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THE ARCTIC REGION IN THE SYSTEM OF INTERNATIONAL
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT: SUBREGIONAL ANALYSIS OF MARITIME
INFRASTRUCTURE AND RESOURCE EXTRACTION IN THE CONTEXT
OF ECONOMIC SECURITY CHALLENGES

The article's hypothesis is that contemporary geopolitical dynamics in the Arctic region are shaped more by the grow-
ing control over economic routes, energy resources, and infrastructure projects, which form a new model of geoeconomic
competition. The purpose of this article is to conduct a comprehensive analysis of the key trends in the geopolitical
transformation of the Arctic, assess the role of new actors and institutional mechanisms, and identify potential points of
conflict between different models of the region’s economic development. In the course of the research, the following tasks
were accomplished: the main megatrends of international economic development influencing the Arctic were character-
ized; a subregional analysis of maritime infrastructure and resource extraction potential was carried out, the factors of
geoeconomic competition were systematized; the role of traditional and new actors in shaping the regional architecture
was defined; and institutional constraints and economic security risks were analyzed. This made it possible to identify
the structural asymmetry of interests, the uneven economic potential of subregions, and the growing importance of eco-
nomic instruments in the strategic behavior of states.

The study emphasizes that climate warming creates new opportunities for shipping and resource extraction, yet does
not eliminate the constraints of the polar environment and generates high uncertainty for investors. Institutional and
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geopolitical factors create an environment characterized by a combination of cooperation and conflict, where the 15- to
30-year duration of major infrastructure projects intersects with the challenges of the energy transition.

The main results of the study highlight that the Arctic is divided into two key zones: the Arctic Ocean, with its five
coastal states, and the broader Arctic region. Three types of Arctic economic systems, which generate conflicts of interest
among actors, are analyzed in detail: subsistence, mixed, and market economies. A key conclusion is that the economic
opportunities offered by the market model can pose an existential threat to traditional communities. Particular attention
is devoted to the specific characteristics of Arctic maritime infrastructure, which significantly lags behind traditional
transport corridors in terms of port density, navigational windows, emergency response times, and capital expenditure.

It is emphasized that the Arctic is shifting from a classical model of military deterrence to one based on geoeconomic
instruments, such as investment policy, energy strategies, sanctions regimes, and financial leverage. The coexistence of
economic systems, asymmetry of interests, and the emergence of new actors shape a complex geoeconomic architecture
that requires the reform of institutional governance mechanisms.

Key words: Asia, Arctic, geopolitical risks, economic interest, economic sanctions, energy transition, energy policy,
energy resources, Europe, integration, infrastructure, infrastructure economy, coopetition, logistics corridors, maritime
infrastructure, North America, Northern Sea Route, resilience, sanctions policy, sanctions, cooperation, sustainability,
fragmentation
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APKTUYHWUMN PETIOH Y CUCTEMI MI}XHAPOZAHOIO EKOHOMIYHOIO
PO3BUTKY: CYGPEFIOHA/IbHUN AHANI3 MOPCbKOI IHOPACTPYKTYPU
TA BUOOBYTKY PECYPCIB Y KOHTEKCTI BUK/TUKIB
EKOHOMIYHIW BE3NEL|

