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The term of �Geoeconomics� was in t ro du ced by Mr. E. Luttwak and used 
aga inst not only the terms of �Geopolitics�, but �Mercantilism� and �Eco-
nomic War� as well (E. Luttwak 1990). 

According to Mr. E. Luttwak, af ter the dis so lu ti on of do ub le po led sys-
tem, the mi li tary strength had a gre at im pact on north � east and north � north 
re la ti ons as well. In ot her words, it me ans that its in f lu en ce had a gre at im-
por tan ce bet we en the po les of de ve lo ped co un t ri es.  According to Mr. E. Lut-
twak, an eco no mi cal com pe ti ti on bet we en �Gold Milliard� co un t ri es dif fers 
from the pre vi o us pe ri od, be ca u se sta tes are not ab le to use for ce, as the to ol 
for re sol ving the qu es ti on of eco no mic se cu rity.  Armed for ces are too sub ver-
si ve, as �Gold Milliard� co un t ri es are in the de mog rap hic cri sis, which do es 
not let them use wi de mass of yo uth in war pro cess. 

Cor res pon dingly, in ter go ver n men tal com pe ti ti on must be pro du ced with 
eco no mic met hods. Nowadays, ta king in to ac co unt that the use of mi li tary 
for ce is pas sing on the se cond sta ge, the hi e rarchy of sta tes is be ing de fi ned 
only by eco no mi cal strength on the in ter na ti o nal le vel. To day, we see that 
Geoeconomics has al re ady par ti ally rep la ced Geopolitics. 

It wo uld be ap p rop ri a te to com pa re the sub jects of Geoeconomics with 
po li ti cal dis cus si ons con cer ning USA and its in te rests in the world af ter the 
win ning in cold war pe ri od.  This sho uld be do ne ac cord with Mr. E. Lut-
twak�s un der s tan ding in or der to cle ar up the me a ning and mec ha nism of 
Geoeconomics.

According to Mr. E. Luttwak, con t ra dis tin c ti on bet we en Geopolitics and 
Geoeconomics acts li ke an apo logy of American kol be rism, which is di rec ted 
to the res ti tu ti on of so ci ety�s so cio�eco no mi cal ro ots. For USA it me ans de-
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a ling with such dif fi cul ti es, which are lin ked with fast flow of bas hing Ja pan 
and cle arly de fi ned pro tec ti o nism in ac cor dan ce with European com pe ti ti on.  
But then, what hap pens with Geopolitics, what we ha ve for it. Con si de rably, 
Mr. E. Luttwak op po ses tho se, who ac tu ally de fend the con s tant mi li tary � 
po li ti cal par t ner s hip of USA and Europe and thus are af ra id of, that it may 
be dis c re di ted by neo � pro tec ti o nis ti cal po licy, which may it self de e pen the 
con f lict in tran sat lan tic eco no mic re la ti ons. 

In a bro a der sen se, Geoeconomics do es not op po se Geopolitics.  For re-
ac hing ge o po li ti cal go als, it is es sen ti al to pre pa re and use ge o e co no mi cal 
met hods in ac cor dan ce with its con c re te anal y sis and the ory exactly in the 
way, as Geostrategy in di ca tes on the anal y sis and the ory of uti li za ti on of ar-
med for ces. The struc tu ral and con jec tu ral ri se of own eco no mic com pe ti ti on 
is in c lu ded in ge o po li ti cal go als. Shortly to say, po li tics do es not exist on the 
le vel of mer can ti lis ti cal un der s tan ding, al t ho ugh the ir ro le has be en in c re a sed 
in the glo bal con text of sta tes� as pi ra ti on. Accordingly, Geoeconomics is the 
met hod and not the sub s ti tu te of Geopolitics, the pro ving of which Mr. E. 
Lutwakk is trying he re.  

From our po int of vi ew, Geoeconomics is ba sed not only on lo gic, but al-
so on the syntax of Geopolitics, par ti cu larly in a bro a der sen se on the who le 
prac ti ce of con f lict ri tu als.  The dif fe ren ce is se en in the spe ci a lity of each to-
ol�s �gram mar�. If we re mind the sis of Klauzevic abo ut the dif fe ren ce, which 
exists bet we en po li tics and stra tegy, �gram mar� chan ges, as it re ver be ra tes an 
ori gi na lity of me ans used al re ady. But in re turn for it, dif fe rent �gram mars� 
use the sa me lo gic, of ten the sa me syntax. 

