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ABSTRACT
This article discusses the legal aspects of regional integration processes in Eurasia. It argues that these
processes are driven by both political and economic factors, which in particular include the desire on the
international stage of a number of post-Soviet nations for regional peace and security as well as to create
a greater and more effective economic system. It is often claimed that in the sense of two different yet
strongly linked international organizations  with the same similar composition  the Collective Security
Treaty Organisation (CSTO) and the EurAsEC, officially turning into the Eurasian Economic Union, unitedited Eurasia is hierarchical. The article then provides the history to CSTO and EurAsEC and discusses how
they are to be combined. It also discusses the structural structure of these relationships and describes
their goals, values, and main collaboration zones. Finally, the paper contains closing remarks aimed at
highlighting problems and assessing opportunities for incorporation processes in Eurasia.
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РЕФЕРАТ
В статье рассматриваются правовые аспекты региональных интеграционных процессов в Евразии.
Утверждается, что эти процессы обусловлены как политическими, так и экономическими факторами, которые, в частности, включают стремление ряда постсоветских стран на международной
арене к региональному миру и безопасности, а также к созданию более масштабной и эффективной экономической системы. Часто утверждают, что относительно двух разных, но тесно связанных между собой международных организаций со схожим составом — Организации Договора о коллективной безопасности (ОДКБ) и ЕврАзЭС, официально формирующих Евразийский
экономический союз, единая Евразия является иерархической. В статье рассматривается история
ОДКБ и ЕврАзЭС и возможность их объединения. Также обсуждается организационная структура
данных отношений и описываются их цели, ценности и основные зоны сотрудничества. В статье
содержатся заключительные замечания, направленные на выявление проблем и оценку возможностей для процессов объединения в Евразии.
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Introduction
The regionalisation development is one of the most spectacular phenomena in modern global relations. Its
main aim is to safeguard the political and economic interests of the Member States and to reflect globalization
as well as to provide its response, the push towards regionalization, i. e. the process of forming regional
integration groups, concurrent all over the world. Another main feature of such groups is that they are formed
within certain areas, i. e. cohesive areas of the world, and have a certain degree of unity in international
relations, which is a part of the international system. The groupings (as well as regions) are built and
deconstructed through interactions between players of the international system. In addition, their creation
reflects the ongoing transformation of the international system.
Currently Eurasia, which can include a substantial number of former Republics of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics (USSR), is one of the major reconstructive areas. The current situation in that area is
characterized fully in accordance with contemporary trends in global relations by the development of the
regional integration processes. This paper intends to provide a summary of how these systems are created, to
demonstrate their issues and their perspectives.

Background of Integration Processes in Eurasia (Commonwealth of Independent States)
Some of the most important global developments of the twentieth century — the fall of the USSR —
has indicated a rise in regionalization processes in recent decades. Notwithstanding judicial separation the
successor countries of the Soviet Union share several common problems, as there have been numerous political
and unprecedented challenges in the collapse of the Socialist System in Modern history. As a consequence,
solutions were required to build new architectures in post-Soviet peace and security, and to synchronize the
transition to a market economy and the Minsk Agreement, concluded on 8 December 1991 by Belarus, Russia
and Ukraine, also declared the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) creation, which also involves
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Moldova, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and on 21 December 1991.
It was concluded.
However, from the very beginning, CIS functioning has been characterized by a fundamental disagreement
of its members with respect to their organizations which can be confirmed by reviewing, in the following two
major CIS objectives, the wording of the Minsk Agreement.
First, CIS members agreed to “support and maintain united-commanded a common military-strategic
space, including unified controls on nuclear weapons” (which was obviously Russia’s will), but there was
a special agreement on the process of creating this space (a condition that reflected in particular the interests
of the Ukraine).
Second, CIS members committed themselves to this. However, the Parties of the Agreement could not
agree on the quintessence of the intended common market, given the importance of integration processes.
While Russia wanted to establish an independent union within a strong (Eurasian) confederate union, Ukraine
was pursuing a course in the European Single Market.
There was no way over the profound divergence of interests among these countries, which is the main
reason why the objective of creating the ‘common European and Eurasian markets’ were contentious but
(provisionally) mutually acceptable.
Russia needed the CIS to become a strong decision-making body, and it sought to (re)integrate the postSoviet zone both politically and economically. However, Russian efforts to transform the CIS, along the lines of
the Soviet Union, into a single effective bloc, were not successful.
