
CHAPTER 1  

Geoeconomics in a Changing Global Order 

Milan Babic, ´ Adam D. Dixon, and Imogen T. Liu 

Introduction 

The global economic order is in flux. While neoliberal globalization 
seemingly survived the Global Financial Crisis of 2008, many of its 
characteristic features were rendered obsolete by political developments 
in the following years. Among others, Trump, Brexit, China under Xi 
Jinping, and the COVID-19 pandemic each contributed to the demise 
of old certainties and familiar modes of global governance. Brexit proved 
wrong the popular imagination of a natural progression toward an ever 
closer, deeper, and broader European Union. Trumpism demonstrated
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that dismantling seemingly given global institutions like the WTO or 
WHO is possible and desired by a significant part of the global popu-
lation. The parallel rise of ‘Xiism’ (Mulvad, 2019) and its world-spanning 
political ambitions crushed liberal hopes of a ‘peaceful’ rise of China in the 
global economy. Finally, COVID-19 made it painfully clear that a highly 
interdependent, but unequal and unstable global political economy rather 
exacerbates than helps to contain the spread of a deadly virus. Hence, if 
the 1990s brought about the preliminary ‘end of history’ (Fukuyama, 
1992), the 2020s are here to mark the ‘end of the end of history’ 
(Hochuli et al., 2021) as we know it. For the global political economy, 
this means that the decay of a phase of relative hegemonic stability during 
neoliberal globalization ushers in a new phase of relative instability. Long-
neglected competition and conflict for power, domination, and relative 
gains are again becoming more relevant for understanding where global 
politics is headed in the next decade. 

What does the revival of these rivalries mean for the future of the global 
political economy and especially Europe’s role in it? The ambition of this 
edited volume is to contour a set of answers to this question. We argue 
that after decades of neoliberal globalization, the global economic order is 
transforming. It is becoming more unwieldy, complex, and antagonistic. 
Since 2016, we are observing an advancing disintegration of the rela-
tively stable phase of neoliberal globalization that governed the global 
political economy since the early 1990s. The advent of new hegemonic 
clashes between old, new, and aspiring powers is not only a theoret-
ical, but a realpolitik phenomenon. However, we hold that different 
from earlier rounds of global rivalries, today’s battles for supremacy and 
hegemony will not have a mainly geopolitical, but much more a geoeco-
nomic character. This means that beyond military, state-centered forms of 
‘hard’ power contentions, today’s global landscape is being governed by 
more economic, network-centered, and complex forms of confrontation, 
competition, and cooperation.1 Importantly, these interactions are not

1 The Russian aggression against Ukraine in February 2022 might appear as disproving 
our point. We however deem the various reactions from Western governments as 
supporting our argument that international conflict is becoming more geoeconomic: 
from economic sanctions to energy embargoes, numerous geoeconomic instruments 
have been leveraged to counter the Russian invasion. Despite such an unprecedented 
economic warfare against Russia, a military intervention has been ruled out by any state, 
reversing a post-Cold War tendency for military intervention by various Western powers 
in international conflicts. 
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limited to states as sole actors in an international environment. Rather, 
the different chapters in this volume show how different types of actors— 
states, firms, social groups, international institutions, think tanks, and 
others—shape the newly emerging global rivalries across different spheres 
of the local, national, and transnational dimensions of global politics. 
They cover a variety of policies, geographies, and scales in which geoe-
conomics today transforms global economic relations. Together, they 
delineate a fresh and interdisciplinary perspective on the shape of the 
global political economy as we enter a tumultuous geoeconomic decade. 
The focus on Europe furthermore puts a group of actors (the EU, its 
members states, and institutions) center stage that often get sidelined in 
the grand geopolitical narrative of our time of a US-Sino clash about 
global supremacy (see, e.g., McNally, 2020). By excavating the complex 
and contested nature of European geoeconomics, this volume contributes 
to a differentiated and sharpened picture on current global hegemonic 
battles and transformations. 

Recent scholarship describes these newly emerging forms of conflict 
through various concepts like ‘weaponized interdependence’ (Farrell & 
Newman, 2019), ‘economic statecraft’ (Aggarwal & Reddie, 2021), 
‘geoeconomic competition’ (Gertz & Evers, 2020), or the ‘geopoliticiza-
tion’ of trade and investment (Meunier & Nicolaidis, 2019). This volume 
uses the category geoeconomics to prepare common ground for these and 
further new phenomena in the global political economy. We thereby iden-
tify a set of three interrelated themes, where the chapters of this volume 
push beyond the existing landscape of geoeconomics research, and which 
help to define the contours of a contemporary political economy of 
geoeconomics. The first theme is an extension of the mainstream under-
standing of the nature of geoeconomics as the ‘admixture of the logic 
of conflict with the methods of commerce’ as Edward Luttwak put it 
famously at the end of the Cold War (Luttwak, 1990, 19). While we 
do not dispute the usefulness of the concept for international politics for 
the late twentieth century, ours is a very different world from the one 
Luttwak describes. Today, complex transnational economic connections, 
be they ownership, trade, investment, or other types of ties, govern the 
functioning of and power relations within the global economy (Oatley, 
2019). Cross-border phenomena like global value and wealth chains allo-
cate and channel power and opportunity in this complex environment 
(Horner & Nadvi, 2018; Seabrooke & Wigan, 2017). To reduce geoeco-
nomics to ‘the logic of war in the grammar of commerce’ (Luttwak, 1990,
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19) would fall short of describing this evolving multiplicity of structures 
and agency forms through which power is wielded in the contempo-
rary global political economy. The variety of approaches, perspectives, 
and phenomena surveyed in this volume extend this Luttwakian perspec-
tive toward different actors, forms, and instruments of geoeconomics 
in today’s global (dis-)order. Instead of a limited focus on conflict, we 
hence remain open for other types of geoeconomic phenomena, such as 
competition, but also cooperation. Take the recent example of Russian 
nuclear giant Rosatom and Dubai logistics powerhouse DP World, who 
began to cooperate on Arctic container shipping, opening up a unique 
transport passage that grants both (state-owned) companies an important 
edge in the emerging ‘infrastructure scramble’ (Kanai & Schindler, 2019) 
of twenty-first-century geoeconomic competition (Kolodyazhnyy et al., 
2021). 