Main dif fe ren ce bet we en Geoeconomics and Geostrategy is in s pi red by 
po li tics and uses the me ans (which in na tu re dif fers from its re a sons), that are 
of po li ti cal cha rac ter. As a re sult, it is evi dent, that only po li ti cal and not mi-
li tary vic tory has sig ni fi can ce. 

On ot her hand, eco no mic go als, which are fol lo wed by Geoeconomics, 
struc tu rally are mo re clo se to re ac hing sta te�s fi nal am bi ti ons (cre a ting we-
alth, eco no mic ri se and so ci al we alth are not only eco no mi cal, but po li ti cal 
go als as well). So, it is qu i te lo gic to spe ak abo ut �eco no mic vic tory�. But at 
the sa me ti me, Geoeconomics can ma ke cle ar po li ti cal aims, for exam p le an 
in c re a se of its ro le, sup re macy and in f lu en ce in the who le world. Economics 
is not only go al, but al so me an of po li tics as well. 

Thirdly, if ge os t ra te gic ga me can exist as ze ro sums up, the ze ro sums are 
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gu a ran te ed in ge o e co no mics. Geoeconomical con f lict is not mor tal. Although 
we must no ti ce, that �ga mes� in war are ra rely the sum of ze ro. Wars are not 
se e king to des t roy the enemy and fi nally are not en ded with the who le des t-
ruc ti on of it. It is mo re ef fi ci ent �to buy� enemy, than des t roy it in the blo ody 
war, which has a hig her cost. It�s mo re de si rab le if the enemy is de ce i ved and 
ta ken a pri so ner. History re mem bers only ex t re me oc ca si ons, when bat t le is 
pro du cing for de ath and not li fe un der slo gans such as �Delenda Car t ha go� or 
�Victory First�. It is im pos sib le to fight for des t ruc ti on, when both sub jects 
own the nuc le ar we a pon. 

Ru les exist in Geoeconomics as well, which can not be abo lis hed, even 
openly (ta riff ag re e ments), as it will ca u se res pon si ve ac ti ons from ot her sta-
tes. In ac cor dan ce with ge ne ral Biufe�s ac ti on stra tegy de fi ni ti ons, that con-
si der �an art of free ac ti on uti li za ti on, which is ava i lab le by nuc le ar qu i e ting 
system�, ge o e co no mi cal stra tegy uses �nic he�, which do es not in c lu de in-
ter na ti o nal eco no mic ru les. This in vol ves tho se ru les, which are cre a ted by 
dis fi gu ring ini ti al and ba sic ones or chan ging the ir con text and go als, but do 
not le a ve that fra me work, that is fol lo wed by strict in ter na ti o nal re ac ti on.  The 
using of eco no mic strength is ma inly ac hi e vab le by po ten ti al me ans. Com-
mon in te rests in c lu de the avo i dan ce of di rect eco no mic col li si on, which will 
ha ve a gre at pri ce for ever yo ne.  

Fourthly, if the re is only one op po nent in Geostrategy, in Geoeconomics 
we ha ve a list of all sta tes and ge o e co no mi cal sub jects, who try to ac hi e ve 
inad mis sib le eco no mic pri o rity. 

 In the fifth co ur se, if sta te�s stra tegy has a full con t rol of its pos si bi li ti-
es, such po wer only par ti ally is im p le men ted in Geoeconomics.  It in curs the 
im pact of tran s na ti o nal for ces, which do es not su bor di na te sta te�s con t rol. 
Tho ugh, sta tes can ma ke them act in fa vor of own in te rests (for exam p le, in 
the sphe res such as ta xes, ser vi ce, in f ras t ruc tu re and so on). 

