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New cross-country configuration in the Asia-Pacific region as a factor of Russian integration position changes
The article provides a comparative analysis of integration projects in the Asia-Pacific region, put forward in the post-crisis period of the 21 century: "Trans-Pacific Partnership" (USA), "Silk Road Economic belt" (China), "Eurasian Initiative" (South Korea). It evaluates the potential and the attractiveness of the probability of each of the projects in the medium term; the potential scenarios of Russia's participation in the new integration entities are discussed.
В статье дается сравнительный анализ проектов интеграции в Азиатско-Тихоокеанский регион (далее – АТР), выдвинутых в посткризисный период ХХI в.: «Транс-Тихоокеанское партнерство» (США), «Экономический пояс Шелкового пути» (КНР), «Евразийская инициатива» (Ю. Корея). Оцениваются потенциальная привлекательность и вероятность реализации каждого из проектов в среднесрочной перспективе, рассматриваются сценарии потенциального участия России в новых интеграционных образованиях.
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The model of global economic development formed in the last decades is largely focused on the formation on the basis of national economic systems integration associations at various levels [1].
Occurring in the Asia-Pacific region in the last decade events became the object of attention of experts, social scientists around the world. Never in any of the macro-region of the world did so many projects to build new integration formations not arise at the same time. This initiators, leaders and direct participants in this process are a countries that now occupy leading positions in international economic interactions (USA, China, Japan), or the economies that  have - in view of the existing potential development - ambitious plans to join the leading group (this is, first of all, Russia and South Korea).

Development strategy related to the nomination of integration initiatives and the subsequent creation of regional associations became pronounced for the Asia- Pacific region in the aftermath of the global financial crisis 2007 – 2008. Traditional models of organization of national economies previously demonstrated a positive results of the operation, began to falter. The high sensitivity of even the most powerful economies to negative global processes required special events to improve the sustainability of production systems. At the same time, the global crisis has shown that the previously developed program of joint protective measures in the Asia-Pacific region (primarily formed in the aftermath of the Asian crisis in 1997) are not efficient enough for the region and requires the development and implementation of more advanced forms and mechanisms of economic systems integration.

The ideology of the collective opposition of the region with modern economic risks has become an imperative of development and demanded that each of the countries and territories of the Asia-Pacific finding answers to some fundamental questions to national economic systems. In what segment of the world economy occupy a production niche? What product lines specialize? With whom and on what terms form stable economic ties?

Under these conditions was formed a family of integration projects that reflected the interests and abilities of the major players in the Asia-Pacific region. Common in its fleshing - "integration as an alternative to isolated development," they had a qualitatively different ways of implementation, heterogeneous range of participants, various scale resource base.

First, identify a number of integration initiatives, at least comparable to the existing projects of the APEC by the scale. The latter, due to their weak institutionalizing and internal contradictions also acquired the routine and tradition that in today's dynamic world, of course, does not meet the needs of development. To improve the situation have been proposed projects developed by the world's largest economic powers – USA and China. Their potential, including not only the existing resource base, but also non-economic impact on the region, allow us to consider the formation of the Trans-Pacific Partnership, proposed by the United States, and " Silk Road Economic Belt ", nominated by China, as the two main scenarios of restructuring the economic space of the Asia-Pacific.

The Chinese "Silk Road" was presented to the world community in the fall of 2013, and since then has become one of the most important elements of the economic policy of China in the region. It suggests through the implementation of a large number of related infrastructure projects consolidate the economic interests of the states located between the Pacific and the Atlantic coast of the Eurasian continent. Turning them into an active international economic activity (at the leadership and under the financial patronage of China), will give a powerful impetus to the development of the region and generate positive effects of integration for each of the project participants and the entire region. Trump card in this proposal is the formation of Chinese led financial institutions that support integration plans, in particular the Silk Road Fund in the amount of 40 billion USD. 
Other promising finance structures for project are created recently credit institutions under strong Chinese influence. This is Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank with a capital of 100 billion USD and having the same financial potential of new development bank.

Investing in infrastructure abroad, China not only provides communication channels to realize their economic potential in a large number of countries adjacent to "Silk Road Belt", but also produces tools for the globalization of economic policy, leaving not only beyond the Asia-Pacific region, and Asia as a whole. It is clear that after the decision of the infrastructure problems to the project participants will be offered a variety of opportunities reformatting customs regimes, financial and monetary relations with Chinese firms and economic institutions, co-financed investment projects and other integration programs. Special mention should be put to the emergence of more opportunities for the Yuan use of these processes as the currency of international status. Thus, the infrastructure is a significant envelope of potential of the integration project, changing the spatial configuration of the development not only of the Pacific area of ​​the world economy, but also the adjacent territorial structures [2, 3].
Another project of the unification process in the Asia-Pacific region, not on the merits of using an alternative ideology of integration, but it is meant for a different set of tools and serving the interests of other beneficiaries, for a long time (more than 7 years) was prepared in the United States. It was called the Trans-Pacific Partnership. After many rounds of preliminary consultations and discussions it has been running at an accelerated rate in the implementation of the regime in October 2015 as a response to the Chinese real integration program. US, Japan, Canada and a dozen other countries in the region (including the socialist Vietnam) have begun the process of free trade zone formation in the Asia-Pacific, virtually eliminating tariffs in the long term operations between partner countries [4].
And in this case (as in the "Silk Road" project) free trade shell does not reflect the true complexity of motives associations of the participating countries and diverse integration potential.

  For the United States it is an integral part of the "Pivot to Asia", declared as a continuation and development of the previously implemented transatlantic doctrine. Besides, American politicians and economists with little veil states that it contains a counterweight to China's dominance in the regional markets.

