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1. Life in South Korea: Facts and Figures

1.1 Demographic Data

Total Population: 61,653.000 Total Land Area (km?): 222,046
North Korea 30.9% North Korea 55.3%

:_. “-__—-..‘/
South Korea 69.1% South Korea 44.7%

Population Density (per km?): 277.65
South Korea: 429  North Korea: 155

Climate: Temperate Monsoon Zone

Ratio of Cultivated Land Area to the Total Land Area
South Korea: 21.7%  North: 16.3%

1.2 Economic Indicators

Gross National Product of South Korea '

: 14 154.0
@0 Unit 1 billion U.S. $ ol
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Per Capita GNP in 1988: $3,600 2
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Year Amount
upper0.1% g ~===-==v==cucw-
upper 5% S g, 1980 27,365
upper 10% - 0 I 20% 1984 43,050 ,
upper 25% N W 1985 46,762
Py g 1986 44,445
0 W 1987 35,568
T 65.2 %
lower 75% e e | L 714
W s 76.9 % S
DO 90.8 %
e e I 9.2 % The Rate of Unrestricted Importation (%) ©

Strata

Share of the land

* Ratio is to the total privately owned land

Import - Export Trend 4

Billion U.S. $
70

Products Year

1985 | 1986 | 1987 | 1988*

Agricultural & Marine Products

782 | 797 | 199 | 799

Manufactured Products

898 | 940 | 96.6 | 98.7

Chemical Products

957 | 979 | 990 | 99.7

Iron, Steel, and Metal Products

956 | 992 | 995 | 100

Machineries

83.0 [ 895 | 936 | 100

Electrical & Electronics Products

73.8 | 869 | 96.6 | 100

Textile Products

931 | 9.1 | 975 | 979

Export
60
Average Rate 877 | 915 | 936 | 954
50
F Import * At the end of April.
40
Direct Investment by Foreign Companies (1987) n
30+
20 u.s. US.
vig 1328
10
0 = g Others Japan
1975 1980 1985 1987 1988 296 Japan 2396
T . 1600 Others
968
Number of Cases Dollar Value (in million U.S. §)
2 3
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Number of Cases by Industry & Investment Amount by Industry

Service industry

11% Service industry 33%
Others 5%
Others 1% b
!

Manufacturing 84% Manufacturing 66

—

Market Penetration of Foreign Banks (%) '

Calcguw Year 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987

1. Savings 1.7 21 23 21 26 22
2. Foreign Currency Savings (62.5 46.7 49.1 383 83 5.1

3. Loans 9.0 96 106 102 102 105

4. Foreign Currency Loans |76.7 829 793 81.3 799 72.1

5. Credit Line 99 153 188 224 243 295
6. Equity 143 139 173 202 188 189
7. Total Assets 122 145 154 167 17.3 167

1
Economically Active Population (1988): 17,970,000 :

Ratio of Population in Mining and Manufacturing (1988): 31.8% 2

Ratio of Population in Farming, Forestry, Fishing Industry (1988): L
11.4%

Ratio of Population in Commerce, Service Industry: —

Electric Power Production (1987) '¥

Non-nuclear
47%

/ Nuclear
7 53%

Total: 73,800 million kwh
Number of Nuclear Power Plants in Operation (1989): 8 19

1.3 Social Indicators

Rate of Housing Supply (1988): 69.6% "

*Ratio of households renting a house (1986): 42.6% of the total
households

*Ratio of households renting a room (1986): 32.6% of the total
households

Number of Persons Per Automobile (1986): 63 2

Number of Abandoned and Overseas Adopted Children Per Year

Category Year 1980 [ 1981 | 1982 | 1983 | 1984 1985!1986 1987

Abandoncd 8,500 | 9,138 (11,587|12,114/13,430(14,230|13,887(13,304

Overseas Adopted |4,144 | 4,628 | 6,434 ( 7,255 7,924 | 8,837 | 8,680

Number of Children Adopted by the U.S. (January 1980 to June
1987): 39,531 (70% of the total adopted children). ¥

Infant Mortality Rate (1987): 3.03%
5
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Physically Disabled and Facilities for Care ° )
!

No. of Physically Disabled Persons 915,000 *

No. of Facilities for the Disabled 104 -

Total Capacity of the Facilities 11,100

Percentage of Disabled in Facilities 1.2

* South Korean government figure. Social organizations claim
a figure of 2,500,000.

Number of Persons Qualified for Gnvernment Assistance (1987):
2,340,000 (5.4% of the total population).

Note: Persons who qualify for government assistance must be earning
less than $100 per month.

Number of Medical Facilities (1986): 13,198 8

Number of Persons Per Medical Doctor (1986): 1,116 9
Distribution Rate of Water Supply Facilities (1988): 74.0% 10
Rate of Paved Roads (1988): 57.2% 'V

Number of Denths from Automobile Accidents (1988): 11,563 (daily
average: 3) !

*South Korea has the highest automobile accident rate in the
world.

1.4 Culture, Education, and Religion

Literacy Rate: 95% )
Number of Colleges (1988): 104 2
Number of College Students (1988): 1,003,648 3

Number of Public Libraries (1987): 417 4

Numg]er of Seats in Public Libraries Per 10,000 Persons (1987):
12

Employment Rate of College Graduates: 43.8% (1987) ©

Student Demonstrations (1987) 7

Number of Number of Number of Number
On-Campus Street Total od
Demos Demos Participants e
2,714 1,855 1,756,000 13,384
Number Number Booked Number
Detained w/o Detention Summarily Tried
1,433 517 2,417

* Amount of money spent on tear-gas bombs in 1986: 37.3 million
U.S. dollars. Source: Korea Pollution Research Center

Number of Assembly and Rally Law and National Security
Law Violation Cases Handled by Public Prosecutor’s Office ©

c,,ego,y». | 1980 | 1981 [ 1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1985 | 1986 | 1987

Assembly &

Rally Law 240 | 193 | 368 | 310 | 569 |2,480|1,462
National

Security 60 | 156 | 410 | 583
Law




Size of Religious Populations (Unit:10,000)

Religion [Protestant| Catholic Buddhism Eﬁﬂf;‘n} Islam | Other

Size 999 215 420 127 3 266

1.5 Influence of the Military in South Korean Society

Military Spending as Percentage of Annual Budget

Year | 1980 | 1981 [ 1982 | 1983 [ 1984 | 1985 | 1986 | 1987 | 1988

% |37.0]353] 344|328 326|336 | 31.2 | 316 | 328

Percentage of Former Military Officers Among
Executives of Government-Funded Firms (1987) 2

1.6 Workers’ Life in South Korea

1)

Average Number of Dependents Per Unionized Worker: 2.96
Minimum Monthly Living Cost for a Family of 2.96: § 717
Average Monthly Wage Per Unionized Worker: $392

Average Monthly Wage/Minimum Monthly Living Cost (%): 54.6

Number of Labor Disputes .

Year | 1981 | 1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1985 | 1986 | 1987

Total | 186 88 98 113 265 276 | 3,749

International Comparison of Nominal Wages
and Labor Productivity 3

Category Country |5 Korea Japan | Taiwan | U.S. |Singapore

- Chairman of |Chief Executive ;
Position the Board _| Officer Auditor
%% 36.0 384 46.1

Ave. Monthly Wage (§) | 399.6 (2,164.7| 481.6 [1,716.0| 340.1

Rate of Former Military Officers Among S. Korean Ambassadors
(as of September 1988): 41.2% 3

Rate of Former Military Officers Among Members of the National
Assembly (1989): 25% 4

Labor Productivity Index | 217.4 | 1355 | 1584 | 122.8 | 137.5

Ratio of W I
to Labor Proctiviyy . | 076 | 148 | 136 | 112 | 118

* Compared years: U.S. and Singapore - 1986; others - 1987.

Ratio of Day Laborers to Total Workers(1985): 36% 4



Number of Industrial Accidents i

Classification
Year Deaths Dﬂgﬁiﬁlss Injuries Total
1985 1,718 19,824 120,267 141,809
1986 1,660 21,923 118,505 142,088
1987 1,7 22,500 118,229 142,500
Total 5,149 64,249 357,001 426,397 |

* The figure only includes the workers covered by industrial
accident insurance. These workers make up about half the total
worker population.

Number of Industrial Accidents Per Day ©

Deaths

Physical Disabilities

Injuries

4.6

586

326

International Comparison of Wages and Working Ilours 7

S.Korea

Japan

England

France

Italy

W.Germany

u.s.

41
42.7

.

6.24

6.48

33.7 - 7.68

70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Working hours per week

International Comparison of Industrial Accidents

6 Industrial Accident Rate

141 13.28

12}

10+

(=]
T

-

2

South Korea Taiwan Singapore Japan

* Ratio of victims per 1 million workers per hour.

11

Hourly wage ( US. § )



1.7 Farmers’ Life in South Korea U Lo p
> o Decreasing Rate of Farmer Household Among Total Population )

25 Rate of decrease ( % )

1
Percentage of Tenant Farm Households )
and Tenant Farm Land 20} 204 19.3 i
— - = : - , 173
Year 1960 | 1970 | 1981 | 1985 | 1986 sl v
s ] R
Household 26.4 335 46.4 64.7
' I E— P | ST S 10 F
Land 119 17.2 223 30.5 31.5
5 a R R &
Increase of Debts per Farm llouseholds 2
0
:
000 VS $ z 1985 1986 1987 1988
3567 Changing Rate of Food Self-Sufficiency (%) 9
_______ : 3 %
3000 100 93.9
80} 3
2000
| 60 L
48.4
1000 } ol 41.3 39.3
1981 1983 1985 1986 1987 20
0
*Farmers movement groups claim the debt reached §7,164 per 1965 1975 1985 1987 1988

household in 1988,

Number of Farm Houscholds Leaving Agriculture Amount of Imported Foods (Unit: 1 million § U.S.) ¥

i . _{USIC1,008)

Year [1961-65(1966-70{1971-75/1976-8011981-85| 1986 | 1987 | 1988

I —

¥ -
Number | 1,206 | 3,309 | 2,561 | 3,384 | 2,911 | 620 | 410 | 1,360

* No. leaving = Anticipated no. of households - Actual no. of
houscholds
1987

12 13

S— —— S




Dependence Rate of Major Imported Grains on the U.S. n

o

Beans

Corn

Wheat

Percentage of Farmers Over Age 50 "

Year

1987

1988

%

30.6

329

Annual Average Number of Farmers Poisoned by Pesticide

Chemicals: 1,250 °

* Only 3% of the poisoned victims received hospital trcatment.

Source: Dong-A Tlbo, 2 July 1986.

1.8 Women's Life in South Korea

1)
Female Employment Rate by Industries (1987) Unit: 10,000

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishery i 197.7
Mining 07
Electric, Gas & Water Works 0.3
Manufacturing 118.7
Construction 6.3
Wholesale, Retail Food and Lodging 148.0
Communications, Banking 214
Service 68

Total 561.1

2
Rate of Female Wages in Industry(male wages taken as 100)

'—Ea‘[;g‘(;‘r}"‘"*m..mYear 1971 | 1976 | 1980 | 1985

==
Whole Industry 43.6 43.9 44.5 483

Manufacturing 44.2 44.2 45.6 49.1

Occupation Distribution of Female Workers Over 15 Yrs. Old °

House work
40%

Unemployed
10%
Student
12%

Employed
38%

15
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2. How Has the Korean Armistice Agreement Been
Violated?

The repeal of the Korean Armistice Agreement (KAA for short)
and its replacement by a Peace Treaty is imperative to end _ the
military confrontation and to establish a genuine peace on the
Korean peninsula. A Peace Treaty must be preceded by a thorough
reassessment and understandingof the KAA and the history of the
violation of its principles. The original intent of the KAA itself was
to prevent another war in Korca.

The KAA consists of 5 articles and 63 clauses. In this cssay we
will focus on Article 4, particularly on Clauses 13-d and 60. Clause
60 recommends a "political conference of a higher level to settle
through negotiation the questions of the withdrawal of all foreign
forces from Korea, the peaceful scttlement of the Korean question.”
Clause 13-d prohibits the importation of weapons from forcign
countries. A careful analysis of these two clauses of the KAA is key
to establishinga correct perspectiveon the Korean peace issue.

