22/ 06/ 2000

Qur way in nmoving forward

PRAGVATI SM tenpered with wi sdomand experience, has often been a guiding
force fromthe hearth to the comunity, fromeconomc relations to the
battlefield. It is circunstances that often tines dictate our |ine of
action, which can be a deflection of our original course. And if our
deci si on does not go down well with some quarters, are we obliged to

kowt ow to t henf

Every nation has its priorities, and its own idea of what augurs well
for its devel opment and future. So, when devel oped countries throwtheir
i deas at us and persuade us to swal | ow t hem whol esal e, we nust exercise
the flexiblity within our nmeans to sieve the grain fromthe husk, to adopt
and adapt what suits us. The al nost ideol ogi cal chant of gl obalisation and
liberalisation in the |last few years is a case in point.

The Asian financial crisis is a perfect exanple of globalisation rearing
its ugly head. If Malaysia had not stood up for itself and exercised
sel ective exchange rate controls to regulate the flow of short-term
capital, further effects on our econony woul d have been akin to the
devastation |l eft by the nythical Hydra. We have our nation's prosperity
and people's livelihood to | ook after and we woul d be shirking our
responsibilities if we did not act decisively to ensure everyone benefits.

As Prinme Mnister Datuk Seri Dr Mahathir Modhamad articulated in Cairo,
Mal aysia "will fight tooth and nail" if the country's prosperity is being
threatened. His remarks are in keeping with his consistent beliefs, that
we shoul d study, debate, test, nodify or jettison any results that are not
as promised. Early this nmonth in Tokyo, he told a conference audi ence that
we shoul d not be fanatical about ideas, and that the Governnent needs to
be vigilant against any foreign attenpt to underm ne the econony.

Sadly, in defending our integrity and honour, those with the cheque book
power have accused us of not subscribing to a free market. |ndeed, we
cannot afford not to, as we are a trading nation, in fact, the 17th
largest in the world. But, if by being free nmeans we have to bowto the
di ctates of devel oped countries with their chant of a level playing field
for all, there seens to be no channel for poorer devel oping countries to
voi ce their views on shapi ng econom c devel opnent.

Not all countries tread the same path in the way forward. The shifting
pace of productive growth and the uneven pattern of econom c growt h which
causes sone to be wealthier, and usually stronger, in relation to other
nations is good enough rationale. The ebb and flow of events is such that
weal th and power, economc and mlitary strength are relative. W have to
accept that all societies are subject to inexorabl e tendencies to change.
How t hen can there be a | evel playing field when devel oped countries have
years of econoni c advancenent at their doorstep?

It seens a conundrumthat the rich expect the devel oping countries to
l'iberalise and do away with the protection of their borders at the sane
i nstant the devel oped countries do. Could it be that the rich are
grappling with the age-old dilemm of rise and fall of powers within the
international system wth technol ogical innovation and alterations in
power bal ances?

What ever, devel opi ng countries should be free to i nnovate ways to nove
their own economes forward. They should not be made to feel guilty of not
havi ng danced to the tune of the piper as they have their people's welfare
to ook after.
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