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The article analyses the inconsistency of the current state of the EAEU mutual trade. On the one hand, it is characterised
by low quantitative indicators and objective difficulties in increasing volumes. On the other, the current practice of increas-
ing foreign trade by countries shows not only how to use features in a single space but also about opportunities for the pro-
tection of national entities at their national segments of the union market. Creation of the new factors of competitiveness
at the present stage of integration of the EAEU requires a common approach to the formation of common markets, the use
of single technical regulations of the Eurasian Economic Union, and additional growth in the mobility of existing factors of
production, that has a significant impact on the increased trade in comparison with the further reduction of customs tariffs,
and an additional increase in the mobility of existing factors of production.
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AHanu3MpyeTcs MPOTUBOPEUMBOCTh COBPEMEHHOTO COCTOSIHUS B3auMHOI Toprosiay EASC. C omHOV CTOPOHBI, B JaHHOI
cdepe ceituac HaGMIOAAIOTCST HU3KME KOMMYECTBEHHbIE MOKA3aTenu M OO6BbeKTUMBHbIE CJIOXKHOCTM HapallyMBaHUs 0ObEeMOB.
C npyroit — CJIOKUBLIASICS MPAKTKKA Hapall[MBaHUSI BHEIlIHel TOPTOB/IM CTpaHaMy TOBOPUT He TOIbKO O MPeuMYyIlecTBax eau-
HOTO MTPOCTPAHCTBA, HO U 06 MCITOb30BaHMM BO3MOKHOCTEI 3alMThl HAI[MOHAIbHBIX CYOEKTOB X03SI/ICTBOBAHMSI Ha CBOUX
HalMOHATbHBIX CETMEHTAaX COI03HOTO PhIHKA. [IJIsT CO3[jaHMsI HOBBIX (PAKTOPOB POCTa KOHKYPEHTOCITOCOGHOCTHM Ha COBPEMEH -
HoM 3Tarne uHTerpanuuu EASC TpebyeTcsl yHUBEPCAIbHbBIN MOAX0[, K GOPMUPOBAHMIO OOIIVIX PHIHKOB, MCTIONb30BAHUIO €IV -
HbIX TEXHUYECKMX permaMeHToB EAJC, OIyTHMMO BO3AEMCTBYIONIVIX HAa YBeJIMUYeHe 00beMa TOProBJIM 110 CPaBHEHMIO C 1aJTb-
HEIIMM CHYDKEHMEM TaMOXKEHHbBIX TapM(OB Ha TOMOJHUTETbHbIN POCT MOOWJIBHOCTY MMEIOIMXCSI (PaKTOPOB ITPOM3BOCTBA.
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Introduction

Summarising the theoretical ideas about the inte-
gration processes in different countries, the most im-
portant and most often deployed criteria of assessment
are the depth of integration, which determines the stage
of rapprochement (first of all the sequence of measu-
res for liberalisation, facilitation of mutual trade and
also assuming the adoption (or not) of supranational
norms and rules by states), the possibilities of econo-
mic growth and development associated with the faci-
litation of mutual trade (the effects of the creation and
deviation of trade flows, opportunities and indicators of
movement (reallocation) of production). Modern stu-
dies of integration processes highlight differences in the
integration goals and effects for countries with emerg-
ing markets in comparison with developed countries.
Convergence within the borders of the customs union
does not always lead all participating countries to an
increase in prosperity, the rapprochement is not equal-
ly favorable for their foreign trade and mutual invest-
ments, because countries differ in their starting condi-
tions and planned goals, and for the general growth of
trade there must be sectoral and infrastructure oppor-
tunities. Even free trade is not an unambiguous condi-
tion for economic growth: as empirical studies of the
efforts of different countries to increase trade show, this
growth can be limited by both internal and external fac-
tors. Among these factors are the monopoly of national
markets and the presence or absence of policies limiting
it; the effectiveness of domestic taxation and subsidies;
the imperfection of labour and capital markets, which

can be expressed in the rigidity of wages to a decrease
or increase in bank interest rates in the context of infla-
tion regulation [1, p. 595-598]. Meanwhile, the Treaty
on the EAEU defines among the main goals of the uni-
on the development of comprehensive modernisation,
cooperation, and increasing the competitiveness of na-
tional segments of the economy which are factors in
the sustainability of foreign trade growth and overall
economic growth in general.

