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Abstract. The study represents an assessment of socio-economic integration consequences within the framework of the Eurasian
Economic Union (EEU) for the participating countries - Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Russia. The authors
implemented a personally developed approach of integral efficiency evaluation based on the calculation of the coefficients of
state social and economic development indicators of growth as a main method for such assessment. These indicators allow us
to characterise the following segments: national welfare, inflation, investment activity, labour market and the level of poverty,
and the condition of the main economic sectors. The authors determined that Russia is the only export-oriented member of
the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU). The worst consequences of integration in the cross-border trade sphere are observed in
Belarus. For the analysed countries (excluding Kyrgyzstan), the first year of the existence of the EEU can be characterised as a
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KaHanaaT eKOHOMIYHMX HayK, CTapLUMin BUKNa[ad, aenapTaMeHT NoaaTkoBoi NONITUKM Ta MUTHO-TapUMHOIo perynioBaHHs,
diHaHcoBUI yHiIBepcuTeT nNpu Ypsai PO;

OOLEHT Kadhenpu CTaTUCTUKM Ta EKOHOMETPUKM, POCICbKMIN fep>KaBHWI arpapHUin yHIBEPCUTET —
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Jlykau E.

KaHanOaT EKOHOMIYHMX HayK, AOLEHT,

YHiBepcuTeT lwtBaHa CeyeHi, dbop, YroplumHa

Hacnigku iHTerpauii B EAEC: meToguka CTaTUCTUYHOI OLiHKU Ta NepLui pesynbratn

AHoTauis. JJocnigkeHHs NpUCBAYEHO OLiHL coLjianbHO-eKOHOMIYHMX HacnipKiB iHTerpavii B pamkax EAEC gns KpaiH-yyYacHuLb:
Bipmerii, Binopyci, KasaxctaHy, Kupruscrany ta Pocii. MeTogukoto gocnigykeHHs nepegbadvyeHo BUKOPUCTaAHHSA aBTOPCLKOro
nigxogy A0 iHTErpanbHOi OLUiHKM e(EeKTUBHOCTI, 3aCHOBaHOIo Ha PO3paxyHKy KOeqilieHTIB pOCTy iHAMKATOpIB CoLjanbHO-
€KOHOMIYHOro pO3BUTKY Aep)kaBu. 3a3HauveHi iHOMKaTopu AO03BOMSIOTb OXapakTepuayBaTh Taki MakKpOEKOHOMIYHI KaTeropii,
SK HauioHanbHUA [o6po6yT, iHDNAUIS, IHBECTUUiHA aKTWBHICTb, PUHOK Mpaui, piBeHb GIiOHOCTI, a TakoX CTaH OCHOBHMX
ranysein. ABTopamu ctatTi 6yno Bu3HayHoro, wo Pociicbka Pepepauisi € €ANHUM eKCNOPTHO-OpieHTOBaHUM YneHom EAEC.
Hawripwi Hacnigku iHTerpauii cnoctepiratotecst B Pecny6niui binopyck. Mepunii pik icHyBaHHAa EAEC xapakTepu3yeTbest s
aHanizoBaHux KpaiH (3a BUHATKOM KnpruscraHy) sk nepiog eKoHOMi4HOro cnagy. Y pesynbsraTi 3iCTaBNeHHs iHTerpabHMX OLiHOK
3a nepiogn 2005-2014 pp. Ta 2015-2017 pp. 6yno BU3HAYEHO, O B KOPOTKOCTPOKOBOMY nepioAi iHTerpauis B EAEC mana
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No3UTMBHWI BNAMB. Ha gaHunii MOMeHT ycim 5 KpaiHaMm-y4acHUUSAM BOANOCS OCATTU PIBHA COLjiaNibHO-eKOHOMIYHOMO PO3BUTKY,
HasiBHoro B gokpun3osi 2012-2013 poku. 3a Yac 4yneHcTea B EAEC eKOHOMiYHe 3pOCTaHHs BU3Ha4veHo Big 3% y Kupruscrani (3a
iHTerpanbHuMm iHgekcom) go 30% y Pecny6niui Binopycb. Pociicbka ®efepalis TakoX iCTOTHO 3MiLHU1a CBOE CTaHOBNLLE (TeMn
3pocTaHHs iHgekcy B 2015-2017 pokax cknas 25%).

