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Abstract: The research problem is that the COVID-19 pandemic has become a threat to the sustainable
development of the EEU and caused uncertainty in terms of the management of corporate social re-
sponsibility. This paper is aimed at identifying the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on sustainable
development of the EEU from the perspective of the interaction of the member states of the integration
association and their mutual trade risks through the prism of the management of corporate social
responsibility. The methodological foundation of the research is composed of the provisions of a
comprehensive approach that has been used as a basis for determining the cause-and-effect relation-
ship between the member states of the integration association and their mutual trade risks in the age
of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020. The analysis of statistical data is based on the methodology of
econometric theory; in particular, the methods of horizontal and trend analysis. This paper analyzes
the measures that were taken by the EEU member states to fight the pandemic of a new coronavirus
infection both at the national level and at the level of the EEU institutions. The authors showed the
asynchronous nature of measures introduced at the national level, while in certain circumstances
the economic inefficiency of the introduction of measures, taken at the supranational level, and the
impact of imposed restrictions on the current situation with mutual trade in goods and services,
and free movement of workers. It has been substantiated that the examination of the economic
interaction of the EEU member states in the period of restrictions dictated by a new coronavirus
infection has revealed several endemic problems and had a major impact on the achievement of
the main objectives of the integration association, transforming the terms for the management of
corporate social responsibility. The originality of the paper is that the unique experience of the
integration association of the EEU is for the first time studied from the perspective of the impact of
the risks of mutual trade during a pandemic on it through the prism of the management of corporate
social responsibility.

Keywords: EEU; Eurasian Economic Union; pandemic; COVID-19; coronavirus; risks of mutual
trade; management; corporate responsibility; risk management

1. Introduction

Influenza pandemics, which represent epidemics that cover most of the world, in addi-
tion to human losses, invariably entail substantial economic losses both in the economies of
certain states and integration associations in particular and in the world economy in general.

Thus, the most powerful known influenza pandemic is considered to be the “Spanish
flu”, caused by the H1N1 virus that occurred in 1918–1920, which, in terms of its losses,
makes this epidemic one of the largest catastrophes in the history of mankind (Morens and
Taubenberger 1918; Patterson and Pyle 1991), since between 20 and 40% of the population
of our planet suffered from its action. Some researchers have linked the recession in
developed countries in 1919–1921 to the Spanish flu epidemic, according to their estimates,

Risks 2022, 10, 27. https://doi.org/10.3390/risks10020027 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/risks

https://doi.org/10.3390/risks10020027
https://doi.org/10.3390/risks10020027
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/risks
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7861-5414
https://doi.org/10.3390/risks10020027
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/risks
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/risks10020027?type=check_update&version=1


Risks 2022, 10, 27 2 of 23

the epidemic cost the world 6.6% of GDP on average (Barro and Ursua 2009). At the same
time, according to a World Bank report, an epidemic of a similar scale, for example, in
2015, would cost the world economy up to 5% of GDP (International Working Group on
Financing Preparedness 2017). The subsequent “Asian Flu” of 1957 and the “Hong Kong
Flu” of 1968 killed more than one and a half million people and caused economic losses
of about US $32 billion at that time (Mizinceva et al. 2020). The damage from SARS in
2002–2003, according to WHO estimates, amounted to at least US $59 billion, the damage
from the H5N1 avian flu epidemic in 2003–2005. In South-East Asia alone, this exceeded
USD 10 billion. In 2009, the swine flu damaged the world economy in the amount of
50 billion US dollars, and in 2014–2016, the Ebola epidemic in West Africa cost $53 billion
(Prevent Epidemics 2019).

In the last days of 2019, there were reports that at least 27 people were hospitalized
with pneumonia of unknown origin in Wuhan, located in the PRC, seven of whom were
in critical condition. By 9 January 2020, Chinese epidemiologists found that the causative
agent of the outbreak was a new type of SARS-CoV-2 coronavirus. In connection with the
subsequent daily detection of cases of infection in different countries around the world,
on 30 January 2020, the WHO stated that “the outbreak of a new coronavirus infection
is a CHSMZ” (“a public health emergency of international concern”—outside of China
registered 98 cases in 18 countries). On 11 March 2020, WHO concluded that “the outbreak
of COVID-19 can be characterized as a pandemic” (more than 118 thousand cases of
infection in 114 countries) (World Health Organization 2020).

International organizations started issuing their forecasts for the probable impact of a
new pandemic on all aspects of international relations, including economic relations. Thus,
the International Monetary International Monetary Fund (2021a) in April 2020 claimed that
the coronavirus pandemic would trigger an economic recession of a kind that the world
has not experienced since the Great Depression, with a decrease in global GDP by 3% in
2020, the consequences of which would be even graver than the crisis of 2008–2009.

According to European Commission (2021), the current economic recession will be
record-breaking throughout the history of Europe, since the economy of the euro region
will decline by 7.75% in 2020, and the economy of the EU member states will decline by
7.5%. According to the forecasts for April, International Labour Organization (2021), more
than 1.6 billion of the world’s population can remain without sources of income and means
of subsistence; there are topical issues related to the provision of food and subsistence to
people. As noted in the UN (2021) report that was published in April 2020, the COVID-19
crisis sinks the world economy into recession with historical levels of unemployment
and poverty.

As for international trade, according to the assessment made by WTO (2021) in October,
the volume of international trade in 2020 could decrease by 9.2%, which is somewhat less
than the figure in the forecast for April from this organization (12.9% under the best-case
scenario). Most countries of the world have introduced bans and restrictions on entry
and departure and movement using most means of transport, and cultural and public
catering, recreation institutions, hotels, and other types of businesses have closed. All the
above measures had an unprecedented impact on the world economy in general, and on
international trade in goods and services in particular.

Furthermore, the new pandemic puts on trial not only individual countries but also
interstate unions, especially those aiming to build a common market with free movement
of goods, services, workforce, and capitals, in particular, a relatively young integration
association—the Eurasian Economic Union (the EEU) of Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, and Russia. It is rightly noted that the coronavirus pandemic that broke out
in 2020 intensified the disintegration of the global economy (Komolov 2021). According
to some researchers, the impact of COVID-19 and the restrictive measures caused by the
pandemic may serve as a trigger for triggering disintegration processes in the European
Union (Vertakova and Babich 2021). Containing the spread of the coronavirus, as well
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as combating its consequences, has overshadowed all other goals, including to deepen
integration in the Latin American region (Pravdiuk 2020).

In the context of restrictions that were individually introduced by the EEU member
states, measures that have been taken at the supranational level by the bodies of the EEU to
mitigate the implications of a new pandemic on the economies of partner countries, as well
as to render mutual assistance in the fight against COVID-19, assume great importance.
Under current conditions, the value of supranational institutions, their real powers, or the
lack thereof is determined.

Although almost all spheres of life have been the victims of the pandemic and socioe-
conomic implications related to it, the primary focus of this paper is on the implications
of the pandemic for the main objectives of the EEU—“four freedoms”, since these are the
major indicators of integration. The research problem is that the COVID-19 pandemic has
become a threat to the sustainable development of the EEU, posing risks to their free trade
(Bieszk-Stolorz and Dmytrów 2021; Malhotra and Corelli 2021; Pnevmatikakis et al. 2021;
Sheraz and Nasir 2021). Hence, the in depth scientific study of the best practices of opera-
tion of the integration association in 2020 is highly relevant. This paper aimed at identifying
the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on sustainable development of the EEU from the
perspective of the interaction of the member states of the integration association and their
mutual trade risks through the prism of the management of corporate social responsibility.

