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I. Introduction 
The people concerned, so far, have only dealt with national defense and security issues. Professionalism and secretiveness have hindered the intervention of civil society. Despite the fixation of democracy, national defense remains one area that civilian influence cannot reach.  
Due to the tensions existing between North and South Korea, any intervention in national defense issues has been considered `dangerous activity'. As such, any rational debate on national defense issues has been blockaded and swirled up in an attritional Cold War ideological controversy. National defense, as long as the 155-mile truce line exists, remains an exception to the participation of citizens. 
However, it is becoming clearer that there is no sacred ground for even national defense or security. For the past few decades, continuing improvements in intra-Korean relations, the democratic maturity and pluralism of the civil society has opened the closely shut area of national defense and allowed the sunshine of citizen's watch into its dark secret chambers. It is becoming more difficult to hide the waste and inefficiency of national defense behind the pretext of national division. It is also difficult to rationalize subordinate alliances and increase in armaments using the North Korean threat as an excuse. Furthermore, critical public opinion on bureaucratism and secretiveness in the national defense area is becoming increasingly stronger. 
The opening of the military and citizen participation in the decision-making processes, pursued with calls for measures against the Cold War prospects of military bureaucrats who have been justifying attritional competition in military spending, structural reform of the military, the symbol of waste and inefficiency, have become part of the major issues in the citizens' movements. 

II. Problems of the Present National Defense Policy 

1. `The Military', the sacred ground for no reform 
The Korean society, with the June 10 Democracy Movement of 1987, has seen the growth of a civilian government and subsequent lateral changes in government and through this process, achieved a certain level of structural and procedural democratization.  However, in the areas of national defense and security, the special situation, namely, the division of North and South Korea and existing tensions, has distinguished the military from the civilian society as `sacred ground.'  Accordingly, the military has been untouched for decades by the demands and movements of reform in other social areas, and due to such circumstances, problems are becoming more prominent. 
In 2003 alone, newspapers reported almost daily news on suspicious deaths, sexual violence, beatings, etc, taking place in the military, very different from the social developments occurring in the outside world.  As is the case with the rotting of still water, bribery and personnel corruption within the military have reached the same alarming heights as in politics. In 2000, according to the material released by Representative Lee, Giu-taek during a national audit hearing, the average amount of bribes received by officials in the military was ten times more than that of ordinary public officials. The necessity of citizens' watch over the reforms on the waste and inefficiency of the military is becoming more and more urgent. The misuse of `professionalism' and `secretiveness' by military bureaucrats is no longer persuasive.  
2. The Exaggerated North Korean Threat 
The reason why the military did not receive criticism as `sacred ground' was due to the existence of the exaggerated North Korean threat. The Ministry of National Defense claims that the South Korean military is weaker than the North Korean military by taking bean-count and strategic index comparisons as the pretext. However, the quality and performance of weapons were not taken into consideration and so, an insufficient and twisted image of South Korean military capability was presented. For instance, the South Korean Navy has fewer boats (160 to North Korea's 430, the white Paper 2000) in terms of bean-count comparisons, but North Korean boats are only patrol boats weighing less than 100 tons. The difference in the naval power between South and North Korea was confirmed during the crossfire in the west coast last year. In terms of air power, what is more important is not the number of aircraft but the number of take-offs and endurance flights undertaken. And since North Korea suffers from a lack of oil, North Korean jet fighter pilots have far less hours of training than South Korean pilots. Furthermore, North Korean fighter jets are MIG-15/17 models used during the Korean War, which are much outdated in comparison with the highly sophisticated F-15K models of the South Korean military. 