Thus, in the studies of Eurasian integration, the
whole range of measures to improve the common space
of trade, which was formed within the borders of the
customs union, is of interest. As early as in the 1950s,
Jacob Viner noted that the benefits in the customs uni-
on do not always occur, and the probability of this is
greater if large economies integrate and use protec-
tionist barriers to trade to protect important industries
in their economies.

In any case, the elimination of trade barriers is not
identical to the movement towards free trade, accord-
ing to Jacob Viner. Depending on the sectoral struc-
ture of the union’s economy, the structure of imports
of intermediate goods, and the specifics of the regional
division of labour, it is possible to “strengthen protec-
tion from foreign competition by lowering duties and
weaken this protection by raising duties” [2, p. 702].
Thus, changes in tariff policy in any direction may lead
to a decrease in imports from third countries, but it
will be favorable only when trade in the united market
increases and production becomes more efficient.

Obstacles to the foreign trade

In this regard, it should be noted that the modern
international economy is dominated by small open
economies (especially integrating ones), for which
strict protectionism is in any case an impossible and
expensive policy. If we consider the European or Eura-
sian integration of countries, the position of protec-
tionism does not seem constructive, because they lead
to the loss of the benefits of free trade with third coun-
tries, and the unification of countries into a common
customs territory does not always bring the benefits of
free trade between the united countries.

Summarising the results of various studies of in-
tegration directions, Alexander Knobel identifies two
main motives, conventionally called creative and re-
distributive [3, p. 88-89]. The creative changes include
those that lead to the release of mutual trade from re-
strictions within integration, which can be interpreted
as obtaining additional resources and increasing their
efficiency in the development of foreign trade relations.
Any persistence of barriers to trade between the united
countries generates inefficiency in the use and repro-
duction of resources, reduces the efficiency of their
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distribution and rationality of use in the economies of
the partner countries. “In the absence of such barriers
to trade between countries, various sectors of the eco-
nomy of a particular group of countries could produce,
sell to each other, and consume large volumes of pro-
ducts. Removing mutual trade barriers frees up, that
is, actually creates, resources that were not previously
produced, which are distributed among the participants
of the integration association, thereby increasing its
competitiveness” [3, p. 89].

The redistributive integration changes are due to
the expansion of the integration association at the
expense of new member states, whose interests are in
obtaining economic or non-economic benefits from
the transfer of the resources of other countries in their
favour. “Integration associations based on motivation
of the second type are able to expand and involve new
participants faster than those based on motivation of
the first type, since they can offer them concrete fi-
nancial benefits in the short term. However, the total
competitiveness of agreements of this type grows much
more slowly (or does not grow at all) than agreements
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of the first type” [3, p. 89]. Thus, the EAEU is seen as
an integration of the redistributive direction of deve-
lopment, where an increase in the overall scale of the
market has limited opportunities to influence the effi-
ciency of production and mutual trade due to structural
and institutional differences in the economies of the
integrating countries.

It is also a common but disputed practice to increase
barriers to domestic trade. For example, the current
stage of development of the EAEU is associated with
the active search for ways to preserve markets for their
producers by member states. The strengthening of in-
tegration initiatives is explained both by the interest
of countries in specialisation in the most profitable
sectors and activities, in using their competitive ad-
vantages in these areas, and the desire to preserve na-
tional markets for their producers. Each country within
the integration seeks to expand markets for their own
goods and services, but resolutely uses available means
to limit access to national segments of the union mar-
ket. And this should be seen as an opposing effort.

The Treaty on the EAEU defines among the main
objectives of the union — the development of compre-
hensive modernisation, cooperation, and increasing
the competitiveness of national economies in the glo-
bal economy. On the one hand, competitiveness within
the framework of integration is formed due to uniform
requirements for customs and tariff foreign trade re-
gulation, and, on the other hand, it is supported on na-
tional markets through obstacles to trade with other
member states of the EAEU.

