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that demanding exactitude from 
the press has some merit. He was 
hard on political opponents too, 
but that mostly meant packing 
them off to the poor house. Mao 
put a bullet in the heads of his 
political opponents.

Sixty years later, Singapore’s 
results simply speak for 
themselves. Clean government and 
rule of law work. It took more than a 
single leader to make this happen 
in Singapore, but Lee was their 
guide, their cynosure.

Singaporeans could argue, 
reasonably, that what happens to 
Lee’s home is nobody else’s 
business. But that would be a 
parochial take on the British-
educated Chinese man who 
communicated a possibility far 
beyond Singapore’s borders. His 
home wouldn’t be a monument to 
a man, it would be a monument to 
his ideas, to the possibilities he 
conveyed to the people of Asia. 
People who read about history 
often want to visit the places they 
see in their books, perhaps to make 
a little less abstract the ideas that 
those books convey. If you want, 
you can visit Mao’s boyhood home 
in Shaoshan, Hunan (湖南).

Lee belongs to the ages. When
Chinese families, American 
families, Singaporean families – 
any family – make the rounds of 
history in the coming decades and 
visit the historical places of Asia, it 
will be a travesty if Mao’s home 
stands and Lee’s doesn’t.

Robert Boxwell is director of 
the consultancy Opera Advisors

Lee Kuan Yew was decades-
long proof that the ability to
govern democratically and

without corruption has nothing to 
do with DNA. He routed the cynical 
shibboleth of democracy’s enemies 
– the largest collection of whom are 
in Beijing – that it somehow wasn’t 
suited to the Chinese. And he 
routed the stereotype in the West 
that Asians couldn’t govern cleanly.

After sweeping to victory in 
Singapore’s first elections in 1959, 
Lee never had to declare a 
“crackdown” on corruption. His 
People’s Action Party’s (PAP) raison 
d’être was a crackdown on graft. 
When Singapore prosecuted the 
corrupt, it wasn’t a factional war or 
a settling of political scores. It was 
prosecution of corruption. When 
one of his prosecutors later went 
wrong himself, a hiatus in an 
otherwise upright career, 
Singapore prosecuted him. People 
got the message.

A much older man, Mao 
Zedong (毛澤東), was Lee’s political 
contemporary for close to two 
decades. It was a cruel god who 
gave so few people Lee and the 
PAP, and so many people Mao and 
the communists. Their differences 
couldn’t have been more stark. A 
communist ideologue, Mao had 
little success in the job, killing or 

causing the deaths of millions of 
Chinese. Mao’s first trip outside 
China was a humiliating visit to 
Moscow, where he spent several 
days being first ignored, then talked 
down to by Joseph Stalin. Lee, 
Cambridge-educated, worldly, 
multilingual, was frequently sought 
for his advice by Western leaders.

Asia’s leaders sought his advice
too. Meeting Deng Xiaoping (鄧小
平) in 1978, when China and Russia 
were vying for influence in 
Southeast Asia, the two discussed 
the issue. As Lee put it, “there were 
no ‘overseas Russians’ in Southeast 
Asia … there were ‘overseas 
Chinese’”, and Beijing was 
broadcasting messages to them 
and trying to “subvert” them. Lee 
told him why that was not helpful 
to Beijing. Later, when Deng 
needed a model to study as he tried 
to open up China, Singapore was a 
favoured destination.

When I first began working in
Asia 25 years ago, my link to home 
would be overpriced Western 
newspapers available in hotel 
lobbies. It’s not news that Western 
reporters didn’t like Lee. After a 
while, including long periods of 
time spent in Singapore, their 
complaints resonated less. One 
need only look at the media chaos 
in the United States today to know 

Robert Boxwell says Singapore’s founding leader 
was proof, at a time when proof was needed, that 
Asians could govern democratically and without 
corruption. His legacy deserves to be remembered 

Lee Kuan Yew’s home should 
stand as a monument to his ideas

Carrie Lam Cheng Yuet-ngor
is missing a key area as she
doles out an extra HK$5

billion a year in education 
spending. The main beneficiaries 
will be students of self-financed 
degree programmes in private 
universities, as each would receive 
a HK$30,000 subsidy, while local 
students attending universities on 
the mainland would get a 
HK$5,000 subsidy. Contract 
teachers would benefit as well, as 
most would become tenured staff.

However, the chief executive
should also have allocated some of 
the HK$5 billion for hiring clinical 
psychologists to be stationed in 
primary and secondary schools. 