KniouoBi cnoBa: €AEC; iHTerpanbHa OLUiHKa; COLiaNbHO-EKOHOMIYHUIA PO3BUTOK; iHOMKATOPM €KOHOMIKW; MiKHapoaHa
iHTerpauisi.
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KaHanaaT 3KOHOMUYECKMX HayK, AOLIEHT,

YuusepcuteT NwTteaHa CeveHn, Obép, BeHrpus

MocnepctBusa nuterpauvmn B EASC: meToamka cTaTUCTUYECKOWN OLIEHKU U NepBble pe3ynbraTbl

AHHOTaumsa. ccnegoBaHne MOCBALWEHO OLEHKE COLManbHO-9KOHOMUYECKUX MOCNeACcTBUA MHTerpauumn B pamkax EASC
onsa ctpaH-ydactHuy: ApmeHnn, Benapycu, KasaxctaHa, KeipreisctaHa u Poccuun. B kavecTBe MeTOOMKU UCCNeqoBaHns
NCnosib30BaH aBTOPCKMIN NOAXOA K MHTerpanbHom oLeHKe 3 (eKTUBHOCTM, OCHOBaHHbIV Ha pacyeTe KO3 PurLMeHToB pocTa
WHOMKATOPOB COoLManbHO-9KOHOMUYECKOrO Pa3BUTUS roCcyAapcTBa. YKkasaHHble NHAMKATOPbI MO3BOAIOT OXapakTepn3oBaTb
crnegylolme MaKpO3IKOHOMUYECKME KaTeropun: HauuoHanbHOe 61arococTosiHue, WHMAAUMIo,  WHBECTULMOHHYIO
aKTUBHOCTb, PbIHOK TpyAa, YPOBEHb GEOHOCTU, a TakXe COCTOSIHME OCHOBHBIX OTpacneli 3KOHOMUKW. ABTopamu
cTaTbn onpegeneHo, 4to Poccuiickas depepauns SABNSETCA €AWHCTBEHHbIM 3KCMOPTHO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHLIM Y1EHOM
EASC. Camble xyawune nocneactsusi oT MHTerpaumm otMmedeHbl B Pecnybnuke Benapycb. lMepBbiii rog cywlecTBoBaHWA
EASC xapakTepusyeTcs Ans aHannsnpyemMbix CTpaH (3a ncknoveHnem Kblprbi3actaHa) kak neprmog aKOHOMUYECKOro cnaga
(2015 rop). B pesynbrate conocTaBneHnsi MHTErpanbHbIX oueHoK 3a nepuogpl 2005-2014 rr. n 2015-2017 rr. onpepeneHo,
4YTO B KPaTKOCPOYHOM nepuoge uHterpauus B EADC npuHecna nonoXXuTeNbHbI 3KOHOMUYecknin adpekT. Ha pgaHHbIn
MOMEHT BCeM 5 cTpaHam-y4acTHMLAM YyAanocb AOCTUYb YPOBHS COLManNbHO-3KOHOMUYECKOrO Pas3BUTUS, OTMEYEHHOro
B okpuaucHole 2012-2013 rr. SkoHOMMYecKnin pocT 3a Bpems 4neHcTea B EASC onpegeneH ot 3% B Kuprusum (no
UHTerpansHomy nHgekcy), oo 30% B Pecny6nnke benapycbk. Poccuiickaa ®efnepaumnsa Takke CyLEeCTBEHHO yrnpo4ynunia cesoe

nonoxxeHue (Temn pocta nHaekca 8 2015-2017 rr. coctasun 25%).

KnroueBble cnosa: EA3C;
MeXXAyHapoaHast MHTerpauysi.

1. Introduction

Integration unions have a significant impact on the na-
tional economies of their members. However, the results
from membership in international inions are not always posi-
tive (Stiglitz, 2010) [1]. Given the relatively low competitive-
ness of national economic and financial systems, openness
leads to the vulnerability of some sectors of the economy
(Colacito and Mariano, 2010) [2].