Second, and related to the first point, this volume explores the many 
non-state-centric ways in which a political economy of geoeconomics can 
make sense of today’s global political landscape. Recent research in geoe-
conomics has focused strongly on its relation to statecraft (Blackwill & 
Harris, 2016; Norris, 2016; Wigell et al., 2019). While states (and state-
craft) play a crucial role for understanding geoeconomics, they are not 
the only actors wielding power in today’s global political economy. The 
role of nation states as primary agents of global politics has been at 
least challenged by the power aspirations of large, multinational corpo-
rations and similar actors (Babić et al.,  2017). Previous research in this 
vein has established that overcoming the ‘strict national articulation’ 
(Cowen & Smith, 2009, 43) of territory allows us to articulate geoe-
conomic phenomena beyond state-centrism: Geoeconomic strategy aims 
rather at market control and profit extraction than at projection of state 
power abroad (Babić, 2021). To be sure, the non-state-centrism we bring 
in is not a negation of the relevance of state power for contemporary 
geoeconomics. On the contrary, we believe that a de-centering of geoe-
conomics from an exclusive focus on the nation state as key actor opens 
up the possibility to understand the many other aspects of state power 
through its ‘spatial flexibility’ (Moisio, 2019, 8) as a modern geoeco-
nomic phenomenon. As an example, states like Norway or China have 
gained a powerful position in the global political economy by becoming 
large-scale owners and investors. States often do so via vehicles which 
are state-owned, but market-oriented like Sovereign Wealth Funds. A
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non-state-centric geoeconomic perspective can help to disentangle these 
seemingly antagonistic aspects of state power (Liu & Dixon, 2021). 

Third, our volume introduces an understanding of geoeconomics that 
includes, but is not reducible to concerns of national security, especially in 
a narrow realist sense. Geopolitics is commonly defined as the projection 
of state power abroad (see, e.g., Markowitz & Fariss, 2018). Geopo-
litical analysis then fills this quite general definition by scrutinizing by 
whom, to what goal, and through which instruments and circumstances 
state power is projected cross-border. Geoeconomic perspectives tend, 
in general, to follow this geopolitical logic with a new emphasis on the 
“growing securitisation of economic policy and economisation of strategic 
policy” (Wesley, 2016, 4 as cited in Roberts et al., 2019). Others like 
Gertz and Evers go into a similar direction by defining geoeconomics in 
the sense of economic statecraft and the emerging ‘collapse’ of the distinc-
tion between economic and national security (Gertz & Evers, 2020, 177). 
Similarly, Scholvin and Wigell (2018) view geoeconomics as an ‘alterna-
tive form of power politics’ and emphasize ‘the way states use economic 
power to pursue geostrategic aims’ (ibid.). While our volume does not 
dispute these definitions—in fact, some chapters follow such a conceptu-
alization of geoeconomics—we seek to broaden the scope of the concept 
to capture the many ways in which geoeconomic phenomena deviate from 
a wholly security-based perspective. Going beyond the idea of geoeco-
nomics as state power projection via economic means is important because 
there are a multiplicity of incentives and instruments at the disposal of 
state and non-state actors that intersect with logics of state power projec-
tion. Examples of such phenomena are the strategies and motivations 
of the shareholding state and state financialization (see, e.g., Schwan 
et al., 2021; Wang,  2015), the varying geostrategic logics of state-capital 
hybrids (Dixon, 2022), the geoeconomic power resources of institu-
tional investors and exchanges as new global power brokers (Fichtner & 
Heemskerk, 2020; Petry, 2021), or how ‘hard-wired’ power inequities 
in (sometimes arcane) global financial and security infrastructures deter-
mine both geoeconomic strategies of actors as well as their probability of 
success (de Goede, 2020). Untangling the origins and identifying the loci 
of geoeconomic power wielded through these processes, institutions, and 
structures requires an analytical toolkit that does not simply reduce an 
understanding of such phenomena to projections of state power abroad. 

Taken together, this edited volume aims to delineate the political 
economy of geoeconomics in a changing global order by integrating
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three key aspects: First, a focus away from conflict as the mere driver 
of geoeconomic strategies, but a focus on other forms such as compe-
tition and cooperation in a tightly integrated global political economy; 
second an extension of the focus beyond the nation state as the main 
actor in the contemporary geoeconomic order; and third the broadening 
of the focus of geoeconomics beyond the security-centered understanding 
of the projection of state power abroad. Naturally, all three aspects are 
interrelated, as a focus on security issues is intimately connected to 
a state-centric perspective and the conflicts between these actors. The 
chapters of this volume do not follow a strict definition of what geoe-
conomics is and is not supposed to be. In order to meaningfully deliver 
on the claim that we are delineating the political economy of geoeco-
nomics in a changing global order, we cannot simply define away the 
multidisciplinarity and multiperspectivity of the field itself. This would 
be presumptuous. Rather, we seek to open a dialogue that takes state-
centric and non-state-centric, security-oriented and broader perspectives, 
competition-oriented and cooperation-oriented, and other approaches 
seriously. The different chapters of this volume will hence take different 
stances on either of the delineated elements and provide unique perspec-
tives on the geoeconomic aspects of their cases and topics. Table 1.1 
summarizes the different contributions to these themes. 