The o re ti cally, in the ra ti o nal world, it wo uld be bet ter to ha ve an ab so lu te 
bo ard of eco no mic ad mi nis t ra tors for pro vi ding the ma xi mum ri se.  But this is 
a dre am li ke the World Governance and the United World. The re is an ab so lu-
te dif fe rent si tu a ti on in the worlds of �Re al Politics� and �Re al Economics�:  
pri va te in te rests do mi na te com mon ones, be ca u se the lat ter exists only in our 
ima gi na ti on.  Short � term aims do mi na te long � term go als. Ru ling clas ses 
and bu re a uc racy stren g t hen in ter nal aut ho rity, which they ex p la in by in ter na-
ti o nal com pe ti ti on and the exis ten ce of eco no mic �enemy�.  Political le a ders 
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get le gi ti mi zed and go to the con sen sus. An exis ten ce of �enemy� ti es the 
�city�.  If any sta te do es an ag g res si ve eco no mic ac ti on, ot hers ha ve to re act 
ade qu a tely. In any ca se, they sho uld ha ve abi lity of this in or der to ma ke the 
po ten ti al ag g res sors ma ke mo re com pa ra ti ve and mo de ra te ge o po li ti cal and 
ge o e co no mi cal co ur se.  

Geoeconomical com pe ti ti on is si mi lar with po li ti cal � stra te gic one. Ac-
cording to Mr. Poll Crag s man, sta te plays an ef fec ti ve ro le in in c re a sing the 
le vel of in ter na ti o nal com pe ti ti on of its in dustry (Ray mond Vemon 1993 - 
1934).  This pri ma rily con cerns tho se ba sic fac tors such as know led ge, sci-
en ti fic re se ar c hes, in f ras t ruc tu re and sphe res, which are ru led by the system 
of �High Tec h no lo gi cal Kolberism� (Ca zes B. - 1998) (on which Mr. E. Lut-
twak in di ca tes). It is writ ten in the fra me work of tho se me a su res, which are 
in ten ded for in c re a sing the com pe ti ti on po licy of eco no mics, in this con c re te 
ca se to the ri se of American Economy Com pe ti ti on Policy in the en ti re world 
(For mo re de ta i led in for ma ti on, see the fol lo wing: Omnibus Tra de and Com-
pe ti ti ve ness Act - 1988). 

Such si mi lar me a su res fall in the ca te gory of pre pa ring ar ran ge ments, 
which are pro du ced by sta tes at the ed ge of ge o e co no mi cal war and is lin ked 
to �the pre pa ra ti on of na ti on for to tal war�, as it was at the be gin ning of the 
20th cen tury. In ad di ti on to this, sta te con t ri bu tes its eco nomy and thus uses its 
ge o e co no mi cal for ce for at tack and self-de fen se as well on the in ter na ti o nal 
sca le. 

Geoeconomics dif fers from eco no mic war and mer can ti lism and pro tec-
ti o nism as well. The de pen den ce has three cha rac te ris tics bet we en wars and 
eco no mics: eco no mics as a pre mi se of mi li tary strength; eco no mics as a 
re a son of war; eco no mics as a to ol of war from the si de of �ge o po li ti cal� 
and eco no mi cal war as well (Je an K. 1990). 

Economic war, which has its ge o po li ti cal go als, in the si mi la rity with the 
�hot war�, rep re sents the �war� and dif fers from the sim p le Economic Com-
pe ti ti on Policy. The se two �wars� are uni ted, be ca u se the ir stra te gic task is 
�the vic tory� over enemy. In this men ti o ned con text, nor mal eco no mi cal in f-
lu en ce to ols are used not for pro duc ti on or tra de, but as a me an for ac hi e ving 
the go al, ap p ro xi ma tely li ke it hap pens with the help of mi li tary for ce, in ot-
her words for over co ming the re sis tan ce of  enemy.

