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	醫人者必先自醫——
聽到世界經濟論壇(World Economic Forum)雄心勃勃地倡議「重思、重設、重建」世界時，人們自然會作此反應。
在把世界經濟帶入金融危機的種種做法上，難道不正是論壇的成員置身於最前沿？這個論壇難道未曾大聲推介現已喪失名譽的金融資本主義？這樣一個組織，能給全球改革的努力帶來有益影響嗎？
答案是：能，只要世人不要期望太高。認為有可能徹底重建世界的想法太狂妄了，有點「致命的自負」——古典自由主義經濟學家弗裏德里希•哈耶克(Friedrich Hayek)曾予以譴責。儘管如此，值此前途未卜之際，如果論壇將焦點放在能夠（也應該）得到解決的問題上，這樣的努力也許能夠帶來價值。
論壇的倡議聚焦於六大領域：價值與人；經濟和社會福利；全球風險；安全挑戰；資源和可持續性；新的制度方法。世界經濟論壇創立了總共70個全球議程顧問委員會，由各界專家組成。
在價值與人領域，各委員會關注的問題包括信仰、教育、營養及性別。在經濟和社會福利領域，各委員會分別關注投資流動、系統風險、金融風險、國際貨幣體系、貿易、以及就業和社會保障。在全球風險領域，各委員會分別關注能源安全、技能、腐敗、人口增長及人道主義援助。
在安全領域，各委員會分別關注恐怖主義、核擴散、能源安全、人道主義權利、「脆弱國家」及安全合作。在資源和可持續性領域，各委員會分別關注氣候變化、中國的未來、可持續能源、海洋及可持續消費。最後，在新制度方法領域，各委員會分別關注基準設定、新興科技、經濟增長及政府的未來。
即使這麼長的清單也沒有列全，其雄心可見一斑。
局外人可能會合理地提問，是誰賦予這個未經選舉產生的機構權利，讓它對主權政治進行這麼深的干預？人們究竟希望從論壇的倡議中得到什麼？
第一個問題的答案是：除了它還能有誰？單個國家無法憑一己之力解決這些問題。無論存在何種缺陷，代表政府、企業和非政府組織出席論壇年會的，正是當前掌控整個世界的這群人。在精英階層（尤其是西方精英階層）失去了世界對他們的信心之際，這些精英們需要表明自己理解相關問題，並至少能提出一些解決方案。
此外，由於大權在握，這群人能相對迅速地啟動變革，無論是在商業還是政治領域。還有一點很重要：在非正式場合會晤，他們有可能在共同面臨的問題上達成共識，進而制定共同的解決方案。
不過，人們仍有理由表示懷疑。出席論壇的人都來自統治階層，他們難免跳不出傳統智慧的框框。
至於我們期望得到什麼，最有價值的結果也是最遙不可及的——必須明確區分什麼是緊迫的，什麼是期盼的。試圖面面俱到，最終幾乎必然會一事無成。
在我個人看來，緊迫問題應包括：保持世界經濟開放、有活力；修復金融體系；改革國際貨幣體系，以促進世界經濟再平衡；在應對氣候變化和自然資源壓力的同時，保持可持續增長；遏制核擴散；讓正在崛起的新興大國（尤其是中國）進入全球政策討論核心；改革國際機構，使其反映變化了的政治現實。
即便是這些範圍有限的緊迫任務，解決起來也不會容易，對此我不抱幻想。當今世界正面臨一些重大挑戰：實力東移，尤其是隨著中國和印度的崛起。新興大國對國家主權原則的堅持，比現有的主導強國美國還要堅定。還有一點十分關鍵：即中美之間缺乏意識形態上的認同。
與此同時，舊的地緣政治體系顯然需要實質性改革。這並不僅是因為決策機構中不同利益方的話語權分配是不合理的，還因為當前體制似乎無力解決根本問題。金融不穩定就是一個突出例子。我認為，與議程委員會試圖解決的一些問題相比，這還算相對簡單。但世界似乎在原地踏步，即使在這些領域，失靈也越來越嚴重。
因此，不妨讓醫生們試一試。他們也許治不好所有已診斷出的疾病，但最終應該會對這些病到底是什麼有更好的瞭解：這將是一個有益（即使有限）的開端。
譯者/陳雲飛



An ambitious agenda
 Martin Wolf 2010-01-28
Physician, heal thyself.
This must be the routine response to the news that the World Economic Forum has set in motion an ambitious initiative to “rethink, redesign, rebuild” the world.

