in
      education and art (sealcarving). Lee Kuan Yew subsequently found out that Li Lanqing was a descendent of
      scholars, a product of eugenics.
    


    
      In Chapter 10 of his Memoirs, “The Great Marriage Debate”,
      Lee Kuan Yew spoke more clearly on this proposition. He said, “I said it was stupid for our graduate men to
      choose less-educated and less-intelligent wives if they wanted their children to do as well as they had done.” As
      expected, this speech caused an uproar. Lee Kuan Yew recalled,
    


    
      My wife Choo had warned me there were many more women with only ‘O’ levels than women with university degrees. It
      caused a drop of 12 percentage points in votes for the PAP in the election the following year, more than I had
      anticipated.
    


    
      What decided me to make that Great Marriage Debate speech was a report on my desk analysing
      the 1980 census figures. It showed that our brightest women were not marrying and would not be represented in the
      next generation. The implications were grave. Our best women were not reproducing themselves because men who were
      their educational equals did not want to marry them. About half of our university graduates were women; nearly
      two-thirds of them were unmarried. The Asian man, whether Chinese, Indian or Malay, preferred to have a wife with
      less education than himself. Only 38% of graduate men were married to graduate women in 1983. This lopsided
      marriage and procreation pattern could not be allowed to remain unmentioned and unchecked. I decided to shock the
      young men out of their stupid, old-fashioned and damaging prejudices.
    


    
      That Lee Kuan Yew was able to convince the majority of the people can be seen from the results of the next
      general election when the PAP’s share of the votes rose, and from the acceptance of immigration policies that
      favoured university graduates and professionals. These policies improved the quality of Singapore’s population
      and were an important factor in Singapore’s success.
    


    
      In an issue of the Financial Times (ft.com/alphaville), a Boston Consulting Group survey was quoted as saying
      that, in 2009, 15% of Singapore households had a net worth of over US$1 million, the highest in the world, higher
      than Switzerland (9.9%), Qatar (8.9%) and Hong Kong (8.7%). Singapore’s population was about 5 million, and it
      was estimated that it would not be long before 20% of households would have a net worth of over a million
      dollars. The reason for this high proportion of millionaires was, in the author’s opinion, the result of
      government policies which encouraged the people to work, save, accumulate wealth, and promoted eugenics to
      improve the quality of the population. This showed that the people would seek the best for themselves within the
      existing legal framework. The reader may ask, if there are so many millionaires in Singapore, why is there little
      news of them showing off their wealth? The author suggests that Lee Kuan Yew’s thrift is part of the reason. Mrs
      Lee, although the wife of the prime minister and herself the head of a law firm, only owned
      one gold watch and one pearl necklace. It is said that only after Mrs Lee suffered her first stroke at the
      beginning of the century that the Lees had a modern bathroom installed (this was disclosed by the grandchildren
      at Mrs Lee’s funeral). After her death, without her to take care of him, Lee Kuan Yew’s daily life was very
      simple, without a bevy of maids, just like an ordinary man…. This simple style is the reason why the rich in
      Singapore rarely indulge in displays of conspicuous consumption which attract the attention of outsiders.
    


    9.Education


    
      There is much to learn from Lee Kuan Yew’s educational experience. In his Memoirs, he describes that
      when he was six years old, he was sent to Choon Guan School where the medium of instruction was Chinese. As he
      spoke English and Malay at home, he found it difficult to adapt to lessons in Chinese. In addition, he did not
      like the emphasis on rote-learning. He persuaded his mother to allow him to attend an English-medium school,
      Telok Kurau English School. After completing primary school he won a place in Raffles Institution. From 1942 to
      1945, during the Japanese Occupation, he did not attend classes and was working part-time — he partnered school
      friends to manufacture stationery gum from tapioca flour, and through that got to know his future wife…. After
      the Japanese surrender, 23-year-old Lee Kuan Yew headed for England for further studies. First entering the
      London School of Economics, he was unable to adjust to life in London, and transferred to FitzWilliam House in
      Cambridge University. Lee Kuan Yew’s English was good and he was able to carry himself like an English gentleman,
      yet he found that he was never able to become one of “them” despite speaking the same language because his values
      were different. Unable to speak Chinese, he could not read and understand the Chinese classics; at home, he had
      only experienced what Confucian studies referred to as “low culture”. He only began to study Chinese at 32 years
      of age (when he was elected as leader of the opposition party which had won three seats). He gradually gained a
      deeper and broader understanding of Chinese culture. Having developed a great respect for
      Chinese culture, Lee Kuan Yew sent his children to Chinese-medium schools, and during their schooldays, Chinese
      was their mother tongue, followed by English and Malay. However, as they used English more than Chinese in their
      work, their first language is now English.
    


    
      In Hard Truths, there is a page containing three simple and elegant photographs which are very moving.
      The first is a photo taken in 1948 of Lee Kuan Yew and Kwa Geok Choo in front of the Bridge of Sighs at St John’s
      College, Cambridge. At the time, they were not officially married yet. The second shows them at the same place in
      1974, the year when their eldest son, Lee Hsien Loong, became the Senior Wrangler, the top undergraduate in
      mathematics at Cambridge. Lee Kuan Yew was very happy, saying “I think he got the best combination of our two
      DNAs. I was good in mathematics. My wife was good in literature. He got both.” The third was taken in 2000, the
      year they celebrated their 50th wedding anniversary, again with the Bridge of Sighs in the background. These
      three photographs speak clearly of their deep love. Their life together was very happy: growing old together,
      with children and grandchildren, and most importantly, having created a prosperous and independent Singapore
      which is gradually becoming truly democratic.
    


    
      Singapore’s wealth is a sign that Singaporeans are well able to take care of themselves by creating and
      preserving wealth. These virtues have developed into a virtuous cycle — as the people become wealthier,
      government policies increasingly support the rule of law and a market system, and the market system and democracy
      complement each other. The author believes that Singapore will not become more autocratic but will instead become
      more enlightened and democratic.
    


    
      There is another point to note. After graduating from Cambridge as Senior Wrangler, Lee Hsien Loong was invited
      to continue to do graduate studies there. However, he declined and resolved to return to Singapore to join the
      Singapore Armed Forces (SAF)…. Outsiders may think that this was arranged by Lee Kuan Yew in order to enable his
      son to control the military and consolidate the “Lee dynasty”, but this was not the case.
      Hard Truths describes many instances which show that Lee Hsien Loong joined the SAF of his own free will
      and not because of his father.
    


    10. Public Sector Salaries


    
      The salaries of Singapore’s top officials are the highest in the world. This very successful policy was proposed
      by Lee Kuan Yew in Parliament 20 years ago in 1993 (he was not a beneficiary of the policy as he had retired at
      the end of 1990). This unusual policy proposed that the salaries of all ministers and some top civil servants be
      set at two-thirds that of private sector salaries. These private sector salaries were determined by taking the
      median salary of the top few earners in several professions — lawyers, bankers, engineers, accountants, CEOs of
      multinationals etc. In 2009, government ministers in Singapore drew annual salaries of up to US$1.5 million, and
      the Prime Minister’s salary exceeded US$3 million. These high salaries were not a heavy burden on the government
      as the total salaries of senior government officials only totaled 0.02% of GDP, less than the purchase of a F-15
      fighter jet. (According to a 1998 advertisement, the price of one was US$30 million!)
    


    
      Such high salaries for senior government officials were understandably opposed by the people as well as the
      opposition parties. In several elections after this salary policy was implemented, the share of votes won by the
      incumbent People’s Action Party rose and fell, but they always won a majority, indicating that the people still
      found them “value for money” and considered that taxpayers’ money had not been wasted. It also indicated that the
      government’s effectiveness and lack of corruption were approved by the majority. This was a source of pride for
      Lee Kuan Yew.
    


    
      To digress, the following is the author’s view on paying high salaries to government officials. In general, high
      salaries will encourage honesty. In economic terms, high salaries increase the cost of losing a job (let alone
      the cost of a prison term), so those holding such positions will not dare to behave improperly, resulting in an
      honest government. This makes sense. However, New Zealand and Denmark, whose ministers draw
      less than one tenth of a Singapore minister’s salary, came as high as Singapore in the ranking of the world’s
      least corrupt countries. In the 2009 Corruption Perceptions Index published by Transparency International, the
      top three places went to New Zealand, Denmark and Singapore. Hong Kong was ranked fifth, Taiwan (37th), Macau
      (43rd), China (79th), and the last-ranked was Somalia (180th). It can be seen that high salaries are not
      necessary for ensuring honesty. In the case of Singapore, the author believes that the honesty has something to
      do with the authority of the incorruptible Lee Kuan Yew as well as his harsh punishment of corruption. If this is
      correct, then Singapore after Lee Kuan Yew may change. Singapore is surrounded by neighbours where corruption is
      rife such as Malaysia (56th) and Indonesia (110th), and there is much trade and movement between the countries.
      It also has close ties with China, notorious for its corruption, as well as close personal ties with Guangdong
      and Fujian. Now that Lee Kuan Yew is gone, there is a higher risk that Singapore will be infected by contact with
      corruption.
    


    
      Many countries have mottoes which express the idea that the aim of politics and public service is honour and not
      personal gain in terms of wealth or fame. (Taiwan’s is “The benefits that count are for the world”, China’s is
      “For the benefit of the people, not of oneself”.) Lee Kuan Yew criticised these as hyprocritical. Mr Lee was not
      a half-hearted political leader but was a frank and direct person from a young age. The author has spoken to C.
      Northcote Parkinson (author of “Parkinson’s Law”) about Lee Kuan Yew as a student leader, who said that Lee Kuan
      Yew’s frank personality made him outstanding and attracted attention. In the past, Lee Kuan Yew had pointed out
      that although politicians in western countries such as the US and UK drew ministerial salaries that were not very
      high, while they were in office, they would plan “exit strategies” such as preparing to write books, give
      lectures, or become consultants or researchers in a political institution after leaving office. It is common
      knowledge that policy-makers in Hong Kong, such as political appointees and civil servants, do not earn salaries
      as high as those in Singapore. However, although they earn more than in other countries
      (such as Europe, US, Japan and China), many are not satisfied and engage in shady practices while holding office.
      Of course, not all are like this, and after retirement, and some will engage in volunteer work or leisure
      activities. There will be a few who will prepare for the future while in office, focusing on securing earnings
      after retirement, and there are examples of those who have entered related industries, bringing the whole civil
      service into disrepute.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew stepped down from his position as prime minister in November 1990. Since then, he has donated all
      his earnings from books, speaking engagements etc. to charity (mainly to education endowment funds), amounting to
      S$13 million. Lee Kuan Yew had praised the former Chairman of the Federal Reserve Paul Volcker (1927–) as an
      example of an honest and noble western leader. In 1987, he retired in his prime at 60 years old while drawing a
      high salary. He did not seek other paid employment (other than a brief period as a non-executive director and
      consultant at a small financial institution set up by a former World Bank president). Instead, he mainly took on
      voluntary unpaid positions. Lee Kuan Yew once asked him why he was so altruistic and different (others with his
      background would usually have joined Wall Street institutions upon retirement to earn money). Volcker replied,
      “In Princeton, we were nurtured to be of value to our society.”
    


    11.Attracting Talent


    
      Lee Kuan Yew placed great importance on selecting and attracting talented people to enter politics and the
      government. He believed that one of the main criteria for entering politics was that the person had to have
      convictions about building Singapore into a modern, independent and flourishing city state. Although he believed
      that educational qualifications were important, he did not regard this as the most important element. In the
      1960s, Singapore had employed three holders of PhDs but their performance had not matched his expectations. From
      careful study of the talent selection and appointments process of three successful
      multinational corporations — General Electric, Microsoft and IBM — Lee Kuan Yew saw that good leaders had to have
      several basic qualities such as IQ, EQ, stamina, decisiveness and resourcefulness. In contrast to the system in
      Hong Kong, Singapore ministers had to be first elected to parliament as in the British system. Lee Kuan Yew said,
      “We have to get people who can fight elections and win … if you can’t fight an election and win, keep close to
      your constituents and win again, you’re of not much value.” Lee Kuan Yew felt that those who decided on a
      political career had to have determination or they would not be able to face the challenges. In the course of
      their career, the leadership would assess their achievements and judge whether they had the ability to understand
      and gain the trust of the electorate. Those who did would be further groomed and given greater responsibilities.
      Lee Kuan Yew pointed out, “The popular belief that we are an elitist lot is plain stupid…. Experience pushed us
      slowly towards the understanding that leadership is a conglomerate of qualities in almost any field, whether you
      are a general, a politician, a CEO or chief editor.” Lee Kuan Yew noted the importance of genes, and emphasised
      that 70–80% of a person’s “mental capacity, EQ and the rest” was part of his genetic inheritance, and only 20–30%
      was due to nurture.
    


    
      Those who had been elected and survived the challenges would be rewarded with praise and high salaries to
      encourage them to stay on. They would have to stay on for three or four terms and gain “a wealth of experience
      and seasoned judgement” before they could become a minister. Lee Kuan Yew emphasised that to be a good minister,
      one term was not sufficient, and that two terms were the minimum to gain an understanding of Singapore, the
      people and the workings of the government. They would receive high salaries to encourage them to stay, otherwise
      they might choose to leave prematurely. The Singapore government’s high effectiveness and honesty, social
      stability and economic progress indicate that Lee Kuan Yew’s talent selection policies have been very successful.
      The question is how to ensure that politicians get re-elected for several terms. In order to solve this problem,
      the PAP actively seeks out people to form the core of the party. This enables the party to
      have many talented people, and at the same time deprives other parties of talent. Under these circumstances, the
      PAP has succeeded in winning consecutive general elections since 1959. This is an achievement that few other
      countries have been able to emulate.
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      Singapore became a self-governing state in 1959, merged with Malaysia in 1963 and withdrew from the Malayan
      Federation to become an independent nation in 1965. With its lack of natural resources, the first leaders had to
      grapple with the question of how Singapore was to survive and develop. In June 1959, Lee Kuan Yew became the
      first prime minister of Singapore and, over the next 50 years, his ideas and vision were decisive in the
      formulation and implementation of Singapore’s policies. Since independence, Lee Kuan Yew’s focus has been on
      economic development and political stability, both of which require a supply of talented individuals. As a
      result, Lee Kuan Yew’s talent development strategy has stressed the importance of identifying and attracting
      talent. This article will specifically analyse Lee Kuan Yew’s thoughts on talent development and his development
      policies and strategies over the past years, and assess their impact and effectiveness.
    


    1.Lee Kuan Yew’s Thoughts on Talent Development


    
      After the end of the Second World War, Singapore became a British colony once again. However, Singaporeans now
      sought a greater voice in government. In 1963, Singapore and Malaysia formed the Malayan
      Federation along with Sarawak and Sabah and became independent. After the formation of the Federation, economic
      development was the most urgent need, and talent was needed to drive this development. Lee Kuan Yew’s ideas about
      talent had three core elements: developing higher education, selecting leaders and attracting foreign talent.
    


    1.1.Developing Higher Education


    
      Higher education was a necessary element in developing talent, and Lee Kuan Yew initially focused on this area in
      order to nurture the talent needed for economic development. In 1962, at the Singapore University Students’ Union
      annual dinner, Lee Kuan Yew emphasised what needed to be done:1
    


    
       (i)  To establish universities to nurture Singaporean and Malaysian talent so as to achieve the goal of becoming
      an industrialised society;
    


    
      (ii)  to expand the Singapore and Nanyang Universities and to coordinate with the development plan for Jurong
      Industrial Estate; and
    


    
        (iii)  to draw up appropriate policies to expand education institutions and, over the next 12 years, to attract
      and groom young people who would help build an industrialised society. This was an aim of every emerging nation.
    


    
      Singapore was in the Malayan Federation for only two years. Due to conflicts over economic and political issues,
      Singapore left the Federation in 1965 to become an independent nation. Singapore faced a testing time as there
      was a housing shortage, natural resources were limited and unemployment was high. In order to survive and
      develop, the Singapore government launched a series of measures to develop higher education and nurture talent,
      established the Economic Development Board (EDB), Jurong Industrial Estate and the
      Development Bank of Singapore etc., and successfully propelled the economy to develop quickly. Singapore’s rapid
      development in the 1960s and 1970s caused it to become one of the four Little Dragons of Asia, behind only Japan.
    


    1.2.Selecting Leaders


    
      In the early days of nation-building and economic development, political stability was important. Lee Kuan Yew
      noted the close relationship between talent and politics, and in the 1966 Paya Lebar by-election, he proposed a
      plan to nurture competent personnel:2
    


    
      (i)The People’s Action Party (PAP) could not assume that the opposition parties had collapsed and relax their
      efforts. He pledged to attract even more competent personnel to help launch the government’s plans.
    


    
        (ii)Long-term political movements could not rely on just one or two people, and more competent personnel had to
      be sought to carry out the government’s plans. This also applied to elections and even more talented people had
      to be attracted to represent the various constituencies. This would introduce new blood to Singapore politics,
      and the political endeavour would not run the risk of being interrupted for any reason.
    


    
      These ideas were constantly reiterated in his recruitment of talent for the PAP. In 1984, at the PAP Party
      Conference, he expressed the view that the selection of leaders should not depend on luck, and that if the PAP
      stopped recruiting talent, it would be weakened, and the talented would leave the country or stay and do battle
      with the PAP. He said that:3
    


    
      (i)If the PAP did not select the most talented and most willing to make sacrifices, if Parliament were filled
      with only the ones the PAP liked best or those who drifted, they would definitely fail.
    


    
        (ii)The PAP had to recruit the most talented, and this would deprive the opposition
      parties of able people. They should also include intelligent and able people who disagreed with their policies as
      they could help revise the policies for the good of the people.
    


    
      Attracting and recruiting talent was necessary, but the definition of talent was also important. In a 1988 speech
      to National University of Singapore (NUS) and Nanyang Technological University (NTU) students, Lee Kuan Yew
      described the types of talent needed, “We need people with more than the ability to turn a company around. We
      need people who can empathise with others’ emotions, feelings and aspirations; to mobilise the people to strive
      with you to achieve the desired life.” In order to help the government find the required talent, Lee Kuan Yew
      even proposed competing with the private sector for talent. In a 1989 parliamentary debate on salaries for
      holders of office, in explaining why ministers should be given higher salaries, he pointed out the necessity of
      having a stable and honest government, good government policies and economic development. This required that the
      government take at least 30 of the top 100 students each year into the civil service, whether in administration,
      engineering, architecture, accountancy, law etc. Without these, the government would not be able to provide
      individuals and businesses with the conditions for growth. He noted that the government had always been the
      greatest employer of polytechnic graduates and workers and, in the 1950s, the government employed about 50% of
      these workers. However, private sector businesses were growing, and if civil service salaries were not
      competitive, the government would only get leftovers.4
    


    
      While making efforts to attract talented individuals to work in the civil service, there was also a need to
      ensure smooth leadership succession. This would enable young professionals to make the greatest contribution.
      Singapore’s second generation leaders began to emerge in the 1980s. In 1982, Lee Kuan Yew spoke at the PAP Party
      Conference of the leadership transition, “The older generation will keep watch while the
      younger generation gain experience.” Lee Kuan Yew went on to explain, “In a completely changed world, in a
      Singapore which has experienced massive changes, our talented people have to face tests, gain experience, so that
      the leadership will be able to devise effective and practical measures to solve the virtually insoluble problems.
      We have to find even more leaders who are able to solve these problems, who are able to transmit the solutions
      they have devised, and rally and motivate the people to support them to solve the problems.”5
    


    1.3.Attracting Foreign Talent


    
      Attracting talent was very important, but Singapore’s small land area could only hold a population of a few
      million people. In addition, fertility rates were falling. It was not sufficient to rely on home-grown talent for
      social development. Lee Kuan Yew once pointed out that the whole society depended on about 300 people (top civil
      servants and political elites) who bore the burden of carrying out government policies. If all the 300 were to
      crash in one jumbo jet, then Singapore would disintegrate. This indicated that leaders were limited in
      number.6 On the issue of the shortage of
      talent, Lee Kuan Yew was very forward-looking. As early as the 1980s, he already realised the importance of
      attracting talent from around the world. On 20 May 1980, before the merger of the University of Singapore and
      Nanyang University to form NUS, Lee Kuan Yew spoke to the academic staff of the two universities, expounding his
      hopes for the future standards and development of NUS. He stressed the need to employ even more high quality
      lecturers to raise the university’s standards, and groom even more able graduates. He pointed out, “In a
      ministry, some sensitive work must be done by Singaporeans; in a university, it doesn’t matter what colour of
      skin the teacher has: white, black, yellow, brown or mixed, they are all important. The importance is whether they are able and enthusiastic? Can they engage the students’
      interest?”7 Following that, he repeatedly
      affirmed the contributions of foreign talent and proposed attracting even more such people. On 12 August 1982,
      speaking to the National Trades Union Congress on “The Future”, Lee Kuan Yew pointed out, “Without these
      foreign-born talents who take on responsibilities at ministries and statutory boards, Singapore would never have
      been able to achieve what it has today.”8 On
      20 August 1989, in his National Day Rally Speech, Lee Kuan Yew said that the government’s policy of attracting of
      foreign immigrants, including immigrants from Hong Kong, was “for the sake of Singapore’s economy, society and
      politics, and would not disadvantage any Singaporean climbing the social ladder.”9
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew’s ideas on talent development have greatly influenced the government’s approach and strategy over
      the past 50 years. Singapore government policies are the expression of these ideas.
    


