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Anpatna. Makana Peceli xeHe KasakcTaH TpaHclueKkapanblK bIHTbIMAKTACTbIFbI XXaHEe Luekapanapabl
TpaHcopmauuanay wmacenernepiHe apHanfaH. Makana ogicHamanblk KaTblHacTa [1.KpyrMaHHbIH
«KaHa akoHoMuKanblK reorpacdusa» xsHe O. MapTUHECTIH, Liekapanap TeOPUSICbIHbIH, KOHLENTepiHe
Herisgeneni. TpaHclekapanblK bIHTbIMAKTACTLIKTbIH, MHCTUTYLUMOHaNAbl bakTopnapbiH  Tanjayfra
epekwe Hasap aygapbiaH. YKymbicTa KapacTblpblUiFaH Macenenep OypblH KEHeCTiKk acep eTy
30HacbiHa eHreH, KCPO bigbipafaHHaH keniH Eypona >xeHe Eypasusgarel memnekeTtTep
LeKapanapbiHbiH, 3BOMIOLUMACHIHbIH, HETi3r TeHAEeHUMANapbl KOHTEKCTIHAE TangaHagbl. Peceli xaHe
KazakcTaHHbIH  Llekapaparnblk bIHTBIMAKTaCTbifbl  MacenernepiHe 6GacTel Hasap aygapbinagbl.
ABTopnapablH nikipiHLe, TpaHclweKapanblK bIHTbIMaKTacTbIKTbIH Kasipri keseHaeri »afganbl anMakTblK
[aMy XeHe WHTerpauust ypgicTepiH bHTanaHgblpMawmabl XoHe «eypoanmakTapy» Tuni OomMbiHLIA
TpaHcLleKapanblK bIHTbIMAKTACTbIKTbIH, MEXaHU3MAEPIHIH, 3KBUBArNeEHTI peTiHae KbI3MET eTe anvangpl.
Kasipri yakbiTTa Pecenge xoHe KasakcTaHOa LWOfblpriaHFaH TpaHCLleKapanblk avMakTap oK.
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AbcTtpakT. Cratbd nocesweHa npobnemam TpaHcopMauun rpaHvuy, U TpaHCrpaHWYHOro
cotpyaHmdectBa Poccunm n KasaxctaHa. B meTtogonormyeckoMm OTHOLUEHUM cTaTba Gasupyetcst Ha
KoHUenTax «HoBon 3akoHomuuveckonm reorpacdmm» [1. KpyrmaHa wn Teopum rpaHuy O. MapTuHeca.
AKLEHTbl  paccTaBfneHbl Ha  aHanuse  MHCTUTYUMOHanbHbIX  (DAKTOPOB  TPAHCrPaHUYHOro
coTpyaHudecTBa. lNogHAaTble B paboTe npobnembl aHanm3npyTcs B KOHTEKCTE OCHOBHbIX TEHAEHLMN
3BONIOLMM FPaHWL, FOCYAApPCTB, paHee BXOOUBLUMX B COBETCKYH 30HYy BnusiHus, B EBpone n EBpasumn
nocne pacnaga CCCP. Ocoboe BnusiHWe yaeneHo Bonpocam npurpaHUYHoro coTpygHuyectsa Poccuu
n KasaxctaHa. Mo MHeHWIO aBTOPOB, COBPEMEHHOE COCTOSHME TPaHCTPaHNYHOro COTpyAHUYECTBa He
CTUMYNUPYET MPOLIECCHI PErMOHANbHOrO PasBUTUS N UHTErpaLmMnM U He MOXET CNYXXUTb SKBMBANEHTOM
MEXaHWU3MOB TPAHCTPaHWYHOro COTPYAHUYECTBA MO TUMY «EBPOPErMOHOBY. K HacTosiLLeMy BpeEMEHU, B
Poccun n KaszaxctaHe npakTuyeckum He CyLlecTBYeT WMHTErpvpoBaHHbIX TPAHCTPaHWYHbIX PErvOHOB.
ABTOpbI cornawialTcd C MHEHVMEM O TOM, YTO CpaBHUTENbHbIE MPEUMYLLECTBA TpPaHCrPaHWYHOWN
nokanusauumn 1 JOCTYMNHbIX PECYPCOB B NITOXOM MHCTUTYLIMOHANbLHOM cpeae npespalialTcsa B 6apbepbl
[ONS pErMoHarnbHOro pasBuTUs, TEM cambiM TPaHCOPMUPYHACH B K MHCTUTYLIMOHANbHbBIE NOBYLLKUY.
KnroueBble cnoBa: Poccus; Kasaxctan; CHI; EC; pervoHanbHOe pasBuTUE; TpaHuLb;
TpaHCrpaHU4yHOE COTPYAHNYECTBO; MHCTUTYTI.
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Russia and Kazakhstan:
Transformation of Borders and Perspectives of Cross-Border Interactions