The establishment of the Eurasian Economic Union has
become a logical result of the strengthening of international
relations of the Customs Union. On the one hand, the fruitful
cooperation of the EEU member countries, both on the po-
litical and economic arena, for quite a long time (more than
25 years) allows predicting high potential results of such in-
tegration [3]. On the other hand, existing barriers, primarily
of economic nature, can affect national competitiveness ad-
versely [4]. For instance, it is important to note the fact that
the economic basis of the EEA member countries has sig-
nificant impact on the main factor of the competitiveness of
domestic products - pricing (the Russian platform is based
on private business, while the Belarusian one is based on
public administration).

Moreover, there is a need to expand the EEU internal
market, primarily due to the growing number of union par-
ticipants [5]. However, this provision is very controversial,
for example, regarding the inclusion of Kyrgyzstan with its
very low population solvency, and a large number of eco-
nomic problems at the state level. In this regard, the as-
sessment of the consequences of integration at the first
stage of the formation of the EEU is very relevant. In ad-
dition, an analysis of economic results in the EEU member
countries is required not only in the period of its operating
(2015-2017), but also in the previous years. The period of
2005-2014 was used to determine the trend. This defines
the purpose of the scientific research, which is to assess
the socio-economic impact of the establishment of the EEU
on the participating countries.

NHTEerpanbHas oOLueHKa; counasibHO-O9KOHOMUYECKOE pa3BUTUE;

NHONKaToOPbl 3KOHOMUKWU,

2. Brief Literature Review

Scientists from around the world asses the consequen-
ces of economic integration from different sides [6]. From the
standpoint of this study, the methodology of such assess-
ment is of the greatest interest, since it is almost impossi-
ble to analyse the efficiency of integration with a high level of
probability within the framework of the existence of the EEU
of one year. The Eurasian Economic Union itself was created
only in 2015.

The study dedicated to the consequences of China in-
tegration and to technological changes in the multi-country
Ricardian-Heckscher-Olin quantitative model, conducted
by American scientists (Julian di Giovanni, Andrei A. Lev-
chenko, Jing Zhang, 2014) attracts a great interest [7]. The
authors used a scenario approach that consists of two al-
ternative growth option evaluations: «balanced», in which
China’s productivity grows at the same speed in each sec-
tor of the economy, and «unbalanced», in which the com-
paratively undeveloped sectors of the Chinese economy
develop much faster than the average productivity by coun-
tries of the world. A completely different approach based
on the use of nonparametric criteria was used to assess the
integration of China into the world in a similar study (Adao,
Costinot, Donaldson, 2017) [8]. P. Fabrizio and V. Kvadrini
(Fabrizi, Quadrini, 2018) analysed the impact of internatio-
nal integration on financial crises of the participating coun-
tries using imitation mathematical modeling [9]. The results
obtained by the authors show that international unions are
the least susceptible to financial crises, but if such a cri-
sis occurs, all members of the union suffer from the nega-
tive impact.

Some studies are devoted to the assessment of economic
integration, take into account the political influence. A. Sapir
(2011) shows, by the example of the European Union, the im-
pact of the policy on the euro-dollar exchange rate, and, as
a consequence, the economic situation within the integration
union [10].
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T. P. Aldohina uses an integrated approach to assess
the effectiveness of integration processes (on the example
of the EEU). In the study, she offers a system of statistical
indicators that allow making a comprehensive assessment
of the socio-economic consequences for the EEU member
countries [11].

The article of M. Zos-Kior, I. Kuksa, lu. Samoilyk,
M. StoroSka is dedicated to the study of the integral eva-
luation of the globalisation consequences [12]. As a basic
category of evaluation, the authors use the integral deve-
lopment index created by the Swiss Economic Institute. The
main difference between the proposed integral index and
the authors’ methodology is that rank coefficients are used
to calculate the main macroeconomic indicators. However,
this approach does not allow us to assess minor econo-
mic trends due to low ranks sensitivity. Moreover, the rank-
based approach is focused on spatial assessment (by coun-
tries), while the coefficient approach allows to study chan-
ges in dynamics separately for each EEU member. This fact
determines the scientific novelty of this study.

