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Purpose. To investigate the role of geopolitical and geoeconomic
interests in the emergence and development of military
conflicts in the modern era.

Method. Historical, systematic approach and structural analysis
methods.

Findings. As a result of the research, the mutual influence of geopolitical
and geoeconomic interests in the formation of modern
military conflicts was systematized, and the influence of
geoeconomic instruments (energy, transport corridors,
economic sanctions and technological dependence) on
military violence was substantiated. The integration of
geoeconomic instruments with hard power in modern
military conflicts was also identified.

Theoretical implications. The theoretical basis of the study is based on
modern views explaining the interrelation of geopolitical and
geoeconomic interests. The article analyzes the realization of
geopolitical interests of states through economic
instruments, the strategic importance of energy and
transport corridors, the impact of economic dependence and
sanctions mechanisms on the emergence and development
of military conflicts within a conceptual framework. This
approach substantiates the fact that geopolitical and
geoeconomic interests are complementary and mutually
influencing determinants in modern conflicts.

Practical implications. The practical results of the study show that a
comprehensive assessment of geopolitical and geoeconomic
factors is essential for preventing modern military conflicts
and increasing the effectiveness of national security policy.
The conceptual framework of the interaction of these
interests can be used by state agencies in strategic planning,
risk assessment, ensuring the security of energy and
transport infrastructure, as well as in predicting the possible
consequences of economic sanctions and other means of
geoeconomic influence.

Value. The scientific value of the article lies in the systematic analysis of
the influence of geopolitical and geoeconomic interests on
the formation and development of modern military conflicts.
The study of military conflicts in the study in their interaction
not only with political and military factors, but also with
geoeconomic factors such as energy security, transport
corridors, economic sanctions, technological competition and
global supply chains provides a comprehensive approach to
modern security research. This approach contributes to a
more complete explanation of the mechanism of interaction
of geopolitical and geoeconomic determinants and to the
enrichment of the scientific and methodological base for the
analysis of modern conflicts.

Paper type. Theoretical.
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MeTta aocnigeHHs. Jocniant ponb reonoNiTUYHUX | FTEOEKOHOMIYHUX
iHTepeciB y BUHUKHEHHi Ta PO3BUTKY BOEHHWUX KOHDAIKTIB Y
CyyacHy ernoxy.

Metoa AOCNiAKEHHA. BUKOPWUCTAHO iCTOPUYHUIA METOA, CUCTEMHWUI
niaxig i CTPYKTYPHUIA aHanis.

Pesynbtatn AOCNIAMKEHHA. Yy pesynbTari [OCNiAKEHHA
CUCTEMATM30BAHO B3aEMHWI  BMAMB  FEOMOMITUYHUX i
re0OeKOHOMIYHUX iHTepeciB Ha (GOPMyBaHHA  CY4aCHUX
BOEHHMX KOH}AIKTIB, a TaKoX O6rPyHTOBAHO BM/AWB
reoeKOHOMIYHMX IHCTPYMEHTIB (EHepreTuKu, TPaHCMOPTHUX
KOpPUAOPIB, EKOHOMIYHMX  CaHKUi#h i  TexHoNoriYHoi
3a/1€KHOCTi) Ha PO3BWUTOK BOEHHOTO HacuAbCTBa. Kpim Toro,
BCTAHOB/IEHO iHTErpaLilo re0eKOHOMIYHUX iHCTPYMEHTIB i3
TpaauuiiiHoto BilicbkoBoto cunoto (hard power) y cydacHux
BOEHHMX KOHPNiKTax.

TeopeTMyHa  UiHHICTb  AoOChigXKeHHA. TeopeTuyHe  NiAFPYHTA
[oCnigKeHHA 6a3yeTbCA Ha Cy4aCHUX HayKOBMX Nigxoaax, LWo
NOACHIOIOTb B3aEMO3B’A30K reonoNiTUYHUX | FEOEKOHOMIYHUX
iHTepeciB. Y  cTatTi npoaHanisoBaHo peanisauito
reononiTUYHUX  iHTepeciB  Aepas 33  [A0MOMOroto
E€KOHOMIYHUX iHCTpPyMeHTiB, cTparerivyHe 3HaYeHHA
eHepreTUYHMUX i TPAHCMOPTHUX KOPWAOPIB, @ TaKOX BMANB
€KOHOMIYHOT 3a/IeKHOCTi Ta CaHKLUiMHWX MexaHi3miB Ha
BMHUKHEHHA 1 PO3BUTOK BOEHHMX KOHGAIKTIB Yy Mexax
€AMHOI KOHLeNnTyanbHOI mogeni. 3anponoHoBaHWi niaxig,
06rPYHTOBYE, LLLO reonoNiTUYHI Ta FTeOEKOHOMIYHI iHTEepecK €
B3aEMOAOMNOBHIOBa/IbHUMM n B3aEMO3YMOBAEHUMM
AeTepMiHaHTaMM Cy4acHUX KOHAIKTIB.