1. Clause 60 and its Violation

Clause 60-d: "In order to insure the peaceful settlement of the
Korean question, the military Commanders of both sides hereby
recommend to the governmentsof the countries concerned on both
sides that, within three(3) months after the Armistice Agreement is
signed and becomes effective, a political conference of a higher level
of both sides be held by representativesappointedrespectivelyto settle
through negotiation the question of the withdrawal of all foreign
forces from Korea, the peaceful settlementof the Korea question,etc.”
(The signatories of the KAA were the U.N. Command, north Korea,
and China.)

The "political conference...on the peaceful settlement of the
Korean question" means none other than the discussion of
reunification of Korea. It is because, without reunification, the
threat of war persists on the Korean peninsula as was before the
Korean War. Thus, in threce months the political confcrence was
planned to discuss rcunificationand the withdrawal of foreign troops
from Korea. In addition, Clause 62 states that the KAA shall remain

18

in effect until a peace treaty is concluded at the political confercnce.
Article V, Clause 62 reads, "The Articles and Paragraphs of the
Armisticc Agreementshall remain in effect until expresslysuperseded
either by mutually acceptable amendments and additions or by
provision in an appropriate agreement for a peaceful settlement at
a political level between both sides."

But the political conference held at Geneva was halted without
settling the Korean question.

The political conferencewas not held until 26 April 1954, almost
a year after the signing of the KAA. The signatories could not agree
on the agenda, time, place and participants of the conference.
Behind these superficial reasons was the basic differences on who
should participate and how the conference should be carried out.

The United Nations insisted on a "face-to-face"conferenceat the
exclusion of the neutral countries while China and north Korea
advocated a "round-table" conference which would insure the
participation of neutral countries.

At the UN General Assembly held on 17 August 1953, the 16
countries who participated in the Korean War, under the U.S.
leadership, proposed a joint resolution calling for an exclusive
meeting of the UN Command and north Korea. The Soviet
representative at the Assembly opposed the resolution, arguing
instead for a round-table conference where various concerned
countries would participate in the negotiations. He stated that the
multi-nation negotiation was in accordance with the international
principles of the peace-loving countries. In response, the north
Korean and the Chinese Ministers of Foreign Affairs supported the
Soviet position.

Why was there such a debate? The qualitative difference
between the two formats of the conference is highlighted below:

-A Round-Table Conference: effective in facilitating post-war
international negotiations otherwise easily prone to stalemates.
Neutral countries can mediate and adjust differences among the
parties involved.

-A Face-To-Face Conference:doomed to fail from the start. It is
19



difficult for the parties involved to work out a settlementwithout an
arbitrator.

Because of these differences, most post-war negotiationstend to
take the form of a round-tableconference. Why, then, did the U.N.
(dominated by the U.S.) and the Syngman Rhee regime insist on the
latter for the Geneva conference? Simply put, it was to break up
the political conference. There are several evidences for this.

First, the U.S. and south Korea signed the Mutual Defense
Treaty, only two months after the conclusion of the KAA. In
addition, they agreed to transfer the operational command of the
Korean forces to the Commander-in-Chiefof the U.N. Command
(General Mark W. Clark of the U.S. Army at the time). Forming the
military alliance prior to the political conference is a direct
contradiction of Article 60 of the KAA. The Defense Treaty
guaranteed the permanent U.S. military presencein south Korea and
its use of the south Korean soil for military bases.

Second, regarding the means of reunificationof Korea, Syngman
Rhee, who opposed the Armistice, announced:

1. North Korea should hold a separate election to fill the
remaining seats of the south Korean National Assembly.

2. But south Korea is willing to accept a general election by all
Koreans if the north Koreans wish to do so.

This meant that he would boycott any political conference unless
his claims were accepted at the conference. Upon the break-up of
the preparatory meeting for the political conference, the south
Korean government declared, "Those countries who assisted south
Korea in the war must participate in another war if the political
negotiations prove to be ineffective by 22 January 1954."

'Until arrangementsfor the conference were finally agreed upon
at the Berlin meeting of the four countries (the U.S., England,
France and the U.S.S.R) in February 1954, the preparatory process
was repeatedly obstructed by the conflict over the participation of
the neutral countries.

Meanwhile, two days after the Berlin Conference, south Korea
officially declared its position opposing the political confercnce. At
this time, the U.S. was feeling international pressure to hold the

20

political conference as arranged at the Berlin Conference. Then, to
persuade south Korea to attend the political conference, the U.S.
provided the following conditions:

-While attendingthe conferencefor a certain agreed period, both
countries will pull out if there is no progress.

-Both countries will expand and strengthen their land, air and
sea forces in preparation for the break-upof the political conference.

This revealed the underlying intention of the U.S. to abort the
conference. Its nominal participation was only a way of deflecting
international pressure. Moreover, the above proposal is a flagrant
violation of Article 13-d of the KAA.

The Geneva Conference opened on 26 April 1954. The
participants were: the 16 U.N. members which had sent troops to
Korea(minus South Africa), south and north Korea, China and the
Soviet Union. The U.S. and south Korea with the intention to abort
the conference, made a proposal on reunification that they knew to
be unacceptable to north Korea. They claimed that since south
Korea has been established by free elections under the U.N.
supervision, what remained to be done was a similar observation of
free elections in north Korea alone to elect representativesto fill the
vacant seats reserved for north Korea in the south Korean National
Assembly. This was opposed by north Korea, the U.S.S.R., and
China on the grounds that the U.N. was itself a belligerent in the
Korean War.

On the contrary, north Korea proposed a bi-partite Korean
commission, operating on consensus and with equal representation
from north and south, that would be complementedby a supervisory
(and neutral) international commission. The principle that north
Korea put forward was that the Korean people’s role comes first.

Concerning the withdrawal of foreign troops, the U.S. insisted
on maintaining the foreign troops until the establishment of a
unified government. North Korea and China on the other hand
called for a prompt withdrawal of foreign troops.

As a result of these differences the Geneva confcrence came to
a halt on 15 June 1954 with no fruitful outcome for the peaceful
solution of the Korean issue. Korea still remains under the semi-
state of war without a peace treaty today.

21



2. Clause 13-d and Its Violation

Clause 13-d: "Cease the introductioninto Korea of reinforcingcombat
aircraft, armored vehicles, weapons, and ammunition; provided
however, that combat aircraft, armored vehicles, weapons, and
ammunition which are destroyed, damaged, worn out, or used up
during the period of the armistice may be replaced on the basis of
piece-for-piece of the same effectiveness and the same type. Such
combat aircraft, armored vehicles, weapons, and ammunitionshall be
introducedinto Korea only through the ports of entry enumeratedin
Paragraph 43 hereol.”

The clause prohibits military expansion i.e. the importation of
weapons, strategic equipments, and military supplies. But south
Korea spends billions of dollars to import massive quantities of U.S.
weapons. The U.S. has explicitly violated the clause by dcploying
nuclear weapons in south Korea.

The U.N. started to introduce modern weapons to south Korea
under the pretext of north Korea and China’s breach of Clause 13-
d. The U.N.representativeof the Korean Armistice Committee issucd
the following statementon 21 June 1957:

1. There is a gap between the Air Force power of north and
south Korea; the U.S. sent the latest-modecljets (capable of carrying
nuclear bombs) to south Korea from Japan and other bases.

2. At this moment, the U.S. has no plan to send nuclear
weapons or missiles to south Korea.

3. The U.S. is considering the modernization of the R.O.K
military through military aid.

Let us examine if the U.N. claims are valid. There are several
evidences that are inconsistent with its claims.

First, the south Korean government interfered with the Neutral
Nations SupervisoryCommissionwhose role was to oversee the KAA
signatories to fulfill Clause 13-d. The Syngman Rhee regime pursucd
reunification by force, a policy that directly repudiates the clause.
This position was incompatible with the objectives of the Neutral
Supervisory Commission.

Second, the claim that north Korea’s air power is superior to

22
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that of south Korea is false. The south Korean air forces were
supported by the U.S. which boasts by far the strongestair power in
the world. To compensate for this "military imbalance”, the U.S.
sent nuclear bomb-carrying jets to south Korea. North Korea, on
the other hand, had just been completely destroyed by sustained U.S.
bombing. It is obvious that north Korea could not possibly have the
resources to build up the military comparable to the combined
military power of the U.S. and south Korea. It is generally assumed
that north Korea received military aid from the U.S.S.R. after the
war. But in fact there was no Soviet military aid until the late 1950s.
Throughout the 50's, the Soviet air power was far inferior compared
to the U.S.

Third, during the immediate post-war period, north Korea had
1o pour all its encrgies and resources into social reconstruction. To
secure the necessary labor force, north Korea proposed a bilateral
reduction of troops to less than 100,000. Although the south did not
respond, the north alone cut back 80,000 troops.

Fourth, the U.S. violated the KAA at least twice, long before its
official announcementto repudiate Clause 13-d. The first was the
signing of the R.O.K.-U.S. Mutual Defense Treaty on 1 October
1953. The second was the dispersal of the Geneva Conference as
explained earlier.

Thus, consideringall these evidences the claims of the U.N. are
not convincing. Ever since Clause 13-d was repudiated, north and
south Korea have becn whirled into the billion-dollar arms race at
the expense of economic and social development.




3. The Problems in the Status of U.S. Armed
Forces in Korea Agreement (SOFA)

1. The Historical Background of Signing the SOFA

With the establishmentof the Republic of Korea (south Korea)
in 1948, the U.S. armed forces, which had occupied Korea south of
the 38th Parallel since the surrender of Japan on 15 August 1945,
withdrew leaving behind only a small number of military advisors.
The U.S. troops returned at the outbreak of the Korean War. On
12 July 1950, in the heat of the war, the south Korean government
concluded through correspondence the ‘Taejon Agreement’ which
gave the U.S. direct command over the R.O.K. armed forces and
complete jurisdiction over the U.S. troops. On 14 May 1952 the
south Korean government concluded the agreement concerning
unified command and economic regulations (Meyer Agreement)
which gave the UN Forces complete power to carry out the war. In
effect, the south Korean government abandoned its sovereignty.

With the signing of the armistice in July 1953, the Korea-U.S.
Mutual Defense Treaty was concluded during the following October.
President Syngman Rhee and Secretaryof State Dulles acknowledged
the need for the SOFA in a joint statement made on 7 August 1953,
But because the Taejon and Meyer Agreements were so favorable,
the U.S. continually opposed concluding the SOFA. However, with
the rising protest and condemnation of violent crimes committed by
U.S. soldiers against the Korean people and the increasing demand
for signing the SOFA after 1960, meetings between administrators
began in 1962. When the south Korean government agreed to the
U.S. demand for sending Korean troops to Vietnam in 1965, SOFA
was signed in return. After 13 years of negotiations, SOFA was
signed in 1966. The atmosphere at the time welcoming the signing
of SOFA was such that there were not many criticisms of the
inequality inherent in the concluded SOFA.

Because of U.S.arroganceand the lack of autonomy by the south
Korean government, it took 16 years after the beginning of U.S.
military occupation to conclude SOFA.

T N T T T e w—-qvﬂh" —

2. The Inequalityin SOFA
A. The Problem of Base and Facilities Use

U.S. armed forces are stationed in south Korea in accordance
with Article IV of Korea-U.S. Mutual Defense Treaty which
stipulates, "The Republic of Korea grants, and the United States of
America accepts, the right to dispose United States land, air and sea
forces in and about the territoryof the Republicof Korea..." At the
present, the total number of U.S. military bases is 120, the total
number of buildings used is 10,512, and the total land area used by
the U.S. armed forces is 300 square kilometers - half the size of
Seoul.

1) The U.S. troops have free use of facilities and areas in south
Korea as stipulated in Article V, paragraph 2 of SOFA, "...the
Republic of Korea will furnish...withoutcost to the United States and
make compensationswhere appropriateto the owners and suppliers
thereof all facilities and areas and rights of way...."

2) It is further stipulated in Article V, paragraph 2, "The
Government of the Republic of Korea assures the use of such
facilities and areas to the Governmentof the United States and will
hold the Governmentof the United States as well as its agenciesand
employees harmless from any third party claims which may be
advanced in connectionwith such use." Thus, if a facility or an area
is privately owned, then the south Korean government would
compensate for its use by the U.S. military.

