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Abstract. The article distinguishes three steps of development of the Eurasian policy of the Re-
public of Korea, and three interests that empowered the development of the country’s Eurasian policy
since the beginning of democratization both in South Korea and in Eurasian countries as a result of col-
lapse of the Soviet Union. The first step of development of South Korea’s Eurasian policy lasted through
late 2000s; South Korea’s elite perceived relations with Eurasian nations primarily as a means to engage
North Korea on that step. On the second step, which lasted since late 2000s till late 2010s, South Korea
alternated the policy aimed at engagement of North Korea, but relations with Eurasian nations continued
developing; moreover, since 2013 attempts have been made to harmonize those relations, including by
means of President Park Geun-hye’s proposed Eurasian Initiative. Recently, the third step began, when
South Korea started seeking to engage North Korea again; that is expected to place Eurasian policy even
higher on the agenda of South Korea’s foreign policy. Besides search for peace on the Korean Peninsula,
South Korea’s Eurasian policy has been driven by two other interests: economic interests and the interests
of Koryo-saram, large groups of ethnic Koreans, who live in Russia, Kazakhstan and some other Eurasian
countries.
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For almost half of a century, scholars of international relations have been recognizing re-
gions as important factors in international politics [1]. However, the regions that were important
factors in international politics half-a-century ago, are not the same as contemporary regions.
Throughout the half of a century, almost all regions have changed their shapes, some regions that
were important factors of international politics then have lost their significance by now, and some
new regions have emerged. The Eurasian region is an example of a newly emerged region in inter-
national politics. Though some scholars claim that Russian Westerners and Slavophiles used the
word “Eurasia” in their debates as long ago as in early 19" century [2, p. 232], the Eurasian region
started playing an important role in international politics only in the late 20™ century.

For a region to start playing an important role in international politics, its role must be
recognized in two instances: inside of the region and outside of it. Inside of Eurasia, there are
countries, whose peoples and elites are predominantly convinced that their country belongs to the
Eurasian region. Also, inside of Eurasia, there are countries, where part of the people and part of
the elite are trying on a role of a Eurasian nation for themselves, thus contributing to intensifica-
tion of domestic debates on regional identity of their country. In Russia, for example, one cannot
say that most foreign policy practitioners and scholars in international relations are certain about
the country’s Eurasian identity, but it would be more accurate to speak of the “Eurasian direction
in Russian [international relations] studies” [3, p. 101]. Both the confidence in former countries
and the debates going on in latter countries contribute to strengthening of the role of the Eurasian
region in international politics from within the region. However, recognition of a region’s role in
international politics from within the region is not enough.

1 Research behind this article was supported by the Core University Programme for Korean Stud-
ies through the Ministry of Education of the Republic of Korea and Korean Studies Promotion Service of
the Academy of Korean Studies (AKS-2016-OLU-225002).
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Recognition of the region’s role in international politics from outside is equally import-
ant. Outside of Eurasia, there are countries, whose peoples and elites predominantly have a clear
vision of which region of the world their country belongs to. Also, outside of Eurasia, there are
countries, whose peoples and elites are involved in fierce debates on regional identity of their
nations. In Australia, for example, some elite members might argue that their country would be
stronger inside of Southeast Asia [4], while some others might argue that it should remain outside
of the region, but few would argue that Australia is a part of the Eurasian region. However, when
peoples and elites of Australia and other non-Eurasian countries start asking themselves what kind
of a foreign policy towards nations belonging to the Eurasian region they would like to have, then
one can say that the Eurasian region is playing an important role in international politics.

Thirty years ago the Republic of Korea did not have a policy towards the Eurasian region
as a part of its foreign policy. Today, the people and elite of the republic of Korea are asking them-
selves what kind of a foreign policy towards the Eurasian region they would like to have. The an-
swers they give to this question create the foundation of the Republic of Korea’s Eurasian policy.
At different times throughout the past thirty years, South Korean people and elite gave different
answers to that question, thus South Korean Eurasian policy differed across time. This article aims
at tracing the change in South Korean Eurasian policy, which emerged out of the primary desire of
South Korean foreign policy, namely the quest for unification of the Korean Peninsula, and which
by now has evolved into a full-scale dimension of South Korean foreign and security policy.