In addition, on the aspect of military spending encompassing human, material and organizational resources, which is the most important basis for military capacity, South Korea has bypassed North Korea since the end of the 1970s and the disparity is growing larger. South Korean military spending exceeded that of North Korea in 1976 and 1977, and in investment and maintenance expenses, South Korea overtook North Korea in the years between 1978 and 1982.. In the past 10 years of foreign weapons acquisition, South Korea spent a total of 127 billion dollars while North Korea spent 3.5 billion dollars (Ministry of National Defense estimate), a 37-fold disparity between the two countries. It is also known that North Korea has not built any of the latest fighter jets or aircraft carriers. As can be seen, it can no longer be denied that the so-called North Korean threat, completely monopolized by the South Korean military, has been exaggerated to a certain extent. Thus, the contention of the South Korean military that it is weaker in strength to the North Korean military, the excessive increases in military spending, and the reason for the compulsory stationing of US troops, no longer remains persuasive.  
3. National Defense Strategy Based on ‘Deterrence’ 
The security policies of North and South Korea are based on the policy of deterrence established during the Cold War. The policy of deterrence confirms that the dangers and expenses of invasionary actions are greater than the profits earned through such actions and has the intention of making the other party abandon any invasionary actions planned (United Nations, Department for Disarmament Affairs 1986, 6).  Deterrence is not established on trust or mutual cooperation but on distrust and requires the sacrifice of the other party and is a `zero sum game', with the purpose of ensuring the security of a country. It naturally follows that this situation could end up in extreme confrontation, the vicious cycle of arms competition, i.e., in a security dilemma.  
A. The fiction of the `predominant supremacy strategy' against the North      Korean threat 
South Korea is pursuing a strategy of `absolute deterrence' in order to maintain its predominant supremacy over North Korea. For this purpose, the Ministry of National Defense is pursuing plans to spend a total of 55 trillion won in the next five years to increase military capacity and comprehensive efforts have also been undertaken to achieve increases in the military budget. However, a close examination of the topographical features of the Korean Peninsula and the military structure of North and South Korea reveals that the predominant supremacy strategy has little practical value and is feared to only accelerate the security crisis on the Korean Peninsula. 

Considering the short geographical length of the Korean Peninsula and the proximity of the cities to the truce line, an all-out war can only be accompanied by damages to property and human lives. 
Recently, the military structures of North and South Korea have taken on the character of an unsymmetrical arms race. North Korea has been facing an economic crisis since the 1990s and has, in all reality, abandoned the arms race in conventional weapons. However, South Korea, with more economic power, has continued to pursue a continuous project for building up military capacity. Consequently, North Korea, which has adopted a defense policy based on deterrence just like South Korea, has changed its strategy to a strategy centering on weapons of mass destruction, including missiles, nuclear weapons, chemical weapons, etc. Therefore, if North and South Korea continue to pursue national defense policies based on deterrence, this unsymmetrical arms race would be accelerated, leading to the increase in military tensions and serious security threats.        
B. The fiction behind the `limited defense sufficiency' against potential threats 

With the North Korean threat, another reason cited for justifying the arms race is the `potential threat of neighboring countries'. With improvements in intra-Korean relations and the disparity of military and economic capabilities between North and South Korea, the so-called North Korean threat is lowering its head and the `theory of potential threat' is being used to rationalize the direction of the existing arms race and deterrence policy. According to the `theory of potential threat', there is no lasting patron or enemy in international relations, and in regions like East Asia, where there is a concentration of superpowers, there is a need to maintain an adequate level of military power in order to protect the peace on the Korean Peninsula. Accordingly, the potential threat of neighboring countries would continue to exist even with the disappearance of the North Korean threat, and so, for the security of a future reunified Korea, `limited defense capacity' must be attained. 

