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Abstract. This academic article investigates the processes of regional integration within
MERCOSUR, a trade bloc in South America, and the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU), a
regional organization in Eurasia. The objective is to identify the primary drivers, challenges and
outcomes that have defined these distinct regional integration efforts.

Applying a comparative analysis framework, the article scrutinizes the factors that influence
the varying degrees of success and the obstacles encountered by MERCOSUR and the EAEU.
Along with a comprehensive overview of the establishment, development and current conditions
of these two regional organizations, the analysis takes into account both internal and external
influences affecting each bloc, including their governance structures, inter-member state relations,
and external economic pressures. Furthermore, it acknowledges the difficulties faced by each bloc,
such as political instability, economic inequalities, and the implications of external geopolitical
circumstances. While MERCOSUR and EAEU initiatives represent distinct regional integration
models, a comparative analysis reveals a nuanced and multifaceted landscape where shared
challenges and opportunities coexist alongside unique contextual factors. The findings yield
valuable insights into the intricate dynamics and diverse implications of regional integration,
extending beyond conventional economic and political considerations to include sociocultural,
geopolitical, and sustainable development aspects that have profound and far-reaching
consequences for the participating countries.

This research enriches the fields of international relations and comparative political economy
by enhancing the understanding of the differing regional integration processes and the
determinants of their success or failure. The results provide actionable insights for policymakers
engaged in regional integration initiatives, emphasizing best practices and potential challenges in
promoting effective and sustainable regional collaboration. The study highlights the necessity of
considering a wide range of dimensions — economic, political, sociocultural and environmental —
when assessing regional integration efforts.
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Introduction

Both the MERCOSUR and the EAEU contribute to the broader global trend of
regional integration. The divergent experiences of the MERCOSUR and the EAEU
underscore the need to consider the context-specific factors that drive or impede
regional cooperation. For the member states, leveraging the opportunities presented
by the external actors while safeguarding their own interests and the long-term
sustainability of their regional integration efforts remains a critical challenge.
Cooperation in climate resilience, ecological preservation and sustainable energy
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could create new avenues for economic diversification and sustainable development
among and beyond the member states.

Regional integration has emerged as a prominent strategy for countries seeking
to enhance their geopolitical influence and economic competitiveness in an
increasingly globalized world. The Bienvenidos al Mercado Comun del Sur (the
Southern Common Market, MERCOSUR), a trade bloc established in 1991 by
Brazil, Argentina, Uruguay and Paraguay, represents a prominent example of
regional integration efforts In South America. Similarly, the Eurasian Economic
Union (EAEU), established in 2015 and comprising Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan and Russia, is another example of regional integration in a different
geographic context. These two initiatives reflect the growing trend of countries
coming together to pool their resources, coordinate policies and amplify their
collective bargaining power on the global stage.

This research article aims to conduct a comparative analysis of the regional
integration processes in the MERCOSUR and the EAEU, examining similarities,
differences and key factors that have shaped the trajectories of these two distinct
regional blocs. The novelty of this study lies in its comparative approach to address
the research gap, which the existing literature has often overlooked by focusing on
individual case studies of regional integration initiatives rather than conducting
comparative analyses that can yield valuable insights into the diverse trajectories
and dynamics of different regional blocs. By juxtaposing the experiences of the
MERCOSUR and the EAEU, this study sheds light on how the unique historical,
political, economic and external circumstances of South America and Eurasia have
influenced the trajectories of these two distinct regional blocs.

Description of materials and methods

A reference foundation is constructed using secondary sources, including peer-
reviewed academic articles, policy reports from reputable think tanks and other
authoritative publications, to gain a comprehensive understanding of the
MERCOSUR and EAEU initiatives and the broader context within which they
operate.

With respect to methodology, the above materials are used in conjunction with
the “new regionalism” paradigm, which contends that contemporary regional
integration transcends the traditional economic and political spheres to encompass a
broader range of socio-cultural and geopolitical dimensions [1]. Whereas classical
theories of regionalism, such as neofunctionalism and intergovernmentalism,
emphasize the role of economic and trade-related factors in driving regional
integration, the emerging new regionalism paradigm recognizes the multifaceted
nature of contemporary regional blocs, which pursue a broader range of objectives
beyond the traditional economic sphere. New regionalism scholars argue that the
formation and evolution of regional integration initiatives are shaped by a complex
interplay of historical, geographic, political, social and cultural factors, in addition
to economic considerations [1, c. 2]. The new regionalism approach provides a more
holistic and nuanced understanding of the diverse motivations and dynamics
underlying the establishment and development of contemporary regional integration



efforts across the world. Prominent scholars such as Bjorn Hettne, Andrew Hurrell
and Fredrik S6derbaum have been at the forefront of theorizing and empirically
examining the new regionalism paradigm.

