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Abstract

This thesis investigates how Chinese decision-nsateal with the complexities of EU
foreign-policy making. Which of the many entitiegthin in the EU, among Brussels-based
institutions and in member states, do they appraach how? How can the modalities of
engagement be explained? What patterns emergeoandrid why do they change over time?
In answering these questions, the thesis provitgghts on three under-researched issues of
international relations: first, on how outsidergyage with the EU and whether the EU is
capable of managing requests from the outside;nskam how China makes its EU policy,
and, by extension, to what extent its decision-mgkstructure can deal with complex
foreign-policy challenges; third, and more gengratin how international actors interact
through numerous contacts among the bureaucratictagvithin them. To reach these goals,
a new analytical framework is introduced that digtiishes three processes to explain such
transnational bureaucratic interaction. First, deeision-making in China on how to engage
the EU. Second, the reception this approach reseore the EU side. These first two
processes are analysed as based on the interptagasfisational logic, bureaucratic politics,
and the degree of central control. Third, thereilagependent dynamics of direct interaction
between bureaucratic entities, which result frora uality of personal relations and the
matches or mismatches in preferences, worldviewsd, @erceptions. Two intensive case
studies are performed, one on China’s efforts tadoegnised as a market economy by the
EU, and another on the Chinese push to have thiftbtd arms embargo against China. The
thesis proposes a threefold argument. First, deengplex formal rules and volatile informal
patterns of EU foreign policy, the EU remains difit to approach for third actors and is
incapable of managing requests from the outsideor®8k engaging a complex counterpart
like the EU puts strain on the foreign-policy prsgeChinese policy making suffers from
strong horizontal divisions which prevent the dmittion of expertise and hinder the
formation of elaborate strategies for approachimg EU. Lastly, in order to explain the
modalities of interaction between different actiorsnternational affairs, it is crucial to look
at how the bureaucratic agents involved in theidor@olicy process interact with their

respective counterparts.
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Introduction: Who is the European Union for China?

0.1 An Outsider’s Perspective on the EU

In the half century since its inception Europeategmation has not only profoundly
transformed international relations among the stpteticipating in it, but has had a growing
impact on the world at large: as a guarantor dbiltyain a continent that had been at the
heart of two world wars; as a trading blas-a-visthe rest of the world; as a major aid donor;
as a promoter of democracy, human rights, regiomalration, etc. Over time, the states
involved in this regional integration project hadeveloped an increasingly integrated agenda
in global affairs, and, more recently, a consolmtcommon approach to strategic and
security matters. Nowadays, states and organisabanthe outside have to engage with the
European Union (EU) on many key issues of curresrtdhaffairs. Yet the problem is: engage
with whom and how? The large roof of the EU sheleemultitude of administrative entities,
both at union and at member state level, whichirarelved in shaping the common foreign
policies. Competence for handling external relaigdistributed among them according to
policy field, and decision-making is based on caogtéd procedures. Intersecting with this
formal structure, there are informal patterns afpmration, coordination or competition based

on the specific interests and/or habits of thesers.c

This means that while the EU has become an importamtner for others in
international affairs, and a more and more integtdtody, it has remained a hydra with many
heads and no clear rule for the outsider whichhefrt to talk to. Although, rhetorically the
EU may appear as a single entity and relations ivéls simple bilateral ones, in reality third
states and organisations have to engage with atnagtof European decision-making units,
an exercise of complex, multilateral diplomacy. Hthen do outsiders engage with the EU,
and how can the modalities of engagement be exqu&iWwWhat patterns emerge and how and
why do they change over time? How do administratiniities within the EU react to requests
from the outside? What does this imply for the Htdl &s capacity to manage its external

relations? This is a first set of fundamental goastunderlying this study.



0.2 Chinese Approaches of the EU

In principle, to answer these questions concerougiders’ engagement with the EU
one can look at any third actor — states, inteonali organisations or maybe even NGOs. |
propose an in-depth analysis of Chinese foreigncpdbwards the EU. Why China? It
presents a number of advantages, although someazthdidates may present more intensive
and deeper ties with the EU. First of all, as aampjayer in international affairs, China can
be expected to have enough leverage over the Halamce EU influence on China. This is
not the case for many smaller countries, in pddicin the direct neighbourhood of the EU,
whose policy towards the EU may be dominated byEbkitself, especially when there is

economic dependency and the possibility to useitionellity.*

Second, over the past two decades, China-EU retatiave strengthened considerably
In this context, China has also made enormoustsfrimproving its understanding of the
EU’s inner workings, e.g. by separating its misgiorthe EU from its embassy to Belgium in
2005, thereby nearly doubling its total staff iruBsels and committing almost two-thirds of it

to the EU? This means that China is a strong test for diffies in engaging the EU.

Third, China has only recently become an activeygsleon the international stage.
Certainly, China has been a factor in global popelitics since the establishment of the
People’s Republic of China (PRC) in 1949, and faumber of reasons: its sheer size, its role
in the Korean War, the build-up of a nuclear calitgbiand later the shift of China’s
permanent seat on the United Nations (UN) Sec@uayncil (SC) from Taibei to Beijing. Yet
it was only after the beginning of its reform angening-up policies in the late 1970s that
China toned down its criticism of the existing im@tional order and its calls to change it, and
started to step up progressively its participafiointernational institutiond.This change in
Chinese foreign policy has happened more or legsuiallel with the latest push in European
integration, including in particular efforts to emtte and formalise an integrated approach to
foreign policy. As a result Chinese foreign-poliykers, in their relations with the EU, are,
a priori, more likely to take an integrated EU in interoatl affairs for granted and less

likely to be biased towards relations with indivédlumember states instead of common EU

! See Kelley 2004 on the impact of EU membershiglitmmality on relations with various states of fbemer
Soviet bloc.

2 Interview China 11, Brussels Q1 2008; accordintheinterviewee, since its establishment the mishas a
staff of about 80, while the embassy to Belgiumdmwalg about 30-40; prior to 2005 the embassy’sl wtttf
was at about 70 covering China’s relations witthi®¢lgium and the EU.

% See on this Johnston 2003a and Johnston 20082 9. Johnston 2003c as well as Johnston 200§santile
socialisation of Chinese foreign-policy makersriternational institutions.
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institutions than officials of other states who @aveen used for a long time to dealing
intensively, and almost exclusively, with membextas on all major foreign policy issues. In
fact, in the early 1970s, when Kissinger allegexstlynplained that he didn’t know who to call
to talk to Europé, Chairman Mao could hardly call anyone, not evethin member states,

given that most of them established diplomatictietes with the People’ s Republic of China
(PRC) only in the course of the 1970s.

Yet Chinese foreign policy towards the EU is alstiiestingper se and not only as a
good illustration of outsiders’ approach towards #U. Policy making in Beijing involves
many different bureaucratic agents, follows compfewcedures and is often guided by
obscure vested intereStronically this may recall somewhat the EU bureaag in Brussels.
At the same time, China has been the fastest rigavger in the world, and its improving
relations with the EU may be considered of cruciglortance at a global scale, in particular
against the backdrop of a debate about a morepoldti world — as is visible in the debate on
new geometries in international relations triggebgdstrengthening China-EU tiésThis
leads to additional questions for this researchwioes the Chinese foreign-policy process
determine the modalities of China’s engagemenhefEU? To what extend can it adjust to
feedback? What is the connection between the mbeegaging the EU and China’s capacity
to reach specific foreign policy goals? Are Chin&seign-policy makers up to the challenge
of managing interactions with a complex actor like EU? What does this imply in general
for China’s capacity to pursue complex multilatedgplomacy and pursue foreign-policy

goals in such a setting?

0.3 The Analytical Framework

In order to analyse China’'s engagement with theitEld useful to distinguish three
explanatory dimensions, each matching a differeyriachic process. First, the Chinese
foreign-policy process determines how China designpolicies towards the EU. As specific
policy goals emerge for relations with the EU, &si@ decision makers decide the modes of

interaction by which to pursue them. Given thei@aities of European integration there is

* Rodman 1999.

® For a time line of countries recognising the PR&: Garver 1993, p.82; Liu 2001, chaps. 1, 3,sudkes the
new diplomatic relations in the context of the @lleevolution of China’s foreign policy.

® The most comprehensive books on this are LiebleatithLampton (eds.) 1992, Hamrin and Zhao (ed#951
Lu 1997, and Lampton (ed.) 2001.

" See Shambaugh 2004 and 2005; Xiang 2004 and 2006.



great variety of options. Chinese officials may@t®to engage a single public unit in the EU
or a selected few of them, or alternatively apphoacmultitude of EU entities. When it is
more than one, contact may occur in parallel adquence, with a focus on the EU level or
on individual member states, or including both. Aimally the differentiated definition of the
usual parameters of international bargaining faheBuropean counterpart presents a nearly
endless number of alternatives: when to resorinttateral incentives or threats, i.e. “carrots
and sticks,” with regard to whom to use side-paytsi@md in which international bargaining
venues, like e.g. the United Nations (UN) or therld@rade Organisation (WTO), to what

extent to target private actors, in particularuefitial interest groups, etc.

Second, the EU’s foreign-policy process mattersthas initial approach by China is
conditioned by the response it receives from the Biik kind of “feedback” depends on how
well the initial policy, or “stimulus”, matched firal and informal patterns within the EU.
The intra-European reaction processes may sulstgraiter the modalities of interaction,
depending on a number of points: To what extenttiéinitial approach correspond to the
formal distribution of competences among instimgpand the formal procedures linking
them? Did it match informal habits of cooperationdacoordination and patterns of
competition? Did it correctly anticipate the intgie of concerned public and private entities
and the resulting ad-hoc groupings and coalitions?

Third, there is a truly relational, or interdepentjeimension in the direct interaction of
Chinese bureaucratic agents and their EU countsrpBine interaction between two players
on the international stage cannot be sufficientygalibed as an interplay of actions and
reactions between two closed systems. In fact, hitory and quality of direct
“transgovernmental” relations between administetiwnits® or individuals, outside and
inside the EU has a strong impact on the modetefantion with regard to new issues. At the
same time it may matter a great deal whether tateances on and perceptions of the issue

(e.g. substantial versus symbolic) and the peroeptdf each other coincide or not.

Taken together, these three intertwined processes ¢png way in explaining the
modalities of China’s engagement of the EU. Indlyeall three of them are influenced by the
larger international environment in which the nelat takes shape. Other states or
organisations may influence issues substantially spmbolically, or provide fora of
interaction or opportunities to exercise presspreyide side-payments, etc. Yet the direct

8 Keohane and Nye 1974.



explanatory factors are contained in this threeedisional framework, which, it should be
emphasised, is sensitive to change over time apdrircular learning effects.

This points also to a larger theoretical issue:argenerally, what are the modalities of
interaction between two international actors, and ltan they be explained? What are the
roles played by processes within the respectiviiqal and administrative hierarchies? What
is the impact of direct interactive dynamics?

0.4 Relevance and Argument

This thesis covers completely new terrain. No cammipla efforts have been made so
far, neither in the literature on EU foreign padisj nor in research on Chinese foreign policy,
nor in the writings on China-EU relations. From tha&nt of view of EU foreign policies,
there has been a fair amount of research on tlieutiies of foreign policy making in the
EU, most notably related to issues of consistemayoberencé.Yet the aim of this thesis is,
in a way, to invert the approach of the literatoneconsistency: it is not about how difficult it
is within the EU to make policies towards the algdbut rather about how outsiders deal with
these difficulties. With regard to literature oni@¥se foreign policy, previous research has
created a good understanding of the, often tortupashs of foreign-policy making in
China®® Yet so far, it has not been studied how this ingp&hina’s interaction with other
major actors in international affairs and its dbpilio reach certain foreign policy goals
towards them. Lastly, the literature on China-Elatrens, scarce when compared to writings
on China-US ties, has covered quite some grourekjphoring interests and policy goals as
well as, to some extent, mutual perceptibnBut no efforts have been made thus far at

explaining the modalities of interaction.

From a theoretical point of view, | am also exptgria topic that has been under-
researched hitherto. Progress in the understarafirigreign-policy making has been made
mostly during the 1960s and 1978syith interest in the issue resurging more receftlyet

this literature has not taken the step of explothginteractions between two administrative

° See in particular Nuttall 2000 and 2005, MichaeSkith 2001b, Keukeleire 2003, Missiroli 2002.

9 See in particular Yang 1995, Lu 1997, and Lamjgésh) 2001.

» See Edmonds (ed.) 2002, Crossick and Reuter (2087, Kerr and Liu 2007, Shambaugh, Sandschneider,
and Zhou (eds.) 2008, Zhou and Wu (eds.) 2004 gocgptions see Friedrich 2000, Shambaugh 2008 and Z
2008.

2 See most notably, Frankel 1963, Allison 1969, Rasel971 and 1974.

13 See for example Charillon 2002.



structures. Other approaches appear relevant st dight because they take interaction
seriously, but they cannot explain the various rhitds of interaction: the two-level games

model concentrates on the negotiation situatfahg strategic-choice approach is too fixated
on formal rational choice assumptioisThe few exceptions that deal explicitly with the
transnational links between decision-making ergtioeédifferent administrations are limited in

scope in that they only consider specific typesumh interactiort®

My argument is threefold. First, | argue that the Eemains a complex partner for
outsiders. Even with a high degree of familiaritythwinstitutional features and interest
structures, as in the case of China, it is virjuaiipossible for a third state to deal with the
many entities inside the EU in an efficient and sistent manner. A certain degree of
familiarity with institutional features and intetestructures may help a third actor, under
favourable circumstances, to turn this complexiy its own advantage, e.g. by using
competing interests among EU member states. Ystdbes not go beyond tactical tricks.
Beyond the basic institutional structure and cerfandamental, and well-known, interests of
various EU actors, the degree of intricacy is dinett it is virtually impossible for third actors
to develop sustainable strategies on how to appriiecEU. Conversely, this also means that
the EU is not capable of managing requests andceadens from the outside efficiently.
Since there are no consistent patterns of dealitigsuch stimuli, intra-EU politics get in the

way of a common approach to external relationd) Wie risk of alienating third actors.