A recent survey revealed nearly
70 per cent of young students in 
Hong Kong are emotionally 
disturbed. Unfortunately, in the 
current situation, 20 schools (each 
with 700 to 800 students) share one 
clinical psychologist.

Clinical psychologists can 
counsel students about emotional 
problems before they escalate and 
the youngsters end up hurting 
themselves or even committing 
suicide. Educators say they would 
like to see more support for 
depressed students. 

The survey found that those 
who were most unhappy had spent 
more time online and were more 
likely to have suffered 
cyberbullying. This, in turn, caused 
some to react aggressively online, 
becoming bullies themselves. 
Others suffered deep depression.

The study, released last week,

polled 3,000 students aged 10 to 16 
and was led by Dennis Wong Sing-
wing, associate dean of the College 
of Liberal Arts and Social Sciences 
at City University. While Wong said 
the government should carry out a 
survey of students’ mental health, 
school principals hope more 
counselling services could be 
allocated. 

According to the survey, carried
out from April to June last year as 
part of a five-year study 
commissioned by the 
government’s Quality Education 
Fund, around 64 per cent of 
students felt worried or frustrated. 
More than half felt useless. 

Psychologists say these feelings
described by students are classic 
symptoms of depression. Some 
may turn more inward and 
become deeply depressed, while 
others may become bullies.

Principals say schools are 
desperately short of mental health 
professionals, such as clinical 
psychologists. While they can 
educate students about 
cybersecurity and the need to 
uphold decent values, more must 
be done to help students tackle 
their mental health issues. 

Let’s hope Lam and her team
pay attention to the principals’ 
calls and allocate some of the HK$5 
billion to where it can do a lot of 
good; principals should, after all, 
know what is needed most. 

Victor Fung Keung is an adjunct 
professor at Hong Kong 
Shue Yan University

Victor Fung Keung calls for part of the chief 
executive’s extra HK$5 billion for education to be 
spent on boosting counselling services in schools

Depressed students need help
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Beijing’s stance for a more liberal 
electoral reform deal. 

Fifth, she must start winning the
hearts and minds of the younger 
generations towards a sense of 
nationhood. Formal education that 
helps to foster national identifica-
tion takes too long and, in any case, 
is not enough. International intern-
ships and other working opportun-
ities in China’s Belt and Road 
Initiative, as well as in poverty relief 
or ecological conservation on the 
mainland, will enrich young peo-
ple’s curriculum vitae. Participation
and experience are more effective in
galvanising empathy with the 
nation.

Sixth, similarly, through the
Trade Development Council, Lam 
should help broker more business 
opportunities for small and medi-
um-sized enterprises in the massive
belt and road and Greater Bay Area 
initiatives. There should be ample 
opportunities in international 
trade, supply chain management, 
and sectors including e-commerce, 
health care, retirement homes, IT, 
and financial and other services, 
including law, accounting and 
insurance. Deeper involvement 
with the nation’s foremost initia-
tives lends itself to greater empathy 
with the motherland. 

Seventh, when the above
actions have proved successful, she 
should be able to convince Beijing 
that “one country, two systems” 
would remain an indispensable 
economic asset, rather than a politi-
cal liability, for the nation’s long-
term objectives. Indeed, that’s what 
China wants, judging from Presi-
dent Xi’s speech. If so, in due course,
Beijing may be persuaded to send 
out suitable signals that, provided 
“one country, two systems” con-
tinues to be successful, by 2037, 10 
years before its expiry, it may be 
considered for renewal for say, 
another 30 or 50 years. These signals
would then serve to put Hong 
Kong’s young hearts and minds at 
ease. 

The magic of “one country, two
systems” happens when a delicate 
balance is maintained that respects 
red lines on both sides, in strict 
accordance with the Basic Law. 

As the country is set to become
the largest economy and among the
most influential in the world in the 
coming decades, Hong Kong 
should be well-placed to reignite its 
splendour as the Pearl of the Orient 
by embracing “one country”. 

The “one country” is indeed the
root for the “two systems” to flour-
ish, as President Xi says. It’s coun-
ter-intuitive to think otherwise. 

Andrew K.P. Leung is an international 
and independent China strategist

P
resident Xi Jinping’s
(習近平) hard-hitting
speech on July 1 on how
“one country, two sys-
tems” should be imple-

mented has raised worrying 
eyebrows. Will the “two systems” 
increasingly tilt towards the “one 
country”? 