Everything oc curs dif fe rently in the eco no mi cal war, which has eco no mic 
aims. The re exists so met hing si mi lar bet we en me ans and go als. Both are car-
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r ying an eco no mi cal cha rac te ris tic li ke ex pen di tu res and out co me. The lo gics 
of for ced to tal war, which rep re sents the lo gic of ze ro - sum up, is be ing rep la-
ced by the lo gic of li mi ted war, which is mostly cha rac te ris tic for eco no mi cal 
type of war. The lat ter is de ri ved from ze ro � sum up prin cip les and ma inly 
is ba sed mo re on world ar ran ge ments, than on mor tal at tack. In this ca se, 
the ma in go al is to in c re a se yo ur we alth with in ves t ments, which gi ves the 
pos si bi lity to in c re a se pro duc ti vity even by the me ans of openly abo lis hing 
free tra de ru les.  Bringing da ma ge to the enemy me ans re sult and not aim.  
And exactly he re is hid den an es sen ti al dif fe ren ce: sta te re ma i ned ter ri to ri al 
whi le mar ket and en ter p ri ses be ca me tran s na ti o nal or se pa ra ted from in ter-
go ver n men tal bor der in ca se of ex t re me ne ed. The ir or ga ni za ti o nal struc tu re 
rep re sents the web and not hi e rarchy at all. Cor res pon dingly, sta te has a less 
pos si bi lity of con t rol not only on pro duc ti on and tra de, but on fi nan ci al and 
fis cal le vers as well, which ear li er rep re sen ted the ma in in s t ru ment of eco no-
mic po licy.  

In dif fe ren ce to the eco no mi cal war, ge o e co no mi cal com pe ti ti on do es not 
in tend to we a ken the eco nomy of an op po nent. Its go al is to stren g t hen own 
eco nomy and in c re a se its com pe ti ti ve ness. From nor mal tra de is dif fers in the 
way, that do es not ke ep and fol low the go od to ne ru les. In fact, it abo lis hes all 
GATT and WTO ag re e ments, which con cern com pe ti ti on.  Every sta te tri es 
to im p le ment tho se ru les that are be ne fi ci al for them and thus dic ta te ot her 
com pe ti ti ve co un t ri es. Geoeconomical ri valry in its sen se me ans com pe ti ti on, 
which aims to im p ro ve the com pe ti ti ve si tu a ti on on the world mar ket and cre-
a te con di ti ons for eco no mi cal growth. According to Mr. E. Luttwak, ge o e co-
no mi cal ri valry may be co me the com mon thre at for Global Economic System 
and National Systems as well. It may gi ve the me a ning to na ti on � sta tes, as it 
has the fun c ti on of the �Wel fa re Sta te� and the fun c ti on of war in the cre a ti on 
of mo dern sta tes, es pe ci ally af ter World War II pe ri od (E. Luttwak, 1993). 

Merchantilism is cha rac te ris tic both for Geoeconomics and Geopolitics. 
It brings eno ugh da ma ge to the world eco nomy and mar ket, as it al ways was 
in a ser vi ce of mi li tary � po li ti cal in te rests. Nonetheless, the go al of Geoeco-
nomics is mo re so cio � eco no mi cal and prin ci pally, it ca u ses the in f rin ge-
ments of world mar ket uni on and eco no mi cal de pen den ce. On con t rary, it is 
es sen ti al to ta ke ca re abo ut it. This must be do ne for a hig her com mon we alth 
and for a bet ter use of ge o e co no mi cal to ol, which is mostly di rec ted to the 
bet ter and mo re qu a li ta ti ve way of pro du cing we alth. 
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Geoeconomical ri valry is be ing pro du ced by me ans such as im p ro ved in-
f ras t ruc tu re, high le vel of edu ca ti on and pro fes si o nal prac ti ce, ser vi ce im-
p ro ve ment, ex port sup port and fi nally the im p ro ve ment of re se ar c hes for 
in dustry de ve lop ment. Essentially, the ca se is abo ut the mo dern form of kol-
be rism, the one of high tec h no lo gi es (Gates B. 1994). Mr. E. Luttwak ta kes 
in to con si de ra ti on exactly this se cond as pect, whi le pro ving that �of fen si ve 
to ol do mi na tes in Geoeconomics�; that �hun ting fi nan ci al po licy� rep re sents 
its fi nal me an; that Geoeconomics� last go al is to ha ve own  pla ce in world 
eco nomy  (Luttwak E. 1993).

Mr. Ro bert So low cri ti ci zes Mr. E. Luttwak that he simply brings mi li tary 
stra tegy in an eco no mi cal sphe re and do es not ta ke in to ac co unt the dif fi culty 
of who le mar ket and all ne ces sary de ta ils of eco no mics (So low R. 1994). He 
re jects any pos si bi lity en co u ra ging sci en ti fic ac ti vity and the op por tu nity of 
ow ning �World Industrial Ter ri tory�.  He al so re jects Mr. E. Luttwak�s cri-
ti cism of li be ra lism in the pe ri od of Re a gan in the USA, which ca u sed the 
po or ness of all Americans. The uti li za ti on of pro tec ti o nis ti cal me a su res   for 
dec re a sing so ci al re ac ti on will ca u se only wor se re sults for the in ter nal uni on 
of American so ci ety and for America�s po si ti on in the who le world.  