Origins of South Korean Eurasian Policy

Article 4 of the Constitution of the Republic of Korea prescribes that it “shall seek unifi-
cation and shall formulate and carry out a policy of peaceful unification based on the principles
of freedom and democracy”, including by foreign policy means. First attempts of peaceful uni-
fication of the Korean Peninsula took place in 1970s, when leaders of two Koreas expressed the
desire to move towards unification in their joint communiqué of July 4, 1972 [5]. Despite that
attempt took place in the atmosphere of détente between rival blocs manifested by U.S. President
Richard Nixon'’s visits to China and the Soviet Union, and Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev’s visit
to the U.S., the bipolar character of the international system of the Cold War era made that attempt
unsuccessful [6]. Importantly, that attempt was not based on the “principles of freedom and de-
mocracy”’, because transition to democracy occurred in South Korea only in late 1980s.

Transition to democracy in South Korea did not happen overnight, but its most important
phase took place during Roh Tae-woo presidency in 1988-1993. In his UN General Assembly
speech of 1988 the President of the Republic of Korea declared that peaceful unification of the
Korean Peninsula is possible only in case if, in addition to the two Korean states, two superpow-
ers, the U.S. and the Soviet Union, and two regional powers, China and Japan, are involved in
the process [7, p. 243]. As of 1988, South Korea did not have diplomatic relations with either the
Soviet Union or China. In 1990, Roh Tae-woo and Mikhail Gorbachev met in San Francisco and
agreed to establish diplomatic relations between their states later the same year. Thus, the founda-
tions of South Korean Eurasian policy were laid. After collapse of the Soviet Union, South Korean
policy towards the fifteen newly independent post-Soviet states grew on those foundations.

Kim Young-sam, Roh Tae-woo’s successor as President of the Republic of Korea, contin-
ued the Eurasian policy course founded by his predecessor. Actually, he was one of the founders
of the policy course. In 1989, before the Soviet-South Korean summit, Kim Young-sam visited the
Soviet Union and met with Yevgeny Primakov, then Director of the Institute of World Economy
and International Relations of the Soviet Academy of Sciences (today the institute bears Prima-
kov’s name), future Minister of Foreign Affairs (1996-1998) and Prime Minister of the Russian
Federation (1998-1999). In 1997, Primakov visited Seoul and signed the “hot line” agreement,
which established a special communication link between official residencies of Russian and South
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Korean presidents.

While diplomatic relations with most Eurasian nations were established during Roh Tae-
woo presidency (except for Turkmenistan, which only established diplomatic relations with South
Korea in 1997), first economic relations linked South Korea and Eurasian nations under Kim
Young-sam presidency. When Nursultan Nazarbayev, President of Kazakhstan, visited South Ko-
rea in 1995, economic cooperation as well as South Korea’s assistance policy concerning Ko-
ryo-saram, a group of almost 100 thousand ethnic Koreans permanently living in Kazakhstan,
were on the agenda of the meeting. Though unintentionally, the role of South Korea in economic
development of Eurasian nations was not always positive in those years: liberalization of the fi-
nancial sector undertaken by Kim Young-sam’s administration became one of the triggers of the
Asian financial crisis of late 1990s [8], which badly hurt the economies of the new independent
states of Eurasia.

South Korean approach to peaceful unification of the Korean Peninsula changed sig-
nificantly together with transition of power from Kim Young-sam to his successor Kim Dae-
jung. Unlike his predecessors, who pursued hostile policies against North Korea, Kim Dae-jung
launched the Reconciliation and Cooperation Policy towards the North, which became famous
under the name of Sunshine Policy [9]. The policy aimed at engaging North Korea in relations
with the South. In 2000, the policy resulted in first summit meeting between North and South
Korean leaders in Pyongyang; on the same year, Kim Dae-Jung was awarded Nobel Peace Prize
for the success of the Sunshine Policy. However, South Korea failed to host North Korean leader
Kim Jong-il in Seoul the following year thanks to newly elected U.S. President George W. Bush’s
opposition to the idea of such a summit.