The remainder of this introductory chapter surveys the two other 
major themes of this volume: the changing global order and Europe’s 
role within it. In the end, we give an overview of the different chapters 
and their particular contributions to this volume. 

Globalization and Change in Geoeconomic Times 

The rise of geoeconomic competition and conflict is not taking place in 
a vacuum. The nature of international politics is changing within an ‘old’ 
order that exerts a strong influence on the shape, direction, and agency 
space of the emerging order. For instance, during the course of neolib-
eral globalization, global value chains expanded across borders and they 
are unlikely to play a lesser role in distributing power and wealth in a 
post-neoliberal (and post-pandemic) world (Linsi, 2021). Global produc-
tion networks, which integrate value and wealth chains, and increased 
network-like interdependencies in the global political economy, will also 
influence future geoeconomic competition. Even new types of actors 
like state-capital hybrids need to move within and across such existing
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Table 1.1 The different themes/extensions of mainstream geoeconomics 
provided in this volume 

Theme Chapters addressing this theme How do they address it 

Beyond conflict: 
competition, cooperation, 
co-existence 

Koddenbrock and Mertens; 
Choer Moraes and Wigell; 
Balmas and Dörry 

Integration/co-existence 
of security and economic 
state strategies 
(Koddenbrock and 
Mertens); US-China 
competition and 
co-existence (Choer 
Moraes and Wigell); 
Cooperation between 
European countries and 
Chinese state-led bank 
expansion (Balmas and 
Dörry) 

Beyond state-centrism: 
towards a multiplicity of 
actors 

Balmas and Dörry; Lavery 
et al.; Veselinovič; Weinhardt 
et al. 

Chinese state-owned and 
European banks (Balmas 
and Dörry); the European 
Commission (Lavery 
et al.); Think Tanks 
(Veselinovič); various 
European (non-)state 
actors (Weinhardt et al.) 

Beyond security: multiple 
motivations and power 
resources 

Balmas and Dörry; 
Koddenbrock and Mertens; 
Veselinovič;  Weinhardt et al.  

Flanking FDI and 
infrastructure projects 
(Balmas and Dörry); 
Re-adjusting growth 
models (Koddenbrock and 
Mertens); Hegemonic 
aspirations (Veselinovič); 
Trade and investment 
policies (Weinhardt et al.)

networks (Babić, 2021). The incumbents of these structures will have a 
say in who wins and who loses important control and access to which 
parts of global wealth production (Sydow et al., 2021). Another impor-
tant ‘child’ of neoliberal globalization that will also determine global 
power politics in a geoeconomic world is China. Research on ‘China Inc.’ 
and Chinese (state-owned) transnational capital demonstrates how the 
global economic rise of China was enabled by the tenets and opportu-
nity structures of neoliberal globalization (Liu & Dixon, 2021; de Graaff, 
2020). The changing nature of globalization into more competitive and 
weaponized interdependencies will also have an effect on (and be driven



8 M. BABIĆ ET AL.

by) the various ways China is integrated into the global economy, be it 
via global value chains, foreign (state-led) investment, transnational elites, 
Renminbi internationalization, and other channels.

As the form of international politics is changing, so are its under-
lying logics within which actors operate. The late John Ruggie coined 
the notion of the social purpose of world politics, which is transforming 
slowly but steadily. When Ruggie first used the concept to describe the 
state of international politics, he differentiated it analytically from the 
shape of these politics. Pure power politics determine whether and what 
type of hegemonic or contested order we see, whether it is multipolarity 
or some other form. It is the social purpose of an order that provides 
the ‘generative grammar’ and thus the content (Ruggie, 1982, 382) 
shaping international politics. For the post-Cold War liberal international 
order, this social purpose consisted at its minimum of the spreading of 
liberal democracy and market societies around the globe, spearheaded by 
the United States as global hegemon. Many proponents and analysts of 
the post-Cold War order imagined a ‘flat,’ marketized, and decentrally 
governed world community bringing about global prosperity and liberty 
(see, e.g., Friedman, 2005; Slaughter, 2005). While there can be debates 
about to which extent this liberal imagination really materialized in the 
twenty-first century, ours is a different time. From liberal democracy, to 
the viability of (neoliberal) capitalism and the primus inter pares role of 
the United States, all basic tenets of the preceding order are up for discus-
sion today. Neoliberal globalization, the politico-economic phase of the 
liberal order after 1990, was shaped by global economic relations that 
were at least less confrontative and weaponized than today. In a geoe-
conomic world, interdependence through global trade and investment or 
the existence of globalized value chains and production networks becomes 
a source of vulnerability rather than a force for tighter global integra-
tion. Similarly, a peacefully rising China in the 1990s and early 2000s is 
today often perceived more as a systemic competitor for Western powers 
rather than a potential ally (Kennedy & Blanchette, 2021). In short, the 
changing global order moves away from a phase of relative stability into 
more turbulent global conditions.2 

