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Discontinuities, Productive Incoherence, and the Global Crisis The years leading up to the global crisis, and the crisis itself, precipitated significant and sustained change in the conditions facing EMDEs. Most important among these are an emerging attitude of intellectual uncertainty, pragmatism, and empiricism in the economics profession; a new landscape within which the BWIs operate, where they must negotiate to achieve and sustain influence that now seems precarious, and where they confront demands for governance reforms from increasingly assertive former clients, and potential and actual competition from and cooperation with EMDE institutions; the lack of recovery in Europe, and the fragility of the recovery in the United States; the serious and deepening financial fragilities and slowdowns in growth in EMDEs; and the tarnished image of the Anglo- American financial model. The discontinuities that have emerged in the financial governance landscape can only be understood in the context of these unique circumstances.13 The global crisis spurred expansion in the membership and scope of existing transnational financial governance networks. The Leaders' G-20 replaced the Leaders' G-8 in 2008, and the mandate and membership of the Financial Stability Forum (FSF) was broadened (and the body was renamed the Financial Stability Board, or FSB). It is true that these net¬works have proven to be unimaginative, timid, and impotent, even if they are more inclusive than their predecessors (Helleiner 2014b; Blyth 2013a; Payne 2010; Vestergaard and Wade 2012b).14 Nonetheless, these groups should not be dismissed prematurely, since their future is not fore¬ordained. Indeed, they may emerge over time as forums in which EMDE policymakers are able to promote serious dialogue, build relationships and coalitions, learn from one another, and refine their capacities to maneuver on the international stage and within multilateral institutions (Woods and Martinez-Diaz 2009). Both the continuity and discontinuity views of the G-20 and FSB (and financial governance more generally) are represented in Helleiner's work. The Status Quo Crisis (Helleiner 2014b) sustains the continuity view. Hel¬leiner argues there that the central roles of the U.S. Federal Reserve and the U.S. dollar have not just been unchallenged but have actually been strength¬ened by the crisis. In this account, formation of the G-20 and the FSB (and other initiatives) has not altered the global financial governance architec¬ture to any appreciable degree. Helleiner's book nevertheless concludes with brief speculation about the potential for transformation over the medium term. In other work, both prior to and following his 2014 book, Helleiner speculates that the pressures unleashed by the crisis could ultimately result in more decentralized and fragmented international financial governance. Not least, he and Pagliari argue that current trends in financial regulation point in the direction of "cooperative regulatory decentralization" (see Helleiner 2009; Helleiner and Pagliari 2011). More recently and less equivocally, Hel¬leiner (2016b) argues that policymakers are in fact "stumbling incremen¬tally" toward such a regime—one that involves both increased multilateral cooperation and deepening decentralization—and that the G-20 and the FSB have begun to make more meaningful commitments. The global crisis has had more immediate and significant effects on the IMF. These effects have been complex and uneven (Grabel 2011). On the one hand, the crisis has restored the IMF's relevance, coffers, and central role as first responder to financial distress, just when long-standing critics might have hoped for new institutional arrangements to manage crises that would have displaced or demoted the Fund. In important respects, IMF assistance to countries in distress has followed its well-rehearsed script: many condi- tionality programs continue to stress contractionary macroeconomic policy adjustments, privatization, and liberalization (Gabor 2010; Kentikelenis, Stubbs, and King 2016; Nelson 2014a; Weisbrot 2015). Moreover, EMDEs have secured only very modest commitments for increases in their IMF voting shares. Today the United States and Europe continue to exercise dispropor¬tionate influence at the institution (Lesage et al. 2013). The other side of the ledger is not blank, however. Today there are prom¬ising signs that the neoliberal ideas and prescriptions of important economists and departments at the Fund are being challenged by the global crisis in ways that most observers did not anticipate. In response, IMF economists are learning to live with significant departures from the old script. Most notable in this regard, Fund leadership, research staff, and staff working with countries in distress have moved further and more consistently in the direction of normalizing the use of controls over capital inflows, and even on outflows (Grabel 2011; 2015b; 2017; Chwieroth 2015; 2014; Gal¬lagher 2014; Moschella 2014). There is also evidence of change—uneven and inconsistent though it may be—concerning the IMF's approach to fis¬cal policy during the crisis (Ban 2015; Grabel 2011). Fund economists have developed conditionality programs that, while still harsh, display greater flexibility than was the norm during previous crises. While the