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EAST Asi an Governments, while being far fromperfect, have provi ded good
| eadership and foresight in guiding their political, social and economc
devel opnent. Mst of these countries were col onies of the Wst.

Their weal th had been fully exploited by the col onial nasters. Wen they
becane i ndependent they were extrenely poor. Per capita inconme in Ml aysia
at the tinme independence was attai ned was only US$300. It was | ess than
US$50 for I ndonesi a.

Al'l these countries were basket cases when their Governments set out to
devel op them In four decades, a relatively short period for economc
progress, these countries had becone tiger economes, with per capita
i ncones rising by as much as 1500 per cent.

There was disparity in wealth distribution but the |ot of the poor had
been nuch i nproved. Poverty had been reduced and a new ni ddl e-cl ass was
growi ng rapidly.

Infrastructure facilities had been adequately devel oped. Thet had ceased
to be basket cases.

In fact they were well on the way to becom ng hi gh m ddl e-i ncone
countries, while sone had per capita i nconmes of devel oped countries. There
is no doubt that left to thensel ves they would continue with their rapid
econom ¢ and soci al devel opnent.

The col | apse of these econonies cannot be due entirely to their bad
CGovernnents. They may have contributed to the collapse by |Iax financia
managenent, by borrowi ng too nuch abroad, by dependi ng too nuch on foreign
capi tal

But they had been doing all these for years wi thout any maj or econonic
cat astrophe. Sonething set off their econonm c disaster, and that sonething
is definitely the deliberate deval uation of their currencies and the
sudden nassive outflow of the foreign short-termcapital fromthe stock
mar ket s.

It is argued that the deval uati on was caused by a | oss of confidence in
the economic future of these countries. But did the currency traders risk
| osing noney if the econony coll apsed? The answer is no.

The currency traders had not invested their nobney in these countries.
They had not even lent their noney to these countries. If the econony
col | apsed they stood to | ose not hi ng.

What happened was they saw an opportunity to nmake huge profits by
deval uing the currencies of these relatively rich countries.

By borrowi ng the currencies and selling down, the exchange rates of
these currenci es agai nst the US dollar was depressed.

When the currency was sufficiently deval ued they woul d buy the currency
and deliver to those who had bought fromthemearlier at a hi gher exchange
rate.

They had of course sold nore than what they borrowed. They could
therefore buy sufficient at the lower rate to return the currency they had
bor r oned.

Qobviously they would not lose if they did not have the currency in the
first place. The deval uation of the currency woul d not affect them

It is a classic short-selling operation in which they need not have any
of the currency at all. To deliver what they had sold they could wait for
the value to fall before buying the currency they had sol d.

Since their selling woul d deval ue the currency they can be certain that



they could buy back the currency at a | ower rate. The central banks of
these countries could try to defend the currency by buying it with their
forei gn exchange reserves.

But the central banks would deplete their foreign reserves |ong before
the currency traders run short. It is a no-win game for the central banks
and the countries concerned.

The deval uation of the currencies is therefore caused by deliberate
short-selling on the part of currency traders in order to make profits for
t hemsel ves.

These traders were not facing any risk of |osing noney at all because of
the financial weaknesses of these countries.

On the other hand the weaknesses sinply provided opportunities and
excuses for themto nmount an attack knowi ng the countries concerned woul d
not be able to defend their currencies.

If the traders had not attacked the currencies, they would not on their
own becone deval ued and precipitate a financial turnoil.

A country need not be financially weak or economically in trouble for
the currency traders to attack.

In fact the traders prefer a sufficiently prosperous country in order to
achi eve substantial profits fromtheir operations.

For that reason the | east devel oped countries are not touched while the
m ddl e-i ncone countries suffer repeated attacks.

The strongest m ddl e-incone countries cannot match the financial
resources of the traders.

Wth the ability to | everage on their capital by as much as 200 ti nes,
the traders can outrun the strongest central bank's attenpt to support the
exchange rates.

The central banks woul d have finished all their reserves |ong before the
funds were fully extended.

And when the bank's reserves are exhausted the currency traders could
deval ue the currency to any | evel they chose.

In one case they deval ued the currency by 600 per cent, w ecking not
just the econony but the whole political and Governnent structure as well.

When the central banks were defending the currency they were buying back
their own currency with their reserves.

When the currency is devalued the central banks will be saddled with
huge amounts of their grossly deval ued currency.

There woul d be no reserves to back the currency. The Central banks woul d
ef fectively be bankrupt.

It is ridiculous to suggest that the currency traders were disciplining
the Governnment when they attacked the currency.

There nust be ot her ways of disciplining Governnents than by destroying
the entire econony, throw ng out of work mllions of people, bankrupting
banks and busi nesses, destabilising the political and social life and
finally overthrow ng the Governnent and weakeni ng gover nance.

If the right of the currency traders to destroy whol e countries and
regions is part of globalisation, then globalisation cannot be the good
thing that it is supposed to be.

Since the attack agai nst the East Asian countries started in 1997, the
whol e worl d has suffered massive contraction of the econony.