The COVID-19 crisis is unique not only due to its pandemic (uneconomic) nature but
also due to implications for international trade risks. These implications are unprecedented
because, unlike other crises, when the foreign trade flow was decreasing under the impact
of market factors (for example, a decrease in purchasing power), heavy restrictions were
introduced in the age of the COVID-19 crisis, which paralyzed international trade in
2020. This deprived export companies of the opportunity to redirect export flow to other
countries; moreover, it gravely affected the activities of companies dependent on imports,
causing a shortage of raw materials, materials, components, etc.

Restrictions (in the framework of the pandemic) that were introduced at the domestic
level aggravated to a critical level the imbalance of supply and demand, characteristic of
economic crises as it was. The problem of restoring the market balance in the age of the
COVID-19 crisis (market arbitrage) is to be resolved by the business. The problem is that
the business focused on making a profit, and exercised its market arbitrage function for its
benefit rather than for the benefit of society. In this case, against the background of limitation
of imports, the business may deliberately grow deficit instead of bridging it (through
oligopolistic convention) to put up prices and drive competitors (small and medium-sized
business entities) out of the market. Against the background of bans on exports, export-
oriented companies could significantly reduce their staff due to a decrease in the range of
their activity (due to restricted market outlets), which would increase unemployment.

As a result, it is important to study the corporate practice of market arbitrage in the age
of the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis. Existing literature provides a detailed description
of alternative approaches to market arbitrage (including an approach that is based on
corporate social responsibility practices), but it does not indicate exactly what kind of
approach is used in practice in the age of the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis. Available
publications are reflective of best practices of certain companies from certain countries,
precluding from sizing up the situation on the whole.

That said, the best practices of developing countries are still the least studied and
therefore they need coverage most of all. In particular, only a rough description of the
best practices of the EEU member states is presented in the existing literature; they are of
particular interest since the EEU member states are emerging economies that combine the
elements of both the post-planned economy and the emerging market economy. As a result,
the companies in the EEU member states have the most powerful and diverse capabilities
in terms of market arbitrage.

The research question of this paper lies in the question about the kind of approach to
executing the market arbitrage function is used by the companies in developing countries
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in the age of the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis. Relying on the research of Lopata and
Rogatka 2021; Pündrich et al. 2021; Wang and Cooper 2021, this research hypothesizes
that the companies from developing countries exhibit low corporate social responsibility in
terms of market arbitrage in the age of the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis. The purpose
of this paper was to identify international trade risks of the EEU member states in the age
of the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis, as well as to identify the contribution of corporate
social responsibility to the management of these risks when the market arbitrage function
is executed by the companies (the balance between supply and demand in the market
is restored).

2. Literature Review

The theoretical basis of the research was formed by the works of modern authors on
the issues of foreign trade integration and the development of mutual trade, including the
works of such researchers as (Ahmad 2021; Angilella and Mazzù 2020; Benevolo et al. 2021;
Dupuis et al. 2021; Fokina, Olga Vasil’evna 2020; Gladkov and Dubovik 2019; Inshakova
and Litvinov 2020; Kapuria and Singh 2021; Litvinova 2020; Popkova and Sergi 2021;
Popkova et al. 2020; Ronda et al. 2020; Sellappan and Shanmugam 2021; Lobova et al. 2020).
In addition, this work is based on the concept of sustainable development and the concept
of the management of corporate social responsibility.

The existing literature distinguishes and provides a fairly detailed description of the
two alternative approaches to market arbitrage. The first approach is based on unfair
competition and price-fixing actions. In this approach, the companies use crisis conditions
for their benefit, which leads to high costs for society, the economy, and the environment
(Zhang et al. 2020). This approach can be treated as unsustainable because, first of all, it is
inconsistent with the sustainable development agenda (companies are not guided by the
SDGs) (Kang et al. 2021).

Second, this approach does not lead to restoration of the balance between supply
and demand in the market—quite the opposite, this approach increases their imbalance,
due to which companies derive the required benefit. For example, even if there are stocks
(stored in finished products warehouses), companies can put sales on hold to deliberately
increase the deficit and subsequently sell their products at higher prices. Given the “ratchet
effect” (price insensitivity downwards), short-term deficit causes long-term and irreversible
increase in prices (with subsequent reduction in prices, yet not to the initial level) that is
profitable for companies (Fox et al. 2020).

The second approach is based on “healthy competition” and corporate social respon-
sibility. This approach assumes that companies are guided by the public interest and
voluntarily choose not to make some additional profit that could be realized by them due
to unfair competition and price-fixing actions (Antwi et al. 2021). This is not to say that
companies do not make any profit. On the contrary, companies can derive substantial
profit. First, the natural shortage of goods expectedly results in the rise in prices for them
under the impact of the market mechanism, which secures additional profits for companies
(Ziogas and Metaxas 2021). Second, corporate social responsibility amid the crisis is partic-
ularly highly valued and is responsible for the higher long-term loyalty of all stakeholders.
Benefits of increased loyalty include reduced price elasticity of demand (Ashraf et al. 2021).

The existing publications (Arora et al. 2021; Chintrakarn et al. 2021; Díaz-Pichardo and
Sánchez-Medina 2021) point out that developing countries are characterized by a lower
degree of corporate social responsibility (compared to developed countries); that is why
the first approach is inherent in them. This assumption is taken as a hypothesis of this
paper that can be verified through the example of the EEU member states. However, due
to understudied best practices of developing countries, and the EEU member states, in
particular, the evidence base of the suggested hypothesis is not established, which prevents
us from testing it—and this is a gap in the literature. The said gap is filled in this paper
through a detailed study of the best practices of the EEU member states: quantitative
evaluation of financial risks of international trade in the age of the COVID-19 pandemic
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and crisis, as well as consideration of the practices of managing these risks at the level of
the companies performing the market arbitrage function.

3. Materials and Methodology

To achieve the stated goal (and to verify the suggested hypothesis), two research
problems are raised and solved in the paper. Problem one: To identify international trade
risks of the EEU member states in the age of the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis. A review
and logical analysis were performed for that end (from the perspective of international
trade risks):

− The timeframe for the introduction of states of emergency and the termination of air
travel to other countries in the EEU member States in 2020;

− The timeframe for the introduction of bans on the export of personal protective
equipment, medicines, medical products, and other goods, in particular, to the EEU
member states;

− The timeframe for the introduction of bans on the export of food, in particular, to the
EEU member states.

In addition, the structure of international trade risks in the EEU member states has
been comprehensively studied in the age of the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis. The
methodological foundation of the research was composed of the provisions of a com-
prehensive approach that has been used as a basis for determining the cause-and-effect
relationship between the member states of the integration association and their mutual
trade risks in the age of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020. The analysis of statistical data was
based on the methodology of econometric theory, in particular, the methods of horizontal
and trend analysis.

The horizontal analysis method was used to study:

− The pattern of changes in mutual trade between the EEU member States in 2020, as a
percentage of the corresponding period of the previous year;

− The structure of international trade based on imports and exports outside the EEU
compared to other economic unions.

The trend analysis method was used to study:

− Evolution of GDP of the EEU member states during the pandemic;
− Changes in mutual trade in goods between the third countries and the EEU member

states in January–October 2020;
− Decrease in the volume of trade in services in the EEU member States for 10 months

of 2020 compared to 2019;
− The pattern of changes in the trade of services in Russia by sectors, million US dollars.