In her inauguration speech,
Chief Executive Carrie Lam Cheng 
Yuet-ngor vowed to comprehen-
sively fulfil her responsibilities to 
make “one country, two systems” 
work, including through better rela-
tions with the central government. 
Notwithstanding her legendary 
abilities, can she deliver a mission 
almost impossible? Hong Kong’s 
society remains severely fractured, 
with the younger generations pos-
sessing little sense of nationhood. 

Relations with Beijing were
much smoother during the first 
decade after the handover. The cen-
tral government carefully guarded 
Hong Kong’s autonomy. Why have 
things changed? 

One reason is that, as a natural
development, Hong Kong and the 
mainland have become much more
interconnected, with a massive 
upsurge of mainland visitors and 
capital. As a result, the inherent 
contradictions of “one country, two 
systems” have surfaced, raising the 
cost of living and doing business, 
including land prices, compromis-
ing Hong Kong’s quality of life. 

Another reason is Hong Kong’s
perceived worsening “democratic 
deficit”, notwithstanding interna-
tional accolades about its economic
and personal freedoms. 

A non-popularly-elected gov-
ernment seems to be bending 
towards Beijing rather than the 
aspirations of the people. Certain 
recent acts by Beijing perceived to 
compromise Hong Kong’s auton-
omy have deepened the mistrust. 

Adding fuel to the fire are grow-
ing inequality, declining upward 
mobility, and protracted problems 
of housing, pension protection, 
labour and education. 

It’s no wonder that many Hong
Kong residents, especially the 
young and restless, have become 
alienated, if not hostile towards 
Beijing. The young, especially, feel 
uneasy, uncertain about what is to 
become of “one country, two 
systems” beyond 2047. This has 
spawned campaigns for localism 
and self-determinism that have 
been gaining momentum, includ-
ing some calls for independence. 

The latter touch a raw nerve with
Beijing. At stake are existential 
implications not just for Hong Kong

but for the whole nation, including 
Taiwan, Xinjiang (新疆) and Tibet 
(西藏). It’s no surprise that President 
Xi did not mince words warning 
against the “absolutely impermissi-
ble” acts that cross the nation’s red 
line.

Absent the safeguard of Article
23 legislation of the Basic Law on 
national security, which Hong Kong
has yet to enact, the more provoca-
tive acts are perpetrated in Hong 
Kong, the more restrictive would 
Beijing’s stance become towards 
flexibility for the “two systems”. 

Conversely, a less antagonistic
attitude may persuade Beijing to 
ease off. Xi expects Hong Kong to 
play an important role in the 
nation’s “China Dream” of global 
renaissance. Hong Kong now 
equates to only about 3 per cent of 
China’s gross domestic product, 
and probably much less in the fu-
ture. How could Hong Kong fulfil its 
national mission if not as China’s 
shining city on the hill? 

What must Lam do to make “one
country, two systems” work better? 

First, promoting better relations
with Beijing demands that she tells 
it like it is. The people of Hong Kong 
expects nothing less. The central 
government wants to know the 
truth about local affairs. She has 
already pledged to do so. 

Second, without compromising
freedom of speech, she must rein in 
any act crossing Beijing’s red line, in
strict accordance with the law. She 
must seek to retain Beijing’s trust in 
her as defender of the “one country”
under the Basic Law. 

Third, to set Beijing’s mind at
ease, she must start cultivating a 
more favourable popular mood 
towards enactment of Article 23. 
While education and other pressing 
social problems demand first prior-
ity, the lack of progress on national 
security legislation is a demon of 
mistrust that must be purged. After 
all, enactment is long overdue. Xi’s 
message says as much.

Fourth, she must answer peo-
ple’s aspirations for electing the 
chief executive by one man, one 
vote. Yes, with political mistrust, 
another attempt to grab this hot 
potato may be futile. She should, 

however, begin to frame a tentative 
timetable and explore ways with 
political parties as well as Beijing to 
find a mutually acceptable package.
Doing this in tandem with seeking a 
consensus on Article 23 may soften 

Andrew Leung has seven ideas for Carrie Lam on how to protect and strengthen ‘one country, two systems’

Bridging the gap

Lam must rein 
in any act 
crossing Beijing’s 
red line, in strict 
accordance 
with the law

Since the election of Donald Trump, the 
probability of a Sino-US conflict has soared. 
Trade is only one of several bones of contention.