However, `potential threat' remains ambiguous. The Ministry of National Defense has not revealed whether the `potential threat’ is Japan, China, or even comprehensively the US. To understand the situation through `strategic ambiguity’, which is applied to security matters, is difficult as there are too many imaginary enemies. Furthermore, the deterrent policy on the `potential threat' called `limited defense sufficiency' is also ambiguous. That is, while `absolute deterrence' is pursued against the North Korean threat, the policy of `limited defense sufficiency' is applied to counter the `potential threat' of neighboring countries.  What `limited defense’ is remains unclear. The US applies this concept to the establishment of MD systems. The MD strategy is a very aggressive concept which asserts that “even if the attacks by missile warheads cannot be prevented, most would be counterattacked and an attack on the enemy undertaken.” It is not clear if the Ministry of National Defense has taken `limited defense' to mean an operations strategy, but it is definitely not the concept of `rational defense sufficiency' strategy based on arms control and disarmament. 
`Limited defense' is linked with the strategy of the `absolute defense' of 500 km, outlined in the National Defense Basic Policy Paper. This meant reprisals against any enemy attacks within 500 km of the Korean Peninsula. The South Korean military has been upgraded with highly sophisticated weapons to satisfy the needs for high operations to `protect the right of absolute defense.' This cannot be viewed just as the acquisition of up-to-date weapons but is more `expansionist' in character - increase in the existing conventional military capacity, which in turn can create wariness in the neighboring countries including North Korea.  
However, if a competitive arms race takes place in East Asia, the Korean Peninsula would be in a most difficult position. So, it is more advisable if regional arms reduction and control were to be undertaken instead of inducing arms competition.  
C. Introduction of the Structure of Offensive Strategy and High-Tech Weapons, & MD 
The focus of South Korea's deterrent strategy against North Korea is an offensive strategy centering on the South Korea-US military alliance and the concept of air land battle, with the aim of replacing the North Korean structure. The air land battle will comprise simultaneously of the `forward battle' and `deep battle' strategies. Strategy 5027 of the South Korea-US Joint Command, the strategic framework of the South Korean military denies `pre-emptive strikes', but in content, has gone beyond simple defense and has taken on a very offensive character. It is needless to say that the North Korean military policy and strategies have also been evaluated as being offensive in character. These offensive strategies could lead small scuffles into the possibility of an all-out confrontation. Furthermore, offensive strategies could also unnecessarily stimulate the other party, growing into an exhaustive arms race. 

Therefore, following this strategy, the South Korean military has introduced offensive weapons to enhance its military capacity. However, most of North Korean air fighter jets are those used during the Korean War and the South Koreans have introduced F-16 jets that would give them dominance over the skies. In spite of these developments, the South Korean military is being upgraded with the introduction of F-15s to be used in air land battles.  The South Korean military is spending trillions of won to promote the K-1 tank up-gun project and the introduction of the Apache helicopters. These offensive weapons can only irritate the other party and in cases of disarmament, these would be the first to be targeted. As such, astronomical amounts of the people's taxes need not be spent on the introduction of offensive weapons, which are unnecessary and only add to the escalation of tension. 