N.N. Ablazhey, E.G. Vodichev

1. Problem Statement. The question of interactions of border areas of neighboring
countries is of a great importance for the prospects of their economic and socio-
cultural development. This is especially significant for such states as Russia and
Kazakhstan. The Russian-Kazakhstan border area is unique. One of the main
features that determine its special character is geography. The Russian-Kazakhstan
border is the longest in the world — more than 7 thousand km. 12 Russian regions
and 7 of the 14 regions of Kazakhstan are adjacent to it. Another factor, also very
important for understanding the processes of cross-border interactions, is historical
one. Over the centuries, the territories of modern Russia and Kazakhstan have
developed within the framework of one state — first the Russian Empire, and then the
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Soviet Union. This determined not only the proximity of cultural archetypes, but also
the complementarity of the economic profiles of the border areas. Finally, the ethno-
demographic factor should also be taken into consideration. 30 million people live in
the border areas of both countries. These territories are characterized by a mixed
ethnic composition of the population and the wide use of the Russian language as a
means of interethnic communication. Given these arguments, the Russian-
Kazakhstan border is potentially a key regulator of the Eurasian flows
(Vardomsky&Golunov, 2002).

Obviously, the two countries have a lot in common, and in many respects they

depend on each other. It is also obvious that such dependence manifests itself in the
specifics of development of the adjacent regions. However, based on the length of
the borders and features of the border areas, the logical question is whether the
determined vector of the evolution of borders of Russia and Kazakhstan is optimal
from the point of view of development prospects of the border areas of neighboring
countries, and how effectively is the potential of cross-border nature of the border
areas used? In the main part of this paper, the authors will attempt to present their
point of view on the issue posed, taking into account the assessment of experience
gained so far in the cross-border interactions.
2. Research methodology and theoretical analysis. The issue of the border
functionality and cross-border interactions is interdisciplinary in nature. Accordingly,
when analyzing it, interdisciplinary methods and approaches have the greatest heuristic
capabilities. As a theoretical basis for analyzing the processes occurring in
transboundary territories and spaces, the authors consider it appropriate to highlight
three methodological tools. First, these are the concepts of the «new economic
geography» by P.Krugman. With extreme simplification, his theory of spatial
development of the economy operates with a combination of factors of the «first nature»
(that is, the natural parameters and advantages of localization of certain territories and
actors of economic activity) and the «second nature» (that is, the institutional factors).
As the author rightly notes, if there is no balance between them, then comparative
advantages of localization («first nature» factors) in a poor institutional environment
(«second nature» factors) can turn into barriers for regional development and, therefore,
transform into «institutional traps» (See Krugman, 1991).

Secondly, when analyzing the processes occurring in the adjacent territories of
the two (or more) countries, which are considered in the framework of the
transboundary paradigm, very interesting results can be achieved by using the
concepts of the «new institutional economy» developed by another Nobel Laureate
E. Ostrom. In the opinion of this researcher, institutions are rarely just private or
public, «market» or «state». Many successful common resource institutions are
variegated mixtures of «private-like» and «state-like» institutions, denying the
classification of sterile dichotomy. No market can long exist without basic public
institutions to maintain it. In practice, public and private institutions do not exist in the
isolated worlds, but are often mixed and depend on each other (Ostrom, 1990).
Understanding the need to ensure a balance between various institutional
mechanisms and approaches to managing «common» entities (resources, potential,
risks, etc.) allows assessing the limitations of certain formats of border and cross-
border interactions that in Russian practice are usually associated with an
exaggerated role of the state.

Finally, the classification scheme of borders and cross-border areas, now widely
used in geography, political science, etc. and going back to the development of
O. Martinez (Martinez, 1990: 1-5), in our opinion, is seen as an adequate theoretical
basis for determining the vector of evolution of borders and transboundary
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interactions. It includes such areas as alienated border regions (there are no border
links); coexisting border regions (with just some economic and cultural relations),
interdependent border regions (they carry out extensive interaction in the economic,
social and cultural spheres); integrated border regions (a high degree of integration,
and free movement of people, goods, financial flows and ideas are ensured).