Problem two: To identify the contribution of corporate social responsibility to the
management of identified risks of international trade in the EEU member states in the age
of the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis when the market arbitrage function is executed by
the companies (the balance between supply and demand in the market is restored). A
case study method was used for this purpose to study the practices of the management
of corporate social responsibility in the EEU through the example of enterprises in the
EEU member states and to analyze the evolution of these practices under the impact of the
COVID-19 pandemic and crisis.

4. Results
4.1. Asynchronous Nature of Measures Introduced at the National Level: Implications for the
Management of Corporate Social Responsibility

In 2020, the EEU member states introduced various restrictions at the national level,
aimed at preventing the spread of new coronavirus infection, starting from termination of
air travel to other countries and movement by other means of transport at the domestic level
(with a few exceptions), closure of public catering, cultural, recreation, and trade enterprises
until the complete termination of air travel to other countries, and the introduction of states
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of emergency. The analysis has shown the asynchronous nature of measures introduced
by the EEU member states at the national level, which increase uncertainty and made the
management of corporate social responsibility more complex.

Thus, in particular, while the state of emergency (with different timeframes) was
introduced in some EEU member states, such a state was not introduced in other member
states; however, similarly, the measures of partners to restrict the movements of people
with air transport were asynchronous as well, despite the establishment of the EEU, and
the objective of ensuring free movement of workers were asynchronous as well (Table 1).

Table 1. The timeframe for the introduction of states of emergency and the termination of air travel
to other countries in the EEU member States in 2020.

Country State of Emergency Air Travel to Other Countries Was Terminated
(with a Few Exceptions)

Armenia 16 March–11 September 3 April

Belarus Was not introduced Was not terminated on the part of Belarus

Kazakhstan 16 March–11 May Since 1 April

Kyrgyzstan 25 March–11 May 20 March

Russia Was not introduced Since 27 March
Source: Compiled based on data from the Eurasian Economic Commission (2021b).

The measures taken by partner countries differed significantly in the field of mon-
etary policy as well. If, for example, Armenia, Belarus, and Russia lowered the interest
rates of their central (national) banks, then Kazakhstan, conversely, increased the interest
rate by 2.75% (Eurasian Economic Commission 2021a). Although these measures were
not transferred to the supranational level, differences in their implementation have an
impact on the conditions of business activity in the common market of the EEU and the
competitive environment.

The range and nature of social benefits in the EEU member states also varied widely,
which is rightly attributable to not only the financial possibilities of the states but also the
strategy of the fight against the pandemic they chose. That said, the asynchronous nature
of measures introduced at the discretion of the EEU member states in March–April 2020
has started having an impact on the main objectives of the establishment of the union. By
referring, inter alia, to Article 29 of the Treaty on the EEU, bans were introduced on export
at the national level, in particular, to the EEU member states, as well as personal protective
equipment (medical face masks, facepiece respirators, etc.) that are necessary to prevent
the spread of the COVID-19 pandemic, and food commodities (Tables 2 and 3).

Table 2. The timeframe for the introduction of bans on the export of personal protective equipment,
medicines, medical products, and other goods, in particular, to the EEU member states.

Country The Timeframes for Bans, in Particular, to the EEU Member States, 2020

Armenia Since 3 March 2020—for an unlimited term (medicines and medical supplies, in particular, medical face masks,
disposable gowns, protective suits, etc.)

Belarus 16 March–1 June (personal protective equipment, gowns, gloves, lung ventilators, etc.)

Kazakhstan Since 20 February—for an unlimited term (facepiece respirators, goggles, protective (antiplague) suits or
disposable protective suits, medical face masks, facepiece respirators, gowns, gloves)

Kyrgyzstan 3 February–3 August (medicines and medical supplies, in particular, medical face masks, disposable gowns,
protective suits, etc.)

Russia 2 March–1 June (facepiece respirators, goggles, medical face masks, etc.)

Source: Compiled based on data from the Eurasian Economic Commission (2021b).
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Table 3. The timeframe for the introduction of bans on the export of food, in particular, to the EEU
member states.

Country Timeframe for Bans, 2020

Armenia Was not introduced

Belarus Since 31 March, for 3 months (buckwheat, buckwheat groats, onion, garlic).

Kazakhstan
Since 20 March, and subsequently since 2 April, till 1 September 2020. Ban on export of buckwheat, white sugar
strike, potato, sunflower seeds, several types of crude sunflower oil, buckwheat groats. Export quotas include
flour, potato seeds, soft wheat, several types of crude sunflower oil.

Kyrgyzstan Since 23 March, for 6 months. Ban on export of wheat and meslin, flour, vegetable oil, rice, macaroni products,
sand sugar, hen eggs, fodders, napkins, and sanitizers.

Russia
Since 20 March 2020, according to certain sources—since early April 2020, the Federal Service for Veterinary and
Phytosanitary Surveillance imposed a ban on exports of buckwheat, sunflower, soya meal, and beans from Russia,
in particular, to the EEU member States, by stopping to issue Phytosanitary Certificates.

Source: Compiled based on data from the Eurasian Economic Commission (2021b).

Some authors point out that the issue of compliance of restrictive measures, imposed
by the countries during the pandemic, with the standards of the WTO, is still highly topical;
however, this issue is not the subject of this research. Due to imposed restrictions, it has
been found that the volumes of exports of buckwheat, panic grass, and other cereals from
Russia to the EEU member states throughout January–October 2020 decreased by 55%
in physical terms (by 16% in value terms) (decreased by 254.4 thousand US dollars or
by 4764 t). In particular, this decreased by 98.5% in physical terms to the Republic of
Belarus (decreased by 4 thousand tons or by 577 thousand US dollars) and by 9.8 times
to the Kyrgyz Republic. Similarly, the volume of exports of rice from Russia to the EEU
member states decreased by 55% in physical terms (by 47.5% in value terms) for the above
period (decreased by 14.8 thousand tons or by 6.94 million US dollars) (Eurasian Economic
Commission 2021c).

Subsequently, as referred to in the agreements of heads of the EEU member states
reached on 14 April 2020, at the session of the Higher Eurasian Economic Council, when
the need was noted to preserve free circulation of goods in the internal market of the EEU,
bans such concerning the EEU member states were lifted.

Therefore, heads of the EEU member states, even in such a situation, confirmed
the need for free circulation of goods in the common market of the EEU, in particular,
considering the need for mutual assistance in the form of deliveries of such commodities in
the current situation, and canceled these bans for one another, which is also a precedent,
and confirms that these powers are no longer national.

The EEU member states did not only subsequently lifted bans on the free circulation
of even such essential commodities as personal protective equipment, within the internal
market, but started interacting through chief sanitary officers and assisting one another
by sharing healthcare personnel, medicines, and personal protective equipment on a
free-of-charge basis. It is rightly pointed out that (Slutkiy and Khudorenko 2020) under
such conditions it is necessary to unite efforts of all the EEU member states and develop
cooperation in general, for which reason the action strategy of the EEU member states
during the pandemic should be directed from the destruction caused by the virus to the
creation in the form of a joint fight. At the same time, this bilateral interaction can be
justified by bilateral arrangements as well as humanitarian interstate agreements within
the CIS, not the EEU.