The original attempts to set up a “joint army,” and to retain the same currency have collapsed, as the
formation of their own military forces and the adoption of national currencies are perceived to be crucial in
consolidating the newly (re)established statehood in all post-Soviet countries (including Russia).
Yet on 15 May 1992 the CST, which was joined by Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia at its entry into force
(20 April 1994), was adopted in Armenia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan.
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But the effort to include all CIS countries in one joint defense bloc failed as it was vetoed by Moldova,
Turkmenistan, and Ukraine. In addition to that, Turkmenistan (which called for absolute neutrality)
and Ukraine (which led the way towards Euro-Atlantic integration) refused to ratify the 22 January
CIS Charter.
In 1993 a multi-use regional organization was envisaged based on a close cooperation between its
members, in both military and economic fields.
Global convergence attempts on a new framework for the international economy resulted in the
introduction, on 24 September 1993, of the CIS Economic Union Treaty, aiming for a democratic creation of
a free trade area (FTA), a customs union, a single business union, and then economic and monetary unions.
Although on 15 April 1994 an FTA Agreement (as the first step towards the Economic Union) was signed, this
document remained ineffective as Russia refused to ratify it. For Moscow, the FTA establishment with postSoviet countries made sense only as an inseparable part of the CIS Economic Union. Since it subsequently failed
to persuade Ukraine to be a part of this Union (and thus to abandon its ambitions towards integration into the
EU and NATO), Russia had little interest to open up its market and to supply its energy-carriers to Ukraine at
its domestic prices.
By 1995, it was clear that the creation of a single “geopolitical space” encompassing the entire CIS was
not possible soon due to fundamental disagreements between its Member States over the purpose of their
organisation. One camp, led by Russia (and supported primarily by Belarus and Kazakhstan), envisaged the CIS as
a vehicle for closer military-political and economic integration, while another camp, composed in particular of
Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, visualized the CIS as a transitional organisation intended to prepare
the individual republics for complete independence.
While the first camp strove to create a system of collective security and an economic union, the second
camp was interested in creating merely a free trade system and brushed away any plans to enter any militarypolitical alliances.
As a result, the CIS has become merely a loose intergovernmental organisation for broad regionalpolitical discussions and economic co-operation aiming at the creation of an FTA, while advanced integration
processes started to be pursued within different camps and groupings. Among those groupings, two
organisations are of particular interest: the CSTO and the EurAsEC, which in our opinion constitute de facto
a single structure.

Formation and Consolidating Factors of the Eurasian Alliance
Initial Phase
With the ending of CIS integration processes in failure, efforts in the second half of the 1990s were made
among those CIS countries which were willing to establish an effective collective security block and integrate
their economies into an economic union. Belarus and Russia then entered into an Agreement on Customs
Union on 6 January 1995 with a view to stronger political and economic ties. Kazakhstan joined this coalition
on 20 January 1995 and Kyrgyzstan on 29 March 1996. This partnership represents the willingness of the
countries political leaders to enhance their influence amid a prolonged economic downturn. This community
is named Customs Union.
Anyway, given four states’ different economic policies and substantial discrepancies over trade policy with
other countries, it was clear that the goals of the Customs Union were unrealistic in the short term. As a result,
both leaders of the coalition saw that defensive obstacles against each other were the only possible response
against their problems during the Russian financial crisis of August 1998.
The Eurasian alliance did not take measures to establish the CIS collective protection structure and solve
various foreign problems in the post-Soviet zone due to the horrible economic condition (in particular, in
Abkhazia, Nagorny Karabakh and South Ossetia). Those who took part in the CST, Azerbaijan, Georgia and
Uzbekistan, agreed not to continue this initiative at its expiry in April 1999. The same month, these three
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States joined Ukraine and Moldova as an alternative to the emerging Eurasian alliance, forming an organization
called GUUAM.

Establishment
The Eurasian Alliance’s challenging time, however, did not force its leaders to leave it. On the contrary, they
have all shown interest in strengthening their organisation, and even succeeded in attracting new members.
On 26 February 1999, the framework treaty on Customs Union (SES) was signed by Belarus, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, and Russia, along with Tajikistan (the Five), with the intention of establishing a customs union and,
after that, a SES.
Soon thereafter, on 2 April 1999, the Taliban powers in Afghanistan invaded the Tajikistan frontier in 2000,
and all CST States Parties vowed to protect the nation of Tajikistan and to create a joint rapid response force to
assist all endangered member countries, which would then be expanded by the Five and Armenia for a further
five-year period.