MpakTuyHa  UiHHICTD  AOCNiAXKEHHA. MpaKTnyHi pesynbratn
[OCNIAXKEHHA  CBiAYaTb, WO KOMMJIEKCHE OLiHIOBAHHA
reonoNiTMYHUX i re0eKOHOMIYHUX YMHHUKIB € HeobxigHow
nepeaymoBoto 3anobiraHHA Cyd4acCHUM BOEHHUM KOHAIKTam
i nigsuweHHA edpeKTUBHOCTI AepKaBHOI NOAiTUKK y chepi
HaljioHanbHOT 6e3neKkn. 3anponoHOBaHa KOHLUeNnTyanbHa
MOAeNb B3aEMOZIi LMX iHTepeciB moxe 6yTu BUKOpUCTaHa
opraHamu [AepKaBHOI BfagW nig, 4Yac cTpaTeriyHoro
NAaHyBaHHSA, OLHIOBAHHA PU3MKiB, 3abe3neyeHHA He3neku
eHepreTMYHOI Ta TPAHCMNOPTHOI HGPACTPYKTYpU, a TaKOXK
NPOrHO3yBaHHA MOM/IUBUX HACNiAKIB EKOHOMIYHMX CaHKLN
Ta iHWMX 3ac06iB re0EKOHOMIYHOrO BNAMUBY.

LliHHicTb AocnigKeHHA. HayKoBa LiHHICTb CTATTi NONArAE B CUCTEMHOMY
aHani3i BNAMBY reononiTUYHUX i TEOEKOHOMIYHUX iHTepecis
Ha GOpPMYyBaHHA Ta PO3BUTOK Cy4aCHWUX BOEHHUX KOHAIKTIB.
Po3rnas BOEHHUX KOHOAIKTIB y B3aEMO3B'A3KY He /vle 3
NONITUYHUMUN N BINCbKOBUMW UYUMHHUKAMM, @ W i3 TaKUMK
reoeKoHOMiYHUMKU daKTopamu, AK eHepreTUyHa 6Ge3neka,
TPaAHCNOPTHI KOPUAOPU, EKOHOMIYHI CaHKLii, TeXHONOriYHa
KOHKYPEHLifl Ta r106anbHi NaHLorM NnocTavyaHHA, 3abesnevye
KOMMEKCHUI NigXif, [0 cy4acHUX 6e3neKoBuX JOC/iAKEHb.
Takuit nigxig cnpuse rAMbWIOMY PO3YMIHHIO MexaHi3miB
B3a€EMOJji reonoNiTUYHUX | Fe0EKOHOMIYHUX AeTEePMIHAHT Ta
PO3LUMPIOE HAYKOBO-MeToA010riYHY 6a3y aHanisy cyyacHux
BOEHHMX KOHPAIKTIB.

Twn crarTi. TeopeTuyHa.

Key words: Geopolitical and Geoeconomic Interests; Devaluation of
Classical Geopolitical Knowledge; Modern Military Conflicts;
Balance of Political Forces; Hybrid War.

Kntoyosi cnoea: reononitTMyHi Ta re0EKOHOMIYHI iHTepecH; AeBasbBaLis
KNACUYHUX FeonONITUYHUX 3HAHb; Cy4acHi BOEHHI KOHOAIKTY;
6anaHc NONITUYHUX cun; ribpPUAHA BiiHA.
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Introduction

The character of military conflict has changed substantially during the twenty-first century under
the combined influence of globalization, technological innovation, economic interdependence, and
the digital transformation of international relations. Although armed force remains the ultimate
instrument of interstate confrontation, contemporary conflicts increasingly extend beyond the
traditional battlefield and involve economic coercion, technological competition, information
influence, cyber operations, and strategic control over critical infrastructure. Consequently, military
conflict can no longer be adequately explained solely through classical geopolitical theories focused
on territory, military power, and the balance of power.

Historically, geopolitical competition was primarily associated with the acquisition and
control of strategically important territories, maritime routes, and natural resources. Classical
geopolitical theories developed by scholars such as Halford Mackinder, Alfred Thayer Mahan, and
Nicholas Spykman regarded geographical location as the principal determinant of national power
and security. However, the end of the Cold War, rapid globalization, and the expansion of
international economic networks significantly transformed the strategic environment. The growing
role of international trade, financial markets, technological innovation, and global supply chains has
expanded the spectrum of instruments available to states pursuing strategic objectives. As a result,
geopolitical rivalry increasingly incorporates geo-economic instruments capable of producing
strategic effects without the large-scale application of military force.

Geo-economics has therefore emerged as a complementary analytical framework explaining
how states employ economic leverage to achieve geopolitical objectives. Economic sanctions,
export controls, restrictions on technology transfer, investment screening, manipulation of energy
markets, and competition for access to critical minerals have become integral components of
strategic rivalry. These instruments not only influence economic performance but also affect
military readiness, industrial capacity, technological development, and national resilience.

Recent military conflicts clearly demonstrate the growing interdependence between
geopolitical ambitions and geo-economic capabilities. The Russian-Ukrainian war, strategic
competition between the United States and China, tensions surrounding semiconductor production,
maritime security in the Indo-Pacific region, and competition over energy corridors illustrate that
contemporary conflicts are increasingly shaped by economic dependencies alongside traditional
military capabilities. Hybrid warfare further reinforces this trend by integrating conventional
military operations with cyberattacks, disinformation campaigns, financial pressure, technological
restrictions, and diplomatic coercion into a comprehensive strategy designed to undermine an
opponent's political, economic, and military resilience.

Despite the growing recognition of geo-economic instruments in international relations,
many studies continue to examine geopolitical and economic dimensions separately. Such
fragmentation limits understanding of the mechanisms through which economic power influences
military conflict and strategic decision-making. An integrated analytical perspective is therefore
required to explain how geopolitical objectives are increasingly pursued through economic
instruments and how geo-economic competition shapes the dynamics, intensity, and outcomes of
contemporary military conflicts.

The purpose of this study is to examine geopolitics and geo-economics as interconnected
determinants of modern military conflict by identifying the principal mechanisms through which
geographical, economic, technological, and strategic factors interact in shaping contemporary
interstate competition and military confrontation.