In accordance with this approach, the alienated border areas are the subject to
strict centralized control, which is often associated with complicated interstate
relations of neighboring countries. Obviously, the barrier functions of the state border
dominate, with which any cross-border contacts are extremely difficult.

Within the framework of the coexisting border areas, some revival of cross-
border contacts takes place. However, they are sporadic and exclude the possibility
of developing mutually agreed strategies for interaction between territories adjacent
to the state border. The barrier function of the border still dominates, which is
expressed in strict border controls, visa and customs regimes, and other difficulties
and restrictions for any cross-border operations.

Interdependent territories are characterized by a high intensity of cross-border
contacts, which relies on appropriate institutional mechanisms and practices. It is
obvious that there is a mutual desire to develop various forms of transboundary
interactions, the scale of which reaches a level that transforms the border area into a
potential transboundary region. According to O. Martinez, the desire to create ample
opportunities for stable social and cultural cross-border processes along the state
border is to be seen as the expression of the interdependence of such territories
(Martinez, 1990: 5). The border itself is opened and institutional prerequisites are
being created for its transformation into a zone of stable cross-border contacts.

Finally, integrated border areas, as a rule, rely on the agreed development
strategies, which transform them into a single cross-border region (Martinez, 1990:
1-5). Barrier functions of the border are finally giving way to contact ones, and the
border becomes, rather, a bridge than a dividing line between individual states.
Institutional mechanisms and practices make cross-border interactions as easy as
possible. Visa and customs restrictions are practically absent.

It is important to note that regular cross-border contacts, which are part of
everyday life, contribute to the development of a special cross-border identity among
people in cross-border areas. According to the established opinion, «a general
pattern is the direct dependence of border contact on: 1) the level of development of
partner countries, 2) their cultural affinity, 3) the similarity of national economic and
legal systems, 4) mutual proximity and neighborhood. ...A high degree of border
contact contributes to the formation of large market spaces, and national areas that
are similar in economic parameters contribute to the growth of state border contact
and reduce their barriers» (Vardomsky, 2006).

To what extent this model «works» in the modern conditions of the border areas
of Russia and Kazakhstan, and to what extent the established practices correlate
with current trends in the development of institutional mechanisms of cross-border
interactions that have developed in the contemporary world, is shown in the main
part of the paper.

3. Modern integration processes and development of cross-border
interactions in Europe and on the borders of Russia and Kazakhstan. The end
of the 20th century was characterized by a significant strengthening of the
integration and disintegration processes on the west and east of the Eurasian
continent. However, these processes had a multidirectional vector. The collapse of
the USSR and the Soviet zone of influence in Europe led to a systemic and
gualitatively new round of integration trends in the countries of Central and Eastern
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Europe (CEE), which were previously «under the umbrella» of the Soviet Union. The
main development trends of the CEE countries in the 1990s — the first decade of the
2000s were determined by the prospects of integration, and then their actual
integration with the European Union (EU) and the extension of political institutions
and the legal system of the EU to these countries. Even before the formal accession
to the EU, in the CEE countries there was a rapid erosion of borders both among
themselves and with the states of the European Union. As integration processes
deepened, the borders lost their barrier function, having de facto transformed into
administrative boundaries.

This process took place at an accelerated pace also because the trends
towards the formation of a strong regional policy intensified in the EU itself at that
time. The concept of «Europe of the Regions» gained wide popularity, the
prerequisite for the spread of which was a single internal market and an integrated
economic space within the Union. The CEE countries entered not only into the
economic space of the EU, but also divided the new doctrine of interregional
cooperation, which implies the implementation of joint programs and projects by
local authorities and socio-economic and socio-cultural actors, regardless of their
nationality. The model of three regions, which changed the previous model of center-
peripheral relations (Niebuhr, 2004) became the theoretical conceptualization of this
concept. According to this model, «xa common cross-border region emerges on the
border of the EU countries, along with two national regions on both sides of the
border, which is characterized by common cross-border demand and, accordingly, a
common market. As a result, the peripheral regions of the countries cease to be
backward, as they become attractive for skilled labor and other factors of production,
as well as for investment» (Stepanov, 2008: 67).

