Geoeconomics centrality from dollar hegemony is key to contain China and prevent Taiwan war
Babones 17 (Salvatore Babones – an American sociologist, and an associate professor at the University of Sydney, “Money Talks: The Rise of Geoeconomics Is Playing Right Into Washington’s Hands”, https://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/money-talks-the-rise-of-geoeconomics-is-playing-right-into-washington-s-hands/?one-time-read-code=43393168943031982503)
China’s recently resolved Doklam Plateau standoff on its border with India and Bhutan similarly illustrates China’s separation of geopolitics from economics. The Doklam Plateau is almost literally in the middle of nowhere. China’s road-building there was in many ways similar to its island-building in the South China Sea. Both represent the development of infrastructure in remote locations in order to establish a permanent Chinese presence in previously unoccupied territories. They are bold geopolitical provocations, but they are geoeconomically irrelevant. With China, as in the rest of the world, geopolitical conflicts are confined to the zone of irrelevance. In the parts of the world that matter, geoeconomics is the order of the day. With its OBOR initiative, China is at the forefront of moving from geopolitics to geoeconomics as the basis of its foreign relations. Unlike in the Doklam and the South China Sea, China has no territorial ambitions along its belt and road routes. Instead, it seeks to leverage economic statecraft for political gain. For example, not long after Chinese state-owned shipping company COSCO made a major investment in Athens’ port of Piraeus, the Greek government blocked an EU effort to criticize China’s human rights record. Similarly, at China’s behest the Dalai Lama has repeatedly been denied a visa to enter South Africa. South Africa is a major beneficiary of Chinese largesse that has gained entry into the BRICS summit club—joining Brazil, Russia, India and China—entirely at China’s behest. The problem for China is that it does not control access to major global networks that people value for their own sake. As a result, China’s geoeconomic checkbook diplomacy is fundamentally transactional. This is very different from the classical Chinese tianxia, under which the countries of East Asia valued access to China’s learning, technology and unique products and thus were willing to accept the trappings of nominal Chinese suzerainty in exchange for the privilege of trading with China. In the old tianxia, China was the center of the world and could use that position to its advantage. In the new geoeconomics, China must pay full price to meet its foreign policy goals. The most recent BRICS summit in early September is a case in point. Just a week before the opening of the summit in Xiamen, in eastern China’s Fujian province, Chinese and Indian troops were facing off on the remote Doklam Plateau 1,700 miles to the west. But Xi presumably didn’t want to see the crisis disrupt an economic summit on his own home turf; early in his career he had served as deputy mayor of Xiamen and governor of Fujian. So he bought India off with a geopolitical withdrawal in order to meet his geoeconomic goals. China can afford its many geoeconomic initiatives—the BRICS-sponsored New Development Bank, its own Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, multiple OBOR initiatives, diplomatic offensives to isolate Taiwan—but the fact that it has to pay for them underlines the point that for China, geoeconomics is a costly game. China has to buy its friends. The U.S., by contrast, gets its friends for free. People are even willing to pay to join the U.S. “club,” as when countries buy U.S. airplanes or military hardware as the price of U.S. friendship. In its exercise of geoeconomic power, China rewards while the U.S. punishes. That’s because the U.S. is in the enviable position that mere access to its geoeconomic infrastructure is valuable in itself. Countries are not paying China for the privilege of joining OBOR; China is paying them to join. China has effectively paid India to keep quiet and stay in the BRICS, paid Greece to plead its case at the EU, and paid dozens of African countries to allow Chinese state-owned firms to build infrastructure at below-cost rates. China even donated a new headquarters building for the African Union—and sent a Chinese crew to Addis Ababa to build it. By contrast, more than a million international students—nearly a third of them Chinese—pay to study in the U.S., subsidizing American colleges while absorbing American values. More than 500 foreign companies are listed on the New York Stock Exchange, subjecting themselves to U.S. government oversight, and the U.S. dollar is on one side of the deal in 88 percent of all international currency transactions. The whole world relies on the American-dominated internet, the American-provided Global Positioning System (GPS) and American-owned computer and mobile phone operating systems. It is difficult to do business of any kind in today’s integrated economy without using U.S.-linked systems of one kind or another, which is why the U.S. is uniquely powerful in the imposition of economic sanctions. Geoeconomics isn’t everything, and sanctions may not be able to solve all of the world’s geopolitical crises. Sometimes boots on the ground and missiles in the air are the only ways to achieve important policy and humanitarian goals. But geoeconomics is increasingly important, and in that realm, the U.S. is vastly more powerful today than postwar America was in its Cold War heyday. It is worth remembering that the U.S. at its geopolitical zenith struggled to contain an impoverished China in the Korean War and failed to contain an impoverished North Vietnam in Southeast Asia. Today, geoeconomic centrality gives the U.S. much more power to influence the policies and behaviors of other countries than military force ever did. Hegemony is dead. Long live centrality.
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