Tinomesa cmammi nonseac 6 momy, wo Cy4acHa 2e0nONMuUYHa OUHAMIKA APKMUYHO20 pe2iony GUSHAUAEMbCA He
CMINbKU  MEepUMoOpPIanrbHUMU  CYnepeykamu, CKilbKU HOCUNCHHAM KOHMPONIO HAO eKOHOMIYHUMU MApuipymamu,
eHepeemUiIHUMU  pecypcamu ma IHQPACmpyKmypHUMU APOEKMAMY, WO @OPMYE HOBY MOOeNb 2e0eKOHOMIUHOL
KOHKYpeHyii. Mema cmammi nonseae 6 KOMNIEKCHOMY AHANI3I KIIOYO8UX MPeHOie 2eononimuyHoi mpanc@opmayii
Apkmuku, oyiHyi poni HOGUX AKMOPIE | IHCIMUMYYIUHUX MEeXAHIZMIG, A MAKOIC BUAGIEHHT NOMEHYIIHUX MOYOK KOHPIIKMY
MIdC DIBHUMU MOOeNAMU eKOHOMIUHO20 OCB0EHHA pe2ioHy. Y npoyeci 0ocniodcenns upiuleHo MAakKi 3a80aHHA:
0XapaKmepu308aHo OCHOBHI Me2ampeHOU MIJCHAPOOHO20 EKOHOMIYHO20 PO3GUMKY, WO GRAUGAIOMb HA ApKMUKYy;
301licCHeHO ~ CYOpeciOHANbHULL  AHAN3  MOPCbKOi  iHpacmpykmypu ma nomeHyiary 6u0obymKy  pecypcis;
CUCeMAmU308aHO (BAKMOPYU 2e0eKOHOMIYHOI KOHKYpeHYii; 6U3HAYEHO pOdb MPAOUYIIHUX [ HOBUX AKMOpPIE V
@opmysaHHi pe2ioHANbHOL apXimeKmypu, NPOAHANI308AHO THCIMUMYYIUHI 0OMeNHCeHHA Ma PU3UKU eKOHOMIUHOT be3neKi.
Lle Oo36onuno ecmanosumu CMpYKMypHy dcumMempiro IiHmepecie, Hepi6HOMIPHICIb eKOHOMIYHO20 NOMeHYIany
cybpe2ionie ma noCcuLeH s poii eKOHOMIMHUX IHCIMPYMEHMIE Y CImpame2iunii N08ediHyl 0epicas.

Hocnidowcenns niokpecitoe, wo NOmeninHsA KiiMamy Cmeopioe HO8I MOMCIUBOCMI Ol CYOHONIABCBA Md BUOOOYMKY
pecypcis, npome He ycysac 0bMedcenb NONAPHO20 CepedosUIa Ma 3YMOBNIOE BUCOKY HEBUSHAUEHICMb 01 IHGECODIE.
Inemumyyitini ma eeononimuuni ¢hakmopu gopmyioms cepedosuuye 3i IMIUAHUMU XAPAKMEPUCTIUKAMU chienpayi ma
KOH@ixmuocmi, 0e mpuganicms iHpacmpykmypuux npoekmig y 15-30 pokie Haxiadaemovca HA BUKTUKU eHepeemut-
H020 nepexooy.

YV meorcax ocnosnux pesyromamis 0ocaiodcens Ha2010uweHo, o NpoCcmoposo YYHKYIOHATbHA CIMPYKmMypa Apkmuxu
NOOLNAEMbCS HA 08I KIIOHOBI 30HU. APKMU4HUL OKean 3 11020 N’ SmbMa NPUOEPENCHUMU 0EPHCABAMU A WUPWIUL ADK-
muuHull pe2ion. JJemanvuo npoananizo8ano mpu muny apKMuYHUX eKOHOMIYHUX CUCTEM, W0 3VMOBTIOIONb KOH@IIKmMU
inmepecie midc cyb’ekmamu: HAMypanbHa eKOHOMIKA, 3Miuana ma puHkoed. Badicnueum GUCHOBKOM € me, W0 eKo-
HOMIYHI MOXNCIUBOCMI PUHKOBOI MOOeNi MOXMCYMb CMAHOBUMU eK3UCTNEeHYIUHY 3a2po3y O MPAOUYiliHuUX CRilbHOM.
3uauny ysazy npudineno ocoonueocmam MopcobKoi ingppacmpykmypu Apkmuxu, aka icmomHo noCmynacmoscs mpaouyiti-
HUM MPAHCHOPMHUM KOPUOOPAM 3a4 WINbHICIO NOPMIB, HAAGHICMIO HAGI2AYIUHUX BIKOH, WEUOKICINIO peacy8aHHs
aeapiiHux cayichO ma KanimaibHUMU UMPAMAMU.