3) As stipulated in Article IV, paragraph 1, "The Governmentof
the United States is not obliged, when it returns facilities and areas
to the Governmentof the Republicof Korea...,to restore the facilities
and areas to the conditionin which they were at the time they became
available to the United States armed forces, or to compensate the
Governmentof Korea in lieu of such restoration,"the U.S. is exempt
from the responsibility and liability for all accidents, damages, and
environmental destruction caused by the U.S. troops in Korea.

B. The Problem of Public Utilities and Services Use

Article VI of SOFA stipulates that the U.S. troops in Korea
have the right to use public utilities and services, and paragraph 2
of the Article stipulates; "The use of such utilitiesand servicesby the
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United States shall be in accordance with priorities, conditions, and
rates or tariffs no less favorablethan those accorded any other user."
Thus the U.S. troops are guaranteed special privileges. In fact, the
U.S. military in Korea pay only 43% of the electricity and 25% of
gasoline prices paid by the Korean military. They also pay very cheap
prices for other commodities and have first priority in the right to
use them.

C. The Problem of Criminal Jurisdiction

The problem of criminal jurisdiction has been exposed to the
general public through countless crimes that have been committed
by the U.S. soldiers in Korea and is considered the symbol of
inequality inherent in SOFA. Article XXII, paragraph 1, seems to
stipulate the U.S. and south Korea have equal rights concerning the
criminal jurisdiction, but various other provisions and supplementary
documents put a great limitation on Korea's jurisdiction. The
number of crimes committed by U.S. soldiers during the period
between 1967 and 1987 was 39,425, and only 0.6% of these, 234, fell
under the jurisdiction of Korea. Compared to 32% for NATO
countries and 21.2% for the Philippines, this percentage is
conspicuouslylow, and most of the cases ended without prosecution.

1) According to Article XXII, paragraph 3(c), the Korean
government has the primary right to exercise jurisdiction over all
offenses except "offenses solely against the property or securityof the
United States, or offenses solely against the person or property of
another member of the United States armed forces or civilian
componentor of a dependent,"and "offenses arising out of any act or
omission done in the performance of official duty.," However, the
power to issue a permit which defines "performanceof official duty”
is given to U.S. officers with a rank of brigadier general or higher.
Thus, if the U.S. military authoritiesclaim an offense was committed
during a "performance of official duty," it is excluded from the
criminal jurisdiction of Korea.

2) Article XXII, paragraph 3 further stipulates, "The authorities
of the State having the primary right shall give sympathetic
considerationto a request from the authoritiesof the other State for
a waiver of its rights..,"and sublly obliges Korca to waiver its right
to exercise jurisdiction.

3) The issue of jurisdiction waiver is more concretely specified
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in exchange letters. It is stated that unless the Korean government
finds it important to exercise jurisdiction on specific cases, the U.S.
military authorities will have the right to exercise jurisdiction.
Furthermore, in a separate, related document, the agreed
understanding section, it is stipulated that only a] offenses against
the security of Korea, b] murder, c] robbery, and d] rape are defined
as serious offenses. This forces Korea to waiver its jurisdiction over
assault, the most common offense committed by U.S. soldiers.

4) Even in the case of serious offenses, criminal jurisdiction
cannot be exercised most of the time. It is stipulatedin the exchange
letters that unless the Attorney General of south Korea submits a
written charge within 15 days after the offense, the primary right to
exercise jurisdiction is automatically waivered.

5) The actual exercise of jurisdiction requires the power to arrest
and detain the offenders. But Article XXII, paragraph5(c) stipulates,
"If [the accused] is in the hands of the Republic of Korea, he shall,
on request be handed over to the military authorities of the United
States..." Thus, the Korean authorities’ right to investigate is
severely limited. The accused cannot be arrested once he is inside a
U.S. base and unless the testimony of the accused is submitted by a
representativeof the U.S. governmentor a lawyer, it is not permitted
as evidence.

6) In the mutual agreement proceedings record, it is stipulated
that the prosecutor cannot appeal a decision of acquittal or a
decision which the defendant has not appealed.

7) In the case of a conviction, south Korea is infringed upon its
right to carry out the sentence in its own prison facilities. Article
XXII, paragraph 7 stipulates, "The authorities of the Republic of
Korea shall...give sympathetic consideration to a request from the
authoritiesof the United States for the custody of any member of the
United States armed forces.., who is serving a sentence of
confinementimposed by a court of the Republicof Korea." The south
Korean governmentis prevented from interveningwhen the offender
is detained in loosely monitored facilities (inside U.S. bases) and
released unilaterally.

8) The waiver of right to exercise jurisdiction creates difficulty
for Koreansseeking compensationsfor damages. Because most of the
jurisdiction is exercised by the U.S., the contention of the U.S.
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military is more convincingly presented than that of the Korcfan
victims. In the case of an offense committed by a U.S. soldier
during performance of official duty, the victim must apply for
reparation to the south Korean government, and 25% of the
reparation amount is paid by the south Korean government.
Furthermore, the Korean prison facilities must meet U.S. standards.
The U.S. military authorities have the right to inspect the facilities
where U.S. military personnel or their dependents have becn
detained or are being detained. Such terms as the right to refuse
trial if the conditions are deemed improper to the prestige of US
armed forces (i.e. handcuffing of U.S. soldiers) make it doubtful this
agreement was concluded between equally sovereign nations.

D. The Problem of Labor Rights

The Article on labor in SOFA seems to acknowlcdgfz the labor
rights of the Korean workers employed by the U.S. mllllafy. But
various provisions make it impossible to exercise the basic labor
rights.

1) Itis stipulated in Article XVII, paragraph 3, the U.S. military
will conform with the provisions of the south Korean labor laws to
the extent not inconsistentwith the provisionsof this Article and the
military needs of the U.S. armed forces in Korea. With the n'lilitary
needs not specifically defined, there is ample ground for denying the
three basic labor rights under such a general rule.

2) It is stipulated in Article XVII, paragraph 2, that !he uUs.
military can recruit, hire, and administer their personnel. This means
the U.S. military also has the right to lay off Korcan wo'rkcrs
according to need. In fact, there are many workers who are unjustly

dismissed.

3) The right to exercise collective action is obstructed. In case
of a labor dispute, it is first referred to the south Korean department
of labor, and if it is not resolved here, it is passed on to the joint
committee. The decision of the joint committee is binding and the
workers disobeying the joint committee can be dismissed.

After a case is referred 1o the joint committee, all acts of labor
disputes are forbidden for at least 70 days. In such a long period the
employer can carry out operations to split and destroy the worker
force, and thus, general strikes can almost never take place.
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If a worker dispute is not resolved by any of the avenues
mentioned, the workers can exercise the right of collective action, but
any act obstructing the military manocuversof the U.S. armed forces
are excluded. In the end, collective action is effectively blocked.

E. The Problem of Customs and Duties

In accordance with SOFA, the U.S. military enjoys tremendous
benefits of tax exemption and freedom of entry and exit. U.S.
military ships and airplanes have free use of any port or airport in
Korea. The benefit gained by the U.S. military from exemption of
tariffs and other taxes as stipulatedin Articles IX and XIV, in 1987
alone, was $72,800,000. The U.S. soldiers and civilian military
personnel and their families can import almost all household goods
duty-free. Even goods brought in for private use are free of duties
or other charges if the owners are arriving in south Korea for the
first time. Personal items and household goods which are ordinarily
purchased in the U.S. are also free of duties or other charges. As
a consequence of this, a great quantity of goods imported by U.S.
soldiers and civilian military personnel spill into the south Korean
domestic market (black market for PX goods). The freedom of entry
and exit for U.S. armed forces makes it difficult for south Korcan
authorities to restrict the main carriers of AIDS, namely the U.S.
soldiers. Measures to address this problem is urgently needed.

3. Conclusion

The various Articles with provisions unfavorable to south Korea
demonstrate the unequal status of south Korea in relation to the
U.S. within SOFA. The inequality of status inherent in SOFA
effectually denies sovereignty of south Korea. The main text of
SOFA appears to promote equal status, but the various provisions
for exceptionsand vague, overly general wordin g promote inequality.

The south Korean government has accepted such an unfair
agreement because it is subordinate to the U.S. When seen in this
light, the basic solution of achieving south Korean autonomy is the
withdrawal of U.S. troops and the dissolution of SOFA. If these
cannot be achieved immediately because of various internal and
external conditions, then as a transitional measure, SOFA must be
revised and made into a more reasonable and cquitable agreement.
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In a time when the hope of Koreans demanding the revision of
SOFA is becoming more concrete, the south Korean government
must begin the work to completely revise SOFA in the immediate
future. At the same time, the U.S. government must lake_ a
respectful attitude toward the Korean pwplc's-rﬁght to exercise
autonomy and begin working on the complete revision of SOFA.
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4. U.S. Troops In South Korea: Past and Present

South Korea was stirred up in 1986 when students evoked a
shearing criticism on the subordinationof the Korean military to the
U.S. Yet the U.S. has long deemed the Korean military to be its
mercenaries. The Defense Monitor, a famous U.S. military journal,
quotes a U.S. general as saying, "...the KoreanJorces have always
been our mercenaries, and nothing but a shield for our forward
deploymentin Asia."

The U.S. military presence in south Korea is generally believed
to have contributed to peace and stability on the Korean peninsula,
In recent times, however, there have emerged numerous
counterargumentson the necessity of stationing U.S. troops in south
Korea. Many Koreans are voicing their concernsabout the enormity
of military expenses related to the U.S. military presence and the
Korean sovereignty question. This article intends to affirm the
legitimacy of the Korean people’s call for the withdrawal of U.S.
troops and aspirations for national self-determination by reviewing
the forty four years’ history of the U.S. military presence in south
Korea,

U.S. Troops in South Korea, Entitled to Extraterritoriality:

The Korean people were outraged by the frequencyand barbarity
of crimes committed by U.S. troops after their first entry on the
Korean soil in 1945. Anti-American sentiments gradually increased
among the Korean people when the Park Chung Hee regime started
to dispatch south Korean troops to the Vietnam War in 1964. To
forestall the Korean people’s strong resistance to U.S. troops in
south Korea, the U.S. concluded the Status of U.S. Armed Forces in
Korea Agreement (SOFA) in 1966. But as in the Taejon
Agreement(1950)and the Meyer Agreement(1952), U.S. troops in
south Korea are virtually entitled to extraterritoriality,

According to a recent report by the south Korean Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, 39,425 cases of crime were committed by 45,000 U.S.
troops in south Korea from 1967 to 1987. This indicates that every
year, 2,000 crimes were committed by U.S. troops for 20 years. The
total number of U.S. soldiers involved in crimes since 1945 hovers
around 100,000. Even after the conclusion of the SOFA --there was
no judicial basis for the punishmentof U.S. troops before 1966-- the
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south Korean governmentcould put no more than 315 soldiers (0.7%
of 45,000) on trial.

It is easy to figure out how these 100,000 outlaws were protected
under the specious legality. The SOFA forces the south Korean
government to give up its right to jurisdiction at the request of the
U.S. military as far as circumstances permit. If the south Korean
government does not demand a trial within 15 days, its right to
administera trial becomes nullified. Because of these loopholes, only
0.7% of all U.S. troops who committed crimes were tried under the
south Korean judicial system, which is a striking contrast 10 32% for
NATO countries, 32% in Japan and 21% in the Philippines.

Military Occupationand Neocolonial Rule over South Korea:

Yet the fundamental problem facing Koreans originates not from
the SOFA, but from the forty four years of neocolonialismwhich has
penetrated south Korea in all its aspects since the U.S. troops set
foot in Korea in 1945. Put simply, forty four years of U.S. troops
in south Korea means forty four years of U.S. neocolonial rule over
south Korea. Owing to the continued U.S. auspice, the south Korean
dictatorships have prospered despite political upheavals such as the
1980 Kwangju People’s Uprising. South Korea’s subjugation to the
U.S. has been intensified, to the point where even a bridge or a
subway entrance cannot be constructed without the consent of the
uU.s.

The national tragedy of Korea started when the U.S. divided the
Korean peninsula into halves. The arbitrary line drawn at the 38th
parallel provided a condition for the U.S. to forcibly occupy the
southern half of Korea. From 1945, the U.S. solidified its neocolonial
rule over the south. In 1948 Syngman Rhee established a puppet
regime under the tutelage of the U.S. military.