The suitability of this theoretical framework for the comparative analysis of
MERCOSUR and the EAEU lies in its ability to capture the multidimensional nature
of these two regional integration initiatives. As will be discussed in subsequent
sections, the formation and evolution of MERCOSUR and the EAEU have been
driven by a complex interplay of economic, political and geopolitical factors rather
than purely trade-oriented concerns. The MERCOSUR, for instance, has sought to
strengthen the regional bargaining power of its member states in global trade
negotiations while also promoting social and cultural integration within South
America. Likewise, the EAEU has been driven by a combination of economic,
political and geopolitical motives, including the desire to strengthen Russia’s
influence in the Eurasian region and counterbalance the perceived encroachment of
Western institutions and alliances. The new regionalism perspective enables a more
comprehensive understanding of the unique trajectories of these two regional blocs,
which have sought to achieve diverse objectives, including enhancing the regional
bargaining power of their member states, promoting socio-cultural integration and
advancing geopolitical interests within and beyond their respective constituencies.

Results

Historical Context and Drivers of MERCOSUR and EAEU

The history of the MERCOSUR can be traced back to the 1980s when Brazil
and Argentina, the two largest economies in South America, began to deepen their
bilateral economic cooperation. This process was driven by a shared desire to reduce
their economic and political dependence on the United States and to assert their own
regional influence. The formation of the MERCOSUR in 1991 marked an important
progression in this context, with the inclusion of Uruguay and Paraguay as founding
members. This regional integration agreement was established under the principles
of open regionalism and was formalized by the signing of the Asuncion Treaty on
March 26, 1991. The Framework Agreement on Regional Energy Cooperation in
2005 further emphasized the potential for consolidating regional, sub-regional, or
bilateral agreements among these countries in various areas, such as the commercial
exchange of fossil fuels, the interconnection of electric transmission networks, the
interconnection of pipeline networks, cooperation in the exploration, exploitation
and industrialization of fossil fuels, as well as the promotion of renewable and
alternative energy sources. The primary drivers underlying this development can be
comprehended as consisting of two distinct elements: First, the member states
sought to enhance their collective economic and political bargaining power in the
face of an increasingly globalized and competitive world economy. By pooling their
resources and negotiating as a bloc, the MERCOSUR member states aimed to gain
greater leverage in global trade negotiations and better protect their economic
interests [2]. Second, there was a strategic imperative to strengthen regional stability
and cooperation in the wake of the Cold War’s end and the transition to a multipolar
international system. The member states recognized the need to foster deeper



regional integration and cooperation to mitigate potential conflicts, promote shared
prosperity and assert their geopolitical influence in a rapidly changing global order.
In other words, the formation of the MERCOSUR reflected a desire to establish a
stable and unified regional framework that could serve as a counterweight to the
growing influence of external powers while also addressing the shared economic
and political concerns of the South American nations [3]. It is worth mentioning that
South America’s regional integration has always been complex and challenging,
with various initiatives and organizations co-existing and sometimes competing over
the years. The MERCOSUR model and the European Union's integration model
have frequently been compared, but their trajectories and contexts are quite distinct.

On the other hand, the formation of the EAEU, which unites Russia with former
Soviet countries in Central Asia, the Caucasus and Eastern Europe, can be
understood within Lev Gumilyov’s ideas of Eurasianism. Originated in 1978,
Gumilyov’s Eurasianism advocates integration of the Eurasian space based on the
concept of the great Russian “super-ethnos” to accomplish ethnic consolidation for
the Eurasian culture [4]. The EAEU, in this context, can be understood as Russia’s
strategic response to the evolving geopolitical landscape in Eurasia following the
collapse of the Soviet Union. The Treaty on the Eurasian Economic Union was
signed on May 29, 2014 by Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia and came into force on
January 1, 2015. Treaties aimed for the accession of Armenia and Kyrgyzstan were
signed on October 9 and December 23, 2014, respectively. It is important to
highlight that post-Soviet Central Asia was marked by a state of fragmentation since
the mid-2000s, with regional cooperation increasingly incorporating a variety of
overlapping regional organizations, facilitated by international organizations or
neighboring countries. Following the formation of the EAEU in mid-2010s, the then
Central Asian Cooperation Organization, which comprised Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan, was disbanded, creating distinct EAEU and non-EAEU
factions that reinforced the existing fragmentation within the Central Asian region.
As the dominant regional power, Russia has played a central role in shaping the
formation and development of the EAEU, driven by its desire to maintain strong
economic and political ties with the former Soviet states, while many of which have
been economically dependent on Russia and wary of potential consequences of
defying Russian interests. With the Commonwealth of Independent States and the
Collective Security Treaty Organization serving as the basis for previous attempts
to foster regional integration, the EAEU represents a more ambitious and
comprehensive initiative to establish a common economic space and coordinate
policies across a wider range of issues, including trade, investment, and regulatory
harmonization. Russia’s efforts in establishing the EAEU also reflect its ambition to
reassert its influence in the post-Soviet space and counter the perceived
encroachment of Western powers, such as the United States, the European Union
and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, which Russia sees as a threat to its
national security and regional dominance [5]. The EAEU is considered the first
successful example of regional economic integration between countries from the
former Soviet Union, described as “Holding-Together Regionalism” — integration of
countries originally part of a single political entity [6].