2 By ‘relative’ stability we mean the fact that, despite major global crises, the post-Cold 
War global order was shaped by the ‘supremacy, but not hegemony’ of a transnationally 
organized historical bloc (Bieler & Morton, 2004, 96).
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We argue in this introduction that the concept of geoeconomics is suit-
able to describe the modus operandi of a post-neoliberal global order 
in flux. The ideological and material crises of neoliberal globalization 
eroded the weak, but existing supremacy of neoliberal ideas in global 
policy-making, and produced competing visions of organizing markets 
and societies (Brown, 2019; Gerbaudo, 2021). Although these ideas and 
policies did not gain hegemony or supremacy yet, they challenge key 
tenets of what neoliberal globalization was about. It is especially visions on 
the right of a post-globalized order that gained traction around the world, 
with Brexit and the election of Donald Trump as key events (Babić, 2020; 
Davies & Gane, 2021). These accounts challenge established neoliberal 
truths such as the necessity of capital mobility, the exclusively beneficial 
nature of global free trade, or that there is no alternative to destruc-
tive forms of downwards tax and wage competition. But also more 
‘mainstream’ centrist or left positions are re-discovering long-forgotten 
arguments for more protectionism and a re-shoring of globalized supply 
chains (Helleiner, 2021). All of this is still in the making, both ideation-
ally and materially. There is no fully fledged, competing alternative 
vision of world order that will soon replace the fragile supremacy of 
neoliberal globalization. From far-right ‘Western’ ideas to authoritarian 
ideas coming from elsewhere (Allan et al., 2018), potentially hegemonic 
concepts of re-ordering international politics still need to be refined and 
configured in the years to come. 

In this interregnum of a post-neoliberal global order, states, global 
companies, and other social forces are scrambling to reposition themselves 
strategically and ideationally. The American Trump-experience was more 
than an aberration of history, but contributed (maybe disproportionally) 
to a progressively more inwards-oriented, protectionist, and strategically 
repositioning United States in a changing global order (Drezner, 2019). 
Similarly, a ‘Xi-ist’ reformulation of Chinese foreign policies is decidedly 
more oriented toward disruptively ‘reshap[ing] global trade and produc-
tion patterns’ (Mulvad, 2019, 449) rather than integrating into existing 
global structures forged during neoliberal globalization. Similarly, the EU 
and its member states are also undergoing an increased ‘geopoliticization’ 
of their trade and investment policies with regard to emerging actors in 
the global system (see next section). Other actors like global multinational 
corporations are also adapting to new geoeconomic realities by extending 
their strategic set of tools to deal with a more adverse environment (Babić
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et al., 2017). Global giants like Apple now aim to reconcile the ‘plat-
form power’ (Culpepper & Thelen, 2020) they are able to exercise in 
Western markets with government-obedient strategies of gaining access 
to large emerging markets like China (Canales, 2021). Different from 
free-market and globalization advocacy of large industrial and technolog-
ical firms during the heyday of neoliberal globalization, these actors are 
increasingly resorting to strategic instruments that have been summarized 
under the concept of ‘corporate geoeconomics’ in this volume (see Choer 
Moraes and Wigell, this volume). If global corporations have ever been 
understood as neutral market participants, the age of geoeconomics at last 
provides enough reasons to correct this view (see also Mikler, 2018). 

Within the world of international politics, geoeconomic competition 
also leads to the erosion of old alliances and the intensification of new 
conflicts. The rise of China as a challenge to US hegemony does not 
only affect those two superpowers—as a ‘classical’ geopolitical reading 
might suggest—but has geoeconomic reverberations across the globe. 
For instance, the German and the American response to the ‘China chal-
lenge’ diverges significantly in the age of ‘techno-nationalism’ (Starrs & 
Germann, 2021): Certain strata of German labor and its export-oriented 
industry firms seek to further benefit from a symbiotic relationship with a 
continuously expanding Chinese consumer market, while US labor and 
the American security establishment demand a more aggressive stance 
toward Chinese economic and geopolitical competition (Baltz, 2022). 
Such examples show not only how the ‘new cold war’ between the United 
States and China can be studied using geoeconomic perspectives instead 
of classical geopolitical ones (see, e.g., Blackwill & Harris, 2016; Gertz  &  
Evers, 2020), but also how a geoeconomic lens expands the analysis 
toward different actors and new geographies. Geoeconomic studies have 
looked at the role of Chinese expansion into different geographical areas 
in the wake of its geoeconomic Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), such as 
Central and Eastern Europe (Song, 2019), the Indo-Pacific (Li, 2020), 
Asia (Yeh, 2016) or the globe as such (Beeson, 2018). Similarly, a focus 
on the United States, often in geoeconomic competition with China, can 
be found on a global scale (Aggarwal & Reddie, 2021), within Asia (Lee 
et al., 2018), toward Iran (Rivlin, 2018), or within global infrastruc-
tures (Schindler et al., 2021). Some scholars take this even further away 
from the United States and China as major geoeconomic actors. Studies 
on Russian geostrategy (Wigell & Vihma, 2016), German and French 
geoeconomic diplomacy (Olsen, 2020), Venezuela’s foreign oil policy
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(Restrepo, 2018), or the India-Pakistan dispute (Pattanaik, 2018) demon-
strate that the geographies of the new geoeconomics go beyond the ‘new 
cold war’ setting that dominates the literature. The contributions in this 
volume seek to build on and extend this geographical variety of perspec-
tives by introducing Europe as a geographical hotspot of geoeconomics 
in a changing global order. 