Literature Review

The theoretical foundations of geopolitics were established by classical scholars who emphasized
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the strategic importance of geography in determining national power. Mackinder's Heartland
theory argued that control of the Eurasian landmass provides decisive geopolitical advantages,
whereas Mahan highlighted maritime power and naval superiority as essential components of
global influence. Spykman's Rimland theory further demonstrated the strategic significance of
coastal regions in maintaining international balance and preventing regional hegemony. These
classical approaches established geography as a fundamental determinant of state behavior and
military strategy.

Contemporary geopolitical scholarship has considerably expanded this perspective by
recognizing that geographical advantages increasingly depend upon technological capabilities,
control of information flows, cyber infrastructure, and access to critical resources. Scholars
emphasize that globalization has not diminished geopolitical competition but rather transformed its
mechanisms. Energy security, digital infrastructure, rare earth elements, semiconductor production,
satellite communications, and transportation corridors have become strategic assets whose control
directly affects national security and military effectiveness.

Parallel to these developments, geo-economics has evolved into an important analytical
framework for understanding international competition. Luttwak introduced the concept of geo-
economics as the continuation of strategic competition through economic instruments rather than
direct military confrontation. Subsequent research has demonstrated that sanctions, trade
restrictions, export controls, investment policies, industrial subsidies, technological standards, and
financial instruments increasingly serve as tools of geopolitical influence. Economic statecraft
enables governments to pursue strategic objectives while minimizing the political and military costs
associated with conventional warfare.

A substantial body of literature has examined the growing interaction between geopolitics
and geo-economics in contemporary security environments. Studies of economic sanctions indicate
that their effectiveness depends upon international coordination, the target state's economic
resilience, and the structure of global financial networks. Research on energy security demonstrates
that dependence on external energy supplies creates strategic vulnerabilities that may influence
foreign policy decisions. Similarly, analyses of global supply chains reveal that disruptions in
semiconductor production, transportation networks, or access to critical minerals may significantly
affect military-industrial capabilities and national defence preparedness.

Recent investigations of hybrid warfare further strengthen the argument for integrating
geopolitical and geo-economic perspectives. Modern hybrid conflicts combine conventional military
operations with cyberattacks, information operations, financial coercion, diplomatic pressure, and
economic restrictions. Such multidimensional strategies seek to weaken an adversary's decision-
making capacity, social cohesion, economic stability, and military effectiveness simultaneously. The
Russian-Ukrainian war has become one of the most extensively studied examples illustrating how
military operations are closely interconnected with sanctions, energy policy, technological
restrictions, international financial measures, and strategic communication.

Although existing studies have made substantial contributions to understanding individual
dimensions of geopolitical or geo-economic competition, relatively few provide a comprehensive
analytical framework explaining their mutual interaction within contemporary military conflicts.
This research addresses that gap by synthesizing geopolitical and geo-economic approaches into a
unified conceptual perspective that better reflects the multidimensional nature of modern warfare.

Materials and Methods

This study employs a qualitative research design aimed at analysing the interaction between
geopolitical and geo-economic factors in shaping contemporary military conflicts. Given the
multidimensional character of the research problem, the study integrates conceptual analysis with
comparative and qualitative methods commonly applied in strategic and security studies.
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The research is based primarily on a comprehensive review of academic literature, strategic
policy documents, reports of international organizations, government publications, and analytical
studies addressing geopolitics, geo-economics, international security, economic statecraft, hybrid
warfare, and military conflict. The literature selection focused on peer-reviewed publications and
authoritative institutional sources that provide theoretical and empirical evidence regarding the
evolution of geopolitical competition and geo-economic strategies.

Several complementary research methods were employed.

Systematic literature analysis was used to identify the principal theoretical approaches
explaining the relationship between geopolitics, geo-economics, and military conflict. This method
enabled the synthesis of diverse conceptual perspectives and the identification of common
analytical categories.

Comparative analysis was applied to examine similarities and differences between classical
geopolitical theories and contemporary geo-economic approaches. The comparison also considered
the changing role of military, economic, technological, and informational instruments in interstate
competition.

Qualitative content analysis was employed to analyse strategic documents, international
policy papers, security strategies, and analytical reports. This method facilitated the identification
of recurring themes related to economic coercion, sanctions, strategic resources, technological
competition, energy security, and hybrid warfare.

Case-oriented analytical interpretation was used to illustrate how geopolitical and geo-
economic factors interact in recent international conflicts, including the Russian-Ukrainian war and
broader strategic competition among major powers. These cases were selected because they
demonstrate the practical integration of military operations with economic, technological, financial,
and informational instruments.

The analytical framework is based on the assumption that contemporary military conflict
results from the interaction of several interconnected variables: geographical position, access to
strategic resources, technological capabilities, economic resilience, industrial capacity, energy
security, financial influence, and military power. Rather than examining these variables
independently, the study analyses their mutual relationships and cumulative impact on strategic
decision-making and conflict dynamics.

The methodological approach allows for a comprehensive interpretation of modern military
conflict by integrating geopolitical and geo-economic perspectives while remaining grounded in
established theories of international relations and contemporary security studies. This integrated
framework provides a more complete explanation of the multidimensional character of present-day
interstate competition than approaches relying exclusively on either military or economic
determinants.