Though South Korea’s approach to relations with North Korea changed significantly under
Kim Dae-jung, the country’s Eurasian policy remained in place. Moreover, U.S. opposition to the
efforts aimed at reconciliation between North and South Koreas convinced Kim Dae-jung better
than anything else that peace on the Korean Peninsula couldn’t be achieved without greater in-
volvement of Russia and other Eurasian nations. Newly elected Russian President Vladimir Putin
visited Seoul in 2001 (Putin visited Pyongyang in 2000). Throughout his presidency, Kim Dae-
jung paid special attention to development of relations between South Korea and Central Asian
countries, as well as between South Korea and Mongolia.

To conclude, bilateral international system of the Cold War era divided the Korean Penin-
sula and failed to help rapprochement of the two Korean states during the détente of 1970s. Uni-
lateral international system of 1990s failed to assist unification of the Korean Peninsula following
the strategy that worked in the case of Germany in 1989-1990 [10]. Below, we will demonstrate
how multilateral international system that emerged in the early 21* century influenced the devel-
opment of South Korea’s Eurasian policy.

South Korean Eurasian Policy in Early 21* Century

Roh Moo-hyun, who was elected to succeed Kim Dae-jung as President of the Republic
of Korea in 2003, continued the Sunshine Policy, though in a different situation. North Korea
withdrew from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty in 2003. In response, six-party talks aimed
at convincing North Korea that it should close its military nuclear program began. The six-party
talks involved exactly the six parties that Roh Tae-woo once dreamed of discussing peaceful uni-
fication of the Korean Peninsula: two Korean states, the U.S., Russia, China and Japan, despite
the relative power of China and Russia changed by 2003 compared to relative power of China and
the Soviet Union in 1988. Six rounds of talks took place in 2003 through 2007 without significant
progress; the talks were officially discontinued in 2009.

Despite the U.S., Russia, China and Japan considered South Korea under the Roh Moo-
hyun administration a “small power”, its ambition to play greater than ever role in international
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relations was not left unnoticed [11]. South Korean foreign policy ambition at that time was not
confined with attempts to play greater role in security consideration in Northeast Asia alone, but
South Korea attempted to intensify relations with nations in other regions of the world, including
Eurasia. In terms of Eurasian policy, Roh Moo-hyun collected most of the fruits planted by his
predecessors. Nursultan Nazarbayev, President of Kazakhstan, visited South Korea in 2003, and
Roh Moo-hyun returned the visit in 2004. In 2005, the Association for Kazakhstan Studies in
Korea was established with the aim to improve relations between the two countries by means of
supporting academic research on various topics of mutual concern, including Korean minority in
Kazakhstan. In 2004, Roh Moo-hyun also visited Russia.

At 2007 elections in South Korea, total alternation of government took place in the coun-
try, which, statistically, happens once in every four elections [12]. Newly elected President Lee
Myung-bak alternated the foreign policy that had been implemented by the administrations of Kim
Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun. He declared the Sunshine policy towards North Korea a failure;
six-party talks on North Korean nuclear program discontinued, though the latter change occurred
primarily thanks to election of Barack Obama President of the U.S. to replace George W. Bush.
Despite Lee Myung-bak did not need the help of Eurasian countries in engaging North Korea in
multilateral frameworks, he nevertheless continued developing political, economic and humani-
tarian relations with those countries. In 2009, he visited Kazakhstan; and in 2010, he hosted Rus-
sian President Dmitry Medvedev in Seoul. Economic relations between South Korea and Eurasian
countries continued developing despite of the consequences of the global financial crisis of 2008.

Park Geun-hye, who became the first female President of the Republic of Korea in 2013,
represented the same political party as Lee Myung-bak (the party overcame a number of splits,
mergers and re-brandings throughout 2010s). Under her leadership, South Korea continued with
a similar foreign policy. Importantly, it was under her leadership, when Eurasian policy of South
Korea started being called by that name officially. In 2013, Park Geun-hye proposed a “Eurasian
Initiative”, which initially focused on security issues, both hard security issues, including North
Korea’s military nuclear program, and soft security issues, primarily environmental consider-
ations [13]. Later on, South Korea expanded the scope of the initiative, which thus became a
proposal to build a framework aimed at improving political, economic and humanitarian relations
between South Korea and other East Asian nations, on one hand, and Russia and other Eurasian
nations, on the other.