Mr. Paul Krugman re fu ses the me a ning of com pe ti ti ve ness and pro ves 
that sta te�s we alth and po pu la ti on li ving stan dards are ba si cally de fi ned by 
in ter nal fac tors (Krugman P. 1994). The ex pe ri en ce shows, that big sta tes do 
not fe el the re sults of com pe ti ti on bet we en each � ot her. According to Mr. P. 
Krugman, the �rhe to ric abo ut com pe ti ti ve ness� is in s pi red by mo bi li za ti on of 
in ter nal con sen sus, which gi ves an op por tu nity to bla me ir re gu lar, in cor rec ti-
ve and the mo re ef fec ti ve ac ti on of ot her sta tes in the re a sons of eco no mic dif-
fi culty. According to Mr. P. Krugman, the rep la ce ment of com pe ti ti on to pic 
in the cen ter of po li ti cal dis cus si ons may ha ve eno ugh dan ge ro us re sults, as it 
will de e pen in ter na ti o nal con t ra dis tin c ti on and will le ad to the re al eco no mic 
wars, which will end reg ret tably for ever yo ne. 

The President of Com pe ti ti on Co un cil has a mid d le po si ti on bet we en Mr. 
E. Luttwak�s the sis and its cri tics. This co un cil uni tes mo re than hun d red 
world bu si ness ex perts. Mr. Prig de no tes the me a ning of the ro le of sta te�s 
system com pe ti ti ve ness in a new glo bal eco nomy. Mr. Peterson pays at ten-
ti on to the in c re a se of eco no mic glo ba li za ti on and the pos si bi lity of im p le-
men ting pro tec ti o nis tic me a su res, ta king in to con si de ra ti on dif fe rent pe ri ods 
of eco no mic in teg ra ti on in com pa ri son with po li ti cal in teg ra ti on (Daniel F. 
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Burton Ir.  � 1994., Preeg H. 1994., Peterson E. R - 1994). 
Shortly to say, the po le mics are be ing eno ugh ac tu al aro und Geoeconom-

ics, es pe ci ally in the USA. This term is used ever y w he re. In this di rec ti on, 
spe ci fic sti mu lus be ca me so cal led �Geoeconomical War�, which was pro-
du ced bet we en France and USA in 1994s. The in for ma ti ve of fi ci als of both 
co un t ri es we re in vol ved in it to sup port the ir com pa ni es on the world mar ket 
with the as sis tan ce of dis ho nest tra de com pe ti ti on. In any way, the re is one as-
pect in Mr. E. Lutwakk�s ge o e co no mi cal the o ri es, whe re all as pects co in ci de 
with each ot her. Here, we ha ve a con ver sa ti on abo ut the pres sing task of per-
ma nent im p ro ve ment of edu ca ti on system and pro fes si o nals as well. Finally, 
he re we al so see the de ba tes abo ut tho se di rec ti ons, which will con t ri bu te to 
the de mands of glo bal eco no mics. 

Thus, al most ever y body, who is wor king on the to pics be ing dis cus sed in 
the ar tic le, uses that idea, which is un der s tan dab le only for them. Because of 
this, it is not ac hi e vab le to ag ree on the ac cep tab le for ever yo ne de fi ni ti on. 
We con si der that in the ca se if the re se ar c her do es not po int out the ge o e co no-
mi cal ob ject of the re se arch, the de fi ni ti on of Geoeconomics gets an ab s t ract 
form. 

 Finally, we will of fer you our own in ter p re ta ti on of Geoeconomics: Geo-
economics stu di es: the po li ti cal spa ce eco no mi za ti on pro cess, with uti li-
za ti on of which ac tors of Global Economy try to es tab lish the con t rol on 
the con c re te ter ri to ri es be ing in te res ting for them by the uti li za ti on of 
ge o po li ti cal le vers. 
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