There was a sharp increase in the importance of cross-border institutions
(primarily the EU INTERREG and CBC programs), and, accordingly, the possibilities
for cross-border interactions among the CEE countries both before and after their
entry into the EU increased. After joining the EU, the barrier functions of the borders
between the EU member states have practically disappeared. This was naturally
accompanied by a wide development of cross-border cooperation, which
transformed border areas into an integrated transboundary space with a significant
number of cross-border regions developing on the basis of agreed strategies and
programs.

While in Western Europe borders virtually disappeared and trans-regional
integration processes accelerated under the influence of the European integration
policy, the border barrier functions intensified on the Russian borders. The Schengen
visa regime was extended to Russia and other post-Soviet countries, and customs
regimes and administrative regulations changed. If the quantity of integrated cross-
border areas quickly increased in the west, on the east of Europe integration developed
at a much slower pace and more contradictory. Under the terms of the Partnership and
Cooperation Agreement (PCA) between the EU and Russia (signed in 1994, but
enforced only on December 1, 1997), certain efforts were made to develop trans-
regional interactions between Russia and the CEE countries both before and after their
accession to the European Union. However, they faced doctrinal restrictions and a
different legal regime. In addition to political factors, weak institutions as well as the poor
state of the border infrastructure affected the integration efforts. This is clearly seen, for
example, when comparing the depth of cross-border interactions on the western and
eastern borders of Poland on the eve of the country accession to the European Union
(Stryjakiewicz, 1998: 206).

490



Ynken Anmatii anemi — Mup Bonbwozo Anmasi — World of Great Altay 4(4)2018 ISSN 2410-2725

Unlike the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, full-fledged state borders
began to form in the spaces of the former USSR between its former republics — now
independent states. As a result, the barrier functions of the borders increased. At
this stage, this process was quite natural and was defined by self-determination in
the new independent states, the formation of their own identity. In general, the
processes that took place on the new interstate borders of the post-Soviet space
were in many respects opposite to those that were characteristic of the CEE
countries. The desire to suspend disintegration processes and compensate them
with new intergovernmental institutions in the 1990s — early 2000s led to the
formation of such entities as the CIS, the Union State of Russia and Belarus, the
Customs Union, and then the Eurasian Economic Community (EAEU).

No less important was the fact that after the collapse of the USSR, the Central
Asian countries of the CIS, including Kazakhstan, became objects of the keen
interest from China, seeking to implement its own integration initiatives. The PRC
began considering the states of Central Asia as its «strategic rear», a «resource
belt» and a sales market for the Chinese economy. At the same time, in the last 15—
20 years, as the economy of China was growing, this approach was supplemented
with new accents that arose due to the relative exhaustion of opportunities for
extensive development within the country and the associated excess of production
capacities and higher labor costs. The stake on investment activity outside the
country, first of all in the regions of Central Asia, was embodied in the strategy «One
belt — one way», which directly impacted Kazakhstan. In the autumn of 2013 in
Astana, Chinese President Xi Jinping announced the initiative of the Silk Road
Economic Belt, which specified the economic and infrastructural aspects of the PRC
integration strategies in Central Asia (Vorobiev, 2017). At the same time, it is
important to point out that this strategy as referred to Kazakhstan is largely
implemented through the Xinjiang-Uygur Autonomous Region, which is close in
ethnic and socio-cultural aspects, becoming the «gateway» of China to the west.

Without going into details, we would note that according to the available
economic data, the systemic activity of Kazakhstan’'s eastern neighbor in building
such integration strategies has already led to significant practical results that will
undoubtedly have and have already had geopolitical consequences. Kazakhstan,
like other post-Soviet states of Central Asia, is increasingly being drawn into the orbit
of China's foreign economic strategies based on providing multibillion-dollar
investments in the economies of the partner countries. Accordingly, on the
Kazakhstani direction (and on the Central Asian direction as a whole), the Russian
Federation is increasingly confronted with a growing «integration challenge» from
China, whose vector is competitive for Russia, and does not always find good
arguments to withstand such a competition.