It was characteristic of 2010s that multiple initiatives aimed at developing ties among and
between Eurasian and East Asian nations were proposed. In 2013, the same year when Park Geun-
hye proposed her Eurasian Initiative, newly elected President of the People’s Republic of China,
Xi Jinping proposed his “One Belt One Road” Initiative aimed at greater engagement of Eurasian,
Middle Eastern and African nations with China, which gained popularity under the name of the
Belt and Road Initiative. Also, in 2015 Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Russia
established the Eurasian Economic Union. In late 2010s member states of the Eurasian Economic
Union and China agreed on practical steps aimed at linking the Eurasian Economic Union with
the Belt and Road Initiative. Time will demonstrate if it will be possible to find a space for South
Korea’s Eurasian Initiative among the Eurasian Economic Union and the Belt and Road Initiative
linked together. At the same time, it is clear already now that the proposal of the Eurasian Initia-
tive indicated transformation of South Korea from a small power into a middle power [14].

Relations between South Korea and Russia significantly improved under Park Geun-hye’s
administration. In 2013, Russian President Vladimir Putin visited Seoul. Russian nationals were
allowed to travel to South Korea visa free, and South Koreas nationals were allowed to travel visa
free to Russia as a result of that visit. In 2014, when the U.S., Japan, Canada and multiple Euro-
pean countries introduced sanctions against Russia as a response to downing of the MH17 plane
on the way from Amsterdam to Kuala Lumpur in Ukrainian airspace, South Korea refused to join
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the sanctions, despite of significant American pressure. Formally unrelated to that, Park Geun-hye
was impeached in 2017 after having served as President of the Republic of Korea for more than
four out of maximum five years permitted by the country’s constitution [15].

At a result of the impeachment, another total alternation of government took place in
South Korea. Newly elected President Moon Jae-in, who represented the political party of Kim
Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun (this part also underwent a number of splits, mergers and re-brand-
ings throughout 2010s), reversed the country’s foreign policy again by returning to the basic
principles of the Sunshine Policy. That required strengthening of relations with Russia and other
Eurasian nations, because past experience demonstrated that it was impossible to break isolation
of North Korea without their contribution. Also, Moon Jae-in initiated a conflict between South
Korea and Japan over compensations for Japanese occupation of Korea in 1910-1945 despite
U.S. criticism of such South Korean foreign policy. That required strengthening of relations with
Russia and other Eurasian nations in order to counter-balance American and Japanese pressure on
South Korea. One may expect that Moon Jae-in will attempt to develop Park Geun-hye’s Eurasian
Initiative, though probably under a different name.

Conclusions

South Korea’s Eurasian policy has been developing throughout the past thirty years along
with democratization and upgrade of international political status of the country. Thirty year ago,
South Korea was making its first steps on the road towards democratization, the country’s elite or
public was not much interested in international politics outside of the Korean Peninsula, and the
country’s foreign policy was confined to strategic alliance with the U.S. Within the thirty years,
South Korea has made a significant path towards democracy, it has learned to defend its interests
not only in East Asia, but also in other regions of the world, and finally, it has evolved from a small
into a middle power. That has been the environment, in which South Korea’s Eurasia policy has
been developing throughout the past thirty years.