Results

The diversification of the conceptual apparatus of geopolitics in the modern era means the
transition of geopolitics to a broader, multidimensional and complex approach. This process means
the gradual expansion of classical “geocentric” thinking and its enrichment with new analytical
directions. If earlier geopolitics focused mainly on territory, borders and natural resources (Cohen,
S. B., 2009), now it is integrated with political science, economics, sociology, information security
and technology. This makes it possible to explain events more complexly.

Geopolitical views are no longer limited to land, sea and air, space (satellite systems, space
military potential), cyberspace (cybersecurity and information warfare) and digital economic space
(data and technology dominance) have led to the diversification of geopolitical analyses.

One of the main reasons for diversification is that states, which are considered leading
subjects, now influence geopolitical processes together with transnational corporations,
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international organizations, non-governmental structures and even cyber groups (Flint, C., 2021).
This also necessitates the expansion of views.

The current task of geopolitics is to understand the nature and character of military-political
processes taking place at the beginning of the 21st century (Baburin, S. N., 1997, p.341). In the
context of globalization, the disappearance of borders between the internal and external worlds
and the constant increase in interdependence have created the basis for the expansion of the
concept of security. Modern geopolitics covers not only military security, but also areas such as
energy security, food security, information security and climate security. This creates new analytical
directions (Buzan, B., Waver, O., & de Wilde, J., 1998).

Ideological and theoretical diversity is also not overlooked. Geopolitical approaches are also
divided into different schools: the classical geopolitical school, critical geopolitics, neo-geopolitics
and feminist and postcolonial geopolitical approaches. This also indicates the diversification of views
within science.

In the modern world, the international security environment is changing rapidly. Regional
conflicts, competition between great powers, and new security challenges (cyberattacks, hybrid
warfare, information warfare) directly affect the policies and defense strategies of states.
Understanding these changes is the basis for making the right decisions.

The development of military technologies is changing the nature of war. Unmanned aerial
vehicles, artificial intelligence, high-precision weapons systems, and space technologies are
renewing classical military approaches. Studying these transformations is important for the Armed
Forces to adapt to new realities.

The balance of political power in global politics is changing. The restructuring of alliances
between states, the strengthening of regional blocs, and the competition for global leadership shape
international relations. Analyzing these processes plays a key role in strategic forecasting. All this
increases the role of geopolitics as an intellectual method in the study of military-political
transformations in the modern era and contributes to the effective planning of national security and
defense policy. States are able to identify potential risks in advance and develop more flexible and
sustainable strategies.

The realization of the geopolitical and geoeconomic interests of states is ensured by
transforming them into goals. Geopolitical interests are desires and benefits, and the goal is the
specific goals of their protection or preservation. For example, the interest of the state is to expand
its economic influence; the security goal is to prevent war, crisis, terrorism, or the collapse of the
system. On the one hand, the “goal” is a subjective reflection of interest, that is, an interest
specifically understood by those in power — the political, economic, and military elite; on the other
hand, it is a decision of a politician to achieve any result based on the available “means, methods
and conditions”. This means that states formulate their interests in the form of specific political,
economic and strategic goals and determine a policy to implement them.

Geopolitical and geoeconomic interests can be translated into the following goals:

1. Strengthening national security;

2. Increasing economic growth and competitiveness;

3. Ensuring control over strategic energy and transport corridors;

4. Expanding regional and international cooperation;

5. Increasing the state's international prestige and influence.

As a result, geopolitical and geoeconomic interests turn into specific goals that determine
the main directions of the state's foreign and domestic policy, and these goals are implemented
through diplomatic, economic, military and legal means.

A number of events in recent years have clearly demonstrated the impact of geopolitics and
geoeconomics on modern military conflicts:
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russia's large-scale intervention in Ukraine has led to changes in energy markets, an increase
in defense spending and a renewal of security policies;

the Israel-Hamas war has increased geopolitical risks related to security and energy routes
in the Middle East;

energy and transport projects in the South Caucasus region have further increased their
geoeconomic and geopolitical importance;

digital technologies, artificial intelligence and competition in cyberspace have become one
of the important directions of the security policy of states.

In general, the possibilities of geopolitics at the beginning of the third millennium are
considered wide and multifaceted. In modern approaches, geopolitics is no longer limited to
geographical location and borders, but is considered a more complex system:

1. The ability to explain the global balance of power. Geopolitics is still an effective analytical
framework for understanding the competition between great powers (for example, US-China
relations) and the formation of regional power centers. It allows us to explain the strategic behavior
of states in the context of space and resources.

2. The relevance of energy and resource geopolitics. In the third millennium, energy security,
transport corridors and strategic resources (oil, gas, rare metals) occupy a key place in geopolitical
analysis. In this area, geopolitics is an important tool for assessing the economic and military
strategies of states.

3. Geopolitics of new domains. In addition to land and sea, space and the cyber domain have
now also become areas of geopolitical competition. This expands the capabilities of geopolitics and
increases its scope.

4. Analysis of hybrid warfare and the information environment. In modern times, geopolitics
has begun to take into account not only military power, but also elements such as information
influence, economic pressure and technological superiority. This increases its analytical value.

5. The persistence of uncertainty. However, globalization, the increase in non-state actors and
rapid technological changes limit the predictive capabilities of geopolitics to some extent. That is, it
should not be used as a sole explanatory model, but should be used in conjunction with other sciences.

As a result, geopolitics in the third millennium has become a more flexible, multidimensional
and multidisciplinary approach, and its classical “geocentric” rigid model is no longer sufficient.

The adaptation of geopolitical knowledge to modern realities has a serious impact on the
understanding of national interests, leading to radical changes in its content and structure. If
previously national interests were mainly limited to territorial integrity and military security, now,
as a result of the transformation, areas such as energy security, cybersecurity, information
sovereignty, technological independence have also become part of national interests.