3. Research Methodology

As the basic study methodology, the statistical methods
for dynamic series analysis of the EEU members’ cross-bor-
der trade indicators were used. To assess the impact of in-
tegration processes in the Eurasian economic space, the
authors applied an integrated approach based on the cal-
culation of the aggregate indicator of economic growth. Se-
venteen indicators characterising the EEU countries were
selected as indicators of economic growth. These indicators
reflect the following segments (Figure 1):

1. National welfare, represented in the form of the gross do-
mestic product of each EEU member.

2. Inflation. The approach of inflation estimation through the
consumer price index.

3. Investment activity. This aspect is evaluated through the
volume of investment in the fixed capital and, among other
things, it characterises the investment attractiveness of na-
tional economies for foreign partners (including the EEU
members).

4. Labour market and poverty level. This segment allows to
assess the impact of EEU membership on the aggregate
level of wages (as on one of the elements of state com-
petitiveness), as well as the degree of social inequality and
population stratification by income level.

5. Condition of the main economy branches. The sphere of
material production (agriculture and industry), as well as
construction (this branch is an indicator of the financial
condition of any county and this area is most sensitive to
crisis) and transport are chosen as priority sectors [13-15].
Transport has a significant impact on internal and external
logistics. Therefore, it increases business attractiveness
[16-18], both in terms of the availability of manufactured
goods for consumers and the increase of the turnover rate
for producers.

The identity of the methodologies used to calculate cor-
responding indicators is an obligatory statistical condition in
order to conduct an intercountry analysis. In this regard, da-
ta relating to the seventeen indicators studied for the period
of 2005-2016 was taken from the official EEC (Eurasian Eco-
nomic Commission) website in a comparable form. The only
exception was made for the average monthly nominal wage in
the Republic of Armenia. Starting from 2013, the National Sta-
tistical Committee of Armenia included mandatory social in-
surance payments, as well as military salaries in the indicator.
In this connection, closing of the dynamic series of this indi-
cator through the conversion factor determined by the data of
2012 (1) was calculated:

K = 92012-0 , (1)
qd2012-1
where:

K - the coefficient of dynamic series closure;

9,012 - the average nominal wage in 2012 according to the
calculation methodology of 2013;

920120 - the average nominal wage in 2012 according to the
calculation methodology of 2012.

The indicators of 2017 are taken from the official websites
of the national statistical committees of the EEU countries
with the verification of their calculation methodology accor-
ding to the EEC data.

The next step in determining the integral index of econo-
mic development is the calculation of the growth coefficients
for the relevant indicators. Since comparison of different quali-
ty characteristics is impossible, there occurs an objective need
for their transformation into a comparable form. The authors
used the coefficient approach, in connection with the fact that

it allows not only to bring
the data in a comparable

. 1. Index of physical GDP volume, %
National welfare: Py ’

form but also to determine
the main economic trends

(growth or decling). In the

» 1 Index of consumer prices, in % to December of the previous year

context of the implemen-
tation of this methodology,
it is necessary to take into

account that the selected

Inflation:
I e 1. Investments in fixed capital per capita, USD
nV.eStmem 2. Investments in fixed assets, USD million
activeness:

economic indicators have
a multidirectional effect
(some act as indicators of

growth, others act as a re-

. Average monthly nominal wge, USD
. Indices of real wages, %

. Poverty level, %

. Coefficient of funds

. The Gini index

1
Labour market and %
poverty level: 4

5

cession). Thus, for growth
indicators, the coefficients
should be calculated as a
ratio of the indicator values
in the reporting year to the

base one, calculations for
the indicators of decline

The condition of . Indices of industrial production, %

the main economy
branches:

. Production of agricultural products per capita, USD
. The volume of agricultural production, USD million

1

2

3

4. Indices of production in the manufacturing industry, %

5. The volume of completed constructions, USD million

6. Housing commissioning, million square meters of total area

7. Freight turnover by all modes of transport, billion t-km

8. Passenger turnover by all modes of transport, billion passenger-km

should be inverse.

Among the selected
indicators, only four reveal
the destructive nature of
the changes. They are the
poverty level, %; the co-
efficient of funds; the Gini

Fig. 1: System of state social and economic development indicators
Source: Compiled by the authors
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As a result, the final stage of the analysis is the calcu-
lation of the socio-economic development integral indica-
tor as the arithmetic mean of seventeen individual coeffi-
cients (2):

st ki
[ ===

n

@

where:
k.- the individual growth factor for the i-th indicator;
n - the number of selected indicators (17 in
the authors’ study).
4. Results
To assess the direction of the foreign trade
policy of the EEU countries (either exports or

Tab. 1

2015
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growth. It is worth noting that these indicators of cross-bor-
der trade balance of the EEU countries were achieved even
during growth of aggregate turnover (Table 2).