Obstacles in the internal market of the union in a
separate branch (sphere of activity) of any national seg-
ment (national market of the member state) are possi-
ble because the regulation of national markets involves
both supranational regulation of the internal market
of the union and state economic regulation of the na-
tional segment of the internal market by the legislation
of the member state of the union. It is necessary to
highlight, that the law of the union provides (for appli-
cation by the member states in the national segment
of the internal market of the union) exceptions to the
general rules of functioning of the internal market of
the union:

1) exemptions;

2) measures applied unilaterally by member states
in cases where such a procedure is permitted under the
law of the union;

3) the restrictions provided by the legislation of the
member states in cases when regulation of the corre-
sponding legal relations is carried out according to the
law of the union at the level of the legislation of the
member states’.

For example, the general principles of technical
regulation set out in Art. 51 of the Treaty on the EAEU
presuppose the establishment of uniform mandatory
requirements in the technical regulations of the union
or national mandatory requirements in the legislation
of the member states for products included in the uni-
fied list of products for which mandatory requirements
are established within the union. At the same time, the
application and execution of technical regulations of
the union in the member states without exceptions is
required and the establishment of excessive barriers for
conducting business activity; obstacles for the forma-
tion and functioning of the internal market of the union
are not allowed. As a rule, obstacles are expressed in the
presence of requirements or prohibitions regarding
the free movement of goods, services, capital, labour,
as well as mutual access of business entities to the
market of the member states. Within the framework
of any integration, there may be such requirements or
prohibitions that will act in order to limit the level of
competition of importers with domestic producers.

The resolution of the Board of the Eurasian Econo-
mic Commission No. 152 of 14 November 2017, approved
the Methodology for dividing obstacles in the internal
market of the Eurasian Economic Union into barriers,
exemptions and restrictions. According to this resolu-
tion, obstacles in the internal market of the union are
divided into barriers, exemptions, and restrictions.

Word “barriers” refers to “obstacles to the free
movement of goods, services, capital, and workforce
within the functioning of the internal market of the
union not corresponding with the law of the union”, in
other words, “the standards prescribed by union law”>.
Barriers to mutual access to the domestic market are
the most tangible obstacle to the formation of single
or common markets of the EAEU, because they do not
comply with the law of the EAEU, and the presence of
exemptions and restrictions is permissible, although it
should be minimal®.

Exemptions allow the member state not to apply the
general rules of functioning of the internal market of
the union, they are provided by the law of the union
exceptions (derogations) from the general rules of free

Noknaz EBpasuniickoii 9KOHOMIUYECKOI i KOMVUCCHUM O CUTYALIMM TI0 YCTPAHEHMIO MPEMSITCTBYIOMNX GYHKIMOHUPOBAHUIO BHY-
TpeHHero pbIHKa EBpa3uiickoro SKOHOMMUYECKOTO COI03a 6apbepoB IS B3AMHOTO IOCTYIIA, @ TAKKe U3BSITUI Y OTPAaHUYEHNIT B OT-
HOILIEHUY JBUKEHMSI TOBAPOB, YCIYT, KanuTana u paboueit cuiel. M. : E9K, 2015. C. 24-25.

bid. P. 22-23.

SBapbepbl, M3bATHS 1 OTpaHMdeH st EBpasuiickoro 9SKOHOMIYECKOTo C0103a : HoK/a, EBpas. DKOHOM. KOMUCCHY [DTeKTPOHHbII
pecyyc]. URL: https://barriers.eaeunion.org/api/info/document/38/file (mata o6paienusi: 10.02.2018).

AHAIMTUYECKUi nokian EBpasuitckoit SKOHOMMUUYECKO KOMUCCUM O CUTYaI[MM TI0 YCTPAHEHUIO MPETSITCTBYIOIMMX QYHKIM-
OHMPOBAHMIO BHYTPEHHErO PbIHKA EBPasuiickoro SKOHOMUYECKOTO COI03a GapbepoB /ISl B3aMMHOTO JOCTYIIA, & TaKKe U3BSITUI
¥ OTPaHMYEHMIi B OTHOIIIEHUY JIBVSKEHMSI TOBAPOB, YCIIYT, KamuTaaa u paboueit cubl. M. : EDK, 2015. C. 27.
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movement of goods, services, capital and labour in the
functioning of the internal market of the union. Excep-
tions to the general rules protect the common market
from the results of measures imposed most often by
member states unilaterally, albeit in accordance with
the law of the union”.