The Treaty on the Eurasian Economic System was ratified by the Five on 10 October 2000. The formation of
a single market explicitly demanded that the institutional structure of the recently established partnership be
reinforced. Therefore, this Treaty, containing just 20 chapters, primarily sought to attach some new elements
to the legal status and decision-making of the alliance in addition to previous agreements (particularly the
Convention on Customs Union and the SES, 1999).
Meanwhile, the post-11 September 2001 US-led War on Terror has had significant consequences for
national defense growth in Eurasia. The CST parties, with their support in the international anti-terrorist
campaign, stepped up efforts to develop their group into a corner stone of the regional security system.
The Five and Armenia then agreed to develop their relations on 7 October 2002 and set up an independent,
inclusive association CSTO.
The establishment of EurAsEC and CSTO came during a favorable economic condition (increasing prices
for oil and raw materials) in Eurasian countries (Russia and Kazakhstan), which enabled them to accumulate
considerable financial reserves.
Moreover, they began, after the turn of the millennium, gradually to consider how sustainable and
consistent economic growth outside natural resources could be achieved, whilst a further common denominator
had been the intention to establish a common collective security system (especially to combat terrorism).
Therefore, they have begun an institutionalizing cycle, generating impetus for greater integration.
Unlike the CIS, the EurAsEC and CSTO had clear legal capacity to fulfill their functioning and objectives
(25). Thus, two regional organizations emerged in Eurasia at the beginning of the new century that were almost
identical in membership and pursued the objective of concluding international treaties.

Membership and Consolidating Factors
Despite several setbacks in the 1990s, Russia continues to be one of the global powers and is keen to
maintain and expand its economic and political influence. Moscow sees the formation of a single Eurasian
coalition as a means of reinforcing its grip on post-Soviet countries and improving its bargaining role in foreign
affairs. Russia is thus the main and guiding power behind both the CSTO (which consists of six nations —
Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia and Tajikistan) and EurAsEC (with the exception of Armenia).
Russia tried to engage another country, Uzbekistan. The Kremlin (unlike the EU and the USA) declined to
condemn Tashkent and gave it more comprehensive political and economic collaboration after the Andijan
case in 2005 on a demographic basis, the largest nation in Central Asia. Consequently, by leaving the Eurasian
coalition, Uzbekistan split from the GUUAM in January 2006 and was replaced by the CSTO in June 2006, all of
which replaced the EurAsEC.
However, Uzbekistan has agreed in November 2008 and CSTO in June 2012 to suspend its membership of
the EurAsEC, owing to increasing integration processes in Eurasia in the last few years and the steady change
in Western ties.

42

ЭКОНОМИКА
The idea of a strong Eurasian alliance is supported by all these countries (especially Belarus and Kazakhstan
but also Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Armenia). They share Russia's views on assessing geopolitical challenges
(especially NATO expansion, the growth of Islamic fundamentalism, and China's rise) and concentrate on the
restoration and preservation of conventional economic ties within the former Soviet Union. Moreover, Russia,
Belarus and the bulk of Central Asian countries have identical centralized authoritarian (semi-) systems focused
on controlled national elections, under which authority is centralized in the hands of the respective leaders.
The leaders of these countries consider the Eurasian alliance as a simple and effective mechanism to
legitimize their regimes through political stability and sustained economic development. It should also be
noted that the Eurasian Alliance's uniting factors consist in similar social and cultural traditions, as all these
countries share a common historical background and a common Russian lingua franca.
Armenia is Russia's conventional partner. It is in a (now frozen) conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh with
Azerbaijan and is keen to take part in the CSTO in a vital way. Armenia had been reluctant for a long time to
join EurAsEC claiming it has no direct customs frontiers with other alliance members. Another explanation was
that a large part of the polycentric Armenian bourgeoisie needed their nation to seek European integration.
Yet Armenia agreed to ink an EU Partnership Agreement in September 2013 and chose to join the new Eurasian
Economic Union.
Belarus (like Russia) is very susceptible to NATO expansion in recent decade and supports a 'multipolar
world'. Belarus is also a part to Soviet heritage with a significant number of manufacturing industries, which rely
heavily on raw materials and which demand Eurasian markets (various defense companies) from Russia (and
other Eurasian countries). Consequently, Belarus initiated the most ambitious unification project in the postSoviet world to this day, with its official goal of establishing a joint military forces (that exists with both national
armies of both countries) and a shared currency, the Belarusian-Russian quasi-federation union, named the
Sojuznoe gosudarstvo, the «Unity state.» However, this initiative became almost frozen with the transition in
Russian leadership by the turn of the millennium, with all unification proposals in the Eurasian alliance system
being introduced.