    2.Singapore’s International Talent Development Strategy


    
      Under Lee Kuan Yew’s influence, Singapore made talent development an important strategy. The Singapore
      government’s talent development policies were based on his ideas and were instrumental in Singapore’s economic
      and social development.
    


    
      Higher education is emphasised, with the Singapore government making great efforts to develop polytechnic
      education and also raise the overall standard of education. Beyond the three existing publicly-funded
      universities, NUS, NTU and the Singapore Management University (SMU), in 2010, the government also announced
      plans to found a fourth publicly-funded university, the Singapore University of Technology and Design (SUTD).
      Later, plans were made for the fifth and sixth publicly-funded universities, the Singapore
      Institute of Technology (SIT) and SIM University (SIM). In a 2012 speech, Lee Hsien Loong said that the
      government had in recent years expanded polytechnic education and with the conversion of SIT and SIM to become
      publicly-funded universities, by 2020, there would be government-subsidised university places for up to 40% of
      each cohort.10 Aside from this, Singapore’s
      many polytechnics and the Institute of Technical Education would ensure that a majority of students would be able
      to move on to higher education or skills training to prepare them for jobs.
    


    
      While greatly expanding higher education, the Singapore government also provides scholarships to support
      excellent students in local or overseas universities. After graduation, these scholars will serve in various
      government ministries and future leaders will come from these ranks. At the same time, the Singapore government
      pays high salaries in order to attract talent and provides training to ensure a smooth leadership transition. Lee
      Hsien Loong in a 2011 speech entitled “Leadership Renewal: The 4th Generation and Beyond” said that he had
      already formed a young “A-team” to lead Singapore in the future.11
    


    
      As a small country lacking natural resources and with a small internal market, Singapore’s international talent
      strategy of attracting foreign talent is an important part of its national development strategy. The origin of
      this policy and its implementation is a response to the shortage of labour required for Singapore’s economic
      transformation as a result of falling fertility rates.
    


    
      Unlike its Southeast Asian neighbours, since its independence in 1965, Singapore has embraced multiracialism.
      This has helped to support an open immigration policy. Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew said, “We are going to be a
      multiracial nation in Singapore. We will set an example. This is not a Malay nation; this is not a Chinese
      nation; this is not an Indian nation. Everyone will have his place, equal: language,
      culture, religion.”12 In the early days of
      independence, Singapore launched a “Two is enough” family planning campaign; at the same time, more women entered
      the workforce and the fertility rates gradually fell from 4.93 per woman (1960–1965) to 2.62 (1970–1975) and to
      1.57 (1995–2000). Although the government has offered many incentives to encourage births, the situation has not
      improved. In 2010, the fertility rate was just 1.15 births for every female resident (far below the population
      replacement rate of 2.1).13
    


    
      From the perspective of macroeconomic policy and process, the globalisation of Singapore’s economy began in the
      1970s, making it very dependent on the world market and foreign investments. For example, the manufacturing
      industry contributes about 25% of GDP, employing about 20% of the labour force. Foreign investments account for
      78% of the investment commitments in the manufacturing industry, while local investments only account for 22%.
      After the end of the twentieth century, Singapore’s economy underwent significant structural changes:
      labour-intensive manufacturing industries were no longer the stars of economic growth, and high value-added and
      high technology industries became the force behind the increasingly regionalised and globalised economy.
    


    
      For this reason, as well as because of Singapore’s traditionally multicultural and multiracial history, the
      international talent strategy became an important policy of the Singapore government, forming a core element of
      immigration policy. The author feels that this strategy has four main features:
    


    
       (i)  It is a national strategy supported by the leaders at the highest level;
    


    
      (ii)  its targeted and strategic policies are designed to attract the foreign talent
      required to support changing economic development strategies;
    


    
        (iii)  the government’s guidance is closely followed by the market; and
    


    
        (iv)  related support mechanisms have been established to screen and manage foreign talent.
    


    2.1.A National Strategy Supported By the Leaders at the Highest Level


    
      From the 1980s, government leaders have stressed the importance of foreign talent. Then Prime Minister Goh Chok
      Tong in his 1999 National Day Rally speech said, “It is talent that counts. We can be neither a first-world
      economy nor a world-class home without talent. We have to supplement our talent from abroad.”14 Minister Mentor Lee Kuan Yew said in 2009 that if
      Singapore was not able to reach the 2.1 population replacement rate, it would be in trouble. He said that
      Singapore needed a steady flow of able, young and energetic immigrants from China, India and Southeast Asia who
      would help maintain the vibrancy and vitality of Singapore society.15
    


    
      Singapore’s talent development policy is well-defined. Then Prime Minister Goh Chok Tong in his 1997 National Day
      Rally speech announced a “Foreign Talent Policy” and stressed that foreign talent contributed to Singapore’s
      economy at three levels. These were: (i) at the top, such as CEOs, scientists, academics and artists; (ii)
      professionals such as engineers, accountants, IT professionals, teachers and administrators; and (iii) skilled
      workers such as bus drivers, technicians etc.
    


    
      It can be seen that the Singapore government views the foreign talent strategy as a national strategy, and
      supports and promotes it at the highest levels. Singapore’s ruling political party promotes meritocratic and elitist personnel policies, and quickly and effectively applied this strategy across
      the island nation. This can clearly be seen from the rapid increase in immigration (permanent residents and
      foreigners) in the 10 years up to 2010 (see Table 1).
    


    
      Undoubtedly, Singapore’s foreign talent includes outstanding people from all over the world, but Chinese
      nationals form a large majority of immigrants. This is due to historical, ethnic and cultural reasons as well as
      the close economic ties between China and Singapore over the past 20 years (China is now one of Singapore’s
      largest trading partners). It is estimated that there are more than 500,000 immigrants from China in Singapore
      (including new citizens, permanent residents and those holding visas of one year or longer). Many of them are
      highly-skilled. For example, in NUS, out of 1,671 full-time teaching staff in 2001, 887 of them (53%) were
      Singapore citizens, while 784 (46.9%) were foreigners. Among the latter, Chinese nationals (many of them
      permanent residents) numbered 110 (14%). Among the 842 full-time researchers in NUS, 221 (26%) were citizens, and
      the remaining 621 (73.7%) were foreigners, of which 329 (39%) were Chinese nationals.16
    


    2.2.Targeted and Strategic Policies Designed to Attract Foreign Talent


    
      Singapore focuses on two levels of immigrants: professionals or skilled immigrants with “portable skills”, and
      ordinary workers (the latter enter as contract workers and most are unable to acquire permanent resident status).
      In 2007, the government sought to change the pattern of immigration by attracting more immigrants with higher
      educational qualifications to fill vacancies in private banking, financial institutions and other service
      industries, and also positions in biotechnology and education. The government hoped that some would take up
      citizenship or become permanent residents, with a target of 240,000 individuals taking up these offers within
      five years.17 This target was based on
      Singapore’s economic development plans and would be adjusted according to prevailing conditions.
    


    
      Table 1: Singapore’s Population Increase (1980–2010).
    


    [image: Image]


    
      From 1999, the government committed itself to developing high technology industries to move
      the economy towards becoming a knowledge economy, and encouraging manufacturing and service industries to
      complement each other. More than 20 measures and large amounts of funding support were announced to encourage
      technological development in finance, IT, science and technology, business innovation, human resource and other
      sectors. Some startups by new immigrants also received grants from the S$13 million EDB SEEDS (Start-up
      Enterprise Development Scheme). High technology start-ups increased by 134% from 326 in 2001 to 762 in 2002. 60
      of them were from China, of which eight (about 13%) received help from the fund. By January 2011, there were 157
      Chinese companies listed on the Singapore Stock Exchange with a market value of S$54 billion. Chinese
      entrepreneur Shi Xu said, “If Chinese entrepreneurs want funding, new technology, partners, or need a platform to
      enter the world market, then Singapore is naturally a good transiting place for gradually moving towards
      globalisation. Singapore has first-class facilities and technological development costs are lower than in many
      countries, and this enables start-ups to be more competitive.”18
    


    
      Besides attracting entrepreneurial talent, Singapore also offers many incentives in the education sector to
      nurture and attract talent. In the 2001 Budget debate, Lee Kuan Yew revealed that in order to better understand
      the Chinese people, Singapore would have to attract intelligent Chinese to work and study in Singapore so that
      they could understand Singapore and become part of Singapore.19 In 1992, Singapore’s Ministry of Education began to offer a series of Senior Middle School scholarships, named SM1, SM2 and SM3. Students who had completed middle school,
      were in the second year of high school or in the first year of university were invited to apply for one of these
      scholarships to study in Singapore. SM1 students were sought from the top graduates of selected middle schools
      from all over China. SM2 targeted top science students who had completed the second year at selected high schools
      from all over the country. SM2 students were awarded S$6,000 each year for living expenses besides school fees,
      accommodation and food, and after graduation from university would be required to work for six years in a
      Singapore company or organisation. SM3 sought first-year students from top universities in China (mainly science
      students).
    


    
      According to a survey, 74% of SM3 scholars stayed on in Singapore after graduation and became permanent
      residents. This plan achieved the dual purpose of increasing Singapore’s population and also strengthening
      Singapore’s technological and economic competitiveness.
    


    2.3.The Government’s Guidance Is Closely Followed by the Market


    
      The main characteristic of Singapore’s international talent policy is the effective collaboration between
      government policies and market mechanisms. The government provides favourable policies and guiding principles but
      does not do everything. Instead, it makes use of a system of measures to attract talent from all over the world.
    


    
      The EDB and the Ministry of Manpower have jointly set up “Contact Singapore”, a national headhunting
      organisation, with the aim of attracting international talent to Singapore to work, invest and live. It has
      offices in Asia, including Beijing and Shanghai, as well as Europe and North America, providing a one-stop
      service for talented people interested in working, investing or launching new business activities in Singapore.
      This agency also works with the private sector in Singapore to assist potential investors in Singapore.
    


    
      Contact Singapore provides up-to-date news of employment and business development opportunities and acts as a
      platform for talented individuals from all over the world to connect with Singapore
      employers. For example, in 2010, Contact Singapore’s Area Director for Greater China, David Ho, said that “the
      upcoming special employment fair is to enable talented people from China’s electronics industry to make
      connections with Singapore’s companies, and provide China’s elite with a platform to develop globally.” Many
      famous international semiconductor companies participated in the specialised employment fair, and job
      opportunities offered included integrated circuit designers, packaging engineers and applications engineers.
      Other jobs featured were in areas such as clean-tech, bio-pharmaceutical, finance and healthcare. It also
      provided targeted services for different groups. For example, Careers@Singapore targeted those with working
      experience, and Experience@Singapore targeted fresh graduates, including tours for them to explore the
      electronics industry.
    


    2.4.Related Support Mechanisms to Screen and Manage Foreign Talent


    
      Attracting and managing international talent requires a whole system of administrative measures to be successful.
      Singapore’s policy of defining, identifying, rewarding and managing international talent has several unique
      features. The channels for attracting international talent are both diversified and coordinated. The Ministry of
      Manpower focuses on attracting highly-skilled workers and has set up an International Talent Bureau (now renamed
      the International Manpower Bureau) to be responsible for the global recruitment of talent. It updates a Strategic
      and Skills-in-Demand List every year in accordance with the needs of the economy. For example, industries for
      which Singapore requires talent from overseas include banking and finance, pharmaceuticals, chemicals, electronic
      equipment manufacturing, healthcare, information and communications, interactive digital media, law, shipping and
      tourism. Foreigners with relevant skills are given priority when applying for employment passes. The Ministry of
      Manpower also introduced a free online self-assessment tool to enable potential employers or employees to find out whether an employment pass application would be likely to be approved.
    


    
      The Ministry of Finance is responsible for tax policies. In order to encourage companies to employ foreign
      talent, the government offers companies tax relief on expenditure related to employing and training foreign
      talent, and also on their salaries and benefits such as housing. The EDB, responsible for charting the direction
      of the economy, identifies strategic industries and directions, promotes collaboration between industry and
      research, and provides strategic direction for the attraction of foreign talent.
    


    
      Having attracted foreign talent, the government pays attention to their assimilation into society, and also
      attempts to change their political allegiance in favour of Singapore and become a part of the nation. In 2007, a
      National Population and Talent Division was set up in the Prime Minister’s Office with the responsibility for
      integrating immigrants and enabling them to contribute to Singapore society. In September 2009, the National
      Integration Council was set up jointly by the government, people and private sectors to open the doors, hearts
      and minds of the people to help new immigrants integrate into society, and promote mutual trust between different
      sectors of society. The government also set up a S$10 million Community Integration Fund.
    


    3.Lee Kuan Yew’s Thoughts on Talent and the Success of Singapore’s Talent Development Strategy


    
      Needless to say, Lee Kuan Yew has been the key person behind Singapore’s policies and development strategy over
      the past 50 years, and his opinions have been highly influential. From the early days of independence, Lee Kuan
      Yew clearly recognised that Singapore faced issues of a paucity of natural resources and the need to develop the
      economy. Lacking in natural resources, a key development strategy was to rely on human resources. From the start,
      Lee Kuan Yew promoted the development of higher education, and this has become an important government programme
      over the past decades. Many institutions of higher learning have been established: Nanyang University (1955),
      Singapore University (1962), National University of Singapore (1980), Nanyang Technological
      University (1991), Singapore Management University (1999) and Singapore University of Technology and Design
      (2012). Other institutions included: Singapore Polytechnic (1954), Ngee Ann Polytechnic (1963), Temasek
      Polytechnic (1990), Nanyang Polytechnic (1992) and Republic Polytechnic (2007). Over the last 50 years,
      Singapore’s higher education has improved greatly and become more varied, providing many more opportunities for
      students.
    


    
      When Lee Kuan Yew first came to power, he was very far-sighted. He realised that it was necessary to continually
      attract talent and innovation. At the time, he had already given thought to nurturing the second and third
      generations of leaders, and implementing a smooth transition and handover. In his long tenure, he and his
      government continually worked towards implementing this plan. After independence, Lee Kuan Yew’s leadership team
      included talented people such as S. Rajaratman, Goh Keng Swee and Lim Kim San. In 1990, Lee Kuan Yew retired and
      Goh Chok Tong became prime minister. In his 14 years of leadership from 1990 to 2014, he continued to emulate Lee
      Kuan Yew in his attention to leadership renewal. Soon after the 2001 general election, when Goh expressed that he
      was ready to step down, Lee Kuan Yew told him that he need not be in such a hurry, but Goh replied that as Deputy
      Prime Minister Lee Hsien Loong was already nearly 50 years old, he wished to give him (Lee Hsien Loong)
      sufficient time to lead and nurture the fourth generation of leaders.20 Prime Minister Lee Hsien Loong’s leadership team also contains several
      talented people, such as Teo Chee Hean and Tharman Shanmugaratnam. Lee Kuan Yew felt that the ruling party should
      continually seek out young, dependable, hardworking and talented people to connect with the electorate and gain
      their trust. In 2011, the PAP fielded some outstanding candidates who have entered the cabinet. Heng Swee Keat,
      the then Minister for Education, was praised by Lee Kuan Yew as the best principal private secretary he had ever
      had. Others fielded are now in the Cabinet: Chan Chun Sing, Tan Chuan-Jin and Lawrence Wong
      etc.21 Lee Kuan Yew’s ideas of meritocracy and
      leadership renewal have guided the Singapore government through successful transitions to its second and third
      generations of leaders, and new faces have been introduced who will become the eventual leaders of the future.
    


    
      From early on, Lee Kuan Yew had the idea of attracting foreign talent, hence Singapore’s immigration policy has
      always been quite liberal and straightforward. For example, the government offers attractive scholarships to
      attract top students from other countries to study in Singapore. Some of these students are expected to serve
      Singapore for six years after graduation. In this way, Singapore will be able to retain their talents. Many of
      these will continue beyond their six years and become permanent residents or citizens. Before 2010, Singapore’s
      Immigration and Checkpoints Authority would send invitations to foreign students while they were still in the
      universities and polytechnics and invite them to apply for permanent residence status after starting work. Also,
      Singapore’s barriers to immigration for investors is relatively low. These measures have enabled Singapore to
      successfully attract many talented people from all over the world. Many immigrants are also attracted to
      Singapore’s reputation for cleanliness, safety and the bilingual education policy. In 2007, well-known investor
      Jim Rogers also chose to live in Singapore.
    


    
      Of course, no policy is ever perfect. The influx of foreign immigrants has caused many Singaporeans to feel that
      there are too many differences between themselves and the new immigrants (including those from mainland China),
      and that the large number of immigrants has increased competition for resources (such as jobs, housing,
      transport, schools and healthcare). They also doubt the loyalty of these new immigrants. The topic of immigration
      became a major issue in the May 2011 general election and the August 2011 presidential election, and was the main
      reason that the PAP received only 60% of the vote in the general election while opposition
      parties received 40%. Similarly, in the presidential election, former Deputy Prime Minister Tony Tan only won by
      7,000 votes. After that, the government launched “Singaporeans First” policies, slowing down the pace of
      immigration and raising the bar for immigrants. From 2011, the Singapore government also tightened the
      immigration policy by reducing the number of new permanent residency applications granted, raising the
      requirements for employment pass applications and ceasing to issue invitations to foreign students studying in
      Singapore. These measures caused the increase in immigration to slow and even fall from 2011 to 2014.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew clearly recognised the negative effects of immigration, but felt that it was necessary to be
      realistic and look for solutions. He pointed out,
    


    
      But even as we recognise these limits to immigration, we must understand that there are no alternatives in the
      short term. We must remain open to the diversity that newcomers bring to our shores. If harnessed effectively,
      diversity within our schools and workplaces can broaden perspectives and facilitate the constructive exchange of
      ideas. Permanent residents are potential citizens; either we or they themselves have not yet made a final
      decision on Singapore citizenship. We should just take them in at a rate at which we can integrate them and let
      them adjust to our values and norms, so that they form a pool who could become citizens.22
    


    4.Conclusion


    
      Without Lee Kuan Yew’s contributions, Singapore would not have achieved its present success. His foresight and
      unique leadership ability have made a world leader in the provision higher education, attracting foreign students
      from all over the world. In the past 50 years, the government has been stable. This has made it a centre for
      international talent and a favoured destination for immigrants. Although not all policies have achieved positive
      results, these were choices he had to make given the situations he faced. History can never
      be repeated, and Singapore will never produce another Lee Kuan Yew. Today, we have to look at Lee Kuan Yew in the
      context of his time, reflect on his ideas, and find the best direction for future development. Lee Kuan Yew said,
      “My job is done. I have put in place a system that is clean, meritocratic and open.”23 The future belongs to the new generation of leaders.
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    Chapter 9


    Lee Kuan Yew, a Man of the Century


    By Lawrence J. Lau*


    
      The late Mr Lee Kuan Yew was the founding father of the nation of Singapore. He was also a philosopher-king in
      the mould of Plato’s Republic, a grand strategist, an incorruptible czar, and the ultimate pragmatist. In every
      century, one can find only a handful of people like him — an individual who had a vision for his country and was
      also able to achieve it, leaving lasting footprints in the world.
    


    1.Introduction


    
      The late Mr Lee Kuan Yew was among a handful of people for whom I have the highest admiration and respect. He led
      efforts to create the independent nation of Singapore, with the support of colleagues and many others, and built
      the solid foundations of its sustained success. He was always extremely proud of Singapore; and the people of
      Singapore are no less proud of him and their country. When Mr Lee passed away a few months ago, there was a
      spontaneous and genuine outpouring of grief as well as affection and respect from the people
      of Singapore across all races, strata and age groups, even among the young, who were probably not aware of the
      hardships and sacrifices that their forbears had gone through in the building of Singapore. Mr Lee Kuan Yew
      should be very pleased and proud.
    


    2.The Founding Father of the Nation of Singapore


    
      The nation of Singapore is in some sense a miracle. It is an unlikely country. It is only a small island. It has
      no resources. It is ethnically, linguistically and religiously diverse. Among its peoples — the Chinese, the
      Malays and the Indians — two groups, the Chinese and the Indians, have their roots elsewhere. For generations,
      they came and went, especially the Chinese, but few called it home. And it is surrounded by not exactly friendly
      countries. Out of this, Lee Kuan Yew managed to create a real nation.
    