“Restrictions are obstacles to the free movement of
goods, services, capital, labour within the framework
of the functioning of the internal market of the union,
arising from the lack of legal regulation of economic
relations, the development of which is provided by the
law of the union”®. Restrictions on free trade arise as
a result of the lack of legal regulation of economic re-
lations in the law of the union or absence of the deve-
loped law of the union, and also due to the analysis
of law enforcement practice of the contradictions bet-
ween law union’.

In fact, it remains important to consider any ob-
stacle in mutual trade not only as an opportunity to

protect the domestic quality of consumption but also
as a possibility of excessive restrictions on access to
the domestic market of other producers of the union
state. Despite the fact that the requirements often re-
late to compliance with either union norms of technical
regulations, or national (they lead to a restriction of
access of producers of one union state to the market of
another union state, for domestic producers of which)
this is an additional opportunity to expand sales, the
implementation of which may result in monopoly po-
wer or dominance.

In the conditions of the formation of uniform re-
quirements of non-tariff character in foreign trade of
the union with the third countries preservation of ob-
stacles in regional trade can be regarded as restriction of
freedom of movement of goods. In addition to domes-
tic producers, who are protected by additional do-
mestic barriers to trade, and who benefit from market
access, domestic consumers are the losers.

The state of the regional trade in the EAEU

Regional trade of the EAEU is not a rapidly deve-
loping phenomenon: we see that all participating
states within the Eurasian integration seek to expand
markets for their goods and services, but with full de-
termination to use available means to limit access to
national segments of the union market. The statistics
of mutual trade provided by the Eurasian Economic
Commision gives information that there is no stable
trend towards the growth of regional mutual trade, and
periods of its slowdown or decline prevail:

1) thus, in 2016, mutual trade decreased to 94.2 %
compared to 2015;

2) increased in 2017 to 127.3 % compared to 2016%;

3) its growth rate slowed down: mutual trade for the
period January — September 2018 amounted to 110.1%
compared to January—September 2017,

4) mutual trade for the period 2019 amounted to
102.3 % compared to 2018°;

5) mutual trade for the period January — June 2020
decreased to 82.7 % compared to January — June 2019'°,

The largest contribution to the volume of mutual
trade was made by the Russian Federation (about 65 %),
the Republic of Belarus (about 25 %), and Kazakhstan

(about 10 %) for a number of analysed periods from
2015 to 2020".

Thus, all these statistical observations show that
the contribution of the Russian Federation to the EAEU
trade is significant, but the importance of trade with
the EAEU for Russia is low (see the table). The fact that
Russia has a greater foreign trade turnover with the
EU countries (by 2018 it was 42.7 % of the total turn-
over) than with the EAEU countries (8.1 %, respective-
ly) means not only Russia’s dependence on trade with
the EU. This objectively demonstrates the fact that the
common market of the EAEU without the market of the
Russian Federation is much less capacious than the EU
market, so the share of the EAEU in the structure of Rus-
sian foreign trade turnover is insignificant. Technically,
if the markets for goods and services of the EAEU were
uniform for the origin of the goods, and the national
segments had intertwining trade and cooperation ties
with each other, then general factors of competitiveness
would form in the economy, and the foreign trade of the
EAEU would have common factors of growth, but pro-
ducers EAEU countries compete with each other both in
the markets of third countries and in the EAEU.

5Bapbepm, MU3BSATUS Y OTpaHMuyeHMs EBpa3nuiickoro 3KOHOMMYeCcKoro cow3a : Jokaaz EBpa3. DKOHOM. KoMMUCCUM [DIeKTPOHHBIN
pecygc]. URL: https://barriers.eaeunion.org/api/info/document/38/file (mata o6parmienus: 30.03.2019).

Ibid.
"Ibid.