The ‘Missing Third’ Power: EU 

Strategic Autonomy and Beyond 

A specific focus is put on Europe for two reasons. First, Europe is often 
the ‘missing third’ actor in discussions on US-Sino rivalries and the so-
called new Cold War. Being less unified and speaking with multiple voices, 
in addition to an image of a ‘normative power’ when it comes to foreign 
policies, the EU is often neglected, despite the fact that it is the single 
largest unified economic area in the world. In terms of purchasing power 
standards, it is on par with China and the United States (Eurostat, 2020). 
This means that especially in geoeconomic times, the role of one of the 
global economic superpowers needs to be reappreciated and scrutinized 
more than it has been done so far in the existing literature. Second, 
a focus on Europe also reveals important ties and interdependencies to 
other world areas that are affected by geoeconomic competition with and 
by Europe, as the contributions by Balmas and Dörry or Weinhardt et al. 
(this volume) demonstrate. By understanding the role of the missing third 
power in a new geoeconomic world, we get a better grasp of the reverber-
ations of the geoeconomic turn in EU policy-making beyond the United 
States, China, and Europe itself. A clear focus is given on the EU and 
Europe as both geoeconomics targets and actors. 

The relevance of Europe in an age of geoeconomics also comes back 
in recent debates around a more ‘geopolitical’ and even ‘geoeconomic’ 
Union. Such developments are relevant insofar as they shift the discourse 
on the role of the EU in the global order from a neutral, market-oriented, 
‘normative’ power toward a geoeconomic player. In recent years, we 
heard different voices and attempts at broadening the debate toward 
issues like ‘strategic autonomy’ (Anghel et al., 2020), a more ‘geopolitical 
commission’ (Koenig, 2019), or ‘digital’ and ‘technological’ sovereignty 
(Csernatoni, 2021). All of these strategic debates involve two key aspects: 
First, they aim to either make sense or to push forward a new global orien-
tation of the EU after decades of strategic alignment with US economic
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and military power. Second, they involve a ‘geo’-aspect, be it in the sense 
of classical geopolitical considerations or newly emerging geoeconomic 
threats and opportunities. This focus on geostrategic aspects suggests 
that global positionality and interdependencies play again a larger role in 
the ‘geoeconomic’ transformation of the EU in the 2020s than they did 
in the last decades. The ‘geopolitization’ of European trade and invest-
ment rules is thereby only one aspect of a much broader remaking of the 
EU on a global scale (Meunier & Nicolaidis, 2019). Scott Lavery and 
Davide Schmid have recently described the internal and external drivers 
and consequences of these fundamental transformations of the Union 
within a ‘new global disorder’ (Lavery & Schmid, 2021). The aim of the 
chapters by Lavery et al. and Veselinovič in this book is to explore these 
drivers and consequences more in-depth from a geoeconomic perspective. 

One of the key drivers that motivates also our own research is the 
rise of statism or ‘state capitalism’ in general in recent years (Alami et al., 
2022). As many astute observers have argued, statism and state-led invest-
ment forms are on the rise in recent years in virtually all spheres of the 
global economy. We can see a rise of state-directed multinationals in the 
global economy (Nölke, 2014), of National Oil Companies (NOCs) (de 
Graaff, 2012) and Sovereign Wealth Funds (SWFs) (Clark et al., 2013), 
of various other transnational state-led investment forms (Babić, 2021), 
of ‘state-permeated’ economies as such (Nölke et al., 2019), of state-
steered capital markets (Petry et al., 2021), or of state ownership among 
the highest echelons of the global corporate network (Haberly & Wójcik, 
2017). This rise represents a special challenge for the foreign policy role 
of the EU as liberal role model. While the Union embraced and globally 
promoted a model of a ‘level playing field’ for the last decades (see van 
Miert, 1998), new geoeconomic realities demand a course correction, as 
the different chapters of this volume convincingly demonstrate. Statism 
and state-led economies play thereby a special role: They are identified as 
the main protagonists of a new vision of organizing market economies 
that stands in opposition to the liberal model promoted by the EU 
(Huotari & Kratz, 2019). Beyond only theoretical disputes, EU officials 
urge member states to build up protectionist measures against this statist 
challenge (Braun et al., 2020; Espinoza, 2020; Espinoza & Fleming, 
2019). Finally, even strategic papers and projects from EU member states 
are being launched with the explicit aim to compete on par with more 
state-backed and coordinated models of economic development (BMBF, 
2019). Importantly, all of these phenomena can be observed against
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the backdrop of a more hostile global environment, in which geoeco-
nomic tools and strategies—such as ‘defensive’ investment screening or 
‘offensive’ industrial policies—become more important assets of economic 
foreign policy-making (see Weinhardt et al., this volume). 

These developments suggest a relation between the rise of statism on 
the one hand, and an increasing ‘geoeconomization’ of EU economic 
policies in this changing global order on the other hand. As we have 
seen above, statism is not a unitary force as many accounts on ‘state 
capitalism’ tend to portray (see, e.g., Bremmer, 2010). The multitude of 
different forms and shapes of a statist rearticulation make it hence difficult 
to claim a clear-cut causal relationship between the rise of ‘state capital-
ism’ and the increased geoeconomization of EU foreign policies. Despite 
this difficulty, recent research has tried to capture some of these mecha-
nisms under the headers of ‘competitive emulation,’ ‘mimetic behaviour,’ 
or ‘mutual reinforcement’ (Alami & Dixon, 2021, 22). The chapters in 
this volume that deal with the strategic autonomy project also scrutinize 
some of these mechanisms in more detail (see Weinhardt et al., Lavery 
et al., or Koddenbrock and Mertens, this volume). All of them focus on 
specific instances where the EU or its member states react to specific chal-
lenges or developments that are often related to some of the many forms 
in which state capitalism is articulated globally. The rise of statism and 
its effects in the global political economy are hence closely connected to 
many of the geoeconomic responses we have seen on the side of the EU 
and other actors that in the past tended to promote a different, more 
liberal development model. 