The Central Asian countries Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan are (like Uzbekistan) directly threatened
by the expansion of Islamic fundamentalism (especially from Afghanistan), and therefore are interested in cooperating closely with Russia in combating a broad range of border security issues, including illegal migration,
drug and weapons trafficking and terrorism. Along with anti-terrorism, major consolidating factors were also
fears of civil resistance and internal revolutions as well as the US-led democracy enforcement campaigns in the
mold of Afghanistan and Iraq.
In addition, these countries are interested in co-operating within the framework of the CSTO, as it provides
the possibility to purchase Russian weapons and military equipment on favorable terms (in turn, Russia itself
strongly encourages this reliance on its weapons since it promotes its military industries and consolidates the
CSTO by harmonizing military equipment and tactics). Even if the countries in Central Asia were attempting
to establish integration projects between themselves, through the development in 1994 of the Central Asian
Economic Community that became the Central Asian Cooperation Organization (CACO) in 2002.
Such attempts have been ineffective, especially because the economies of Central Asia never formed
a single autonomous structure. Kazakhstan has a 6,846-kilometer long border with Russia (the world's longest
continuous border) and a significant share of the Russian-speaking population. As one of the world's major oil
producers, however, it is anxious to diversify its economy and thus gain access to large markets. The countries
with mainly agricultural economies are Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan (as is Uzbekistan). They strive for freedom
of travel, not just in terms of commodities but also primarily in terms of ample workers' capital, to promote
unification in Eurasia.

Major Areas of Co-operation within the Eurasian Alliance
The Eurasian alliance has two main areas of cooperation fully in line with its two pillars: (1) establishing
a system of collective security under the CSTO, and (2) creating a single economic area within the EurAsEC.
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Eurasian Collective Security System
The CSTO’s quintessence is to construct and maintain an effective system of collective security (that is,
a political arrangement by which states agree to take collective action against an outside party that acts as an
aggressor). In other terms, the CSTO (and particularly its major force Russia) is not dedicated to the principle
of multiple polarity, i.e. a fairly equitable division of control through a variety of world players, as compared to
efforts to create hegemony over one (or the other) The CSTO seeks to maintain not only stability and protection
in Eurasia but at establishing a ‘joyous world order’.
With regard to the operation of a collective security system, CSTO members agreed to coordinate both their
militiamen (through the establishment of regional armed groups), as well as their foreign and security (through
consultations on all major international issues and security) policies. In return, all CSTO members undertook
not to join or participate in military alliances to any other State party not to enter into international treaties
inconsistent with the treaties adopted in the CSTO and not to allow armed forces and military establishments
of third states to be stationed in their own countries.
But it is also clear that, for close cooperation in military and security issues, the CSTO Member States
(except for Russia) have different interests. As a result, the CSTO consists virtually of three distinct collective
security systems (Eastern Europe, Caucasian and Regional Asian) with a primarily interest in pursuing specific
(mostly local) goals.
Most of them still share the fear that over the last decade, Georgia, Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan have been
rocking through “color revolutions.” It is very indicative that a joint CSTO peacekeeping force was established
in October 2007, following a series of successful and tentative government overthrows in the CIS countries.
In theory, this force can be deployed throughout the world under a mandate from the United Nations; but
it is evident that this move was intended primarily to establish the monopoly on ‘the maintenance’ of the
CSTO within and even in the entire CIS.
In addition, in February 2009 the Collective Rapid Reaction Force (CRRF) of up to 200 000 soldiers was
established, with the objective of repelling military assault, performing anti-terrorism operations, and even
neutralizing the effects of natural disaster. In this respect, it should be noted that the Charter of the CSTO does
not contain provisions on people’s democratic will or on human rights protection. The quick reaction (or
peacekeeping) CSTO forces are most likely to be used to guarantee stability in the CSTO member States’
territories.
Regarding foreign and security policy coordination, CSTO is struggling to damage its members’ positions on
global and international trends and to cooperate closely with other States and intergovernmental organisations,
especially issues related to the fight against international terror and extremism, arms and drug trafficking,
cross-border illegal immigration and transnational organized crime. The CSTO has therefore been a productive
relationship with the U.N. In order to develop a unified frontier control and migration policy, it works closely
with EurAsEC on many matters such as harmonization and unification of national laws governing frontier and
visa policy in the area of the common security as well as the economic area. The dynamic relations are also an
essential component of the creation.