The renewal of geopolitical knowledge has forced states to take into account more factors.
Today, political decisions are made taking into account global economic relations, the system of
international sanctions, technological dependencies, logistical and trade corridors. This leads to
more strategic planning of national interests.

Modern geopolitical approaches show that national interests are protected and expanded
not only by military force, but also by culture, diplomacy, media and information policy. This also
allows states to conduct more flexible policies.

Transnational companies, international organizations and technology giants directly affect
national interests. Therefore, states have begun to more seriously protect economic sovereignty,
data security, and strategic industrial control within the framework of national interests. The
transformation of geopolitical knowledge has expanded the content of national interests, making
them more diverse and dynamic.

At the beginning of the third millennium, the modern international system is characterized by
the intensification of the struggle for spheres of influence of various public forces, blocs and associations,
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ethnic and religious movements. This is expressed in the use of various means and methods of action
by subjects of international relations to ensure their own interests, including geopolitical interests, as
well as the search and formation of relevant socio-economic, geopolitical and ideological concepts. In
such conditions, it is extremely important to understand the role and significance of geopolitical and
geoeconomic interests in the transformation of modern political processes.

In the scientific literature, the concept of geopolitical and geoeconomic interests is
interpreted broadly and multifacetedly, it is used when considering the political and economic
positions of states, assessing their behavior in the system of international relations. The study of
geopolitical and geoeconomic interests is of great importance in taking into account the complex of
economic, political, military-strategic, resource and other interests that play an important role in
maintaining or changing the global and regional balance of power, international, national and
regional security. At the same time, correctly defining the difference between these two terms
allows us to understand the essence of geopolitical processes and make a more precise division of
means of influence.

Definition of geopolitical interests

In an era when the protective capacity of national borders is weakened and national
sovereignty is limited, the territorial-spatial factor retains its former importance. Despite the radical
changes in the nature of global political thinking and international relations, control over strategic
territories remains the main priority of international politics. R.Chellen, the founder of the concept of
“geopolitics”, described human history as a struggle for living space. In his opinion, the struggle
between neighboring states for control of the border strip is considered an important law of
international politics. In general, global politics consists of war for space, peace created by arms and
force, or a military alliance established for the purpose of joint action against an aggressor. In a closed
world, states can seize each other's territory only by force (Nartov, N. A., 1999, p. 48-49).

When determining geopolitical interests, one of the main tasks is to clarify their essence and
structure. This helps to understand how states behave in the international system, which territories
they are interested in, and on what grounds these interests are based. The essence of geopolitical
interests is the strategic course pursued by states in order to exist, strengthen, and ensure their
security in the international system. At the same time, it is the desire of a state or international actor
(organization, alliance, etc.) to exert influence in certain geographical regions for the sake of
strategic goals, to strengthen its position there, and to limit the influence of other powers. These
interests are associated with the following reasons:

security needs — protecting borders, preventing enemies from getting close;

economic interests — access to energy, natural resources, trade routes;

military superiority — creating military bases in strategic positions or acquiring allies;

ideological/political influence — spreading its political model or exporting its doctrinal views;

regional leadership claim — the desire to play a leading role in the socio-political life of a
certain region, etc.

As for the structure of these interests, its main components can be estimated as follows:

Geographical component. Geographical location of the state or region of interest, access to
the seas, mountains, rivers, passageways and other natural factors. For example: Turkey's control
over the straits and its geopolitical importance.

Strategic component. Military bases, radar systems, military presence, defense planning and
strategic depth. For example: Russia's maintenance of military bases in Armenia and Georgia.

Economic component. Access to energy resources (oil, gas, water), trade routes, ports,
transport corridors. For example: Azerbaijan's TANAP and TAP projects are important for Europe in
terms of energy security.
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Political and ideological components. Establishment of spheres of influence (for example,
the "near abroad" for Russia), support for allied regimes, diplomatic alliances and influence in
international organizations.

Cultural and historical component. Interests in regions with historical ties, cultural and ethnic
affinity. For example: Russia's interest in regions inhabited by Russian-speaking populations.

The changes that classical geopolitical interests have undergone in the modern era are
"structural and content changes" in the "geopolitical behavior" and "objects of interest" of states in
connection with changes in the system of international relations, technology and global problems.
These changes give rise to a number of important differences compared to classical (dating back to
the first half of the 20th century) geopolitical approaches. The radical transformations that
geopolitical interests have undergone in the modern era are reflected in Table 1 below. Thus,
initially, there was a transition from hard power to soft power. While in the classical era military
power was perceived as an unlimited means of influence, today "economic influence", "diplomacy",
"media", "technology" and "cultural influence" have a serious impact on the system of international
relations. For example: China is building a geopolitical influence based not on military, but on
economic and infrastructure with the "One Belt, One Road" initiative.

Table 1: Transformation of Geopolitical Interests from Classical to Contemporary Geopolitics

Aspect Classical Geopolitics Modern Geopolitics
Main goal Control over territory and hard Economic, technological and
power information superiority
Objects of interest Land, straits, ports Cyberspace, space, energy
corridors, technologies
Actors States State + non-state actors
Instrument of power Military power Soft power, economic influence,
information
Global impacts Local and regional interests Climate change, migration,
prevail pandemics, etc. are taken into
account

Source: Compiled by the author based on Cohen (2009), Flint (2021), Buzan et al. (1998), Nartov
(1999), and Luttwak (1999).