To better understand the challenge arising from state capitalism, it is 
useful to differentiate the phenomenon accordingly. As a heuristic, we can 
distinguish between a more systemic (or: political) and a more economic 
challenge that statism represents for Europe and its geoeconomic turn. 
On the systemic side, the rise of the so-called BRICS countries (Brazil, 
Russia, India, China, South Africa) represents a key development since 
the mid-2000s. Back then, an emerging ‘BRICs challenge’ was described 
as being based on ‘relatively more statist, less market-driven forms of 
state’ (Stephen, 2014, 912). The group was understood as ‘a develop-
mental and geopolitical challenge to the West’ (Kiely, 2015, 33), and 
scholars also identified a ‘B(R)IC Variety of Capitalism’ (Nölke, 2012, 
177), which could reign in a new phase of post-liberal global capi-
talism. The institutional differences of this variety of (state-led) capitalism
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vis-à-vis the European growth models led to the establishment of an ideal-
type of a ‘state-permeated market economy’ (Nölke et al., 2015). This 
ideal type varies in many respects from the classical European blend of 
liberal, coordinated, and dependent market economies (Hall & Soskice, 
2001). Different from those, state-permeated capitalisms are coordinated 
by informal, personal trust relations within tight state-business coalitions 
(Nölke et al., 2015, 543). This is reflected, among others, in corporate 
governance systems of statist economies, where national or even state 
ownership is predominant, whereas this is not the case for most European 
capitalist varieties (ibid., 544). Likewise, state support via extended loan 
and subsidy policies, or the maintaining of a controlled, almost protec-
tionist integration into global market structures like in the Chinese case 
(see Weber, 2021) are key differentials to European capitalist systems. Out 
of the initial group of the BRICS states, it is especially China that proved 
to be the major emerging power of the last two decades challenging 
the global liberal hegemony on a systemic level—beyond, and sometimes 
against the other BRIC(S) states (Beeson & Zeng, 2018; Hooijmaaijers, 
2021; Pant,  2013). Consequently, European opinion and policy-makers 
tend to speak of a ‘systemic competition with China’ (Wambach, 2019) 
as the key systemic challenge for the EU and its member states. 

The more economic aspects of the statist challenge result from the 
international reverberations of the state-permeated nature of economies 
like China. The combination of a dominance of state ownership, strong, 
and often competition-distorting support of national champions and 
industries (see Nölke, 2014), and in tendency more protectionist trade 
and investment policies cause controversies in the EU. As an example, the 
German Monopolies Commission issued a report in which it described 
‘Chinese state capitalism’ as a ‘challenge for the European market econ-
omy’ (Monopolkommission, 2020). It lists subsidies for state-owned 
firms as one of the key intervention tools of this state capitalism, which 
could lead to competitive disadvantages for EU companies. The report 
identifies different loopholes in EU competition law which it suggests to 
close via new powers and instruments granted to member states. Similar 
ideas are being described in other realms of European foreign (economic) 
policy-making such as the already established investment screening mech-
anism, framed as a direct answer to Chinese (and other) state capitalism(s) 
(Huotari & Kratz, 2019). Some of the main elements of the economic 
challenge that statism represents are disproportionate state subsidies 
(resulting in unfair competition); other material and ideational support
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for SOEs competing on global markets; the instrumentalization of state-
owned vehicles for political goals abroad; the acquisition of nationally 
important economic and security-related assets cross-border through 
SOEs and SWFs; and the consolidation of large global conglomerates 
and monopolies under state ownership through foreign acquisitions. The 
economic aspects of the rise of state capitalism hence go beyond and 
complement the partially abstract notions of a systemic challenge by 
providing concrete tools and strategies of state capitalist economies that 
urge European policy-makers to develop geoeconomic answers. 

Although some of these practices and developments are fueling actu-
ally existing concerns of European policy-makers vis-à-vis statist tools and 
economies (see Cuervo-Cazurra, 2018; Sultan Balbuena, 2016), we still 
need to be careful to not attribute the European geoeconomic turn solely 
to the rise of a more assertive, muscular state capitalism around the world. 
Many ideas about an ‘Eastern’ threat or the statist revival of the so-
called third world are reprisals of older geopolitical grand narratives (see 
Alami & Dixon, 2020). We hence need to be careful to carve out the 
cases in which a geoeconomic turn in specific policy areas in Europe is 
actually formulated as an answer to the rise of statism, and also scrutinize 
the many other sources of this geoeconomic turn. The chapters in this 
volume engage in this important groundwork, from analyzing European 
think tanks as intellectual and organizational sources of the geoeconomic 
turn (see Veselinovič, this volume) to differentiating various instruments 
and their origins on the EU level (see Weinhardt et al., this volume) and 
embedding these events in broader shifts in the international realm (see 
Choer Moraes and Wigell, this volume). Going beyond the scope of this 
introductory chapter, the different contributions cover the various sources 
and reasons for Europe to develop a more robust, but at the same time 
imperfect and contested set of geoeconomic policies and tools. 