ITiokpecneno, wo Apxmuxa nepexooums 8i0 KIACUYHOI MOOEi CUL0B020 CINPUMYBAHHS 00 MOOEI 2e0eKOHOMIUHUX
IHCIMPYMEHmMI8, MAKUX K [HEeCTUYIIHA NOJIMUKA, eHepeemUuYHi Cmpamezii, CaHKYitiHi pexcumu ma Qinancosi eaxiceli.
Cnigichy6anHs eKOHOMIYHUX CUCEM, ACUMempis iHmepecie i HAA6HICMb HOBUX AKMOPIE (HOpMYIOMb CKIAOHY 2e0eKO-
HOMIUHY apXimexmypy, uwjo nompeoye pepopmyeantst IHCMUmMyyiiHux Mexamizmie ynpasiinHs.

Knwuosi cnoea: Azia, Apkmuka, eeononimuyti pusuxu, ousepcugpikayis enepeemuyHux nocmasox, eKOHOMIiuHul
inmepec, eKOHOMIUMI CaHKyii, eHnepeemuuHuil nepexio, ewepeemudna Noaimuxa, emepeemuuni pecypcu, €epona,
inmezpayis, iH@ppacmpykmypa, Koonemuyis, 102icmuyni Kopuoopu, mopcvka ingpacmpyxkmypa, Ilienivna Amepuxa,
TTieniunuii MOpCoKUll WLISIX, PE3UTbEHMHICINb, CAHKYIUHA NOJIMUKA, CAHKYyii, cnisnpays, cmaiicms, pasmenmayis
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Introduction. The Arctic region is undergoing an un-
precedented transformation in its geopolitical landscape.
The events of 2025 vividly illustrate this new reality: the
sale of a large land plot, approximately 6,000 hectares, on
the Svalbard archipelago for € 300 million has attracted the
attention of international investors and the states that are
parties to the 1920 Svalbard Treaty [1]. The Norwegian
government emphasized the need for strict monitoring of
the deal in terms of national security, as this territory may
be used to expand cargo routes and energy reserves. This
case demonstrates how the economic opportunities of the
Arctic intersect with issues of national security and geopo-
litical competition.

Climate change presents new opportunities but remains
geographically uneven and does not eliminate the funda-
mental constraints of extreme polar climates. Technologi-
cal progress in developing specialized fleets is accompa-
nied by substantial gaps in mapping, forecasting, and tech-
nologies for cost-effective deepwater extraction. Economic
factors create a cost structure that is 1.5 to 3 times higher
than comparable activities in temperate latitudes, with an
added risk premium due to uncertainty. Institutional and
geopolitical factors create a complex environment marked
by elements of cooperation through the Arctic Council and
conflict through territorial disputes and sanctions.

Policy choices aimed at strengthening resilience in
adapting to the megatrends of international economic de-
velopment in the Arctic focus on eliminating vulnerabili-
ties and reinforcing capabilities. This opens new opportu-
nities for managing economic security risks across the so-
cioeconomic, geopolitical, green, and digital dimensions.
The timelines of major projects range from 15 to 30 years,
from discovery to commercial extraction, which creates
significant uncertainty for investors in the context of the
energy transition and economic decarbonization.

A subregional approach shows significant differentia-
tion of potential between the Russian Arctic, which has the
largest resources and infrastructure but faces sanctions re-
strictions, the Norwegian Arctic, which demonstrates a
successful model of sustainable development but has lim-
ited resource potential, the Canadian and Alaskan Arctic
with large reserves but insufficient infrastructure, and
Greenland, which serves as a potential gateway for non-
Arctic actors.

Literature review. Theoretical approaches to interna-
tional specialization and their potential application at the
regional level, outlined by Yu. Orlovska, V. Chala and
O. Varlamova [2], provide an important methodological
basis for analyzing subregional economic processes in the
Arctic. Research on civilizational transformations and
global economic shifts that influence the redistribution of
interests in northern regions [3], together with the analysis
of economic challenges and conflicts of interest in global
interaction that shape the external and internal determi-
nants of state economic security [4], is complemented by
theoretical and methodological approaches to examining
economic dependence within the global economic struc-
ture [5].