Fund con¬tinues to advocate fiscal retrenchment, it also now routinely emphasizes the need for "pro-poor spending" to protect the most vulnerable during crises. The IMF's crisis response strategy is marked by ad hoc measures that reflect important ambiguities within the institution. Strikingly absent here is the unyielding attachment to a global strategy of neoliberalism that marked its interventions over the past several decades. The IMF's geography of influence during the global crisis has been trans¬formed substantially as well. Some of its former clients have emerged as important lenders. At the same time, the institution's client base has largely shifted to the European periphery, and in Europe the IMF appears to be the weakest leg of the European "Troika." Indeed, there is substantial evi¬dence of tension between the IMF and European authorities over important matters such as debt sustainability in Greece—which became particularly evident during the summer of 2015, when a third assistance package for the country was being negotiated—and the most severe forms of austerity in peripheral European economies.15 In a different vein, but in keeping with the idea of discontinuities at the IMF, in 2015 China achieved a long-sought goal of having the IMF include its currency in the SDR. In addition, though the formal voice of EMDEs at the IMF has increased only trivially, the crisis has opened channels for several of these countries, particularly China, to increase their informal influence. Moreover, we find increasing inconsis¬tency between the rhetoric coming from the institution, its research, and its actual practice. As we will see, the rhetoric-research-practice gap reflects something more than public relations imperatives. The gap reveals increas¬ing contestation and even confusion within the Fund. Of equal if not greater importance, productive incoherence is also evi¬denced in the emergence of a far more heterogeneous financial governance architecture. As noted, the East Asian crisis renewed interest in the creation of alternative institutions of financial governance. The drive toward institutional innovation was given far greater force during the global crisis, while the resources necessary to sustain such experiments only became avail-able to rapidly growing EMDEs following the Asian crisis. New innovations have now emerged at the transregional, regional, subregional, bilateral, and national levels. Today we encounter a range of new and expanded reserve pooling arrangements and development and infrastructure banks. Existing institutions evolved in significant ways during the global crisis and have continued to do so (as we will see in the discussion of the Chiang Mai Initiative Multilateralisation, the Arab Monetary Fund, the Development Bank of Latin America, the China Development Bank, and Brazil's National Eco¬nomic and Social Development Bank). At the same time, new arrangements have arisen to rectify perceived failings in the global financial architecture, particularly the shortage of infrastructure financing. The new arrangements are exemplified in twin BRICS initiatives, the New Development Bank and the Contingent Reserve Arrangement, and also in the Eurasian Fund for Stabilization and Development and in the China-led Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank and the One Belt, One Road Initiative/Silk Road Fund. These and other innovations are emblematic of developments and aspi¬rations across EMDEs. The new willingness and ability to undertake innovation in financial governance may turn out to be one of the most important legacies associated with the global crisis, especially when compared with prior crises. The new arrangements do not coalesce around a singular, grand global architecture that might replace the BWIs. Instead, we are observing productive incoherence in the expansion of disparate and, in some cases, overlap¬ping and interconnected institutions that complement the BWIs. Taken together, they are "thickening" and diversifying the financial landscape in EMDEs and introducing the possibility of a transition to a more complex, decentralized, multitiered, pluripolar global financial and monetary system (Armijo and Roberts 2014; Chin 2010; Grabel 2013a; 2013b; Huotari and Hanemann 2014; Mittelman 2013; Riggirozzi and Tussie 2012). The expan¬sion of these initiatives is widening policy space for development. They also generate opportunities for experience-based learning and the creation of new partnerships and coalitions, and in turn enable EMDE "forum shop-ping." In sum, the initiatives are substantially complicating the terrain on which the BWIs operate. We might also understand these institutions, how¬ever small in scale, in terms of their potential to increase robustness and even what Nassim Taleb (2012) terms "anti-fragility" of the global financial governance architecture. This would involve a collection of institutions that enjoy some degree of autonomy from each other, where crises are less likely to generate contagion across countries, and where each crisis might allow for learning that induces new innovations that are better able to prevent and limit the scope of future crises. What I call the productive redun¬dancy that is a feature of the emerging financial governance landscape is central to the achievement of these goals.
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