The next trend is the transition from physical to virtual spaces. Previously, the main interest
was territorial control, but today, non-traditional spaces such as cyberspace, information space,
telecommunications and space have also become objects of geopolitical interest. For example: the
competition between the USA, China and Russia in the field of cybersecurity and artificial
intelligence is considered an example of this.

The impact of global problems on geopolitics has increased. Previously, geopolitical interests
were purely based on power and territory. Now, issues such as “climate change”, energy factor,
pandemics, migration flows, etc. also shape the interests of states. For example: the melting of
Arctic glaciers has turned the region into a new object of geopolitical interest (resources, transport
routes, deployment of military bases, etc.).

Progress towards a multipolar world model and the increasing role of non-state actors. In
the classical era, only states were the main actors. In the modern era, “transnational companies”,
the UN, NATO, terrorist organizations, “technology giants” (Google, Meta, etc.) also have
geopolitical influence. For example: Elon Musk's “Starlink project” played a strategic role in the
Russia-Ukraine war.

The ongoing change in the structure of energy resources. In classical geopolitics, oil and gas
were the main energy resources. Now, renewable energy sources, “green technologies” and
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“energy security” give new content to geopolitical interests. For example: the European Union's
“Green Transition Strategy” and efforts to build a new supply map accordingly.

It seems that geopolitical interests have an associative connection with any military-political
processes, including military conflicts, and are one of the main factors determining the causes of
their emergence (territorial-border, socio-economic, cultural, ethno-national and religious-
sectarian, etc.), scale (local, regional, subregional and international), the behavior of the
participating states; the position of international organizations; the duration of the conflict and the
prospects for its resolution.

Definition of geoeconomic interests

However, most scientific sources indicate that the term “geoeconomics” has been in routine
use since 1990 and is associated with the name of Edward Luttwak (1990). While extrapolating the
dominant paradigmatic formula for defining the concept of geopolitics, he also applied it to
geoeconomics, which he interpreted as the science of spatial, temporal, and political aspects of the
economy and resources (Luttwak, E. N., 1999).

Cathrin Mohr and Christoph Trebesch define geoeconomics as “the study of the interaction
between trade, diplomacy, and geopolitics” (Mohr, C., & Trebesch, C., 2025, January). Marianne
Schneider-Petsinger describes geoeconomics as "the interaction of international economics, geopolitics,
and strategy". [8]. More figuratively speaking, geoeconomic interests are the use of economic
instruments (trade, energy, investment, infrastructure projects, etc.) by a state or entity to “increase its
political and economic power”, “weaken its rivals”, or “expand its regional and global influence”.

The main elements of geoeconomic interests are energy resources (oil, gas, water, etc.),
trade routes and transport corridors (for example, the Middle Corridor, TRIPP), investment and
financial flows, technology and strategic industries, economic relations as a means of cooperation
or pressure. For example, China, through the “One Belt, One Road” initiative, is both gaining access
to new markets and expanding its geopolitical influence by “investing billions of dollars in
infrastructure projects in Asia, Europe and Africa.” This is a “geoeconomic interest” for China. In the
geography where Azerbaijan is located, “control over the export and transportation routes of energy
resources” is an area of geoeconomic interest for it (Nuri Najafov, Z., & Seyidov, J., 2026).

The purpose of geoeconomic interests is considered to be to gain “economic advantage”
over competitors, to create or maintain a “sphere of influence in the region”, to ensure “national
security” through economic means, and to provide access to strategic resources and markets for
“sustainable economic development”.

The issue of the nature and structure of geoeconomic interests occupies an important place
in international relations and economic policy. This concept covers the implementation of long-term
strategic goals of both states (or alliances) and international corporations through economic means.

The essence of geoeconomic interests expresses the attempts of states and other power
centers to achieve their geopolitical, national security and strategic goals using economic
instruments. It is possible to estimate the following as its main characteristics:

1. Obtaining political results through economic means (gaining political and geopolitical
power through economic instruments such as trade, investment, energy resources, technology);

2. Unity of competition and cooperation (although in some cases economic interests
promote cooperation, sometimes they can also give rise to competition and conflict (for example,
competition in energy markets);

3. Serving long-term strategic goals: (geoeconomic interests are not aimed at short-term
profit, but rather at “establishing a sphere of influence”, “controlling resources”, and “increasing
international influence”);

4. “Interregional influence”: (These interests manifest themselves not only within one
country, but also on a regional and global scale).
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Geoeconomic interests, in addition to being an independent scientific category, have their
own specific structure. This structure consists of several main elements and they work in an
interconnected manner (Mohr, C., & Trebesch, C., 2025, January):

1. Resources: (this includes: natural resources (oil, gas, water, minerals, etc.) and human
resources (labor force, qualified personnel);

2. Economic tools and mechanisms: (trade agreements, customs and tariff policy, financial
flows and credit policy, investments (foreign direct investments, state investment funds, etc.);

3. Sanctions (as a means of economic pressure on competitors);

4. Transport and logistics: (strategic routes (railways, ports, pipelines), transport corridors
(Middle Corridor, TRIPP, North-South Corridor, etc.);

5. Technology and information: (access to high technologies, digital infrastructure and
artificial intelligence, information flow and cybersecurity);

6. Political and legal mechanisms: (economic diplomacy, cooperation with regional and
international organizations (WTO, EU, ASEAN, BRICS and etc.), formation of the legal framework
(bilateral and multilateral agreements).

The analysis leads to the conclusion that while the essence of geoeconomic interests is based
on the use of economic instruments to achieve political goals, its structure constitutes a broad
system ranging from resources to the legal framework.