Institutional Frameworks and Policy Coordination

The MERCOSUR and the EAEU have their own unique institutional
frameworks and policy coordination that reflect the distinct historical, political and
economic contexts of their respective regions. The MERCOSUR is based on a
relatively flexible, intergovernmental model, in which major decisions are made by
consensus among the four founding member states. The bloc’s primary decision-
making body is the Common Market Council, which comprises the foreign and
economy ministers of the member states. The decentralized nature of the
MERCOSUR’s decision-making process has enabled the member states to navigate
their individual national interests and priorities more easily, as they can advocate for
and negotiate policies that align with their specific economic and political agendas.
This has allowed for a degree of flexibility and responsiveness to the diverse
interests and priorities of the MERCOSUR member states but it has also sometimes
resulted in a lack of cohesion and effective policy implementation, making it
challenging to achieve a unified regional vision and implement policies in a timely
and coordinated manner, as reaching consensus among the member states can be a
complex and time-consuming process. Despite the limited supranational elements of
its institutional framework, the MERCOSUR has been able to achieve some notable
successes, such as the establishment of a common external tariff and the elimination
of intra-regional tariffs on a substantial number of goods [2, c. 3].

In contrast, the EAEU has a more centralized and supranational institutional
structure, with the Eurasian Economic Commission serving as the main executive
body responsible for coordinating economic policies and overseeing the integration
process. This model has provided a greater degree of policy harmonization and
coherence, and the centralized decision-making process has allowed the EAEU to
implement policies and initiatives more efficiently. For example, the EAEU has
facilitated the free movement of goods, services, capital and labor across its member
states, enhancing regional economic integration. However, the concentration of
decision-making power at the supranational level has raised concerns among some
EAEU member states about the erosion of their ability to independently develop and
pursue their own economic policies. This tension between regional integration and
national sovereignty has been a source of ongoing debate and negotiation within the
EAEU, as member states seek to balance the benefits of deeper economic
cooperation with the preservation of their domestic policy autonomy [5, c. 4].

Comparative Analysis of the Impacts of Economic, Political, Socio-cultural
and External Elements

Although the MERCOSUR and the EAEU have both sought to deepen regional
economic integration, their outcomes have been markedly different. Among the
MERCOSUR member states, mixed results have been experienced, with the bloc
struggling to achieve a fully functional customs union and progress stalling on
initiatives such as the implementation of a comprehensive common external tariff.
The diverse economic interests and development strategies of the member states
have posed significant challenges to the harmonization of trade policies and the



deepening of regional integration within the MERCOSUR framework [7, 8]. By
comparison, the EAEU has made substantial progress in terms of economic
integration, with the free movement of goods, services, capital, and labor being
largely realized. The varying economic outcomes can be partly attributed to differing
levels of political commitment and the ability to navigate complex domestic and
regional power dynamics. The MERCOSUR bloc has faced challenges in
reconciling its members’ divergent economic interests and development strategies,
particularly between the larger economies of Brazil and Argentina and the smaller
economies of Paraguay and Uruguay. The EAEU, on the other hand, has been more
successful in aligning the economic interests of its members, due in part to the
dominant role of Russia and its ability to leverage its economic influence to shape
the regional integration process in a manner that serves its strategic priorities among
its less economically robust allies [9]. However, the Russo-Ukrainian War and
Western sanctions on Russia have created significant political tensions and
uncertainty within the EAEU. As the five post-Soviet Central Asian states,
regardless of their varying degrees of association with the EAEU, seek to navigate
the complex geopolitical landscape and reduce their respective economic
dependence on Russia, Central Asian regional integration — independent of Russian
influence — has been regaining momentum in recent years. Recognizing the risks
associated with their heavy reliance on the Russian economy, Kazakhstan and
Kyrgyzstan have begun to demonstrate greater willingness to engage with
Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, which have historically been more cautious about
regional integration, as well as with Tajikistan, the smallest economy of the region.
This shift in approach is evident in the growing cooperation in areas such as trade,
investment, transport and energy connectivity, as Central Asian states explore
opportunities to diversify their international partnerships, strengthen intra-regional
ties and develop collaborative initiatives that engage multiple regions. This trend
reflects a broader strategic imperative for these countries to enhance their economic
autonomy and resilience while maintaining a balance between their economic
interdependence and their geopolitical affiliations.