Institutional and regulatory foundations of Arctic de-
velopment are reflected in the documents of the Arctic

Council [6; 7], which emphasize the importance of interna-
tional coordination, scientific cooperation, and compliance
with environmental and maritime safety standards. The
economic benefits of the Northern Sea Route are assessed
by E. Bekkers, J. Francois, and H. Rojas-Romagosa [8],
while the growing geopolitical competition among states in
the region is analysed by M. Blunden [9]. Issues of eco-
nomic security and methodological approaches to its as-
sessment are expanded in the study by O. Bulatova,
0. Zakharova, and co-authors [10], while the economic po-
tential of the Arctic macro-region and its resource opportu-
nities are examined by F. Chrastansky and Z. Kriz [11]. Eu-
ropean strategic approaches to sustainable and peaceful de-
velopment in the Arctic are outlined in the European Com-
mission document [12].

Climatic, infrastructural and socio-economic dynamics
of the Arctic are addressed in the work of L. Heininen,
H. Exner-Pirot and J. Plouffe [13]. Regulatory require-
ments for safe navigation in polar waters are set out in the
materials of the International Maritime Organization [14].
Geo-economic interests of China and Russia in developing
new transport routes are analyzed by B. Jaeger and L Ped-
erneiras [15]. Structural models of Arctic economies, com-
bining subsistence, mixed, and market systems, are exam-
ined by L Johannsdottir and D. Cook [16]. Challenges of
Arctic regionalism and mechanisms of regional coopera-
tion are discussed by S. Knecht [17]. Governance con-
straints and the paradoxes of Arctic development are ana-
lysed by M., Luszczuk, J. Gotze, K. Radzik-Maruszak,
A. Riedel and D. Wehrmann [18]. Maritime infrastructure
and comparative characteristics of major Arctic sea routes
are systematically presented in the fundamental work by
W. Ostreng, K.M. Eger, B. Floistad and co-authors [19].

Resource opportunities, extraction challenges, and stra-
tegic infrastructure solutions in the Arctic are explored by
E. Quillerou, M. Jacquot, A. Cudennec, and D. Bailly [20].
The macroeconomic effects of the circular transition and
their implications for energy policy and economic resili-
ence are analyzed in the publication [21]. Strategic aspects
of shifting the paradigm of economic dependence, relevant
to the global economy, are examined in the study [22]. Sub-
regional infrastructural processes of the Arctic and their re-
lationship with global fragmentation are detailed in the
analysis [23].

The role of the Arctic in global economic and transport
processes is explored by R. Rosenkranz [24]. International
legal frameworks regulating maritime zones are defined in
the Convention on the Law of the Sea [25]. Strategically
important assessments of undiscovered hydrocarbon re-
sources in the region are presented in reports of the United
States Geological Survey [26]. Security dynamics and the
rapidly evolving geo-economic landscape of the Arctic are
synthesized in the work of B. Zellen [27].

Despite the growing body of research, the need arises
to rethink the geopolitical architecture of the Arctic in the
context of the transition from bipolar confrontation to mul-
tipolar geoeconomic competition, where traditional mili-
tary strategic deterrence instruments give way to economic
mechanisms of influence.

The purpose of the study is to analyze the key trends
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in the geopolitical transformation of the Arctic, assess the
role of new actors and institutional mechanisms, and iden-
tify potential sources of conflict between different models
of the region’s economic development. A systemic ap-
proach was employed in the study, enabling the examina-
tion of the geopolitical and geoeconomic processes of the
Arctic region in relation to its spatial, institutional, and re-
source characteristics. To achieve the stated objectives, the
following methods were used: comparative analysis to
identify subregional differences in maritime infrastructure
and resource extraction potential; analysis and synthesis to
generalize theoretical concepts and trends in international
economic development; content analysis of materials is-
sued by international organizations, official documents,
agreements and analytical reports to determine regulatory,
institutional and geoeconomic factors; systematization and
generalization of empirical data to reveal structural asym-
metries of interests and key economic security risks. The
application of these methods ensured the integrity of the
analytical interpretation, allowing for the identification of
potential points of conflict between different models of
economic development in the Arctic region.