Once established, the passage of the pro-U.S. regime ran
smooth. The firm grip of the U.S. (troops) on south Korea has never
been challenged. The dictators could not have come into power
without the approval of the U.S. military which has seized the
operational command of the south Korean forces.

The U.S. military not only deepens military subordination of
south Korea, but also keeps all other aspects of south Korea --from
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politics to economy -- chained to the neocolonial system.

The Landing of U.S. Troops: A Foreboding Start

From the start, the Korean people’s encounter with U.S. troops
was somehow inauspicious. On 8 September 1945, U.S. troops
greeted a crowd of people welcoming the "Liberation Army" with a
stray of bullets. Two Koreans were shot to death. Six days prior to
U.S. troops’ landing on Korea, Lt. General Hodge, Commanding
General of U.S. Armed Forces in Korea(USAFIK), issued the
following statement:

"Decrees and other orders to Koreans will be announcedthrough
the existing government departments. Since orders from Supreme
Commander of Allied Powers in the Pacific (i.e. General Douglas
MacArthur) purport to aid you Koreans, I advise you to strictly
observe and put them into practice. Therefore,unlawfulactivitieswill
be treated with harsh measures.”

The "existing government departments” mean the Japancse
Government-Generalof Korea. No doubt, the Korean people were
aghast at the implication of Hodge's statement. Furthermore,
General MacArthur declared the U.S. military occupation of Korea
through General Order No. 1, dated on 9 September 1945. The
Order reads, "...... Today the victorious forces under my command
occupied the southern half of Korea below the 38th parallel.....The
Korean people should immediatelyfollow the orders announcedunder
my authority. Those who do not obey the U.S. Occupation Army or
destabilize social order will be subject to severe punishment......"

"Glorious" Transfer of Operational Command to the U.S. Military:

On 15 July 1950, right after the outbreak of the Korean War,
Syngman Rhee handed over to the U.N. Command the command
authority over the south Korean forces. Rhee had just executed 8,000
Korean political dissidents. In his lctter to General MacArthur,
which is known as the Tacjon Agreement, Rhce remarked:

“I am happy to assign to you command authority over all land,
sea and air forces of the Republic of Korea during the period of the
continuationof the presentstate of hostilities.....Th&orean Army will
be proud to serve under your command, and the Korean people and
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Governmentwill be equally proud and encouragedto have the overall
direction of our combined combat effort in the hands of so famous
and distinguished a soldier who......possessesthe delegated military
authority of all the United Nations......"

Because of the Taejon Agreement, the U.S. signed the Armistice
Agreement(1953) as the representative of the Allied side in the
Korean War. Thereafter, no peace settlement was agreed upon to
end the state of war. When the 1975 U.N. General Assembly
Resolution on Korea called for the termination of the U.N.
Command (UNC), withdrawal of U.S. troops in south Korea and
conclusion of a peace treaty, the U.S. bypassed the rcsolution by
forming the Combined Forces Command (CFC) with the Korcan
forces in 1978. In this way, the U.S. military retained the supreme
command of the Korean forces under a different name. And the
Commander of U.S. Forces in Korea came to hcad the CFC, the
UNC and the Eighth U.S. Army, not to mention the Korean forces.

Unfair Burden on South Korea in Maintaining U.S. Troops:

Today an increasing number of host nations are reassessingtheir
military relations with the U.S. and are challenging base agrecments.
The Philippines, for instance, has pressured the U.S. to remove its
military bases by demanding 1.2 billion dollars for its usage of the
Filipino terrain. But the U.S. militzry pays not a single penny for
using south Korean land. On the contrary, the south Korecan
government has to pick up half the tab to maintain U.S. troops in
south Korea. According to the south Korcan government stalistics,
in 1988, south Korea spent 2.22 billion dollars on maintaining U.S.
forces, an increasc of 260 million dollars from 1.96 billion in 1987.

The seeds of economic harm caused by the U.S. military li¢ in
the 1953 R.0.K-U.S.Mutual Defense Treaty (the legal basis of the
U.S. presencein south Korea). According to Article IV of the treaty,
"the Republicof Korea (south Korea) grants, and the United States
accepts, the right to dispose United States land, air and sea forces in
and about the territory of the Republic of Korea as determined by
mutual agreement." Morcover, the treaty "shall remain in force
indefinitely. Either Party may terminate it one year after notice has
been given to the other Party.” (Article V) Conscquently, the U.S.
military is entitled to set up bases wherever it wants and use south
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Korean land forever at no cost.

e U.S. military has a total of 40 bases throughout south
Kme'l;h including Yonlygsan(lhc USFK Headquam_zrs), 'ljongduch.onl,
Kunsan(the Eighth Tactical Wing), Osan(the Flfty-F_irst Ta_clma
Fighter Wing), Pusan and Taegu(the 497th Tactical Fighter
Squadron). 43,000 U.S. troops cover an arca of 300 squnr;
kilometers,an equivalent of half of Scou].- One cannot even deman
compensation from the U.S. for one’s private properties, if used by

the U.S. military.

The U.S. 8th Army Headquartersin Seoul, south Korea

South Korea, Region of the Ilighest Density of Nuclear Weapons in
the World.

It is well known that U.S. troops in south Korea are an‘ncd with
nuclear weapons which can reduce the whole Kon?an peninsula to
ashes in a flash. The current stockpile in Korea includes nu_clcar
mines (Atomic Demolition Munitions), nuclcar sacks, nuclear-tipped

missiles and artillery shells.

It was in the late 1950's that the U.S. first started to d{:pl_oy
nuclear weapons in south Korea--in violation of the 1953 Armistice
Agreement. On 29 January 1958, the UNC made an official
announcement that the U.S. brought tactical nuclear weapons 1o
south Korea. Recognizing the importance of the Korean peninsula
to its global military strategy, the U.S. stored aboql l,_ooo nuclear
weapons in south Korea in the 1970’s. The nuclcarization of south
Korea ruthlessly continued in the 1980’s in 'accordancc with the U_.S.
*doomsday scenario”--the doctrine of honzonta_l esczflauon, which
calls for the U.S. to respond to a Soviet incursion with a counter-
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offensive in another region of the world. South Korea has now
become a region of the highest concentrationof nuclear weapons per
unit area in the world, quadruple the concentration of nuclear
weapons in NATO countries. In south Korea at Icast one nuclear
weapon is dcployed every 100 square kilometer, and 10 in each
province.

Japan prohibits any defense treaty which allows importation of
nuclear weapons to Japan, by stipulating the principles of
denuclearizationin the constitution. Meanwhile, the entire Korean
people have become helpless hostages to U.S. nuclear weapons. On
the basis of the 1953 Mutual Defense Treaty, the U.S. can transfer
an unlimited number of nuclear weapons to south Korea and use
them without consulting the Korean pcople.

U.S. Troops in South Korea: Symbol of Subjugation

Military independenceis essential to the survival of a nation and
its independent progress. It is military independence that secures
political and economic independence. The presence of U.S. troops
and nuclear weapons in south Korea is not only a symbol of the
Korean people’s subjugation to the U.S., but also a massive obstacle
to independent and peaceful reunification of Korca. Therefore, the
U.S. troops must be withdrawn from the Korean peninsula, so that
the Korean people may safeguard national survival and achieve self-
determination.

Table 1. R.0.K.-U.S.Combined Forces Command

Commander-in-Chief ------- U.S. Commander
Deputy Commander  ------- R.O0.K. Commander
Chicf of Staff ~ ---ee- US. Lu G‘cncral
Assistant Chief =~ ------- R.O.K. Major General
of Staff

B |

Administrative Intelligence Military
Personnel (R.O.K. Operations
(ROK Major (U.S. Major
Brigadier General) General)
General)

Planning & Engincering Military
Management (RO.K Supplies
(US. Brigadier (U.S. Brigadicr
Brigadier General) General)
General)

(Source: Dong-A Daily, 8 November 1978)
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S. Nuclear Weapons and the Team Spirit Military
Exercises in South Korea

The Formation of the U.S. Anti-Communist Military Bloc:

The U.S. which emerged as a leading world power after the
World War II, is now facing a rather bewildering reality. As
Germany and Japan was destroyed and England and France
impoverished,anti-Capitalist,Socialist or nationalisticnations as well
as anti-imperilialist nations, emerged in full force. Futhermore,the
revolutionaryspirit that was then sweeping the West was a menacing
reality to the U.S. Such were the conditions under which the
Truman Doctrine was introduced, calling for "the complete
containment of Communism.”

It can be said that modern history is a record of the anti-
imperialist movements of the colonies and the subordinatednations,
frantic efforts of the U.S. to contain those countries and to obstruct
their movement toward non-alignment, and the failure of such
efforts.  Containment was adopted through the following three
measures.

First, was the formationof a U.S.-centeredanti-Communistbloc
throughout the world - namely, NATO in Western Europe,
O.A.S.(Organization of American States) in  America,
CENTO(Central Treaty Organization) in the Middle East, SEATO
in the Southeast Asia, ANZUS Alliance in the Oceania, and the
U.S.-Japanese,R.O.K.-U.S. Defense Pacts in the Far East.

However, due to the growing movement toward non-alignment
and independence, CENTO, SEATO, and ANZUS Alliance were
dismantled. On the other hand, the alliances were strengthenedin
the Far East so that the formation of a Korea-U.S.-Japanese tri-
military alliance is being pursued.

Second, nuclear weapons became an essential device for
Containment. During the Truman Administration, nuclear weapons
were thought 1o be used just for the U.S.-Sovict conflict. However,
the Eisenhower Administrationconsidered the use of nuclear bombs
for regional,local wars. And in actuality, the U.S. did use nuclear
threats to achieve its ends in the Korean War, the Dien Bien Phu
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of Vietnam, the Taiwan Strait Crisis and other instances.

The disgraceful defeat in the Vietnam War, despite the
unprecedentedmass bombings, showed the realness of the possibility
of a nuclear war. The ultra-conservativesin the U.S. claimed that
not using the nuclear bomb was one of the deciding factors for the
defeat in Vietnam; they insisted on its use in the future regional
wars. In 1974, such view was incorporatedinto General Schlesinger’s
official Defense Report and concretizedas the Team Spirit Exercises.
Team Spirit uses our Korean peninsula as the battle ground on
which to practice actual war scenarios using nuclear weapons.

The Reagan era has advanced from planning on the level of
tactical nuclear war to the level of strategic nuclear war, from
hypothesis to the development of concrete strategic plans and
military systems through the promotion of such projects as the
Strategic Defense Initiative(so called Star Wars). Through such
measures, the U.S. is working to prevail in what can only be a
Mutually Assured Destruction with the U.S.S.R.

Third, the U.S. has installed military bases in various places on
the globe, to use as centers for its military activities. At present, the
U.S. has approximately520,000 troops stationed at over forty military
bases. Major bases include West Germany(250,000 lroop-s).
Japan(47,000), Korea(43,000), and England(29,000). For a brief
period, there was a partial withdrawal of the U.S. troops abroad, due
to the anti-war movement spurred by the Vietnam War, and because
of the mounting dcficit caused by the exorbitant military spending.
The short-lived troop withdrawal was not a sign of abandoning the
military bases nor of ceasing armed intervention; rather, it merely
signified the weakened positionof the U.S. Since then, the countless
episodes in Iran, Lybia, Nicaragua, Afghanistan, Grenada, and
Panama, clearly testify to the U.S. willingness for armcd
interventions.

The Upgradingof the Korean Peninsulato a "Vital Interest Area” for
the U.S.:

Traditionally, the U.S. military strategy has centered around
Europe. As the strongest ally of the U.S., Europe has thf: most
outstanding capacity in industrial production as well as in war
capability. Thus, to cope with its own limitations, the basis for the
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U.S. military strategy has been to distribute military strength, with
Europe as the top priority region. For instance, the so-called Swing
Strategy states that in case of a U.S.-Soviet war, the U.S. military
in the Pacific region will be transportedto Europe.