Were not members of the forum at the forefront of the practices that brought down the world economy so spectacularly in the financial crisis? Was the forum not a loud voice for the financial capitalism that is now discredited? Can such an organisation add something useful to the effort at global reform?

The answer is: yes, provided the world does not expect too much. The notion that it is possible to recreate the world afresh is grandiose. It smacks of the “fatal conceit” condemned by Friedrich Hayek, the classical liberal economist. Nevertheless, at this uncertain time, such an effort could bring value, provided it focuses on the issues that can – and should – be resolved.

The forum's initiative focuses on six broad areas: values and people; economic and social welfare; global risks; security challenges; resources and sustainability; and new institutional approaches. The WEF has created global agenda councils, 70 in all, comprising a range of experts.

Under values and people are, among others, councils on faith, education, nutrition and gender. Under economic and social welfare are councils on investment flows, systemic risk, financial risk, international monetary systems, trade and employment and social protection. Under global risks are councils on energy security, skills, corruption, population growth and humanitarian assistance.

Under security are councils on terrorism, proliferation, energy security, humanitarian rights, fragile states and security co-operation. Under resources and sustainability are councils on climate change, the future of China, sustainable energy, oceans and sustainable consumption. Finally, under new institutional approaches are councils on benchmarking, emerging technologies, economic growth and future of government.

Even this lengthy list is not exhaustive. The ambition is clearly remarkable.

Who, outsiders might reasonably ask, gives this unelected body the right to intervene so deeply into spheres of sovereign politics? What can one expect of the initiative, anyway?

The answer to the first of these questions is: who else? Individual states cannot solve these problems on their own. And the governments, businesses and NGOs represented at the annual meeting are, whatever their flaws, the people now in charge of our world. At a time when the elite and, quite particularly, the western elite has lost the confidence of the world, it needs to show that it understands the issues and has at least some plans for addressing them.

Moreover, because these are the people in charge, they are the ones who can initiate change relatively quickly, both in business and in politics. Last but not least, by meeting in an informal setting they can develop a shared understanding and approach to the problems they have in common.

Yet it is also reasonable to be sceptical. Those present at the WEF are the establishment and so are almost inevitably prisoners of the conventional wisdom.

As to what we can hope for, the most valuable outcome would be the least likely – a clear distinction between the urgent and the desirable. Trying to do everything almost certainly means ending up doing close to nothing.

My own list of what is urgent would include: maintaining an open and dynamic world economy; fixing the financial system; reforming the international monetary system, to promote rebalancing of the world economy; managing climate change and pressure on natural resources, while sustaining growth; containing nuclear proliferation; bringing the rising new powers, particularly China, into the heart of global policy discussions; and reforming international institutions to reflect the changed political realities.

I have no illusions that addressing even this limited range of urgent tasks will prove easy. The world confronts some fundamental challenges: power is shifting eastwards, particularly with the rise of China and India. The new powers are even more adamantly attached to the principle of national sovereignty than the US, the dominant incumbent. There is also a critical lack of ideological sympathy between China and the US.
At the same time, the old geopolitical system evidently needs substantial reform. It is not just that the weights given to different players in decision-making bodies are wrong; it is that the current system seems unable to address fundamental problems. Financial instability is a salient example. This is a relatively simple issue, one would think, compared with some of those the agenda councils are addressing. Yet the world seems to be on a treadmill, with ever-bigger failures even in these areas.

So let the physicians try. They may not cure all the ills they have identified, but they should end up better informed of what those ills are: a useful, if modest, start.
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