In the political realm, the MERCOSUR has been more susceptible to the
shifting tides of ideological and partisan politics, with the rise and fall of left-wing
and right-wing governments in member states significantly impacting the bloc’s
overall policy orientation and commitment to regional integration. The electoral
cycles and changing political ideologies of member states have led to marked swings
in the MERCOSUR's approach, as incoming administrations may prioritize
nationalistic or protectionist policies over deeper regional cooperation [7, p. 5]. This
political instability has made it challenging for the MERCOSUR to maintain a
consistent and cohesive long-term strategy, as the bloc’s policy focus and integration
efforts have been repeatedly disrupted by the ebbs and flows of domestic politics
within its member countries. The lack of a strong, centralized institutional
framework has exacerbated this vulnerability, causing the bloc to be increasingly
affected by the whims of shifting political winds in the region. For instance, the
election of Jair Bolsonaro as President of Brazil in 2019 has marked a shift toward
more nationalist and protectionist policies, which have at times clashed with the



MERCOSUR’s regional integrationist agenda. Similarly, the rise of a populist
president like Javier Milei in Argentina in 2023, who is critical of regional
integration and fosters tensions with both neighboring and distant countries, in
addition to the reemergence of Mauricio Macri's center-right political movement,
which has expressed skepticism toward the MERCOSUR, have posed considerable
challenges to the bloc’s future direction and its ability to maintain a consistent and
coherent policy approach. In contrast, the EAEU’s political trajectory has been
relatively more stable. Despite the authoritarian tendencies and political dominance
of Russia, the member states, irrespective of shifts in leadership, have largely aligned
their economic interests and policy priorities to support the overarching goals of the
EAEU. This stability in the political commitment to regional integration under
Russia has enabled the EAEU to make more substantial progress beyond the
economic domain, with the expansion of cooperation in areas such as security,
foreign policy and the harmonization of regulatory frameworks [5, 6]. However, the
Russo-Ukrainian War has inevitably strained geopolitical alignment and economic
interdependence among the rest of the EAEU member states as they navigate the
complex fallout from the conflict and the imposition of Western sanctions on Russia,
leading to disruption to the delicate balance of interests and the coordinated policy
approach that had previously sustained the bloc. These EAEU member states are
currently confronted with challenging decisions as they strive to maintain their
allegiance to the bloc while simultaneously seeking to ensure their own security
without reliance on Russia and to safeguard their economic stability amid the
ongoing crisis. Moreover, the war has fueled nationalist sentiments and resentment
toward Russian dominance within the EAEU, especially in Kazakhstan. It is
noteworthy that, of all the member states within the EAEU, Kazakhstan’s policy
actions seem to have provoked the most considerable discontent from Russia,
especially when considering the implications of the “Latinisation” of the Kazakh
language since 2017 and the authorities’ refusal to recognize Russia-backed
breakaway territories of Ukraine in 2022. More importantly, Kazakhstan has
adopted a neorealist approach to external balancing in its foreign policy agenda by
seeking closer cooperation with its Central Asian neighbors since 2017. As stated in
its Concept of the Foreign Policy for 2020-2030, Kazakhstan intends to consolidate
its status as a responsible participant in the world community, a key contributor to
the system of geopolitical and geo-economic coordinates of the Eurasian continent,
and a leading state in the Central Asian region [10]. The increasing rifts and
diminishing trust between Russia and the rest of the member states within the EAEU
may ultimately jeopardize the bloc’s ability to maintain cohesion and effectively
coordinate its economic and political integration efforts in the long term.

From a socio-cultural perspective, the MERCOSUR has struggled to foster a
strong sense of regional identity and community that transcends national boundaries
and galvanizes the public behind the MERCOSUR integration project, as the diverse
cultural and linguistic backgrounds of its member states have posed significant
challenges to the development of a cohesive regional ethos. This lack of a unifying
regional identity has hindered the bloc’s ability to rally widespread support for
deeper integration efforts and has contributed to the political instability and



ideological divisions that have plagued the MERCOSUR over the years [11]. By
comparison, the EAEU has been more successful in leveraging its shared historical
and cultural legacies to promote a greater sense of regional belonging and shared
identity among its members. The common heritage of the Soviet Union, including
the use of the Russian language, shared cultural traditions, and the lingering
nostalgia for the perceived stability and economic prosperity of the former Soviet
era, have provided a foundation for the EAEU to build upon. This sense of shared
regional identity has helped foster strong commitment to the integration process
among the member states and has facilitated the alignment of their economic
interests and policy priorities [9, c. 6]. However, since the Russo-Ukrainian War has
significantly impacted the economic and political fabric within the EAEU, the socio-
cultural cohesion of the bloc has also come under strain, as the unfolding events have
reignited existing tensions and introduced new fault lines along ethnic and national
lines among the member states. Anti-war rallies and demonstrations in Kazakhstan
in 2022, for instance, have highlighted the growing assertiveness of the Kazakhstani
public in voicing their concerns over the perceived imbalance of power within the
EAEU, where Russia is seen as occupying a dominant position and exerting
disproportionate influence in steering the bloc’s collective agenda.