    
      Originally Lee Kuan Yew thought that Singapore’s future would lie with a Malaysian Federation consisting of
      Malaya, Singapore, Sabah and Sarawak, which would have a much larger population and area and greater natural
      resources. He actively promoted and supported the idea and led Singapore into the Malaysian Federation in 1963.
      Unfortunately, the union did not last long. Lee Kuan Yew had to take Singapore out of Malaysia in 1965 to become
      an independent country.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew and Singapore never looked back. Lee Kuan Yew served as prime minister first of the state of
      Singapore in the Malaysian Federation, and then as the prime minister of the independent country of Singapore
      between 1959 and 1990, taking the country from “third world to the first world in a single generation.” The real
      GDP of Singapore grew from US$5.9 billion in 1960 to US$71.5 billion in 1990, at an average annual rate of 8.3%
      and further to US$295 billion in 2014 (all in 2014 prices). Similarly, the real GDP per capita of Singapore grew
      from US$3,585 in 1960 to US$23,458 in 1990, at an average annual rate of 6.3%, and further to US$53,976 in 2014
      (also in 2014 prices) to become among the highest in East Asia, behind Macau with its US$89,333. By comparison,
      the real GDP per capita of Japan was US$31,823 in 2014. It was truly a success story.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew richly deserved the accolade of the “Founding Father of Singapore”. He single-handedly created a
      nation and a people with shared values, with a harmonious multicultural, multiracial and multireligious society.
      He provided all Singaporeans with economic prosperity and national security. Singaporeans are extremely proud of
      being Singaporeans. What is truly remarkable is the fierce loyalty of Singaporeans to their country and their
      steadfastness in defending their political and social system. The spontaneous and genuine outpouring of affection
      and respect by the people of Singapore on the passing of Lee Kuan Yew is testimony to their patriotism and pride
      in their country.
    


    3.A Philosopher-King


    
      Lee Kuan Yew was a ruler in the mould of the “philosopher-kings” described in Plato’s Republic. He was
      also a ruler in the best Confucian paternalistic tradition. Lee Kuan Yew was more than just a George Washington
      of Singapore. He was the Father of Singapore in an even more direct sense — Singapore was one big family and he
      was the head of this family. As such, he believed that he was personally responsible for the well-being of every
      citizen of Singapore. He took seriously his role as a “father” — his fatherly duties included not only nurturing
      and providing, but also teaching and moral guidance. Precisely because the people had to be taught and guided,
      Lee Kuan Yew considered it critical to be able to control the dissemination of information, the educational
      system and the media. To Lee Kuan Yew, domestic dissent and potential political gridlock were luxuries that a
      small developing country can ill afford, especially given the precarious state of the nation of Singapore in the
      1960s.
    


    
      However, his paternalism was manifested mostly through the use of the law. A clear line exists between what is
      permitted and what is forbidden under the law. There is no arbitrary prosecution — only those people who choose
      to cross the line will be prosecuted. No one can say that there is no rule of law in Singapore.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew was a believer in meritocracy. He wanted to recruit the best and the brightest
      in Singapore to work for the government as had been done in China for a couple of thousands of years. Lee Kuan
      Yew was unusually self-confident, borne of his intelligence and deep analysis and understanding of problems that
      arose. He made decisions from a long-term perspective. He would choose to do what was right rather than what was
      expedient, and would not sacrifice long-term benefits for short-term gains. On quite a few issues, such as the
      promotion of the use of Mandarin in Singapore, the prosecution of the Wall Street Journal, and the
      caning of a foreign teenager in accordance with Singapore law, Lee Kuan Yew decided to do what he thought was
      right despite the opposition of his government colleagues and the temporary loss of some domestic and foreign
      popularity.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew was a master of statecraft, and knew when and how to exercise authority and power for the benefit of
      the people. The establishment of the Central Provident Fund (CPF) was a master stroke. Even though both the
      employer and the employee had to contribute a significant percentage (currently under 20%) of the employee’s
      salary to the Fund, it raised the national savings rate of Singapore significantly, provided the people of
      Singapore a dependable source of income in retirement, and enabled them to own their own housing. Moreover, the
      CPF was able to provide funding for Temasek Holdings and the Government of Singapore Investment Corporation, the
      two sovereign wealth funds of Singapore, to invest domestically and abroad. Singapore also had a sound land use
      policy — with the quantity of land released for housing each year tied to the rate of appreciation of housing
      prices. The higher the rate of appreciation of housing prices, the more land for housing will be released into
      the market, dampening future price expectations, thus keeping housing affordable for the people of Singapore.
    


    4.A Grand Strategist


    
      Lee Kuan Yew was a grand strategist. He had a strategic vision of the long-term big picture and a clear
      understanding of Singapore’s own strengths and weaknesses. Moreover, he was creative and
      original and could think out of the box. He considered how Singapore could fit into the global economy and
      geopolitics and hence how to achieve both national security and economic prosperity for Singapore. He was able to
      look way beyond Singapore. He developed close personal relations with many world leaders who depended on him for
      advice. His influence, and hence Singapore’s influence, extended far beyond the borders of Singapore.
    


    
      Having been expelled from the Malaysian Federation in 1965, how was the new nation of Singapore to survive? The
      first thing that Lee Kuan Yew did was to reach out to the developed countries of the west, in particular the
      United States, to seek not only their official recognition, but to try to persuade them to continue to use
      Singapore as a base for their military as well as their multinational corporations. By providing services useful
      to the US and other western countries, Singapore could breathe more easily among its not always friendly
      neighbours.
    


    
      Second, from a strictly military point of view, the island of Singapore is not easy to defend. Like Switzerland,
      Singapore adopted what could be called the “porcupine” defense. Porcupines are small animals with a coat of sharp
      quills, which can cause their attackers extreme pain and thus help deter possible attacks. Singapore is
      well-armed, and through conscripts and reserves, approximately one million troops can be called up in an
      emergency. Invaders of Singapore will have to pay a heavy price for success.
    


    
      Third, it is in both Singapore’s economic and security interests to maintain friendly and cooperative relations
      with all of its neighbours and to try to take collective action whenever possible. Thus, with Singapore’s
      promotion and support, the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), initially consisting of Indonesia,
      Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand, was formed in 1967. ASEAN, which has since expanded to include
      Brunei, Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar and Vietnam, has proven to be a most useful forum for the discussion of not only
      issues and projects among ASEAN countries, such as the ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA), but also for those between
      ASEAN and other countries and regional blocs such as ASEAN + 3 and ASEAN + 6 (Regional
      Comprehensive Economic Partnership) Free Trade Areas as well as the ASEAN Regional Forum which is primarily
      concerned with security.
    


    
      Outside of the ASEAN, Singapore tried to maintain a balanced foreign policy. For example, it was able to maintain
      an almost equidistant policy with the two sides of the Taiwan Strait (Singapore has actually been training its
      troops in Taiwan for many years with little or no publicity, and lately has also begun training its troops on the
      Chinese mainland). Lee Kuan Yew was well-respected and trusted by the most senior leaders on both sides,
      including Mr Chiang Ching-Kuo and Mr Deng Xiaoping. He was considered an honest and completely disinterested
      broker. It was not an accident that talks between Mr Koo Chen-Fu, Chairman of the Straits Exchange Foundation,
      and Mr Wang Daohan, Chairman of the Association for Relations Across the Taiwan Straits, the very first
      high-level dialogue between the two sides since 1949, were held in Singapore in 1993.
    


    
      In this regard, it was also not an accident that Singapore was the last of the ASEAN member countries to
      recognise the People’s Republic of China officially. Singapore wanted to maintain good relations with the other
      ASEAN countries and did not want to give the impression that just because the majority of its population was
      ethnic Chinese that it would be necessarily pro-China in its foreign policy. Singapore would follow the lead of
      the other member countries of ASEAN.
    


    5.An Incorruptible Czar


    
      Thanks to Lee Kuan Yew, Singapore definitely has the cleanest government in East Asia and perhaps even in the
      whole world. This has been achieved under Lee Kuan Yew through a two-pronged policy. First, Singapore adopted a
      high-salary policy for its civil servants. Civil servants are paid extremely well in Singapore. Ministers in the
      Government of Singapore are typically paid more than US$1 million a year, about four to five times the salary
      received by Department Secretaries in the US Cabinet. And these salaries are certainly the
      highest in the world relative to a country’s GDP. Second, if any civil servant were found to be corrupt, he or
      she would be mercilessly and relentlessly prosecuted through the legal courts to the fullest extent of the law.
      The combined effects of these two policies have eliminated corruption within the Government of Singapore.
    


    
      Singapore could have probably gotten away with paying its civil servants less. But Lee Kuan Yew wanted the best
      and the brightest to work in the Government; he wanted their first choice for a vocation to be government
      service. Lee Kuan Yew insisted that the remuneration of civil servants should be as good as the best private
      opportunities available for them. Lee Kuan Yew also pioneered the linking of salary adjustments for top
      government officials to the rate of growth of real GDP so that they would be accountable for the performance of
      the Singapore economy. What Singapore has managed to accomplish in the area of anti-corruption demonstrates that
      it is not impossible for ethnic Chinese people to do without “guanxi” in conducting their public and
      private affairs.
    


    6.Grooming the Next Generation


    
      Lee Kuan Yew fully understood the importance of succession planning. A policy, no matter how good it is, takes
      time to implement; moreover, it can be effectively implemented only insofar as the public expects it to be in
      force for a long time. Thus the continuity of the government and the policies it adopts and pursues is absolutely
      essential for success. In order to ensure the continuity and sustainability of policies in the long run, credible
      succession planning is necessary. While Lee Kuan Yew was alive, the succession was meticulously planned.
      Singapore, a small country surrounded by not so friendly neighbours, cannot afford domestic instability or
      strife.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew was first succeeded by Mr Goh Chok Tong as prime minister in 1990, after Lee Kuan Yew had served as
      prime minister for more than 30 years. Mr Goh was in turn succeeded by Mr Lee Hsien Loong, Lee Kuan Yew’s son and
      current prime minister, in 2004. Lee Kuan Yew stayed on in the Cabinet first as senior minister from 1990 to 2004, and then as minister mentor from 2004 to 2011, thus assuring stability
      during governmental transitions and continuity of policies designed for the long term.
    


    
      Besides succession planning, I am also very impressed by the way new members were recruited for the People’s
      Action Party (PAP), Lee Kuan Yew’s party. Normally, a party in power, especially one that has been in power
      continuously for a long time, does not bother to actively recruit new members. This is because since it is
      generally known that becoming a member of the governing party will automatically bring so many direct and
      indirect benefits, everyone will naturally flock to this party. There should be no shortage of applicants. Thus,
      all the party needs to do is to set up appropriate screening mechanisms for the admission of new members. Lee
      Kuan Yew thought differently. While it is great that many people want to join the party, but is it good for the
      party in the long run if the new recruits are only attracted by the potential benefits and not necessarily by the
      ideals and ideology? The party should try to avoid those people who are solely motivated by potential benefits.
      The PAP is well known for its proactive approach in identifying and recruiting worthy individuals, even
      newly-arrived immigrants to Singapore, who otherwise may not have wanted to join or even thought about joining.
      Active recruitment of new party members helps to assure their quality, integrity and reliability.
    


    7.The Ultimate Pragmatist


    
      Lee Kuan Yew was the ultimate pragmatist. While he was strongly principled, he was no ideologue and was quite
      prepared to change his position when circumstances required it. He was one of the strongest advocates for the
      establishment of the Malaysian Federation in 1963. He saw it as an opportunity for Singapore to have a prosperous
      economic hinterland and to have the necessary economic, political and social weight to become the leading
      metropolis in Southeast Asia. But when it became clear that it would be impossible for Singapore to stay in the
      Federation in 1965, he accepted it and charted a completely different course for Singapore that in retrospect
      proved even more successful.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew also adjusted the population policy — he started with a “two-child policy” in
      the late 1960s in order to slow down the rate of growth of population in Singapore. Over time, as the economy
      grew and the unemployment rate fell, this policy was gradually reversed. Since the late 1990s, Singapore has had
      a pro-natalist policy (which has apparently not proven to be too successful). There was the same kind of reversal
      in Singapore’s policy for higher education. Under Lee Kuan Yew, the best students of Singapore were sent to the
      best universities around the world, with financial support from the government. This is a highly successful
      policy, enabling the best Singapore students to receive the best possible university education anywhere. However,
      domestically, Lee Kuan Yew did not want to have too many idle university graduates, who could potentially pose
      challenges to his policies. Thus, he closed down Nanyang University, and for quite a few years afterwards,
      Singapore had only one university, the National University of Singapore. Later, when it became clear that
      Singapore was falling behind in human capital compared to the other newly-industrialised economies such as South
      Korea and Taiwan, the policy was reversed. Not only was Nanyang University resurrected as the Nanyang
      Technological University, but several other new universities were also established.
    


    
      Finally, Lee Kuan Yew was philosophically and ethically against gambling. He did not support the legalisation of
      the gaming industry and the establishment of casinos in Singapore. However, he was willing to compromise and was
      finally persuaded to accept legalised gambling in Singapore. The gaming industry has not only brought an economic
      boom to Singapore but has also created some domestic social problems.
    


    8.Concluding Remarks


    
      Lee Kuan Yew’s successful experience in Singapore had a profound influence on the thinking of the Communist
      leadership in China, who made a major effort, especially under Deng Xiaoping, to study whether and how his
      policies in Singapore could be emulated. The question is: How can a party or government promote economic
      development and growth through a market system, with its emphasis on free enterprise and
      individual entrepreneurship, and yet at the same time maintain political primacy? Can the successful Singapore
      model be extended to a large and populous country like China?
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew is not without his detractors, both inside and outside of Singapore. Some claim that he was too
      dictatorial. Others claim that he was overly paternalistic. A civil libertarian he was not. However, no one can
      argue that he was a person without principles, that he was arbitrary or capricious, that he did not respect the
      law, and that he did not always have the true interests of the people of Singapore in his heart.
    


    
      There are indeed very few people like Lee Kuan Yew, who had a vision for his country and was also able to achieve
      it, leaving lasting footprints in the world. Within the 20th century, I can name only a few more: Mustafa Kemal
      Atatürk, Konrad Adenauer, Mao Zedong, Deng Xiaoping and Nelson Mandela (in approximately chronological order).
      Lee Kuan Yew will long be remembered, not only in Singapore, but around the world, as a model to be emulated.
    


    


    
      * The author wishes to thank Mrs Ayesha Macpherson Lau for her
      invaluable comments and suggestions. However, all opinions expressed herein remain the author’s own and do not
      necessarily reflect the views of any of the organisations with which the author is affiliated.
    

  


  
    Chapter 10


    Lee Kuan Yew’s Passing Marks
    

    the Real Beginning of
    

    the Post-Lee Kuan Yew Era


    Interview with Lü Yuanli


    1.Lee Kuan Yew’s passing reverberated across the world and plunged Singapore into a period of
    national mourning. It has been a long time since a leader’s passing has attracted such international attention.
    What are your thoughts on this phenomenon?


    
      That Lee Kuan Yew’s passing has reverberated across the world is not unexpected. He was one of few political
      leaders with this degree of international influence. Singapore is understandably in a period of national mourning
      for Lee Kuan Yew as he had indeed done a lot for the country. He led the government and the people in creating
      and enjoying a garden city, a secure and well-ordered society, and the guarantee of a home.
    


    
      However, after Lee Kuan Yew’s death, what was unexpected was the number of Singaporeans who queued for hours to
      pay their respects, the orderliness of the queues and the way the people showed concern for
      one another. A news report stated that the State Funeral Committee originally estimated that there would be about
      a three-hour queue at Parliament House, but on the first day where members of the public could pay their
      respects, the large crowds which gathered resulted in a queue of 10 hours. Another article described “Singapore’s
      great wall”, that is, the great wall of people and the great wall of their hearts. Looking at the headlines and
      the photographs of the snaking queues, it was impossible not to be both awed and moved.
    


    
      On an earlier visit to Singapore, I heard many people praise Lee Kuan Yew and the government, but I also heard a
      good number of people criticise Lee Kuan Yew and the government. These criticisms were mainly about income
      inequality and a lack of democracy, that the government cared about Singapore but not Singaporeans, or that it
      cared for businesses but not workers, etc. I believe that such criticism can still be heard today and will
      continue to be heard in the future. However, why was it that when Lee Kuan Yew passed away, so many set aside
      their criticisms and willingly queued for hours to pay their respects, braving the elements to bid him farewell?
    


    
      Perhaps it is because many felt that Lee Kuan Yew’s governance, despite its failings, was the lesser of two
      evils? Although he had made some mistakes, he had still tried his utmost. In Chinese history, one person whose
      death had roused such grief and mourning was Zhu Geliang, and in modern times, Zhou Enlai. What they had in
      common was their selfless devotion to their country throughout their lives. What moved people about Lee Kuan Yew
      was a spirit similar to that of the two men above.
    


    
      Whether one liked or hated Lee Kuan Yew, it had to be accepted that, without him, Singapore would be very
      different. Whether one praised or criticised him, it had to be admitted that he always did his best for
      Singapore. The world praised his effective governance while criticising his authoritarian ways. “He was
      outstanding, yet he was a dictator; he was a dictator, yet he was outstanding” — this reflects the perplexed
      thoughts of people with regard to Lee Kuan Yew. In the face of such comments, Lee Kuan Yew would have replied, “I
      did some sharp and hard things to get things right. Maybe some people disapproved of it. Too harsh, but a lot was
      at stake and I wanted the place to succeed, that’s all. At the end of the day, what have I
      got? A successful Singapore. What have I given up? My life.”
    


    
      During the period of mourning for Lee Kuan Yew, I said to a Singaporean friend that if Mr Lee could see the
      people queuing up for hours to pay their respects to him, he would be consoled that the people did remember his
      sacrifice. My friend immediately responded, “If Lee Kuan Yew saw this, he would have said ‘Why waste all this
      time? Why aren’t you at work?’” His response did not surprise me. Even as I spoke, I was reconsidering what I
      said.
    


    
      Even more interestingly, I read an article in the newspaper written by Lee Kuan Yew’s daughter, Lee Wei Ling. She
      said that a friend who was in training for an Iron Man Competition sent her an email after the funeral to say
      that he and his daughters had stood in the rain for four hours. Lee Wei Ling replied, “Why didn’t you spend that
      time training?”
    


    
      This was a typical Lee Kuan Yew response. Lee Kuan Yew had commented before that his daughter’s personality was
      like his, and Lee Wei Ling had also acknowledged this.
    


    
      Of course, following Lee Kuan Yew’s death, other voices have been raised. Researchers of Singapore issues should
      maintain a humble and balanced attitude in the face of both praise or criticism of Lee Kuan Yew.
    


    2.Why were diplomatic relations between Singapore and China only established as late as 1990? What
    role do you think Lee Kuan Yew played in Singapore–China relations? What caused the change of his attitude towards
    China?


    
      I recall Lee Kuan Yew once said that the main reason for waiting until 1990 was that Singapore wanted Indonesia
      to first establish diplomatic relations with China. Singapore’s population had a Chinese majority, and he wanted
      avoid causing neighbouring countries to suspect that it would become a “third China”. As a result, Lee Kuan Yew
      intentionally planned that Singapore would be the last of the ASEAN countries to establish relations with China,
      and in particular, to wait until after Indonesia, ASEAN’s largest member, had done so. He is
      reported to have said this to China’s leaders and asked for their understanding. At the same time, although the
      wait was long, it did not impede economic cooperation between the two countries.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew was regarded as an “old friend” by the Chinese government. He was one of the few foreign politicians
      in the world who had met five generations of Chinese leaders. He promoted and strengthened contacts between China
      and Singapore.
    


    
      Before the reform and opening-up of China, Lee Kuan Yew was criticised in the Chinese state media as an “American
      imperialist running dog”. After Deng Xiaoping’s visit to Singapore in 1978, the Chinese state press changed their
      assessment of Singapore and referred to Singapore as a garden city with good home ownership policies. Deng
      Xiaoping was not bound by ideology, and Lee Kuan Yew even less so. The two pragmatic leaders understood and
      appreciated each other. From that moment on, China–Singapore relations entered a new era.
    


    3.Some people regard Lee Kuan Yew as a pragmatist. Is pragmatism enough for governing a
    country?


    
      Lee Kuan Yew’s views were firmly grounded in reality. He emphasised efficiency, stressed pragmatism over ideals,
      and sometimes made people feel that he valued reality (e.g. economics) over the abstract (e.g. the humanities).
      He valued hard principles (e.g. growth and development) over big principles (e.g. equality and happiness). Lee
      Kuan Yew said that his policies were based on what was feasible, not on the beauty of a theory. He reckoned that
      a feasible system was a good one, not that a good system would be feasible. Therefore, in that sense, Lee Kuan
      Yew was a pragmatist.
    


    
      Governing a country based solely on pragmatism is not sufficient. A successful politician must be both pragmatic
      and idealistic; he must be a pragmatist with great foresight as well as an idealist with his feet firmly planted
      on the ground. Lee Kuan Yew himself had said that leaders should have a sense of reality to know what is
      feasible. However, if a leader was only pragmatic, he would never be able to rise above the
      basic level and would eventually fail. Therefore, a leader would need to be able to look beyond the present
      reality and then make a decision. Mr Lee recognised the need for idealism in order to attract followers and
      achieve success, and the need to provide a focus for their aspirations and desires. A leader who was unable to
      hold out a vision which would motivate the people to strive for improvement would not succeed as there would be
      no progress. So, strictly speaking, Lee Kuan Yew was not merely a pragmatist.
    