Of course it is not to say that the present U.S. military strategy
is no longer Europe-centered. However, what is evident is that what
the U.S. defines as its "vital interest area" has expanded outside of
Europe into the Middle East and the Far East. This expansion of
the region defined to be vital to the U.S. interest is a result of the
insecurity that the U.S. is experiencingfrom the disintegrationof the
"containment boundaries." In other words, since the defeat in
Vietnam, the ultra- conservativesof the U.S. have insisted outright
on the armed intervention. In turn, their views began to be
implemented as policies, as the anti-war public sentiment attenuated
and the nation as a whole became immersed in the rising wave of
conservatism, toward the latter half of the seventies. Since the
collapsing of the Indochina containment line, south Korea has
emerged as the most crucial strategic stronghold in Asia.

With the above background, the 1982 U.S. Military Report
designates Europe, Middle East, and Korea as inseparable ensemble
forming a single strategic region, and states that the U.S. strategy
in any of the three regions supports and should complement its
strategy in the others. Also, the 1983 R.O.K.-U.S. Security Council
upgraded Korea from "a significant interest area” to "a vital interest
area" for the US. Even now, persistent efforts are actively aimed at
the formationof a R.O.K.-U.S.-Japanesatri-partitemilitary formation
structure, commensurateto the NATO military alliance.

In the 1980s, the new "horizontal escalation” strategy shows why
south Korea became an arca of vital importance to the U.S.
interests. Accordingto horizontal escalation, if a conflict breaks out
at a particular region(especially the Middle East), the U.S. attacks
from elsewhere to enlarge the conflict to be of world-wide scale
aimed to disperse and weaken the Soviet military strength.

On 16 January 1983, CBS in the U.S. was able to disclose to the
public "The U.S. Defense Guidelines for the Fiscal Years 1984-1988,"
based on a UPI dispatch. The program alarmed and perturbed the
viewers by demonstratinga step by step process of how a U.S.-Soviet
confrontationin Pcrsia would spread to Europe and then to the Far
East to become a world-wide war. To prepare for such an event the

40

U.S. has strengthened its military at the various overseas bases and
also demanded that the allies take on a greater responsibility for

security.

In building up the nuclear arsenal, the U.S. military expenditure
has reached a staggering $30 billion. Also, accompanyingthe arms
build-up are numerous large scale military exercises and other
military activities all over the globe. Nevertheless,the U.S. cannot
help but feel its own limitations in containing the growing
movements toward non-alignment and independence. Another
restricting force on the military expansionis the economic burden of
its own budget deficit of $20 billion, ironically caused, in part, by the
enormous military spending. The U.S. has dealt with these
unfavorable conditions by demanding the allies to increase the
security responsibility on their part, as well as by more fully
developing such strategies as the horizontal escalation.

In the Far East, the history of military relations include the
creation of the ROK-U.S. Combined Forces, the promotion of the
modernizationplan of the ROK-U.S. Army, the 1970 Guidelines for
U.S.-JapaneseDefense Cooperation,resulting in the strengtheningof
the U.S.-Japanese Military ties. The culmination of the above
developments is none other than the annual RIMPAC(U.S.-Japan),
and the Team Spirit(U.S.-R.0.K.) military exercises.

Al present, aside from Western Europe, the Korean peninsula
is the sole region which the U.S. is preparing as an actual site for
a nuclear war. If it is for the benefit of the U.S., a nuclear
demolition of Korea remains a viable and feasible option.

U.S. Armed Forces in Korea and Their Ilistory:

The U.S. Armed Forcesin Korea is a peculiar phenomenoneven
compared with the other U.S. military units abroad. The reasons
are, that 1) The nuclear-armed U.S. troops are stationed in south
Korea indefinitely, 2) The U.S. holds the operational command of
the south Korean forces, and 3) The U.S. uses the UN Command as
a cover.

Ever since World War II, the U.S. troops in south Korea have
been symbols of the East-West polarization, U.S. intervention and
domination.
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In August of 1945, when Japan surrendered, Korea was liberated
from the colonial rule. However, in order to facilitate the removal
of the Japanese troops and the repatriation of the Japanese, U.S.
troops moved into the south of the 38th parallel, and the Soviets
into the north.

Shortly after, the Soviets withdrew from the north, but the U.S.
remained to prepare for a future military base. The U.S. forces had
only partially withdrew, leaving many others as the "Military Advisory
Group," to control and foster the Korean Army in its own fashion.
Furthermore, the Korea-U.S. Provisional Agreement(August,1948)
granted the U.S. the right of ownership of the railroad, the
communication channels, airports, as well as the authority to
"organize, train and arm the Korean Army."

June 25, 1950, the Korean War broke out. The U.S.
commitmentof its troops and the entrance of the Chinese Voluntary
Corps set off a complicatedseries of developments. At the time, the
UN was heavily dominated by the U.S. and the UN’s decision to
intervene was made under other crucial abnormal conditions. At
the time of the voting, USSR was not present and Taiwan was
recognizedas the legitimate representativeof China. In this way, the
U.S. was able to bring in and command the UN Army.

The Armistice was signed in July, 1953. It stated that there
should be a political conference to "settle through negotiation the
questions of the withdrawal of all foreign forces from Korea, the
peaceful settlement of the Korean question etc.,” but the talks came
to a halt when the U.S. walked out several months later. Soon after
the Armistice, the Chinese pulled out their forces, whereas the U.S.
troops still remain to this day. Since then, the south Korean
government has continuously affirmed the indefinite stay of the UN
Army and the U.S, control of the south Korean military, through the
signing of the ROK-U.S. Mutual Defense Treaty and the Joint
Statement.

Due to the anti-war sentimentsinside the U.S. and the national
budget deficit, there was a partial withdrawal of the U.S. troops.
However, towards the late scventies, as the strategic importance of
Korea escalated in the Pacific region, so did the troops, now
numbering43,886. Constituting8% of the total U.S. military abroad,
it is the third largest in the world after West Germany and Japan.
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The majority of the U.S Forces in Korea are members of the 8th
U.S. Army, headquarteredin Seoul. The major element of the 8th
Army is the Second Infantry Division. South Korea is the only place
in the world where U.S. forces are permanently placed at Defense
Readiness Condition Four (DEFCON 4), which is one level above
normal. The 38th Air Defense Artillery Brigade and the 19th
Support Command are also under the 8th Army:

Within the 8th Army are the Second Infantry Division, the 52nd
Air Force, the 502nd Military intelligence, whose total number of
personneladd up to 31,206. The main U.S. Air Force unit in Korea
is the 314th Air Division, headquarteredat Osan, which is under the
command of the 5th Air Force with its headquarterin Tokyo, Japan.
The number of personnel in the Air Force totals 1,566. The Navy
has no fighting unit; however, the number of cabinet officers at the
Seoul Combined Forces Command and the Jinhae Support
Command, and the Pusan Marine Transport Command adds up to
394 Navy personnel and 720 Marine personnel.

In addition, according to the Defense Monitor(1985, No.2), the
U.S. Army’s Special Forces are stationed in Korea as well.

The U.S. Armed Forces in Korea is Composed Primarily of the 8th
Army:

The U.S. Armed Forces in Korea is composed primarily of the
8th Army, the sole ground force in the Asia-Pacific region. The
Commander is given three different positions to work from: the
Commanderof the UN Command, the U.S. Forces in Korea, and the
U.S. 8th Army. Furthermore, he possesses the operational control
of the south Korean forces.

The R.0.K.-U.S. Combined Field Army, under the command of
the 8th Army, has expanded and re-organized the R.O.K-U.S.
Combined 1st Army since March, 1987. The Euijungbu Combined
Forces Command is composed of R.O.K. and U.S. Forces; the U.S.
Army 2nd Infantry Division and the three corps divisions within the
R.O.K. 3rd Army, the two armed divisions, and one Marine Brigade
all serve as the main bodies of operation.

The 2nd Infantry Division, with its headquarters at Dongdu-
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chun is notorious for its 24 hours-a-day operation for war
preparation. The 2nd Infantry is composed of the 1st, 2nd. and 3rd
Brigades. Stationing 100 M60AI tanks, the operation placed in its
artillery division 103 mm and 155 mm artillery shells and nuclear-
armed weapons. The 2nd Infantry Division also possess the latest
model of 150 mm artillery shells and anti-tank helicopters that can
shoot from any where in the air with ground surveillance radar.
Also installed are a multiple rocket launch system, M60A3 tank, and
180 other new war weapons. The 4th Missile Command, located in
Choonchun, has one Honest John surface-to-surfacemissile and one
Sergeant. Starting from the demarcation line, the Sergeant covers
the areas from the west to the east coast.

The 19th Support Command(Taegu)serves as the distribution
base for the other locations dealing with ammunition, transportation,
missiles, fuel, airplane parts, and electronic communication
equipments.

In addition, there exist such teams as the 24th Psychological
Operations Force (a pro-U.N. Command team promoting anti-spy
campaigns), the medical alert team (Seoul), and the Intelligence
Brigade.

The main force of the U.S. Air Force in the R.O.K. is the 314th
Air Division which is under the 5th Air Force. It has the 8th
Tactical Fighter Wing the 5lst Tactical Fighter Wing, and some 120
other fighter machines and planes. The main air bases include
Kunsan, Osan, Kimpo, Suwon, Kwangju, Taegu, and Kangrueng.

The 2146th Intelligence Force (Osan) is an Air Force Intelligence
Unit supporting the command, control, operation, and propagation
of the U.S. Air Force. There is also the 7602nd Secret Service Unit
in Seoul.

By 1983, the 48 F4D Phantom Fighters in Kunsan and Taegu
were replaced with the FI6 fighter-bombers and the technology of
the bases has made remarkable progress.

The U.S. Navy does not have a Fighter Unit but only the
Command personnel. However, its role is critical. The U.S. Air
Force Commander,as the commanderof the naval departmentof the
U.N,, is in charge of the Major Submarine Warfare in the nearby
seas, while wielding operational control of the R.O.K Navy and

Marines. Since the U.S. Pacific Fleet (Headquarterin Hawaii) and
the 7th Fleet (Headquarter in Yokosueka) are always conducting
military excercises in the sea area near Korea and Japan, there is no
need for the stationing of U.S. Fleet Fighter Unit in Korea.

In Pusan, the U.S. Naval Transport Command Office was
established, and in Jinhae, a Naval support facility was established.
The naval bases are used by nuclear air fighter sqhadronsand atomic
submarines of the 7th Fleet of Midway, Enterprise,and New Jersey.
Thus, the bases function, in a sense, as an outpost for the fleet.

The State of Nuclear Bases in the Korean Peninsula:

The whole world is aware of the fact that the U.S. Forces in
south Korea maintain nuclear weapons. More specifically, there are
nuclear mines, nuclear artillery shells, nuclear-tipped missiles, and
nuclear bombs. Also, the majority of surface-to-surfacemissiles are
located near the demarcation line. The nuclear, biological, and
chemical weapons(NBC)training facilities are placed in Dongduchun,
close to the demarcation line.

The nuclear bomb exists in the form of 3 phantom fighter-bombs
at Kunsan and Osan. It was exposed through internal records of the
U.S. Air Force on ’The Plan of Action for the Pacific Air Force
Weapon Safety’ that nuclear weapons were placed at Osan and
Kunsan and more explosive compounds are being kept at Osan,
Kunsan, and Kwangju.

According to the Brookings Institute, the U.S. military has
placed at least 650 to 1000 nuclear weapons. The destructivecapacity
of the nuclear weapons in south Korea is 1000 times stronger than
the bomb dropped in Hiroshima.  According to a news column
(May, 1983),the U.S. has placed 133 nuclear fighter-bombs, 63 two
inch howitzers, 31 155mm howitzers, 21 nuclear mines. In addition,
the U.S. introduced the neutron bomb, which only destroys people
and not buildings.

The New Military Exercises, Operation Team Spirit:

Operation Team Spirit, the R.0.K-U.S. Joint Military Exerciscs
that started in 1976, is different from other previous military
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exercises in several aspects. 1) It is a first-strike offensive, as part
of the "horizontal escalation" strategy. 2) It is a tactical nuclear
offensive based on the notion of a limited nuclear war. 3) The
strategy has changed from a quantity-orientcdoffensive dependenton
massive fire power, 10 a manoeuver-oriented,open space strategy.
4) It is a large scale total and comprehensiveoffensive, much more
advanced than the comprehensivestrategy of the 70s.