Due to the enormous length of the borders, the relations of Russia and
Kazakhstan naturally acquired a fundamentally important character not only for the
two states, but also for the whole Eurasian space. The Russian-Kazakhstan border,
even becoming a state one, retained its contact functions. However, transformation
of the borders after the independence was reached gained additional communication
problems for the economy and the population of the border areas. They were
complemented by an abundance of logistic and infrastructural difficulties that had a
disincentive effect for the development of border trade and the entire set of
economic and socio-cultural relations. In fact, after the restoration of the barrier
functions of the border, the governments of the two countries had to take active
steps to strengthen its contact functions.
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Particularly, in the development of relations of Russia and Kazakhstan a lot of
expectations were connected with the development of cross-border cooperation
(lvanov, 2015). The border regions with maximum gravity remaining from the Soviet
epoch became the initiators of cross-border integration (in Russia, these were Omsk
oblast, Altai Krai, Kurgan, Saratov, Samara, and Chelyabinsk oblasts; in Kazakhstan
— Pavlodar, Aktobe, East Kazakhstan, West Kazakhstan, North Kazakhstan and
Kostanai regions. In early 1993, the Russian government supported the idea of the
Omsk Governor L.K. Polezhayev on the Russian-Kazakhstan meeting on the issues
of border relations. The first basic document governing the interaction of neighboring
regions, the Agreement on cooperation of border regions of Russia and Kazakhstan,
was concluded on January 26, 1995 in Omsk (Garant, 1995). The main purpose of
the Agreement declared the promotion of cooperation between border regions,
including such tasks as:

— elimination of obstacles to the movement of goods and services produced within
the border areas;

— improvement of legislation;

— encouragement of mutual investments and creation of joint ventures;

— simplification of border and other control procedures with respect to residents of
border regions;

— ensuring favorable conditions for the functioning of a cross-border transport;

— environmental protection, prevention and liquidation of emergency situations;

— cooperation in the humanitarian field;

— regulation of migration processes;

— coordination of law enforcement interaction.

Later, such agreements were signed on a regular basis.

New impetus to the development of cross-border cooperation was given by the
forums of the border areas of the Russian Federation and the Republic of
Kazakhstan with participation of the heads of the state, designed to promote deeper
integration. The first such forum was held on April 15, 2003 in Omsk. Noting the
important role of cross-border relations as a component of bilateral cooperation,
including in the context of creating a single economic space, the presidents of the
two countries instructed governments to take additional measures to stimulate cross-
border interaction, the level of which «did not fully meet» the interests of the
economic development of Russia and Kazakhstan. In the future, with a certain
periodicity, such forums were held in Russia and Kazakhstan in Chelyabinsk, Uralsk,
Novosibirsk, Aktobe, Orenburg, Ust-Kamenogorsk, Astana and other cities.

It should be noted that already at the 4th Forum, which took place on October
3-5, 2007 in Novosibirsk, the Russian-Kazakhstan border cooperation was
unexpectedly criticized. The Kazakhstan side assessed the progress achieved as
«very modest». The President of the Republic of Kazakhstan N.A. Nazarbayev
stressed that so far cross-border cooperation was not a priority for economic
cooperation of the two countries, and it is granted more interests in Kazakhstan than
in Russia. He noted that after the signing of the border treaty, emphasis was placed
on the protection of the borders, which objectively strengthened the barrier function
of the borders, impacting the economic cooperation of border regions, and the
tightening of the border regime blocks economic cooperation of the border regions:
modernization of road infrastructure, development of special areas of cross-border
trade, and cross-border electric power industry. It was noted that the existing road
infrastructure (highways and checkpoints) on the Russian-Kazakhstan border is not
enough to meet the needs for cross-border transportation from the border regions,
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and to transport transit cargo, which is extremely negative for all border cooperation
(Reshetnikova, 2007: 18).

As for special zones of border trade, such zones exist on both the Russian-
Chinese and Kazakhstan-Chinese borders. Creating them meets the conditions of
the World Trade Organization (WTO) on cross-border trade. However, on the
Russian-Kazakhstan border, such zones have not effectively developed. The
created five special zones actually do not operate due to the absence of a joint
control agreement, and Kazakhstan continued to form them unilaterally. According to
the Kazakhstan party, the construction of a network of special zones should be
considered a serious basis for the development of cross-border cooperation.

In the future, the cross-border cooperation forums became more and more
substantive and aimed at solving actual problems of international and interregional
cooperation. So, in particular, the 13th forum of 2016 in Astana was largely devoted
to the possibilities of transport and logistics potential in the Eurasian space. A
proposal was made to create cross-border agglomerations within the EAEU.
Kazakhstan presented the first such project — the concept of the Kurgan-
Petropavlovsk agglomeration. The Russian partners voiced a proposal to create a
global Omsk-Kazakhstan agglomeration that is seen as extremely ambitious and
hardly feasible. According to the leaders of this region, Omsk could claim the status
of the third capital of the Russian Federation if it becomes a real window to Asia by
creating a border agglomeration aimed at expanding cooperation with the northern
regions of Kazakhstan, including Astana (Economy gov., 2018).