    
      On whether Lee Kuan Yew was a pragmatist, his former principal private secretary, Heng Swee Keat said,
    


    
      Many regard Mr Lee as a pragmatist who does not hesitate to speak the hard truths. Actually, I think he is also
      an idealist, with a deep sense of purpose. He believes one has to see the world as it is, not as one wishes it to
      be. Fate deals us a certain hand of cards, but it is up to us to make a winning hand out of it. Through sheer
      will, conviction and imagination, there’s always hope of progress. Man is not perfect, but we can be better — Mr
      Lee embraces Confucianism because of its belief in the perfectibility of man. No society is perfect either, but a
      society with a sense of togetherness can draw out the best of our human spirit and create a better future for our
      people. He is to me a pragmatic idealist.
    


    4.Some view Lee Kuan Yew as a dictator, but Singapore is governed by the rule of law. How did he
    manage the relationship between dictatorship and law?


    
      Lee Kuan Yew had a dictatorial side. This dictatorial nature was possibly necessary in a specific time and
      environment. However, at other times and in different environments, this had to change. For this reason, Lee Kuan
      Yew, the first prime minister, was a patriarchal leader, the second prime minister, Goh Chok Tong, was more
      fraternal, and the third prime minister, Lee Hsien Loong, is more like a friend.
    


    
      Naturally, the change in style is just one aspect and the change in system is more important. In 2009, Lee Hsien
      Loong proposed in Parliament a few political reforms to make elections more balanced. Goh
      Chok Tong had suggested three principles of political reform, which are perhaps the principles which will achieve
      a balanced system: (1) elections should be fair to all political parties and not favour any one party; (2)
      elections should aid in electing a strong and effective government and not a weak, coalition government; (3)
      elections should result in the presence of independent and differing voices in parliament. With these three
      changes, Singapore would achieve political inclusion, and still have a decisive government. With changing times,
      these principles of political reform will be further promoted.
    


    
      It is worth mentioning that it is not necessary to completely reject the patriarchal style of governance. Lee
      Kuan Yew once said that he might be like a parent, but it is for the people’s own good. This exhibits Eastern
      societies’ paternalistic parenting style. Chinese culture promotes deciding for the people, while western culture
      promotes letting the people decide for themselves. These two attitudes are not necessarily diametrically opposed
      but can be complementary. The key issue is to employ them appropriately. For example, it is necessary to allow
      the people to decide what system to establish and for government officials to respect the people; the
      administration should make decision in the interests of the people, and government officials should love the
      people like their own children.
    


    
      An analogy is a boat where the passengers decide where to go, i.e., letting the people decide; the practical
      aspects of sailing the boat should be determined by the captain and crew, and they should act in service of the
      passengers.
    


    
      True governance by the rule of law must abide by the law, and not use the law to enforce governance. The rule of
      law requires that the government be subject to the law rather than using the law to govern and control the
      people.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew valued the rule of law and believed that it was a superior system. He also recognised that it was
      important to have able people to implement it. He believed that good leaders would make a good government. So the
      people and the system were complementary and not in opposition.
    


    5.Does the Singapore government value the humanities? Why are Singaporeans
    lagging behind Taiwan and Hong Kong in the humanities?


    
      The Singapore government does value the humanities, but it places an even higher value on economic development.
      The reason that Singapore lags behind Taiwan and Hong Kong in the humanities is due to the system as well as
      talent. For a society to produce great thinkers and writers, there must be three conditions: a sense of wonder,
      leisure and freedom. We live in a fast-changing world, and Singapore, where western and eastern cultures meet,
      must feel it. So Singapore must feel the sense of wonder. However, Singaporeans are relatively lacking in
      political freedom and freedom of expression. The pressures of economic development and increasing income
      disparity has also made them particularly “kiasu” (afraid to lose), so they have little time for
      leisure, and they value the practical over principles. This is the result of the system. The older generation of
      Chinese were mostly descendants of poor, illiterate coolies from China’s Guangdong and Fujian provinces who were
      unlikely to be creative in the humanities. This is the people factor. In contrast, the people of Taiwan and Hong
      Kong are descendants of a relatively free and leisured literati. As a result, the humanities in Taiwan and Hong
      Kong are more developed.
    


    
      In the last 20 to 30 years, Singapore has attracted many highly-educated, highly-talented people from China. If
      this is supplemented by greater freedom and leisure, Singapore may one day see an improvement in the humanities.
    


    6.What role has Lee Kuan Yew played in promoting relations and understanding between China and the
    West?


    
      Lee Kuan Yew helped promote communication and built bridges between China and the West. In fact, he had
      considerable symbolic significance. Singapore implemented a bilingual education policy requiring ethnic Chinese
      to learn both English and Chinese. Lee Kuan Yew said that this was to enable Singaporeans to
      know more English than the mainland Chinese, and more Chinese than the Americans. This advantage enabled
      Singapore to bridge the gap between China and the West. Of course, as more mainland Chinese learned foreign
      languages and were able to communicate with the West, Lee Kuan Yew and other Singapore leaders’ role as a bridge
      between China and the West weakened.
    


    7.How did he balance the relationship between Singapore and the US, and Singapore and China?


    
      Lee Kuan Yew had a saying: when elephants fight, the grass suffers; when elephants make love, the grass also
      suffers. Here, he likens large countries to elephants and small countries to grass. Later, answering questions
      after a speech he gave at the China Executive Leadership Academy in Pudong, he said something similar: when
      sharks fight, they will stir up the water; when sharks are flirting, they also stir up the water. He also adapted
      a comment of Deng Xiaoping’s that China–US relations would neither be very good nor very bad. Lee Kuan Yew
      half-jokingly said that he would not want to see China–US relations be either too good or too bad.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew was joking, but there was some truth in what he said. If China–US relations became too good, then
      tiny Singapore might be pushed aside as there would be no need for Lee Kuan Yew to mediate or communicate; if
      China–US relations were too bad, Singapore would be forced to take sides, and choosing either side would have
      negative repercussions.
    


    
      To understand the role Lee Kuan Yew played as a mediator and communicator in China–US relations, let us refer to
      Minister Heng Swee Keat’s recollections:
    


    
      In 1999, relations between the US and China were very tense. China’s negotiations with the US on its entry to the
      World Trade Organization (WTO) had failed, there were tensions between the US and China over US bombs that had
      hit the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade, and President Lee Teng-hui in Taiwan had pronounced his “two states”
      concept.
    


    
      In July 1999, US Secretary of State Madeleine Albright and Chinese Foreign Minister Tang
      Jiaxuan were in Singapore for the ASEAN Regional Forum.… Both figures met Mr Lee separately. Mr Lee gave each
      side his reading of their long-term strategic interests. His advice to the US was that it was not in their
      interest to be adversarial towards China or regard her as a potential enemy. To China, he suggested that she
      should tap into the market, technology and capital of the US to develop her economy.
    


    
      Heng Swee Keat was Lee Kuan Yew’s principal private secretary at the time and attended these two meetings. He was
      deeply impressed by how Lee Kuan Yew maintained an objective and consistent attitude in this delicate situation.
    


    
      Heng Swee Keat said,
    


    
      He did not say one thing to one and sing a different tune to another. If they (the Chinese and the Americans) had
      compared notes later, they would have found his underlying position consistent.... I could see from the way both
      reacted that his arguments struck a chord, and one of the guests asked a note taker to write the notes verbatim
      for deeper study later on. In 2000, a few months after this meeting, I was very pleased to witness China’s entry
      into the WTO at the Doha meeting.
    


    8.Lee Kuan Yew had spoken to the Chinese government frequently over the years. How do you think they
    regarded his bluntness?


    
      The Chinese government took Lee Kuan Yew’s opinions seriously, adopting and absorbing them according to the
      circumstances.
    


    9.How did Xi Jinping’s government regard Lee Kuan Yew?


    
      In 2011, then Vice-Chairman Xi Jinping said of Lee Kuan Yew, “Lee Kuan Yew is our honoured elder. Until now, he
      has unremittingly promoted relations between China and Singapore, and I am filled with
      respect for him. We will not forget his contribution to bilateral relations between our countries.”
    


    
      After Lee Kuan Yew’s passing, Xi Jinping in his message of condolence said that Mr Lee was the founder of
      Singapore as well as an internationally well-respected strategist and politician. He described Mr Lee as an old
      friend of the Chinese people and also the founder, pioneer and facilitator of China–Singapore relations. Mr Lee
      and the older generation of Chinese leaders together established the direction of the relations between China and
      Singapore and deepened the friendship between the two countries, and made valuable contributions in pioneering
      collaboration between them. He said that Mr Lee’s passing was a loss to the people of Singapore, and also a loss
      to the international community.
    


    10. After Lee Kuan Yew’s passing, what is the future for Singapore?


    
      To answer that question, let us borrow the reply that Singapore’s leaders have made to similar questions. In
      response to questions about whether Singapore can continue to maintain its success after Lee Kuan Yew’s passing,
      Singapore leaders state that it depends on the ability to find the most able leaders and recruit the most able
      talent. If they are not able to do this, Singapore cannot continue to be extraordinary and brilliant.
    


    
      It must be noted that to maintain stability post-Lee Kuan Yew, having a good system is sufficient; to be
      extraordinary, it is necessary to have talented people. Naturally, a good system will produce more talent.
      Without talented people, the best system will be insufficient. It has been said:
    


    
      Some people can govern well, but no legal system can govern well.
    


    
      When a person dies, his governance dies with him.
    


    
      As long as a person is alive his rule continues, when he dies his rule also dies.
    


    11. In the post-Lee Kuan Yew era, can Lee Hsien Loong manage?


    
      The post-Lee Kuan Yew era has already arrived three times over: in 1990, Lee Kuan Yew stepped down as prime
      minister to make way for Goh Chok Tong, which was the beginning of the post-Lee Kuan Yew era. In 2011, Lee Kuan
      Yew left the Cabinet and ceased to be minister mentor, and that was the official beginning of the post-Lee Kuan
      Yew era. In 2015, Lee Kuan Yew passed away, and that was the real beginning of the post-Lee Kuan Yew era. In the
      earlier phases of the post-Lee Kuan Yew era, Goh Chok Tong and Lee Hsien Loong were able to manage, so in this
      final phase, Lee Hsien Loong should also be able to manage.
    


    12. Will Lee Hsien Loong push forward some reforms? Will he be a “Little Chiang” (Chiang
    Ching-Kuo)?


    
      After Lee Kuan Yew ceased to be prime minister, his successors Goh Chok Tong and Lee Hsien Loong made changes as
      required by the situations they faced. Therefore, small adjustments were always being made, and will continue to
      be made. However, since the basic political system and state governance established in the Lee Kuan Yew era has
      been successful and acceptable to the people, there is at present no pressure for major changes. At the same
      time, Lee Hsien Loong has said that Singapore does not need a 70-year-old prime minister and that he plans to
      relinquish his position around 2020. As that is not too far in the future, the likelihood of major changes is not
      large.
    


    
      It is worth noting that reforms in Singapore are aimed at achieving balanced development, not westernisation.
      Although this balance draws elements from western values and systems, it is not the same as westernisation. The
      meaning of balance has two interpretations: on the one hand, it is a yin–yang balance, such as working
      hard to increase the size of the pie while sharing it out equally, which involves a balance between an inclusive
      system and decisive government; on the other hand, balance means a harmony of heaven and
      earth, including being just, warm-hearted and realistic. It is only with justice that there can be justification;
      with warm-heartedness, acceptance; with realism, rationality. This was stated by Goh Chok Tong when he spoke
      about the balance and harmony of these three principles of political reform.
    


    13. There will be a general election this year (2015). Will the People’s Action Party (PAP) face
    challenges?


    
      They will face challenges. The people’s mourning indicates that the PAP enjoys public support, but the questions
      that existed before the death of Lee Kuan Yew have not disappeared, and the views of the people will not have
      completely changed. For example, many Singaporeans feel that having more than 10, perhaps even 20 to 30,
      opposition members in Parliament should be regarded as normal, and will not greatly affect the government.
      Therefore, the trend will be that there will be an increase in the number of opposition members in Parliament.
    

  


  
    Chapter 11


    Lee Kuan Yew: History, Heritage
    

    and the Idea of Singapore*


    By Wang Gungwu


    
      Lee Kuan Yew’s success in transforming Singapore from a plural immigrant society into a multicultural nation
      rested on the core values that shaped him and the power systems that he chose to serve his political cause.
    


    1.Commentary


    
      It is not too early to think about Lee Kuan Yew’s place in history. The sense of loss that Singaporeans
      demonstrated when he lay in state was genuine and deep. The eulogies from all over the world testify to the
      impact of his achievements on the city-state that he led.
    


    
      To many leaders in Asia, what he did was to provide remarkable answers to the problems of decolonisation and
      nation-building that the region experienced after the end of World War II. Some might focus on his doing this
      with so small a country; others wonder what more he could have done if he had more land and people under his
      care.
    


    2.Heritage and Shifting Realities


    
      His success rested on his ability to understand his environment and the transformations it was encountering. It
      rested on the core values that shaped him and the power systems that he studied and eventually chose to serve his
      political cause. The former relates to his origins as someone descended from many generations of Chinese in
      Southeast Asia, who had lived among a variety of people and under several different kinds of regimes. The latter
      draws on his personal capacity to learn from history and respond to shifting realities.
    


    
      Chinese society frowned on the idea of leaving home and not returning. But, for centuries, many in southern China
      did so when conditions were favourable, although the majority of males who settled down with their local wives
      and descendants were by and large assimilated. However, there was one area that was exceptional — the territories
      around Batavia (Jakarta) and Malacca where the Netherlands East Asia Company encouraged enterprising Chinese to
      organise themselves to help the Company trade with China.
    


    
      Their communities expanded on both sides of the Straits of Malacca when the British arrived at the end of the
      18th and the beginning of the 19th centuries. The locally-evolved organisations extended their activities to the
      settlements in Penang and Singapore. Their members adapted to the Anglo-Dutch as well as to the Malay worlds.
      They understood well the characteristics of the neighbouring lands and peoples and were well-prepared to become
      key players in the growing trade with China.
    


    
      By the end of the 19th century, their descendants were responding to the modernising changes in the region and
      learning to appreciate the virtues of different kinds of political systems and the advantages of industrial
      capitalism.
    


    
      This was also when new generations of elites in China were adjusting to the demands of western imperial power and
      awakening to the need for national consciousness. They were also acquiring modern knowledge and sought the
      support of the Chinese overseas. This was a challenge to the distinctive Chinese communities in Southeast Asia.
      Did they have to choose between affirming their special relations with the western colonial
      states that had been established or join their compatriots in supporting a new Chinese nation?
    


    3.Making a Plural Society a Multicultural Nation


    
      Many Chinese who had long settled in the region were divided in their loyalties and remained undecided until the
      Japanese invasions. After 1945, it became clear that the era of western empires was coming to an end. For most
      Chinese, the choice from now on was either to identify with the new native nations or return to China. Only in
      British Malaya was there another option: the chance to make a plural society develop into a multicultural nation.
    


    
      Coming from this settled Straits Chinese background, Lee Kuan Yew chose to build on that possibility. He had to
      do so in the midst of local nationalist hopes, a primarily Chinese communist revolution and an Anglo-American
      offensive against the spread of communism. All three forces held great dangers for the immigrant minorities in
      the region. A handful of men and women were keen to fight for the multicultural ideal and gambled on doing so on
      the island of Singapore.
    


    
      There were also others who were prepared to take the same risks, but Lee Kuan Yew was exceptionally equipped to
      assess the forces of history and harness all that he could in order to establish this new state. He therefore led
      those who shared his faith, especially those who were committed locals like himself. Together, they set out to
      defend their heritage and use every weapon they could find or forge to do so.
    


    4.Singapore, His Only Home


    
      Lee Kuan Yew also had an unusual capacity to learn from history. Like many of his generation, he studied the
      imperial system that the British nation had created out of their commercial and industrial successes in Asia. He
      understood how their empires claimed universal omniscience while their national interests led them to export their core values. The British sought to transmit those values to the colonials they ruled
      over much as the Romans did to the feudal states they left behind when their empire collapsed.
    


    
      With decolonisation after 1945, they sought to extend their ideals to the new members of the Commonwealth of
      Nations. Lee Kuan Yew was encouraged by some features in that model to try to adapt them to shape the country
      that would eventually replace British Malaya.
    


    
      He failed in Malaysia because his Malay counterparts in the Federation of Malaya wanted their own nation and were
      willing to accommodate their country’s Chinese and other minorities only to a limited degree. Thus he was left
      with a Singapore that had a population that was 75% Chinese. He and his colleagues realised that they had to
      recalculate afresh the kind of political structure that such a country could have. For Lee Kuan Yew, his deep
      sense of Singapore as his only home helped him to contemplate the social and cultural mix that he must bring
      together in order for this state to survive in an intrinsically hostile neighbourhood.
    


    
      He was local and his ancestors were embedded in the region. He was educated to adapt to a global maritime empire
      that had now become Anglo-American. His people were largely Chinese whom he could count on to draw on Chinese
      traditions if and when forced to stand together in the face of common dangers. He was confident that they were
      rational. He believed he could educate them to appreciate how enriching a plural society can be.
    


    
      He thus sought to recapture their aspirations while inducing them to understand the necessity for the republic to
      be a multiracial and multilingual state. The unique conditions that the country faced called for decisive and
      innovative leadership that he was determined to provide at all costs.
    


    5.A New Global City-State


    
      Lee Kuan Yew insisted that he was a pragmatist without an ideology. But his understanding of history gave him
      hope for a new kind of global city-state. Such a city has to be one that consists not only of generations of the local-born who call Singapore home but is also open to the in-migration of peoples
      who, no matter their origins, could provide the skills it needs.
    


    
      The composite state that he has left to his successors would have to be one that is a nation in form but not
      narrowly bound the way the original European model was designed to be. It would have to be one that is better
      adapted to a resurgent Asia in which new notions of nation, region and transnational enterprise are now possible.
    


    
      This is an exceptional time when options are still open. Lee Kuan Yew has left behind a vision of the future that
      is rooted in his past. This is a vision that he would expect his followers to go forward to realise.
    


    


    
      * An earlier version of this article appeared in The Round
      Table, London (2015). This is part of an S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies (RSIS) series on
      The Legacy of Lee Kuan Yew.
    

  


  
    Chapter 12


    A Final Gift


    By Su Guaning


    
      Mr Lee Kuan Yew has passed away.
    


    
      On the morning of 23 March 2015, as I watched on television Lee Hsien Loong fighting back tears while announcing
      the sad news, I remembered the feelings of pain, regret and gratitude when I lost my mother 13 years ago.
      However, I did not weep that morning.
    


    
      Over the next few days, my senses were completely overwhelmed by the inescapable avalanche of news coverage, so
      much so that I even began to feel that the praise was somewhat excessive.
    


    
      It was while reading news reports of the expressions of gratitude and respect for Mr Lee from Singaporeans that I
      found myself weeping helplessly. I could not stop the tears which obscured the words on the page. In the week
      after Mr Lee’s passing, there were daily accounts of the people’s reactions, tributes and grief, especially of
      those who queued day and night for up to eight hours to pay a few brief seconds’ tribute to the great man.
      Reading about those who spontaneously helped others regardless of race or religion, and the humble, orderly and
      unselfish attitudes shown, brought me to tears.
    


    
      Opposition leader Low Thia Kiang’s eulogy in Parliament was especially thought-provoking. Anyone who had lived
      through the past 50 years in Singapore and understood the life-and-death political struggles in the early days of
      independence had to be moved. I recall staying up late for the radio broadcast of the 1963
      general election results, and my sigh of relief on hearing of the People’s Action Party’s (PAP) victory. I
      personally experienced the 1964 race riots, and only managed to get home by walking and getting lifts, and also
      lived through the subsequent few days of martial law. In 1965, like a bolt of lightning, while in an optical shop
      downtown, I heard that Singapore was separating from Malaya. The series of worrying news continued until it ended
      for me in 1967 when I left Singapore to study in Canada. The problems had not been solved, but I did not hear
      about them.
    


    
      Faced with many years of instability, Lee Kuan Yew led his team in working wholeheartedly to solve problems and
      overcome difficulties. When I returned to Singapore in 1972 after completing my Master’s degree, the style of
      governance was already very much settled, and Lee Kuan Yew’s team was leading the nation on the path of economic
      prosperity. I seized the opportunity to join the only scientific research unit at the time: the Ministry of
      Defence’s newly-created research unit. I remained there for 30 years until I became the principal of Nanyang
      Technological University (NTU) in 2003.
    


    
      Working for 30 years in defence technology was both challenging and fulfilling, and I derived a sense of
      achievement from contributing to the nation’s defence. That year, then Deputy Prime Minister Goh Keng Swee,
      pondering the long term, gave us the authority and generous funding to attempt the seemingly impossible goal of
      catching up with the developed countries. From 1987, I led a team that started the Defence Science Organisation
      with a focus on strengthening the deterrent capabilities of Singapore’s defence forces. During that time, I had
      many opportunities to report directly to Mr Lee Kuan Yew and the Cabinet, each time in fear and trembling, but
      with success.
    