On the other hand, the Ministry of National Defense, in order to protect its `right of absolute defense' outlined in the `National Defense Policy Paper' has been introducing high-tech weaponry to enhance the expansion of conventional military capacity. In addition to F-15K, aerial refueling tanker planes and massive landing craft (Aegis) are also being introduced. The Ministry of National Defense has plans to spend 1.2 trillion won on the introduction of four aerial refueling tanker planes and one trillion won on LPX (massive landing craft). The introduction of such weaponry would lead to the expansion of military operations into Japan, China and Russia, and it is highly probable this would evoke the opposition of these countries. This has actually been the case of Japan when it started the construction of a massive landing craft, evoking severe opposition from other countries. The massive landing craft introduced by the navy is one that could be converted into a light aircraft carrier with functions for the possible operation of vertical take-off and landing craft (VTOL).  
What is becoming most problematic is the weapons system related to missile defense (MD).  MD related weapons are widely known as defensive weapons but are, in reality, offensive weapons, making possible attacks on the enemy without being attacked. South Korea has not confirmed its participation in MD but has clarified its intention for the construction of the South Korean-type missile defense system and the introduction of AEGIS carriers, Standard missiles, AWACS, PAC-3, etc, to increase information-gathering capacity. However, most of these weapons are needed as subsystems for the Korean Peninsula to be part of the MD system and since they are not needed as effective deterrent measures against North Korea, suspicions can only be aroused as to the actual purpose of the introduction of these weapons. Major North Korean offensive weapons against South Korea are not ballistic missiles but are long-range missiles and anti-interceptor Prog missiles. Therefore, PAC-3 and other high-tech missiles are not needed to counter the North Korean threat. However, if the introduction of theses weapons are linked with the US missile defense system against China, this could escalate an arms race in East Asia and the Korean Peninsula would become a forward base of the US military to counter China, and this situation would, in turn, increase the security crisis on the Korean Peninsula. 
D. Excessive Defense Budget Needed 
The deterrent strategy, the cause of an unnecessary arms race, has led to an excessive increase in defense spending. The South Korean defense expenditures have far exceeded the adequate level of spending. Until 1994, defense expenditures have taken up the largest single share of the national budget. Although the amount has decreased somewhat, it still takes up 16.3% (2003 standards) of the national budget. However, demands in the increases in the national budget are expected to continue. 
Excessive defense expenditures have led to abnormal budget allocations in a limited budget. The defense budget has been pointed out as a main reason for preventing increases in budget allocations for education, social welfare, and economic growth. This excessive waste in defense expenditures is a more serious problem for North Korea to resolve rather than South Korea. Although it has not been officially confirmed, it has been estimated that North Korea spends 30% (Ministry of National Defense statistics) of its budget on military expenditures. Considering the seriousness of the North Korean economic crisis, it is an issue that must be resolved with urgency. 
When explaining its reasons for the necessity of defense budget increases, the Ministry of National Defense cites that the average military spending per GDP in the world is 3.5% and in countries threatened with potential conflicts, the average spending is 6.7% per GDP but the South Korean military spending rates is at 2.7% per GDP, lower than the average world rate and abysmal compared to the average of countries threatened with potential conflicts. 

However, the world average and the average of countries threatened with potential conflicts are based on NATO 2) computations but the rate cited of 2..7% per GDP of the South Korean defense budget, is based on the Ministry of National Defense general accounts budget and has been arbitrarily computed by the South Korean government. So the comparisons are just figures fabricated to highlight the so-called relative insufficiencies of the South Koran defense budget. If the South Korean defense budget is computed along NATO lines, it is estimated to exceed 3% per GDP. According to the SIPRI Yearbook 2003 3), the average world defense budget has been estimated at 2.5%, and if the United States is excluded, this average falls to an average of 1.43%. Therefore, using the world defense average of 3.5% as cited in the Military Balance published by the US government, as a basis for stipulating that the South Korean defense spending is lower than the world average, loses all plausibility. 

In 1998, the Korea Development Institute (KDI) proposed the reduction of 6 trillion Won annually to set up measures for the restructuring of the financial industries, unemployment and poverty. The South Korean economy is still in the midst of difficulties and may be facing a budget deficit and so any demands for increases in the defense budget can only be seen as unreasonable. It is especially so in the face of future astronomical expenses related to reunification and even at the present, the preparation of funds for the immediate intra-Korean economic cooperation is not easy. There are no other ways except to reduce the defense spending of North and South Korea. 

4. Inefficient Organization of National Defense 

A. Over-concentration of military troops &  the solidification of the pro-security forces 
The number of the South Korean military is estimated to be 690,000 strong. That is 140 men out of 10,000 men, eight times bigger than the Japanese military which is estimated to be 19 men out of 10,000. This shows one aspect of the inefficient organization of South Korean military. This inefficiency is also reflected directly in the defense budget. 67% (2003 standards) of the budget is used to cover operational costs, meaning that a massive amount of the defense budget is spent to cover the wages of the military troops. 

