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JUST as we were all "“globalisers' a couple of years ago, now, it seens,
nobody wants to defend the excesses of what was recently regarded as

unst oppabl e as a force of nature.

Faith in neo-liberalism which has swept the world for the past two
decades with the power of areligious cult - a kind of econom cs of the
Moonies - nowlies shattered, and only its nost hardened defenders stil
repeat the stale incantations. Anong these is Tony Blair, who | eads a
party which, in an epi c paradox, originally canme into existence precisely
toreininthe ferocities of free nmarkets.

But everywhere else, the air is filled with the | anentations of
repentants. Tinme nagazine, inits Sept 14, 1998 issue, adnmitted that ~Mich
of the world sinply doesn't have the val ues needed for free markets. W
pretend ot herwi se. Now cones the reckoning.

What strange exercises in cultural relativismhave now dented the
certainties of the day before yesterday! Wre the cul tures of Asia and
Africa unknown before “market reforns' were w shed upon them or did the
exal tations of free-market cult nmenbers blind themto the obstacles to an
exuber ant gl obal i sati on? How strange, too, that a hedge fund with two
Nobel prize winners on its board, and anot her whi ch boasts Margaret

That cher as advi ser, should falter.

Martin Wl f in the Financial Tines asked, "If market failures (specific
to finance) are - by the adni ssion of the torchbearers of orthodoxy - that
significant, how can one be absolutely sure these markets should, in other
respects, be left free?

How ast oni shi ng t hat dogmas whi ch recently comranded t he ascent of all

the right-thinking, Right-thinking opinion-formers and noul ders of public
attitudes, those who police the limts of admi ssible thought, shoul d prove
so fragile; and how surprising that fromone day to the next they can nove
effortlessly fromknowall arrogance to hum ity and penitence; and the
day after to the enunciation of newcertainties. Nowthe seers of
globalisation canretrodict with amazing clarity everythingthey failedto
predict only a year ago.

Even nore remarkabl e has been the volte-face of the forner apostate
Mar xi sts of Marxi smToday, regretting their earlier recantation, and
blaming Blair for the uncritical enbrace of the free market which they had
urged upon us all, intheir joyful cel ebrations of consunerism the market
and capitalisms version of the real mof freedom

There is, of course, no phenonmenon so nmalign and so cruel that it cannot
find | egi ons of ingenious and cl ever people falling over thensel ves to
declare that it is as necessary and inevitable as it is beneficial for
humani ty. Sycophancy and t he suspensi on of any i magi nati ve under st andi ng
of the suffering of others were anbng the characteristics of the present
penitents of free markets, the recanters of gl obalisation, the converts
froma liberalisation w thout end, the i nposition upon every country in
the world of the nostrums and doctrines which have contributed to the
famous (and non-replicable) success of the United States.

That such values - naned, in their export-packaging, “structura
adjustnents,' “integrationintothe global econony,' with their nantras of
deregul ation, liberalisation, | owering of taxes, decrease of governnent
expendi ture - have denonstrably nmade the poor poorer is not in dispute.
But they have clearly also nmade the rich richer, and have seen to it



t hat t hose who have descant ed endl essly upon t he absence of alternatives,
shoul d have their rewards. Now the scales can fall fromtheir eyes w thout
pain: they, too, are all so nmuch better of f than they were before they
enbraced the misty revel ati ons of neo-Iliberalism

Now al | i s changed. Econonists, aghast at Prine M nister Datuk Seri Dr
Mahat hi r Mohanmad' s i nposition of capital controls, appalled by the
spendi ng by the Hong Kong authorities of US$14 billion to shore up the
Hang Seng i ndex, now gi ve guarded support to such intervention. Experts
who had scof fed at Keynesi ani smas out nbded, those who had preached t he
nmodel of the Asian tigers with their admrable virtues of hard work and
devotion to fam |y val ues, which saved their governnents costly welfare
paynents (and at the same tinme used themas a stick to beat the | azy

wor kers of the West) nove seam essly fromtheir panegyrics to the free
nmarket to equally fervent praise of the virtues of “regulation,' of
“transparency.

The chai rman of the Financial Services Authority in the United Ki ngdom
tells MPs, “There can be dangers in conpl ete capital account freedom

Even t he Fi nanci al Tinmes declares magi sterially that there is an argunent
for tenporary capital controls intinmes of crisis. The wi sdomof capita
mar ket |iberalisationis transforned, in the blink of an eye, into the
need for strong regul ation.