    
      In 2003 and 2004, just after I became the President of NTU, I expended much effort in understanding the injured
      feelings and aspirations of Nanyang University alumnae, and also sought the opinion of Minister George Yeo. I
      realised that the hurt inflicted by Singapore’s language policies and the merger of the University of Singapore
      and Nanyang University had been deeply felt. Beneath the healed scars, the wounds were still
      inflamed and festering. At the time, I felt that as a former Chinese school student and as the President of NTU,
      I had the responsibility of unravelling this knot. Solving this issue would simultaneously help the university
      build closer cooperation with China and also demonstrate Nanyang University’s historical advantage as the first
      overseas Chinese university. Unfortunately, things did not work out that way, and after receiving intense
      reactions from home and abroad, the plan failed and I had to abandon the idea to focus instead on building up
      NTU.
    


    
      This experience helped me appreciate what Low Thia Kiang referred to in his eulogy as those who sacrificed to
      build the nation. If they had succeeded in those days, what would that have meant for Singapore’s model of
      development? If Mr Lee Kuan Yew had not been determined to thoroughly reform the education system and switch to a
      bilingual model with English as the main language, would Singapore have become such an exceptional society with
      ethnic harmony, freedom of worship and the willingness to collaborate? History cannot be repeated, but it is
      universally recognised that in the 50 years of independence with the PAP in power, Singapore’s phenomenal
      development has become a model for many countries across the world.
    


    
      Thinking back on those days of the battle between communism and capitalism, the Korean war, the Vietnam war,
      Malaya’s jungle war and other armed struggles, in addition to the precarious position of the Chinese in Southeast
      Asia, if leftist factions headed by the Chinese had risen to power, it is hard to imagine how Singapore could
      have escaped that predicament, let alone developed so quickly. Perhaps it was only because Lee Kuan Yew’s team
      was highly pragmatic and willing to do whatever it took to achieve their goals that they were able to lead this
      unremarkable small island nation to break out of its constraints, open its economy to the world and create an
      economic growth miracle.
    


    
      I discovered that many who were sacrificed in those years praise the achievements of Lee Kuan Yew’s team today,
      and many came to pay their last respects to Mr Lee. Their demands were simple; they hoped to receive society’s
      approval. They were the hot-blooded youth of those years, not enemies of the people. They
      have assimilated into the heart of Singapore society and became the backbone of the country. There are also many
      Chinese-educated students who were embittered by the downplaying of Chinese culture due to Singapore’s
      educational reforms. They hope to revive mother tongue broadcasts so as to perpetuate their 5,000-year-old
      culture. In my opinion, against the backdrop of a rising China, this is something that can be realised in the
      years after Lee Kuan Yew as long as care is taken to preserve ethnic and religious harmony.
    


    
      Mr Lee Kuan Yew’s final gift to Singapore is something he could not have foreseen in his lifetime. Over many
      years, the issues of Singapore’s national identity and consciousness have been much debated. Are we a nation of
      people united merely by a love of char kway teow (fried rice noodles) and chicken rice, the speaking of
      Singlish, and being bilingual but speaking neither language well? Mr Lee’s passing has given us, and shown the
      world, Singapore’s finest page in her history. After 50 years, we have, in eulogising Mr Lee, discovered
      ourselves. We have uncovered the fundamental values of the people and discovered a cohesiveness that is
      regardless of age, race or religion. During the week of mourning for Mr Lee, Singaporeans discovered what
      Singapore really is. This is unprecedented in the 50 years of independence, and it moved me deeply. My
      uncontrollable tears were for the people and for Mr Lee, in appreciation and gratitude. At the same time, they
      were also an expression of apology, regret and sorrow for those who had made sacrifices and for the families who
      had suffered during the years of nation-building.
    


    
      Mr Lee Kuan Yew’s funeral marks the end of the nation-building period and the beginning of a new era with a fresh
      direction and atmosphere. Although Singapore’s hardware is already mostly established, the cohesion displayed in
      the week of mourning can be attributed to Mr Lee’s charisma. This was his last gift and should be strengthened. I
      feel that Singapore’s greatest duty in the future is to build up national consciousness and cultivate shared
      values, to balance the striving for economic growth with social justice, to care for vulnerable groups, and to
      strengthen the nation’s soft power to compensate for the weaknesses arising from the focus
      on the hardware of nation-building.
    


    
      In this second phase of nation-building, we must draw those who sacrificed in the first stage of nation-building
      into national history and build on Mr Lee’s efforts to perpetuate Chinese culture. We may need to imitate South
      African President Mandela’s objectivity when launching the new South Africa, and be open about conciliation. Of
      course, the immediate urgency is to consider a new economic model for Singapore, but the healing of this
      historical wound should not be neglected. We will have to agree and unite to meet the challenges of mapping out
      the future direction of development.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew has left a highly-developed Singapore as a precious legacy for us. His final gift to us was the
      display of national consciousness and national cohesion during the period of mourning. A country motivated only
      by materialism cannot endure. We have to also cultivate and pass on spiritual aspects, develop shared values and
      build a warm and caring home. Only then can we continue Mr Lee’s lifetime work of passing on Singapore’s national
      consciousness and spirit to future generations. I hope Singaporeans will be willing to take the initiative to
      work together to build the nation’s software and not wait for the government to take the lead. Everyone should
      unite for the next 50 years of nation-building and not squander Mr Lee Kuan Yew’s final gift. This will be the
      best way to commemorate Lee Kuan Yew’s founding team.
    

  


  
    Chapter 13


    Lee Kuan Yew’s Political Theories


    By Yu Ying-Shih


    
      Lee Kuan Yew’s passing was regarded by the world as a significant event, and his funeral was attended by many
      world leaders. Singapore declared an entire week of mourning and nearly 500,000 people went to pay their
      respects. Such a successful statesman is rare today, perhaps unmatched by any.
    


    
      It was universally recognised that Lee Kuan Yew was a genius of a statesman. I recall reading Nixon’s memoirs
      which discussed several world leaders, including a chapter on Lee Kuan Yew, towards whom he expressed great
      respect. He said that Lee Kuan Yew was like a tiger in a small cage, pacing up and down with no outlet for its
      energy, evoking a pitiful figure. This was because Singapore was then a small city-state of only two million
      people, of whom about 70–80% were ethnic Chinese, with ethnic Malays, Indians and other smaller minorities making
      up the rest. The reason for this unique composition was historical, as Singapore had once been part of Malaysia.
      When Singapore was expelled from the Malaysian federation in 1965, Lee Kuan Yew shed tears on television. He felt
      that he had lost his chance to exercise his talents, and his energies were limited to Singapore. Singapore was a
      nation with few natural resources, even importing water from Malaysia. No one expected that he would be able to
      transform Singapore into a first world country in the span of about 20 years, or to quote
      him, “from third world to first”, with a high standard of education, efficient administration, cleanliness, and,
      most importantly, freedom from corruption.
    


    
      In early 1980, he devised a plan to develop a programme based on Confucian ethics which he felt would encourage
      ethnic Chinese support for his government. In order to achieve this, it would require a modern form of Confucian
      culture instead of the original Confucian principles. Consequently, he sought out several consultants, mostly
      from the US, to help him devise a modern version of Confucian culture. I was one of the six or seven consultants
      who visited Singapore. Eventually, two of us continued to act as his long-term consultants. I visited Singapore
      two or three times a year from 1982 to 1986 to help him plan his lectures and design various aspects of his
      Confucian programme. I found his mind to be extremely keen.
    


    
      He and I had a very big difference of opinion. This related to the way he regarded Confucian principles merely as
      a kind of project to be carried out. If the principles were effective, they would be implemented; if not, they
      would be discarded. In other words, he focused on the principles without taking into account cultural background
      or cultural awareness. It was as if he subscribed to a religion without having faith in it, and did not regard
      the religion itself as important. What he valued was two types of power: firstly, political power to control and
      organise society and maintain social order, and secondly, economic development to raise the people’s standards of
      living. Economic development was relatively free, but political control was strict. This gave rise to a dilemma.
      On the one hand, in order to achieve political control and order, opposition parties could not be allowed to
      create difficulties for him by forming part of a multi-party government, and so his People’s Action Party (PAP)
      became the only sizable political party. However, it must be noted that the method he employed was not that of
      force, but one that worked through organisations.
    


    
      This method enabled the PAP to gain the support of the population, then numbering about two million people, and
      get involved in every aspect of society. Supported by this political party, he continued to stand for election
      every few years. We have to acknowledge that despite his opposition to and criticism of
      democracy, he still adopted the British form of democracy in establishing his nation. He did not rely on force to
      seize power. Most unique during that period of nation-building was his creation of an organisation that attracted
      people to follow him. When he embarked on these activities in the early 1960s, Singapore was more leftist and
      communism was widespread. As the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) was active in Singapore, he cooperated with the
      communists while setting up the PAP and establishing his political power.
    


    
      However, in the course of establishing his political power, he came to realise that he would have to find some
      way to tackle the communists. He approached the issue in the same way as Chiang Kai-Shek’s Kuomintang did in
      1927, which was to expel the communist party. This was because the communists were not in favour of elections but
      intended to seize power by force to achieve single-party rule, which was the complete opposite of what the PAP
      desired.
    


    
      Although the PAP intended to govern through a single-party system, it wanted to achieve this by legal means
      according to the rule of law, which was totally different from the communists’ ideas. He forbade Singaporeans
      from visiting mainland China, and those who went were not allowed to return. This resulted in a cool relationship
      between the communists and himself until relations were re-established in 1990. During the period of China’s
      reform and opening up, Deng Xiaoping expressed great interest in Singapore. As a result, Lee Kuan Yew agreed to
      receive him although he was still not willing to establish diplomatic relations with the CCP, but only permitted
      commercial trade. It was only in 1990 that he finally established official relations with the CCP. However, the
      CCP still used the Singapore model of a nation with a single-party government and rapid economic development as a
      model for China. Deng Xiaoping even said that China should model itself after Singapore. This was despite Lee
      Kuan Yew having expelled the communists in the course of nation-building. He did not eliminate them, but simply
      locked them away. He locked up many of them.
    


    
      Singapore’s model made use of political means as well as reducing the personal freedoms of the people. At the
      time, the people were willing to accept this situation. The ethnic Chinese accepted the need
      to first establish the nation and develop the economy, and were willing to follow Lee Kuan Yew under these
      conditions.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew continued along this path until the 1980s when he observed problems arising with social organisation
      and culture. However, he did not truly value culture in itself. He placed the highest value on effectiveness, and
      no other government I have observed has surpassed his in effectiveness. He would ask whether something was
      achieving results; if it was not, or if it gave rise to other problems, then he would immediately abandon it.
    


    
      Although Lee Kuan Yew had weaknesses on spiritual and cultural levels, he was able to establish and maintain a
      society with a low level of corruption, based on the rule of law, and with regular elections. The PAP was able to
      control the people, something the opposition parties were unable to achieve. At the same time, he also went all
      out to suppress opposition parties. His suppression of political opposition and freedom of speech attracted both
      notoriety and reproach from all over the world.
    


    
      He felt that Asian values were different from western democracy and western freedoms, and made use of political
      unity and political control in nation-building. He permitted economic freedom but restricted the freedom of
      opposition parties. His high personal standing and the effectiveness of the PAP enabled him to pay high salaries
      to public servants in order to prevent them from becoming corrupt. As a result, he was able to establish a
      one-party government without corruption that became a hallmark of Singapore, something which other countries have
      been unable to achieve.
    


    
      The CCP tried to model itself after Singapore’s one-party government, but created a top tier of privileged party
      members which inevitably gave rise to corruption. It seems that the Singapore model was unworkable because the
      model could only exist in Singapore, and only under Lee Kuan Yew.
    


    
      In the 2011 general election, the PAP garnered only 60% of the popular vote, with 40% of the vote going to
      opposition parties. Even though only six opposition candidates were elected, this still came as a shock to Lee Kuan Yew. At that time, he was no longer able to act as he had in the past, so he
      decided to retire from politics. Although he was mourned by the whole nation, contrary views were also
      widespread. Lee Kuan Yew’s nation-building model is in the midst of change, and this change could be very rapid.
      The debate over Asian values was sensational, but it cannot stand up to analysis.
    

  


  
    Chapter 14


    Lee Kuan Yew’s Pragmatism


    By Zhang Jun


    
      Singapore’s greatest attractions are its open economy, equal treatment for foreign and local enterprises, strict
      protection of property and contractual rights, a clean and effective government, a stable political environment,
      low tax rates, good infrastructure, a highly-skilled labour force, a relaxed immigration policy, and an
      increasingly globalised living environment.
    


    
      Singapore’s founding prime minister Lee Kuan Yew passed away on 23 March 2015. During his 31 years in power,
      Singapore implemented an open economic system and created an economic miracle, but it also faced many challenges.
      Phoenix New Media invited Zhang Jun, an assistant professor at the University of Toronto, to comment on
      Singapore’s economic transformation and Lee Kuan Yew’s economic policies. In Zhang Jun’s opinion, Lee Kuan Yew’s
      style of governance was highly pragmatic, and his policies were designed to achieve the greatest effectiveness.
      However, in his opinion, Lee Kuan Yew’s strict control of society infringed on individual liberty, the compulsory
      acquisition of land encroached on property rights, the focus on assets rather than welfare bore the traits of
      neoliberalism, and the Temasek model was a form of naked socialism.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew was a well-known pragmatist. He once said, “So Plato, Aristotle, Socrates, I am
      not guided by them.… I am interested in what works.” He was concerned about real problems such as earning a
      living, food and shelter, and giving birth to and raising children. He did not think highly of empty-headed
      philosophers and was not concerned about pleasing the public. He had strong opinions and would persist in doing
      what he believed to be right. He emphasised the importance of being realistic and pragmatic rather than being
      bound by theories.
    


    
      I do not want to assess Lee Kuan Yew’s faith and beliefs here, but merely to outline how his beliefs and
      motivation influenced his political thought and policies, especially in relation to the economy. In his political
      thought, he accepted Mill’s utilitarianism of seeking the greatest happiness for the greatest number. This theory
      dictated that an individual’s utility might have to make way for the interests of the larger group, and that
      individual liberty was only of limited instrumental value and should not be an ultimate goal.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew agreed with the idea of a free and fair society, but did not acknowledge that people were equally
      intelligent. He believed that people naturally had different levels of intelligence, and that the talented and
      above-average in intelligence would eventually become leaders. Lee Kuan Yew’s belief in eugenics was
      widely-known, as was his opinion that the genetic stock of Singaporeans was not very good. This was the source of
      his support for rule by the elite, although he stressed the importance of education in improving the quality of
      the people. He believed that a country’s competitiveness depended on the effectiveness of its system and its
      leaders, as demonstrated by the example of himself and Singapore.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew did not subscribe to the Confucianist belief that people were in essence virtuous. He did not
      believe that a person’s nature and ability could be changed even though it could be controlled by discipline and
      training. He recognised the existence of human failings but, intentionally or unintentionally, excluded himself
      and the elites from this analysis and did not engage in too much introspection. He believed that he himself was
      noble, or at least that his goals were noble, and even if his methods were less than irreproachable, they could
      be overlooked because of his noble aims.
    


    
      Singapore became a British colony in 1819. Lee Kuan Yew’s observation of the British
      colonial government taught him how to govern in a cultured and gracious way. He approved of the British tradition
      of protection of individual liberty and private property and adherence to the rule of law. In 1942, the Japanese
      occupied Singapore, driving out the British. In the following three-and-a-half years, Lee Kuan Yew traded on the
      black market and worked for the Japanese propaganda department because of his knowledge of English. He narrowly
      escaped being tortured and killed. Under the tyranny of the Japanese, he saw how the Japanese used their power.
      He learned the meaning of power and observed the inter-relationship between power, politics and government. He
      witnessed the cruelty of man and how a society could be controlled by force. These experiences to some extent
      explain his belief in the effectiveness of draconian laws and severe punishments.
    


    
      When Singapore achieved independence in 1965, it had a population of just under two million people. It had a
      multiracial population on a small island without natural resources or hinterland, and without a common language,
      culture or value system. Lee Kuan Yew did not believe that Singapore had the makings of a stable and prosperous
      country. These factors gave rise to the sense of crisis which shaped much of Lee Kuan Yew’s views and Singaporean
      culture, and was also the basis for their pragmatism. Despite the fact that Singapore has become one of the
      wealthiest countries in the world, this sense of crisis has been kept alive by the government over the past
      decades and has become part of the discourse through which the government gains its legitimacy. Lee Kuan Yew
      believed that it was necessary to adopt a western legal system and rule of law, but was willing to sacrifice some
      liberties, democracy and human rights to achieve important goals. These ideas are reflected in Singapore’s
      economic policies and system, and they form the determining factor which influences economic transitions in
      Singapore.
    


    1.Pragmatism in Singapore’s Economy


    
      How was Singapore to survive after independence? Lee Kuan Yew’s government pragmatically decided that Singapore
      should look to attracting foreign investments. Besides pursuing economic development,
      another benefit of this plan would be to gain the protection of western powers. Given Singapore’s poor technology
      and production base, the leaders felt that it would be impossible for the economy, dependent on entrepôt trade
      and small businesses, to develop competitive manufacturing industries. As a result, right from the beginning,
      attracting foreign investments for economic development was one of Singapore’s goals. With a sense of urgency
      stemming from pragmatism, Lee Kuan Yew dismissed concerns about exploitation by multinational corporations (MNCs)
      expressed by the left. He said,
    


    
      We had no raw materials for them to exploit. All we had was the labour. Nobody else wanted to exploit the labour.
      So why not if they want to exploit our labour? They’re welcome to it.… In fact, we were part of the process that
      disproved the theory of the development economics school, that this was exploitation. We were in no position to
      be fussy about high-minded principles. We had to make a living and this was a way to make a living.
    


    
      Singapore has attracted much foreign capital and currently has more than 25,000 MNCs, of which 10,000 are from
      North America, the EEC and Japan. Foreign investments contribute to half of Singapore’s economic output. The
      Economic Development Board (EDB) is Singapore’s instrument for attracting foreign investment and promoting trade.
      Through the Suzhou Industrial Park, Tianjin Eco-City, Guangzhou Knowledge City and other projects, Singapore has
      extended its manufacturing and investment base to China and other countries, “borrowing” land elsewhere to make
      money.
    


    
      Some people assume that Singapore’s economy is not free but, in fact, Singapore’s economy is one of the freest
      economies in the world. Singapore’s greatest attraction is its free economy, equal treatment of foreign and
      domestic enterprises, strict protection of intellectual property rights and contracts, clean and effective
      government, stable political environment, low tax environment, good infrastructure, highly-skilled labour force,
      liberal immigration policies, and increasingly globalised living environment. Singapore also
      has an orderly and safe society in addition to a clean and just government.
    


    
      In the World Justice Project’s Rule of Law Index 2012–2013, Singapore was ranked highest in providing
      security to its people, and also ranked within the top 10 in four other areas. As a result, Singapore is regarded
      as having a very pro-business environment. From the perspective of MNCs and their leaders, Singapore is an ideal
      place for doing business.
    


    
      Singapore observes the rule of law, as demonstrated in the following examples:
    


    
       (i)  Singapore’s ruling party faces the pressure of elections as members of parliament are elected. Despite a
      one-party rule, there is still freedom to vote.
    


    
      (ii)  Singapore inherited the structure and traditions of British rule of law from more than a century of British
      rule.
    


    
        (iii)  It is easier to establish a good system in a small country with short chain of command as long as the
      top leader is personally honest and keeps his promises. In China, a county secretary with some standing who
      wishes to change the county bureaucracy would not have too much difficulty.
    


    
        (iv)  High salaries and draconian punishments create an effective carrot and stick system of control.
    


    
      (v)  Social networks and connections can be a positive incentive although, in a different environment, they can
      also be a negative incentive.
    


    
        (vi)  Singapore’s people have relative freedom of information with unfiltered access to the internet.
    


    
      However, it must be pointed out that foreign investments have led to more repressive labour policies. After the
      People’s Action Party (PAP) won the election in 1968, the Employment Act and the Trade Unions Act were revised.
      It was felt that the laws, drawn up by the British, were not strict enough and that trade union powers were too
      strong and therefore not conducive to increasing productivity or attracting foreign
      investments. The revised labour laws allowed employers to freely engage and dismiss workers. Trade union powers
      were much reduced, while employers’ powers were increased and obligations reduced. Wages in Singapore have always
      been much lower than would be expected for its stage of development, and the government has so far refused to set
      a minimum wage.
    


    
      In 1974, the Singapore government set up a holding company under the Ministry of Finance to manage the country’s
      investments in government-linked companies. This company was named Temasek Holdings (Temasek).
    