Experience of restrictions that were introduced at the national level has shown that:

− On the one hand, when the prompt response is required, the EEU member states
take national measures to the prejudice of integration goals and interstate agreements,
which can be attributable to lengthy decision-making procedures in the EEC;

− On the other hand, such measures negatively impact mutual trade between the EEU
member states.
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From the perspective of the management of corporate social responsibility, this means
the need for exhibiting the increased management flexibility.

4.2. Measures That Were Taken at the Supranational Level: Implications for the Management of
Corporate Social Responsibility

The EEC took several measures aimed at promptly responding to the spread of the
COVID-19 pandemic and stabilizing the economic climate within the scope of available
powers. However, such measures were only taken after the introduction of similar measures
at the national level.

Thus, in particular, from 16 March till 30 September 2020, such commodities as per-
sonal protective equipment, diagnostic agents, different medical equipment, etc., were
exempted from import customs duties; a ban was introduced on the export of similar goods
necessary for the fight against the pandemic, from the EEU member States since 5 April
(while at the national level—in February–March, Table 3) till 30 September 2020. Besides,
several other measures were taken that were aimed, in particular, at the interaction of heads
of the EEU member states.

From 10 April till 30 June 2020, a ban on the export of the following types of products
from the customs territory of the EEU was introduced: onion, garlic, turnip, rye, rice (except
rice that originates from the Republic of Kazakhstan), buckwheat, sunflower seeds, etc.
The analysis showed that the ban was introduced in an expedited manner without any
adequate analysis of the situation in the markets of each product, without consideration
and coordination with branch associations in the EEU member states. Due to the imposed
embargo, the revenue of the EEU member states, according to certain estimates, could
decrease by more than 500 million US dollars (year-over-year). Thus, for example, according
to expert estimates, Russia is the manufacturer of almost 40% of the global volume of
buckwheat. As for rice, it was reported by early May 2020 that the remainder of rice
expressed in terms of paddy rice in Russia was 178 thousand tons, which is 33 thousand
tons (23.6%) more than for the same period of the previous year, so it is sufficient to meet
the demand not only in the Russian market but also in the market of the EEU member states.
At the same time, the fact that an exception was made for the Kazakhstani rice allowed for
the conclusion of the overproduction of this commodity for export to third countries.

Therefore, the analysis showed that certain solutions were taken at the supranational
level without regard to the real-world situation in the market and the prejudice of indi-
vidual manufacturers from the EEU member states. Furthermore, as can be seen from the
analysis of adopted legislative acts within the EEU that are aimed at fighting the spread of
a new coronavirus infection and mitigating the implications of introduced restrictions by
supranational bodies (The Board and the Council of the EEC, the Eurasian Intergovernmen-
tal Council, and the Higher Eurasian Economic Council), the powers for taking substantial
consistent enforcement actions are significantly limited to prevent asynchronous measures
at the national level and reduce the impact on the main objectives of the union, and the bod-
ies of the union mostly adopted legislative acts that contained recommendations or plans
for the interaction with the introduction of measures at the national level (the provision was
made for the introduction of such measures as “information sharing”, “information layout”,
“development of recommendations”, “asking for the cooperation”, “advising”, etc.)

Thus, for example, the question of lifting a ban from air travel between the EEU
member states is beyond the scope of powers of the EEC, although it directly affects the free
movement of the workforce. In the first months of the spread of the pandemic, accumulation
of cargo transport, including those that convey perishable agricultural products, could
be observed on the boundaries between the EEU member states; however, the solution to
these issues is not directly attributed to the exclusive competence of the EEU. Although
the grounds of the EEU member states for the adoption of independent sanitation-and-
epidemiological measures due to a different situation with the number of infected people
across countries and different levels of support of the economies are explainable, certain
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issues related to the provision of free movement of goods could be jointly solved with due
account for the EEU objectives.

4.3. The Impact of Imposed Restrictions on Foreign Trade and Mutual Trade Risks, as Well as on
Industrial Output through the Prism of the Management of Corporate Social Responsibility

According to the Eurasian Economic Commission (2021c), for the first six months of
2020, the volume of mutual trade in goods decreased by 14.1% (85.9% year-on-year)—to
24.5 billion US dollars: the biggest drop in the turnover of commodities in the EEU was
recorded in sales of crude oil (−69%), sales of lorries (−55%) and rail wagons (−52%); the
volume of trade in ferrous metals decreased by 28%, the volume of trade in passenger
cars decreased by 24%, and the volume of trade in oil products decreased by 7.2%. If the
decrease in prices of oil and oil products can be attributable to a significant decrease in oil
prices in 2020, then a decrease in the volume of exports of industrial articles is attributable
to imposed restrictions on the activity of particular enterprises.

In general, at the end of 2020, the volume of mutual trade in goods amounted to USD
55.1 billion, or 89.3% to the level of 2019, which can also be explained by a decrease in aver-
age prices for goods of the single market by 9% (Eurasian Economic Commission 2021d).

At the same time, according to estimates of the Eurasian Economic Commission
(2021e), concerning food commodities, the volume of mutual trade increased for the first
six months of 2020 by 2.5%, to 4.1 billion US dollars, year-on-year, the volume of sales of
non-food agricultural products increased by 13.0% at once, to 0.32 billion US dollars. In
particular, the volume of trade in soybean products increased by 8.4 times, the volume of
trade in sugar increased by 26.2%, while the volume of trade in cheese and cottage cheese
increased by 10.2%. This is attributable to the increased demand for consumer products
due to self-isolation measures.

According to the Eurasian Economic Commission (2021f), in 2020, with a general
decrease in the volume of mutual trade in goods between the EAEU states, mutual trade in
food products and agricultural raw materials by the end of 2020 increased by 2.9%.

We considered the pattern of changes in mutual trade between the EEU member States
in 2020 by quarters (Figure 1).

The figure shows that in the second quarter of this year, there was a drastic decrease
in trade in goods compared to the previous quarter, the greatest decrease that was ever
registered, by 17–20% greater compared to the previous period: Armenia by 31.5%, Belarus
by 16.4%, Kazakhstan by 25.9%, the Kyrgyz Republic by 19.5%, and Russia by 20.6%. Much
attention is paid to broken supply chains, as well as issues related to the distribution of
foodstuffs and medical goods. Disrupted supply chains also served as a reminder of the
fact to what extent the countries are dependent on trade, and especially how important
China is as the supplier of resources to the rest of the world.

The global chains of creation of value were the channel for the transmission of COVID-
19 implications for world trade. Measures that were taken by China in January (temporary
closure of borders of Hubei province and national boundaries), meant that the exports
of resources for such sectors as the motor industry, electronics, pharmaceuticals, and
production of medical goods, were suspended. In March 2020, China gradually revived
its economy and took steps to normalize exports. However, the initial shock from the
volume of supply in trade was gradually exacerbated by the shock from the volume of
demand—the result of measures taken to limit the spread of the COVID-19 pandemic in
Europe and then in North America and the rest of the world

The structure and dynamic pattern of international trade based on imports and exports
by the EEU member states both individually and across the integration association are
presented in Tables 4 and 5.
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Figure 1. The pattern of changes in mutual trade between the EEU member States in 2020, as a
percentage of the corresponding period of the previous year. Source: Compiled based on data from
the Eurasian Economic Commission (2021a).

Table 4. The structure and dynamic pattern of international trade based on imports and exports by
the EEU member states both individually and across the integration association.