806 nrorax B3auMHoj TOProBjIY ToBapamy EBpa3uiickoro sKOHOMIUECKOTO COot03a. SHBaph — feka6pb 2017 roga [MeKTPOHHBII
pecypc]. URL: http://www.eurasiancommission.org/ru/act/integr_i_makroec/dep_stat/tradestat/analytics/Documents/2017/Analy-

tics 1 201712 180.pdf (mata o6pamenusi: 19.12.2019).

906 nTorax B3auMHOI TOProB/IY ToBapamy EBpa3uiickoro sKOHOMIUECKOTO Coi03a. SHBaph — neka6pb 2019 roga [meKTPOHHBII
pecypc]. URL: http://www.eurasiancommission.org/ru/act/integr_i_makroec/dep_stat/tradestat/analytics/Documents/2020/Analy-

tics_E_201912_180.pdf (maTa o6pamienusi: 19.09.2019).

906 nrorax B3aMMHOI TOProBIM TOBapaMy EBpasuiickoro 9KOHOMIYECKOro coio3a. SIHBapsb — 1iob 2020 roma [SnexTpoHHBI
pecypc]. URL: http://www.eurasiancommission.org/ru/ act/integr_i_makroec/dep_stat/tradestat/analytics/Documents/2020/Analy-

tics_E_202007.pdf (mata o6pamenns: 16.12.2019).

1—061;eM1>1, TeMIIbl ¥ IPONOPLUM Pa3BUTKS B3aMMHOI TOProsau rocynapcts — wieHoB EASC [dnexkTpoHHblii pecypc]. URL:
http://www.eurasiancommission.org/ru/act/integr_i_makroec/dep_stat/tradestat/tables/intra/Documents/2019_180/1201912_1.

pdf(mata o6pamenus: 16.12.2019).
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Table
Foreign trade turnover of the Russian Federation with the main partner countries
in the EU and the EAEU in 2015-2019"2
Year 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Unit MIn US % to MiIn US % to MIn US % to MIn US % to MlIn US % to
dollars total dollars total dollars total dollars total dollars total

Foreign trade turn-
over of the Russian 526 261 100 | 467 753 100 585319 100 688 115 100 666 558 100
Federation
With far abroad 460206 | 874 | 411066 | 87.9 | 512296 | 87.5 | 607292 | 88.3 | 586179 | 87.9
countries
C_hma (the first tra- 63553 12.1 66 108 14.1 86 975 14.9 108 284 15.7 110919 16.6
ding partner)
With EU countries 235 828 44.8 200 392 42.8 246 593 42.1 294 167 42.7 277 796 41.7
Germany (the second | 4579y | gg | 40709 | 87 | 49966 | 85 | 59607 | 87 | 53161 | 8.0
trading partner)
With the EAEU 42385 | 81 | 39028 | 83 | 51526 | 88 | 56070 | 81 | 57344 | 86
countries
Belarus 24219 4.6 23457 5.0 30 657 5.2 33999 4.9 33346 5.0
Kazakhstan 15570 3.0 13039 2.8 17 482 3.0 18 219 2.6 19 622 2.9

The first trading partner of the Russian Federation,
both in export and import supplies, for the analysed
period of 2015-2018, is China. It could be mentioned
that the EAEU countries lose in the most capacious
market of their main trading partner which is the Rus-
sian market both the EU and China due to the objective
circumstance of the insignificance of their economic
and trade scales. Currently, China is the main trading
partner of the EAEU with a foreign trade turnover of
more than 126 bln US dollars in 2018 (with an equal
volume of imports and exports) or 16.5 % of the total
foreign trade turnover'>.

Belarus and Kazakhstan, first of all, have the largest
share of their exports in the Russian market, and mu-
tual trade in the EAEU is growing in these two areas
of trade (Russia — Kazakhstan, Russia — Belarus), and
the growth of Chinese imports to the Russian Federa-
tion for both countries is painful, although imports of
Chinese goods are increasing everywhere in the EAEU
countries in recent years. Even for Belarus, China is
turning in 2015-2017. In the second trading partner for
the supply of its imports, while being the first trading

partner of the Russian Federation in both export and
import supplies for the analysed period 2015-2018*.