At the same time, despite repeated attempts the CSTO was not able to formalize relations with NATO and
the OSCE, as those organisations have been reluctant so far to conclude any agreements with the CSTO, fearing
that such a step would seal Russian dominance on the post-Soviet area.
Instead, those organisations have focused on direct co-operation with the CSTO’s individual members,
not least of all because many of those members consider collaboration with NATO and OSCE as an integral
component of their foreign and security policy. Even though during the recent crisis in Ukraine the
CSTO Secretariat announced that it would halt its contacts with NATO and instead strengthen co-operation
with the SCO, it is doubtful that all CSTO members will unequivocally follow Russia in freezing relations with
the West.
Unlike the Warsaw Treaty Organisation, the CSTO is not fastened together by ideological bonds and its
members are free to withdraw from the organisation and to pursue their own foreign and security policies.
This flexibility is certainly another reason (along with the pro-claimed goals of combating terrorism and drug
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trafficking, the threat of Islamic fundamentalism, fear of “color revolutions”, perceived NATO interference and
belief in Russia as an effective counterbalance) why the CSTO will be of value for its Member States as an
organisation capable of addressing both external and internal threats and guaranteeing their sovereignty. In
addition, CSTO has on several occasions over recent years reiterating its pledge to improve its military capability
before the withdrawal from Afghanistan of the NATO-led security mission in 2014, as there is important
explanation why Islamic extremists fear that their presence in the area might be increased.

Eurasian Economic Space
The EurAsEC was designed with the following two main objectives: 1) to create a customs union between
its Member States and 2) to establish a SES based on the customs union. As it is obvious, a customs union was
never considered a final objective but a prerequisite for a SES. International experience actually shows that
the customs union’s operation is not sufficient to fully ensure the free flow of goods and all its concurrent
products and logically leads to the elimination of restraints on the movement within, and hence to the creation
of a common market, of the so-called production factors (labor, services and capital). In achieving these goals,
the Eurasian states pledged to build their relations on principles of mutual advantage, good will, equality,
transparency and accountability.
As in international practice, EurAsEC members decided to fully liberalize trade (through the establishment
of an effective FTA) and subsequently to establish a common set of tariffs barriers against the rest of the world
by pursuing the development of the customs union. However, there was no reason for hope in the initial
production of EurAsEC. Although the members of the EurAsEC could agree to remove most tariffs and quotas in
mutual trade in goods (thus establishing an effective FTA), they could not progress towards harmonizing their
Foreign Commerce Policy with third countries.
The main reason for this inability was that the consolidation of their national state ships and the resolution
of many economic transition problems were of concern to every Eurasian country. They had chosen various
political and economic paths in the establishment of their new states and as a result, their business regimes
were incompatible.
Note also that the collapse of the USSR has led to an unprecedented economic recession and a significant
decline in trade between the post-Soviet republics. Consequently, the CIS countries share of the Russian foreign
trade, and Russia also loses its leading position in trade with most of the CIS countries.
Consider that the Eurasian integration is not a business project but an economic one, and the
EurAsEC constitutes an economic complement to the CSTO. The Eurasian integration is an economic
complement.
Furthermore, the Eurasian Alliance is defined by Russian domination, creating considerable difficulties in
achieving a mutually reasonable equilibrium among Eurasian countries, ensuring that successful supranational
structures are established while simultaneously ensuring that EurAsEC leaders have a supreme interest. In
addition, Russia (like all other Eurasian countries), the leading Member of the Alliance, was subject to significant
economic challenges and thus unwilling to move integration processes further (and thus embrace very costly
obligations).
The situation, nonetheless, started to change by 2003 with Russia (and Kazakhstan) embarking on the
course of achieving a sustained increase in national income outside the extractive sector and taking advantage
of the rising oil and other commodities (as well as market-economy-measurement reforms and inflow of
foreign investment). The Kremlin then began to pursue Ukraine’s entrance into EurAsEC, a move which would
not only further extend the Eurasian alliance but also bring about a more appropriate power structure (thus
raising the likelihood of forming supranational bodies).
As a result, on 19 September 2003 Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia and Ukraine concluded the SES Agreement,
which foresees, on the one hand, that each State party would select a desired integration level (from FTAs to
a common market) in its own right but on the other hand clearly aims to create the SES as its ultimate objective.
The Agreement presented Ukraine with substantial changes representing a major change in Russia’s integration
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policy, which was now capable and ready to make financial obligations to enable the other CIS countries to
push towards their unification initiative and thus to expand the borders of the Eurasian market. However, the
SES incompatibility with the country’s strategic goal of integrating itself into Euro-Atlantic structures, proWestern movements in Ukraine have declared after the Orange Revolution.