Foreign Trade Direction Year Armenia Belarus Kazakhstan Kyrgyzia Russia EEU in Total

Exports, billion US dollars

2016 0.0018 0.0255 0.0368 0.0015 0.2855 0.35

2017 0.0021 0.0292 0.0483 0.0018 0.3571 0.44

2018 0.0024 0.0337 0.0610 0.0018 0.4493 0.55

2019 0.0026 0.0330 0.0577 0.0020 0.4228 0.52

2020 0.0025 0.0292 0.0469 0.0020 0.3371 0.42

Imports, billion US dollars

2016 0.0032 0.0276 0.0252 0.0039 0.1823 0.24

2017 0.0039 0.0342 0.0293 0.0045 0.2270 0.30

2018 0.0048 0.0384 0.0325 0.0049 0.2382 0.32

2019 0.0051 0.0395 0.0384 0.0049 0.2438 0.33

2020 0.0045 0.0328 0.0381 0.0037 0.2317 0.31

Increase in exports, %

2017 18.65 14.50 31.45 16.02 25.08 24.90

2018 11.12 15.34 26.09 −1.46 25.84 24.98

2019 9.93 −2.29 −5.30 11.38 −5.91 −5.50

2020 −3.82 −11.46 −18.66 −0.05 −20.26 −19.37
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Table 4. Cont.

Foreign Trade Direction Year Armenia Belarus Kazakhstan Kyrgyzia Russia EEU in Total

Increase in imports, %

2017 20.97 23.99 16.40 14.35 24.53 23.41

2018 24.57 12.19 11.02 9.51 4.93 6.68

2019 4.57 2.78 17.90 −0.07 2.36 4.00

2020 −10.45 −17.00 −0.72 −24.87 −4.97 −6.29

Source: compiled and calculated by the authors based on data from the International Trade Centre (2021).

Table 5. The structure and dynamic pattern of international trade in other economic unions in
2016–2020.

Foreign Trade
Direction Year European

Union (EU 28)

North American
Free Trade
Agreement
(NAFTA)

Asia–Pacific
Economic

Cooperation
(APEC)

Commonwealth of
Independent

States (CIS) CHГ

Central and
Eastern Europe

(CEE)

Exports, billion
US dollars

2016 5.24 2.22 8.00 0.41 0.72

2017 5.73 2.38 8.81 0.52 0.80

2018 6.32 2.57 9.59 0.64 0.91

2019 6.12 2.55 9.41 0.62 0.89

2020 5.70 2.23 8.97 0.51 0.87

Imports, billion
US dollars

2016 5.12 3.04 7.97 0.31 0.70

2017 5.63 3.26 8.91 0.39 0.80

2018 3.28 3.53 9.88 0.42 0.93

2019 6.07 3.47 9.59 0.45 0.90

2020 5.63 3.19 9.00 0.41 0.87

Increase in
exports, %

2017 9.40 7.32 10.17 26.71 12.31

2018 10.23 7.97 8.86 23.17 13.10

2019 −3.18 −0.67 −1.94 −3.57 −2.28

2020 −6.87 −12.44 −4.60 −17.97 −1.97

Increase in
imports, %

2017 9.91 7.26 11.84 24.92 14.74

2018 −41.82 8.41 10.85 8.94 16.30

2019 85.33 −1.74 −2.91 5.60 −3.17

2020 −7.21 −7.99 −6.08 −7.66 −3.30

Source: compiled and calculated by the authors based on data from the International Trade Centre (2021).

As can be seen from Table 4, in 2017 and 2018, there was an increase in the volume of
exports in the EEU member states by 24.90% and 24.98%, respectively. In 2019, however,
there was a decrease in the volume of exports by 5.50%, which was further aggravated
under the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic to 19.37% in 2020. In 2017–2019, the volume
of imports in the EEU member states grew by 23.41%, 6.68%, and 4% respectively, but in
2020 there was a decrease in the volume of imports by 6.29%.

As can be seen from Table 5, the volume of exports increased by 10.23%; however, it
decreased by 3.18% in 2019, while in 2020 it decreased by 6.87% in the European Union
(EU 28). The volume of imports decreased by 41.82% in 2018, which significantly exceeded
its decrease in 2020 (7.21%). In the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)
member states, the volume of exports decreased by 0.67% in 2019, while in 2020 it decreased
by 12.44%. The volume of imports in 2019 decreased by 1.74%, while in 2020 it decreased
by 7.99%.
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Within the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), the volume of exports de-
creased by 1.94% in 2019, while in 2020 it decreased by 4.60%. The volume of imports in
2019 decreased by 2.91%, while in 2020 it decreased by 6.08%. In the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS), the volume of exports decreased by 3.57% in 2019, while in 2020
it decreased by 17.97%. The volume of imports increased by 5.60% in 2019, while in 2020 it
decreased by 7.66%. In Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), the volume of exports decreased
by 2.28% in 2019, while in 2020 it decreased by 1.97%. The volume of imports decreased by
3.17% in 2019, while in 2020 it decreased by 3.30%.

Hence, the change in the volume of international trade occurred in the EEU member
states in percentage terms in 2020 in the age of the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis just as in
other economic unions. The decrease in exports turned out to be more significant than the
decrease in imports, but the trend of a decrease in the volume of international trade in the
EEU member states, just as in the majority of other economic unions considered above, was
caused by foreign economic policy launched as early as in 2019 or before that (for example,
in 2018 in EU 28) rather than by the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis.

The structure of foreign trade in the EEU member states for January–June 2021 is
shown in Figures 2 and 3.
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Figure 2. The structure of foreign trade in the EEU in 2021 in terms of groups of
countries, billion US dollars. Source: compiled by the authors based on data from the
Eurasian Economic Commission (2021b).

As can be seen from Figure 2, the structure of foreign trade in the EEU in 2021 in terms
of countries is dominated by:

− APEC, occupying 59.3% in the structure of exports and 61.7% in the structure of imports;
− EU 28, occupying 58.5% in the structure of exports and 33.3% in the structure of im-

ports;
− CIS (without the EEU member states), occupying 11.9% in the structure of exports and

5.3% in the structure of imports.

As can be seen from Figure 3, the structure of foreign trade in the EEU in 2021 in terms
of goods is dominated by:

− Metals and metal products, occupying 10.8% in the structure of exports and 6.1% in
the structure of imports;

− Textiles, soft goods, and footwear, occupying 0.3% in the structure of exports and 6.1%
in the structure of imports;

− Wood and pulp and paper products, occupying 3.5% in the structure of exports and
1.4% in the structure of imports;
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− Food products and agricultural raw materials, occupying 6.8% in the structure of
exports and 11.1% in the structure of imports.

Risks 2022, 10, 0 13 of 25

Hence, the change in the volume of international trade occurred in the EEU member
states in percentage terms in 2020 in the age of the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis just as in
other economic unions. The decrease in exports turned out to be more significant than the
decrease in imports, but the trend of a decrease in the volume of international trade in the
EEU member states, just as in the majority of other economic unions considered above, was
caused by foreign economic policy launched as early as in 2019 or before that (for example,
in 2018 in EU 28) rather than by the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis.

The structure of foreign trade in the EEU member states for January–June 2021 is
shown in Figures 2 and 3.
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Figure 2. The structure of foreign trade in the EEU in 2021 in terms of groups of countries, billion US
dollars. Source: compiled by the authors based on data from the Eurasian Economic Commission
(2021b).