    
      From its establishment until September 2004, Temasek did not publish its accounts and is regarded as one of
      Singapore’s most secretive companies. Companies controlled by Temasek include Singtel, Singapore Airlines, DBS
      Bank, Singapore Mass Rapid Transit Corporation, PSA Corporation, Neptune Orient Lines, Singapore Power, Keppel
      Group, Raffles Hotel, Singapore Press Holdings and Mediacorp, encompassing just about all of Singapore’s largest
      and most important companies. In 2002, the wife of the then Deputy Prime Minister Lee Hsien Loong (now prime
      minister), Ho Ching, was appointed CEO of Temasek, a move which triggered some controversy. Temasek has about 500
      investment staff and controls assets of about US$200 billion, and in 2013 earned a net income of S$5 billion.
      Another company which parallels Temasek is the Government of Singapore Investment Corporation (GIC) which was set
      up in 1981 to manage sovereign funds. When set up, Lee Kuan Yew himself was the Chairman, and its main duty was
      to manage Singapore’s foreign reserves and invest overseas. This company is even more secretive and its existence
      was not even disclosed for many years. To protect national interests, the management, structure, funds managed,
      overseas activities and results are shrouded in secrecy. However, in the face of ever greater challenges and to
      attract talent from all over the world, GIC has gradually revealed its true nature. It is estimated that the
      reserves it manages are even greater than Temasek’s, around US$300 billion. Although Lee Kuan Yew disagreed with
      comments that Singapore was run like a large commercial company, these two gigantic financial institutions
      together practically control Singapore’s economy. To those who believe in a free market,
      Singapore’s many government-linked companies are simply a form of socialism. However, Lee Kuan Yew, a pragmatist,
      did not care whether Singapore was regarded as socialist or capitalist, just as he did not care if he was
      criticised for being too pro-business. From the information available, Temasek and GIC have performed well and
      achieved a high return on investments, and have consistently been graded AAA by international rating agencies.
    


    2.Pragmatism in Building the City of Singapore


    
      After independence, Singapore faced serious issues: insufficient housing, overcrowding, slums, poor sanitation,
      contagious diseases etc. The three organisations in charge of building the city were the Housing and Development
      Board (HDB) and the predecessors of the Urban Redevelopment Authority and the Land Transport Authority. The
      compulsory land acquisition policy contributed greatly to the rebuilding of Singapore. In 1966, the Land
      Acquisition Act was passed giving the government greater powers to acquire land. This Act enabled the government
      to independently, compulsorily and expeditiously acquire land below market prices. Under emergency government
      regulations, land could be acquired by giving seven days’ notice, and the government was empowered to occupy the
      land even before formal acquisition. The law required that all improvements made by the government in road
      building, provision of utilities, education, leisure, infrastructure, etc. be omitted from the land valuation.
      All appeals against an acquisition order were to be handled quickly by an appeal board set up by the government.
      From the 1950s to the 1980s, government landholdings increased from a third to three quarters of the land in
      Singapore. This compulsory acquisition during the rapid development phase prevented speculation and greatly
      reduced the costs of providing infrastructure, public housing and urban renewal. It also provided rolling
      development funds and could be considered as a form of land financing, Singapore style. The government was able
      to combine small land parcels to enable individuals or private developers to develop them in accordance with the
      authorities’ urbanisation plans. Since compensation levels were below market prices, those whose land was acquired were unhappy, but had no power to negotiate with the government. This is similar to
      the situation in China at present.
    


    
      The design of Singapore’s urban planning was to have a city centre, secondary centres and sub-centres. Singapore
      was divided in 50 small areas with community and residential areas laid out in a rational manner, including many
      functions including employment, transport, retail, leisure, housing, etc. This kind of intensive, well-designed
      and integrated urban planning can only be achieved by a government which exercises a high degree of social
      control and cannot easily achieved in many other cities. Government-led urban planning and building of this
      nature may seem to be extremely effective in retrospect, but at the time would have been regarded as breaching
      procedural justice and infringing on property rights.
    


    
      In 1959, after Lee Kuan Yew came to power, he immediately introduced plans for public housing and established the
      HDB to construct homes for a majority of Singaporeans. This was the origin of Singapore’s famous home ownership
      programme. This project required the HDB to undertake all responsibilities such as land acquisition,
      resettlement, planning and design, in fact, every aspect except engaging contractors. By the end of the 1980s,
      nearly 80% of Singaporeans lived in their own HDB flats, and the same percentage is still true today. With
      various grants and subsidies, the price of HDB flats can be said to be very reasonable. This has enabled nearly
      every household to purchase their own flat without being burdened with a high mortgage. For the lowest income
      segment of the population, the government quietly houses them in HDB flats to reduce the number of homeless and
      their impact on society. Strict rules make it nearly impossible to make money by buying and selling HDB flats.
      The private property market exists but caters to only about 15% of the population, and the rising prices do not
      affect the majority. Another characteristic of HDB living is the rule that the racial mix within each residential
      precinct should reflect the racial mix in the general population, avoiding the establishment of racial enclaves.
      This serves to encourage racial harmony, strengthen the Singaporean identity and maintain social stability. At
      the same time, those with mortgages will work harder, killing two birds with one stone.
    


    
      Closely-related to Singapore’s housing policy is the Central Provident Fund (CPF),
      Singapore’s comprehensive social security system. This system serves many functions including savings, pensions,
      housing, medical insurance, education, investments, etc. The CPF is a form of forced savings, into which each
      employee and employer deposit a sum which earns interest, and hence the government does not provide much social
      welfare. Even though the government does not contribute to the CPF, it provides a convenient source of funds for
      the government which can be used for infrastructure investment and other major projects. This is in effect a very
      clever reverse welfare system. Lee Kuan Yew declared from the beginning that Singapore would not give handouts or
      create a western-style welfare state because Singapore could neither afford it nor did it want to breed
      dependency. An article in the Economist in 2010 once satirically referred to Singapore’s “nanny state”
      as a stingy nanny because, even as it started to build casinos, it still refused to change its opposition to
      public welfare: in Singapore, public welfare is seen to be for the lazy and spendthrift. Other than in
      exceptional cases, the elderly are expected to rely on their children and not the state, and retired parents are
      able to sue their children in court to seek maintenance. In western eyes, this is unthinkable, but Singapore’s
      government has rebutted with declarations that it is neither able nor willing to become a European-style welfare
      state. At the same time, Lee Kuan Yew is a self-proclaimed socialist and believes that redistribution of income
      is necessary, and subsidies are provided for education, housing and public healthcare to protect the weak and
      counteract the extremes of free market competition. This again demonstrates his non-dogmatic pragmatism.
    


    3.The Pragmatic Singapore Education System


    
      Even though Chinese children in Singapore are required to study Chinese as a second language, the standard of
      Chinese lags behind the standard of English. Singapore has become the Asian country with the highest standard of
      English, albeit with a heavy accent. Lee Kuan Yew’s promotion of bilingual education was also pragmatic,
      mainly for economic reasons. Lee Kuan Yew said that some people stubbornly regarded
      language, culture and lifestyle as paramount, but he was a pragmatist and realised that Singapore could not
      survive if it relied on the Chinese language. In a National Geographic Magazine interview, he said,
    


    
      So we brought the semiconductor factories here and one started, the whole herd came and we became a vast centre
      for production of computers and computer peripherals. But they all speak English, multinationals from Japan,
      Europe, whatever European country they come from, they speak English. So Chinese-educated were losing out and
      they were disgruntled because they got the poorer jobs and lesser pay.
    


    
      Having English as the first language in Singapore enabled Singaporeans to communicate with the rest of the world
      and absorb their technology and culture. Without that, Singapore would have been less able to attract foreign
      investments. Of course, there are criticisms that Singaporeans discarded the Chinese language but did not learn
      English well; that they discarded their ethnic culture and foundation, but did not have the means to create a new
      culture and identity. On the other hand, supporters say that Singapore has managed to balance the two languages
      very well.
    


    
      After Nanyang University and Singapore University merged to form the National University of Singapore (NUS), the
      Singapore government established the Nanyang Technological University (NTU) in 1981 to educate the greater number
      of engineers required by the rapidly-developing economy. In the following 20-year period of rapid economic
      development, NUS and NTU kept abreast. The government was generous in funding and, through maintaining strict
      procedures, attracted world-class professors by offering high remuneration and research grants in order to raise
      the universities’ research standards and international standing. The results were nearly immediate. NUS and NTU
      graduates now receive a far better education than those in Beida or Tsinghua universities. Naturally, this fast
      track or pragmatic way to achieve quick results has enabled Singapore to raise these once less well-known
      universities into the second ranks internationally. However, it may not be able to raise
      them into the top ranks and may even hinder their rise. If scholarship is only judged by numbers and scholars
      encouraged by material rewards, the outcomes may be counterproductive.
    


    
      Today, 30% of Singapore students who complete high school enter publicly-funded universities, nearly as high a
      proportion as in most developed countries. Many of the rest are able to enter one of Singapore’s five
      polytechnics or three Institute of Technical Education colleges. Singapore’s university education is
      well-connected with the English-speaking world, and nearly all undergraduates have the opportunity to take part
      in exchange programmes and study abroad for half a year. Singapore has developed a way to educate both its elites
      as well as its masses. As well as making education available to all, Singapore places great emphasis on the
      education of its elites. Like the mainland Chinese, Singaporean parents fear that their children will be
      disadvantaged from an early age, and the belief in the high value of education is deeply ingrained. Singapore has
      a unique gifted education system which begins to identify, select and train gifted students at third grade. The
      best students in Singapore mostly do not study in Singapore universities but, like Lee Kuan Yew’s family, many
      study at Oxbridge in the UK or Ivy League universities in the US. Many of the top graduates from Singapore’s
      universities also go to these universities for postgraduate studies. Singapore’s government and ruling party make
      use of their administrative and financial resources to practically monopolise Singapore’s training and selection
      of talent and, under the slogan of seeking the best, absorb a large proportion of the talented into their ranks.
      Opposition parties thus find it hard to attract talent and gain the confidence of the people. In this way,
      education, economics and politics are all different aspects of the same game.
    


    
      Singapore’s pragmatism in education is demonstrated by efforts to attract the best teachers from the
      English-speaking world on the one hand, and on the other in trying to attract the best students from mainland
      China. Since 1992, the Singapore and Chinese governments have offered scholarships to students from China.
      Pragmatic Singapore hopes that the best students will continue to work in Singapore after
      graduation and eventually become Singapore citizens. This will improve the quality of its people and introduce
      “fresh genes”. At the same time, this will fill the population gap as Singapore’s Chinese population is not
      replacing itself, and enable Singapore to maintain the proportion of Chinese in the population which stands at
      around 80%. Of course, if these Chinese graduates decide to leave, the Singapore government will not have lost
      much.
    


    4.Pragmatism in Singapore’s Immigration Policy


    
      When Singapore gained independence, the population was under two million. At present, citizens number about 3.3
      million while the total resident population is about 5.5 million, of which permanent residents number about
      530,000. In other words, other than those who have taken up citizenship, 40% of the population in Singapore is
      foreign. Foreign workers comprise about 40% of the labour force. No economy in the world is as small, as
      developed and yet as reliant on foreign labour as Singapore. To maintain economic vibrancy and growth, this small
      country has to rely on foreign labour in industries such as construction, food and beverages, cleaning, domestic
      work, etc., as well as finance, law, management, education, scientific research and other high-end jobs.
      Singapore welcomes foreign labour and has successfully attracted much foreign talent to remain in Singapore and
      become a part of Singapore’s core. It can be said that Singapore’s attraction of talent is even more important
      than that of attracting foreign investment, and that both are complementary.
    


    
      Singapore’s discrimination against foreign labour can be clearly seen and is probably the result of equating
      “quality” with “price”. Employment pass holders who earn high salaries may receive remuneration that matches
      developed countries and receive a lot of respect. Those who work at low levels do not get much more than what
      they might receive in their home countries. For the latter, Singapore does not offer the protection of a minimum
      wage or much welfare. Thousands of construction workers from mainland China live in very basic dormitories
      jokingly referred to as “concentration camps”, and friction with local residents frequently arises due to the
      “nuisance” caused.
    


    
      In November 2012, more than a hundred bus drivers from mainland China held a short strike
      which shocked Singapore as the last mass action by workers had taken place more than 25 years ago. Under
      Singapore law, only union members are allowed to strike, and for core service jobs such as in public transport,
      14 days’ notice must be given or the workers will face penalties. The main reason for the strike was the Chinese
      drivers’ contention that their salaries should not be lower than Singaporean and Malaysian drivers. They also
      complained about the poor condition of their dormitories which made it hard for them to get good rest. The
      details of their complaints might be disputed, but the drivers’ complaints were not entirely unjustified.
      However, Singapore applied the law and arrested the leaders of the “illegal strike” and eventually repatriated
      them. Human rights groups appealed for the charges against the drivers to be dropped, criticising Singapore for
      justifying nationality-based discrimination in pay and working conditions, and restricting foreign workers’
      rights to join or lead a union. Workers’ organisations also pointed out that much attention was paid to the
      “illegal strike” and the “offenders”, but not to labour relations in Singapore and the protection of lower-paid
      workers. Phil Robertson, deputy Asia director at Human Rights Watch, said, “Singapore defies basic labour rights
      by criminalising migrant workers for a work stoppage and threatening them with prison terms, fines, and
      deportation.”
    


    
      There are many reasons for the increase in Singaporeans’ xenophobia. The appeal to this xenophobia was one factor
      which helped the opposition win a five-member group representation constituency in the 2011 general election.
      Forced by political pressure, the government began restricting immigration in 2010. In 2008, 80,000 foreigners
      were granted permanent resident status, but only 60,000 in 2009 and 30,000 in 2010. In 2013, the Singapore
      government published a White Paper expressing that, in order to maintain economic growth, the population would
      have to increase to between 6.5 million and 6.9 million by 2030 from the current 5.3 million. This plan provoked
      widespread discussion and unprecedented popular opposition: given Singaporeans’ low fertility, this increase
      would necessarily have to come from immigration, and many assumed that many of these new
      immigrants would be from mainland China. In fact, the main source of foreign labour in Singapore is mainland
      China. Just as there is intense friction between people in Hong Kong and mainland Chinese, Singaporeans are also
      increasingly opposed to mainland Chinese. Even though the situation is not as serious as portrayed in the media,
      there are many in Singapore who complain that the Chinese are crude, uncultured, and compete with them for
      resources and jobs. Many Chinese immigrants feel that Singaporeans are arrogant and cold, speak neither Chinese
      nor English well, etc. The result of this tense relationship is an uneasy division with both sides accusing the
      other of being racist even though both groups are ethnic Chinese.
    


    5.The Challenge Faced by Pragmatism


    
      American best-selling author Thomas Friedman has said that Singapore “is a sophisticated mix of radical
      free-market and nanny state that requires sophisticated policy-makers to implement”. This is perhaps the essence
      of Lee Kuan Yew’s pragmatism in the field of economics. Friedman feels that the US would not be able to, and
      should not, learn from Singapore’s “less-than-free politics”. However, they can learn from Singapore’s attitude
      towards “taking governing seriously and thinking strategically”. They should ask: what kind of world do we live
      in and how do we achieve prosperity?
    


    
      Professor Chua Beng Huat of the Department of Sociology, NUS, says that Singapore is a completely conquered space
      in our imagination. The main distinctive characteristic of the pragmatic Singaporean model is the complete
      control of society for the realisation of political and economic goals, even if the control is flexible. However,
      in the eyes of observers, this model risks suffocating civil society and alienating citizens.
    


    
      Under Lee Kuan Yew’s leadership, Singapore strongly promoted reliance on the elites, hard work, cooperation, and
      the downplaying of creativity. However, Singapore’s great achievements can also be regarded as innovative. Now
      that Singapore’s per capita GNP is nearly US$60,000, innovation and creativity have become more crucial. Lee Kuan Yew knew that it was not easy to succeed in the face of global competition.
      However, Singaporeans are not very confident when it comes to creativity. As early as 1998, a writer in the
      Straits Times pointed out that simply relying on investments, equipment and effort to lead to
      high-technology products was a daydream. Singapore is able to provide and maintain high quality infrastructure,
      but to create a free and stimulating atmosphere for technological innovation will be a greater challenge.
    


    
      Former Manpower and Education Minister Ng Eng Hen said in 2002 that if you gave a Singaporean a task, he would do
      it well. If you gave him a deadline, he would complete it on time. However, if the instructions were not clear or
      something unexpected happened, he would not know what to do. Singapore has few local technology entrepreneurs
      such as Creative Technology’s Sim Wong Hoo. In his 1999 book Chaotic Thoughts from the Old Millennium,
      he wrote of Singapore’s “No U-turn syndrome”: on Singapore roads, cars may not make a U-turn unless there is a
      sign specifically allowing them to do so; in many other countries, as long as there is no sign prohibiting a
      U-turn, cars are free to do so. He used this analogy to describe the way Singaporeans only obeyed rules and
      lacked independent thought and creativity. One of the inventors of Apple, Steve Wozniak, has also commented that
      Singapore business culture is too formal and rigid, and hence does not encourage much creativity. This makes it
      less likely to produce great artists, musicians or writers. These criticisms might not have been very fair, but
      do raise some questions.
    


    
      Singapore’s scientific research budget has been greatly increased in recent years. The organisation which takes
      the lead in scientific research is the Agency for Science, Technology and Research (A*Star). In 1991, it produced
      its first five-year budget of S$2 billion, and by 2006, the budget had risen to S$13.5 billion. However, the
      challenges faced by Singapore in technological innovation continue to increase. After its successes in investing
      in hard drives, Temasek set up Chartered Semiconductor Manufacturing (Chartered) in 1987 to increase the
      manufacture of semiconductor chips. Chartered gradually became the third largest semiconductor manufacturer
      after Taiwan Semiconductor Manufacturing Co. and United Silicon Manpower. However, it could
      not compete against those two large companies globally. After the 2007 economic crisis, the chip industry faced
      further setbacks and Chartered struggled. In 2009, Temasek eventually sold it to Advanced Technology Investment
      Company of Abu Dhabi to form part of their holdings which includes Global Foundries.
    


    
      After electronics, Singapore focused on biotechnology. Joseph Wong of the Department of Political Science,
      University of Toronto, in his book Betting on Biotech: Innovation and the Limits of Asia’s Developmental
      State, pointed out that even though developing states such as Singapore, South Korea and Taiwan focused on
      electronics R&D and achieved great success, this success was difficult to replicate in biotechnology. This is
      because this field faced greater uncertainties and required closer interaction between research and industrial
      production. These small countries also did not have the size to compete against the much larger US system.
      Singapore is relying on attracting foreign investments in pharmaceutical and biotechnology companies, and has
      also set up a good number of manufacturing plants, but the Singapore government’s hope of establishing a
      world-class biomedical research base is still proving elusive.
    


    
      When technological innovation proved ineffective or less effective than desired, the pragmatic leaders would
      switch their focus to something else in order to maintain economic growth. A typical example is Singapore’s 2011
      decision to open two casinos. Lee Kuan Yew, in his younger days, had said that there would not be a casino in
      Singapore as long as he lived. He was particularly concerned that casinos would encourage the growth of organised
      crime, money laundering and other illegal activities. However, he said that he observed that the UK and
      Switzerland had decided to open casinos, and his reaction was, “The world had changed.” He felt that if Singapore
      did not change with it, it would be finished. Pragmatism won again! Lee Kuan Yew also said that if Singapore did
      not do this, it could not be part of the modern world. To be part of the globalised world, Singapore had to hold
      Formula One races and other exciting activities in order to attract business. If there was no business, Singapore
      would starve. Therefore, in order to make money, Singapore opened two casinos which very
      quickly brought US$6 billion in revenue each year. Of course, the casinos also brought about social problems.
      Many churches in Singapore prayed that the casinos would close, and China’s anti-corruption programme is helping
      to answer their prayers.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew was a person with great confidence in his direction, ideas and system. His confidence led him to
      disdain other ideas even though he might eventually have to accept an idea he had not considered earlier. His
      confidence in his direction made him impervious to criticisms. His attitude was that if his critics were in his
      position, they would do no better, a position which was impossible to either prove or disprove. He felt that his
      greatest contribution to Singapore was to have built a unique and effective system which could be handed down to
      future generations. However, the system he left behind bears such a deep imprint of himself that it will have to
      be tested again after he has gone. The generation that has grown up under Lee Kuan Yew’s influence is less
      accepting of his pragmatism. These younger people have grown up in a wealthy society and been influenced by the
      west, and prize western values such as independence, liberty, dignity and rights more highly than the previous
      generation. The 2011 general election where the PAP suffered a partial loss signalled a change in the people. As
      values change, Singapore’s younger voters no longer fear the opposition, and even feel that Singapore ought to
      have opposition parties.
    


    
      Food can assuage physical hunger but cannot satisfy hunger of the soul. Pragmatism encourages materialism but
      exacerbates spiritual emptiness. Lee Kuan Yew’s pragmatism was very strong but has been insufficient to satisfy
      the hearts of the people. Sooner or later, something more than pragmatism will be needed. A country ruled by
      pragmatism has no clear value system other than economics. However, for a country to endure, it must have a value
      system that is soul-satisfying and civilising, and this is increasingly difficult to find in a world that is
      becoming more pluralistic and secular. This was the struggle that Lee Kuan Yew faced, and one that he has
      bequeathed to those who come after him.
    