Team Spirit is the result of the U.S. defeat in the Vietnam War.
The U.S. military explained that the fundamental cause for the defeat
was to have yielded to the anti-war public sentiments, have refrained
from the use of the nuclear weapons and have limited the military
activities to the south of the 17th parallel.

In that context, the U.S. Secretary of Defense, Schlesinger,
declared "(in case of a Korean emergency), to attack the heart of the
enemy forces,” at the same time "not to preclude any options,
including the use of the tactical nuclear weapons."

Team Spirit was started within this process of rebuilding the Far
East Policy in the post-Vietnamsetting. The first Team Spirit was
carried out in secret in 1976. Since then, it has been described as
a strategy that "centered on the Army Reserve reinforcementand its
prompt offense and defense strategy in case of a Korean
emergency"(Chun-NamDaily, 2/21/79). It is much like the "Focus
Retina" and "Freedom Bolt" of the late 60's and the early 70s.

However, Team Spirit '78 was allered drastically when the
number of troops soared (from 87,000 in 1977, to 104,000), and the
US nuclear fighter plane, F111 and Guam's B52 Bombers were
brought in for the first time. Furthermore,what shocked the world
was that the tactical nuclear missile called Satan's
Missile, and the neutron bomb carrying Lance Missile (range 120
km) were moblilized from the U.S. to the dcmarcation line where
simulation exercises were performed under actual battle conditions.

One U.S. officer explained to the reportersthat the target of the
attack was "Gae-Sung, the biggest supply base (in north Korea)" and
that in case of a Korean emergency, the Lance Missile would be
ready to be launched toward Gae-Sung,

Other operations in the Team Spirit include combined landing
operation, river-crossing operation II, combined mobilization, and
emergency landing using highways.
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Such unprecedentedaggressivebelligerenceis in accordancewith
what the Commanderof the R.O.K.-U.S. Combined Forces stated in
his "9-Day War Plan," that "B52 Bombers and other aircrafts will
shoot down 301 enemy planes per hour, for 24 hours, to totally
dominate, destroy, and defeat the enemy forces."

The Constantly Expanding Team Spirit Exercises:

Since 1980, Team Spirit grew and expanded even more actively.
First, what used to be a 10-15 days of exercises, drastically increased
to 51 days in 1980, 69 days im 1981, 72days in 1982, 75 in 1983, over
70 days in 1984, 89 days in 1985, and 73 days in 1986. The scale
of the exercises burgeoned as well, so that by 1984, Team Spirit was
by far the largest operationof its kind, involving over 200,000 troops.

As part of the Team Spirit Exerciscs, an operation called the
Final Offense Operation against north Korea was rchearsed. This
new strategy was adopted since September of 1982 as the strategy
for Korea, a plan heavily dependent on the tactical nuclear missiles
to attack the heart of north Korea, Pyongyang.

The newly revised war plans (OPLAN-5027)of the R.O.K.-U.S.
Combined Command, reveal the details for the front line formation
and the itinerary for the occupationand attack of north Korea, using
the south Korean military. This plan absolutely requires air fire
power, artillery fire power, and mobilization unit -each using nuclcar
power as the core. The plan also includes the penetration of north
Korea by a spccialized nuclear crew unit to set up and later to set
off the nuclear bomb by remote control.

The nuclear war plans were made more real with the appearance
of the E4B, the nuclear war command plane. The command plane
carries the Supreme Commander of the U.S. to instruct and
coordinate nuclear attacks. The E4B that was first placed in Yokoda
military base on 3 March 1987, was transported to Okinawa on the
Sth.

Recently, the Team Spirit exerciscs have included even chemical
warfare, specifically, the three-dimensionaINBC (Nuclear, Biological,
Chemical) warfare. Chemical warfare has been in progressunder the
pretext of "U.S. base defense" or "city defense." The Sankai
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Newspaper (29 January 1987) confirms that the chemical warfare was
et pRILOf the L] Rprsos Table 1. U.S. Nuclear Weapons in South Korea

Despite the contraryevidence, the R.O.K_and the U.S claim that
the above measures are in response to the north Korea’s plans for

Explosive Powe:
a chemical missile attack. "Okinawa Marine"(a U.S. Navy Bulletin, 29 I:u::m . :i:r:a: Total per Weapon ]
February 1987) reports that numerous cases of a kind of Capabl: (¥per  Nuclear  (maximum
hemorrhage, known to be caused by chemical weapons use, were W ' Kilotonna
discovered. The article reports that two soldicrs died of it and eight ?_’Mu Sysiem System SysiEm), Yioapons _________Ef)_"_
still hospitalized from the Bear Hunt '87 Exercises. US Air  F-4
10Kt
It is frighteningly clear that Operation Tecam Spirit is on the Taies Bhaniom * 4 vz
road to expansionat the cost of driving the Korean situationintora %
hair-trigger crisis. Team Spirit exists as the most telling example us
that expresses the nature of the relationship between our Korean Army Artillery
people and the U.S. troops in Korea. 8mm(M-110) 28 2 56 1Kt
155mm(M-109) 76 2 152 1Kt
Surface to Air
Missiles
Nike-Hercules 144 1 144 5Kt
Surface to
Surface Missiles
Honest John 4 20 80 100Kt
Sergent 2 6 12 100Kt
Atomic Mines 25-30 1 25-30 5Kt
TOTALS 327-352 661-686
Nuclear Weapons

(Source: "Korea & U.S. Policy in Asia", The Defense Monitor,
The Center for Defense Information: Washington, D.C.,
Vol. V, No.1)



6. Nuclear Peril in the Korean Peninsula
by

Peter Hayes, Lyuba Zarsky, Walden Bello

Brinkmanship in Korea

In 1953, President Dwight D. Eisenhower threatened China and
north Korea with the use of atomic weapons to force an armistice
in Korea. In his memoirs, Eisenhower revealed that "One possibility
(to bring about an agreement)was to let the Communist authoritics
understand that, in the absence of satisfactory progress, we intended
to move decisively without inhibition in our use of weapons, and
would no longer be responsible for confining hostilities to the
Korean peninsula.”

This was not idle talk. Advised by the U.S. Joint Strategic
Planning Committee, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had already considered
numerous proposalsto attack Korea and China with nuclear weapons
during the early 1950s. The Committee had proposed, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff had recommended, and President Truman had
approved the establishmentof U.S. nuclear delivery capability.

In March 1951, a Johns Hopkins Universityresearch group, under
contract to the Far East Command in Tokyo, submitted an immense
report to General MacArthur entitled Tactical Employment of
Atomic Weapons. The newly declassified study noted that:

"The Korean War has offered an excellent opportunity for the study
of the tactical employment of atomic bombs in support of ground
forces. It has been possible to consider the war a kind of laboratory
within which everything was at hand in the most realistic
proportions, except the bomb itself and the means to deliver it."

A covering memorandum from the Far East Command in July
1951 reveals that the study, while not yet adopted as Army policy, was
ra!' from academic. "This headquarters," stated General Doyle
Hickey, "is continuingstudy of (the) report with a view to taking any
actions that may be indicated to prepare the Far East Command
offensively and defensively for possible employment of nuclear
weapons.”

The report revealed, however, that Far East Command faced
major obstacles to conducting nuclear war in Korea. Applying the
"Hiroshima Death Function" to a variety of actual battle situations
in the Korean War, the study demonstrated that there were many
"lucrative” military targets for nuclear attack. One such attack would
have employed ten 40 kiloton nuclear bombs dropped just 6.5 km
apart to "neutralize” the "Pyongyang-Chorwon-KumhwaTriangle" -
that is, to destroy the north Korean capital city and surrounds. The
authors noted that such nuclear attacks would kill many civilians,
which they termed a "distorting consideration.” They suggested that
destroying 10,000 enemy troops with a nuclear attack was worth
killing 500 "friendly civilians," although they were "reluctant” to
recommend killing 50,000 civilians for the same gain.

The report also found that U.S. forces in Korea were ill
equipped for nuclear warfare. Few Americansoldiers and practically
no allied forces had received "atomic indoctrination”in safety and
radiological protection, and by January 1951, only two radiological
defense officers had been trained.

Deterred by these obstacles from actually using nuclear weapons
in the ground war in Korea, the report recommended staff training
to "perform all the real staff work required to plan and execute
simulated atomic attacks on targets as they develop.” The staff
training was 10 be matched with combat training for B-29 delivery
of nuclear bombs, "to fly simulated atomic sorties against real enemy
targets.. as a part of an actual bomber or fighter strike with
conventional weapons or immediately after such a strike." The
report recommended: "These test sorties should be made as realistic
as possible in all details except that conventional rather than atomic
explosions would be used.”

Accordingly, from late September to October 15, 1951, several
simulated nuclear strikes were conducted as Exercise Hudson Harbor
in Korea. These exercises laid the groundwork for the May 15, 1953
National Security Council meeting where Eisenhower argued that
nuclear weapons were cheaper in Korea than conventional weapons.

Just how close Eisenhower came to using his nuclear option is
revealed in the record of a National Security Council meeting on
May 20, 1953. Eisenhower’s"only real worry” about the Joint Chiefs’
view that " more positive action” would entail nuclear attack on
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China was the possibility of Soviet intervention.

The "New Look" Strategy

Limited war, nonetheless, had its place in the Eisenhower-Dulles
strategy. Learning from Korea, a meatgrinder for conventional
forces, the administration felt that limited war required the liberal
use of tactical nuclear weapons. Atomic weapons, insisted Dulles,
were "becoming more and more conventional." Eisenhower himself
argued: "Where these things are used on strictly military targets and
for st.riclly military purposes, I see no reason why they shouldn’t be
used just exactly as you would use a bullet or anything else.” The
"bullets” Eisenhower had in mind were about as powerful as the
bombs used against Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

) In limited war conditions, ground forces could not be totally
dispensed with. But in the view of Admiral Arthur Radford,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the U.S. ground commitment
would be restricted to Marine units and "small Atomic task forces"
from the Army. The bulk of the ground fighting would be done by
U.S. equipped and trained "indigenous troops." Conceived as a way
to avoid the massive defense spending of Korea in future conflicts,
the "New Look" strategy was "intervention on the cheap." As
American strategist Townsend Hoopes wrote, it was essentially " an
approacp to warfare based on an acceptance of greater
;lestrucuvenessin war in return for a lower cost in the preparation
or war."

Nuclear Tripwire in Korea

In addition to scenarios for an all-out nuclear war, American
strategists also prepare for lesser nuclear contingencies. They view
all-out nuclear war as the top rung of a ladder which starts with
limited (non-nuclear)war, moves to limited and then theater nuclear
war. These rungs, in their eycs, are clearly defined and one can
choose to climb up or descend the escalation ladder.

Nuclear weapons for "limited" war are part of the daily practice
of every service in Pacific Command and could be used in at least
two contexts - Korea and a naval war.

52

The Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) of the Korean Peninsula is the
most militarized place on earth. On each side of the DMZ are
ncarly a million heavily armed troops. Since only a truce was
negotiated in 1953, north and south Korea are still technicallyat war
and tensions remain high. Korea is the volatile powderkeg of the
Pacific, the place where war may break out with only minutes notice
-and the most likely site for the use of nuclear weapons.

The Army keeps nuclear weapons on hand in Korea to stun or
stop an attack from the north. Under heavy attack, states the U.S.
Army Field Manual, "nuclear weapons provide the urgently needed
tactical edge in combat power that is required for a successful
defense.” In a nuclear war, U.S. forces could use Atomic Demolition
Mines and nuclear artillery in approved "packages" over a specified
area and period. A hypothetical nuclear "package” in south Korea
might include two atomic demolition mines, thirty artillery, and five
or ten aircraft-deliverednuclear weapons.

Atomic Demolition Mines (ADMs) are the centerpiece of the
"limited" nuclear arsenal in south Korea. Up to twenty-one ADMs
are reportedly stored in south Korea, ready to be placed in
underground tunnels near or under the Demilitarized Zone. These
small nuclear weapons are intended, according to the Army, to
"block avenues of approach by cratering defiles (narrow valleys) or
creating rubble; sever routes of communicationby destroyingtunnels,
bridges, roads, and canal locks; create areas of tree blowdown and
forest fires; crater areas including frozen bodies of water subject to
landings by hostile airmobile units, (and) create water barriers by
the destruction of dams and reservoirs."