The second part of my argument concerns Chineseigfepolicy making. The
difficulties of engaging an entity like the EU revea general weakness of the Chinese
foreign-policy structure in dealing with complexatlenges. The decision-making process is
too fragmented to allow for a thorough pooling bbfrelevant expertise ahead of a decision on
how to approach third actors. Similarly, it is sltwinternalise feedback. The reasons are two
types of divisions: first, horizontal layering, esgally on non-technical issues of traditional
“high politics,” means the distance is too gredtwaen the working level, i.e. the experts, and
the top leadership, where final decisions are maeeond, vertical divisions among different
administrative entities entail that approaches otegnge or become inconsistent when more
than one of them is involved in handling the relas with a specific third actor. This
compromises China’s capacity to reach foreign polgoals, especially in complex

multilateral contexts.

4 See Putnam 1988 and Evans, Jacobson and Putnaini(@83.

!> The strategic-choice approach is developed in laakkPowell (eds.) 1999.

16 On transgovernmental relations, see Keohane aedl8y1, 1974 and 1977; on transnational governrenta
networks, see Slaughter 2004.
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Lastly, at a more theoretical level, | argue tlmaaihalyse and explain the modalities of
interaction between any two international actorsaacertain issue, the analytical framework
developed in this thesis can be used. Aside frarotivious reference to the decision-making
processes on both sides, direct transnationalioefatbetween bureaucratic entities, or
transgovernmental relations, are crucial. In gdng@@rsonal relations between officials on
both sides play a crucial role in determining magka of interaction. Otherwise, when a new
issue comes up, past experiences are a key fag@m issue evolves, the match or mismatch

of preferences and perceptions becomes more arglimportant.

Lastly, aside from contributing to three differdotdies of literature within the field of
international relations, this study has a more gdnaim: improving the state of our
knowledge on China-EU relations. This, togethehwaitbetter understanding of the respective
decision making processes may, so it is hoped, palipy makers on both sides to improve

the quality of their cooperation.

0.5 The Structure of the Research

This research is not a comprehensive, historicabtiae of relations between China and
the EU. Rather it will develop the arguments oatlirmabove based on selected case studies
within the larger context of their interaction. Al#& is not concerned with contacts between
China and individual EU member stagsr se Instead the focus is on relations within the
widening array of policy fields that EU member staare trying to manage jointly. Member
states will only be studied when their actions @ftaserall China-EU relations.

The cases are selected to cover two crucial dirmeasdf China-EU relations, namely
international trade and security. It is importamiriclude cases from both fields as, in the EU
as well as in China, the respective decision magaiterns are very different and can provide
distinct insights about the management of theieranttion. The two cases studied in this
research are, first, in the trade policy field, I&is quest for recognition as a market economy
by the EU, and, second, in the realm of internaiosecurity, the Chinese initiative to
convince the EU to lift the arms embargo that hadrbimposed in the aftermath of the

violent repression of popular demonstrations innéhn 1989.

The period covered by the research correspondsoxipmately to the first Chinese

administration under the fourth leadership genemati.e. from the 1B congress of the



Communist Party of China (CPC) in 2002, when the n@p ranks of the party were put
under the leadership of Hu Jintao, to thé" 4@ 2007. Current China-EU relations have
experienced continuous development since the d£90s, and ideally this whole period
should have been included in this study throughueeces of case studies in the two policy
fields. Yet this has not been possible for severasons. First and foremost, as archives are
not accessible, the research is necessarily basgdynon interviews with decision-makers.
In this connection the chronically short memory dfficials is a significant problem. In
addition, due to the usual personnel rotationdl@dministrative entities it is hard to go back
further than roughly five years, as systematicatfcing back former holders of specific
positions is close to impossible. This means thgen the life cycle of this project, anything
before the year 2000 had to be excluded. Unforalyahis implied also the elimination of
the interesting case of bilateral negotiations dh&faChina’s accession to the World Trade
Organisation (WTO). Second, this project requirases in which China is developing and
pursuing clear goals in its relations with the El&wever, an active stance in international
diplomacy on the part of China is a relatively mcphenomenon. Otherwise, it is much
easier to find instances of reactive policy-makimgg. reacting to outside requests on
implementation of WTO agreements, respect for nahifpration norms, questions of
governance in Africa, human rights in China, %tc.

Aside from being dictated by considerations coniogrrempirical research, the choice
of the period between the i@&ind the 17 party congresses has another advantage. It keeps
policy-making structures fairly stable on the Clsmeside, where leadership transitions are
rare (at most every 10 yedfisand bear a risk of uncertainty and disruption.t@mEU side,
by contrast, where changes in top personnel amrenon feature with which outsiders have
to deal regularly, it does include the transitiooni the Prodi to the Barroso Commission in
2004.

For the case studies the main source of empireta dre interviews with policy makers
and policy consultants in China and Europe, altogrel8 one the Chinese side and 39 on the
EU side. | conducted interviews in Beijing, ShangBerlin, Brussels, London and Paris on
various occasions between August 2006 and Decepi@&. All interviewees were promised
anonymity; therefore interviews are codified. Whaill be quoted is: a) whether the
interviewee participates in the Chinese or the Blicp-making process (“China” or “EU”);

" This view was confirmed by a Chinese interviewagerview 5 China, Q2 2007.

'8 Since the beginning of reform and opening up agits and term limits for officials have been pregsively
introduced and enforced. The Constitution of 198@rently in force, sets a limit of at most twoedftyear terms
for both the president and the premier; Constitufi®82, arts.79 and 87.
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b) a number that identifies a particular intervi@ythe location (city) and period (quarter and
year) of the interview. Annex 1 contains an ovew® the positions and affiliations of the

interviewees.

Aside from interviews, Western media as well asn€bé news sources in English have
been used to establish the “skeleton” of the nagalike dates and topics of diplomatic
visits. Lastly, both Western and Chinese publication China-EU relations help the analysis,

in particular insofar as perceptions of issuesfa@h® respective counterparts are concerned.

0.6 Methodological Considerations

The case studies will follow the basic logic of ®dader L. George and Andrew
Bennett’s “structured, focussed comparison” in thal are based on “general questions that
reflect the research objective [...] asked to eadde aander study [...] making systematic
comparison and cumulation of the findings [...] pbsi and deal “only with certain aspects
of the historical cases examinéd.For the sake of comparison and cumulation Geonge a
Bennett emphasise the need to “identify the uneverthat is, the class or subclass of events —
of which a single case or a group of cases tolmiesi are instance$>The cases studied for
the present research are all specific instanc&hofese interactions with the EU. These latter
are a subclass of two larger groups: one that dedwall interactions of outsiders with the EU,
another that covers all interactions of China vather main actors of international relations,
l.e. states and international organisations. THese groups in turn are both part of the

universe of all interactions among such actors.

After placing the cases under study so neatly mttarger order, | should add a
cautionary note. It has been argued that casemm@ey constructed by the researcher; that
they are not to be found by simple observation as @f a pre-existing universe of similar
phenomen&’ In fact, to a large extent “cases are ‘made’ byoking theories, whether
implicitly or explicitly, for justification or illstration, in advance of the research process or as

22

its result,”? and “[tlhe universe is inferred from the caé&This does not mean that it is not

useful to classify cases, which can help to panbther potential objects of research along

!9 George and Bennett 2005, p.67.
% George and Bennett 2005, p.69.
%l Ragin 1992, pp.4 and 7.

22 \Walton 1992, p.121.

2 Walton 1992, p.126.



similar lines, possibly even in a comparative pecspe. But one needs to be aware that
“general questions” and “theories” may work verifatiently when put in a different context,

and cases that appear comparable at first sight nadie very different shapes.

Although the cases under study belong to the usévesf all interactions among
international actors, it is important to stresstth@e analysis does not target states or
international organisations as unitary actors lather the level below them. From a
conceptual point of view, this research concendrate the interaction between the various
entities in the administrative structures of diéfier international actors. | will refer to this as
transnational bureaucratic interaction. In thise tword “bureaucratic” is used only to
emphasise the focus below international actorgdministrations or bureaucracies, and does

not imply any type of judgement or interpretation.

Accordingly, the units of analysis are individuacgsion-making units, which 1 will
term “bureaucratic agents.” They may include, fgaraple, ministries of involved states,
Directorate-Generals of EU institutions, as well ssaller units, like departments,
directorates, etc. or even individuals in influahpositions, whenever they play a meaningful
and traceable role in the decision-making proc€ks. emphasis here is on meaningind
traceable. In the case of the EU, the attempt tom@ose systematically bureaucratic entities
into smaller units, as long as they have some patesignificance in relations with China,
would not only lead to a confusing number of agtarsvould also result in insuperable
problems for empirical work. Therefore the degrédetail will depend, on the one hand, on
the requirements resulting from the concrete imetgtive context, on the other hand, on the
limits imposed by the constraints of empirical eesé.

How will the cases be studied? Most methodologitatature distinguishes between
nomothetic and ideographic case studies, of whigh former seek to apply or develop
general laws that are valid across time and spdtke \he latter follow a narrative, case-
specific approachi’ On the continuum between these two ideal-typasiomzhes close to the
nomothetic ideal type are not practicable for tlheppses of this research. First, since the
modalities of engagement between the administrataindifferent international agents have
hardly been theorised so far, there is no theoomfrwhich to start deriving testable
hypotheses that could be verified empirically, alsified in the Popperian senSegr that
would allow for the comparison of “observable incplions” of theory with empirical

4 The dichotomy is discussed explicitly in Elman &iohan 2001, p.13; for other typologies see fomepia
George and Bennett 2001 and 2005, Hall 2006, or/Astibott 1992,
% See Popper 1935 and 1999.
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observationd® Second, a thorough explanation of the concrete afit@s of China’s
interaction with the EU, or any other set of int#@ns between international actors, cannot
be based on any single general theory. At best authiltifaceted problem would require a

large group of theories — which would defeat thirempurpose of deductive method.

The problem is that while literature on methods docial sciences often lists many
different kinds of case studies, usually only mdthéor the nomothetic type are discussed in
any depttf’ Therefore | propose a new approach that is somewhalfway between
nomothetic and ideographic ideal tyd. introduce a general analytical framework that
identifies several dimensions of analysis and psepa number of theoretical tools for each
of them?® From this framework it is not possible to deriestable hypotheses or precise
predictions since its different elements allow far too many possible combinations. Yet it
does allow me to organise the analytical accoorgfdte assumptions explicitly that would be
implicit in a pure narrative, and to avoid too tkii a descriptiori’ The theories it refers to
serve mainly heuristic purposes in an otherwisemkeeutic undertaking aimed at

understanding in the Weberian sense.

This approach allows for a coherent tracing ofrélevant processes over time and the
identification of turning points, a kind of procesacing somewhere close to what George
and Bennett call a detailed narrativejet more selective as a result of the framewotktha
same time, it also maintains a certain flexibilitg, it is be possible to fit in factors of which
the importance only emerges in the course of tBe aaalysis. This reduces the probability of
leaving out any crucial factors simply because isngearing the wrong “analytical glasses”.
Lastly, the new approach also facilitates compariand cumulation in the sense of George

and Bennett?

% King, Keohane, and Verba 1994, p.46.

" See, for example, George and Bennett 2001 and, 20@$s. 4 and 6, as well as Hall 2006.

8 Amenta 1991 elaborates an approach that wouldfiaisosomewhere between the nomothetic and
ideographic extremes. It is based on elaboratiaglitiypes from competing theories which are thengared
with empirical observations. In the present cagetite lack of existing theories that makes tipigsraach
difficult to apply.

29 This framework has been introduced in sectiorab@ve and will discussed in further detail in cleapk

% This use of the general theoretical framework nemgall the concept of a “paradigm” in Robert K. kbers
definition, of which the function is to set out faeal concepts and their interrelations” and toidvamporting
hidden assumptions and concepts”; Merton 1968,25p4lL

31 George and Bennett 2005, pp.210-212.

%2 |n George and Bennett's typology the approach gsed here would probably be closest to “heuristiec
studies”; George and Bennett 2005, p.75.
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0.7 Conclusion

This introduction has outlined the bagcoblématiqueunderlying this research, i.e.
analysing and explaining the modalities of Chine¥gyagement the EU, and the question it
seeks to answer, on how outsiders deal with thedilhow Chinese foreign-policy makers
manage complex diplomatic challenges, and, at e rtlwroretical level, on the interaction
between international actors. It has summariseddle¥ance of these questions, an issue that
will come up again in various chapters of this ikieand introduced the analytical framework.
Over the last few pages, it has then discussedesearch design and some methodological

issues.

The first chapter will further elaborate the geheaaalytical framework presented
above, while chapter Il will discuss how China, g, and China-EU relations fit into it.
This will also be an opportunity to introduce intalethe three processes that make up the
three dimensions of this framework and, in theieiaction, define the patterns of China-EU
engagement, namely the Chinese and EU foreignypplhiacesses as well as the dynamics of
direct transnational bureaucratic interaction. Geagll will then present an historical
overview of China-EU relations, with special attentto the issue-areas this research is
focussing on, international and security. The ta@secstudies, the question of China’s market
economy status and the issue of the EU’s arms eyulagainst China, will then be treated in

chapters IV and V. Lastly, | will draw the genecahclusions from this research.
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Chapter I. Foreign Policy Making and Interactive Dynamics — Towards
a New Analytical Framework

The previous chapter has already pointed to the tfzat this research on China’s
engagement of the EU has more general implicatibm$act, if the cases selected for this
research are part of a wider universe of cases, ¢tine may enquire about the interactions
between any two (or maybe even more) internati@uabrs, i.e. states and international
organisations, with similar questions as those ddlere about China and the EU. Which
units and persons in the US administration engaigfe whom in the Russian government?
How do they interact, and what explains this irtBe? By which channels do Iranian
authorities connect with the UN and its specialisg@gncies? How does this affect their

capacity to reach certain foreign-policy goals?