  


  
    Chapter 15


    Lee Kuan Yew and the Politics
    

    of the Post-Colonial World


    By Zheng Yongnian


    
      Many people will remember Mr Lee Kuan Yew for establishing and building the nation of Singapore, yet overlook his
      significance in the history of the post-colonial world. When Lee Kuan Yew and Singapore are examined in the
      context of the politics of the post-colonial world, his extraordinary significance shines forth. The Singapore
      model established by Lee Kuan Yew does not just describe Lee Kuan Yew the man, or Singapore the nation, but the
      choices and innovations in political, economic and social systems faced by different societies.
    


    
      With a population comprising mainly Chinese immigrants, Singapore can be said to be the product of modern
      political ideas and Lee Kuan Yew himself. Over many years, Chinese immigrants streamed into Southeast Asia,
      forming many discrete groups of overseas Chinese. These Chinese immigrants intended to return to China eventually
      and had no intention of remaining permanently in Southeast Asia. This is in contrast to western emigration
      patterns. From the 16th century onwards, western countries set up many overseas colonies, establishing many
      countries in these territories. In contrast, few Chinese emigrants had any intention of establishing a country.
      In more recent times, some Chinese groups settled in Southeast Asia. British colonists began
      to arrive in Southeast Asia during the 18th century, and by the 19th century, they had established the Straits
      Settlements. Under British rule, some Chinese, especially business people, set up various Chinese associations
      which had dealings with both China and the West, and gained understanding of the different political and business
      models. Some Chinese associations were influenced by modern western nationalistic ideas that different ethnic
      groups could together establish a nation.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew is a representative of this historical period. He was familiar with the process of forming a
      western-style nation-state. After throwing off the yoke of colonialism, he was determined to create a multiracial
      nation-state which would encompass the Chinese, Malay and Indian peoples. However, after independence from the
      British, the Malays wanted to establish a Malay-majority multiracial nation, so Lee Kuan Yew’s political efforts
      in Malaysia were unsuccessful. Singapore was expelled from Malaya and forced into independence, causing Lee Kuan
      Yew to establish Singapore as a small-scale, Chinese-majority multiracial nation. Although it is not possible to
      second-guess history, it raises the question: if there had been no Lee Kuan Yew, what was the likelihood that a
      new Chinese-majority nation would have been created? Were there other political figures with the ability to unite
      the different Chinese groups and establish a nation together with Malays and Indians? Without Lee Kuan Yew, would
      the Chinese in Singapore be like the Chinese in other countries, gathered together in a Chinatown? Up till today,
      overseas Chinese usually gather in discrete groups, and only in Singapore have they become an independent and
      successful nation.
    


    
      Establishing a nation is one thing, but it is a completely different thing to build it up. Just as Lee Kuan Yew
      was able to establish an independent nation, he also had the ability to build it up. The respect that Lee Kuan
      Yew receives from the people is due to his creation of the Singapore model. Without Singapore’s success, it is
      hard to believe that he would have received so much respect. In the post-colonial period, among the many
      newly-independent nations, Singapore is unique. After the end of western colonialism, newly-independent nations
      had limited choices. At the time, there were few models to choose from, such as the western,
      Soviet or traditional models. From today’s perspective, few examples of these models have been successful. Many
      societies are still in the traditional mode, and the Soviet model which intended to make radical changes such as
      implementing central planning and political centralisation no longer exists. The western model is more complex.
      The leaders of the anti-colonial movements were usually elite members of society who had received a western
      education. These elites often made one of two opposing choices, to either completely oppose the West, or
      completely accept the West. Some elites, after independence was declared, continued to oppose the West and strove
      to achieve complete decolonialisation; others simply imported the western model into their nation. Neither of
      these options has resulted in very successful examples.
    


    1.A Model of “Autonomous Innovation”


    
      The Singapore led by Lee Kuan Yew was a new model of independence, organically combining the best institutions
      and practices of both East and West into a unique system. The power of “autonomous innovation” comes from a deep
      understanding of history and world affairs. Lee Kuan Yew not only understood the positive qualities of the
      imperial systems of the past, but also recognised the good points of the political and economic systems of other
      countries of the time. The knowledge that he possessed (his “toolbox”) enabled him to combine what he believed to
      be the best institutions and practices to create a system of his own.
    


    
      In general, Singapore can be said to be an example of the East Asian model. The East Asian model can be
      summarised in this way: the economy first, society next, and finally, politics; development first, distribution
      next, and finally, democracy.
    


    
      Japan is Asian’s first modern nation. In the long period following the Meiji Restoration, Japan focused on
      nation-building, including the centralisation of the political and economic systems. After the Japanese economy
      began to take off in the 1960s, a large middle class was established over a 20-year period. At the same time,
      because the government’s financial resources increased, the government began to increase its
      investments in social security, healthcare, education, etc. Capitalism and the market economy guaranteed Japan’s
      long period of economic development and the large middle class which was the basis of a stable Japanese society.
    


    
      After Japan, the “four little dragons” of Asia, including Singapore, followed the same route. From the
      perspective of the relationships between nation and market, and between government and people, the success of the
      East Asian model was mainly due to their choice of a “third route” which was distinct from that of western
      developed nations or the Soviet East European nations. Governments of East Asian nations played a more important
      role than in western developed nations. In the West, economic and societal developments followed a more “natural”
      process. Economic development was driven by the markets, and a government’s role was mainly to regulate economic
      activity. In social development, the government would only intervene when there were large-scale labour movements
      or a major institutional crisis. However, in East Asia, in particular in the four dragons, this was not the case.
      The governments employed various methods to encourage economic development, and these nations were known as
      “developmental states”. At the same time, the governments would make use of effective social policies to build up
      social systems and nurture the middle class so as to prevent the violent labour movements that had occurred in
      the West in the past.
    


    
      Unlike the former Soviet East European communist states, East Asian governments not only allowed the market to
      play an important role, but also created the conditions to encourage the market to grow and develop. The Soviet
      East European model regarded government and society as a unity, eliminating the bourgeoisie and market
      mechanisms, thus creating a completely government-led planned economy. East Asian societies rejected this radical
      model and chose the path of market mechanisms and government interventions. In this respect, Singapore was
      typical and developed a large government industry sector (government-linked companies and government-funded
      companies). This differed from other East Asian economies. However, like other East Asian economies, it made
      full use of market mechanisms. Singapore’s government industries were completely different
      from the state-owned enterprises in the Soviet East European countries. In Singapore, enterprises were businesses
      and their operations were subject to market regulations. The government did not protect its enterprises from
      market competition.
    


    
      However, an even more important reason for Japan and East Asia’s success were their political systems which
      differed from the West and elsewhere. These political systems combined democratic elections with meritocracy. On
      the surface, Japan became democratic before the rise of its economy, but the main push towards democratisation
      was the American occupation although it is an authoritarian democracy of one large party. In fact, the Liberal
      Democratic Party’s one-party system is not so much a democracy as a meritocracy. In the four little dragons,
      economic and social development all took place before democratisation. The four little dragons first established
      an authoritarian regime, then achieved rapid economic development. When the nations had amassed sufficient
      wealth, the government then built social structures. When social structures and the middle class were
      established, for the sake of peaceful political transition, greater democracy was permitted. On the one hand,
      once the middle class had reached a certain standard of living, they started demanding more political
      participation which was the driving force of democratisation; on the other hand, the existence of social
      structures and the middle class guaranteed smooth democratisation as the people could peacefully participate in
      the political process. Compared to the violent democratisation in the early days in Europe (especially in the
      labour movements), East Asian societies’ democratisation appears very rational, orderly and peaceful.
    


    2.Meritocracy Has Become the Norm


    
      Among the four little dragons, the meritocracy created by Lee Kuan Yew is the most typical due to his belief in
      meritocracy. Western democracy cannot guarantee that the most able politicians are elected, neither can it
      prevent the incompetent from being elected. Lee Kuan Yew felt that the most able should
      enter politics, especially in a country without natural resources such as Singapore. At the same time, he
      recognised that human nature tended towards evil, and that even the most able people could be corrupt,
      necessitating a system to prevent corruption. As a result, Lee Kuan Yew not only adopted the British colonial
      rule of law and regular elections, but also created new systems including establishing an anti-corruption
      organisation, systems to promote transparency, high salaries to prevent corruption, etc.
    


    
      Besides retaining institutions inherited from the colonial system, Lee Kuan Yew also made some innovations.
      Singapore’s group representation constituencies (GRCs) are a typical example. In a multiracial nation, different
      racial groups are often made use of by politicians, and elections often give rise to inter-racial strife. In
      Singapore, the Chinese form a large majority, and there are only two ways to enable non-Chinese politicians to
      enter parliament: one is to allow the formation of race-based political parties, and another is to allow those of
      a single race to live in the same constituency. However, both these options would give rise to racial politics.
      Singapore currently has no race-based political parties or racial enclaves. GRCs, one of Lee Kuan Yew’s
      innovations, ensures the presence of minority representatives in parliament.
    


    
      He did the same in social systems. Today, Lee Kuan Yew’s Singapore model has been criticised for sacrificing
      social benefits and the price that was paid. However, in any society, nation-building always incurs social costs.
      For instance, in western nations established in earlier times, minorities and other social groups paid the price
      at a time when there was less recognition of human rights. In comparison to western nations and other developing
      countries, the social price Singapore has paid can be said to be quantitatively much lower. For example, in
      housing, the government tore down large numbers of traditional housing, but within a generation has realised the
      goal of universal home ownership. In social security, Lee Kuan Yew strove against the ills of western-style
      social security systems, and established an effective social protection system. In the labour system, Singapore
      forbids western-style strikes on the one hand, but on the other, seeks a balance between
      business and workers, making use of unions to protect workers. These policies have enabled Singapore’s working
      class to weather economic crises. Working together with the government and owners of capital assets, they have
      been able to recover and return to normal conditions.
    


    
      Lee Kuan Yew’s innovations abound. He had no ideology and espoused no “-ism”. This made him a rational politician
      and a highly innovative political entrepreneur. His pragmatic spirit enabled him to discern the best systems and
      practices in the world, and creatively adapt them for Singapore. The reason why so many people respect Lee Kuan
      Yew and study the Singapore model is because they see in Singapore not an ideology or an abstract “-ism” but a
      workable system and practical tools. Even though the Singapore model is not perfect and is continually being
      modified, Lee Kuan Yew’s spirit of political entrepreneurship is not just necessary for Singapore, but is also
      needed by any country which faces political and economic crises.
    

  


  
    Chapter 16


    Lee Kuan Yew and the Teaching
    

    of Chinese


    By Chew Cheng Hai


    1.For Survival, English Must Be the Language of Administration


    
      Mr Lee cherished the Chinese language; he was not against it. His attitude towards the Chinese language and the
      teaching of the language was shaped by his aspirations for Singapore. His views differed from those of the
      Chinese-educated who viewed the issue from the perspective of preserving the Chinese language. There were those
      who felt that Lee Kuan Yew intended to eradicate Chinese language and culture, and that although Lee Kuan Yew was
      much lauded as a politician, his actions were detrimental to the Chinese language. This was something that he
      much regretted.1 The ones who held this view
      were the Chinese-educated people of my era, especially the Chinese-educated students from Malaysia. However, I
      feel that this criticism was biased and unfair, and also extreme and exaggerated.
    


    
      The Chinese language is more widely used in Singapore now than it was when I was a student.
      Before the People’s Action Party (PAP) came to power, nearly half of the ethnic Chinese students were in
      English-medium schools. They were not required to learn Chinese, so a large proportion did not know any Chinese.
      After the PAP came to power, a bilingual education policy was implemented which required every student in
      Chinese-medium schools to learn English, while ethnic Chinese students in English-medium schools were required to
      learn Chinese. Under this bilingual policy, young Singaporeans all learned two languages to some degree,
      resulting in the widespread use of Chinese. This has enabled Chinese culture to be maintained in Singapore. An
      ethnic culture, especially the culture of the dominant ethnic group in a multiracial society, cannot be so easily
      eradicated.
    


    
      Chinese-medium education, meaning the use of Chinese as the main language of instruction, came to an end because
      of the shortsightedness of the Chinese community. They loved their language and did not recognise that it was
      important for Singapore to use English as the language of administration. At the time, Chinese educators regarded
      English as the language of the colonial government and, during that era of anti-colonialism, they regarded the
      studying of English as unimportant. Many Chinese parents were poorly educated and were even less able to grasp
      the importance of English, the language of administration. The leaders of the Chinese community did not revise
      the education system in the light of the changing times, resulting in Chinese schools producing batch after batch
      of Chinese-educated students who were hampered by their poor grasp of English. I was one of them.
    


    
      I have personally experienced the pain of living in a multiracial society and being sidelined because I only knew
      Chinese. Mr Lee once said to me, “If your English were better, you would be more successful.” These batches of
      Chinese-educated students were not able to compete in multiracial Singapore. Many parents recognised this reality
      and chose English-medium schools for the sake of their children’s futures.
    


    
      This trend meant that in order to preserve the Chinese language, it was necessary to make it mandatory for all
      ethnic Chinese students to learn Chinese in school. From this perspective, it is Mr Lee’s
      policies that have helped preserve the Chinese language in Singapore.
    


    
      Mr Lee felt that those who supported Chinese-medium education neither understood education nor considered
      Singapore’s needs during that period of nation-building. Mr Lee sent me an email which read:
    


    
      We are located in multiracial Southeast Asia and cannot use Chinese as the working language, we must use English.
      After English becomes our working language, everything else will follow. For the sake of our survival, not just
      for economic reasons, and for the sake of our country and people, we made an important decision to make English
      the working language, the language of administration, even though English is not the mother tongue of any of the
      three major ethnic groups. This decision brought us many benefits.… At any time, each person can only master one
      language. He can of course learn a second or third language to varying degrees of proficiency. In the Singapore,
      the language that must be mastered is English. If you accept this reality, the mother tongue cannot be the
      language that Singaporeans are most proficient in. It is not realistic to aspire to the standard of Chinese as in
      China, Taiwan and Hong Kong. Malaysian Chinese, if their medium of instruction is Chinese and they speak Chinese
      at home, then Chinese can be their first language.… What we can do is ensure that most ethnic Chinese students
      lay a strong foundation, so that if they need to, they can build on this foundation to develop further in future.
    


    
      Mr Lee’s views above are closely linked to Singapore’s reality. Ignoring that reality could of course lead to a
      different conclusion. Some Malaysian Chinese felt that in sacrificing the mother tongue and dialects for the sake
      of development, Singaporeans and their government had committed genocide for the sake of prosperity. They found
      it even more ludicrous that Singaporean Chinese were not even apologetic about destroying their language, and
      regarded this behavior as shameful, abominable, pitiable and laughable.
    


    
      After Singapore was driven out of Malaysia and forced to be independent, the reality was that it was imperative
      to choose English as the language of administration in order to promote economic development
      and maintain interracial harmony. Chinese thus became a second language. Singapore’s post-independence
      development testifies that these policies were right. Describing the policies as committing genocide for the sake
      of development is exaggerated and inflammatory.
    


    
      Even after China’s rise made the use of the Chinese language more widespread, the Minister Mentor said:
    


    
      As China’s rise continues, Singapore might ramp up Chinese standards in our schools to give our students an
      advantage should they choose to work or do business in China. But Chinese will remain the second language,
      because even if China’s GDP surpasses that of America, they will not be able to give us the standard of living
      that we enjoy today. Their contribution to our GDP is less than 20%. It is the rest of the world that will
      sustain Singapore and provide us with prosperity — not just Americans, but also the British, the Germans, the
      French, the Dutch, the Australians and so on. These countries do business in English, not Chinese. It would be
      foolish for us to consider making Chinese our working language at any point in the future, when even the Chinese
      are furiously learning English from the time they are in kindergartens to the time they attend
      universities.2
    


    
      … As I have said, I do not see Singapore surviving on the Chinese economy. If we spoke only Chinese, we would not
      be today’s Singapore. What is the difference if China is ten times stronger? It will make us ten times stronger?
      No. Our prosperity comes from linkages with the world.3
    


    
      Another difficulty faced in the teaching of Chinese in Singapore was that a small number of Chinese teachers and
      researchers tried to use unconventional methods to teach Chinese. They tried to remove the cultural elements and
      taught it like a foreign language. My opinion is that in teaching the mother tongue, issues of language ability
      and culture are equally important.
    


    
      In 1990, Mr Lee spoke at the opening of the “International Seminar on Chinese Language and
      Its Teaching in the World”, held by Singapore Centre for Chinese Language, on the issues of language and culture:
    


    
      Singapore’s Chinese people, for reasons of emotion and culture, will and must continue to use their own language
      to speak, read and write. This is a basic necessity for recognising the uniqueness of their own ethnicity and
      self-respect. Especially in the face of the bombardment by the English language and American culture in print and
      electronic media, this need is particularly strong.… We must nurture a batch of students who can play key roles
      in transmitting the language to the next generation through newspapers, television etc., as teachers,
      translators, diplomats and businessmen. They will help keep the Chinese language a living and necessary part of
      our society and culture in Singapore.4
    


    
      Mr Lee’s email to me said, “For the sake of survival, Singapore must use English as the working language. We have
      no other choice. However, we can still do our best to preserve the Chinese language in order to maintain our
      culture and communicate with the Chinese-speaking world.”
    


    
      Naturally, Singapore had some scholars, teachers and media professionals who were strong in Chinese, but they
      were few. Mr Lee estimated that they formed only about 3–5% of the Chinese population.5 At the same time, he felt that it was necessary for
      Chinese to be spoken in daily life and in public places so that the whole of Singapore could have a
      Chinese-speaking environment.6 His perspective
      was that as long as the use of Chinese was widespread, it would persist. This was his main purpose for launching
      the Speak Mandarin Campaign. He reiterated more than once that the Chinese language had to
      be preserved as part of Singapore society.7
    


    
      For the sake of Singapore’s survival, English had to be the language of administration and instruction, and
      Chinese the second language. The aim was not to end all Chinese language instruction, but to support the
      transformation of Chinese language instruction. Young Singaporeans would have a foundation in Chinese, and when
      needed, they would be able to build on this foundation. Those with a gift for the Chinese language and who
      intended to work in related fields would be supported and helped to develop their Chinese and make it their first
      language.
    


    
      Every time Mr Lee went to China, he would ask the young Singaporeans working there whether they had problems
      using Chinese while working in China. He would be reassured when told that they were able to catch up after six
      months to a year. He constantly emphasised to me the importance of laying a sufficient foundation in the Chinese
      language.
    


    1.1.Was the Speak Mandarin Campaign Merely a Way to Appease the Chinese Community?


    
      Before the launch of the Speak Mandarin Campaign, Singapore’s Chinese community mainly spoke the Hokkien dialect.
      Although it was widely used, retaining it would have been detrimental to Singapore. Moreover, Singapore’s Hokkien
      was not a literary Hokkien like Hong Kong’s Cantonese. The Speak Mandarin Campaign intentionally created an
      environment where Mandarin was widely spoken and could replace the use of Chinese dialects, and also to support
      Mandarin lessons taught in schools. Without the Speak Mandarin Campaign, Mandarin would not have become so widely
      used in Singapore. This widespread use of Mandarin is a valuable asset for Singapore. It would take many years of
      effort for Hong Kong to match the extent of Mandarin in Singapore. However, what Singapore
      lacks is traditional Chinese culture. Singapore would need to work a long time to build a culture based on
      Mandarin comparable with the Cantonese culture of Hong Kong.
    


    
      Mr Lee said, “The 1979 report [the Goh Keng Swee Report on Education] showed that the widespread use of dialects
      at home was hindering students from learning Mandarin effectively. The Speak Mandarin Campaign was one result of
      that discovery.”8
    


    
      The first Speak Mandarin Campaign took place in 1979. In 1980, Nanyang University and Singapore University merged
      to form the National University of Singapore. As a result, some said that the Speak Mandarin Campaign was started
      to offer some reassurance to the Chinese community. This criticism shows a lack of understanding of the social
      significance of the campaign. Mr Lee said,
    


    
      Singapore’s population is 25% non-Chinese, so the government has no choice but to make English the common
      language for all the races. If we continue to allow the widespread use of dialects, English will become the
      common language for Chinese from different dialect groups. Of course it will be more convenient if everyone
      speaks just one language, but our concern now is not convenience but survival. How will we preserve our
      traditions and cultural identity? 9
    


    
      “If we continue to allow the widespread use of dialects, English will become the common language for Chinese from
      different dialect groups.” This was the reason for the Speak Mandarin Campaign. He went on to say, “Our focus is
      on the bottom 20% of the population. Expecting English to be their daily language … is not possible. Since they
      are only able to learn one language, rather than allow coarse Hokkien to be their daily language, why not
      encourage the use of Mandarin as the daily language of all Chinese, including this group?”10
    


    
      The years 1979 to 1980 were a time of great adjustment for Singapore’s education system.
      Besides the reform of bilingual education and the merger of the universities, the emergence of language as a
      social movement began at this time. This had a great impact on Singapore’s future.
    