Specially trained Marines or Army Special Forces can explode
ADMSs with timer or by remote control to halt advancing tanks with
impassable craters.  Along the way, notes an Army - writer,
considerable damage will be inflicted on villages in vallcys where
ADMs are used. U.S. F-4 and F-16 fighter jets in south Korea are
also nuclear-capable,and their gravity bombs are stored at Osan and
Kunsan airfields.

The U.S. Army is prepared for nuclear war in the Pacific. All
Army units -including those in south Korea - have set up a "NBC
(Nuclear Biological Chemical) Control Party,” which aims to achieve
"a high degree of NBC readiness"and during combat, to "coordinate
the NBC Defense Team,” "for detection, monitoring, and
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decontamination.” NBC training exercises are held under "realistic
battlefield conditions," including "simulated friendly employment of
nuclear/chemicalweaponsand enemy employmentof NBC weapons.”
Since north Korea does not have nuclear weapons, the Army
evidently anticipates Soviet or Chinese entry into a war in north
Korea, or a spillover into Korea of a battle in the North Pacific.

In addition to its general forces, the Army’s units responsible for
delivering nuclear warheads also train constantly for nuclear war in
south Korea. The nuclear-capableartillery battalion at Uijongbu, for
example, conducts quarterly exercises and training "to emphasize
tactical realism to the maximum extent possible.” "Nuclear training,”
states the Army's Western Command, "must be integrated into the
total training program without detracting from either the (unit’s)
nuclear or conventional capabilities” and should cover tactical
movement, nuclear assembly, and control.

The Army can refer openly to the idea of waging a limited
nuclear war in Korea because it faces far fewer political constraints
than in Europe. In January1983, U.S. Army Chief of Staff in Korea
General Edward Mayer discussed the use of nuclear weapons. The
general blurted out, "It's far simpler here than in Europe where
consultations have to be made with fifteen different sovereign
nations."

For the U.S. military, nuclear weapons on the DMZ deter the
north Koreans from ‘"invading" the south. As former U.S.
Commander in Korea, General Richard Stilwell, wrote in 1977:
"Encamped between the demilitarized zone and any logical military
objectives, he (the U.S. ground soldier) constitutes the real earnest
of U.S. investment in deterrence." The military belicve that if a
north-southwar erupts, nuclear weapons would be used immediately
on the "use them or lose them" imperative. In this logic, the
question of escalation simply does not arise since the nuclear
weapons should deter war from breaking out. If, in fact, a war does
embroil Korea again - and it well might - nuclear weapons would
pose a dilemma for the U.S,, since their use would run a high risk
of escalation. As strategic analyst William Overholt notes:

The choice would be between (politically) unacceptable use of the
weapons and the unacceptability of withdrawal under fire. This
dilemma would be greatly enhanced if the weapons were stationed
relatively far forward and therefore the decision became necessary
almost immediately after the initiation of what would likely be a
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surprise attack.

While U.S, military leaders believe that limited nuclear war can
be controlled by using "small", short-range nuclear weapons that do
not threaten the Soviet Union directly, experienced commandersare
less sanguine. Former CINCPAC Admiral Noel Gayler warned:

"It is very difficult to think of using nuclear weapon3 (in Korea) in
a way which doesn’t contain the seeds of escalation. There will be
backers (the superpowers)again in a war on the Korean Peninsula
and a strong political temptation to raise the ante when either side
are involved. The step from a nuclear war involving our proteges,
as it were, and nuclear war between ourselves (the superpowers) s
a very narrow one, a very dangerous one."

Northwest Pacific Nuclear-freeZone

The nuclear peril in the Far East is concentratedon Northeast Asia,
the powderkeg of the Pacific. The outbreak of war between north
and south Korea would be likely to prompt immediate U.S. nuclear
attack. Nuclearwar in Korea could spill over into nuclear exchanges
in the Seas of Japan and Okhotsk, triggeringan all-out nuclear war.

Defusing the nuclear time-bomb in Korea requires reducing
tensions in the Peninsula and eliminating the risk of U.S. nuclear
attack on north Korea. Regional powers such as China and Japan
have a direct interest in lessening hostilities and removing forces
from the Korean Peninsula; north Korea has also called for a Korea
Nuclear-free Zone. Pressed collectively by their allies and friends
throughout the region, the superpowers might find a Korean
Nuclear-free Zone in their interest, provided that the necessary
reductions of nuclear and conventional forces occur on both sides of
the Demilitarized Zone.

The pre-conditionsof progress are American,Soviet and Chinese
guarantees that they will not be the first to use nuclear weapons in
Korea or to transfer nuclear weapons to the governmentsof either
north or south Korea. It is equally important to initiate
rapprochementbetween north and south Korea. China could prod
the U.S. to sponsor three-way talks between the two Koreas and the
U.S. Such talks could aim to achieve a north-south non-aggression
pact, prompting great power cross-recognitionof the two Koreas and
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setting the scene for U.S. disengagement. After these steps were
taken, the U.S. could then shift its nuclear-capable artillery south,
beyond the range of the DMZ. This minimal adjustmentto the U.S.
posture could indicate good faith to all parties.

Little further progress could be made until south and north
Korea replaced their offensive with truly defensive forces. The U.S.
could match a phased, mutual reduction by the two Koreas with a
step-by-stepwithdrawal of its own nuclear and conventional forces.
The U.S. would have to push south Korea into accepting the
settlement by committing itself publicly to removing all nuclear
weapons from Korea, thereby forcing political adjustments inside
south Korea.

Whether prompted by external or internal pressures, the creation
a nuclear-free zone in Korea would significantly reduce the risk of
nuclear war in Northeast Asia. But the threat of nuclear attack in
Korea stems not only from U.S. forces on the Peninsula but also
from U.S. and Soviet warships and warplanes which surround the
area. The U.S. could rapidly reintroduce its medium-range nuclear
forces in the Northwest Pacific into Korea. Both Soviet and U.S.
theatre forces project nuclear threats from offshore which would
undermine the credibility of a Korean Nuclcar-Frce Zone.
Furthermore, Soviet and American forces directly confront each
other, heightening the risk of accidental nuclear war.

To retreat from the nuclear brink in Northeast Asia, it will be
necessary to withdraw from the region all U.S. and Soviet nuclear-
capable forces which can hit targets in the region. As a first step,
Soviet and U.S. naval-nuclear forces would nced to disengage from
the area adjacent to the Korean and Soviet coastlines. Since it
depends on substantial progress in Korca, a naval-nuclear
disengagement zone would have to be negotiated after or at the
same time as a Korean Nuclear-free Zone.

People’s Diplomacy

Since the early 1970, the nuclear-free Pacific movement has
generateda powerful "peoplce’s diplomacy,” bringing together activists
throughout the region. At the root of the regional movement are
broad-based domestic movements typically composed of popular
peace forces, churches, trade-unionists, and anti-nuclear,
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independence, or social democratic political parties. They have
pursued not only nuclear disarmament but also political and
economic independence from the superpowers.

The growing transnational network of the nuclear-free Pacific
movement is the cutting edge of regional disarmament. These non-
governmental people’s forces are crucial elements in changing the
status quo. Without doubt, popular movementsand pro-disarmament
governments will chart new routes to peace and securily in the
Pacific. They will suffer setbacks, as well as make advances. But
demands for a new order will certainly persist. To match the
superpowerswill require perseveranceand carefully constructed,long-
term strategy.

The alternativesare stark. One future is a Pacific of heightened
tension and risk, ending with visions of scorched, radiating islands
and poisoned waters. Or a new Pacific may be forged as people
reach across the ocean, from Manila to Suva, from Sydney to Seoul,
to form a regional community founded on cooperation, free of the
threat of nuclear war.

(Excepts from American Lake, Peter Hayes, Lyuba Zarsky, and
Walden Bello, Penguin Books: Harmondsworth, England, 1986.)
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7. Threat of Invasion Posed by North Korea?:
A Comparisonof Military Powers of
North and South Korea

It is generally assumed that the Korean War ended in July, 1953.
However, north and south Korea are still at war, because only an
unstable truce is still in effect since 1953. The suffering of 60 million
Koreans has continuously been heightened by the cruel 40-year
division, the unstable truce, and ever increasing military tension in
the Korean peninsula.

Who is responsible for causing such insecurity and military
tension in Korea? Which side is posing the threat - north or south?
This essay will compare military powers of the two Koreas in order
to answer these questions.

The South Korean and the U.S. governments have been
concerned with the military build-up in north Korea. The Assistant
Secretary of State Paul Holfowitz has told the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee that "for the past decade, north Korea ... has
carried out a major force buildup which has seriously affected the
military balance on the (Korean) peninsula." However, Table 1
indicates quite the contrary.

Table ]
Military Spending in north and south Korea
(in million dollars)

Source ACDA 1ISS SIPRI
1970-83 1974-84 1974-86

s.Korea 304 340 420

n.Korea 244 152 240

Thus, the sources of military data in the above table show that
south Korea outspent north Korea by almost 50 percent. Even the
ACDA which tends to overestimate north Korean military spending
puts south Korean military spending far above that of north Korca.
In other words, south Korea outspent north Korea by a considerable
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margin during the period of outcry against "extensive north Korean
buildup or threat."

South Korean government argues that "north Korean military
spending is far more than officially announced." However, even
south Korean sources do not negate the facts. For example, the
Ministry of National Reunification published in 1987 "Economic
Situation in North and South Korea: 1986", whick; indicates south
Korean military spending to be at 4.8 billion dollars and north
Korea’s at 3.9 billion dollars. The embarrassed south Korean ruling
sector attributed the lower military spending of north Korea to self-
sufficiency in military food cost and low maintenance costs in north
Korean armed forces. But this rationalizationis not convincing, if we
take a look at Table 2.

Table 2.
Spending on Military Weapons
(in million dollars)

1970-79 1981-86
south Korea 285 196
north Korea 132 99

Table 2 shows spendingsin the procurementof military weapons
which may be a more reliable indicator of the actual military power.
South Korea reinforced its military power by far outspending north
Korea in purchase of weaponry.

Considering all these facts, the myth popularized by the south
Koreanand U.S. governments that military spending accounts for 20
percent of the GNP in north Korea is very deceptive. It tells little
about the military capability of north Korea in relation to that of
south Korea and also obscures the fact that the south outspends the
north in military expenses.

The Korean peninsula is the most heavily militarized region in
the world. It is one of the most likely places for an outbreak of
war. It is not difficult to imagine a situation in Korca where already
more than 1,200,000 military troops along the 155 mile Demilitarized
Zone are aiming to fire at each other. The Korean Armistice
Agreement of July 1953 has never ended the war and never rooted
peace in the peninsula. Foreign forces, namely the U.S., stationed
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its military troops in south Korea, and weapons wcre overtly
imported into the land, violating the Armistice Agreement.

Based on the facts, how seriously should one be shaken by the
"threat posed by north Korea™? Table 3 is a 1987-1988 balance sheet
on military capabilities of north and south Korea in "The Military
Balance" published by a prestigious British International Institute for
Strategic Studies.

Table 3

Comparisonof south and north Korea’s military
south Korea north Korea

Population 42.12 million  2L15 million

Gross 1986  § 98. billion  n/a

$ 42.4 billion
$ 39.9 billion

Domestic 1985 § 86.7 billion
Product 1984 n/a

Armed Forces 620,000 830,000

S 4.45 billion
$ 3.87 billion
$ 4.19 billion

Military 1987 $ 6.0 billion
Budget 1986 $ 5.1 billion
1985  § 4.55 billion

Army 540,000 750,000
Tanks 1,300 2,900
Armored Personnel 850 1,690
Carriers
Field Artillery 3,300 6,000

Navy 29,000 35,000
Destroyer 9 0
Frigate 6 2
Corvettes 1l 0
Patrol Boat 127 65
Submarine 1 27
Small Patrol 9 0
Fast attack craft 1l 337
Amphibious Boal 46 135

Air Force 33,000 53,000
Combalt aircraft 476 840

Reserves 484,000 155,000

Para-militaryForces 410,000 370,000

According to the table, north Korea's armed forces outnumbers
that of south Korea by 200,000 proving its overwhelmingsuperiority
in manpower. However, the table fails to take into account south
Korea's 200,000 "defense soldiers" and 70,000 combat police. In
reserve, south Korea has 4,840,000 soldiers compared to 1,440,000
in north Korea, an advantage of more than 3 million people. In
para-military forces, including reserved military which can be
mobilized in an emergency, south Korea again maintains a clear
edge over north Korea. In addition, south Korea has a total of
464,000 males rcaching the age for military services each year,
compared to 260,000 for the north. In a long war, south Korea’s
population, twice that of the north would prove a decisive factor.
Thus, "south Korea’s inferiority in manpower," a view advocated by
south Korea and the U.S,, is groundless.