With respect to the influence of external actors, both the MERCOSUR and the
EAEU have faced significant pressure and interference from the great powers
seeking to shape regional integration processes in their respective spheres of
influence. The MERCOSUR has been subject to significant pressure and
intervention from the United States, which has consistently sought to steer the
regional integration process in South America toward alignment with its own
geopolitical and economic interests. The United States has leveraged its economic
and political clout to influence the policy decisions of the MERCOSUR member
states, often pushing for trade and investment agreements that favor American
corporate interests over the broader regional integration agenda [3, c¢. 3]. This
external meddling has complicated the MERCOSUR’s efforts to forge a cohesive
and autonomous regional economic bloc, as member states have at times been
compelled to prioritize their bilateral relationships with the United States over the
collective interests of the bloc. Conversely, the EAEU has been shaped primarily by
the dominant role of Russia from within, which has used its economic and political
influence to steer the integration process in a manner that aligns with its strategic
priorities at the regional and global level [9, c. 6]. However, attention must be given
to the significance of non-EAEU investments in Kazakhstan’s natural resources, as
well as their geopolitical implications, which act as a strategic counterbalance to
Russian influence in the Eurasia region. Besides providing an alternative source of
economic and political support, these external investments have reduced
Kazakhstan’s dependence on Russia and enabled it to maintain a more independent
foreign policy [12]. China’s growing economic and political prominence in South
America and the Eurasian region, in particular, presents both opportunities and
challenges for the member states of the MERCOSUR and the EAEU, including
Russia. On the one hand, China’s massive investment through the Belt and Road
Initiative, as well as its expanding multilateral security, trade and financial



relationships through the Shanghai Cooperation Organization and the BRICS
coalition of emerging economies, offer the MERCOSUR and the EAEU new
avenues for economic growth and diversification of international partnerships [13].
This may potentially provide more leverage for the comparatively smaller and less
powerful member states within these blocs in navigating the complex web of
regional and global rivalries. On the other hand, the increasing influence of China
also introduces new complexities and risks for this specific category of states. This
Is particularly pertinent when considering that overdependence on China could lead
to the substitution of one form of external influence for another, limiting their ability
to chart their own independent course and foreign policy maneuver. This
phenomenon can manifest in various ways, such as China’s capacity to leverage its
economic might to shape the policy priorities of these states as they become
increasingly beholden to Chinese interests, which can ultimately undermine their
sovereignty and autonomy, potentially forcing them to make concessions that go
against their national interests [14]. From a Western perspective, concerns about
China’s economic influence and its potential for “debt trap diplomacy” are valid
because Western imperialism and colonialism of the past inflicted extensive
economic control and loss of sovereignty on colonized nations, raising alarms about
potential modern-day equivalents. To capitalize on China’s economic potential
while also maintaining their sovereignty and autonomy, these states should strive to
strike a careful balance. This may require diversifying their international
partnerships, strengthening regional integration and developing robust institutional
frameworks that can withstand external pressures. Ultimately, a nuanced and
proactive approach that harnesses the opportunities presented by China while
vigilantly safeguarding their own interests may be the most effective way for these
states to navigate the complexities of the evolving geopolitical landscape.

Discussion

This comparative analysis of the MERCOSUR and the EAEU reveals the
multi-dimensional nature of regional integration, with both blocs navigating a
complex interplay of political, economic, sociocultural, and geopolitical factors that
shape their trajectories. Despite their differing institutional frameworks and policy
coordination, both the MERCOSUR and the EAEU contribute to the broader global
trend of regional integration, an alternative to the multilateral institutions and
frameworks that have traditionally dominated international economic and political
relations, such as the World Trade Organization, as states seek to enhance their
economic and political influence through the formation of regional blocs. The
divergent experiences of the MERCOSUR and the EAEU underscore the need to
consider the context-specific factors that drive or impede regional cooperation,
rather than relying on a one-size-fits-all approach [1, c. 2].

While the MERCOSUR and the EAEU have made progress in establishing
common regulatory frameworks and promoting intra-regional trade, when compared
with the European Union, which has achieved a higher level of political and
economic integration, both of these regional integration initiatives appear to be
facing more significant hurdles. The comparative analysis in the previous section



suggests that the sustainability and resilience of regional integration initiatives
depend on their multifaceted ability to navigate complex dynamics [15]. Fostering a
shared sense of regional identity, promoting balanced economic development, and
effectively navigating the intricate web of external geopolitical influences are crucial
factors that can either bolster or undermine the long-term viability of such regional
integration efforts. Given the intensifying competition among the great powers in a
changing international order, it is anticipated that geopolitical tensions and power
relations within and between the respective member states of the MERCOSUR and
the EAEU will become increasingly intricate, which may undermine the cohesion
and stability of the regional integration processes. Leveraging the opportunities
presented by the external actors while safeguarding their own interests and the long-
term sustainability of their regional integration efforts remains a critical challenge.
Achieving this delicate balance requires member states to transcend narrow self-
interests, forge a common regional vision and develop robust institutional
frameworks that can withstand political and economic shocks.