    
      The Minister Mentor, at the advanced age of 89 years, also once said to me,
    


    
      Occasionally, when I disagree strongly with something, I make my views known to the Prime Minister. There was one
      instance of this when the government was looking to reintroduce Chinese dialect programmes on the free-to-air
      channels. A suggestion was made: “Mandarin is well-established among the population now. Let us go back to
      dialects so the old can enjoy dramas.” I objected, pointing that I had, as Prime Minister, paid a heavy price
      getting the dialect programmes suppressed and encouraging people to speak Mandarin. So why backtrack? I had
      antagonised an entire generation of Chinese, who found their favourite dialect programmes cut off. There was one
      very good narrator of stories called Lee Dai Sor on Rediffusion, and we just switched off his show. Why should I
      allow Cantonese or Hokkien to infect the next generation? If you bring it back, you will find portions of the
      older generation beginning to speak in dialects to their children and grandchildren. It will creep back, slowly
      but surely.
    


    
      Every country needs one language that everybody understands. It was a difficult enough task integrating the four
      language streams the British left us with.… I had to fight on many fronts to make English the language of all
      schools and the mother tongues the second language.… Eventually, it was the market value of an education in
      English that settled the problem. Hence we have today’s Singapore, with English connecting us to the world and
      attracting the multinational corporations, and the mother tongues as second languages keeping us linked to China,
      India and Indonesia. Had the people chosen the other path, Singapore would be a backwater.
    


    
      … For sentimental reasons and practical reasons of trade and business with China, we need Chinese as a second
      language. But we certainly do not need the dialects. To undo now what we had spent so much
      time, energy and political capital achieving — the removal of dialects from the mass media — would be very
      foolish.11
    


    
      Singapore has within a short span of 40 to 50 years transformed society’s language habits, from the use of
      Hokkien among the Chinese and colloquial Malay between races to the widespread use of English and the use of
      Mandarin among Chinese Singaporeans. All this, as well as the establishment of the bilingual education system, is
      Mr Lee’s contribution to the nation.
    


    1.2.Implementing Bilingual Education Was Not Smooth Sailing


    
      Implementing bilingual education was not smooth sailing. Mr Lee said, “40 years ago, Singapore implemented a
      forward-looking but unpopular bilingual policy.” He said that the introduction of the bilingual education policy
      was his lifelong challenge. Once, he told me of a government minister whose son had been sent overseas to study
      because he had failed his Chinese. He said, “We cannot abandon the bilingual policy just because some people find
      studying Chinese difficult.” He also said, “Making it mandatory for students to reach a certain level of
      proficiency in Chinese in order to enter university also bore a political cost.”
    


    
      In the 1980s and 1990s, the value of studying Chinese was not yet apparent. At the time, Mr Lee was concerned
      that the competition between the two Chinese language newspapers would result in their demise. He therefore
      merged the Nanyang Siang Pau and Sin Chew Jit Poh to form the Lianhe Zaobao, and also
      put it under the same holding company as the English language Straits Times so that the terms of
      employment at the Chinese newspaper would be the same as the English newspapers. This ensured the survival of the
      Chinese newspaper.
    


    
      Mr Lee demanded that the Chinese newspaper use correct Chinese, similar to
      Putonghua, and also recommended that foreign specialists be employed to supervise the language used in
      the Lianhe Zaobao. At the same time, to make it easier for younger readers and attract them to read the
      newspaper, he demanded that the language used be plain and simple.
    


    
      A famous educator said,
    


    
      The Hong Kong people’s reading ability in Chinese is higher than ours. If we compare the choice of words in their
      newspapers with ours, it is clear that our standards are lower. For instance, the day after Princess Diana passed
      away, the Hong Kong Ming Pao’s front page headline was a poetic “Diana’s death night in Paris”; while Lianhe
      Zaobao’s headline was “Diana and a male friend died in car crash”, a plain and emotionless line. The day after
      Princess Diana’s funeral, on 7th September, Ming Pao’s headlines were “Love surrounds the beloved in death; the
      beauty (yiren) leaves wishes unfulfilled” and “Amid lamentations, Hong Kong people join the mourning” and other
      moving lines, compared to Lianhe Zaobao’s “Diana rests eternally in her hometown” — a straightforward headline.
    


    
      What this famous educator said is the truth. However, if Chinese was not much used, yet students were to be
      encouraged to read the newspaper, it was necessary for the language to be made simpler. Some years ago, I was an
      external examiner for Indian diplomats sent by their government to learn Chinese. I found that they could read
      China’s People’s Daily but not our Nanyang Siang Pau and Sin Chew Jit Poh. At the
      time, our newspapers had retained pre-1949 usage, just as in Hong Kong, and the reading level was high. For
      example, in reporting Diana’s funeral, Ming Pao’s headline used the term “yiren” which is a
      literary term defined by the Standard Dictionary of Modern Chinese and the Dictionary of Modern
      Chinese as referring to a female. However, this is an incomplete definition. The term appeared three times
      in a love poem “Jian Jia” from The Book of Songs, where the term “yiren” refers to a
      lover and has the meaning “that person”. It also carries the additional meaning of a beautiful, lovable and
      likeable person. The term “yiren” is a literary term not easily understood by many.
    


    
      This well-known educator continued, “After Chinese-medium schools were discontinued, the
      Chinese standards in our country declined. Most people who learned Chinese in school can only speak Chinese but
      cannot read the Chinese newspapers, so our newspapers have to use the simplest and most common vocabulary to
      cater to them.”12 This is the reality, but it
      was not the newspaper’s decision to cater to these people. It was Mr Lee who required the newspaper to do this as
      the only way to get young people to read and understand Chinese newspapers.
    


    
      After that, he also demanded that the English newspaper, the Straits Times, produce a bilingual edition
      in order to allow the English-educated to have exposure to Chinese. The first editor of this bilingual edition
      was my ex-student Professor Goh Nguen Wah. My Paper, published by Lianhe Zaobao, is also a
      bilingual paper with shorter and simpler articles, and can be obtained free at MRT stations. This newspaper was
      also published at Mr Lee’s suggestion to give Singaporeans exposure to Chinese.
    


    
      Over many years, Mr Lee intentionally devised ways to preserve the Chinese language and provide the public with
      opportunities to have contact with it.
    


    
      Before the opening up of China, the Chinese language did not have economic value. The preservation of the Chinese
      language in Singapore is the result of Mr Lee’s policies. He repeatedly stressed that every Singaporean should
      learn English to some level in order to make a living, and also learn his mother tongue to the best of his
      ability. He said that bilingualism was the key. English was required for work, but the preservation of culture
      required the mother tongue. He concluded, “It’s not easy.” In 1998, he said,
    


    
      Our bilingual education policy not only solved the political problem of the mother tongue, it also solved the
      social problem of unequal job opportunities during the years of development. It also closed the gap between the
      English- and Chinese-educated students. During the development years, it provided a life
      raft for the preservation of the mother tongues, made them more widespread, and at the same time contributed to
      development. Although our standard in the mother tongue has dropped, this sacrifice was unavoidable.
    


    
      Minister Mentor Lee Kuan Yew was very concerned about mother tongue education, and believed that as long as an
      individual preserved a certain level of mother tongue proficiency, when there was the opportunity to develop it,
      it would be possible to build on that foundation. He said that Singapore was able to face other challenges today
      as a result of that policy, and that policies had to be evaluated objectively and unemotionally.13
    


    2.Mr Lee Waited Patiently to Prove That His View Was Superior to Mine


    
      When I taught Mr Lee Chinese, we would discuss a variety of issues at the end of each lesson. A frequent topic
      was the Chinese language and its teaching. During these discussions, Mr Lee would give me ample time to express
      my views. If my view differed from his, he would explain his view further. Sometimes, we had to agree to
      disagree.
    


    
      Mr Lee was prepared to wait many years to prove that his view was superior to mine. The quotation below was from
      Mr Lee in 2005, four or five years after the initial conversation:
    


    
      (Professor) Chew Cheng Hai taught me Chinese once a week for 30 years. He was determined to have his children
      continue to study Chinese. I told him, “You wait and see. Once they get to ‘A’ levels, they will start to read
      English newspapers and not Chinese ones.” He did not believe me. I told him that their
      workload would be heavy, all their lessons would be in English, and they would have no time to keep up with
      Chinese. If they had to read a newspaper, the English newspaper would seem easier and they would be able to read
      it faster. Recently, I asked him whether his children read the Chinese newspapers. He said that they hardly read
      them. This is a real question we face. They all have busy lives. However, with their foundation in Chinese, if
      they are sent to Taiwan, Shanghai, Guangzhou or Beijing, they will have caught up after six months. Without that
      foundation, then it will be very difficult for them, which would be a great loss.14
    


    
      In 2011, he said,
    


    
      My three children … once they were in junior college, they stopped reading the Chinese newspapers. They were too
      busy with schoolwork and could not spare the time to keep up their Chinese.
    


    
      I told my Chinese teacher, Chew Cheng Hai, this situation, but he did not believe me, and was determined to send
      his children to Chinese-medium schools. I said, you will see that when they get to junior college, they will stop
      reading the Chinese newspapers. As I predicted, when they got to junior college, they stopped reading the Chinese
      newspapers.… Life is like that. Those who do not agree with me are those with less experience of life. This view
      was only disputed in that generation, and ended with that generation. Nowadays, everyone understands
      it.15
    


    
      These two quotations reflect the atmosphere of our discussions and Mr Lee’s view on Singapore’s Chinese
      education.
    


    
      All my three children do not read Chinese newspapers. If they write emails or texts to me, they will usually do
      so in English as it is more convenient and they know I can understand them. It is only with
      their mother that they use Chinese as she does not read English so easily. I reply to my children in Chinese.
      This is a far cry from what we had in mind. I had originally thought that they would be able to switch between
      the two languages easily, but this is not so. Their English is far better than their Chinese, just as Mr Lee
      predicted. However, their Chinese foundation is very strong and they can communicate easily with other Chinese
      speakers. One of my sons studied finance, and the other studied economics. English is their working language, but
      when they have to travel to China, Taiwan or Hong Kong for meetings, they have no problems with Chinese. My
      daughter does bioengineering research; when in China, Hong Kong or Taiwan for conferences, she uses English to
      deliver her papers, but can answer questions in Chinese without needing translation. She was once asked by a
      Chinese academic when she had emigrated to Singapore! Now, my children are parents themselves, and they ask us to
      speak Chinese to our grandchildren.
    


    
      My relationship with Mr Lee was always very frank. It was on the basis of this frankness that our friendship was
      built. He said about me, “In classical Chinese, he would be called a ‘junzi’, a gentleman.”16 He also said, “Professor Chew Cheng Hai is a pioneer
      in the teaching of Chinese.”17
    


    
      In the light of China’s rapid development, Mr Lee was concerned that parents would require their children to
      study Chinese beyond their ability, and so Chinese education has undergone adjustments.
    


    3.Mr Lee Willingly Helped Me in My Work


    
      My whole career has been devoted to researching the Chinese language and its teaching, primarily focusing on
      three topics: (1) research into and the promotion of the Chinese language in Singapore; (2) how to best teach
      Chinese within the framework of the bilingual education policy; and (3) how to nurture those talented in the Chinese language. I have expended much effort on these three areas, and Mr Lee has often
      helped me.
    


    
      On 26 December 1989, the Singapore Chinese Language Society held an International Chinese Teaching Seminar, and I
      was asked by the late Mr Lu Shao Chang, then President of the Society, to invite Mr Lee to speak at the opening
      ceremony. This was the first time I had made a request of him. Mr Lee immediately agreed, and attended the
      seminar with his wife.
    


    
      Mr Lee was then Prime Minister, and a very busy man. However, the evening before the opening ceremony, after our
      lesson, he went personally to the venue to have a look at the preparations and test the sound system. It was
      clear that he attached some importance to the event.
    


    
      When the Nanyang Technological University’s (NTU) Centre for Chinese Language and Culture celebrated its 10th
      anniversary with a seminar, I again invited Mr Lee to be the guest of honour at the opening ceremony. Mr Lee
      immediately agreed, and also offered to take a few questions after the ceremony. On that day, there were a few
      foreign participants who asked some questions that guests should have refrained from asking, such as “When will
      NTU change its name to Nanyang University?” etc. My view is that such questions are for Singaporeans to decide.
      However, Mr Lee answered them courteously. These guests had forgotten that it was an academic seminar, not a
      press conference.
    


    
      When I proposed setting up the NTU Confucius Institute, I would not have received the support of the Minister for
      Education had it not been for Mr Lee’s backing. The President of NTU personally went to the Great Hall of the
      People in Beijing to receive the plaque for the Confucius Institute. It was only because of Mr Lee’s support that
      the NTU Board was willing to give financial support to this Institute. Mr Lee attended the opening ceremony of
      the Confucius Institute at my invitation. My reason for seeking Mr Lee’s support was to give greater prominence
      to the Institute.
    


    
      In 2010, the Global Chinese Dictionary was published. I had initiated the compilation of this
      dictionary, and my friends in China had asked me to invite Mr Lee to be the Honorary Advisor, so I sent Mr Lee an email invitation which he immediately accepted. He also sent me a formal reply which said,
      “Please let me know before publication who else accepts this invitation”. Later on, I invited him to participate
      in a forum in Beijing’s Great Hall of the People to mark the publication of the dictionary, which he also
      accepted. On that trip, Mr Lee first attended the opening of the Singapore Pavilion at the World Expo in Shanghai
      before specially coming to Beijing for the forum for the dictionary. Two days later, he went on to Japan. At the
      time, Mr Lee was already 87 years old, yet he was willing to exert himself to support me in my work on the
      dictionary.
    


    
      At the forum to mark the publication of the Global Chinese Dictionary, Mr Lee proposed that it be
      expanded. He said,
    


    
      This dictionary only includes those words which differ in various parts of the world, but does not include the
      words which are in common. I hope that China’s Ministry of Education and the Beijing Commercial Press can expand
      this dictionary to make a more comprehensive one which will include all Chinese words. Such a comprehensive
      dictionary will represent all the wisdom of the Chinese people, and also demonstrate the harmony of the
      language.”18
    


    
      His suggestion was warmly received by the relevant bodies, and the compilation of the big dictionary has become
      one of the major publishing projects for China.
    


    3.1.Suggestions I Made to Mr Lee Concerning Chinese Teaching and Nurturing Chinese
    Talent


    
      During our lessons together, we often discussed the teaching of Chinese in Singapore. As these conversations
      sometimes caused some inconvenience to senior officials in the Ministry of Education, they asked me to inform
      them of any suggestions I might have rather than mention them to Mr Lee. However, if Mr Lee asked direct
      questions about the Chinese language or Chinese teaching, I felt that I should speak my mind
      and not limit myself to perfunctory answers. It was not my intention to cause inconvenience to the officials.
    


    
      Mr Lee would sometimes ask for my suggestions regarding the teaching of Chinese and the nurturing of Chinese
      talent. In 2001, I wrote a proposal for attracting Chinese students from Malaysia to Singapore. The contents of
      the proposal are summarised below.
    


    
      My observations about Chinese Malaysian students:
    


    
      Chinese Malaysian students were all trilingual to some degree, having had to learn English, Chinese and Malay.
      Compared to Singaporean students, their English might be weaker but their Malay would be stronger.
    


    
      Chinese Malaysian students’ ability in Chinese and their enthusiasm for the language was far greater than
      Singaporean students’. Their interest in Chinese culture was even deeper than it was during the colonial era. The
      situation in Malaysia had caused them to feel much more strongly about their language and culture, and they
      therefore had a stronger grasp of the Chinese language.
    


    
      They energetically participated in NTU’s Chinese cultural activities, and they were very cohesive. The majority
      of the NTU Chinese Society’s 600–700 members were from Malaysia. They participated in calligraphy, Chinese
      painting, artistic performances, the choir, creative writing etc., and also produced a bimonthly magazine.
    


    
      Some examples to support the observations above:
    


    
      In the 1997 International College Chinese Debate Competition which was held in Singapore, the Malaysian team won.
      In 1999, it was held in China and the Malaysian team was runner-up. In the World Chinese Studies Competition
      organised by the Chinese University of Hong Kong, the novel writing competition was won by a Malaysian student.
      These were not by chance.
    


    
      The Malaysian students got on well with Singaporean students, and those who spoke fluent English were able to
      participate in the activities of the Singaporean students. They were also willing to become Singapore citizens.
      Other than those from Sabah, they were mostly willing to remain in Singapore to work.
    


    
      My suggestions:
    


    
       (i)  Singapore’s universities should allow Singaporean and Malaysian students to take Chinese as a minor subject
      so as to nurture Chinese talent. Malaysian students studying this minor would act as a stimulus for the
      Singaporean students.
    


    
      (ii)  Malaysian college students graduating from Chinese courses should be admitted to Singapore universities.
      For example, Southern College in Malaysia and other private colleges only offered a three-year programme. We
      could attract their graduates to come here to do their bachelor’s degrees, then stay on here to work.
    


    
        (iii)  Students from independent high schools, private schools and graduates from Chinese departments should be
      invited to come to Singapore to be Chinese teachers.
    


    
      On 3 June 2004, I formally submitted suggestions about the teaching of Chinese.
    


    
      (I briefly summarise the report here):
    


    
      (1)  At the policy level.
    


    
      In multilingual and multiracial Singapore, making English the language of administration and the language of
      communication between all races has been very successful. However, for the mother tongue, setting a uniform
      standard without considering the students’ home environment is unrealistic. Taking Chinese as an example, the
      standard is too low for students who speak Chinese at home but too high for those who do not have a
      Chinese-speaking background. If we take family environment into consideration, then the policy should allow for
      different levels of Chinese instruction.
    


    
      (2)  On reading and writing.
    


    
       (i)  At ‘O’ level, we should lower the standard for writing and raise the standard for reading comprehension.
      The standards for Higher Chinese and the balance between writing and reading can be maintained.
    


    
      (ii)  Even though Chinese is a second language, we should not downplay the importance of
      reading and writing Chinese. The reasons for this are:
    


    
      (a)  In writing, it is true that using a computer can be of great help. However, the primary school years are the
      best time for learning to read and write Chinese characters, and we should not eliminate the opportunity for
      students to learn to write Chinese during this key period.
    


    
      (b)  In order to select the correct Chinese character when using a computer to type Chinese, students must know
      how to write basic characters and recognise the components of the characters. A senior official from Singapore,
      when giving a briefing to a Mayor and Deputy Mayor from China, made use of several incorrect characters
      (homonyms), a clear example that if a person does not have the ability to read the characters, then using a
      computer is not of much help.
    


    
        (iii)  Increasing the number of subjects taught in Chinese.
    


    
      (a)  If we want to nurture a Chinese elite, we need to consider offering more subjects which are taught in
      Chinese. Students will only have a good grasp of Chinese if they are given more opportunities to use it in
      school.
    


    
      (b)  I suggest introducing the following subjects: Chinese– English translation, Chinese literature, modern
      Chinese history, introduction to Chinese culture, etc. as ‘O’ level subjects, and extending them into junior
      colleges.
    


    
        (iv)  Rewarding the Chinese elite.
    


    
      (a)  Those who are bilingual should be rewarded in their employment and promotions. Only in this way will people
      feel that the mother tongue is of relevance to them.
    


    
      (b)  The Chinese elite should be offered scholarships. The prestige and value of this scholarship should be
      comparable to the President’s Scholarship.
    


    
      (c)  We must make Singaporeans aware of the career prospects for the Chinese elite and
      requirements for such positions so that students will put in more effort in studying the language.
    


    
      (v)  Training of Chinese teachers.
      

      The standards of Chinese among Chinese teachers is falling, and we need to take steps to solve this problem. We
      should not delay until there is no way to reverse the situation. I recommend the following:
    


    
      (a)  Chinese teachers in primary school have usually taken only ‘O’ level Higher Chinese. At the National
      Institute of Education, most of their lessons are taught in English. I recommend that these trainee Chinese
      teachers have some lessons delivered in Chinese to give them greater exposure to Chinese.
    


    
      (b)  The Chinese departments of our two universities should increase the number of courses taught in Chinese for
      those taking Chinese majors. This will ensure that they have a sufficient foundation in the language and culture.
    


    
      In February 2004, a 12-man Chinese Language Curriculum and Pedagogy Review Committee, led by Wee Heng Tin, was
      formed to conduct a comprehensive review of the curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation of Chinese in our schools. I
      was a member of the Committee and the Minister Mentor was fully involved in the review. I wrote down my opinions
      for him:
    


    
      I am very grateful that you take a personal interest in these issues. This will help Singaporeans recognise the
      importance of the Chinese language. With the involvement of people from different backgrounds, we can reach a
      consensus as to how to deal with these issues.
    


    
      I fully support your analysis of the position of the Chinese language in Singapore, and your views on the
      standard of Chinese required. Preserving Chinese is the shared responsibility of
      Singaporeans and this should receive greater emphasis. For this reason, I feel that apart from speaking to the
      Chinese media, you should also speak to the English media.
    


    
      With practical and positive encouragement, a flexible system and support from high levels in the government, I
      have confidence that we can achieve our goal.
    


    
      Mr Lee was always very concerned about the Chinese language and the teaching of Chinese in Singapore. In
      formulating policies, he would seek the views of many, including those working in the Lianhe Zaobao,
      interested groups and experts. This was why he titled his book My Lifelong Challenge: Singapore’s Bilingual
      Journey.
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