The development of human capital became the subject of the 14th Forum in
Chelyabinsk in 2017. During the Forum, a meeting of rectors of universities of the
two countries was held with more of 80 universities involved. As a result of the
event, a decision was made to approve the program of interregional and cross-
border cooperation between the governments of the Russian Federation and the
Republic of Kazakhstan for 2018—-2023. The document provides for the solution of
general issues of interregional and cross-border cooperation, as well as the
definition and implementation of joint activities and projects in its various directions
(Association of Siberian and Far Eastern Cities, 2016).

Thus, today there is a significant contractual and regulatory framework for the
interstate and interregional cross-border interaction. On the part of Russia, the
Chelyabinsk, Orenburg, Tyumen, Novosibirsk and Omsk oblasts, as well as the Altai
Krai, are most actively developing trade and economic relations with the border
regions of Kazakhstan. Cross-border cooperation has become positioned as an
important factor of economic integration and a tool for the formation of a common
economic space. The leadership of both countries has repeatedly stressed that it is
in the border regions, the socio-economic, political and socio-cultural issues that
exist in the relations between the two states crystallize, and the border cooperation
itself becomes a way of working out their solutions.

However, in recent years, the volume of cross-border cooperation has been
constantly decreasing. Cross-border cooperation remains resource-based in type,
and this approach is only intensifying. Hydrocarbons occupy half of the total export
of the cooperation — the Tyumen oblast and Aterau provide such export-import
operations. There is a feeling that something did not go the way it was originally
envisaged. The depth of integration on adjacent territories is low. If we return to the
O. Martinez’s classification, they clearly did not reach the stage of integrated
territories. It can be concluded that, in contrast to the transboundary spaces, cross-
border regions in eastern Russia are practically absent (Vodichev et al.,2016).
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Undoubtedly, international and interregional treaties and agreements, cross-
border cooperation forums, the formation of the Customs, and then the Eurasian
Economic Union strengthen and expand the regulatory framework of integration
processes between Russia and Kazakhstan, including in the border areas. The
EAEU has declared a high level of integration, within which there must be a common
internal market that ensures the freedom of movement of goods, services, capital
and labor resources. However, it should be recognized that in many respects this
cooperation remains «verbal». There is an opinion that the EAEU has become a
political reaction to the evolution of the European Union and the issues that have
arisen in the EU in recent years, and under the conditions of sanctions it risks
becoming a stronghold of mutual distrust and protectionism (Koktysh, 2016). The
experts of Bloomberg believe that the economic benefit of its creation is highly
guestionable for all participants (Bloomberg, 2014). No less important is another
aspect of the problem. It is worth mentioning that now one of the goals of the EAEU
for Russia is to form a unified position of its member states on the strategy of
economic cooperation with China. At the same time, «Beijing is currently shaking
this «united front» quite successfully, relying on bilateral cooperation with the states
of Central Asia» (Vorobiev, 2017).

These cannot but affect the development of relations in the post-Soviet
transboundary spaces. It is obvious that the current policy of Russia in the field of
cross-border interactions is very controversial. It fancifully combines Russia's desire
to expand its economic and political influence when trying to limit dependence on
neighboring territories. As follows from official declarations, its main vector is the
formation of a common economic space with uniform norms of economic activity.
This is hardly possible without coordination of the basic institutions, the development
of which should occur as a result of close cooperation, not only intergovernmental,
but above all, interregional and local. According to many experts, the main place in it
is to be occupied by harmonized or unified business institutions (Vardomsky, 2006).

The underdevelopment of institutions for cross-border interaction is now the
most important, and possibly the major obstacle that limits cross-border cooperation
and the formation of cross-border regions along the border between Russia and
Kazakhstan. In this regard, it is extremely important to thoroughly comprehend the
institutional practices and lessons of the EU, for example, the activities of the
«euroregions" to assess the possibility of their use in the regions of Eurasia
(Vodichev, 2011).

No less important are the tasks of the infrastructure development of the
Russian-Kazakhstan trans-border area, which still remains a «bottleneck» of both
interregional interactions and the socio-economic development of these territories.
According to the authoritative opinion, which is difficult to disagree, «increasing
attention to projects aimed at intensifying transport communication in border areas
and developing local road and other infrastructure will have a stimulating effect on
the socio-economic development of border areas of Russia and Kazakhstan»
(Tamozhennyi Soyuz, 2012: 11).