The conducted studies highlight the importance of identifying the differences between both
scientific categories. Otherwise, it is more common to use these two categories under a single
concept, which overshadows the objectivity of the study. The conclusion is that the main differences
between geopolitical interests and geoeconomic interests should be explained by their goals, means
and forms of threat/competition. First, geopolitical interests are characterized as the struggle of
states or power centers for “territorial”, “security”, “influence” and “geostrategic” superiority. This
includes military, political and strategic interests. For example: the desire of the United States to
increase its presence in the Middle East; Russia’s attempt to maintain its influence in the post-Soviet
space. Geoeconomic interests, on the other hand, are the interests of states and or the struggle of
international actors for access to and control over “economic resources”, “commodity markets”,
“energy sources” and “logistics routes”. Here, economic power is the main tool. For example:
China's "One Belt, One Road" initiative; the European Union's energy security policy.

Secondly, the differences concerning objectives, focus, and priorities are summarised in
Table 2.

Table 2: Comparison of Geopolitical and Geo-economic Interests

Geopolitical interests Geoeconomic interests
Focus Political influence and security Economic interests and wealth
Objective Territorial control, military Energy resources, market control, trade routes
dominance, political influence
Priority Balance of power and strategically Economic integration, investment and trade
important regions flows

Source: Compiled by the author based on Luttwak (1999), Schneider-Petsinger (2016), Mohr and
Trebesch (2025), and Nuri Najafov and Seyidov (2026).

Third, this classification distinguishes between means and forms of control. Geopolitical
instruments include the army, security blocs (NATO), intelligence, and military bases, political influence,
and diplomatic pressure. Geoeconomic instruments include economic sanctions, trade agreements, and
investment, and loans, energy projects, and export-import policies as control mechanisms.

The latter difference can be determined in the context of the form of threat and competition.
Thus, while “geopolitical struggle” often results in armed conflict and war, “geoeconomic struggle” is

”n n u

usually carried out through “economic pressure”, “competition”, “sanctions” or “financial instruments”.
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When determining the differences between these interests, it can be concluded that
geopolitics seeks an answer to the question “Who will have power and control?”, while
geoeconomics seeks an answer to the question “Who has more economic influence?”. In general,
both concepts complement each other and are almost inseparable in modern international
relations. In many conflicts, geopolitical goals are pursued through geoeconomic tools, or vice versa.

Discussion

The findings demonstrate that contemporary military conflicts can no longer be interpreted
exclusively through the prism of classical geopolitics centred on territorial expansion and military
superiority. Instead, they confirm that geopolitical competition has evolved into a multidimensional
process in which military, economic, technological, informational, and energy-related factors
operate simultaneously. This conclusion supports the theoretical arguments of Cohen (2009) and
Flint (2021), who argue that geography remains strategically important but increasingly interacts
with technological and economic capabilities.

The study further confirms Luttwak's concept of geo-economics as the continuation of
geopolitical competition through economic instruments. The analysis shows that sanctions, energy
dependence, transport corridors, technological restrictions, investment policies, and supply-chain
control have become integral components of interstate rivalry. Unlike classical military
confrontation, these instruments enable states to influence competitors without direct military
engagement while simultaneously affecting defence capabilities and strategic resilience. The
presented interpretation is also consistent with the contemporary understanding of geo-economics
proposed by Mohr and Trebesch (2025), who emphasise the interaction between trade, diplomacy,
and geopolitical competition.

An important contribution of this study is the systematic differentiation between geopolitical
and geo-economic interests. Although previous studies frequently analyse these concepts separately,
the present research demonstrates that they should be viewed as complementary rather than
competing analytical categories. Geopolitical interests primarily concern territorial control, strategic
influence, and security, whereas geo-economic interests focus on economic resources, markets,
logistics, technology, and financial leverage. However, contemporary conflicts reveal that both
categories increasingly overlap, producing complex patterns of hybrid confrontation in which economic
and military instruments mutually reinforce one another.

The analysed examples—including the Russian-Ukrainian war, instability in the Middle East,
competition over strategic transport corridors, and technological rivalry among major powers—
illustrate that modern conflicts are driven by combinations of geopolitical and geo-economic
objectives rather than by purely territorial disputes. These observations correspond with the
broader literature on hybrid warfare, which identifies economic coercion, cyber operations,
information campaigns, and technological competition as essential components of modern security
environments.

The findings also indicate that the diversification of geopolitical thinking has significantly
expanded the concept of national interests. Contemporary national security increasingly
incorporates energy security, cyber resilience, technological sovereignty, supply-chain security, and
control over critical infrastructure. Consequently, strategic planning should integrate geopolitical
assessment with geo-economic analysis rather than considering them independently. Such an
integrated approach improves strategic forecasting, risk assessment, and the formulation of
comprehensive national security policies.

At the same time, several limitations should be acknowledged. The study is conceptual and
relies primarily on qualitative analysis of theoretical literature and selected contemporary cases. It
does not provide quantitative indicators for measuring the relative influence of geopolitical and geo-
economic determinants across different conflicts. Future research could address this limitation by
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developing comparative empirical models, composite indices, or scenario-based assessments
capable of evaluating the contribution of individual geopolitical and geo-economic variables to
conflict escalation and resolution.

Overall, the study supports the conclusion that neither geopolitics nor geo-economics alone
adequately explains the dynamics of contemporary military conflicts. Their interaction forms a
comprehensive analytical framework that better reflects the complexity of modern interstate
competition and provides a stronger foundation for strategic decision-making in the field of national
and international security.

