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In-depth Report: NORTH KOREA

A few weeks ago | was invited to comment on what | felt the change in China’s government
and the Communist Party leadership will mean for the future of China and for the UN. (1) |
am not an expert on China, but | have by now had the experience of observing China’s
activity at the UN and particularly in the Security Council for almost seven years.

What | have observed recently, is that in some areas, like the Syrian conflict, China
continues to insist on its long standing principle to support negotiations and to work toward
a political settlement of the conflict. But in other areas, particularly the situation with the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) China has seemed to be subordinating its
emphasis on the peaceful settlement of conflicts to go along with the coercive actions
proposed by the US government against the DPRK. (2)

One recent example occurred when the DPRK launched a satellite in December 2012. Some
members of the Security Council complained that this was a violation of a resolution
forbidding the DPRK from launching a ballistic missile. Though both a satellite launch and a
ballistic missile launch use a rocket to do the launch, these forms of launches are not the
same.

As Professor Bruce Cumings, the noted historian on the subject of the Korean Peninsula,
explained in a talk he gave at Columbia University on March 2, 2013 (3):

1. A ballistic missile needs a reentry shield
2. A ballistic missile has to have targeting on reentry
3. A ballistic missile has to have a warhead.

The satellite launch by the DPRK did not have these three characteristics. As such, the
satellite launch was significantly different from a ballistic missile launch.

The DPRK submitted statements to the Security Council and to General Assembly meetings
explaining that there is an international treaty recognizing all nations right to the peaceful
use of space. (4) The DPRK is a signatory of that treaty. The DPRK notes that there have
been many satellite launches but only their satellite launch is classified as that of the launch
of a ballistic missile. This is an indication, they explain, of the hostility of the US toward the
DPRK.

In this situation neither China nor any other member of the Security Council asked that the
DPRK be invited to present its view of this conflict to the Security Council members as
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provided for in Article 31 of the UN Charter. Instead the Security Council expanded the
sanctions it has imposed on the DPRK by issuing a new resolution against the DPRK,
Resolution 2087( S/RES/2087(2013)), on January 22.

Instead of the members of the Security Council providing a process to engage the DPRK in
negotiations, as China and other members of the Security Council had done in a few
instances in the past, (5) all the members of the Security Council went along with the US
government program of coercion and punishment of the DPRK.

The DPRK has explained that in response to hostile actions by the US and the use of the
Security Council to support hostile action by the US, the DPRK needs to develop its nuclear
defense capability. On February 12, 2013, the DPRK conducted its third nuclear test. The
Security Council then issued Resolution 2094( S/Res/2094(2013)) on March 7 imposing
additional sanctions on the DPRK, including a set of financial sanctions which are intended
to reimpose substantial financial hardship on the DPRK. These financial sanctions are part of
the focus of Resolution 2094.

These sanctions, journalists were told, were negotiated by the US and China and then
accepted by the other 13 members of the Security Council. This is a process similar to that
which was used in creating Resolution 2087 punishing the DPRK for launching a satellite.

There is prior experience with what the US puts forward as its use of financial sanctions
against the DPRK, which has been called coercive diplomacy. It is significant to recognize
that the imposition of such US financial sanctions against the DPRK preceded the first
nuclear test undertaken by the DPRK. In September 2005, the US government used a little
known provision of the US Patriot Act, Section 311 to blacklist a bank, the Banco Delta Asia,
because the DPRK had $25 million of its funds in the bank. This resulted in the funds of this
bank being frozen and the DPRK losing access to the funds in its account for two years.
These financial sanctions were imposed in a such a manner that they represented a threat
that any bank doing business with the DPRK would be vulnerable to similar sanctions,
effectively denying the DPRK access to the international banking system. (6)

Prior to the imposition of these financial sanctions against the DPRK by the US, the DPRK
had not tested any nuclear device. And it was only after the DPRK carried out a nuclear test
that the US State Department became willing to negotiate about ending these financial
sanctions.

So the US blacklisting of the Banco Delta Asia, an action taken by the US Treasury
Department against the DPRK, was the Godfather of the DPRK’s determination to develop its
nuclear capability. There are present and past US government officials, however, who
erroneously claim that the Banco Delta Asia sanctions were effective in stopping the DPRK's
nuclear program.(7) The opposite is the reality. The US financial sanctions against the DPRK
were one of the significant factors which the DPRK cites which convinced them of the need
for a nuclear weapon as a defense against such US hostility.