Main results of the research. E. Quillérou et al. [20]
define the Arctic as an oceanic space with two distinct
zones: the Arctic Ocean, which includes the five coastal
states of the United States, Canada, Denmark, Norway, and
the Russian Federation, and the wider Arctic region, which
additionally comprises Iceland, Finland, and Sweden. The
population of the region is estimated at between four and
ten million people, depending on the geographical bound-
aries applied. The United Nations Convention on the Law
of the Sea [25] serves as the foundation for regulating ac-
cess to resources, maritime traffic, and pollution control.
The Convention formalized the two-hundred-nautical-mile
Exclusive Economic Zone and made it possible to extend
maritime claims to three-hundred-fifty-nautical miles from
the baseline if the coastal state provides geomorphological
evidence that the seabed is a natural extension of its land
territory [24]. The Arctic Council, established in 1996,
brings together eight Arctic states but lacks regulatory au-
thority; instead, it functions as a platform for scientific co-
operation. A notable event was the First Arctic Ocean Con-
ference held in May 2008 in Western Greenland, where the
five coastal states convened. The decision not to invite rep-
resentatives of Indigenous peoples of the North or the other
Arctic states of Finland, Iceland, and Sweden generated
substantial criticism [24].

L. Johannsdottir and D. Cook [16] present a distinctive
framework for analyzing the Arctic economy through the
coexistence of three types of economic systems. Subsist-
ence economies rely on hunting, whaling, fishing, and rein-
deer herding, aiming to ensure a minimum standard of liv-
ing for families and communities and playing a critical role
in shaping the cultural and communal identity of Indige-
nous peoples. Mixed economies combine subsistence prac-
tices with market activities, such as reindeer herding, that
simultaneously support household needs and provide in-
come from sales. Market economies operate through in-
vestment-driven production and distribution that depend
on price signals and are closely linked to the global

economy. A key conflict arises from the fact that what con-
stitutes an economic opportunity for market economies,
such as resource extraction or maritime transport, may pose
an existential threat to subsistence and mixed economies.
This highlights the necessity for a multilayered institu-
tional system that regulates economic activity at local, re-
gional, national, and international levels.

The maritime infrastructure of the Arctic differs funda-
mentally from that of traditional sea routes because of ex-
treme climatic conditions, remoteness from major popula-
tion centers, and specific technological requirements. Un-
derstanding these characteristics is essential for a realistic
assessment of the region’s economic potential and the de-
velopment of effective risk management policies. Re-
searchers highlight systemic differences between Arctic
and conventional maritime infrastructure. Port density in
the Arctic is one port per more than one thousand kilome-
ters of coastline, compared with one port per two hundred
kilometers along the Suez Canal route. The accessibility of
Arctic routes is limited to three to six months a year,
whereas traditional shipping routes operate year-round.
Emergency response times in the Arctic range from 24 to
96 hours, compared with 2 to 6 hours on conventional
routes [18]. Consequently, Arctic ports require specialized
structures capable of withstanding ice pressure, which in-
creases capital costs by two to three times compared with
standard ports. Authors [1, 2, 3] identify several types of
ice ports, including all-season ports with capital expendi-
tures of five hundred to eight hundred million dollars for a
medium-sized facility, seasonal ports requiring one hun-
dred to two hundred million dollars, hub ports, and transit
ports with limited transshipment capacity. Studies [17, 18,
24] also highlight the problem of shallow Arctic shelf seas,
where depths often reach only about ten meters, restricting
vessel size and making it impossible for the largest con-
tainer ships and tankers to operate in the region.

First, according to estimates by the United States Geo-
logical Survey [26], the region contains 22 percent of the
world's undiscovered hydrocarbon resources, amounting to
ninety billion barrels of oil and 1.669 trillion cubic feet of
natural gas [11, 20]. Second, the melting of sea ice is open-
ing up the Northern Sea Route (NSR), which is approxi-
mately ten thousand kilometers shorter than the Suez Canal
route on the Rotterdam—Yokohama corridor [15]. Third,
the emergence of new geopolitical actors, particularly
China with its concept of the Polar Silk Road, is fundamen-
tally reshaping the regional balance of power.