Europe in a Changing Global 

Order:  The Plan of This  Book  

After this introductory chapter, Choer Moraes and Wigell (this volume) 
provide a conceptual overview of the main elements of a geoeconomic 
world after neoliberal globalization. Being firmly rooted in international 
politics, their chapter argues that both states and corporations reposition 
themselves and develop new geoeconomic strategies in a changing global 
order. On the one side, states develop policies seeking to reduce economic
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interdependence built over decades of neoliberal globalization. Such 
strategic behavior, which Choer Moraes and Wigell dub ‘balancing depen-
dence,’ reflects the changed coordinates of a global order in flux. Given 
the partial breakdown of established channels and modes of global gover-
nance, the authors hold that states aim to reduce risk and dependence 
in a world of geoeconomic uncertainties. On the other side, the chapter 
emphasizes that corporate actors also play an increasingly important role 
in twenty-first-century international politics. The authors develop the idea 
of ‘corporate geoeconomics’ to capture ‘how firms are trying to preserve 
a measure of autonomy in an economic environment marked by increased 
state intervention’ (ibid.). They argue that the phase of neoliberal glob-
alization enabled corporate actors to wield power in the international 
system—a fact that states in some cases try to leverage for their own 
strategic considerations, and that in other instances presents a problem 
for balancing dependence for state actors. Similar to the points made in 
this introduction, the authors argue that Chinese state capitalism presents 
one of the main drivers of both state and corporate re-positionings in 
the global political economy. In sum, Choer Moraes and Wigell extend 
the classical state-centric perspective on geoeconomics to include the 
important role of corporate actors in a changing global order, and they 
present an overview of current geoeconomic dynamics between China, 
the United States, and Europe at the beginning of the 2020s. Their 
contribution lays the groundwork for the subsequent chapters placing the 
EU and Europe in this changing global context. 

Building on these insights, Lavery, Schmid, and McDaniels (this 
volume) then present the first contribution centering on the EU in 
a changing global order. Their chapter assesses the state of the core 
‘strategic autonomy’ project of the EU as a major milestone in the geoe-
conomic transformation of the EU. By examining the discourse around 
this project in Germany, France, and the European Commission over 
the last decade, they deliver a state-of-the-art diagnosis about where this 
geoeconomic project stands and where it is headed. They first discuss 
the development of the concept itself, its diffusion, and the emerging 
interpretative and substantive divergences between various EU actors. 
Afterward, the authors analyze over 250 French, English, and German 
policy documents from the last decade to map the evolution of the 
concept of strategic autonomy and the interest divergences that it brings 
to the fore. Based on this analysis, the chapter argues that the project of 
strategic autonomy remains fragmented and contested, which they trace
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back to long-standing competing visions of Europe that have shaped its 
historical evolution. Consequently, the authors argue, we should expect 
stronger backlashes and challenges for the strategic autonomy project due 
to these historically grown constraints of EU governance as such. 

In order to trace the ideational origins and drivers of the strategic 
autonomy project, Veselinovič (this volume) sheds light on a hith-
erto under-researched aspect of the new geoeconomic turn of the EU. 
By studying foreign policy think tanks as both debate circles as well 
as strategic mobilization platforms, the author analyzes a key power-
knowledge nexus in the current debates on the geoeconomic shift of 
the EU. Aiming to excavate the social purpose of the ongoing trans-
formations of European foreign policy-making, Veselinovič traces the 
involvement of think tanks in the creation of the 2016 European Global 
Strategy as the background condition for the establishment of strategic 
autonomy. The chapter analyzes in-depth both think tank output material 
as well as official EU documents and positions regarding the geoeconomic 
renewal of EU foreign policy-making. Conceptually, Veselinovič estab-
lishes think tanks as ‘meso-level’ geoeconomic actors that drive policy 
changes without being scrutinized accordingly. Empirically, the chapter 
traces the genealogy of the concept of strategic autonomy which domi-
nates today’s foreign policy discussion within Europe. It shows how think 
tanks played a crucial role in the creation of this project which is today 
mostly associated with high-level politics. The chapter hence represents 
an important building block for understanding the geostrategic changes 
we observed in the preceding chapters. 

Investigating the EU’s geoeconomic turn beyond the strategic 
autonomy project, Weinhardt, Mau, and Hillebrand Pohl (this volume) 
analyze the EU capabilities to counter and adapt to increasing geoeco-
nomics tensions between China and the United States. From a multidisci-
plinary perspective, the authors review three different EU-level initiatives 
and probe their adequacy to develop effective European geoeconomic 
instruments. Concretely, the chapter addresses investment screening 
mechanisms, the Most-Favored Nations clauses in free trade agreements, 
and the EU’s response to China’s Belt and Road Initiative as three recent 
major geoeconomic projects. They combine legal, economic, and polit-
ical science perspectives to map the newly emerging political dynamics 
and changing patterns of EU foreign policy-making in the shadow of 
new geoeconomics rivalries. The authors argue that the ability of the EU 
to set up and implement effective defensive geoeconomic instruments
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is constrained by lack of alignment of individual member states with a 
common EU policy stance on new geoeconomic realities. In addition to 
bringing new empirical material into the debates on the potentials and 
limits of the EU as a geoeconomic actor, Weinhardt, Mau, and Hille-
brand Pohl also contribute to conceptual discussions between different 
layers and scales of Europe’s geoeconomic transformation. 

The next chapter by Koddenbrock and Mertens (this volume) moves 
away from the EU-level to the member-state-level and provides a case 
study of the geoeconomic transformations in Germany. The country is 
in mainstream political discussions perceived rather as a ‘civilian’ actor, 
despite its hegemonic standing in the EU and Europe in general. The 
authors argue that a more confrontative world of geoeconomic compe-
tition and conflict also puts rather ‘commercial’ powers like Germany 
on the spot. They trace the recalibration of the German production 
regime in a changing world order and demonstrate its dilemma of being 
an export-dependent middle power in an environment of increasingly 
weaponized interdependencies. While direct state support for globally 
competing companies used to be problematic in the German ordolib-
eral context, today those companies themselves embrace the language 
of geoeconomic competition. This argument reflects the more general 
points made by Choer Moraes and Wigell (this volume). In their analysis, 
Koddenbrock and Mertens bridge classical comparative political economy 
insights with a global political economy perspective to make sense of the 
influence of a changing global order on national growth models. They 
conclude that such an integrated perspective can help us to make sense 
of the recent geoeconomic shifts in Germany’s foreign economic policy 
stance. 