At the same time, when assessing the prospects for the development of cross-
border interactions in the Russian-Kazakhstan border area, certain limitations of a
doctrinal character should be taken into account, the significance of which is
enhanced in the current political vector. Now in Russia, accents are placed on the
factors of the integrity of the state (albeit it is a federation from a formal point of view)
as the key principle of ensuring national security, identity, political power and
economic well-being. At the same time, «in all countries of Central and Eastern
Europe, the development of new forms of cross-border relations and new identity in
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cross-border territories has become a significant factor weakening the centralist
tendencies that are the legacy of the former communist regimes» (Stryjakiewicz,
1998: 211). It seems that strengthening the emphasis on the flexibility of the regions
and their right to a decisive vote in determining the strategy of regional development
hardly fits the current logic of political processes in Russia. The dichotomy of the
«center-periphery» in the country is now clearly being decided in favor of the Center.

The economic asymmetry that exists, with some exceptions, in the border areas

of the Asian part of Russia and its nearest neighbors is also a significant obstacle for
the development of a cross-border areas. As for the sociocultural aspects, and, in
particular, the identity factor, there are no significant signs of cross-border identity in
the border regions on the east of Russia, and its formation is clearly not encouraged.
The Eurasian narrative, which nowadays is much talked about in Russia and
Kazakhstan, can hardly be considered as a sociocultural imperative that unites
transboundary territories and significantly influences economic and political
processes. Finally, one should not overlook the question of mentality.
Administrations of Russian regions and municipalities in the border areas, which are
still operating in a very foggy legislative and regulatory space, when the rules of the
game are not always clear and transparent, and, moreover, are constantly changing,
usually do not promote or support breakthrough initiatives in the field of cross-border
interactions if they are associated with economic risks. This fully applies both to
Russia and Kazakhstan.
4. Conclusion. Returning to the methodological setting of the problem, we would
note that there are several risk factors that are manifested in the current practices of
cross-border interaction between Russia and Kazakhstan. Among them, such issues
should be mentioned as selfishness in relation to the «governing the commons».
This leads to the administration of part of the resource potential on the basis of
traditional schemes, which creates risks for the emergence of economic and
environmental contradictions and conflicts. The use of water resources is indicative
in this respect (Vinokurov, 2014). No less significant are the overestimation of the
state regulation and the underestimation of other instruments, characteristic to both
Russia and Kazakhstan. And finally, the «barrier thinking»should also be noted, i.e.
the lack of understanding of the transboundary factor as a link between the
countries, as well as its potential for regional development. On the whole, based on
the scheme of O. Martinez, it can be concluded that the border areas of the Asiatic
Russia and neighboring countries, including Kazakhstan, at best reached the stage
of interdependent territories, mostly staying at the stage of coexisting territories, but
not integrated cross-border regions.

It can be assumed that cooperation programs of border regions will develop,
and the number of joint projects in the border areas of Russia and Kazakhstan will
gradually increase. It is quite possible that they will be designed in the form of
programs for the development of cross-border regions. But due to the nature of their
formation and functioning, in contrast to «euroregions», such programs can at best
lead to the formation of a kind of «eurasia-regions», for which the factors of political
initiative and control «from above" will be of fundamental importance. In any case,
up to the present, cross-border cooperation between Russia and Kazakhstan has
always developed according to the scenarios proposed by the states. And in any
case, the issue of the effectiveness of institutions of cross-border interaction will
remain as the key one.

When assessing the prospects of such programs, it is important to understand
the fact that, as international experience shows, most of the programs initiated by
the authorities, if they are not supported by economic actors and civil society
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structures, have no chance of practical implementation and remain on paper
(Stryjakiewicz 1998: 209). In the development of the Russian-Kazakhstan
borderland much will depend on whether the evolution of the border areas into truly
cross-border regions will occur, and interregional cooperation will evolve into
networked and extensive cross-border integration. Only under this condition the
factor of transboundary cooperation can become an essential driver of regional
development for both countries. And for future concrete projects, the key task is to
determine their basic vector: do they contribute to the development of cross-border
areas according to the optimal scenario, or, on the contrary, preserve the historically
established asymmetry and can lead to an increase of tension at the contact points
in the future, as it has already happened in the Eurasian space?
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