Conclusion

Geopolitical and geoeconomic interests change the nature of military conflicts, transforming them
from territorial conquests to struggles for resources, control over logistics routes and economic
influence, and lead to the emergence of “hybrid” wars using non-military methods. Geoeconomics,
which focuses on economic power, shifts the emphasis from simple military power to economic
domination, including economic pressure and sanctions as part of military confrontation.

Geopolitical and geoeconomic interests act as one of the main structural factors in both the
emergence and development (evolution) of modern military conflicts. These two factors often work
closely together and make the causes of conflicts more complex.

Geopolitical interests are associated with attempts by states to strengthen their strategic
positions. For example: control over strategic territories (straits, border zones, transit routes),
expansion of regional influence, and the creation of security buffer zones. Geoeconomic interests
are mainly related to resources and economic advantages: control over energy resources (oil, gas),
trade routes and transport corridors, access to markets and investment zones.

When these interests overlap or collide, the likelihood of conflict increases. Modern conflicts
often develop in stages, not statically. Geopolitical and geoeconomic factors can lead to increased
escalation in the conflict, that is, the conflict over strategically important territories moves from the
local level to the regional level, resource and economic interests can make it difficult to quickly
resolve conflicts, giving them a long-term character, and instead of direct military confrontation,
sanctions, economic pressure, information warfare and the widespread spread of "proxy" wars.

To protect their geopolitical and geoeconomic interests, great powers create alliance
systems, indirectly intervene in regional conflicts, and turn energy and trade dependencies into
political tools. This leads to conflicts becoming global rather than local.

As a result of the clash of geoeconomic and geopolitical interests, the concept of war has
also changed. Cyberwars, economic wars (sanctions, trade wars), information and influence
operations run parallel to traditional military conflicts.

Thus, geopolitical and geoeconomic interests are both one of the main causes of modern
conflicts and an important factor determining how they will develop. The mutual clash of these
interests makes conflicts more complex, long-term and multi-level.

The role of geopolitical and geoeconomic interests is not only concluded with the formation
and escalation of conflicts, but is also considered a decisive factor in their settlement, because most
conflicts are not only related to military, but also strategic and economic reasons. Therefore, peace
processes are also built on balancing these interests.

The parties to the conflict often compromise when geopolitical losses increase and
geoeconomic losses (trade, investment, energy flows) increase. Therefore, the calculation of
interests plays a key role in the settlement process.

Global and regional powers intervene in peace processes to protect their geopolitical
spheres of influence and at the same time to secure their economic interests (energy, transit,
markets). This mediation sometimes accelerates peace, and sometimes complicates the processes.
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Geoeconomic interests can promote conflict resolution through the lifting of sanctions,
reconstruction projects, investment and trade opportunities. These “peace dividends” make the
parties more inclined to compromise.

Peace agreements not only stop the conflict, but also redefine the regional balance of power
and shape the security architecture.

Therefore, every agreement is the result of geopolitical compromises.

Sometimes the conflict may remain “frozen” or flare up again, because the parties do not
want to completely give up their main strategic advantages.

Thus, geopolitical and geoeconomic interests play both a motivating and a limiting role in
conflict resolution. Peace is not only the cessation of military conflict, but also finding a sustainable
balance between these interests.

Funding

This study received no specific financial support.
Competing interests

The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Use of Artificial Intelligence

Artificial intelligence was used for language editing, translation, and technical verification of the
manuscript.

References

Baburin, S. N. (1997). Territoriya gosudarstva: Pravovye i geopoliticheskie problemy. Izdatel'stvo
Moskovskogo Universiteta.

Buzan, B., Waever, O., & de Wilde, J. (1998). Security: A new framework for analysis. Lynne Rienner
Publishers.

Cohen, S. B. (2009). Geopolitics: The geography of international relations (2nd ed.). Rowman &
Littlefield Publishers.

Flint, C. (2021). Introduction to geopolitics (4th ed.). Routledge.

Luttwak, E. N. (1999). Theory and practice of geo-economics. In Turbo-capitalism: Winners and
losers in the global economy. HarperCollins Publishers.

Mohr, C., & Trebesch, C. (2025, January). Geoeconomics (Kiel Working Paper No. 2279). Kiel Institute for
the World Economy. https://www.kielinstitut.de/fileadmin/Dateiverwaltung/IfW-
Publications/fis-import/a6a8892c-2825-48fb-ac26-aeae29a3c38a-KWP 2279.pdf

Nartov, N. A. (1999). Geopolitika. YuNITI.

Nuri Najafov, Z., & Seyidov, J. (2026). New Trends In Azerbaijan’s Foreign Policy. Social Development
and Security, 16(2), 33-40. https://doi.org/10.33445/sds.2026.16.2.3

Schneider-Petsinger, M. (2016). Geoeconomics explained. Chatham House

This is an open access journal and all published articles are licensed under a Creative Commons «Attribution» 4.0.
BY

557 Human Security, Education and Society


https://www.kielinstitut.de/fileadmin/Dateiverwaltung/IfW-Publications/fis-import/a6a8892c-2825-48fb-ac26-aeae29a3c38a-KWP_2279.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.kielinstitut.de/fileadmin/Dateiverwaltung/IfW-Publications/fis-import/a6a8892c-2825-48fb-ac26-aeae29a3c38a-KWP_2279.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.33445/sds.2026.16.2.3
https://www.chathamhouse.org/2016/12/geoeconomics-explained?utm_source=chatgpt.com