Some international relations literature has prepdéne ground for this kind of enquiry
or moved close to certain related issues. Yet sth&xe is no single theory that can grasp the
core of the problem and provide any direct answ@isuch questions. Therefore, the goal of
this chapter is to develop a general framework daglysing transnational bureaucratic
interaction. The first section below will discus tpotential value and the limits of a number
of existing theoretical approaches that may appeamising for this research. The second
section will then combine some of them into a nealgical framework.

1.1 Existing Approaches to Bureaucratic Interactionand Their Limits

Interactions among the different players on theldvetage are one of the key concerns
of international studies and have been at the obérenuch scholarly research. Systemic
analyses of international politiésnost prominently Kenneth Waltz’'s neo-realiémyitings
on strategic interaction, deterrence, and the émite of mutual perceptioishe body of
literature that analyses strategic interaction ugothe use game thedngtructural realism

and regime theory,etc. — they all deal, in one way or another, wita various aspects of

! See for example Deutsch 1968, Rosecrance 1977.

% Waltz 1979,

% See for example Schelling 1966, Jervis 1982-83hies 1980.
* See for example Axelrod 1984.

® See for example Krasner 1983, Keohane 1983 andl. 198



interactions among international agents, most pnently states. Yet in all this, one particular
aspect has been largely neglected: the pattertraregnational bureaucratic interaction. Who
are the personalities or ministries on each sidelved in Schelling’s “diplomacy of
violence™? Beyond the factors that lead to a “demand forriveonal regimes” which

entities of the participating states cooperate¢ate the regime and how?

1.1.1 Foreign-Policy Analysis

The idea that many groups within an internatiorgera. participate in the making of
policies towards the outside, implicit in all qguess above, stems from the literature on
foreign policy analysis. This line of research oviged in the 19505 arising from the study
of public policy as a criticism of what was peregivas an overemphasis of the unitary state
in realist writing on international relations, amith a focus on the decision-making process
below the aggregate level of the statcademic interest in the decision-making apprdach
foreign policy, in particular efforts on “companagi foreign-policy analysis”, remained strong
until the late 1970% before it diminished considerably during the 1980she course of the
1990s, enquiries about the foreign policy of the puUshed towards a revival of the
approach! and more recently general interest has resurgedthout dwelling on the many
different approaches, theories, and interpretatiogt unites most of these writings is their
basic view of the foreign-policy process. Put simph the universe of the foreign-policy
analyst, inside any one international actor, puld&cision-making units cooperate and
compete in making policies towards another agenthenoutside, under the constraint of
public opinion, and with private entities trying tofluence this process or even directly

taking part in it.

From recognising that there are numerous entitieslved in the shaping of relations
with the outside, it is but a small step to ackremiging that each of them separately
maintains contacts with counterparts in other imagonal actors. In foreign-policy analysis,

® Schelling 1966, p.34.

" Keohane 1983, p.142.

8 One of the earliest works is Snyder, Bruck andirsap54.

° For a description of the origins of foreign poliayalysis in the study of public policy see Kesgi@d2. For an
insightful comparison between foreign policy anelyand the different strands of realism, see Guzzid
Rynning 2002.

19Some of the major publications are Frankel 198Bs@n 1969 and 1971, Rosenau 1967, 1971, and 1974.
1 See for example Hill 1993, Peterson and Sjurses.Jd998, White 2001.

12 See for example Charillon (ed.) 2002, Hill 2003.
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the phenomenon of transnational bureaucratic ictiera has not gone entirely unnoticed, yet
surprisingly little efforts have been made to egtemsearch in this direction. Guillaume
Devin is among the few to comment on this, pointing that foreign ministries still play a
key role in defining foreign policies, but they leamany contenders nowadays, as most other
branches of the executive manage “their own” irggomal relations® In his view, this
corresponds to a historical trend of th&'2@ntury that has seen ministries developing greate
activities in the international sphere, heads afiesbr government engaging more and more in
summit diplomacy, and even sub-national entitié® Iregions or provinces establishing
contacts across bordéfsThe idea of a multiplicity of foreign relationssal shines through
indirectly in Christopher Hill's definition of foign policy as “thesum of official external
relationsconducted by an independent actor (usually a)stataternational relations:® And

he states explicitly that while foreign ministriésy to achieve the status of gatekeeper and
clearing-house, in practice they have to accepeatgleal of parallel diplomacy on the part of

colleagues in ‘domestic’ ministries>

Beginning from these affirmations, could theoriek foreign-policy analysis not
constitute a good starting point to set up a passious theoretical framework for the present
research? This answer is no. Even if some authdtss field admit the existence of multiple
connections between the administrative structufediferent international actors, the focus
of foreign-policy analysis remains on decision-nmgkprocessewithin a certain international
actor. Similarly, when transnational phenomena anenowledged, they are understood as
factors in thignternal process, or as constraints on the policy-makiniyigcof bureaucratic
agents’’ The present research has to consider such int@moglesses of foreign-policy
making for both involved international actors, i&Ghina and the EU, yet at the same time it
needs to account for independent dynamics of dirgetaction between bureaucratic agents
from both sides. This is something related to, &amdsome extent resulting from, their
decision-making structures but essentially outsifiehem, with a logic of its own, and
beyond the reach of the conceptual tools of forgigincy analysis. This idea is different from

13 Devin 2002, p.219.

4 See on this Devin 2002, 219-222.

13 Hill 2003, p.3, my emphasis.

18 Hill 2003, p.4.

7 See Hill 2003, chap.8., especially pp. 204-20Types of relationships between states and trarmsrati
actors.
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analysing outside actors as exogenous constramntseodecision-making process, as is done
by some author¥.

Foreign-policy analysis has led to insights that lba considered pre-conditions without
which it would not be imaginable to ask the questithat are being asked here. At the same
time, some of the findings on foreign-policy makiaige useful for certain dimensions of the
present research, and will be discussed more @ldetthe following section. Yet foreign-

policy analysis by itself is not enough to servaa@eneral analytical framework.

1.1.2 Strategic Choice

Another approach that at first sight appears primgisvith regard to the present
endeavour is the strategic-choice approach, romtetie literature on strategic interaction
already quoted at the beginning of this sectioAccording to David A. Lake and Robert
Powell, it is based on “a vision of internationallipcs as strategic interaction of actors,”
whereby “[a] situation is strategic if an actor’bilay to further its ends depends on the
actions others také® This matches the sensibility of the present resetw the interactive
aspects of international politics. In addition #teategic-choice approach seems compatible
with a focus on actors below state-level, as thb@as state that “[n]o single level or set of
political actors is likely to be everywhere and ayw helpful in understanding international
phenomenon [sic]” and therefore “intentionally leawpen the question of whether
individuals, groups, states, international orgatmzes, or other entities are appropriate actors
in theories of international politic$®

The problem of this paradigm is that, beyond theegal flexibility as to the level of
analysis, it is based on rigorous rational-choleeotising and modelling. Lake and Powell
initially adopt a moderate perspective on this:k&.iother rational-choice analyses, the
strategic-choice approach assumes that actors pakesive choices, that they survey their
environment and, to the best of their ability, cé®ahe strategy that best meets their
subjectively defined goal$® It is easy to agree with this intuitive view oftars’ behaviour.

In fact, one might wonder to what extent such aeganstatement is meaningful at all. Yet,

18 Such an approach is taken, for example, in Pajmdakl Starr 1987; for a more technical model ofifgn
constraints on foreign policy making see Wittkopfldbehaven 1987 in the same edited volume.

19 Elaborated in the edited volume Lake and Powedi919

2 |ake and Powell 1999, pp.7-8.

L Lake and Powell 1999, p.16.

2 Lake and Powell 1999, p.7.
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from this simple starting point, Lake and Powelvelep strong assumptions that make the
strategic-choice approach inadequate for this stdidyansnational bureaucratic interaction.

First, they emphasise the basic need to distinchasiveen actors and their environment
and assume the two to be “analytically separabl&br them, the environment consists of
“actionsavailable to actors” and “amformation structure that defines what the actors can
know for sure and what they have to infer, if pbksifrom the behavior of others”, whereas
the attributes of actors argréferences defined simply as how they rank the possible
outcomes defined by their environment” and “phetiefsabout the preferences of othef$.”
| contend that it is problematic to assume setsctibns and an information structure to exist
independently from actors. In a complex contexingéraction, like for example between the
various units of two different administrative stiwes, available actions are virtually infinite
and information is essentially subjective, not objee. Second, the classical assumption,
taken up by Lake and Powell, of “complete and ttarespreferences”, meaning “that actors
can rank order the possible outcomes of known @&tio a consistent manner”, is also
problematic® Policy alternatives are complex and not alwaysuallyt exclusive, and as a
result it is difficult and often impossible to iddéy and rank order outcomes. Lastly, despite
the flexibility as to the level of analysis, theasegic-choice approach requires to focus
exclusively on the actor at the chosen level anaskume all activity below to be only within
this actor’® This kind of “boxing” is not useful when transgommental interactions at
different levels, e.g. top leaders as well as decimaking units within the administration,

are equally meaningful.

To be fair, some of the assumptions of the stretelgoice approach may become
helpful when accounting for “snapshots” of trangmal bureaucratic relations, specific
situations at a given point in time when actors @@l environments appear clearly separate,
when paths of action seem finite, etc. And undethscrcumstances, the analysis in the
empirical chapters of this study may indeed adolasinguage akin to that of rational-choice
analysts. However, sensitivity to changes over tima key feature of the process-tracing
method used in this research, which makes maniefissumptions of the strategic-choice
approach too simplistic. With regard to changesr divee, the perspective adopted in this

research is close to historical institutionalismhisla emphasises time as an explanatory

%3 Lake and Powell 1999, p.11.

4 Lake and Powell 1999, pp.8-11; original emphases.
% Lake and Powell 1999, p.7.

% Lake and Powell 1999, pp.14-16.
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factor?’ The emphasis of historical institutionalists ofintended consequences is also in line
with the critique of the strategic-choice approatihe previous paragraph Yet in the case
of China-EU relations, the very limited institutadisation of interactions excludes historical

institutionalism as a strong candidate for develgm theoretical framework.

1.1.3 Two-Level Games

For the analysis of interaction between administeaentities of two international
agents, the double constraint of two domestic peatiaking processes on an international
phenomenon may recall the literature on two-levaahgs’® The original two-level games
approach focuses on the substance of internatemgraements and how well it matches the
preferences of those domestic political players Waee to ratify the agreement. Put simply,
the logic of two-level games posits that the outeahan international negotiation (“level 1”)
can only become effective if it is a “win set” withthe domestic political arena (“level II") of
each of the participating states. Internationalotiatprs are playing simultaneously two
games, one international and one domestic. The gbathis approach is to explain
international bargaining outcomes that seem impiideiSrom a purely international, i.e.
“third image,” perspective through reference to dstit constraints, i.e. the “second

image.°

But the two-level games approach cannot fit theppse of the present research either.
There are several reasons for this. First, whikrdture using this framework is sensitive to
the role played by public and private sub-statetiest in various fora, and including side-
payments, it does not account for their transnatities®" Instead, it tends to use simplified
models of international interaction. In Robert Ruitrs original article, for example, the point
of encounter between two states is the negotiatiwhnothing else, i.e. the only interaction he
sees is between chief negotiattrShis makes sense given the focus of this appraach
explaining substantial outcomes from internatiomagotiations but does not match the goal
of explaining transnational bureaucratic interacti®econd, it is virtually impossible to adjust

the two-level games approach in order to use éxolain the multiple channels interaction

" See Pierson and Skocpol 2002 as well as Pierse® d18d 2003.

%8 pierson and Skocpol 2002, p.708.

2 |n particular Putnam 1988 and the contributionEtans, Jacobson and Putnam (eds.) 1993.
%0 See Moravcsik 1993, in particular pp.5-17.

31 Good examples for coverage of various actors araldre Eichenberg 1993 and Oddell 1993.
%2 putnam 1988.
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between the administrative structures of diffefatérnational actors. The interests of entities
involved in decision-making are far more diffuse the process of interaction than on the
substance of a negotiation. The choice of who tgda with and how has a far less direct
effect on any actor within the concerned politiegjther in relative (i.e. power) nor in

absolute (i.e. distributional) terms. As a restiie central notion of “win set” is hard to

operationalise. Lastly, for the specific agentssamofor this research, in particular the EU but
also China to a certain extent, the neat divisioth@ game into two levels does not match the
real nature of the policy making processes. If waated to adjust the model it should be

extended to a far more complex multilevel gathe.

In summary, while the two-level games approach $esuon explaining the substantial
outcome of international negotiations, the preses¢arch wants to account for the modalities
of transnational bureaucratic interaction. The gital issues at stake matter only to the
extent that they have an impact on these modalaied insofar as | draw conclusions on the
impact of the type of engagement on final outcorfies whether a foreign-policy goal is
achieved or not). This means that the models amstegis of two-level games are not

compatible with the goals of this research.

1.1.4 Literature on Transnational Relations

Despite substantial research on transnationalioaktand interdependence since the
1970s% very few scholars have treated the question ofstrational relations between units
of different governments. Two noteworthy exceptionl be discussed here: first, the work
by Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye on “tramsgmental” relationd® and, second,

Anne-Marie Slaughter's more recent research orstraiional “government networks”

Keohane and Nye focus directly on the interactietwieen the administrative structures
of different international actors. They start fréine observation that “bureaucracies find that
to cope effectively at acceptable cost with manyhef problems that arise, they must deal

with each other directly rather than indirectlyaiagh foreign offices.?” As a result there are

% On “multi-level games” see for example Collinsd@99.

3 See for example the special issuéntérnational Organizatioron “Transnational Relations and World
Politics”, edited by Keohane and Nye 1971, Keoham Nye 1977, Rosenau 1980, Rosenau (ed.) 1989, or
Snidal 1981.

% Keohane and Nye 1974 and 1977, especially chapsl 7.

% See Slaughter 2004.