Although the integration project was frozen with Ukraine, Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia decided to
proceed in the EurAsEC format. But it was evident that less developed EurAsEC members were not yet ready
for deep processes of integration (mostly on economic grounds). Although in June 2005 Kazakhstan and Russia
set up the Eurasian Development Bank to fund shared projects with neighboring countries, this move obviously
was not enough, to remove the huge heterogeneity among Eurasian countries.
It was decided by EurAsEC members in August 2006 and formalized on 6 October 2007, which led to the
idea that three advanced members, Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia, would create a trilateral solution. The
Solution was founded in August 2006.
TOMS Union68, whilst the other leaders are taking measures towards liberalizing their trading laws and /
or increasing their economic performance, and then entering the Customs Union, as far as feasible. Moreover,
Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia are committed to establishing a supranational body (the Commission) and
enabling the Customs Union to become effective by 2010, the first time the customs union is finished on
time. Throughout the EurAsEC, the so-called Tamozennyi Soyuz, the Customs Union of Belarus, Kazakhstan and
Russia have therefore effectively formed a sub-organization.
On 27 November 2009, the Three signed a package of documents (the most important among them  the
common Customs Code), which came into force on 1 January 2010 and unified the rules for customs controls
applied to goods originating in third countries (i. e. establishing common external tariffs).
The next step was taken on 1 July 2010, when customs controls at the internal customs borders were
eliminated and the process of creating the Customs Union was effectively completed.
The formation of a customs union was regarded as the first step towards the establishment of a SES right
from the start of integration processes in Eurasia. In fact, already on 19 December 2009 (on the eve of launching
the Customs Union) the Three adopted an Action Plan for 20102011 envisioning the creation of a SES within
the next two years. Consequently, on 1 January 2012 the establishment of the Edinoe Ekonomicheskoye
Prostranstvo (SES) was officially proclaimed.
The Presidents of Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia decided on 19 December 2011 to rearrange EurAsEC to
the Eurasian Economic Union (USA) by 2015 and encouraged the other members of EurAsEC (Kyrgyzstan and
Tajikistan) and EurAsEC observers (Armenia, Moldova and Ukraine) to begin the process of becoming a new
EU part. Russia has tried to get Ukraine involved in the USA. The Kremlin intensified its efforts to persuade the
Ukrainian leadership to embark upon integration projects led by Moscow, after the defeat of the pro-western
candidates in 2010.
However, Kiev finally turned west after the Maidan Revolution (20132014) and its subsequent
confrontation with Russia. Moldova took the lead and openly declared its aspiration to the Europe. The third
party signed on 29 May 2014 the Treaty on Eurasian Economic Union that will enter into force on 1 January
2015 expressed its intention to join Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan.

Institutional Framework of the Eurasian Alliance
Both CSTO and EurAsEC/EU have the institutional structure of legislative, parliamentary, representative
and administrative bodies (in addition, EurAsEC has its own specialist judicial body). While CSTO structures are
established and completely structured in compliance with concepts of intergovernmental collaboration, there
is also an emerging and well-defined institutional system for EurAsEC / EU.
Supreme Bodies
The institutional framework of both CSTO and EurAsEC is entirely dominated by their respective supreme
bodies (the Collective Security Council at CSTO, the Interstate Council of EurAsEC and the Supreme Eurasian
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Economic Council (SEEC) at the EE, reflective of the constitutional structures of the Member States (all republics
with strong Presidents).
The SEEC and ICC may also meet on government level (at least twice a year); they shall decide, in accordance
with the direction provided by the Heads of State, important (mostly economic) issues by consensus. The
SEEC is apparently to replace the IC after the full implementation of the EEU (which replaces the EurAsEC).
Executive Bodies
Because of the CSTO problems, the administrative bodies include: the Foreign Ministers’ Council, the
Ministers’ Council, the Group of National Security Council Secretaries and the Permanent Council (a permanent
group of Member States’ representatives). Their actions are supported by various working bodies (such as the
Joint Staff of the CSTO; the Committee on Military and Economic Cooperation; the Council on the fight against
Illegal Migration; and the Council on Emergency Related Migration) and the CSC decisions are taken through
consensus to implement the CSC decisions.