Figure 3. The structure of foreign trade in the EEU in 2021 in terms of goods, %. Source: Compiled
by the authors based on data from the Eurasian Economic Commission (2021b).

As can be seen from Figure 2, the structure of foreign trade in the EEU in 2021 in terms
of countries is dominated by:

− APEC, occupying 59.3% in the structure of exports and 61.7% in the structure of
imports;

Figure 3. The structure of foreign trade in the EEU in 2021 in terms of goods, %. Source: Compiled
by the authors based on data from the Eurasian Economic Commission (2021b).

To estimate the magnitude of COVID-19 in the EEU member states, we considered the
change in GDP (economic growth rate) in 2019–2021 (Figure 4).
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Figure 4. The dynamic pattern of the GDP (economic growth rate) in 2019–2021 in the EEU member
states, %. Source: plotted by the authors based on data from the International Monetary Fund (2021b).

As can be seen from Figure 4, the evolution of the GDP of the EEU member states
during the pandemic is attributed to the economic recession from 0.949% in Belarus to
8.617% in the Kyrgyz Republic. We shall consider changes in foreign trade between the
EEU member States in January–October 2020 (Table 6).
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Table 6. Changes in mutual trade in goods between the third countries and the EEU member states
in January–October 2020.

As a Percentage of January–October 2019

Turnover Exports Imports

EEU 83.0 77.5 92.3

Armenia 83.6 98.0 76.1

Belarus 84.6 78.0 91.8

Kazakhstan 85.7 80.7 96.1

Kyrgyzstan 79.0 113.5 63.5

Russia 82.6 76.8 92.5
Source: Eurasian Economic Commission (2021a).

As can be seen from Table 6, the EEU member states did not differ significantly in
terms of the change in the volume of merchandise turnover (within 6.7 percentage points),
while they differed significantly in terms of the change in the volume of exports (within
35.5 percentage points). In Russia, it decreased by 23.2%, in Belarus by 22%, in Kazakhstan
by 19.3%. Concurrently, Kyrgyzstan increased its volume of exports by 13.5%, while in
Armenia it remained almost unchanged (−2%). A considerable decrease in the volume of
exports in Russia and Kazakhstan is mainly attributable to declining oil prices, while the
decrease in the volume of exports in Belarus is attributable to the absence of oil deliveries
from the major Russian oil companies in the first quarter for the processing in the territory
of Belarus and the export of Belorussian oil products to third countries, which resulted
in a drastic decrease in the volume of exports of oil products early in the year. In these
circumstances, Kyrgyzstan, despite restrictions, managed to increase the volume of exports
of live cattle and agricultural products.

As has been rightly pointed out, in the EEU member states for the first two quarters
of the previous year despite the pandemic, there has been growth in agriculture (peasants
did not follow self-isolation measures and held the sowing campaign), the pharmaceutical
industry, the manufacture of pharmaceutical drugs, and the medical industry (in the
Kyrgyz Republic—140%, in Russia—16%), the production of paper and chemicals, and the
production of foodstuffs (an increase of 5%).

According to the Eurasian Economic Commission (2021c) at the end of 2020, it is
possible to note the results on the growth of mutual trade in the EAEU in certain categories
of goods, which contributed to the pandemic, for example, the export from Russia to the
EAEU countries of devices and devices (in physical terms) used in medicine increased:
to Armenia by 2.6 times, to Belarus by 10%, to Kazakhstan by 2.4 times; medicines—by
3.1 times to Armenia, by a quarter—to Belarus, by 18% to Kazakhstan. Positive from the
point of view of integration can be considered the fact that by the end of 2020, the share of
mutual trade in the total volume of the EAEU foreign trade increased to 14.9% (an increase
of 0.5 p.p. in 2020), which shows the advantages of the common market over traditional
trade relations.

In addition to the impact on trade in goods, coronavirus restrictions, as anticipated,
mainly affected trade in services. According to the Federal Customs Service of Russia, there
was a very considerable decrease in the volume of mutual trade in goods and services
between the countries (Figure 5). The greatest decrease could be observed in Armenia,
38.9%—decrease in the volume of exports, 40.8%—decrease in the volume of imports, then
in Kazakhstan:—25.5% and 21.2% respectively, in Russia—21.3% and 27.3% respectively.
The smallest decrease could be observed in Belarus.
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Figure 5. Decrease in the volume of trade in services in the EEU member States for 10 months of 2020
compared to 2019.

To analyze the pattern of changes in the trade of services, taking into account the
scarcity of data for all EEU member States, we considered changes in the volume of trade
in services in Russia by sectors in Q1 and Q2 2020 compared to the same period of 2019
(Table 7).

Table 7. The pattern of changes in the trade of services in Russia by sectors, million US dollars.

Economy Sector Q1–Q2 2019 Q1–Q2 2020 Deviation

Million US Dollars %

Exports

Transport 10,136 8016 −2120 −20.9

Travel 4775 2092 −2683 −56.2

Construction 2187 1938 −249 −11.4

Telecommunications, computing, information 2583 2826 243 9.4

Other business services 6253 5608 −645 −10.3

Maintenance and repair services 1096 761 −335 −30.6

Other services 2517 2007 −510 −20.3

Imports

Transport 7171 6033 −1138 −15.9

Travel 15,971 6518 −9453 −59.2

Construction 2230 3113 883 39.6

Intellectual property 3013 3218 205 6.8

Telecommunications, computing, information 2206 2537 331 15.0

Other business services 10,012 7314 −2698 −26.9

Financial services 2862 2421 −441 −15.4

Other services 1049 1216 167 15.9

Source: Eurasian Economic Commission (2021a).



Risks 2022, 10, 27 16 of 23

As can be seen from Table 7 and as is quite predictable against the background of
restrictions on movement by air and road, the biggest negative deviations can be observed
in the business travel sector/tourism −56.2%—exports and −59.2%—imports, transport—
20.9% and −15.9% respectively. Further, there was a decrease in the volume of exports in
the sector of maintenance and repair services.

It appears that there were interesting changes in the field of construction services,
where the volume of exports decreased, and the volume of imports decreased by 39%. Such
changes may be due to the drop in rates of national currencies against the US dollar.

One aspect that receives less attention is how current restrictions on travel affected the
trade, making it difficult for business partners in different countries to meet face-to-face.
Although most employees were able to switch to work from home, and companies maintain
business contacts online, empirical evidence points to the fact that face-to-face contacts are
important for the facilitation of trade (Anisimov 2020; Malysheva 2020).

The output of industry in the EEU member states decreased by almost 6% in the
first half of 2020 compared to the same period of the previous year, a greater decrease
could be observed in the second quarter of 2020. This was the largest decrease in the
volume of world production of the manufacturing sector since the global financial crisis of
2008–2009, while the output of industry in the first quarter of 2009 decreased by 14%. The
impact of COVID-19 on various sectors of industry was non-uniform. Thus, the production
of essential commodities and issue articles, such as foodstuffs or pharmaceuticals, was
affected to a smaller degree than the production in other sectors, which is attributable to
the increased demand on the part of consumers against self-isolation measures.

In the second quarter of 2020, the production of essential pharmaceuticals consistently
showed moderate growth as well. In all other sectors, amid imposed restrictions on the
operation of enterprises, there was a considerable decrease in production, primarily of
motor cars, machinery, equipment, and clothing. However, by the end of the third quarter
of 2020, the EEU member states (Russia, Kazakhstan) have already started to show positive
growth in some sectors. At the same time, preliminary data for the third quarter of 2020
show that, despite some revival compared to the second quarter, the year-over-year increase
in the volume of trade between the EEU member states will remain negative.