The possession of massive military troops not only leads to the inefficient organization of the military, but also leads to the possible expansion of pro-security forces. These forces possess and manage great resources, prefer the escalation of tensions to continue their influence, and have a tendency to prolong Cold War-style confrontational logic. Therefore, an excessive possession of military troops leads to inefficient execution of national defense, increases in defense spending, and in the long run, the solidification of pro-security force influence, and a vicious cycle hindering the peace on the Korean Peninsula. 

B. The Necessity of Troop Reduction 
The South Korean military has an obsolete military organization that over-emphasizes the land forces. Under this inefficient military organization, increases in the military budget would only solidify the over-expanded military organization and this would, in turn, become a factor for further increases in military spending. The existing poor standards of welfare of the troops would not be resolved without the reform of the structure of the military.  
Troop reductions are expected to be an important opportunity for building trust between North and South Korea and the realization of peace on the Korean Peninsula. If disarmament between North and South Korea were to take place, the foremost item on the agenda would be the reduction of troops. It is highly probable that North Korea, facing an economic crisis, could show a change in position under certain conditions. The Ministry of National Defense has clarified that at the present stage of tensions with North Korea, the existing number of troops would be maintained but in times of peace, under the agreement with North Korea, troops reduction would be carried out. However, it is necessary that the Ministry of National Defense take on a new initiative to troop reduction since this could lead to the quickening of the period of peace. 
C. `Reform of the Military Structure' Leading to Troop Expansion 
Most advanced countries are pursuing decisive plans for troop reductions or have completed the process in order to create a more efficient military. In 1989, the US carried out step-by-step plans for troop retrenchment from 2.13 million to 1.38 million while Russia in 2000, started plans to reduce its troops from 1.2 million to one-third of this number by 2005, to 850,000, almost no different from the number of South Korean troops. China has also reduced its troops by 1.5 million to the present 2.5 million troops and has plans to further reduce its troops by another 500,000 by the year 2005. 
The Ministry of National Defense, with the inauguration of the ‘people's government’, has promised the `creation of a small but strong military' and the radical reform of the military. Promises were made to unify the 1st and 3rd Field Command Headquarters into a single Ground Command Headquarters and the dismantling of two army corps under the control of two armies, one special brigade and a few mobilized divisions. The unification of the Field Command Headquarters composed of a commander, a major general and a brigadier general and the dismantling of non-essential bases, etc, are significant military reforms. Also in 1999, the present 690,000 troops would be reduced to about 400,000 to 500,000 troops by the year 2015, showing the intention of military reform to the public. 

However, the military reforms proposed by the Ministry of National Defense have taken a change for the worse. Unlike the initial promises of making an efficient military organization by reducing the size of the military, no measures have been carried out to do so. In fact, an increase of 90,000 troops was made on the pretext of absorbing unemployed labor with the onset of the IMF economic crisis. Expectations on the unification of the field headquarters and the dismantling of unnecessary bases were abated because the command & control, communications, computers and intelligence (C4I) system has not yet been established and also on the reason that ‘Operation Plan 5027’ is based on the 1st and 3rd Army systems. Furthermore, the Naval Operations Command, the size of an army corps and the National Army Command for CBR Protection, the National Army Transport Command, the Air force Medical Evacuation Unit, etc, were established and increased the number of bases and military personnel, earning the condemnation of the public. 