As a second EU Member State case study, the contribution by Balmas 
and Dörry (this volume) traces the role of Luxembourg in the cross-
border expansion of Chinese state-owned banks into the EU. Their study 
builds on original interview material with Chinese and European bankers 
to understand how Luxembourg, as an international financial center 
punching above its political and economic weight, has become home 
to a high concentration of Chinese state-owned banks in the European 
Union. Their chapter fills an important gap in our understanding of how 
the expansion of Chinese state-owned banking, as a prime geoeconomic 
project, is bolstered, facilitated, and enabled by European corporate 
actors working outside of public and political attention. They concep-
tualize and empirically trace Chinese state-owned bank expansion into
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Europe, and thereby enrich our understanding of both concrete geoeco-
nomic projects as well as hitherto under-researched geoeconomic actors, 
namely banks. With this, Balmas and Dörry also contribute conceptually 
to ongoing geoeconomic debates by putting the empirical spotlight on 
geoeconomic actors that do not play a role in ‘Western-centric’ concep-
tual frameworks, but that are nevertheless crucial to understand Chinese 
geoeconomic practice and agency. They shed light on some of the impli-
cations of a geoeconomic world for the EU outside of its own geostrategic 
considerations and governance-related debates. 

The conclusion by the volume editors takes stock of the different 
contributions and their main arguments and provides an outlook for 
further research. Specifically, we extract different core propositions from 
each of the chapters and discuss them critically as the foundation for 
future research into geoeconomics and the role of Europe in a changing 
global order. With this conclusion, we seek to facilitate a research agenda 
that scrutinizes the role of Europe in a changing global order, but does 
not stop at this. We argue that the work conducted in this edited volume 
can serve as a critical starting point for extending the study of geoeco-
nomics and the changing global order beyond Europe into even more 
understudied geographies of the global political economy such as Africa 
or Latin America. By clarifying the role that EU and European states play 
in these newly emerging global dynamics, we argue, we can sharpen our 
analytical tools beyond the classical geopolitical notion of a ‘New Cold 
War’ between the United States and China. Bringing in a ‘third’ major 
actor enables us to see alternative conflicts and visions of a post-neoliberal 
global order that also provide points of reference and connections to 
further world regions and political dynamics that are going to shape the 
geoeconomic decade of the 2020s. 

Taken together, the chapters of this volume thus try to understand 
what the causes, actors, and consequences for a geoeconomic Europe 
in a changing global order are. They recognize that a re-ordering of 
global power politics is underway, which also affects the logics and 
strategic choices of different actors within it. They show how such 
changes affect specific states (Koddenbrock and Mertens; Choer Moraes 
and Wigell); supranational institutions (Weinhardt, Mau, and Hillebrand 
Pohl; Lavery, Schmid, and McDaniel); non-state actors (Veselinovič); or 
state-sponsored entities (Balmas and Dörry) within and beyond Europe. 
With this, the authors contribute to better understanding the still forming 
shape of a world after neoliberal globalization. They also acknowledge the
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limits of doing so in the middle of global shifts that still need to bring 
about a stable global order. Many of the ‘strategic’ realignments of actors 
like Germany, the EU, China, or the United States are still often of a more 
tactical nature: They meander through global disruptions and conflicts, 
often hoping to either preserve and salvage existing benefits and privi-
leges or to challenge and capture relative gains in this changing global 
order. How the post-neoliberal global order, and Europe’s place within 
it, will look like might be guesswork, but this volume shows that there 
are instruments and analytical perspectives that can help us in monitoring 
and evaluating ongoing changes. This is important in order to be able to 
understand and act through a phase of global re-ordering that might last 
years, if not decades (Babić, 2020). 

Sketching geoeconomics as one of the major developments that will 
shape global political economy of the next decade, as this volume does, is 
a necessarily difficult and in many ways deficient project. Scholars of inter-
national political economy will have a list of issues that are not covered in 
this book: From the role of non-European/American/Asian actors and 
powers to the role of finance and the exacerbation of global inequalities, 
the list will be long. We acknowledge that a project aiming to sketch the 
future of the global political economy at an important historical cross-
roads needs to be much broader than this edited volume. At the same 
time, we strongly believe that an exposé of the current geoeconomic land-
scape, and some of its rather underexplored aspects like the role of the 
EU, is a meaningful contribution to such a broader project. This volume 
takes a first step in exploring new avenues and understanding existing but 
transforming global and European conflicts in uncertain times. It presents 
an attempt at channeling some of the emerging discussions around what 
the new geoeconomic realities mean for different actors that hold or aspire 
to global power; and to survey some of the most prominent themes within 
this new geoeconomic setting for European policy-making. At the same 
time, the limits and boundaries of geoeconomics as a concept will be 
tested and critically evaluated, also beyond Europe. The conclusion of 
this volume dives deeper into this issue. As a whole, this book presents the 
first building block for a political economy of geoeconomics in a changing 
global order, which will hopefully help students and scholars of interna-
tional politics make sense of a global order that is transforming as we 
speak.
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