Imposed restrictions had a significant impact on the freedom of movement between
the EEU member states in general, and the workforce as one of the main objectives of
establishing the EEU, in particular. According to information from the Russian Presidential
Academy of National Economy and Public Administration for August 2019, 750 thousand
citizens of Kyrgyzstan were employed in Russia. FSB is reporting that the citizens of
Kyrgyzstan annually transfer 2.3 billion US dollars to their homeland, while 105 thousand
Kazakhs are employed in Russia.

According to the Main Directorate for Migration of the Russian Federation Ministry
of the Interior, for the first quarter of 2020, the number of migrants from the countries
of Central Asia who entered Russia with various goals was 1,060,401 people, most of
them being labor migrants. Furthermore, imposed restrictions had a significant impact on
migrants with such goals as “study”, “private journeys”, “and tourism”. More than half of
responding labor migrants (65%) in Russia due to restrictions dictated by the COVID-19
pandemic lost their jobs, 20% told that they are employed by the same employer, about 4%
of respondents found an extra job, and approximately one-third of migrants (34%) wanted
to go home, but could not do it due to border closure. It was also pointed out that due to the
pandemic and border closure, the volumes of money transfers of individuals between the
EEU member states decreased significantly for the first half of 2020 compared to the same
period of 2019, e.g., their volume between Russia and the EEU member states decreased by
more than 20%; par to the course, this figure will significantly increase at year-end, which
had a definite negative impact on the social status of workers and their families.
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4.4. A Case Study of Corporate Social Responsibility in the EEU Member States in the Age of the
COVID-19 Pandemic and Crisis

To identify the contribution of corporate social responsibility to the management of
identified risks of international trade in the EEU member states in the age of the COVID-19
pandemic and crisis when the market arbitrage function is executed by the companies
(the balance between supply and demand in the market is restored), we used the case
study method to study the practices of the management of corporate social responsibility
in the EEU through the example of enterprises in the EEU member states and analyzed
the evolution of these practices under the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis.
The systematization of identified practices made it possible to obtain the following results
(Table 8).

Table 8. Systematization of corporate social responsibility practices in the EEU member states that
emerged/intensified in response to the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis.

The Pattern and Scope of Changes in
International Trade in the EEU Member

States under the Impact of the
COVID-19 Pandemic

Measures That Are Taken by the
Companies in the EEU Member States

in Response to the COVID-19
Pandemic and Crisis

Corporate Social Responsibility
Practices in the EEU Member States

that Form the Basis of the
Corresponding Measures

Decrease in imports by 19.37%
Increasing the volume of production for

import substitution

− The flexibility of choice and
production;

− Reserve of production capacity.

Optimization of value chains (logistics)
− The flexibility of business processes;
− Preparedness for import

substitution.

Decrease in exports by 6.29%
Reorientation towards domestic sales of

products
− Marketing support for domestic

sales of products;

A decrease in the volume of production
while maintaining the reserves for a

future increase in production capacity

− Choosing not to dismiss employees
with flexibility in labor productivity
and employment.

Source: developed by the authors.

As can be seen from Table 8, first, there was a decrease in imports by 19.37% in the
EEU under the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. Measures taken by the companies in the
EEU member states in response to the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis, as well as corporate
social responsibility practices supporting these measures are as follows:

− Increasing the volume of production for import substitution due to flexibility of choice
and production, as well as a reserve of production capacity. For example, the group
Istok-Audio corporate group is a participant of the social programme “Accessibility”,
within which the company is extensively introducing innovative technologies in the
field of rehabilitation of people with disabilities. The development of the production
of medical equipment and facilities in the EEU member states in the framework of
import substitution programs, cochlear implants, in particular, is a socially important
problem for this company (Eurasian Economic Commission 2021a);

− Optimization of value chains (logistics) due to the flexibility of business processes and
preparedness for import substitution. Due to corporate social responsibility, certain
economic sectors of the EEU demonstrated growth against the background of the
overall downward dynamics; these include the agricultural sector, manufacturing
sector, pharmaceuticals industry, construction sector, and production of soft goods,
foodstuffs, and drinks. As a result, a decrease in the EEU member states was less signif-
icant compared to other developed countries and integration associations throughout
the world, including the European Union (Eurasian Economic Commission 2021f).

Second, there was a decrease in exports by 6.29%. Measures taken by the companies
in the EEU member states in response to the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis, as well as
corporate social responsibility practices supporting these measures are as follows:
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− Reorientation towards domestic sales of products through marketing support for
domestic sales of products. According to estimations by Biznes I Obshchestvo (2021),
more than 37% of Russians tend to prefer brands that are empathic to the COVID-19
pandemic. More than 70% of consumers would rather abandon a brand that carries
out its activities in its favour and has no concern about common good (in 2018, there
were 64% such consumers);

− A decrease in the volume of production while maintaining the reserves for a future
increase in production capacity through choosing not to dismiss employees with
flexibility in labor productivity and employment (for example, transfer of staff to
distance employment). For example, Volvo Cars Russia introduced the parent support
programme, according to which an employee in whose family a child is born, can take
parental leave with 80% of salary retained until the child is three years old. As for
support for female employees, Volvo pays up to 100% of salary to its female employees
during their maternity leaves. In addition, the company has recently decided not
to bring full offline employment back: its employees will be able to work three
days in the office and two days from home (National Research University—Higher
School of Economics 2021). In “VympelKom”, more accessible inclusive employment
became a measure of corporate social responsibility in 2020–2021. The company
has been developing specialized programs for the professional orientation of people
with disabilities in the context of popular digital professions. In addition, distance
employment is accessible to all (National Research University—Higher School of
Economics 2021).

5. Discussion

As can be seen from the analysis, probably all basic forecasts for mutual trade and
foreign trade between the EEU member States will not pay off from the perspective of
assistance to the management of corporate social responsibility when the statistics for 2020
is disclosed. Thus, the initial forecast for April from the EEU assumed that in 2020, the
volume of mutual trade between the EEU member states will decrease by 24.1% compared
to 2019, to 46.29 billion US dollars. However, as can be seen from figures for January–
October 2020, it reduced by as low as 11.6%.

According to the August forecast of the Eurasian Economic Commission (2021a), the
volume of mutual trade between the EEU member States at year-end 2020 was expected to
decrease by 24–42%, depending on the rate of recovery from the pandemic (roughly by up
to 43 billion US dollars); that said, the actual volume of trade between the EEU member
States should have decreased much less—by 10–15%. However, it is highly probable that
this forecast, too, will not come true, as can be seen from figures for January–October of the
previous year.

The forecasts for economic development, in particular for the EEU member states, for
the years to come, look more convincing and positive, considering, among other things,
the start of treatment with a COVID-19 vaccine. Thus, in 2021–2022, the forecast of EDB
assumes a revival of economic activity in the region as the situation stabilizes in the world
economy, in the commodity and financial markets: it is expected that aggregate GDP of
the Bank Member States will increase by 2.6% in 2021 and by 2.3% in 2022. According to
joint forecasts for the development of agribusiness in the EEC in 2021 compared to 2018
across the union, the agricultural output will increase by 12.2%; it is anticipated that the
volume of mutual trade will increase by 15.8%, the volume of exports to third countries
will increase by 11.5%, the volume of imports will decrease by 12.2%, the volume of exports
of beef will increase by 15 times, the volume of exports of pork will increase by 1.9 times,
the volume of exports of lamb will increase by 1.5 times, the volume of exports of poultry
and potato will increase by 1.8 times, the volume of exports of vegetable oils will increase
by 36%, and the volume of exports of vegetables will increase by 24%.