These plans were undertaken when the whole nation was suffering from the pains of reform due to the IMF crisis. It was only the military that remained sacred ground, excluded from the demands and trends of reform existing in all sectors of society. 
D. Recklessness of the Military Industry & the Closed Structure of Weapons Introduction 
On the other hand, the inefficiency and waste on the pretext of a `self-reliant national defense' becomes clearer with the reckless operation of military industries since the 1970s. From the 1970s, under the dictatorship of President Park Chung Hee, an array of policies and systems were legislated and executed in the name of a `self-reliant national defense' and the `local production of weapons', and this `Yulgok Project' , a long term project for improving military power, has continued to this day. `Yulgok' was a scholar from the Chosun Dynasty who advocated the building up of a 100,000-strong military just prior to the Japanese invasion of Korea in 1592.
Since President Park Chung Hee, military industries, in the name of the local production of weapons and the establishment of a state on the basis of technology, have been supported by the `special law for the promotion of the defense industries' and have enjoyed monopolistic special privileges. The `special law for the promotion of the defense industries' has guaranteed the monopolistic development of military industries and has allowed the affiliation and specialization of these industries while the costs of materials, overhead expenses, costs of development, wages, and all other expenses were to be post-paid, thereby guaranteeing a fixed rate of profit. Accordingly, these military industries, in the name of the local development of weapons, had the privilege of a stable market, with the cost price guaranteed. Furthermore, for reasons of national security and national division, there has been no transparent monitoring of these military industries, which have become a hotbed of every kind of corruption and connections. Consequently, all Korean conglomerates possess, whether arbitrarily or not, many different subsidiaries of military industries. 

Such special privileges and loose ethics have led to the growth of an insolvent military industry. For example, from the time of President Park Chung Hee to President Roh Tae Woo, all former military men who became presidents, the K-1 tank project, so praised as the symbol of the growth of the Korean military industry, was later found to have been only the simple assembly (wiring and housing) of imported parts from the US and Europe. However, even today, the government insists that this tank is a solely local production, made possible with the spending of high costs of development and profits. In this situation, military industries felt no need for efforts in developing products or immense investments in production facilities or establishing companies to produce parts. Factories for the assembly of simple finished products were enough to create higher profits than the importation and marketing of fully furnished products. Unlike the US, the accumulation of technology in the military industries did not have a spin-off effect in the private sector, going against the `fantasy of the dictators.' The US limitations on the transfer of sophisticated technology were another barrier. In reality, prior to the IMF bailout, there were four insolvent enterprises in the aerospace industry that existed solely on the sale of their products to the military. Two of these enterprises have merged and grown into a chronic insolvent enterprise and if it had not been for special military orders, these enterprises would not have been unable to survive on the production of goods for civilian use. There are growing concerns that the recently announced Korea Multi-Purpose Helicopter (KMH) development project, a 30-trillion won project, would be another mismanaged national project which would lead to the fostering of insolvent enterprises. 
As such, the so-called `Yulgok Project' , the project to reform the Korean military in the long run, has only led to mismanagement and wasteful expenditures.  If the untransparent system of weapons purchasing in the name of national defense, is problematic, then the preponderance of US agents for weapons purchase, in the name of US-South Korean military alliance, has provided the basis of further insolvency and wastefulness. Therefore, massive weapons transactions became linked with political connections and corruption. On the other hand, the choice in weapons purchase was limited due to US pressure, leaving room for controversy `over adequateness of the purchase' and `squandering of funds'. As a result, the `Yulgok Project' has lost all legitimacy over long-term prospects and strategies and led to the erratic purchase of poor quality weapons, which had no interrelation with other weapons. 
The `new generation fighter jet project' is such an example. Towards the end of the 1980s, South Korea approached the US for the purchase of F-15 new generation fighter jets but the US rejected technology transfer as well as the purchase. South Korea was left with the option of purchasing either F-18 or F-16 fighter jets. But even this did not turn out well for the South Korean government. The air force had preferred the purchase of the high-tech and multi-purpose F-18 but due to political pressures (later known as the `Yulgok corruption case'), it had to select the purchase of F-16 fighter jets and assembly production. In the end, the air force had to wait another 10 years in 2000, to pursue its new generation fighter jet project but by then, the production of F-15 jets was coming to an end, and F-15 jets were already being classified as outdated. However, the US forced the purchase of F-15 jets and despite the merits of other sophisticated European models, the South Korean government purchased 40 F-15 jets based on doubtful standards of evaluation. During the process, Flight Colonel Jo, Ju-hyong, in charge of coordinating the purchase for the air force, went public on the problems related to the purchase but he was demoted to the rank of a second-class airman and was imprisoned for making his suspicions heard. But the problem lies in the fact that the air force had to purchase other models of fighter jets in 10 years' time. By that time, the production of F-15 fighter jets would have stopped and the jets losing whatever competitiveness it had. 