The EurAsEC executive body is the Integration Committee, which consists of Deputy Heads of State and
meets every three months. In its activities, 20 auxiliary bodies (diversely composed of ministers and heads of
different agencies) and the Committee of Permanent Representatives are assisted (a standing body composed
of member states’ they are responsible for preparing proposals for the IC and for monitor the IC decisions
implementation. The Integration Committee and the Permanent Representative Commission can both decide
on two thirds by ‘weighted vote’. However, both institutions’ decisions simply have a recommended nature.
With a binding majority of two thirds (by which Russia had 50 votes while Belarus and Kazakhstan
21.5 votes respectively), the Three created a Commission on 6 October 2007 under the Customs Union of
Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia. Although if one of the parties were not able to acknowledge the Commission’s
ruling, it may refer the matter to the supreme body (and thus demand that decisions on this issue be made by
consent). In addition, a request to review any decisions of the Commission could be made by any party to the
superior body.
Nonetheless, the Three created a new Committee, the Eurasian Economic Commission on 18 November
2011, which could take binding and directly applicable decisions and consists by two houses: the Council
and the Board. Nine members are members of the Board (The SEEC can take decisions by a two-thirds
majority (three from each Member State) appointed for a four-year term by the SEEC (meeting at Head of
State level).
The Board is responsible for making proposals to the Council for the purpose of integration and the
implementation of the SEEC and Council’s decisions, and the monitoring of the agreements implementation
underlying the Customs Union and the SE. Then, each of the representatives of the Council can disagree with
the Board's decision and submit it to the SEEC (and therefore send it to a consensus for the adoption of that
decision). The Council alone can initiate the proceedings before the EurAsEC Court against Member States
which do not comply with their obligations under the agreements that underlie the Customs Union and the SES.
Consequently, the Eurasian Economic Commission is currently not a functional equal to the EU Commission.
The Council may submit proposals (in particular, draft international agreements). But it is obvious that the
Eurasian countries have tried to establish an agency that would effectively guard the treaties and agendas of the
USA. The nature of a SES involves the transformation into a fully supranational entity of the Eurasian Economic
Commission and this development would certainly decide if SES is viable and if the EU will be transformed into
a true organisation.
Administrative Bodies
Both EurAsEC and CSTO are permanently secretarial. They are headed by Secretaries-General who
are named for a three-year period by the respective supreme bodies (for EurAsEC it shall be achieved on
a recommendation from the Committee for Integration). Both the Secretaries General and the staff of the
Secretariats (as the plenipotentiary of state party representatives both organisations and employees of the
working bodies) are generally accepted in international practice to have broad diplomatic immunities.
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Dispute-Settlement Bodies
Unlike the CSTO, where the CSC is the only institution that can deal with disputes between Member
States (if those disputes could not be settled through negotiation) a Court composed by two judges from
each Member State appointed to the Parliamentary Assembly on a request from the Interstate Council for
a mandate shall be the institutional framework of EurAsEC. Main Court’s tasks: (1) to ensure unitary adherence
of the Member States to the whole EurAsEC treaty and decision-making of the EurAsEC bodies; and (2) to
resolve disagreements on matters related to the enforcement of EurAsEC treaties and decisions of a ‘material
essence’ between Member States.
On 27 April 2003, the Court introduced its first Statute. The Court has had automatic authority in respect
of cases made by State Parties to the Trial, in accordance with the CIS (the CIS Economic Court), but unlike
the former Trial (the rulings of which are of only a Recommendable Character) the Court’s judgments will be
enforced, by its national constitutional arrangements, by the Member States Parties for three months.
Nevertheless, the EurAsEC representatives did not decide on the entry into force of the Statute; the
EurAsEC Court duties were thereby automatically transferred to the CIS Economic Court.
With the aid of the unification processes in Eurasia, the situation started to improve. The
EurAsEC representatives adopted a new, significantly modified Statute on 5 July 2010.
Owed the Court to assess (within the Customs union) not only the acts of States parties but also the
institutions of EurAsEC and, more specifically, the economic agencies of the Member States of the Customs
Union. The EurAsEC Court began working on 1 January 2012 and released its first decision on 12 September
2012.
Representative Bodies
Both the CSTO and EurAsEC have their parliamentary assemblies, which perform representative functions
and which, through drafting Framework Legislation and Model Legislation, work on harmonization of national
legislation in the Member States.
The parliamentary assembly of the CSTO comprises parliamentary delegations of Member States, like
the analogous body that is existing within the CIS framework. The parliamentary assembly of EurAsEC shall be
composed of representatives from the national parliaments of the Member States (the 28 delegates of Russia,
14 from Belarus, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, and 7 from Tajikistan). Each delegation shall vote on the decisionmaking process and all decisions shall be taken through agreement. Every delegation shall be composed of
a representative delegation. Two-three plurality decisions are accepted by the Congress. However, the Bureau,
which comprises delegations of the Member States and governs by agreement, formulates the agenda.