37 Keohane and Nye 1974, p.42.
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multiple transnational connections, or for Keohamel Nye “transgovernmental relations”,
which they define as “sets of direct interactiomsoag sub-units of different governments
that are not controlled or closely guided by thégoes of the cabinets or chief executives of
those governments® They distinguish two types of transgovernmentadpesation. First,
there is “transgovernmental policy coordination,g.i“simply informal communication
among working level officials of different bureaactes.® Second, “transgovernmental
coalition building” means that “sub-units build dtans with like-minded agencies from
other governments against elements of their owniradirative structures” in order to
improve their chances of success in influencingsiee-making’® From this distinction the
authors move on to the main topic of their artidl@mnely to show the political significance of

international organisations in the context of tggm&ernmental relations.

The present research does not deal with the roletefnational organisations, but
nevertheless Keohane and Nye’s discussion of tovesgmental relations contains a lot of
useful elements for the explanation of transnatiobareaucratic interaction between
international actors. In fact, their notion of tsgovernmental relations targets the same
phenomenon as the notion of transnational buredadrderaction in this research. When
developing a new analytical framework in sectioof 2his chapter | will get back to some of
their points. Yet again, taken by itself, this agguh is not sufficient as a framework for my
purposes here. First, Keohane and Nye’s framewnlk covers “the relatively autonomous
activities of the lower-level bureaucracies as @@obto those of top leadership”, as they
regard the latter as cases for the “state-centidaiwhose inadequacies we are criticiziftg.”

In my view, top leaders do not necessarily needea@onsidered as perfectly representing a
certain international actor or as fully summarising their person. Such a perspective may
be adopted, and for good reasons, by researcherswdgose state-centric models — yet they
would most likely interpret statements and actibypsnany other decision-making units in a
similar fashion. Yet for the present purposes, legders, like lower level bureaucracies,
should be seen as units in a decision-making streicSince they are highly influential in
policy making and since their relations with foreigpunterparts may have particularly strong
repercussions on the overall pattern of interactitvey cannot be neglect&d Second,

although Keohane and Nye admit that transgoverrathegiations may also include important

% Keohane and Nye 1974, p.43.

%9 Keohane and Nye 1974, p.44.

“0Keohane and Nye 1974, p.44.

“l Keohane and Nye 1974, p.43-44.

“2|n this sense my notion of transnational bureaichateraction is a little larger than Keohane ahk'’s
transgovernmental relations; nevertheless, thectmazepts will be used interchangeably throughoeithiesis.
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episodes of conflict, they only consider cooperaffoMy goal is to trace the patterns of
transnational bureaucratic interaction, which meansannot disregard conflict. To the
contrary, insofar as this research is sensitivevdgation over time, conflict may be of
particular importance in explaining change. Lasthe types of transgovernmental relations
suggested by Keohane and Nye concern certain cesaaf interaction between specific
administrative entities. The emphasis in this resess, however, on the general modalities of
bureaucratic interaction. This larger issue catueotackled with the framework suggested by

Keohane and Nye.

Slaughter describes two types of governmental méssydorizontal and vertical ones.
The horizontal ones are “links between counterpattonal officials across bordef$"and
take three major forms. First, “[h]orizontal infoation networks [...] bring together
regulators, judges, or legislators to exchangerim&ion and to collect and distill best
practices.”® Second, “[e]nforcement networks typically spring due to the inability of
government officials in one country to enforce tbatintry’s laws.*® Third, “harmonization
networks [...] bring regulators together to ensurat tieir rules in a particular substantive
conform to a common regulatory standatfl.Vertical networks, by contrast, are “those
between national government officials and theirranptional counterpart$®which can be
divided into vertical enforcement and informaticetworks*® Slaughter does not provide an
abstract analysis of the emergence of such netwbrKact, after a reference to the article by
Keohane and Nye discussed in the previous paragtagpladds that her point “is not so much
to ‘discover government networks” but rather “toipt out their proliferation in every place
we have eyes to see, if only we use the right eiie

Conceptually, Slaughter’'s government networksribithe logic of transgovernmental
relations in the sense of Keohane and Nye: they ban considered instances of
transgovernmental policy coordination and may fmg®ven lead to coalition building. Yet
Slaughter’'s approach is more limited than that @fokKane and Nye. They start from a
political logic in which actors cooperate dependorgtheir positions, interests, habits, and
convictions. What can | do? What do | want to doRai\are the others’ interests? What do |

believe in and who do | trust? Should | change lEngt? Slaughter, by contrast, follows a

3 Keohane and Nye 1974, p.44.
4 Slaughter 2004, p.13.

> Slaughter 2004, p.19.

“® Slaughter 2004, p.19.

" Slaughter 2004, p.20.

“8 Slaughter 2004, p.13.

9 Slaughter 2004, pp.21-22.

*0 Slaughter 2004, pp.10-11.
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largely functional logic, in which a shared goakel better enforcement, information, or
harmonization, brings officials from different int@tional agents together, because it cannot
be reached alone. In fact, some of her exampldslike classical cases of neo-functionalist
spill-over®® e.g. when occasional meetings of central bankiees rise to networks first and

then to formal international organisatiofis.

This means functional networks in Slaughter’s sglise Keohane and Nye’s approach,
need to be kept in mind when developing a new quuoed framework in the following
section. Such networks are a reality of transnatidrureaucratic interaction and may be
important in determining who interacts with whometXhis concerns only a very particular

aspect, and it does not match the explanatory eshinf Keohane and Nye’s approach.

1.2 Outlining a New Approach

Given the absence of meaningful strong theoriesHerpurpose of this research, | will
now develop a new conceptual framework that isnithéel to give structure to the research, to
indicate promising explanatory variables and caus&chanisms, and to provide for
conceptual coherence in making assumptions expliciorder to render the highly complex
reality of transnational bureaucratic interactiomsore accessible | propose two
simplifications. First, the interaction will be payed as having a direction at the outset:
international actor A implements an initial pattefengagement towards international actor
B; this is then conditioned by the reception iteiges from the bureaucratic agents of B.
Subsequently there may be repeated stimulus-fekdbates between the two. Obviously,
this is not a realistic representation of the depelent of transnational bureaucratic
interaction, but it is useful for heuristic purpes&econd, this framework concentrates on
specific policies and how transnational bureaucratteraction evolves in their pursuit. It
would be impossible to account in general for alieractions between two international
actors. Not only are interactions at various lewdladministrations too numerous, happening
at the same time on many issues in various veriods traced consistently, many of them
are also virtually invisible, even to the eyeshs tlose observer. Policies that fit this purpose
must have vectorial characteristics, i.e. not drdye a substance but also a clear direction,
developed by A and targeted at B.

°l See Haas 1958, p.297; Haas 1961, pp.372, 377+8%8; 1964, p.48.
2 See Slaughter 2004, chap. I.
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These simplifications allow me to distinguish thig®cesses in order to explain the
modalities of transnational bureaucratic interactisee Fig.2.1). First, there are two policy-
making processes. One determines the goals ini@naatactor A is pursuing towards the
outside and how it wants to engage internationtdra8 for that end, while the second one
shapes the response by B to this engagement. Tigepitocess concerns the independent
dynamics of direct interaction between bureaucratitties on both sides, which also shape

the modalities of interaction.

Fig. 2.1:
Analytical Framework
Substance: Theoretical tools:
Decision making in agent A: Foreign policy analysis; in particular:
P | leads to policy towards agent B, incl. an initippeoach| Organisational process model (Allison)
rocess of bureaucratic actors in B’s foreign policy appasa Bureaucratic politics model (Allison)
Decision making in agent B: Foreign policy analysis; in particular:
p I Determines how A’s policy is received, and poss|uBrganisational process model (Allison)
rocess modifies A’s initial approach into a new pattern |@ureaucratic politics model (Allison)
bureaucratic interaction.
Dynamics of direct bureaucratic interaction: Match vs. mismatch in preferences and perceptions:
Decides whether and how well involved bureaucrpBeevious experience of cooperation
entities on both sides can cooperate. Preferences, worldviews (Keohane and Nye)
Process lll Personal relations between top officials
Mutual perceptions, issue perceptions
Governmental networks (Slaughter)

The following sub-section will discuss the defiaits and roles of international actors
and bureaucratic agents in this analytical framé&w®hen | will turn to the three processes,
l.e. introduce the two policy-making processeshi@ second sub-section, and lastly present
the independent dynamics of direct bureaucrateraation.

1.2.1 International Actors versus Bureaucratic Agen

Without further justification, the discussion sa faas been based on the distinction
between, on the one hand, states and internatiorgdnisations, which | refer to as
international actors, and the decision-making umtthin their administrative structures,
termed bureaucratic agenBima facie this appears like a straightforward and unprolaligmn
approach, but a closer look reveals a number ahthoconceptual issues. Both the inclusion
of international organisations in the purview o tiesearch and the focus on the activities of
administrative entities in international relatiandicate a departure from the traditional state-

centric vision of world politics. Yet a more flexgbdefinition of actorness necessarily leads to
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a great variety of international actors, going beystates and international organisations, and
including among others those administrative sulbswwhich | call bureaucratic agents. This
means in this sub-section | will first need to det@e a satisfactory definition of
international actorness, second, justify the exclusf certain actors for the purpose of this

research, and, third, provide criteria for distiistping some others as bureaucratic agents.

(i) A General Definition of International Actorness

That states qualify as international actors is ntested, and does not need any further
discussiort® They have been, and still are, the key actorsémtodern international system.
The question is rather: what other types of acterthere, and how can we define a wider
notion of actorness? Various general treatmentsindérnational relations explicitly
acknowledge and discuss the existence of non-stetters, including intergovernmental
organisations, national liberation movements, tmatienal corporations, non-governmental
organisations and even public opinf8nYet efforts at tackling the conceptual challenge o
defining international actors so as to accountbfath states and non-state actors are rare and

not always satisfying.

Brian Hocking and Michael Smith discuss the genemature of actorness in
international relations and propose three conctijatsshould allow us “to break away from
the rather narrow, state-related criteria of actesy’ namely the degree of autonomy of an
entity, the constituencies it represents, and flaence it can exeff. These may be helpful
dimensions for understanding and comparing theactenistics of different actors, but it fails
to provide clear criteria for what is an actor amgat not. Christopher Hill suggests a more
specific definition, based on an earlier approaglGlinnar Sjostedt: “an international actor
can be said to be an entity which is g€Jimitedfrom others, and from its environment; [...]
(2) autonomousin the sense of making its own laws and decisjon§ and which (3)
possesses certastructural prerequisitegor action on the international level, such as lega
personality, a set of diplomatic agents and theals#ipy to conduct negotiations with third
parties.®® However, these criteria lead to confusing resuitgrnational organisations are, by
their very nature, not clearly delimited from themember states and are not fully

autonomous, yet it would seem strange to genedalyy their actorness on these grounds.

%3 See, for example, the discussions of states asawtirs of the international system in Merle 1986p.1;
Merle 1988, part 3, chap.1; Hocking and Smith 12®@p.3; or Holsti 1992, pp.48-52.

> See for example Merle 1988, part 3, chap.2 ardbdking and Smith 1990, p.70; Holsti 1992, pp. B2-5
%> Hocking and Smith 1990, p.71.

5 Hill 1993, p.309, original emphases; see alsot&{tis| 977, especially chap.3.
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Similarly, transnational corporations and nongowental organisations do not possess
international legal personality but are nevertheledluential actors in certain international

contexts.

As an alternative, | suggest a simpler approaclvel@ifrom the criteria put forward by
Charlotte Bretherton and John Vogler. They discais$ength the issue of actorness, and
identify a set of five “basic requirements”: firsg “[s]hared commitment to a set of
overarching values and principles”; second, “[tHi®lity to identify policy priorities and to
formulate coherent policies”; third, [t]he abiligffectively to negotiate with other actors in
the international system; fourth, “[tlhe availatyiliof, and the capacity to utilize, policy
instruments”; and fifth, [djomestic legitimation décision processes, and priorities, relating
to external policies> Of these, the first and the fifth criterion aret eatirely convincing.
Shared values and legitimacy are issw#hin an entity, possibly affecting its stability and
sustainability over time. Yet their absence doesimpede action towards theutsideon

certain issues at a given time.

Therefore | intend to use the three other criter@osed by Bretherton and Vogler for a
general definition of international actorness, aggtlle to a wide array of entities that are
active on the world stage. An international acteent distinguishes itself by its ability to
formulate policies towards the outside, the avditgof policy instruments, and its capacity
to interact with other actors. This definition ceover all types of actors mentioned above,
and possibly even more. It could be argued, fongla, that it fits all entities of a taxonomy
elaborated by James N. Rosenau. He divides acttoswo large categories: micro-actors,
l.e. individuals, either as members or leaders larger group, or as independent actors, and
macro-actors, including states, governmental suts,uall kinds of organisations that go

beyond states, the “leaderless public”, as visiblepinion polls or riots, and movements.

(i) Many Actors, Different Roles

The general definition of international actornelsderated above entails the question of
how to discriminate between all these actors ireotd specify the focus of this research.
Keohane and Nye propose a taxonomy of “actors indamolitics” that can be helpful in that
regard>® First, they identify three categories: governmentatergovernmental, and

nongovernmental actors. This means that, despgteeparture from a state-centric approach

" Bretherton and Vogler 1999, pp.37-38.
8 Rosenau 1990, chap.6.
%9 Keohane and Nye 1971b, pp.730-732.
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to international relations, *“it is useful to retaithe governmental-nongovernmental

distinction.”®°

Within this taxonomy, the focus of this researemd of the analytical
framework, is on the governmental and intergovemaledimensions. Nongovernmental or

private actors only matter indirectly, as enviromaé factors that constrain public entities.

Second, Keohane and Nye distinguish aggregate sadike states and international
organisations or transnational corporations orptinate side, from their respective sub-units.
Their roles in world politics are indeed very ditfat. Aggregate actors stand for themselves,
representing entire collective entities, made upaopopulation, member states or even
shareholders and business partners. Their sub-inyitsontrast, cannot stand by themselves
and owe their role in international relations taeithbeing part of an aggregate actor,
regardless of whether they pursue their own namoganisational interests or those of the

larger entities they belong to.