To assess the impact of integration in the Eurasian Eco-
nomic Area, we analysed the integral indicator of the so-
cio-economic development of participating countries.
The indicators (by EEU members) of the development of
the main manufacturing industries for the period between
2005 to 2017 are represented in Table 3. The growth coef-
ficients calculated on the basis of the indicators are shown
in Table 4.

: External and mutual trade balance of the EEU countries

(export-import), USD million
| 2016 | 2017 | January-March 2018 | 2017 to 2015, %

imports), we determined the trade balance for

External trade (excluding the EEU)

each participating country (Table 1). Armenia -991 -766 -1,188 -316 120

The analysis showed that only the Rus- Belarus 2,565 -80 1,098 973 43
sian Federation among the EEU countries Kazakhstan | 21,479 17,294 26,161 8062 122
is an export-oriented member (exports ex- Kyrgyzstan -1016 -1249 -1408 -574 139
ceed imports consistently in 2015-2017). Russia 146,270 | 91,957 | 114,714 44,107 8

. . Internal trade (within the EEU)

The Russian trade balance grew by 11% in Armenia 733 669 752 206 103
2017, as compared to 2016. At the same Belarus 6.200 -3.996 6.125 2035 99
time, the trend of the cross-border trade Kazakhstan -6:091 .51933 .7:123 .1:530 117
with those states that are not EEU member Kyrgyzstan -1,655 -1,179 -1,282 -243 77
countries is not determined in Russia. On Russia 14,640 12,310 16,220 4,535 111

the one hand, the trade balance remains

Source: Calculated by the authors based on [19]

positive despite the difficult economic and
political situation. On the other hand, it has
declined by 22% over the three-year pe-
riod. The reduction in the balance of foreign

Tab. 2: Growth rates of exports and imports volume by EEU member countries

;(;aggr:fegﬁ(t; ?reac d“;ed by the same reduction o iotal | 2017 to 2015 | 2017 to 2016 | Import total | 2017 to 2015 | 2017 to 2016
. ' . Armenia 14 1.2 Armenia 1.3 1.3
_ Armenia and Kyrgyzstan are impor- Belarus 1.0 1.3 Belarus 11 12
ting countries both in foreign and domes- Kazakhstan 11 13 Kazakhstan 0.9 11
tic trade during the analysed period. Be- Kyrgyzstan 11 11 Kyrgyzstan 13 11
larus sharply lost its positions, especial- Russia 1.0 1.2 Russia 12 12
ly in 2016, when the trade balance of the Export EEU Import EEU
country became negative. At the same Armenia 2.2 14 Armenia 1.3 1.2
time, Kazakhstan managed to consoli- Belarus 1.2 1.2 Belarus 1.1 1.3
date its positions. The trade balance in the Kazakhstan 1.0 1.3 Kazakhstan 1.1 1.2
country increased by 22% for 3 years, and Kyrgyzstan 1.4 1.3 Kyrgyzstan 0.9 1.1
the same indicator for the 1st quarter of Russia 1.2 1.3 Russia 1.3 1.2

2018 also confirms the tendency towards

Source: Calculated by the authors based on [19]