At the same time, this fact can mean for the EAEU
the absence of the effects of crowding out foreign trade
with China, the absence of an effective substitution of
trade with internal analogues of the EAEU production.
On the one hand, this is the preservation of the effi-
ciency of the existing trade flows, which are not re-
placed by the mutual trade turnover of the EAEU; on
the other hand, it is the complexity of the formation of
new trade flows (the absence of trade creation effects
in this direction), the effectiveness of which we cannot
talk about, because these flows do not exist.

The importance of the EU in the foreign trade of
the EAEU is confirmed by the fact that the European
Union is the main buyer of goods exported by the EAEU
(39.4 % of total exports). The main share of exports of
the EAEU member states (84.1 %) falls on intermediate
goods, of which energy products account for 55.6 % of
total exports, and other intermediate goods — 28.5 %.
The imports of the EAEU member states from third
countries are dominated by intermediate (44 % of

2Benapycs B undpax, 2018. Munck : Hair. cratuctuy. komurert Pectr. Berrapycs, 2018. 72 c. ; O cocTosHMM BHelHejt Topross B 2016
[OnexTponnsIit pecypc]. URL: http://www.gks.ru/bgd/free/b04_03/IssWWW.exe/Stg/d01/35.htm (maTa ob6paruenus: 19.03.2019) ; O coc-
TOSTHMM BHelltHei Toprosau B 2018 romy [dnexTponHsbIii pecypc]. URL: http://www.gks.ru/bgd/free/b04_03/IssWWW.exe/Stg/d04/35.
htm (marta gocryma: 19.03.2019) ; Buemunsist Toprosist Poccun ¢ Benapyceio 3a 9 mecsitieB 2019 r. [9nekrponHsiit pecypc]. URL: https://
russian-trade.com/reports-and-reviews/2019-11/vneshnyaya-torgovlya-rossii-s-belarusyu-za-9-mesyatsev-2019-g/ (mara o6paiie-

Hus: 16.12.2019).

1306 urorax BHemHeit TOPTOB/IM TOBapamu EBpasniickoro SKOHOMUYECKOTO coto3a. STHBapb — nekabpb 2018 roga [neKTpoHHbI
pecypc]. URL: http://www.eurasiancommission.org/ru/act/integr_i_makroec/dep_stat/tradestat/analytics/Documents/2018/Analy-

tics_ E 201812.pdf (maTa o6parenns: 17.03.2019).

“4Bueurnsist Toprosist PecrryGiku Benapycs, 2018. Munck : Hary,. cratyernd. komurert Pectr. Berapycs, 2018. C. 67-69.
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total imports) and consumer (30.4 %) goods, the share
of investment goods is 21 % which explains the techno-
logical and investment dependence on the EU.
These are the structural characteristics of the EAEU
foreign trade: the capacious Russian market is a source
of redistributive factors and motives for integration into
the EAEU. It can be assumed that the preservation of
the importance of trade with China and the EU, i. e. old
structural ties, is the result of the effective distribution
of resources spent on the production of exports to third
countries - there is no reorientation of previous trade
flows to reciprocal, in fact, integration agreements.
The persistence of obstacles in regional trade can
be regarded as a restriction on the freedom of move-
ment of goods within integration, which preserves the
importance of its markets for each national segment of
the EAEU. The customs union, in fact, increases the to-
tal size of the protected sales market for each national
economy, but opportunities to use this should also ex-

pand - national segments lack a tangible increase in
the mobility of factors of production (Iabour and capi-
tal) between the member countries of the union, op-
portunities for common markets.

The general conclusion of our research is that the
signed agreements are the infrastructure that will crea-
te opportunities for relations between countries, for tra-
de and business, and for economic growth. First of all,
we are talking about the treaty on the EAEU, the Cus-
toms Code of the EAEU. But the insignificant growth of
mutual trade of the EAEU allows us to draw conclusions
about the insufficiency of only institutional support for
the growth of integration. In our opinion, the presence
of obstacles will decrease when mutual trade will be
more intra-industry — that means that it should be built
around increasing the flow of intermediate goods in or-
der to ensure cooperation, and the effectiveness of the
final export results will depend on the effectiveness of
partners in the single EAEU market.
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