As issues such as climate change mitigation and the urgency of renewable
energy transition dominate the contemporary global agenda, the potential for
regional integration initiatives to foster cross-border cooperation on environmental
protection, the development of renewable energy infrastructure and the creation of
green economic opportunities could be explored. In South America, while water
resources foster hydroelectric power cooperation among the MERCOSUR member
states and beyond, the Amazon rainforest produces an additional binding effect in
terms of intra-, extra- and inter-regional climate adaptation and regional
environmental governance. The Amazon Sustainable Landscapes Program, initiated
in 2015, serves as a notable example of a collaborative effort involving Brazil, a
member state of MERCOSUR, alongside Colombia and Peru, which are not part of
this regional bloc. With regard to the EAEU, the collective response to the
environmental consequences of resource extraction and greenhouse gas emissions
likewise could emerge as a key area of intra-, extra- and inter-regional cooperation,
particularly in light of the member states’ shared reliance on the export of fossil fuels
and other natural resources. Under the leadership of Russia, the EAEU actively
promote the establishment of a unified electricity market, which is a crucial step
toward electrification of energy. Pursuing the status of the twenty-first century’s
energy superpower amidst Western economic sanctions, Central Asia theoretically
offers Russia a strategic land corridor to enlarge the EAEU’s interstate power
network infrastructure and connect it with Afghanistan, the Indian subcontinent, the
Middle East and West Asia through the Caspian Sea. Cooperation in climate
resilience, ecological preservation and sustainable energy could not only contribute
to mitigating climate change but also create new avenues for economic
diversification and sustainable development within and beyond the member states
of the blocs. In other words, cooperative energy security frameworks, joint
investments in renewable energy projects across borders, and the harmonization of
environmental regulations and standards among the member and non-member states
could be some innovative areas where the MERCOSUR and the EAEU could
explore mutually beneficial integration and enlargement. This would require a shift



in the regional integration narratives from a focus on trade and investment to one
that addresses the globally shared environmental challenges and sustainable
development imperatives faced by the international community.

Conclusion

The comparative study of regional integration in practice between the
MERCOSUR and the EAEU reveals a complex and multifaceted landscape
characterized by both successes and challenges. While the MERCOSUR has
struggled to reconcile the divergent economic interests and political ideologies of its
members, leading to instability and uncertainty, the EAEU has been more successful
in aligning the economic priorities of its members, driven largely by Russia’s
dominant role and its ability to leverage its economic influence to shape the regional
integration process. However, the Russo-Ukrainian War has undoubtedly introduced
significant political tensions and uncertainty within the EAEU, prompting its Central
Asian member states to explore opportunities to reduce their economic dependence
on Russia and diversify their international partnerships. China’s growing economic
and political influence in South America and the Eurasian region has also emerged
as a significant external factor that could further complicate the existing regional
integration dynamics, as the member states of the MERCOSUR and EAEU seek to
navigate the complex geopolitical landscape. Climate change mitigation and the
urgency of renewable energy transition represent additional global challenges but
could potentially create new avenues for cross-regional cooperation and integration,
provided that the member states are able to transcend narrow self-interests and forge
a shared regional vision centered on the collective benefits of sustainable
development and environmental protection.

To strengthen and sustain the regional integration processes in South America
and the Eurasian region, it is of utmost importance to conduct a deeper analysis of
the role of domestic political dynamics and leadership changes within the member
states and how these factors have shaped the trajectory of regional integration
processes in the MERCOSUR and the EAEU. Equally crucial is the need to
investigate the social and cultural dimensions of regional integration, including the
challenges of fostering a sense of regional identity and community and the strategies
employed by the member states to promote greater sociocultural cohesion.
Furthermore, an examination of the impacts of climate change and renewable energy
transition on the regional integration agendas can help explore opportunities for
collaborative intra-, extra- and inter-regional initiatives that address shared
environmental challenges and sustainable development goals.
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AMMAKTBIK MHTETPALIMSTHBI KATA KAPAY: MEPKOCYP MEH
EADO-HbBI CAJIBICTBIPMAJIBI TAJIIAY
Xop K.V.K.1, * Keymeipoex @.A.2, Kykeepa @.T.3

1723 Sn-Mapabu aregarel Kaszak yiITTeIK yHuBepeuTeTi, Anmarthl, Kazakcran

Anaarna. byn akanemusibik Mmakaina OHTycTik Amepukaaarsl cayna 6i1orst MEPKOCYP
xoHe Eypasusimarbl aiiMakThIK yitbiM Eypasusuibik skoHOMHKaNBIK onak (EADO) asichiHmarsl
allMaKThIK HMHTETpalusl NpOLECTepiH KapacTelpaabl. MakcaTbl — OCBI OpTYpJli alMaKTbIK
MHTETPALUSUIBIK KYLI-KIrep/i KaldbIITACTBIPFAH HETI3ri JapaiBepiiep/i, KUbIHIBIKTApAbl >KOHE
HOTHOKETIEP/Il aHBIKTAY .