States continue to distinguish themselves amongntngy types of international actors,
in that the most elaborate legitimising mechanisors/erge on them and in that they dispose
of the most remarkable concentrations of coercioevgs. To some extent, international
organisations, as entities founded by states, ladswfit from this authority, although they

usually do not match states in the scope of tratio.

This difference in the quality of actorness betwstates and international organisations
is reflected in international law. Aside from s&gtaternational legal personality is attributed
to international organisations, yet only to theeextrequired by the purposes for which they
have been established. In the words of the Intermat Court of Justice (ICJ): “Whereas a
State possesses the totality of international sigimd duties recognized by international law,
the rights and duties of an entity such as the Qrg#ion [i.e. the United Nations] must
depend upon its purposes and functions as spedfi@ahplied in its constituent documents
and developed in practicE” This means that the legal personality of inteorel
organisations is limited, and variable, accordmghie goals of each specific organisation, and
never as complete as that of states. It is impbrtiaat legal personality, in this sense, is
implicit to the functions an international orgartisa is entrusted with, and it does not have to
be spelled out explicitly in the constituent treXtyAlso, it has an objective character, i.e.
valid not only for the members of the internatioaajanisation in question states but also for
outsiders. The ICJ states that “fifty States, repnéing the vast majority of the members of

0 Keohane and Nye 1974, p.41.
%1 International Court of Justice 1949, p.10; thesazing behind this affirmation is elaborated orfpi0.
%2 Nguyen Quoc, Daillier, Pellet 1999, p.586.
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the international community, had the power [...] tang into being an entity possessing
objective international personalit}®>Yet the effective treatment of regional organisasi
suggests that this has become extendable to oted, possibly all, international

organisation§?

(i) Sub-Units as Bureaucratic Agents

The distinction between states and internationgduaisations as aggregate actors on the
one hand, and their sub-units on the other, is ratial importance for my analytical
framework. After all, the focus of the researclpiiscisely on the activities of those sub-units
and not on the aggregate actors themselves. Iir éeodemphasise this distinction, | have
chosen to use the term “international actors” nydsil states and international organisations
while the decision-making units in their respectdministrative structures are referred to as
“bureaucratic agents.” Individual officials, listeseparately by Rosenau, can be subsumed
into this latter category.

Given that the focus of this research is on bunedigccagents, one may wonder why
aggregate international actors should be of argvegice whatsoever. An easy answer to this
would be that the policies of which the implemeiotaigives rise to transnational bureaucratic
interaction are attached to aggregate actors. Yeh é¢he policy-making process can be
interpreted as rooted in the activities of bureaticragents. Aggregate actors nevertheless
play a very important role, as they define diffeenand sameness in transnational
bureaucratic contact and are therefore constitutveneaning in the interaction. World
politics swarm with an almost infinite number ofreaucratic agents, yet what determines the
meaning of their interactions is their respectiwdohging to larger international actors. A
bureaucratic interaction is of a totally differevdture if it is between two departments of two
different French ministries rather than betweerepagitment of the Italian foreign ministry
and the Asia Directorate of the Commission’s DGeRedr between a Chinese and a British
unit. This is to say that bureaucratic interactitor, the purposes of this research, is only
meaningful once we know that the involved unitséhdifferent identities, usually as part of

distinct international actors.

In the case of states, the identification of therebhucratic agents is rather
straightforward, leading directly to a set of demsmaking units within the central

%3 International Court of Justice 1949, p.15.
% Nguyen Quoc, Daillier, Pellet 1999, p.587.
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government. Geographical entities within a states fegions or provinces, may very well
develop international activities, and may be cosi®d international actors based on the
general definition proposed above, yet their raléhe making of their state’s foreign policies
is generally minimal. In the case of an internagionrganisation the situation is more
complicated. There are bureaucratic entities, &.gecretariat or some specialised agencies,
but aside from this, there are only the membeesthelow — who are aggregate international

actors themselves.

The question is then whether member states caormdered as bureaucratic agents of
an international organisation and therefore unitanalysis in the analytical framework | am
proposing, or whether | will have to move down trdaucratic entities below the member
states in order to be consistent with regard tolével of analysis. | argue that, for the
purposes of this research, member states can kaumratic agents and units of analysis, i.e.
decomposition into smaller units is not necessaatyuired — although it may be helpful and
insightful in some cases. Whether or not an engititself an aggregate international actor
does not really matter. It becomes bureaucratiotages soon as its role in a certain situation
is defined by its being part of another such acsttrich then constitutes the general context of
the interaction that confers meaning, or, put d#ifely, that defines inside and outside. From
a more general perspective on the hierarchies chlsorganisation, one could argue that
bureaucratic agency of a social entity is not lthke its qualities as such but results from its
relationship with others. This means that the franr& could also be applied at lower levels
of social organisation, e.g. with regard to thetaohbetween the sub-units of two different

ministries in the same state.

1.2.2 Explaining Modes of Engagement and Their Réoe

The question is now how to explain, on the one hdhd pattern of engagement,
developed by international actor A towards intdoratl actor B, and, on the other hand, B’s
reception and potential conditioning of it. In marhework these are processes | and Il. A
variety of complex dynamics has to be accountedIfothe easiest case, both engagement
and reception may be based on simple routines efotireaucratic agents in charge. This
would be the case, for example, when a trade paiatter is discussed between the
competent ministries of two states. But bureaucragents may decide to reconsider their

routine and develop a new kind of engagement ogptean. Also, on both sides, several
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bureaucratic agents may be involved, each pospiaierring different types of interaction.
And in each administration there may be competiGorwhich entity should be in charge and

which diplomatic strategy for engagement or recegpto choose.

(i) Organisational Logic and Bureaucratic Politics

In order to analyse the decision-making behind spatterns of engagement and
reception, | suggest resorting to a fundamentaingigson between two types of mechanisms,
proposed by Graham Allison as alternatives to tlaesecal model of the state as unitary,
rational agent, summarised in his “OrganizationedcBss Model” and the “Bureaucratic
Politics Model.® The presentation of these models triggered amsite debate, which
inspires foreign-policy analysts until today, antishn received substantial criticism, some
of which will be discussed below. Nevertheless, tthe alternative models are useful in that
they capture the two basic features of foreigngyolseen as a public decision-making
process, or two “fundamentally different constraion rationality.®

The Organizational Process Model focuses on thanisgtional routines that constrain
the decision-making process, as they result froen“standard operating procedures” of the
various entities that make up an administratio@ne of Allison’s examples concerns the
routines of US reconnaissance flights over Cuba plaatly determined when the missile
build-up was recognised. Another example could be the EU’s decision to wtmWwards
recognising Mongolia as a market economy. Althoaghactor in the EU’s foreign policy
process is opposed, market economy status hasehditegn granted because Mongolia has
not been able to provide formal evidence that rifoons to the EU’s criteria for a market
economy’® The Bureaucratic Politics Model, by contrast, eagi$es the constant bargaining
for influence on policy decisions among the mantities within an administration. “The
necessary decentralization of decisions requiredafdion on the broad range of foreign
policy problems” has the effect that “power is gtfirand leads to “bureaucratic politics:
bargaining along regularized channels among plapesstioned hierarchically within the

government.”® For Allison the factors determining the outcomdssoch bargaining are

% Allison 1969; later elaborated in a monograph,Astison 1971, as well as the second revised edlifiison
and Zelikow 1999.

 Welch 1992, p.118.

67 Allison 1969, p.700.

% Allison 1969, pp.703-705.

% Interview EU 20 (Q3 2007); interview with diplomaftan EU member state who has worked on Mongolia
prior to China.

O Allison 1969, p.707.
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essentially the positions of the persons involvad their personalities- Allison uses the
example of the discussions within Kennedy's ExeeutCommittee (ExCom) during the
Cuban Missile Crisis, but one could also referhe fierce bargaining among the Chinese

ministries concerned by negotiations towards WTEeasion'>

For the purposes of this research, both of thessthamésms can be considered to operate
in all phases of decision making, i.e. during thenfation of options, the actual moment of
decision, and the implementation of the decisiona Ireview of Allison’s models, David A.
Welch argues that the organisational model shows ‘leoganizational routines constrain the
formation of options” and “how routines affect ilpientation” but “does not operate at the
moment of decision’ This is definitely true for major foreign policyedisions. The choice
of one of the options on the table of the ExConartjewas not a matter of routine, and
neither was the Chinese decision to pressure théosidrds reconsidering its arms embargo
on China. Yet with regard to the decisions on whao the other side” to engage and how,
decisions may very well be based on organisatiooatines, unless of course there is a
conscious design of a new approach. For the burageigolitics model, Welch recognises

that it operates during all three phases of detisiaking’*

(i) The Degree of Central Control

Both of Allison’s models emphasise, in different ywa the divisions within the
administrative structure of an international ag&hat he neglects, though, is that in addition
to these “centrifugal” tendencies, as one could t&m, there is a “centripetal” force,
represented by hierarchies and central authoritis fias also been pointed out by some of his
critigues. Welch notes that the presence of claarafchies limits the validity of the
bureaucratic politics model, in that they reduce tbom for bargaining or turn it into
competing efforts of persuasion towards the higlamking official’> He also recalls that
routines are not only a negative constraint ongi@stmaking but positive and indispensable
tools of governance in complex situations, and thay can be modified, often quickly and
effectively’® Stephen D. Krasner points to the great potentfiiénce of the top leadership

in the entire process from option formation, to thetual decision and on to its

" Allison 1969, p.709.
2 See Pearson 2001.
S Welch 1992, p.117.
" Welch 1992, p.118.
> Welch 1992, pp.132-133.
®Welch 1992, pp.124-127.
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implementatior” In his analysis of US politics, the president caadify, and sometimes
override, the constraints of both organisationatires and bureaucratic politi€s.

A good way of combining the centrifugal and cerdtg logics and linking them to
transnational bureaucratic interaction is propobgdKeohane and Nye. They discuss the
influence of “conflict of interest among sub-unitsf an administration and “the degree of
central control by top executive leaders” on tranvggnmental coalition building. On the
one hand, conflict of interest within a certain adistration creates motivation for
transnational bureaucratic interaction in thatntairages bureaucratic agents to search for
allies outside instead of within the administratsteicture of their own international actor. In
Keohane and Nye’s analysis, for this to happenraducratic agent “must perceive a greater
common interest” with a bureaucratic agent of aeothternational actor “than with at least
one pertinent agency” within the administrativaistare of its owrinternational actof’ On
the other hand, executive control determines whettiere is the opportunity to engage in
transnational bureaucratic interaction. To allow foto happen “control must be loose
enough to permit this perception [of common intdre® be translated into direct

[transgovernmental] contact&"”

Fig. 2.2 shows this graphically, in a slightly astped version of Keohane and Nye’'s
graphical representation. Moving from the top tefthe bottom right quadrant conflict within
the concerned administrative structure diminishres @ntral control increases, which means
that both the motivation and the opportunity foangnational bureaucratic interaction
decrease, making it less and less likely. In betwead including the bottom left and top
right quadrants, there is a zone with an open rhirativation and opportunity.

The distinction between centrifugal and centripefimices in policy making and
transnational bureaucratic interaction is far mitv@ an analytical technicality and highly
consequential. In fact, it points to a profoundedima that faces virtually any official
engaged in interaction with bureaucratic agentaradther international actor. As Keohane
and Nye put it, “[e]Jven in democratic societies,e thborderline between legitimate

trangovernmental behavior and treason may be uriiea

" See Krasner 1972.

8 Krasner 1972, p.169.

" Keohane and Nye 1974, p.48.
8 Keohane and Nye 1974, p.48.
81 Keohane and Nye 1974, p.48.
82 Keohane and Nye 1974, p.49.
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Fig. 2.2:

Administrative structure (AS) and transnationaldawrcratic interaction (TBI)
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Adjusted from Keohane and Nye 1974, fig.1, p.49.

This scheme does not pretend to deliver the keyredicting transnational bureaucratic
interaction. Its main virtue is to complement Adiies models with the influence of central
control. Specific outcomes can only be explainedainletailed analysis of organisational
routines and bureaucratic bargaining as well asptieeise role of central control. Careful
consideration of this latter factor is particulangportant since, unlike Keohane and Nye, |

include contacts between top leaders in transratimreaucratic interaction.

In all this there may be important differences lestw crisis situations and “business as
usual.” Intuitively, one could suspect that the tepdership becomes deeply involved in all
aspects of a certain issue only when it becomesyargency situation of the highest priority,
as for example in the case of the Cuban Missilsi€which both Allison and Krasner discuss
in much detail. Under normal circumstances, by m@stt both organisational routines and
bureaucratic politics have a stronger impact. Big kbogic also works the other way, as
Krasner points out: “In crises when time is shdre tPresident may have to accept
bureaucratic options which could be amended undee feisurely conditions®® This means
that the actual impact of perceived emergencyhwdlle to be assessed carefully on a case-by-
case basis.

In summary, in processes | and Il of the framewdtrk, mechanisms based on Allison’s

organisational and bureaucratic bargaining logaslmne to determine in international actor

8 Krasner 1972, p.176.
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A the pattern of engagement towards internatiootdraB, and to shape in B the reception
and conditioning of it. In addition to Allison’s rdels, these processes also consider the role
of hierarchies and central control, and how theyy ntanstrain tendencies towards
transnational bureaucratic interaction. It is impot to emphasise the validity of these
mechanisms for explaining both the pattern of eagant and its reception. Literature in the
tradition of foreign-policy analysis has mostly centrated on the active rather than the
passive dimension of foreign policy, i.e. the depehent of policiesowardsthe outside and
not the reaction to approachizem the outsidé€® Yet Allison’s models are also applicable
when analysing the reception of a specific moderafagement. For example, organisational
routines may determine whether a specific issweat with by the diplomat who was first
approached or passed on to a colleague, a subtadinaa superior, or possibly even to
another ministry. Bureaucratic politics may intargen determining which ministry will have
the honour (the obligation) to be in the press withopular (unpopular) official visitor. And

central control constrains both mechanisms.