As for the forecasts for the main parameters of development of the EEU member States
for 2021–2022, according to the report of the Eurasian Economic Commission (2021a), under
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the “Recession” scenario with a drop in the aggregate GDP of the EEU by minus 3.2% in
2020, an increase by 2.4 and 2.5% is expected in 2021 and 2022, respectively; according to
the “Depression” scenario, a decrease by 4.9% is expected in 2021 and a decrease by 0.9% is
expected in 2022.

As for the integration processes, in particular, within the EEU in general, it is fair to
predict that under current conditions a large number of integration projects may turn out
to be under the threat of postponement, caused by the pandemic, which in turn will lead
to an additional increase in trade and political uncertainty in the world economy, and the
impossibility of achieving high growth rates, for which reason trade agreements between
the EEU and third countries may be affected by the current situation—it is highly probable
that the progress on the current negotiating tracks will slow down and the starting date for
negotiations with the Indian party will be indefinitely postponed. Face-to-face contacts of
negotiation delegations would make a difference in this process.

As for the involvement of new member states in the “Eurasian” project, one cannot
disagree with the opinion that the intensified spread of coronavirus and crisis developments
related to this epidemic may also affect closer integration of Uzbekistan with the EEU. In
particular, the revenues of labor migrants working abroad could decrease at year-end 2020
by more than 50%; within three months of the global pandemic, Uzbekistan lost 400 million
US dollars of export revenues; however, the coronavirus pandemic cannot and should not
become a reason for suspending the new course of the geopolitical and geo-economical
strategy of the Republic of Uzbekistan.

However, it should be added that Moldova is an observer state in the EEU; since 2021,
the same status was granted to Uzbekistan and Cuba, for which reason it is precisely the
performance of bodies of the EEU (which were allowed to be monitored by representatives
of these countries), in particular, to mitigate negative implications for the economy caused
by COVID-19, should be very important to such countries as Uzbekistan, for making
decisions concerning further development of integration processes within the EEU.

Unlike the abovementioned literature, (Arora et al. 2021; Chintrakarn et al. 2021;
Díaz-Pichardo and Sánchez-Medina 2021; Lopata and Rogatka 2021; Pündrich et al. 2021;
Wang and Cooper 2021), this paper refuted a preconceived hypothesis that companies
from developing countries exhibit low corporate social responsibility in terms of market
arbitrage in the age of the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis. In contrast to this, it was proven
through the example of the EEU member states that the companies in developing countries
demonstrate high corporate social responsibility, which allows them to successfully perform
market arbitrage and proactively manage financial risks given the balance of interests of
business and society.

6. Conclusions

The analysis has shown that the examination of the economic interaction of the EEU
member states in the period of restrictions dictated by a new coronavirus infection, revealed
several endemic problems, compromised its sustainable development, and had a major
impact on the achievement of the main objectives of the integration association in terms of
assistance to the risk-management of corporate social responsibility, in particular:

− The bodies of the EEU have virtually no powers to make multiple decisions that are
aimed to ensure free movement of goods, services, capitals, and workforce in the
common market of the EEU;

− The bodies of the EEU, unlike the bodies of the European Union, are not capable of
taking special measures to manage the socioeconomic implications of the pandemic.
National measures were mainly aimed at fighting the infection by providing the people
of the countries with pharmaceutical drugs, personal protective equipment, medical
equipment, for the provision of direct medical care, while supranational direct powers
consisted only in making decisions concerning the restrictions on export/import of
certain goods.
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Small and low-income countries, with their high dependence and openness to trade,
bear the brunt of export restrictions on essential commodities, though within the EEU
there are no efficient instruments of protection of countries that are vulnerable to trade
disturbances during the crisis. Even the Eurasian Development Bank (EDB), which
was established for the “promotion of sustainable economic growth” of participating
countries, granted (as of 12 July 2020) no financial aid to the EEU member states to
manage the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic, while such assistance was rendered
to the EEU member states by such organizations as IMF, ADB, IBRD, EBRD, IDA, IFC,
and IBD. The risks of mutual trade in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic in the
EAEU are associated with the following:

− Due to urgent need in 2020, national governments unilaterally made decisions the
powers to which were transferred to the supranational level;

− Certain decisions that were urgently made by the bodies of the EEU were made
without regard to the interests of manufacturers;

− Asynchronous restrictions introduced by the union member states and the impact
of restrictive measures resulted in the decrease in mutual trade for several types of
goods when domestic demand exceeds supply;

− Nevertheless, following the results of the removal of mutual restrictions and their
introduction at the supranational level into the top five at the end of 2020, in general, it
was possible to slightly reduce the total amount of mutual trade in goods and increase
the share of mutual trade in the EAEU.

As can be seen from the above, the risk-management of corporate social responsibility
turned out to be impeded in the EEU in the age of the COVID-19 pandemic. The case
study of the best practices of the EEU will be useful for taking and implementing more
coordinated regulatory measures in the event of future crises and pandemics to promote
corporate social responsibility and support its risk management.

As can be seen from the above, the paper answered the raised research question and
demonstrated, through the example of the EEU member states, that the companies in
developing countries in the age of the COVID-19 pandemic and crisis use the approach to
executing the market arbitrage function, which is based on corporate social responsibility.
The development (for example, distance employment) and the introduction of special
corporate social responsibility practices (for example, import substitution) contributed
greatly to the management of increased international trade risks in the EEU member states,
which are expressed in the decrease in imports by 19.37% and in the decrease in exports
by 6.29%.

The contribution of this paper to academic literature consists in the clarification of the
theory of the management of international trade risks through the proof of accessibility and
successful applicability of approaches of the companies to market arbitrage in developing
countries (in the EEU member states), which is based on corporate social responsibility.
Implications for foreign trade policy consist in the identification of the most promising
directions of promotion of corporate social responsibility to achieve socially-oriented
market arbitrage by the companies. These directions in the EEU member states include:

− Promotion of import substitution;
− Support for the optimization of value chains (logistics);
− Promotion of domestic sales of companies’ products;
− Promotion of creation of reserves of production capacity.

Implications for companys’ management teams are coming from the translation of
a case study experience of companies in the EEU member states—with coverage of cor-
porate social responsibility practices that are successfully put into practice and provide
comprehensive benefits both to the business (increasing loyalty) and to the society (dealing
with deficit and mass unemployment problems), by companies in the EEU member states.
These practices include, in particular:

− The flexibility of choice and production;
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− Reserve of production capacity.
− The flexibility of business processes;
− Preparedness for import substitution.
− Marketing support for domestic sales of products;
− Choosing not to dismiss employees with flexibility in labor productivity and employ-

ment.

The best practices of the EEU member states can be useful both to international trade
regulators and to companies from other developing countries. As for the limitations of this
paper, it should be emphasized that developing countries are very numerous and fairly
differentiated, while the paper considers the best practices of the EEU member states only.
The replication of best practices of the EEU member states in other developing countries
might fail to ensure equally high effectiveness. Therefore, it is expedient to consider the best
practices of developing countries, especially the least studied best practices of countries of
Asia, South America, and Africa, in future studies.
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