The analysis of the contemporary Arctic requires a syn-
thesis of classical geopolitical theories and modern geoe-
conomic approaches. B.C. Jaeger and L.C. Pederneiras
[15] apply geoeconomic theory to explain Arctic dynam-
ics. The core premise of this approach is that the primary
drivers of current activity in the region are the economic
interests of states, manifested in their efforts to secure con-
trol over material resources and transportation routes. Ge-
occonomic instruments in the Arctic include trade policy
(mutual benefits and coercive measures), investment pol-
icy (capital flows between states), economic sanctions, na-
tional energy policy, financial and monetary tools, and eco-
nomic assistance such as loans from Chinese banks to
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Russia.

R. Rosenkranz [24] adapts Carl Schmitt’s classical ge-
opolitical theory on the opposition between maritime and
continental powers to the Arctic context, highlighting the
natural asymmetry of the poles: the North Pole is located
in an oceanic environment with melting ice that connects
the two largest water systems on the planet, whereas the
South Pole is a continental landmass encased in ice. This
asymmetry defines the region's unique geopolitical charac-
ter.

The United States places significant emphasis on mili-
tary capabilities in the region, adhering to a traditional ge-
opolitical approach. Notably, the U.S. remains the only su-
perpower and NATO member that has not ratified the
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, thereby
attempting to operate outside the framework of the interna-
tional community [24]. Russia, by contrast, focuses on the
commercial potential of the region. The country positions
itself as the Arctic's "gatekeeper” due to its geographic ad-
vantage, possessing the longest Arctic Ocean coastline
(Jaeger & Pederneiras, 2022). Russia’s strategy includes
the development of the Northern Sea Route as a national
transportation artery, the exploration of energy fields (in-
cluding the Shtokman field with reserves of 3.8 billion cu-
bic meters of natural gas), and restructuring its gas strategy
by shifting from pipeline dependency toward liquefied nat-
ural gas trade. Western sanctions following the 2014 an-
nexation of Crimea restricted Russia’s access to technol-
ogy and investment, making China its primary partner [15].
The Scandinavian countries demonstrate the redistributive
model of Northern Europe, emphasizing sustainable devel-
opment and the interests of Indigenous peoples [20]. Can-
ada highlights its sovereignty over the Northwest Passage
and the rights of Indigenous communities, even blocking
the EU’s application for observer status in the Arctic Coun-
cil [24].

Two approaches shape territorial competition in the
Arctic:

(1) The sector principle (1920s) divides Arctic territory
by extending lines from a state’s coastline to the North
Pole. Each sector becomes a national territory and falls un-
der the sovereignty of the respective state [24].

(2) The extended 350 nautical mile Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone under UNCLOS allows claims beyond two
hundred nautical miles if a state provides geomorphologi-
cal evidence that the seabed is an extension of its land ter-
ritory. The most valuable Arctic territories lie on the pe-
riphery of the region, close to Arctic states, and these areas
are not contested.

China’s emergence as a key actor has fundamentally re-
shaped the Arctic geopolitical architecture. In 2017, China
and Russia agreed on the concept of the Polar Silk Road
(PSR), extending China’s Belt and Road Initiative into the
Arctic [15]. The key elements of China’s strategy include:
(1) long-term investment, as reflected in the 2021-2025
Five-Year Plan, with extensive funding aimed at achieving
strategic milestones by 2030; (2) logistical expansion, par-
ticularly through COSCO SHIPPING, which has increased
its operations along the Northern Sea Route annually since
2016, alongside involvement from Chimbusco and Poly

Group; (3) infrastructure financing, with the Export-Import
Bank of China and the China Development Bank providing
loans for the development of Russian Arctic infrastructure;
(4) energy contracts involving extraordinarily long-term
agreements (in some cases up to one hundred years) and
the acquisition of entire national resource outputs [24].

B.C. Jaeger and L.C. Pederneiras [15] warn of a poten-
tial economic trap for Russia. Several asymmetry factors
can be identified: China finances the majority of joint pro-
jects; Russia risks becoming indebted to Chinese banks;
Chinese state-owned companies gain substantial ad-
vantages in negotiations; and China increases its control
over strategic routes through financial leverage. In the long
term, Russia may lose effective influence over the region
while formally retaining sovereignty. Authors [15-17] ar-
gue that the China—Russia partnership carries inherent risks
of economic inequality, largely favoring China. R.
Rosenkranz [24] highlights a key shift in Russia’s energy
strategy: the transition to liquefied natural gas trading pro-
vides Russia with new pricing flexibility, enabling it to sell
gas on global markets at spot prices instead of relying on
distribution hubs and long-term fixed contracts.