However, with the formation of the Eurasian Economic Commission and the EurAsEC Trial, Kazakhstan and
Belarus are currently opposed to the notion that a reform in EurAsEC Parliamentary Assembly would weaken
their national sovereignty and maintain that advanced integration would weaken them.

Problems and Perspectives of Integration Processes in Eurasia
The international community is currently observing Eurasia’s development as one of the new geopolitical
centers in the world. This procedure comes from the political as well as economic factors including the desire
for regional peace and security to be stabilized and an economic structure which would strengthen its power
and influence on the international stage, especially in a number of post-Soviet countries. The method of
creating a united Eurasia therefore takes place in the context of two separate but strongly linked coalitions,
with a virtually similar membership: the CSTO and EurAsEC (now the USA).
The CSTO aims to create an efficient system of collective security that will entail a close and comprehensive
alliance that will coordinate external and defense policy and will harmonize their efforts to combat international
terrorism, extremism, or organized transnational crime, illegal migration and other security threats to its
Member States. The CSTO, however, today mainly has different interests in closely cooperating on military and
security issues in its Member States (except Russia). The CSTO comprises of three very distinct mutual defense
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subsystems (Belarus — Russia, Armenia — Russia, and Central Asia — Russia). In this respect it is obvious, that
the only effective method of CSTO consolidation is by uniting the national economies of Eurasian countries into
a strong economic alliance. If we look at the European expertise, where the integration processes were driven
by precisely the economic component, we can assume that the creation of the united Eurasia will depend
substantially on progress towards an EEU.
The economic pillar of the Eurasian Alliance is endowed with certain elements of supranationalism, as opposed
to the CSTO (the military-political pillar of the Eurasian Alliance), which bases itself entirely on the principle of
intergovernmental cooperation. The creation of the Eurasian Economic Commission and the EurAsEC Court are
particularly noteworthy in this respect. The formation of such bodies shows that the Eurasian states may theoretically
diverge from their strict adherence to the concept of sovereign independence and turn into a supranational body
(which, through progress towards the establishment of the economic union, is logically needed).
Examining the institutions of the USA and the progress of its stages, a striking similarity with the European
integration process that led to the establishment of the European Union of the present day can easily be
noticed. However, the legal nature of both integration groups is quite different: whereas the EU is in principle
(mostly) a decentralized association for parliamentary states, the Eurasian Alliance is a high-centralization
Presidential Republic union. The Eurasian Alliance. Therefore, the competition of two opposite models of
regional integration characterizes the current situation (particular because of the recent proliferation of
integration processes in Eurasia).
The future of the Eurasian integration process remains uncertain. Obviously, the creation of an efficient
supranational body includes such advanced institutions as the SES and the Economic Union. At the same time,
only under the separation principle of powers between the organization and its Member States, supranational
organisations can exist. This division calls for an interaction with democracy and rule of law, that is, with
fundamental ideas which will ensure that inclusion is seen as a way of strengthening national sovereignty by
growing peace and protection and ensuring stronger economic development rather than a danger to such
sovereignty. This is a significant obstacle for the presidential republishing Eurasian countries, as the actual
political decision taking of the Eurasian countries (in place of institutional adherence to democratic values) is
feasible only with considerable difficulties inside EU (parliamentary).
In that regard it is necessary to remember that conditions that lead to the Eurasian Alliance’s unification
include not only a willingness to foster political stability and to stimulate economic development, but also
the apprehension of ‘color revolutions’ in their countries of the respective political elites. Consequently, in
Eurasia, global integration processes rely on a relatively small number of nation leaders mainly concerned
with preserving and improving their own political control. The absence of democratic liberalization in Eurasian
countries therefore would undoubtedly hamper national integration procedures, which would similar the
Eurasian alliance to a ‘piece big’ focused solely on certain policymakers’ person will.
Nevertheless, as Eurasian States increase their political will to begin their processes of incorporation into
the full EEU nature (thus towards establishing successful supranational institutions), as they move towards
the creation of democracies, the further their working supranational bodies would entail the adherence of
Eurasian countries to the Democrat. The future Eurasian Union can therefore be founded on the same values
and principles that the EU has, and that could form a solid foundation for collaboration between the two
groups to build an area of freedom, security and prosperity between the Atlantic and the Pacific for all the
people who live there.
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