Tab. 3: Initial data for the integral indicator of socio-economic development calculation (example of the Russian Federation)
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2005 340| 48,830 | 105 | 108 | 62,032 44 890 127,691 | 303 113 18 | 15 0.409| 111 |4,676 | 473 |106
2006 404 | 57,785 | 106 | 108 | 86,492 51 1,217 174,026 391 |113| 15 | 16 0.415| 109 |4,800 477 |108
2007 529 75,542 | 107 | 111 |128,796| 61 1,839 [262,660|532 |117| 13 | 17 0.422| 112 | 4,915 497 |109
2008 695 99,194 | 101 | 101 182,511 64 2,480 |353,955|697 112 13 |17 0.421| 113 [4,948 512 |105
2009 | 556 | 79,419 89 85 126,209 60 1,763 | 251,768 |588 | 97 | 13 | 17 0.421| 109 | 4,446 464 |92
2010 597 | 85,244 | 107 | 111 | 146,709 58 2,110 |301,452|690 105 13 |17 0.421| 109 | 4,752 484 |105
2011 777 (111,141 | 105 | 108 |175,138| 62 2,630 |376,002| 796 103 | 13 16 0.417| 106 |4,915 | 503 |[104
2012 750|107,531| 103 | 105 /183,911 66 2,829 405,088 | 857 108 11 | 16 0.420| 107 |5,056 533 |104
2013 807|115,873| 100 | 101 |189,174| 70 2,948.8 | 422,698 | 936 1105 11 16 0.419| 107 |5,084 | 547 |102
2014 ' 778|113,750| 103 | 103 | 161,317 84 2,548.6 | 366,148 | 856 |101 | 11 16 0.416| 111 |5,080 | 556 |101
2015 582 85,158 | 99 99 |115,569 85 1,566.3 | 229,100 561 | 91 | 13 | 16 0.413| 113 | 5,094 530 |98
2016 | 561 | 82,298 | 101 | 101 |107,686| 80 1,504.4 | 220,461 | 549 101 13 | 16 0.412| 105 | 5,185 | 520 |100
2017 660| 96,931 | 113 | 110 |129,366| 79 1,642 |273,732| 671 /104 | 13 | 16 0.412| 103 |5,477 499 |102