For Japan it is a good chance to recover its leadership position in the Asia-Pacific region as the most powerful of its opponents in various areas of economic influence (China, South Korea, and Taiwan) remain outside this union. Perhaps the regime of "non-inclusion" for these countries is temporary, but outpacing access to integration effects, of course, strengthens the competitive position of the Japanese economy.

For the countries of the region (as included in the pool of participants, and those who join later) it is a real opportunity for competitive gain at the world's largest consumer markets in the US and Japan, embedded in their powerful production systems, obtaining preferential partnership supports when difficulties arise in economic development.
Chinese and American projects have a focus on the Asia-Pacific, but provide supra-regional scale of implementation. Not as global to the world community as the above-mentioned initiatives, but at the same time, much more important for national economies integration projects that are proposed for implementation in the region, countries such as South Korea and Russia.

South Korea's "Eurasian Initiative" in complexity, scale problems, the expected effects can be comparable with the project of a united Germany, implemented at the end of the twentieth century. One of the main directions of this project is to create prerequisites for the association of the Republic of Korea and the DPRK. To implement this long-term plan it is proposed to use the strategy of expansion of the surrounding economic space through the use of effective partnerships with neighboring countries. Integration potential will give a unified spatial system new positive qualities ("creativity") to facilitate more efficient development of localized economies there.

Even more complex integration project (rather a family of projects in Asia-Pacific) considers in Russian Federation. This is due to the fact that, first, it is actually the only power which is in every sense of the Eurasian, ie respectful of the system balance between projects in Asia and Europe. Secondly, its participation in the actual integration processes in the Asia-Pacific region is limited, as it is carried out through the territory with not the highest potential for development (Far East and Eastern Siberia). Third, Russia is already a member of several international organizations that implement programs in the Asia-Pacific (BRICS, SCO) [5].
Since 2000 Russia has been done a sharp turn to the east, the country underwent major "asianisation" in foreign policy. In this process, an important role was played by a number of circumstances.

Firstly, from the global view developed over many decades Russian "Europe oriented" development has exhausted itself both strategic and functional.  For a long period this direction of Russia's international cooperation was undoubtedly the main. Almost half of the foreign trade turnover was formed in Europe, the main financial and investment partners of Russian companies and banks were residents of European Union countries.

However, a close "attached" to European markets of Russian corporations identified occurrence of the effect of excessive dependence on Russian producers localized in European consumer demand. It provides European partners the possibility to implement the agreed price discrimination, deprived of Russian producers of tools for effective opportunistic and strategic maneuvers. Ultimately, the existing relationship gives rise to serious political and economic problems that are particularly acute in times of crisis.

It becomes more obvious the need for spatial diversification of Russian foreign economic relations, use to improve the efficiency of managing a wide range of options for partnerships. One of the main solutions to these macroeconomic challenges was the expansion of cooperation with the countries of the Asia-Pacific region.

Secondly, in the context of global instability and expectations of crisis situations occurrence in the future, as well as the forecasts of international organizations (IMF, World Bank, OECD), the Russian authorities has seen the area of economic prosperity and development in the Asia-Pacific. Production and consumption potential of the region is seen as very attractive to foster and promote international cooperation.

Third, having serious problems in the implementation of regional policy in the Far East, Russia connects the positive developments in territorial development with cooperation with the Asia-Pacific economies [6].
In addition to the expected economic benefits the political motives of the growing influence of Russia in the Asia-Pacific region are essential and which undoubtedly present in the Russian strategy of Asian integration.

The fact that Russia should consider the Asia-Pacific as one of the most important strategic regions for international contacts repeatedly declared many times by the representatives of national authorities.

As a result, the determination of its integration strategy in the region, the country has to take into account the large number of factors that shape and limit the risks [7].
In particular, Russia considers Eurasian Economic Union (EAEC) as one of the most productive and interesting regional project. Along with Russia it includes a number of post-Soviet countries, including several Asian. But in the long term, the participants are counting on a massive international representation: more than 40 countries including the countries located in the Asia-Pacific region show the interest in this integration association. 
On the other hand, as the leading economy of the EAEC and representing the interests of this association, Russia is actively involved in the processes of formation of integration blocs. [8].

For example, with respect to the project "Silk Road Economic Belt" is manifested not only interest, but also negotiating the "pairing" of these two integration programs "in the field of transport infrastructure, regulation of cross-border movement of goods and services." In addition, Russian participation program (and bring it to the work of other countries) has the high projections in such project as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), which has a great influence on international processes.

On the third hand, Russia unequivocally evinces complained that in some cases it does not involve consideration of major integration projects. For example, without its participation the formation of the economic block as the Trans-Pacific Partnership proceeds. Although it should be noted that while none of the options of integration strategies neither politicians nor scientists, nor the experts do not have a unique solution.

When the world's leading powers formed one after another, various competing integration projects in the region, a situation arises where necessary to form a clear idea of the potential gains and losses, with the participation (or non-participation) in a particular project. It is obvious that in the future it is necessary to form a national strategy (it can be focused on cooperation and may be, on the contrary, confrontation). An important issue is related to the formation of institutional arrangements (or adaptation, or, conversely, protection). The question of the possible depth of integration, about the line that separates the integration aspirations and the loss of independence in the management of economic processes seems essential for us [9].
These questions are important for all participants in the integration processes in the Asia-Pacific region, but especially for the value (if not fatal), it seems for Russia, which has announced that the development of its Far Eastern territories (and thus the active incorporation into the economy of the Asia-Pacific region) is "a national priority in the 21 century" [10].
However, the adoption of new strategic guidelines does not mean the real development problems. Further steps need to be linked to the definition of priorities for the Russian markets and the involvement of long-term partners for the implementation of economic plans.
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