South Korea pursued three main interests by means of developing its Eurasia policy. First,
South Korea wanted to break the isolation of North Korea from outside, which was impossible
without contribution of Russia and other Eurasian states. Second, it wanted to secure its economic
interests in Eurasia, which is vital for South Korea as a country, whose economy heavily depends
on exports. Third, it wanted to improve humanitarian relations with Eurasian nations aiming at
securing the interests of Koryo-saram, large groups of ethnic Koreans, who have lived in Russia,
Kazakhstan and other Eurasian countries since late 19" century. Despite South Korea’s foreign
policy course significantly changed across the thirty years, especially in 2008 and again in 2017,
those three interests remained high on the country’s agenda. As a result, South Korea’s Eurasian
policy has developed from establishment of diplomatic relations with Eurasian countries in early
1990s to proposal of Eurasian Initiative in 2010s, and beyond.
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. A. Jlanko, U. C. JlanuoBa

Canxm-Ilemepoype memnekemmix ynueepcumemi, Canxm-Ilemep6ype, Peceii @edepayusicel

Kopes Pecny0inkacbIHbIH eypa3sHsIIBIK CasicaThbl

Anparna. Makanana Kopest PecryOnukachIHBIH €ypas3usuIbIK CasicH JaMbITYBIHBIH YII Ke3€Hi, COHIai-
ak KCPO-ubH kysiapipaysl canjgapsiHan Onrycrik Kopesina na, Eypasust ennepinzne e JeMOKpaTHsUIaHIBIPY
MpOLECTepiHiH OacTamyblHaH OacTam OCHI €JJIiH eypa3vsUIbIK casicaThlH AAaMBITYFa BIKMAl €TKeH YII Herisri
mynaenep kepcerimreH. OHryctik KopeiimiH eypa3msuiblk cascaTbiHbIH OipiHmi ke3eHi 2000-mbl KbUTIapAbIH
eKIHIII XapThIChIHA AeiiH xanracTel. byn kesenne Ontycrik Kopeit anuracer Conryctik Kopeiini aneMHin 6acka
eJZiepiMEH THIFBI3 KapbIM-KaThIHACKA TapTy MakcaTblHAa Eypasus MemiiekeTTepiMeH KaTbIHACTapIbl KapacThIP/IbL.

2000-118I XKBUTIAPIBIH CKIHIII KapThIChIHIA OacTabi, 2010 5KBUIIBIH SKIiHIII KapTHICHIHA JICHIH KaJFacKaH
exinmi kezexe OxTycTik Kopeit Conrycrik Kopeiini anemnin 0acka enjgepiMeH ThIFbI3 KapbIM-KaThIHACKA TOJIBIFBIMEH
TapTyra OarpITTanFaH cascarbiHaH Oac TaprkanbiMeH, OHTycTik Kopelt men Eypasnst memiekerrepi apachbiHIarbl
KaTbIHACTAp JAaMybIH xaiFacTeIpisl. ConbiMeH Karap, Onryctik Kopeit [pesunenti [lak Ko XeHiH eypa3usiibik
GacTamachIH icke acbIpy apKplibl 2013 xpurgan Oactan ochl KATBIHACTAP/IBI YHIICCTIPY SpEeKeTTepi Kacallibl.

Kaxpiaga Oacramran ymriHm kesenne Onryctik Kopeit tarer ga Conryctik Kopeiini onemHin 0Oacka

55



JIL.H. I'ymunee amvinoazel Eypazus yimmulx yHueepcumeminiy, Xaoapuivicol

Casacu zvinoivoap. Aiimaxkmany. Hlvizeicmany. Typkimany cepuacvr, Ne 3 (128)/2019

enjiepiMeH OapblHINA THIFBI3 KapbIM-KAaTbIHACTA OOJIybIHA TaFbl J]a YMThUIA 0acTajpl, COHBIH apKackiHaa OHTYCTIK
KopeliiH CBIPTKBI casicaTbIHIAFbl €ypasisuIbIK OaFbIT MaHBI3ABUIBIFEI apTa bl Ien KyTyre Oonasl. Kopeii TyOerinne
OeitbiTIINiK OpHaTynan 6acka, OHTycTiK KopeiiiH eypa3usuiblK casicaTblH JaMbITYFa bIKIIAJI €TETIH TaFbl €Ki MY/IE -
9KOHOMHMKAJIBIK MYJieliep; cOHbIMeH Kartap Peceil, Kazakcranna sxone 6acka na Eypasus ennepinne typarsia Kopeii-
capam, 3THHKAJIBIK KOpiCTEp/iH YJIKEH TOOBIHBIH MYAJEIEPiH KOpFay.