1.2.3 Direct Relations between Bureaucratic Erstitie

Unlike the analysis of decision-making inside intgronal actors discussed in the
previous sub-section, this third dimension of trearfework, or process Ill, does not consider
the positions and activities of certain bureaucratitors within their respective polities. It
rather takes their direct relations with their ciauparts on the outside as a factor explaining
the modalities of interaction between internaticagents.

(i) Preferences, Worldviews and Personal Relations

To get a grip on this complex reality, | will stdrom Keohane and Nye’s treatment of
transgovernmental relations, yet without followingheir distinction between
transgovernmental policy coordination versus caalibuilding. In my view, these are simply
different points on a continuum from loose to en@re intensive transnational bureaucratic
interaction. In fact, Keohane and Nye themselvedesthat “transgovernmental policy
coordinationshades oveinto transgovernmental coalition buildinG. They also introduce a
third kind of transgovernmental relationship, nam#étansgovernmental elite networks”, a

8 Frankel 1963 is an exception in that he distirtyess‘initiative” from “reaction” in foreign policypp.178ff.
% Keohane and Nye 1974, p.46, my emphasis.
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potential result of “widespread” policy coordinatjdut without much further discussion and
without clearly positioning such networks with respto the other two typ&8 This indicates
that the concentration on these concepts risk® tiariting rather than enriching, even to the
point of distorting real phenomena when forcingnthato a limited number of specific
categories. Instead, my goal is to use KeohaneNy&ls analysis to identify factors that
explain why transnational bureaucratic interactmoay emerge and intensify at times, or

weaken, even to the point of disruption, at others.

Keohane and Nye point out that “bureaucracies [finfithey must deal with each other
directly” and that “[clommunications among govermt® increase”, including “direct
contacts among officials of what were once consideprimarily domestic government
agencies® “[[lnformal communication among working level affals of different
bureaucracies” for them is “the most basic andudéf form of transgovernmental policy
coordination.®® For me this is simply one end of the continuumimdreasingly close
transnational bureaucratic interaction, and in § alao a precondition for any stronger form
of cooperation. What are the factors that makeracteon move away from this pole and
along the continuum? Keohane and Nye mention tleeab“common interest, professional
orientation, and personal friendship” in creatimgnsgovernmental elite networksThis
indicates a three factors that promote strengtlgetiansnational bureaucratic interaction,
namely shared preferences, matching worldviews, gondd personal relations. The
perception of overlapping interests can be conedlea necessary condition for any
strengthening of transgovernmental cooperationis lbbvious that this is facilitated by
commonalities in worldviews, i.e. basic “assumpsibmcluding “images of other actors in
the world, causal beliefs about how they interathwne another, and prescriptions about
appropriate courses of actioll.”Equally intuitive is the positive impact of comitée
personalities and the resulting constructive dywcanim personal relations. As has already
been pointed out above, this includes for this aege also relations between top officials,
contrary to Keohane and Nye'’s view.

In their discussion of transgovernmental coalitibuilding, i.e. particularly close

transnational bureaucratic interaction in which b'euits of different governments [...]

8 Keohane and Nye 1974, p.46. Their reference amégovernmental elite networks” anticipates Slaergt
idea of “government networks” developed about tltteeades later.

87 Keohane and Nye 1974, p.42.

8 Keohane and Nye 1974, p.44.

8 Keohane and Nye 1974, p.46,

% Mowle 2003, p.562.
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®1 the authors also mention another

jointly use resources to influence governmentalsieas,
factor, namely that the bureaucratic agents “mustable to combine their resources
effectively.” At first sight, the condition that “political resres (such as funds, prestige,
information, and consent — where required, foranse, by the rules of an international
organisation) of actors outside a government mastdiuable to at least some actors within
it 3 may seem again quite intuitive. Yet at the samme tithis is probably the rule rather than
the exception. At least if we assume that usuakbydgovernmental relations, based on
matching preferences and worldviews as well as goardonal relations, develop between
units or persons working on similar issues at simlevels, then the very fact that the

counterpart is in the place he or she is in imgdi@sultitude of valuable resources.

So far the discussion has only covered instancesooperative behaviour. In fact,
Keohane and Nye completely disregard discord amdlicb® Yet transnational bureaucratic
interaction may very well worsen, and this in fuotof the same factors that explain their
strengthening. Conflicting preferences or worldwsewr problems in personal relations can
bring transnational bureaucratic interaction dowa tontinuum towards the simplest forms
of communication, or even completely interrupt thlationship. This can initiate a dynamic
of changing patterns in transnational bureaucratieraction as bureaucratic agents start
looking for new counterparts in the internationatoa that is the target of their policy. In
terms of the substance of foreign policy suchatiwins are likely to render reaching the
policy target far more difficult. In the worst casea relationship is disrupted and no new

bureaucratic contact can be established, it maycomise the entire policy.

(i) The Role of Perceptions

An important element in explaining the modalitie§ toansnational bureaucratic
interaction is perceived reality. Keohane and Nye nibt treat this explicitly since they
concentrate on objective factors, a strategy thamfses clearer explanatory statements.
Stating that “A and B cooperate because they slihee same interests” is more
straightforward, after all, than saying that “A aBdcooperate because their perceptions of
their interests are similar.” Nevertheless, in akphg behaviour of groups or individuals,

what shapes decisions about courses of action, asifébr example whether or not to interact

%1 Keohane and Nye 1974, pp.46-47.
92 Keohane and Nye 1974, p.49.
% Keohane and Nye 1974, p.49.
% Keohane and Nye 1974, p.44.
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with a certain bureaucratic agent of another irgtomal actor, are perceptions about
objective facts rather than objective facts themesel This should not be seen to imply that
perceptions are necessarily wrong or deviate frojaabive facts. Perceptions that turn out to
be wrong may very well be adjusted, and often gioes may be close to observable reality
from the beginning. But it is important to see tlp@rceptions and objective facts are
analytically distinct.

The impact of all factors treated above as detangithe evolution of transnational
bureaucratic interaction, i.e. the match in prefees and worldviews, the quality of personal
relations, and the compatibility of political resoes, can all be linked to perceptions.
Matching preferences depend on how each bureatiagdint perceives its own interests and
those of its counterparts. Worldviews are entiahput perceptions. And personal relations
hinge on the perceptions of a counterpart’s petsqgoalities, like reliability, respect for
others, tastes, etc. This shines through when Keohad Nye talk about the “perception” of
common interest® or when they discuss the negative impact on tetitemal bureaucratic
interaction when “in a xenophobic society foreigsaurces are heavily devalued, or regarded
negatively.®®

Yet the question of perceptions merits a more thgiodiscussion. Three types of
perceptions can be identified as shaping transmatioureaucratic interaction. First, it matters
how bureaucratic agents perceive themselves, tbkgrin the administrative structure they
are part of, and the international actor they bglian This means in particular which role they
ascribe themselves not in the formal hierarchywaith regard to their substantial relevance
on specific issues, which type of activity theynthithey are doing, especially whether
political, technical or representative, how thegl fieir role in the administration is perceived
by their colleagues in other units of the same adstration, and whether they feel
underestimated or disrespected by their peers.nBedbere are the perceptions of their
counterparts, their role in their administrativeusture, and the international actor these
counterparts are representing. All this influenttes factors discussed by Keohane and Nye,
i.e. a bureaucratic agent’s views on its interaats on the interests of the international actor it
belongs to, the perception of overlapping intergsth their counterparts, their worldviews,
the potential for positive personal relations arftether they perceive political resources as
compatible and combinable.

% Keohane and Nye 1974, p.48.
% Keohane and Nye 1974, p.49.
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If consideration of these first two types of petoaps is simply a way of getting a more
accurate view of the factors proposed by KeohameNye and already discussed above, the
third type is a of a different nature in that ihcerns perceptions of issues. Issues can be seen
as “particular items over which states negotidfehile “it would be a mistake to believe
that issues represent fundamental units of intenmalt relations which are discrete and clearly
defined”, their definition depends instead “on @gnent among the states involvéd This
means for instance that in US-EU relations at ane the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy
may be an issue while at another the policies oraba imports of the EU become an issue in
their own right. The agreement between two intéonal actors on what is an issue in the
relations between them does not imply, howevet, libth sides also share the same views on
the nature of the issue. Here one could cite tlaengke of the Iranian nuclear programme. It
is beyond doubt that both Iran and the US agrekthisis an issue between them, yet for the
US it is mostly a matter of regional security ammh+proliferation while for Iran sovereignty
and national prestige play a considerable role.

For transnational bureaucratic interaction it isctal how bureaucratic agents perceive
the nature of a certain issue as these perceptianglirectly linked to the logic the agent
follows when trying to solve problems that arisehwiegard to the issue in question. If
bureaucratic agents on both sides share the saoe perceptions they are likely to approach
problems based on the same logic. This may falitsolutions despite differences in
interests. By contrast, when there is a mismatdbsune perceptions, the involved entities are
likely to approach the issue each with a differémgjic, communication and mutual
understanding will be troublesome and problem-sgiwery difficult. To illustrate one can
think of a trade dispute. If the bureaucratic ageinbm both sides agree on the purely
commercial nature of the problem and that it haset@esolved with reference to WTO rules,
their interaction will be different from a case which one of the two side considers it a
political issue that rather than application okesitequires a bargained agreement between the

involved patrties.

The interplay of issue perceptions in transnatidmaleaucratic interaction is highly
complex and defies any simple classification. YatHeuristic purposes one can distinguish
two dimensions of issue perceptions and from treketch out some typical interactive
dynamics (see fig.2.3). On the one hand, perceptioay vary with regard to the political

significance attached to the issue. This can be as@ continuum between a purely technical

" Snidal 1981, p.35.
% Snidal 1981, p.36.
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and a purely political pole. Perception of an isaggechnical in nature implies that problems
should be solved with reference to generally aamkpiles or on the basis of objective expert
knowledge. The example above of a dispute congidasecommercial in nature and to be
resolved through application of WTO rules is a gatdbstration of this. Another example
could be a dispute on territorial waters which ansidered of legal nature and therefore
submitted to an international court. If an issu@esceived as of a political nature, it means
that solutions to problems can be found througlgddamg and mutual concessions. An
example could be a dispute on territorial watergvimich a party sees vital interests at stake
and wants to make it part of a larger bargainetese¢nt that balances pay-offs for both
sides.

One the other hand, there are the varying degreggntbolic connotations to an issue,
i.e. one can imagine a second continuum betweeoleaqd simple, factual issues and one
with a great symbolic charge. The symbolic dimensiends to amplify the interests of
involved bureaucratic agents and therefore redinsgsreadiness for compromise, be it in the
context of a rules-based settlement or in a baimgisituation. The integration of the EU air
transport market can be taken as an example fpmadlically-charged technical isstieOn
the one hand, it is a complex technical procesaerjing and simplifying regulation in order
to allow for profitability, while on the other hantdtouches on national prestige since it puts
at risk the continued existence of flag carriensist complicating and prolonging the entire
process. The conflicting claims over islands in 8mth China Sea can serve as an example
of a symbolically-charged political issue. Whileete may be room for a bargained solution,
as the issue is perceived as linked to nationatreignty it is difficult for all parties to agree

on compromises.

% See Woll 2006.
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Fig. 2.3:

Four ideal-types of issue perceptions
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How does transnational bureaucratic interactionlvevan case of matching or
mismatching issue perceptions by the involved hwoedic agents? There is no sense in
discussing in detail all possible combinations luése different types of issue perceptions,
themselves more illustrative than exhaustive. Ydééwa general points are in place. If the
bureaucratic agents on both sides share the samepgien of the issue in terms of its
technical versus political nature, they are likey approach it in similar ways, which is
conducive to the continuation and the strengthewihgteraction. This means that similar
issue perceptions facilitate interaction and coafp@n in solving any problems, but it does
not imply that cooperation and solutions can beerator granted. In the case of technical
issues, the parties will still have to agree onapplicable set of rules and their interpretation,
or bargain a final deal on political issues. Ifrthare divergences as to the technical or
political nature of an issue, communication becomese difficult with growing room for
misunderstandings on problem-solving approachesnzaybe on the nature of the problems
themselves. This is likely to create tensions ems$national bureaucratic interaction, and
possibly even lead to the complete interruptioraitact between the involved bureaucratic

agents.

The situation in which matches or mismatches wethard to the symbolic dimension of
issue perceptions occur is harder to summarisee@iy speaking, a situation of few
symbolic connotations for all involved bureaucrasigents, or even none at all, is most
conducive to smooth transnational bureaucratic racteon, ceteris paribus Symbolic
connotations in the perceptions of an issue tenduttarally determined and case-specific,
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which means their effect on interactive behavieuhard to predict. For sure, they introduce
an element of uncertainty in the relationship betwéureaucratic agents and increase the
likelihood of miscommunication. This implies thats soon as an issue gains a symbolic
dimension, it is better for transnational bureaticranteraction if this is the case in the

perceptions of only one of the involved agents. &mmple, the interaction of the Chinese
and Japanese ministries of foreign affairs on #isea of the contested Diaoyu Island would
probably be easier if one side wouldt see it as a matter of indivisible sovereignty and
national prestige. Lastly, interaction is generatipst difficult if an issue is symbolically

charged for both sides, although this may greadlgy \depending on degrees and types of

symbolism.

In summary, the independent dynamics of transnakibareaucratic interaction depend
first and foremost on the factors identified by Kane and Nye, i.e. the degree of overlap in
preferences and worldviews, the quality and poééntf personal relations, and the
compatibility of political resources when considericloser forms of cooperation. This
analytical picture can be completed by linking théactors to perceptions by the involved
bureaucratic agents of themselves, the interndti@ator they are part of and their
counterparts. Finally, whether transnational buceatic ties continue, strengthen, worsen, or
are interrupted also depends on matches or misemitichthe perceptions of the issues by
those agents. In general, it is most conducivedntinued contact if there is agreement on an
issue in terms of its technical or political natunath symbolic connotations as limited as

possible.