South Korea and the U.S. also emphasize their inferiority in
weaponry. In terms of quantity, north Korea has an edge over the
south, but here lies a trap as follows. South Korea was not able to
produce even a rifle, ten ycars ago. But owing to the rapid
development of its military industry that started in the early 1970,
south Korea can now produce most of the weapons used by its
military. South Korea began to explore forcign markets as soon as
its domestic military market was saturated. South Korea, thercfore,
was ranked as the fifth largest arms exportersin the Third World for
the period between 1975 and 1982, with § 1.2 billion in military
export. South Korca’s military industry which has enjoyed various
financial privileges including taxbreaks provided by the south Korean
governmentis now in crisis, because of the small size of its domestic
market. The attempt to expand foreign markets has met strong
opposition by the U.S. which has monopolized international market
for military weapons. South Korea’s plea for export of its weapons
to the U.S. has also been ignored by the U.S. government. Only 50
percent of south Korea's military industry is presently in operation.
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If south Korea is far behind the north in terms of the procurcment
of military weapons, then why does it not seek to dcploy more
weapons which can immediately be produced by south Korea's
military industry?

Comparisonin terms of quality

General Menetrey, the Commander-in-Chiefof the R.O.K.-U.S.
Combined Forces, testified at a Senate hearing that "north Korea
will be heavily dependenton 6,000 artillery, 1,800 multiple long-range
artillery, and 3,000 tanks if it wants to reunite the country by military
means.” The north Korean quantitative edge is still far short of the
current Soviet operational doctrine of success of offensive versus
defensive forces: three to one in man-power, five 10 one in tanks,
and six to one in artillery. Furthermore,north Korean tanks would
be very vulnerable to attacks by south Korea's anti-tank weaponry,
24 A-10 "ank busters,” and helicopters equipped with two anti-
missiles.

In naval forces, north Korea’s quantitative edge and south
Korea’s qualitative superiority s also notable. North Korea has 520
naval vessels compared to 160 for the south, another north Korean
quantitativeedge. However, the south has about thirty percent more
tonnage (93,000 vs. 71,000). This can be explained by south Korea’s
naval concentration in large surface ships and north Korea’s
emphasis on patrol boats and small fast attack crafts. South Korea’s
naval force is known to be a decade ahead of north Korea in terms
of its modernity. Another handicap of north Korea is the geographic
division of east and west sea which restricts flexible concentration
and mobility of its fleet, whereas south Korea is surrounded by sca
naval so that fleet’s flexible movements are unobstructed.

There is no question of south Korea's superiority in air forces.
About thrce quarters of north Korea’s combat aircraft are 1950’s
vintage. The most advanced combat aircraft owned by north Korea
is the MIG-23 but cven this aircraft is not ncarly as modern as the
F-16 owned by the south Korean air force. U.S. Air Forces
Commander Lt. Charles Donnclly notes that "the north Korcan
aircraft are fairly old and have limited range. We think wc can
ncgate them pretty quickly." Colonel Thomas Olson, another
commander, presents a similar view: "We expect to be operating
initially in a semi-permissive environment, and soon after in a
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permissive environment.”

Twenty out of 36 F-l6's which south Korea contracted to
purchase in 1981 have already been deployed in south Korea, South
Koreca’s air force has 325 F-4’s and F-5's, which are far more
advanced than most north Korean combat aircraft, except for the 40
MiG-23's. To countersuch a decisive edge enjoyed by south Korean
air force, north Korea is hurricdly importing land-t@-surfacemissiles
and new combat aircraft which may improve its anti-air defense
capability.

A couple of issues should draw spccial attention here to
demystify the "north Korean threat." First, there is concern with
north Korea’s deployment further south, closer to the DMZ.
However, the movement was not sudden but gradual in nature,
occurring over the course of three years starting in 1982. U.S
officials have admitted that it represented no increase in the overall
north Korean military strength, only the shifting of rear echelon
forces into more forward positions to make a more efficient use of
their resources. Admiral Crowe did not scem overly concerned
when asked about this movementin 1983: "I think we probably have
put more attention and emphasis on our communications and
warning systems in Korea than we have in any other single picce of
real estate in the world...... We've got a good capability... these steps
(DPRK movements south) .. made us work a little harder to
compensatein other ways." It would be quite odd if military troops
are deployed in the rear area, not along a borderline. Does south
Korca empty the DMZ arca 1o stay in the rear arca?

Second, there has been claims that the north has many
underground military facilitics. Howevcr, this assumption has no
sound base. As John Kcegan, a distinguished military analyst, has
noted, north Korea’s forces may be best suited for a long, defensive
war fought on its own territory, not for a quick offensive victory.

One of the threats posed by north Korca secems to be the
existence of 80,000 commandos and rangers as well as the Hugh
helicopters supposedly smuggled into north Korea, which can best
be used for infiltration into the south because of their similar
appcearanceto south Korean helicopters. However, south Korea also
has commandos-rangers that include 25,000 marines and
paratroopers,and a spccial military unit which gained its "famc" for
the brutal massacre in the 1980 Kwangju Pcople’s Uprising.The
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appearanceof the Hugh helicoptersis not a significant factor, since
the confusion can also occur for north Korean forces themselvesand
mistake the south Korean helicopters for their own.

Thus, there is no legitimate basis for claiming the "threat of
invasion posed by north Korea." If we take into account more than
43,000 U.S. troops and their modernized weapons, including some
600 nuclear missiles, it is absurd to insist further about a "north
Korean military threat." On the contrary, a threat posed by south
Korean and the U.S. military would make more sense.

In conclusion, the claim that north Korea is capable of invading
the south successfullyor that it is posing a serious military threat is
nothing more than a ploy to legitimize the division of Korea and the
presence of U.S. troops and its nuclear weapons in south Korea.

8. Are You Aware of the Following Malicious Law?:
the National Security Law to Reinforce the
Military Dictatorshipand the Division of Korea

"You, commie, confess your crime!” As the investigator orders
confession from the dark, one can only be utterly panic-stricken
under a glaring light. Brutal torture-investigationstarts as soon as
one is caught in the trap of the National Security Law ( the NS
Law for short). The ruthless implementation of torture may mean a
chance for promotion and reward to security and intelligence
personnel.

Long, illegal detention is a rule rather than an exception in
south Korea. The attorney-general tends to cursorily dismiss
allegations about torture. It has become an accepted norm to copy
the verdict statementverbatim from the prosecutionstatement. Those
imprisoned due to the violation of the NS Law are subject to close
surveillance and labelled as "commies.” Their family members are
also stigmatized as commies. Moreover they have to live through the
cold alienation from the neighbors. Even after they are released, it
is virtually impossible for these political prisoners to get a job. In
other words, those trapped by the NS Law are doomed to a
complete alienation from society.

The NS Law was first promulgatedon 1 December 1948, The law
was integrated with the Anti-Communist Law into a new National
Security Law in December 1980, immediately after General Chun
Doo-Hwan’scoup d’etat and the 1980 Kwangju Massacre, to suppress
the Korean people’s struggle for democracy and reunification. The
new NS Law prohibits south Koreans to visit, to come from, to
mention unless willing to criticize, to trade or communicatewith the
"anti-state” areas or organizations. It also obligates all citizens to
report to the authorities anyone violating the prohibitions. The law
consists of 25 articles on such "crimes" as:

-Forming anti-state organizations (Article 3)

-Leaking secrets related to national security (Article 4)

-Engaging in monetary transactions (Article 5)

-Defectingor infiltrating from "anti-state" areas (Article 6)

-Encouraging praise of anti-state organizations,forming
enemy-benefitinggroups, or possessing pro-enemy
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publications (Article 7)

-Conferringor communicatingwith members of anti-state
organizations (Article 8)

-Providing convenience for anti-state organizations (Article
9)

-Failing to report to the authoritiesany of the above
crimes (Article 10)

The NS Law is couched in vague and obscure language. Article
7, for instance, has been frequently cited to persecute democratic
activists. Article 7 can penalize those without anti-state intentions if
the authorities decide there is even a slightest possibility of
benefiting anti-state organizations (north Korea, or any organization
sympatheticto north Korea). Accordingto Article 7, terms such as
"praise, encourageand sympathize"are so vague that they are subject
to arbitrary definitions.

The same can be said of anti-state organizations (or overseas
communist-related activities). If the north Korean Workers Party
says, "let’s kill flies in the summer” and some one in south Korea
says, "it’s good to kill flies in the summer time", then it is defined as
praising the activity of an anti-state organization. This may sound
ridiculous. But the Korean courts have contributed to extending the
applicabilityof the NS Law to encompassdiverse and odd cases. The
following actual cases show the absurdity of the law.

"The price of rice is changing all the time in south Korea. You
can buy anything even in the rural area if you have money. What
matters is money." -- prosecuted for leaking top state secrets, Aug.
29, 1967.

"If an essay includes any sentence or clause that praises or
encourages the activities of anti-state organizations, the author can
be prosecuted despite his or her critical conclusion on grounds that
the particular clause may influence the reader." -- excerpts from the
final verdict on the case of Professor Lee Young-Hee’s book, Idol
and Reason.

"Since the defendants bought or obtained north Korean stamps,
it must mean that they wished to benefit north Korea by aiding in
its sale and distribution process." -- excerpts from a verdict delivered
on Dec. 13, 1978.

"The Korecan War was caused by conspiracy of Yankees and
Russkies." -- prosecuted for violating the NSL.

These examples still serve as precedents to prosecute and
decimate movements for democracy and reunification. From July
1984 to June 1987 alone, 726 activists were imprisoned for the
violation of the NS Law.

In this way, the NS Law perpetuatesthe divisién of Korea and
the anti-communist, fascist dictatorship in south Korea. The law is
a convenient legal device for the U.S,, critical to its grip on south
Korea and to the continued implementationof the two-Korea policy.
Ultimately it is the 6 million Korean people who suffer from such
legal and political absurdities. However, in the midst of their
sufferings, the Koreans’yearning for reunificationand true democracy
grows daily. The comprehensiverepeal of the NS Law, as demanded
by many concerned Koreans, is long overdue.

UPDATE KOREA

National Security Law
Revisions Railroaded
in 35 Seconds

Abuses of the Law Unchanged

While hundreds of thousands of
south Koreans were protesting the fatal
beating of @ college student (Kang
Kaung Dae) by theriot police, theruling
Democratic Liberal Party (DLP) passed
the Revised National Sccurity Law
(NSL) unitatcrally on June 10, in 35
souonds,

The DLP bypassed all proper proce-
dures of explaining the proposal, delib-
crations, debate and voting and simply
announced the passage of the NSL revi-
sion proposal. The Chair of the Na-
tional Assembly, Park Joon Gyu, en-
tered the meeting room, made his an-
nouncenment from the corridor at the
hack of the room and exited promptly as
apposition parties shouted, “1Cs illegal,
s illegal!™ Park also announced that
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the National Assembly would go on
recess the following day, o prevent fur-
ther debate.

The so-called revisions are mere
cosmetic changes 1o the original ver-
sion. For instance, the idea of “benefit-
ting the cnemy” was modified from
simply “an act that benefits the enemy
organization (mcaning north Korea)”
10 “an act committed knowing that it
would disturb the security of the na-
tion." The Court can arbitrarily define
what constitutes an act that threatens
the security of the nation and whether
the defendant knew it or not, just as it
defined what benefits the enemy.

The revision will not affect the vast
majority of political prisoners or those
on trial for violating the NSL. So far,
only a few prominent personalitics in-
cluding Kim Dae Jung and three other
legislators are expected to benefit from
the revisions. As symbolic tokens, a few
may receive decreased prison sentences
or be released early.
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