The biggest flashpoint is without question North 
Korea, which brings me to Thucydides and Harvard 
professor Graham Allison’s Destined for War, this 
summer’s must-read in both Washington and Beijing. 

If you read Athenian general Thucydides’ History of
the Peloponnesian War, you see the crucial role played 
by smaller powers in leading the two big powers down 
the road to war. The initial clash was in fact between 
Athens and Corinth; the 431-404 BC war came when 
the Corinthians appealed to the Spartans for aid. 

Small powers often cause big trouble: think of 
Serbia in 1914, or Cuba in the cold war. Today’s catalyst 
for conflict is North Korea, which last week launched its 
first intercontinental ballistic missile, with the capacity 
to hit Alaska. Many experts believe North Korea is just 
five years from being able to build a nuclear warhead 
small enough to fit on the end of such a missile. 

That is a strategic game-changer. It is bad enough
that the totalitarian regime in Pyongyang has acquired 
the capacity to nuke South Korea or Japan, both US 
allies. If it is just a few years away from being able to 
threaten San Francisco, America surely must act. 

On June 30, Trump tweeted: “The era of strategic
patience with the North Korea regime has failed. That 
patience is over.” But what to do? He has four options, 
three of which have already failed.

Option one is yet more jaw-jaw of the sort favoured
by South Korea’s new president, Moon Jae-in. We have 
seen this movie before under Bill Clinton and George 
W. Bush. The North Koreans can be relied upon not to 
be relied upon. The Agreed Framework of 1994 froze 
Pyongyang’s plutonium programme. Eight years later, 
it was revealed that it had secretly enriched uranium.

Option two is what Barack Obama tried: sanctions,
backed by UN resolutions. Obama didn’t just fail to 
halt the North’s nuclear programme; he speeded it up.

Option three is the one Trump has been trying since
his summit with President Xi Jinping (習近平) at Mar-a-
Lago: press China to deal with the problem. If you 

follow Trump on Twitter, you will know how that has 
been going. On Wednesday, Trump tweeted: “Trade 
between China and North Korea grew almost 40 per 
cent in the first quarter. So much for China working 
with us – but we had to give it a try!”

Option four is military action. Conventional 
wisdom rules this out because any US strike would 
trigger the destruction of the South Korean capital, 
Seoul. As US Defence Secretary James Mattis said in 
May: “A conflict in North Korea would be probably the 
worst kind of fighting in most people’s lifetimes.” The 
national security adviser, H. R. McMaster, has made 
clear that the military option is on the table. Does that 
mean the Trump team would see Seoul incinerated to 
stop Kim Jong-un menacing Alaska? Again, no. 

US naval build-up gives it the capacity to destroy 
such a large part of the North’s arsenal so swiftly that 
damage to Seoul would be limited. The right question 
is whether or not the risk of inaction would be greater. 

The biggest risk of a showdown with Pyongyang is
not damage to Seoul. It is, as in 1950, the risk of Chinese 
intervention on the other side. That is what makes 
Allison’s book so important. “China and the United 
States are currently on a collision course for war,” he 
writes. Yet, in four of Allison’s 16 historical case studies, 
the rising power and the incumbent power did not end 
up going to war – the most relevant being the cold war 
between America and the Soviet Union. 

If Allison is right to compare today’s North Korean
missile crisis to the 1962 Cuban missile crisis, then 
surely Trump has no option but to threaten to use force 
and bank on the other side’s blinking, with a little help 
from back-channel diplomacy.

Donald J. Trump as John F. Kennedy? Such a 
parallel is beyond the ken of the legions of Trump-
haters. But the same people completely missed the 
Kennedy-style tone of Trump’s fine speech in defence 
of Western civilisation in Warsaw last Thursday. The 
lesson of history is that not every great power falls into 
the Thucydides trap – but most journalists keep falling 
into the trap of underestimating Donald Trump. 

Niall Ferguson is a senior fellow 
at the Hoover Institution, Stanford

Kim Jong-un celebrates the test-firing of an ICBM 
capable of reaching Alaska. Photo: AFP/KCNA VIA KNS

Niall Ferguson says as North Korea’s 
nuclear goals appear to set the stage 
for a Sino-US conflict, Donald Trump 
may yet rein in the regime with the 
threat of force, like Kennedy in Cuba

The biggest risk of a 
showdown with Pyongyang 
is, as in 1950, the risk of 
Chinese intervention 

Shades of JFK:  
can Trump stare 
down N Korea?