More than US$1 trillion (RM3.8 trillion) of the purchasing power of the
East Asi an nations have been destroyed.

The political fallout is disastrous, with Governnents coll apsing, |aw
and order breaking down, people raped and killed, property | ooted and
shortages of all kinds of necessities including food and nedi ci ne.

Why shoul d t he devel opi ng countries wel cone gl obalisation? True, direct
foreign i nvest nent had hel ped devel op their econoni es.



But clearly these, in particular the short-terminvestnments are not
dependabl e. Sudden wi t hdrawal s can happen and when they do they destroy
nmore t han what they had built.

d obal i sation seens to be a new nane to the centuries-old idea of the
et hni ¢ Europeans to domi nate the world. At one tine not so very |ong ago
they had divided the world into a nunber of European enpires.

Even tiny European countries own vast territories in America, Africa and
Asia. Even the Antarctic was not free fromtheir inperialism

When they gave up their colonies in the post-Wrld War |l years it seens
that they had had a change of heart.

They seened to have realised that inposing their rules and exploiting
ot her people was wong. But the inpression faded quickly as it becane
clear that they had substituted direct rule with econom c inperialism

The change was strategic as they were facing the threat of defection by
t he col onial people to Conmuni sm By granting political independence they
hoped that the colonial people would renmain |oyal to Western ideology if
not to Western countries.

They created "ol d boys" organi sations through their so-called
Comonweal t hs. The spread of Communi smand Eastern European inperialism
was effectively sl owed down.

The col | apse of Communi smrenoved the threat of defection and
accordingly the need for Western capitalists to hide their hands.

Their econoni ¢ dom nance was apparently inadequate to assuage their
i mperialist urge.

They had used a variety of trade instrunents and the General Agreenent
on Tariffs and Trade to gain nore econom c clout for thensel ves.

When the Worl d Trade Organi sation was set up they tried to force open
the markets of the world so as to be able to restart the econonic
expl oi tati on unhanpered by national borders.

The system of Governnent in the newy i ndependent countries provide
excuses for underm ning them

No matter how hard these countries may try they are never consi dered
denocratic or |iberal enough.

Unabl e to make denpbcracy work anong peopl e who had only known autocratic
rul e during the col onial days, many of these countries becane anarchic and
i ncapabl e of achi evi ng any progress.

Those who sonehow achi eved progress were accused of being corrupt, given
to cronyi smand nepotismand a variety of other m sdeneanours.

It would seemthat the West would all ow only one ideol ogy or system of
Gover nnent, one economni ¢ nodel and one set of values for the whole world.

And all these nust be as prescribed by the West. Nothing el se woul d be
t ol erat ed.

Failure to accept and practise these would result in punitive action
varying fromnmedia criticismto actual nmilitary raids using bonbs and
rockets.

Goviously the uniformity that the West has been trying to foist on the
rest of the world would create a single uniformglobal entity and nmake
gl obalisation a political and economc reality.

The gl obalisation world would be steeped in all the values of the West
and woul d have in place all the Western ideol ogical, political, social and
econom ¢ systens.

In such a world the West woul d dom nate. The domi nati on woul d be total,
with the giant Western banks, trading and i ndustrial corporations owning
and operating everything involved with the exploitation of all sectors of
the worl d's econony.

The destruction of the econonies of the East Asian nations through
currency deval uati on and stock nmarkets nani pul ati on seens to be a step in



the creation of the Wstern concept of a gl obalised world.

It is a pity because a gl obalised world can be a truly denocrati c,
prosperous and just world, where nations and national identities, remain
where variati ons of the denocratic ideology are practi sed, where cultures
and val ues vary and differ, where the small can exi st al ongside the big.

Wealth would be fairly, if not equally distributed. There would be no
absol ute poverty but there could be rel atively poor people and rel atively
rich people. Differences are cel ebrated rather than excoriated and
bani shed.

G ant corporations which dom nate specific industries or businesses and
banks shoul d not be al | owed.

Each country nust be allowed to have their own indi genous entreprises
whi ch nust all owed access to all nmarkets. If necessary a degree of
protection should be afforded them

If globalisation is not straight-jacketed, if globalisation allows for
sone variety in every field, if there is sone allowance for nationa
val ues which do not go agai nst universally accepted norns, then
gl obal i sation should be wel come by all, including the | east devel oped, the
devel opi ng and the so-called newy industrialising countries.

How much | eeway can be given each group can be debated in internationa
fora. There will be no perfect fornula or systemfor anything, for
econom ¢ policy, political systemor social practises.

The process of finding better ways will be eternal. The weakness of
human nature will always ensure that the best of solutions will be
m sinterpreted and m sused.

The gl obal body concerned with globalisation will try to plug the | oop-
hol es and redefine the neani ngs whenever misusage or misinterpretation
becone too frequent.

The devel opi ng countries want to wel cone gl obalisation. But they nust
have a say in its fornulations and interpretation

Above all they must not be forced to give up the little that they have,
their nom nal independence, and their way of life in the name of
gl obal i sation. d obalisation nust be a win-win formul a which benefits al
at the expense of none.
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