III. Measures for the Reform of National Defense Based on Peace Perspectives & the Role of the Civil Society 
1. Dissolution of Secretiveness & the Monopolistic Analysis of Threats 

The defense sector still remains as `sacred ground' in South Korean society. The reason for the difficulty in implementing reforms is due to `secretiveness.' Secretiveness has closed all civilian participation and monitoring of the defense sector. In addition, secretiveness has been linked to the `monopolistic analysis of threats', the basis for demands in the increases in the defense budget and military capacity. Therefore, the movement for the public release of information in the defense and security sectors must take precedence over others. 
The present system on military secrets is based on the regulations concerning the maintenance of security matters or delegated legislation with excessive powers which arbitrarily determines the classification and the abstract and wide system of military secrets. This runs counter to the `right to knowledge' of the public. Even the US, which feels a greater security threat has a `sunshine regulation', permitting the lowering of the information status and the subsequent disclosure of classified information after a certain period of time. Thus, the contention of the Ministry of Defense on the necessity of a wide range of regulations regarding military secrets based on the potential North Korean threat is longer persuasive to the public. 
So in order to avoid the abuses of the existing military secrets regulations, a new law must be enacted to control the arbitrary designation of military secrets and to release military secrets for the knowledge of the public. And the regulations on secrets must be imposed not by the directives of the Minister of Defense but by an enforcement ordinance or presidential directive. There must also be regulations on the preservation and adequate termination of designated secrets. A separate agency must be set up to re-evaluate previously designated secrets and must be re-classified. And civilian participation must be guaranteed to increase the independence and objectivity of the agency. 

2. Reform of the Military Structure Under the Guidance of the Civil 

   Society 

A comprehensive reform of the military structure is needed especially in the areas of military troops and personnel, weapons introduction and increase in military capacity, human rights and justice. And such reforms cannot be left in the hands of the bureaucratic military leadership but must take place under the control and participation of civilians. And the process and procedures must result in the opening of the military to the public. 
The main issues concerning military troops and personnel are: the reform of the land forces-centered inefficient structure and troops reduction; the retrenchment of the reserve troops and sub-military units; limiting the excess number of officers and merging unnecessary military organizations; the monopolistic control by specific classes within the military, etc. and in the long run; and the fundamental reform of the conscription system into a system of voluntary enlistment must also be taken into careful consideration.  
The foremost barrier to the reform of the military lies in the privileged classes within the military. Most of the personnel in the policy-making Ministry of National Defense and in the Joint Chiefs of Staff are former army personnel and most of the important positions within the military are filled by graduates of the Korea Military Academy, showing that the present military structure is inductive to the growth of a privileged class within the military. This type of army-centered personnel preponderance hinders the execution of effective defense policies and the implementation of defense policies and budget allocation, and the process of weapons purchase are influenced by the cliquishness of army-related connections instead of rational decision-making.  
There is always strong internal resistance to reform. The decision taken in 1998 on the reform measures by the Military Reform Committee of the Ministry of National Defense, shows clearly the response to reform measures. The reform of this type of closed character of the military necessitates the appointment of a civilian to the post of Minister of Defense. Except for brief periods during the Rhee Syngman Administration (1948~1960), military men have filled all Ministers of Defense. However in the US, Japan, Germany, France, Britain, Canada and other advanced nations, civilians are appointed to the post of Minister of Defense. 
In the purchasing of weapons, in projects for increasing military capacity, military industries and defense spending, civilian and market control are necessary. Weapons-related projects have been the hotbed for wasteful spending and inefficiency. The citizens' movements against the over-computation of the prime cost of the parts of K1 tanks, the untransparent bid for F-15K, the speedy promotion of KMH, and other erratic support and promotion of weapons transactions and military industries and subsequent insolvency, can all be classified as case studies. In addition, demands are made for reforms to be undertaken on the erratic policies promoting military industries and the closed procedures for weapons purchase, and calls are made for standards of transparency and market competitiveness to be applied on both corporate and government contracts.    
Another important pillar for increased civilian participation in the military is in the reform of the human rights situation and guaranteeing objectivity in the application of military law. The human rights movement has continued since the movements of democratization in the 1980s and works to set up measures to resolve physical violence and assault, abusive language and sexual violence and calls for transparent and fair justice in the resolution of these cases. However, reforms are slow in coming. The recent campaigns for alternative military training for conscientious objectors are part of movements for the human rights reforms in the military. Under the conscription system, the freedoms of religion and conscience have been severely oppressed for the past 50 years. 
For the reform of corruption and human rights within the military, the reform of military law remains urgent and cannot be delayed any longer. Issues in military law occur because military prosecutors and judges are not free from the orders of their commanding officers or their ranks during the course of their work. Reforms must include: guarantees of work independence for military prosecutors; guarantees of fairness by military judges and abolition of the right of confirmation by officers in jurisdiction; and the necessity in the reduction of cases to be brought to military tribunals and expansion of cases to the regular courts. What is urgently needed is the change in the basic awareness that the existing military legal system is a tool guaranteeing the right of command, the means of exercising the right of command in times of war. 