1.3 Conclusion

In this chapter | first explored a number of exigtitheoretical approaches for the
contributions they can make in answering the qaestset out in the introductory chapter. |
found that while some do have something to say tabextain aspects of this research, none
of them can cover all of its aspects. In a seceuntian, | therefore developed a new analytical
framework starting from the two most promising a@whes discussed in the previous
chapter, i.e. foreign policy analysis and the éitare on transgovernmental relations. This
framework proposes to analyse transnational burafiacinteraction between any two
international actors by distinguishing three sefganprocesses. First, the policy-making

process in international actor A determines hovbitiseaucratic agents initially approach their
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counterparts in the administrative structure okinational actor B. Second, the policy-
making process in B shapes the reception of thiglirapproach, especially whether it is
accepted as it is or transformed. For both of tha®eesses, | suggested to explain the
outcomes, i.e. A’s initial approach and B’s reattiwith reference to three different logics,
namely an organisational logic focusing on standapdrating procedures, a bureaucratic
politics logic that points to bargaining among dem-making units within an administration,
and lastly the logic of hierarchy and central cohthat counteracts to some extend the other
two. The third process concerns the independenardigs of direct interaction between
bureaucratic agents of A and B, in particular tbatimuation, strengthening, weakening or
disruption of transnational bureaucratic interactiblere | concentrate on two logics. First,
the matching preferences and worldviews, the quefippersonal relations, and compatibility
of political resources between bureaucratic agehtthe two international actors, and how
this relates to their perceptions of themselvesis international actor and their counterparts.
Second, | consider a logic of interaction as iulessfrom perceptions of the nature of issues

and their match or mismatch between the bureaaaggnts of A and B.

Transnational bureaucratic interaction, or the nitda of interaction between the
administrative structures of two international asiglays a significant role in determining to
what extent policy goals can eventually be achieltad not the primary goal of this research
to explain success or failure in foreign policyt the following chapters will all try to make
suggestions about links between patterns of trdiosr@ bureaucratic interaction and
performance with regard to the substance of pdlici/hether one picks the *“right”
counterpart or not when initially approaching amotimternational actor may have a decisive
impact on the entire policy — just as the reachgrthis counterpart may go far in determining
which side can further promote its interests. Thieadl contact between bureaucratic agents
also contributes to the shaping of substantiala@utss. Keohane and Nye point out that even
rather simple forms of transgovernmental relatioresy lead to “changes in attitudes” and
“will at least marginally change policy and affétt implementation*®® And they add that
“[e]lven where attitudes are not fundamentally afdcand no major deviations from central
policy positions occur, the existence of a senseobtiégiality may permit the development of
flexible bargaining behavior in which concessioreeh not be requited issue by issue or

during each period:®*

1% Keohane and Nye 1974, p.45.
191 Keohane and Nye 1974, p.46.
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Before moving on to the next chapter, it is impotteo point to the influence of the
larger international environment, although it has direct influence the modalities of
interaction between the bureaucratic agents of imternational actors. Yet the policy
processes of the involved polities and the dynamiagglations between bureaucratic entities
may very well be influenced by other internatioaelors and the relations between them. The
international environment may influence the makifidoreign policy within each polity by
changing interests, beliefs, etc., it may affea tles between decision-making units and
individuals by creating norms, supplying (or poBsilinterdicting) certain venues for
encounters, etc. and it may impact perceptionseiflhdirect, this is an important factor, and
the case studies in chapters V and VI will highlighch international influences at various

points.
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Chapter Il.  Fitting China and the EU into the Framework

After the more theoretical discussions of the grasichapter, the question arises of how
the analytical framework matches the internaticabrs that are the focus of this research
and their interactions. Therefore in this chaptettempt to fill the abstract categories it
proposes with substance from what is generally knatout foreign-policy making in China
and in the EU and about the relations between e The goal is to demonstrate the
applicability of the analytical framework and itarables and causal mechanisms before

moving on to the empirical chapters of the thesis.

The first section below introduces the Chineseifprgolicy process, i.e. process | of
the analytical framework, and elaborate how orgaiwsal logic, bureaucratic bargaining and
the degree of central control shape Chinese appesaaf the EU. Due to the opaqueness of
decision making in China, | devote substantial spacthe identification of the bureaucratic
agents involved and their role in the process. Sd¢eond section will then do similarly for EU
foreign policy, or process Il of the framework, atrg to elucidate the EU’s reception of
Chinese approaches. As there is some more tramgyaire the EU’s foreign-policy process
as well as more previous research available, thisio is kept more concise. The third
section will consider how process Ill of the frantely the independent dynamics of direct
transnational bureaucratic contacts, may playairotlefining patterns of interaction between
China and the EU.

2.1 The Chinese Foreign-Policy Process

For a variety of reasons, it is difficult to undersd the nature of the Chinese foreign
policy process. First, the political system it mleedded in is relatively young. After the end
of imperial rule in 1911, it took almost four deeadof revolution and civil war before
relative stability returned with the founding ofet?RC in 1949. Since then there has been
constant tension between institutionalisation aedsgnal rule, with recurrent crises. This
means that the political system of the new statddcoot mature and find a sustainable
balance in the decades following its establishmasthas been the case for other states
founded after the Second World War, like for exaanihle Federal Republic of Germany. It



was only after the Cultural Revolution, which candonsidered a crisis of extreme personal
rule, that an evolution began which has led thdipal system more or less continuously to

the present situation.

Second, even these developments of the reformaara lheen slow, very much in line
with Deng Xiaoping's step-by-step approach to nefoas reflected in his quote on feeling the
rocks while crossing a rivedi{ £1 k1L — nmbzhe shitou guohé). This means we are still
faced with a system that is to some extent “inrtfaking”, where decision-making processes,
including on foreign-policy, are still maturing asdmetimes changing. Third, although this
evolution of the past 30 years can be considerechasng a strong component of
institutionalisation, personalities and personalvoeks still play an important role in Chinese
politics, and the course of reform, including inrtpraular the pace and direction of political
and administrative innovation, depends largely &ictv faction manages to have its members

in the right places at the right time. Fourth, @t@nese political system is all but transparent.

As a result, apart from referring to literaturetba Chinese political system and foreign-
policy making, which has difficulties keeping pae#éh the evolution, it is indispensable to
use as many additional clues as possible to getnderstanding of the process during the
period this research is focussing on. The followsudp-sections therefore take some pain in
elaborating on the membership of various top decisnaking bodies, since this can provide
important hints on the relevance of both the orgartgiestion and the persons involved. This
is all the more important as the period focussed,hes. 2002-2007, begins with a leadership
transition, from Jiang Zemin and Zhu Rongji to Hatdo and Wen Jiabao as the leadership
duo formed by the party General-Secretary and tage $remier.

As China is a state, it is beyond doubt that itliffea as an international actor in the
context of the theoretical framework developedha previous chapter. Yet with regard to
bureaucratic agents, things may look a bit confysmtially, as China is an enormous
country where politics happens on many levels, ftbencentre down to villages. And indeed,
the room for external activities by local governtezspecially provinces, has grown since
the beginning of reform policy in the late 197082y now play a role in the implementation
of certain policies towards the outside, and sofmh@m actively lobby the central foreign-
policy apparatus for their preferred policieblowever, “the formulation of foreign policy,
defense policy, and foreign economic policy stiélsts with the central authoritie%.”

! Cheung and Tang 2001. pp.93-94.
2 Cheung and Tang 2001, p.97.
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Therefore, the focus in the entire section willd&lusively on the central political level in
Beijing.

The first sub-section below will give a brief oviaw of literature on Chinese foreign
policy, followed by a general introduction to thestitutional structure of policy making in
China. | then turn to the bureaucratic agents wewlin the making of foreign policy, in
particular with regard to the EU. Lastly, | analyle role of these agents in the foreign-policy
processes based on the three dimensions proposeditieinanalytical framework, i.e.
organisational logic, bureaucratic bargaining amel degree of central control. In all this the

focus is clearly on the central level.

2.1.1 Studying Chinese Foreign-Policy Making — Rot Towards the EU

If there is a lacuna in the literature on EU foremplicies concerning how outsiders deal
with a “big power” EU, and good reasons for chogshina’s policy towards the EU to get a
better understanding of the issue, this effortalan close a significant gap in the literature on
Chinese foreign policy. Due to the nature of thditipal system, the making of Chinese
foreign policy is particularly difficult to resedrcUnderstanding of political processes during
Mao Zedong's lifetime was rather limited, and oalferwards did the beginning of reform
and opening up make possible more thorough inwaitigs’ Throughout the 1990s a
growing number of books and articles on the pofioycesses in China, including on foreign
policy, was published, although with a clear domoe by Anglo-Saxon, and in particular
American, scholar$In general, the greater density of China handkénUS than in Europe
has led to a more abundant and more informed titeraon China-US relations than on Sino-
European relationsWith regard to the question of foreign policy pesses, this has biased
the selection of cases towards those that arefis@gni within transpacific relations rather

than for Europé.

This does not mean that there are no writingsl arafino-European relations — in fact,

the next sub-section will provide a detailed revigwvhat has been written on the topic. Also

% Good examples for thorough post-Mao research decliieberthal 1984 and Barnett 1985.

* See for example Lieberthal and Lampton (eds.) 186@ part 1 in Robinson and Shambaugh (eds.) 1994.
® See for example Lampton 2001, Shambaugh 2000 Go®2l 2

® See for example the contributions to Lampton (2601, or also the up-to-date and concrete coriioibsi fo
the China Leadership Monitor
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it would be wrong to think that there is no exptbon Chinese policy processes in Europe.
However, this expertise has not yet been appliefutthering our understanding of how
Chinese foreign policy towards Europe is made, lama Chinese decision makers deal with

the complexities for European integration.

By contrast, some literature, although limited, sl@xist on how the Chinese elite
perceives Europe. It is mostly based on reviewsm#n sources. Most noteworthy is the
effort by Stefan Friedrich, who reviews all issudsthree Chinese academic journals over
almost ten years.Comments by other authors suggest certain chaoges time in the
perceptions. Initially in the 1980s “China’s leasl@onsistently over-estimated the trend to
unity within the European Community,’and they expected a united Western Europe to
balance not only against the USSR but also agtiest/S™ In the early 1990s, it seems that
Chinese analysts started to perceive the EU moeetasl of the particular interests of big
members, most prominently France before Germaricatiin and Germany since th&n.
Overall, however, the specific role of these petiogg in the policy making process remains

unspecified and unclear.

2.1.2 The Basic Policy-Making Structures in China

Generally the Chinese political system can be @diohto three main pillars or “vertical
systems:** the Communist Party of China (CPE)the government or state institutions in
general, and the People’s Liberation Army (PLA).clkaof these pillars has its own
organisational structure, permeating all administealevels, from the grassroots of Chinese
society to the very top. Party and state are adrganised in parallel, with organs from each

side covering similar functional fields at the safeeel* In the military, there is a similar

" See in particular publications by Sebastian Hailmand contributions to the online working papeies
China Analysis

® Friedrich 2000.

° Yahuda 1994, p.267.

19 Shambaugh 1996, pp.13-14.

1 See Méller 2002, in particular p.19, but alsod®illry 2002, p.10. For more on Chinese attitudesigsy
Europe see the literature review in section 2bwelo

2.y 2001, p.39.

3 1n many texts the party is referred to as “Chin@senmunist Party” and abbreviated CCP; since tiisbe
used to designate the Common Commercial PolickefU | use “Communist Party of China” and CPC
instead.

4 See Heilmann 2004, pp.90-92, especially the grayst..
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vertical structure as in state and party, yet \hh “military region” as additional level above
the province; functionally it is more narrowly fased on the security sector.

() Intertwined Systems

CPC, state and PLA are not three separate instiaitiedifices. Instead, they are tightly
and intricately connected, with a pre-eminent folethe party. First, party committees within
all state organs can direct activities to a conaiole extent and dispose ofda factoveto
power® This dominance of the CPC with regard to the s&gdso reflected in the numerous
references to the “leadership of the CommunistyPaftChina” in the preamble to the
constitution of the PR’ Second, there is an “organizational frameworktfar exercise of
political controls” in the PLA, consisting of “pgrtcommittees, political commissars, and
political departments which run parallel to theitaily chain of command® Also, the Law
on National Defence of 1997 explicitly places tHeARunder the leadership of the pafty,
thus reflecting the party constitution which statbat “[tthe Communist Party of China
persists in its leadership over the People’s Liti@naArmy and other armed forces of the
people.® Third, virtually all top positions in both goveremt and PLA are filled with party

memberg?!

In the 1980s, the reformist and liberal-minded estptemier and later CPC general
secretary Zhao Ziyang envisaged a separation ofpHrey from the state, or at least a
strengthening of stateis-a-visparty organs, including an effort to emancipateegoment
entities from the dominance of the party committedthin them? His mentor Deng
Xiaoping was not generally opposed to politicalorafs of this kind, yet his support was
lukewarm and not consistent over time, partly beeaof his misgivings about “bourgeois
liberalization,” and partly because he did not wanbecome too vulnerable to the critique of
his reform course by conservative elements withi party leadershify. In the end, fairly

little of this effort at separating party and statevived the demise of Zhao Ziyang in the

131 4 2001, p.39; Heilmann 2004, pp.156-159.

'8 Heilmann 2004, pp.90-92.

7 See 1982 Constitution of the PRC, availabletat:/english.peopledaily.com.cn/constitution/dimsgion. html
(consulted 17/08/2009); see also Heilmann 2004.p.7

18 Joffe 1999 [in Mulvenon and Yang (eds)], p.40.

1 Heilmann 2004, pp.153.

D «General Programme”, i.e. preamble, of the paciytitution.