Tyiiin ce3aep: XaibIKapajbIK KaTblHacTap, peruoHainiM, Eypasus, Kopelt MemiiekeTi, ChIPTKBI casicar.

. A. Jlanko, U. C. JlanuoBa

Canxm-Ilemepoypeckuii cocyoapcmeennwiil ynueepcumem, Cankm-Ilemepoype, Poccutickas @edepayus
Espasuiickas nonntuka Pecyosimku Kopest

AHHOTanusi. B craree BBIIENSIOTCS TPH dTana pasBUTHs eBpasuiickoil nommtuku PecryOmuku Kopes,
a TaKKe TPU OCHOBHBIX MHTEpEca, KOTOPbIE CIOCOOCTBOBAIM PAa3BUTHIO €BPA3HICKOW MOJMTHUKH 3TOW CTPAHbI C
Hauaza mpoueccoB AeMokpaTusauuu kak B FOxHoit Kopee, Tak u B eBpa3uiiCKuX CTpaHaX B pe3y/lbTaTe pacraja
CCCP. IlepBsblii dTan pa3BUTHs FOKHOKOPEHCKOH €Bpa3sMICKONW MOJUTHKM MPOJOJKANCA JO BTOPOH IOJIOBHHBI
2000-x roaoB, Ha ITOM JTale HOKHOKOpEWCKas 3JIUTa paccMaTpHuBaja OTHOLIEHMs C rocyaapcrBamu EBpasuu B
KavecTBe criocoba BosieueHus: CesepHoii Kopen B Gosiee TeCHbIe OTHOIIEHHS C OCTaJbHBIM MHUpoM. Ha BTOpom
JTarne, HayasleMmcs Bo BTopoil nonosuHe 2000-X rooB ¥ MpoaoKaBIIeMcs 10 BTopoi nonoBuHbl 2010-x rogos,
IOxnas Kopest oTkazajiach OT HOJMTHKM, HalleJIeHHOH Ha BcemepHoe BoieueHune CesepHoii Kopeu B Oosee
TECHBIE OTHOILIEHHUS C OCTAJIbHBIM MHPOM, OJHAKO oTHouleHus: Mexay FOxnoi Kopeelt n rocynapctsamu EBpasun
IIPOAOJIKAIU pa3BUBaThes. bonee Toro, HaunHas ¢ 2013 roxa, aes1anuch NONBITKYA FAPMOHU3ALUT STUX OTHOLIEHUH,
B TOM 4YHCJE IIyTeM NPETBOPEHUsS B >KNU3Hb EBpasuiickoll MHULIMATHUBBI I0KHOKOpelckoro npesuaeHta Ilax Ko
Xe. Ha nenaBHo HauaBmeMmcs: TpetbeM 3Tane HOxnas Kopest BHOBb Hauana CTPEMHUTHCS MAKCUMAJIBHO BOBIIEUb
CesepHyto Kopero B Goiiee TecHble OTHOIIEHHS C OCTAJbHBIM MHPOM, Ojarojaps 4eMy MOMKHO OKHAATh pocTa
3Ha4YEHUs €BPa3UICKOro HalpasiaeHus Bo BHelHel nonuTuke Oxuoi Kopen. IlToMumMo MUPHOTO yperynupoBaHus
Ha Kopeiickom 1moiyocTpoBe, IByMs IpyTUMH HHTEPECAMH, CIIOCOOCTBYIOMINMHE PA3BUTHIO €BPA3UICKOI MOJIUTHKH
IOxHoi#i Kopew, sIBISAIOTCSI 9KOHOMHYECKHE HHTEPECH, a TaKkKe 3aiura narepecoB Kopé-capam, 60JIbIION rpymibl
STHUUYECKUX Kopeiles, npoxusatonux B Poccun, Kasaxcrane u npyrux crpanax EBpaszum.

KiaroueBble ciioBa: MEKAYHAPOAHBIC OTHOIICHUS, PETUOHAJIN3M, EBpaSI/ISI, KOpCSI, BHCIHIHAA ITOJIMTHKA.
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