Hence the financial sanctions wielded by powerful nations are the thrust to spread nuclear
proliferation not a means to contain proliferation. The focus on the form of financial
sanctions in Resolution 2094 demonstrates the failure of the UN Security Council to learn
from past experience. The DPRK has documented how it has been the victim of a hostile
policy on the part of the US since its origin as a result of the US imposed division of Korea



after WWII.(8)

Over 60 years ago, the US artificially divided Korea, a nation which prior to this division had
a history of over 1000 years as a single nation. After WWII, Korea was divided into two
states using a US manipulated UN General Assembly process in 1948 to consolidate the
division.(9) That division continues until today .

Under the Patriot Act Section 311 provision used to justify the blacklisting of the Banco Delta
Asia bank, a bank in Macao, China, the US government had no obligation to present
evidence to back up its claims. But in documents submitted to the US government, Stanley
Au, the chief stockholder of the Banco Delta Asia, effectively demonstrated that the claims
presented by the US government against his bank were fallacious.(10)

Furthermore, it is important to recognize that the action taken against the Banco Delta Asia
has been described in testimony presented at US government hearings, as a politically
motivated action targeting China. According to one of the former government officials who
helped to plan this action, the Banco Delta Asia was intended as a “symbolic target.”
Describing this action at one of several hearings discussing the blacklisting of Banco Delta
Asia, David Asher said (11):

“(T)here’s an old saying in Chinese, ‘You kill the chicken to scare the monkeys’. We didn't go
out and cite a multitude a Chinese financial institutions that have been publicly identified as
working with North Korea over the years....We did need to designate one small one though,
and that one small one sent a message to all the other ones....”

Asher explained that the purpose of the action by the US government against the Banco
Delta Asia was to target North Korea and its access to the international banking system. An
even more important purpose for the US government officials planning this action, he
clarifies, was to issue a threat to the Chinese banking system.

The imposition of similar financial sanctions by the UN Security Council in Resolution 2094
demonstrates its surrender to US pressure to create a resolution based on illegitimate
processes previously undertaken by the US government. The US government action against
the Banco Delta Asia in 2005 was an early foray into creating a system of punishment that
its advocates falsely claim was effective to stem proliferation. But in reality, the opposite is
the case. The blacklisting of the Banco Delta Asia represented an abusive use of the
international finance system against a victim nation.

Financial sanctions as imposed on nations like the DPRK not only harm that nation and its
people, but they also end up creating havoc in the international financial system. The
international financial system was being used as a political weapon, rather than being
protected so that its integrity could be maintained.

With the US Treasury Department blacklisting the Banco Delta Asia, it was not only the
DPRK that lost access to its funds, but also private bank account holders at the bank had
their funds frozen.

After the US Treasury Department actions against the DPRK in 2005, only one mainstream
US media organization, the McClatchy Newspapers carried stories investigating the actions
by the US Treasury Department against the Banco Delta Asia. Also a blog called China
Matters and several other online publications like OhmyNews International, then an English



edition of the Korean online publication OhmyNews, carried articles which helped to expose
the US Treasury Department’s false claims and the support of these US government actions
by the mainstream US media.

The acquiescence by UN Security Council members to sanctions designed by the US against
a smaller nation like the DPRK, both in 2006 when the Security Council passed Resolution
1718 condemning the DPRK, and more recently when the Security Council passed
Resolution 2094 supporting similar sanctions, demonstrates the need for a vibrant watchdog
media and for netizens who will monitor what is being done by the Security Council. It is
important to have a netizen media that will probe what is behind the actions taken by the
Security Council and what the real effects of such actions are on the peoples and nations
that such sanctions target.

The example of the US blacklisting of Banco Delta Asia demonstrates that the use of
financial sanctions by nuclear powers like the US against small nations like the DPRK will not
stop nuclear proliferation. Instead, it will serve to convince small nations that they need a
means to protect themselves against abuse by powerful countries like the US and UN
Security Council actions supporting such abuse. It will also hasten efforts by other nations to
create an alternative architecture to the current US dominance of the international financial
and banking systems.
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