CanpicThIpManbl Tanaay >kKyheciH Koingana oTeipbin, Makanaga MEPKOCYP men EADO
Tarr 0OJIATHIH OPTYPJIl KETICTIKTEp MEH KeJeprijiepre acep eTeTiH paKkTopiap MYKUST 3epTTee/i.
Ocbl exi aifMaKTBIK YHBIMHBIH KYPbUTYybIHA, JaMybIHA XKOHE Ka3ipri skar1aiiblHa KaH-KaKThl IOy
JKacayMeH KaTap, Tajjaay op OJIOKKa acep €TEeTIH 1K1 )KoHE ChIPTKBI (haKTOpIIapibl, COHbIH 1ITHAE
onapblH Oackapy KypbUIBIMIApblH, MYIIE€ MEMJIEKETTEp apachlHIarbl KaThIHACTApAbl >KOHE
CBIPTKbl DKOHOMHUKAJBIK KbIChIMABI eckepeni. CoHBIMEH Karap, CcasCH TYpPaKChI3JBIK,
HKOHOMHKAJIBIK TEHCI3/1IK KOHE CHIPTKBI I€0CasiCH KaFaalaap/blH acepi CUAKTHI opOip OJIOKTHIH
alabpiHaa TypraH KubHABIKTapael MoubiHAaliael. MEPKOCYP men EADO Gacramamapsl
allMaKTBIK MHTETpPAlMSIHBIH OPTYpil YIriIepi OOJFaHBIMEH, CaJbICTBIPMAbl TalAay >KaJIlbl
npobiieMarzap MEH MYMKIHIIKTep Oipereil KOHTEKCTIK (aKkToOpjapMeH KaTrap eMip CYpeTiH
JaHIMA(TTBIH ~ HIOAHCTaphl MEH JKaH-KaKTBUIBIFBIH —Kepcereni. Hormxenep onerreri
SKOHOMMKAJIBIK JKOHE casCH OWapJaH LIBIFATHIH JKOHE KATBICYIIbI €J/Iep YIIIH TEpeH >KoHE
ayKbIMJIBI cajiiapbl 0ap oNeyMEeTTIK-MOJEHH, Te0casiCH >KoHE TYPAKThl JaMy AacHeKTUIEepiH
KaMTHUTBIH alMaKThIK HMHTETPAlMSHBIH KypJeldl JUHAMUKACBl MEH OpTYpJl cajljapbl Typalbl
KYH/IbI TYCiHIK Oepeni.
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byn 3eprrey aiMakTBIK WHTETPAMSHBIH OPTYPJI MPOIECTEPIH >KOHE OJapIblH COTTI
HEMECE COTCI3 IETePMHUHAHTTAPBIH TYCIHY/II TEPEHAETY apKbUIbI XalbIKapaJblK KaTbIHACTAP MEH
CAJIBICTBIPMAJIBI  CasiCM SKOHOMUS cayajapblH OalbITajubl. 3epTTey HOTHXKENepl alMaKThIK
WHTETPAIMSUIBIK OacTaManapra KaThICAThIH CasiCaTKepJIepre THIMJI KOHE TYPAKThl aliMaKTHIK
BIHTBIMAKTACTBIKTBI 1ATEPUICTYACT] Y3IIK ToXKiprOenep MEH BIKTUMall KUBIHABIKTAp TYypasbl
NPaKTUKAJIBIK TYCiHiKTep Oepeni. 3epTrey aliMaKThIK WHTETPALMSHBIH KYII - XKIirepin Oaranay
Ke31H/I€ SKOHOMMKAJIBIK, CasICH, QJICYMETTIK - MOJCHHU KOHE SKOJOTHSUIBIK aCHEeKTIIepIiH KeH
AyKBIMBIH €CKepy KaXETTLIITiH KepceTei.

Tipek ce3nep: MEPKOCYVYP, Eypa3usiibiKk 5KOHOMUKAIBIK OJaK, allMaKThIK HHTErpaLlus,
KaHa PErHOHAIIN3M, CAJIBICTBIpMabl Tanaay, Opransik A3us, OHTycTiK AmMepuka, Eypasus

INEPECMOTP PETMOHAJIbBHOH HHTEIPAIIMA: CPABHUTEJIBHOE
NCCIEJOBAHUE MEPKOCYP 1 EAJC
Xop K.V.K.}, * Keyipipoex @.A.2, Kykeepa @.T.2
1.%2,3 Kazaxckuii HAMOHAJIEHEINA yHUBEpCUTET UM. Ab-Dapabu,
Anmatel, Ka3zaxcran

AHHOTanusl. B 1aHHONW HAy4yHOM CTaTbe MCCIEAYIOTCA IIPOLECCHl PErMOHAIBHON
unterpaiuu B pamkax MEPKOCYVYP, Ttoprosoro 6soka B IOxnoit Amepuke, u EBpa3zuiickoro
skoHoMHuueckoro coroza (EADC), pernonanbHoil opranusanuu B EBpasuu. Llens cocrout B ToMm,
YTOOBI ONPEAEIUTh OCHOBHBIE ABMXKYIIIME CUJIbI, IPOOJIEMBI U PE3YJIbTAThI, KOTOPBIE ONPEACIUIN
9TH Pa3HbIE PErMOHAIbHBIE HHTETPALIUOHHBIC YCHIIUS.