They cannot bear to be wong, the | ate savants of gl obalisation, the

conf ounded prophets and prosel yti sers of deregul ation, the | um nari es of
|i beralisation. They nove effortlessly fromone authoritative viewof the
world to another, w thout transition, w thout hiatus.

When free markets di sadvant age t he poor, oust small farnmers and

i ndi genous comunities fromlivelihoodandtraditional environnents, this
is the price that nust be paid. But when free nmarkets nmenace the rich

t hen of course governnments nust intervene, must turn private debts into
public liabilities, must recapitalise banks and put together packages, the
“international comunity' nust organi se bail-outs and reforns to save the
bacon of privilege.

O her views were never tolerated; ridiculed, margi nalised, their
proponents accused of what has becone the cl osest thing contenporary

soci ety cones to bl aspheny - the sin of “tal king down the econony.' Pau
Vol cker, forner chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, spelled it out in
the Financial Tinmes on Cct 7, 1998: “A year ago, to express that viewi.e.
that we nust be willing to re-exam ne the way we have organi sed (or failed
to organi se) the international financial systemwas enough to question ny
allegiance to all that is holy and good: the sanctity of markets and their
unfailing ability to adjust...’

"The sanctity of markets.' This is why it has been necessary to couch

all economc utterances interns that will not harmthe health of markets,
mar ket sentinent, the violent nood-sw ngs of markets. The | anguage of
finance is nowscripture. It is clear that we have ant hr oponor phi sed our
own creation, and then elevated it into a deity. Hereis religionin the
maki ng.

Forget any nonsense about our “secul ar society.' There is no such thing.
Humani ty has al ways nade sacred that which it depends upon for survival.
This is why so-called primtive societies worship the spirits of trees,
earth or animals, for these are the instrunents of continuity and
survival. W, it turns out, are no different; except that our surviva
depends upon the vagaries of markets.

No matter how much t he worki ngs of the market harmthe people - and even
after the disaster of Thailand and | ndonesi a, t he catastrophe of Russi a,

t he damage to humanity was secondary to the " health of the fundanentals,'
t he under | yi ng soundness of the econony. Thi s has becone an aut ononobus



t hi ng, of such power that human bei ngs can only prostrate t hensel ves
before it, appease its awful unpredictable ngjesty.

But how odd that the Left, still athirst for certainty, and i mbued with

a sense of historical inevitability, should have switched its need for an
overarching i deol ogy fromthe ashes of Marxismto the certitudes of free
markets. There is less discontinuity than m ght appear. The i deol ogi cal
hunger remains; the object of its fixationis arbitrary.

But where canit settle, when it has seen two paradi gns shattered within
a decade? Where are these converts, these repentants to go now? \Were will
they find shelter for their housel ess faith anong t he rui ns of Marxi smand
the detritus of gl obalisation? Wiere can they repose trust and the need to
bel i eve when their version of market anim smbites the dust?

When the voi ce of retrospective wisdomis heard, those whom no

revel ati ons astoni sh, hastily re-assenble the shards of faith, |ike
sonmeone trying to nend a precious vase that has fallen fromits stand.
They decl are t hat what we have seen is not “real capitalism' but sone
version of it which has depended upon cronyi sm | ack of transparency,
insufficient information. The “architecture' of the tenpl e nust be
reconstructed: beautifully wought, transparent architecture, inwhichthe
ark of the covenant, the sanctity of markets, will be secure.

In other words, sone newvariant of market fundanmentalismis waitingto
be born. No doubt sonme fresh fad will arise in place of the late worship
of unfettered markets. Maybe a suitably refurbi shed Keynesi anism a

di scovery that not all State attenpts to protect its people are

mal i gnanci es on the sunny patch to uni versal happi ness; that soci al

br eakdown, hunger, vi ol ence and envi ronnent al di saster are not sinply
unfortunate byproducts of the wealth-creation which alone will cure them
This new perception will then be seized upon as a new revel ati on,

el evated i nt o dogma, propounded as Truth for atine. And at | ength, when
this exhausts itself agai nst whatever reality stripsit of credibility -
intolerableinequalities or ecological ruin - it will send its votaries
out into the wilderness to rehabilitate neo-liberalismagain; which wll

t hen burst upon a forgetful world with the graveyard revel ati ons of

| ai ssez-faire once nore.
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