Source: Calculated by the authors based on [19]
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Tab. 4: Growth coefficients of the main indicators of social and economic development (example of the Russian Federation)
5 [ 55 2 s =
835 = E£8% o £ 2 .= & .
2 £09 @
35 %% s &, 8o f% 3§35 ¢ & . $ 5 5¢ 58E8
TE | o c 2 s |5 @ 2ol X2 o © T Es9|® s 55 =
o2 oo | B S o> € e Y= £ = ° S vl 52 |2« 0 8
©3| w0 | 3 T 5 “ |2y £a|ce S — N = x gg% 29 Eoco 3
55 o- 28 58 Sf E5 |v8|wo 5. B 3T 5 8 552 85_53g8 2
ca Sl oS &8e oo colco go | & 3 o € |93 E5ELTY S,
So|  Es 5 3% £ wgg g 85 w5 2 S Z 889 2g¥|geR o
Do = B a5 =3 o n EE‘ £ _~ D " > 2 c e D.J__,O.HU’ED. IS0}
S5 95 85 988 SE|ESS|8E g8 S0 & 5 € | O 382 £8s5a=5 xE
88 28 58 T3 22 ESE[ 25 %5 g3 5 | § 8§ 2 585 §B24°2 3
£fa Fa|Sa S5 F8|0OEL S8|&858 2=z S g O E G5 |tEF 835 58
2005|1.188|1.183/1.063 | 1.084 1 1.394 | 1.161 |1.367/1.363/1.2931.133/1.171 |0.956 |0.986| 1.017 1.027 |1.007 |1.017
2006 |1.309|1.307/1.068 1.105 | 1.489| 1.209 |1.5121.509 1.359 1.172]1.143 |0.952 |0.983| 0.974 | 1.024 |1.044 1.003
2007 |1.314|1.313|1.006| 1.005 | 1.417 | 1.047 |1.348|1.348 1.311 1.115]0.993 [1.006 [1.002| 0.988 | 1.007 |1.030 0.970
2008 |0.800| 0.801/0.893| 0.848 | 0.692 | 0.934 |0.711|0.711 0.844 0.965|1.031 [1.000 |1.000| 1.041 | 0.899 |0.906 0.876
2009 |1.074|1.073|1.073| 1.106 |1.162| 0.975 |1.1971.197 1.173 1.052]1.040 |1.000 |1.000]| 1.000 1.069 [1.043 1.133
2010|1.302|1.304/1.050| 1.080 | 1.194 | 1.067 |1.246(1.247 1.154 1.028|0.984 [1.025|1.010| 1.025 | 1.034 |1.039 0.998
2011 /0.965|0.968|1.034 1.051 1.050| 1.055 |[1.076|1.077 1.076/1.084/1.187 |0.988 /0.993| 0.995 | 1.029 |1.059 0.994
2012 |1.076|1.078|1.004| 1.005 | 1.029| 1.073 |1.042|1.043 1.092 1.048|0.991 [1.006 [1.002| 1.001 | 1.006 |1.027 0.982
2013 0.964|0.982|1.025| 1.032 | 0.853 | 1.194 |0.864|0.866 0.914 1.012|0.964 [1.019|1.007| 0.956 | 0.999 |1.016 0.989
2014 |0.748 | 0.749/0.992 | 0.987 1 0.716| 1.014 |0.615/0.626 |0.656 |0.910/0.842 |1.019[1.007| 0.987 1.003 |0.953 |0.968
2015]0.964|0.966|1.013| 1.005 | 0.932 | 0.940 |0.960|0.962 0.978 1.008|0.993 [1.006 |[1.002| 1.071 | 1.018 |0.981 1.024
2016 1.176]1.178|1.127 | 1.101 | 1.201 | 0.988 |1.092|1.242 1.223 1.035|1.023 [1.006 [1.000| 1.028 | 1.056 |0.959 1.017
2017|1.188|1.183|1.063| 1.084 | 1.394 | 1.161 |1.367(1.363 1.293 1.133|1.171|0.956 (0.986| 1.017 | 1.027 |1.007 1.017
Source: Calculated by the authors based on [19]
The integrated indicators for each EEU L . .
member country were determined based on Tab. 5: Integral indicators of socio-economic development
the growth coefficients of the main indicators of the EEU countries
of socio-economic development (Table 5). : :
The analysis has shown that the first years Russia Armenia Belarus Kazakhstan Kyrgyzstan
of the EEU existence may be characterised as 2006 1.14 1.22 1.14 1.16 1.14
a period of economic recession (2015-2016) for 2007 1.19 1.21 1.12 1.15 1.19
all the member countries, but Kyrgyzstan. The 2008 1.13 1.11 1.17 1.1 1.23
Russian Federation (the integrated index - 0.87) 2009 0.88 0.86 0.95 1.00 0.99
and the Republic of Belarus (the integrated in- ;81? 1?? 181 ;;g 1?2 ??g
dex - 0.84) incurred the most significant losses 2012 1'04 0'98 111 1'07 1'06
in 2015. At the same time, it is impossible to link 2013 1‘03 0.98 1‘09 1.08 1‘07
negative tendencies to the EEU membership 5014 098 102 102 0.99 105
only. The decline in the integral of socio-econo- 5015 0-87 0'94 0-84 0.96 1'01
mic development is the result of the multiplica- 2016 0.99 0.95 0.92 0.92 103
tive impact of integration processes, economic 2017 1.09 1.05 1.09 1.09 104

and administrative sanctions against the Rus-
sian Federation, political tension and instability
(Figure 2).

The periodization of socio-econo-
mic indicators of the EEU has revealed
that the economies of the member
countries were in recession: a gene-
ral trend is evident in all the five coun-
tries for the 2005-2015 period. Howe-
ver, for the last three years, the cumu-
lative integral indicator has increased
insignificantly, which indicates the re-
lative efficiency of the EEU integra-
tion. The application of the term «re-
lative» in this situation is not acciden-
tal, since the first positive shifts (both
in terms of the growth of the integra-
ted assessment and individual indica-
tors of socio-economic development)
were traced only in 2017. Therefore,
it is premature to talk about the long-
term effectiveness of the joint work of
the EEU countries now.

5. Conclusion

In this study, the authors have de-
veloped a methodology for a compre-
hensive assessment of the EEU inte-
gration effectiveness. This methodolo-
gy has a significant advantage, since it
becomes possible to apply it to both:

Source: Calculated by the authors based on [19]

Fig. 2: Periodization of socio-economic indicators of the EEU countries
Source: Calculated by the authors based on [19]
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the level of the Eurasian Economic Union as a whole and positive results in the short term. These results are asso-
individual participants in particular. The approbation of the ciated with the increase in indicators of socio-economic
integral indicator revealed economic recession in the EEU growth in Russia, Kazakhstan, Belarus, Armenia and Kyr-
countries in 2005-2015, yet their integration led to first gyzstan.
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