3. Restructuring of the Peace-oriented Discourse & Disarmament 

For a more fundamental approach into military reform, it is urgent that the civil society comes up with an alternative peace plan, instead of depending on state-oriented security strategy. The present defense strategy based on deterrence must be re-evaluated. The security dilemma which focuses on an excessive arms race of the Cold War, with the belief that weapons could be used to deter the enemy, must be overcome. The concept of a `common security', a consistent peace strategy based on co-existence and mutual dependence, is necessary. 
For the introduction of the concept of a `common security', an overhaul of the mutual distrust, confrontational concepts, and the framework of the present alliance structures, is also compulsory. It is also urgent to enhance awareness of the need of a multi-party security guarantee system, and mutual disarmament to replace the growing aggressiveness (the US-Japan military expansion since the advent of the Bush Administration), the new US-Japan-South Korea triple alliance, and stop the growth of a new Cold War order. 
Conditions are not ripe for discussions on disarmament due to the tensions surrounding the North Korean nuclear issue, but promises of denuclearisation, non-aggression, military confidence building and cooperation have been reached through the Basic Agreement in 1991. For the peaceful resolution of the North Korean nuclear problem, preparations for disarmament are felt to be belated. According to the survey carried out in 1999 by the Korean Council for Reunification and Cooperation (KCRC), 59.1% agreed to disarmament while 36.9% answered in the negative. The political conditions were more agreeable towards disarmament since the survey was undertaken during the North and South Korean reconciliatory mood and the IMF economic crisis. However, this survey has made it clear that discourse on disarmament, the sphere of a small number of activists, can be popularized. Discussions on disarmament of the Korean Peninsula will have a paramount influence on the lessening of military tensions in the region. The peaceful resolution of the North Korean nuclear issue and the formation of a framework for multi-party talks could be useful in the establishment of a structure of peace in East Asia and for regional disarmament. 

Furthermore, in order to be free from Cold War security strategies, there must be changes in logic and policy as well as in the diversification of actors in charge of security. The obvious male chauvinism and professionalism in the military sector must be fought. Opportunities for civilian participation and intervention, especially participation of women and especially housewives, must be guaranteed. Defense and security are not abstract matters but are closely linked with our common futures and everyday lives. These matters are not to be designed by a few dignified and noble people but must be the results of a collective action of wisdom and measures to make our lives more sustainable. 
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