[TpumeHsis cucTeMy CpaBHUTEIBHOTO aHAIN34, B CTAThE TIIATEIBHO U3YYalOTCs (PaKTOPBHI,
BIMAIONIME HA pa3IMYHYIO0 CTENEHb ycClleXa W INPENATCTBUS, C KOTOPBIMHM CTaJIKHUBAIOTCS
MEPKOCYP u EADC. Hapsiny co BCeCTOPOHHUM 0030pOM CO3/JaHHUSA, Pa3BUTHUS U TEKYILErO
COCTOSIHUS 3THUX JIBYX PETMOHAJIBHBIX OpraHM3alfil, aHAIN3 YYUTHIBAECT KaK BHYTPEHHUE, TaK U
BHEIIHHE (DAaKTOPbI, BIUSIOLUIME HA KaXIbli OJOK, BKJIIOYas MX CTPYKTYpbl YIpaBJICHMUS,
OTHOLICHHSI MEXKTy TOCYIapCTBaMHU-WIEHAMHU U BHELTHEE IKOHOMUYECKOE AaBiieHue. Kpome Toro,
B HEM MPHU3HAIOTCA TPYIHOCTH, C KOTOPBIMM CTaJIKMBAaeTCs KaxAbld OJOK, Takue Kak
HOJUTHYECKass HeCTaOWIbHOCTh, SKOHOMHUYECKOE HEPABEHCTBO M IOCIEACTBUS BHEIIHUX
reonoauTuyeckux o0crosaTenbcTB. XoTsd nHunuatuBbel MEPKOCYP u EADC npencraBistoT
coOOH pa3lnYHble MOJEIM PErMOHAJbHONW HHTErpalH, CPABHUTENIBbHBIA AaHaIU3 BBISBISET
HIOAHChl 1 MHOTOTPAHHOCTb JIaHAmadTa, rjae oommue npodiaeMbl 1 BOZMOKHOCTH COCYIIECTBYIOT
HapsIy ¢ yHUKaJIbHBIMU KOHTEKCTyallbHBIMU (pakTopamH. [losryueHHbIe pe3yabTaThl JAl0T LIEHHOE
IPEJICTAaBICHUE O CJIOKHOM JMHAMHUKE M Pa3HOOOpa3HbIX IMOCIEACTBUSX PErHOHaIbHON
MHTETPaLlUH, BHIXOIALINX 32 PAMKH OOBIYHBIX SKOHOMUYECKUX U MOJUTHUYECKHX COOOpaKeHUH U
BKJIIOUYAIOILIUX COLMOKYJIbTYpPHBIE, T€OTIOIMTUYECKUE aCTIEKThI U aCIIEKThl YyCTOMYMBOIO pa3BUTHSI,
KOTOpPbIE UMEIOT IITyOOKUE U JaJIeKO UIYIIHe MOCAEICTBHS Ul CTPAaH-Y4aCTHHII.

JlanHoe wuccieoBaHue oOoram@aer o0JIacTH  MEXIYHApOJIHBIX OTHOIIEHMH U
CPaBHUTENBHOU MOJMTIKOHOMHUH, YIIIyOJsis MOHUMAaHHE Pa3IMYHBIX MPOIECCOB PErMOHATBLHOU
MHTETpaIK U ONpelesiomX (akTOpOB UX yclexa WIM Heyaayu. Pe3ynbrarhl Mcciae10BaHus
JTAI0T BO3MOXHOCTH Pa3paboTuMKaM MOJUTHKH, YIaCTBYIOIIUM B MHUIIMATHUBAX 110 PETHOHATBHOM
MHTETpaIy, MOJYYUTh MPAKTHUECKOE MPEJCTaBICHUE O MEPEAOBOM OINbITE U MOTEHIMATbHBIX
npobiremax B gene  coiecTtBus  APGPEKTUBHOMY M YCTOWYMBOMY  PETMOHAIBHOMY
corpynuudectBy. MccrnenoBaHue mnOJUepKUBAeT HEOOXOJIMMOCTh Y4eTa IIMPOKOrO CIIEKTpa
ACIEKTOB - PKOHOMUYECKHUX, MOJTUTHUYECKUX, COLIMOKYJIBTYPHBIX M IKOJIOTUYECKUX - TIPU OLIEHKE
YCUJII 1O PErMOHAIBLHON MHTETPALliH.

Kimouesbie ciaoBa: MEPKOCYP, EBpasuiickuii 5JKOHOMHUYECKHI COI03, pErMOHaIbHAs
WHTErpalysi, HOBBIM PErMOHAIU3M, CpPaBHHUTENbHBIN aHanu3, llenTpanbHas Asus, FOxHas
Awmepuka, EBpazus
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