India, Japan and South Korea are also showing growing
interest in the region. Their engagement includes obtaining
observer status in the Arctic Council, participating in sci-
entific research, investing in ice-class shipbuilding, and di-
versifying energy supply routes. F. Chrastansky and
Z. Kriz [11] describe them as “exotic” actors, emphasizing
their geographical distance from the region but considera-
ble economic interest. The European Union long neglected
the Arctic in its foreign policy; only in November 2008 did
the EU issue its first dedicated communication on the Arc-
tic (“The EU and the Arctic”). However, the application for
observer status in the Arctic Council has still not been ap-
proved due to pressure from Canada [24]. L. Johannsdottir
and D. Cook [16] note that the EU’s Arctic policy stresses
the importance of regional and multilateral cooperation, as
well as the connection between the renewed EU Arctic pol-
icy and the European Green Deal.

Conclusion. The geopolitical transformation of the
Arctic demonstrates a transition from the bipolar military
confrontation of the Cold War to the multipolar geoeco-
nomic competition of the twenty-first century. The study
confirms the hypothesis that contemporary Arctic geopoli-
tics is driven not so much by territorial claims as by control
over economic routes, energy resources, and infrastructure
projects. We observe a fundamental shift in the geopolitical
paradigm. The melting of Arctic ice, which decreased by
3.6 million square kilometers between 1980 and 2007, is
opening new economic opportunities and transforming the
region from a peripheral zone into a global center of com-
petition for resources and routes. Geographic and climatic
conditions, however, tend to encourage cooperation rather
than conflict.

The asymmetry of the China-Russia partnership has be-
come increasingly evident. The concept of the Polar Silk
Road demonstrates China’s growing role as a key financial
actor. Western sanctions after 2014 accelerated Russia’s
reorientation toward China, creating risks of economic de-
pendence. China finances most joint projects and gains
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control over infrastructure, while Russia retains only for-
mal sovereignty. The analysis shows that geoeconomic in-
struments are replacing military ones. Modern competition
in the Arctic relies on investment policy, trade agreements,
economic sanctions, control over energy routes, and finan-
cial mechanisms.

The coexistence of economic systems becomes an in-
herent source of conflict. More than one million Indige-
nous people consider the Arctic their home and face the
pressures of the global market economy. Subsistence,
mixed, and market economies operate simultaneously, cre-
ating a structural conflict in the distribution of benefits and
risks. Systemic consequences of industrial accidents may
pose an existential threat to traditional communities.

In the contemporary geoeconomic dynamics of the
Arctic, the phenomenon of coopetition is gaining increas-
ing relevance, reflecting the simultaneous interplay of
competition and cooperation among states and corpora-
tions. The specific conditions of the Arctic make full con-
frontation economically inefficient and full cooperation
strategically unrealistic, forcing actors to adopt hybrid
models of interaction. These models combine shared use of

infrastructure, technological exchange, or coordination of
scientific research with intense rivalry over control of re-
sources, logistical routes, and investment flows. Such logic
of coopetition forms a new type of regional interdepend-
ence that significantly influences the configuration of risks
and opportunities for economic security.

Institutional architecture requires clear reform. The
Arctic Council, lacking regulatory authority, is insufficient
for governing the region. UNCLOS provides the legal
foundation, but territorial disputes, such as those concern-
ing the Lomonosov Ridge, remain unresolved. The role of
so-called exotic actors, including China, India, Japan, and
South Korea, continues to grow and requires new formats
of regional dialogue. The 2025 Svalbard case illustrates the
central dilemma: how to balance the region’s economic po-
tential, including 22 percent of the world’s undiscovered
hydrocarbon resources and a ten-thousand-kilometer re-
duction in transport routes, with geopolitical challenges
such as national security, environmental risks, and the
rights of Indigenous peoples. Existing scenarios reveal two
opposing perspectives: large-scale development versus
limited and cautious exploitation.
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