2L On concurrent positions and affiliations amongdheent top leadership, see Miller, H.L. 2003a aa63b,
and Miller A. 2008a and 2008b; see also Table 8lav for a summary.

22 0n reform efforts in the 1980s see Baum 1993, a@afhepp. 386-390 and 412-415 on efforts at pcditi
reform.

23 Baum 1993, pp. 390-393 and 406.
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context of the repression of 1989. One effect lenka mitigation of the parallel structures of
party and state in the field of economic policy vehgovernment bureaucracies have become
the key decision making unit$ At the same time the creation of state entitiefuirctional
fields where previously only party organs were pnéshas multiplied phenomena of “one
organ, two nameplates™ (/ML PIEL B 1 — yige jigou, liingkuai paizi), meaning that the

identical group of persons staffs the parallelyartd state bodies.

There has also been slow change in the relationsttipeen the party and the military.
In the face of growing aspiration to military pre$gonalism in the PLA, opposition to tight
political control has been mounting among Chineffecears?® This does not mean that
political and ideological education in the PLA hasopped, but there has been a
“downgrading” of party committees and political cmissars, indicating a “growing
organizational separation” of the military from tparty and “its continued transformation

into a professionally oriented institutiof"”

(i) The Party as the Backbone

The CPC can be considered the backbone of the &hipelitical systeri® Leaving
aside its organisation at provincial level or belanguably of minor influence in the foreign-
policy process, one can discern a distinctive pydamstructure of the central party
institutions. At the basis there are the periodNational Party Congresses, held now every
five years, yet less regularly during Maoist tiMiésThe number of delegates has been
constantly growing, with more than 1000 alreadyhie decades right after the founding of the
PRC, more than 1500 since the late 1970s, and thare2000 at the last three congresses,
i.e. the 18 in 1997, the 18 in 2002 and the 17in 2007%° The party congresses are major
events of great significance for the political ation of the whole country and its evolution
until the next congress. First and foremost, thfuence stems from the fact that top party
leaders, i.e. the top leaders of China, are se&lesteconfirmed in the context of National

4 Heilmann 2004, p.92.

5 Lu 2001, p.46, fn.18; also mentioned in Shamba&af)8b, p.837.

%6 Joffe 1999, p.40.

27 Joffe 1999, pp.40-41.

8 Unless noted otherwise, the following paragraphgarty organisation are based on Heilmann 200480sp
95, and Lieberthal 1995, pp.159-162.

29 See table in Heilmann 2004, p.86.

% See the official government websitep://www.china.org.cn/english/congress/225868. eonsulted
18/04/2009).
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Party Congresses. Second, the congress discusges issaes of ideology and policy and
may decide ideological adjustments or fundamerabtypshifts.

Yet in these activities of the party congress, éhernot much room for spontaneous
initiatives or input from the party basis. With aed to leadership selection, its role is, in
principle, to elect the Central Committee (CC) atid Central Discipline Inspection
Commission (CDIC}! Yet, in practice, most CC and CDIC members arghitthe first- and
second-ranking officials of a number of importaartp, government and military bodi&s.
This does not mean that membership is for all efrttan automatic privilege of their office:
candidates are handpicked in a long process ofutatisn among party leaders. At the last
two party congresses a few candidates to each adghractually get eliminated during
preliminary electiond® but competition nevertheless remains very limit&imilarly,
decisions on ideology or policy simply constitutedersements of the result of lengthy
preparatory work and deliberations at the top efghrty. The outcomes of party congresses,
therefore, do not usually come as surprises, they do, it is only for outsiders, due to the

secrecy of intra-party decision-making processes.

Above the party congresses, halfway up the pyrashentral party organisation, is the
CC. Over the past 40 years its membership has bkme to 200, or slightly above,
representing party, state and military organs femtral level and belo#’. The CC meets
about once or twice a year. In its first sessightrafter its constitution by the party congress,
the new CC proceeds to the election of all highartypofficials, including the General
Secretary and the members of the Politbureau (B#),Politbureau Standing Committee
(PBSC), the Secretariat, as well as of the pa®gstral Military Commission (CMCY. In
reality, very much like for the election of the G&elf by the party congress, nominations
have usually been agreed on beforehand. The C@hbésg a party congress also in that its
meetings “discuss and announce policies rather deaide them® It can be understood as
the highest legitimising organ between the partggcesses, dealing typically with major
policy issues that are potentially controversidal ot so fundamental as to need endorsement

by the full party congress. For example, a contestédorm of state-owned enterprises was

31 Art.19 of the party constitution; see governmeabsitehttp://www.china.org.cn/english/features/49109.htm
(consulted 18/04/2009).

%2 See government website china.org.cn, 21 Oct. 2@ahtral Committee increases women and minority
alternate membershitp://www.china.org.cn/english/congress/229152.{d¢onsulted 19/04/2009).

% See government website china.org.cn, 20 Oct.2®9%,0f nominees eliminated in primary elections”,
http://www.china.org.cn/english/congress/229028.tdconsulted 19/04/2009).

% See table in Heilmann 2004, p.86.

% Art. 22 of the party constitution; see governmeebsitehttp://www.china.org.cn/english/features/49109.htm
(consulted 18/04/2009); see also Miller, H.L. 20@8d Miller, A.L. 2008a.

% Lieberthal 1995, p.160.
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discussed and endorsed in a slightly softened arerat the # plenum of the 18 CC in
September 199Y. Similarly, the 1 CC in October 2008 discussed the controversiakrmef

of land rights and in the end produced a fairly erate final documerit Under the CC there
are a number of commissions and offices with a tional focus, somewhat similar to
ministries in a government, like for example then@al Office, providing administrative
support for the CC, the CDIC, the Politics and L@ammission, the Propaganda Department,
etc. The CC’s Leading Small Groups (LSG) play aipalar role in the policy process and

will be discussed below.

The next body above the CC is the PB. Almost alitefmembers “are among the
twenty-five to thirty-five people [...] who form th®p power elite® The PB of the 16th
party congress in the fall of 2002 had 24 full ptuse alternate member, of which nearly
about a fourth were party secretaries from prowirleivel and two generals of the PEAThe
17th party congress in the fall of 2007 nominateBBa of 25 members with no alternate
member, with the same proportions for represergatitom the provinces and the militéfy.

In the first decades after the foundation of theCPRegular PB membership tended to be
around 20 plus a few alternate members, but afteo’8/death there was an upsurge in
regular membership to about 30, but it was browlghin to 15 in the late 1980s, from where
it has slowly increased to the current leV@l&or most of the period since the foundation of
the PRC, public information about the frequencyP&f meetings and the issues debated has
been scarce. During periods of increased transparee. the late 1980s before the violent
crackdown in 1989 and since the last leadershisitian, there is evidence that the full PB is
meeting about once per morithThe full PB does discuss and decide many top pasiues,

yet it is not usually, nor necessarily, involvedah regular decision-making or in handling
urgent issues that require immediate attentiorpart because many of its members have

other tasks besides top central leadership anaatréased in Beijind® To some extent, it

7 Willy Wo-Lap Lam, South China Morning Post, 29 8999, “WTO strategy holds clues to reform”.

8 2% ¥4 (Tan Ailing), #9781 K (Nanfing Ztumo — Southern Weekend),

“304F: MR - M PR AR, A OB 1 ” (30 nian: cong réndesfiang daoiidide jifang, ziengyi
“x1n tligai” — 30 years: from the liberation of people to tieeration of land, debating the “new land refojn”
¥ Lieberthal 1995, p.161.

0 See Miller, H.L. 2003a.

“1 See Miller A.L. 2008a.

“2 For a listing of PB membership since the foundifithe PRC, see the annex of MacFarquhar (ed) 1993.
“3Miller, H.L. 2004a, pp.2-3; Miller H.L. 2004c, p.1

4 Lu 2001, p.42; see Miller, H.L. 2003a, 2004c, 280énd 2008b for name lists and functions in the 8Bhe
16th and 17th party congresses.
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simply ratifies decisions that come from the nexghkr party organ, the PBSC, but it may

also serve as a legitimising body for issues orclvttie officials at the very top are divid&d.

Constant effective leadership is left to the PB&Che pinnacle of the

pyramid of party

organisation, the “decision-making core group amthregtop leadership’® The evolution of

its membership since the last PBSC under Jiang iZserteadership is represented in Table

3.1. Both the 16th and 17th party congresses dasdmine members of th

e PB to be part of

this powerful body, excluding in both cases ther@epntatives from the provincial level as

well as the generals, and with all its memberdiegiin Beijing*’ For most

the PRC it has been composed of six or seven mambeh a peak at ten

of the history of
and above during

the Cultural Revolutiof® Each member of the PBSC usually concentrates eriasge policy

field. These responsibilities are not published thely can either be derived from concurrent

positions or they emerge from the themes of thiziaf§’ public appearancé&s Concerning

the frequency or contents of PBSC meetings, thasenkever been much publicity, nor is there

now. Based on occasional references to such medtinidpe Chinese press, it appears that it

meets far more frequently than the full PB, possés often as once a we¥kThe PBSC

takes final decisions on all policy issues thandbneed legitimisation by the PB, or even the

CC, and manages major emergencies.

Table 3.1: Members of PBSC and their concurrenitipos in party and state

Other positions or functionaPerson (and rankPerson (and ran
responsibility in PBSC: order) on 15th PBSQ order) on 16th PBSC

KPerson (and ran
order) on 17th PBSC

General secretary of the CPC (formally of the CQliang Zemin (1) Hu Jintao (1)
President of the PRC
Chairman of the CMC

Hu Jintao (1)

Vice-president of PRC
President of Central Party School

Chairman of the NPC (formally of the NPCSC) Li Péap Wu Bangguo (2) Wu Bangguo (2)
Premier of the State Council Zhu Rongji (3) Werbda (3) Wen Jiabao (3)
Chairman of the CPPCC Li Ruihuan (4) Jia Qinglip (4 Jia Qinglin (4)
Executive secretary of CC Secretariat Hu Jintao (5) Zeng Qinghong (5) Xi Jinping6)

a) also member of the secretariat.
b) not formally designated as vice-president of PRC
c) explicitly put in charge of macroeconomic policy

Secretary/chairman of CDIC Wei Jianxing®(6) Wu Guanzheng (7) He Guogiang (8)
Executive vice-premier of State Council Li Lanqifg Huang Ju (6) Li Kegiang (7)
Member in charge of ideology and propaganda [Nausetp appointment] Li Changchun (8) Li Changchyn (5
Member in charge of state security [No separat@iappent] | Luo Gan (9) Zhou Yongkang (9)
Notes:

Sources:
Miller, H.L. 2003a and 2004c, and Miller, A.L. 209&nd 2008b.

4> See Miller, H.L. 2004a, pp.7-8.

6 Miller, H.L. 2004a, p.7.

" See Miller, H.L. 2003a; and Miller, A.L. 2008a.
“8 See the annex of MacFarquhar (ed) 1993.

9 See Miller H.L. 2004c and Miller, A.L. 2008b.
0 Miller, H.L. 2004a, pp.3-4.
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The PB and the PBSC are assisted in their workhbySecretariat of the CPC which
“plans and supervises the implementation of decisimade by the Politburd™ After the
15th and 16th party congresses it consisted oft edfficials, most recently only seven,
including the general secretary of the party anel @imer member of the PBSC who oversees
its work>? Formally, the Secretariat belongs, like the PBlitgo the CC of the party. Its real
political influence has been fluctuating over tiMi@uring the civil war and the early years of
the PRC it was the supreme decision-making bodghntike the PBSC today. The 8th party
congress in 1956 then made the Secretariat an #x®a@gency at the service of the PB
involved in the management of the party, the statd the military. During the Cultural
Revolution it was abolished, but revived in theeldi970s by Deng Xiaoping in order to
outmanoeuvre his more conservative opponents inp#nty leadership. At the 12th Party
Congress in 1982, general secretary Hu Yaobanggedria enthrone a particularly powerful
Secretariat with twelve members, almost all of whbad parallel positions in the State
Council. This effort at minimising the role of tlging PB proved to be not very successful.
Also, the structure was at odds with state predieo Ziyang's goal of separating party and
state. Therefore, Hu's purge at the 13th Party @Gzsgyin 1987 triggered a downsizing and
considerable reduction of the Secretariat’s palitiveight, largely in favour of the PBSE.
Since then the Secretariat has mostly been lineproviding staff support to the PB and

managing internal party issues, with no sign of dmable comeback so fat.

Among the numerous other party bodies, the CebBlsdipline Inspection Commission
deserves mention, the task of which is to enfoespect of party rules and to investigate
cases of violation® It has been most prominently involved in anti-option investigations,
including at the very top of the leadership. Thigspt in a rather powerful position within the
CPC, which is reflected in the fact that its seameis usually a member of the PBSC. The
CDICs elected at the last two party congresses hadebetween 120 and 130 membérs.
Lastly, it should be noted that there is an officemk order of top officials which shows that

1 Lu 2001, p.43.

52 See the “Who’s Who of the Party Leadership” ondffieial website of the 17 congress, available at
http://www.china.org.cn/english/congress/227112;liva page includes links to similar informatioarfr the
two previous congresses.

%3 For a short summary see Lu 2001, pp.42-44.

> Hamrin 1990, pp.190-191 and 239.

% Lieberthal 1995, p.161, Lu 2001, p.44.

%% Lieberthal 1995, pp.162-163.

>" See the listings on the official website; sé@://www.china.org.cn/english/features/48800.fiomthe CDIC
of7tthhe 18 party congress in 2002, ahttp://www.china.org.cn/english/MATERIAL/229165.hfior that of the
17" in 2007.
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a hierarchical structure based on individuals dmeirtpersonal authority transcends the
distribution of officials on different leadershipgans.

(iif) State Organs and Their Connection to theyart

A similar pyramid of organs can be found in thetestaillar of the Chinese political
systent? At its base is the main legislative organ, theidvat! People’s Congress (NPC). The
NPC convenes once every year, usually in Marchabmut two weeks. During most of the
history of the PRC, a new NPC has been constitetedy five years, with the exception of
the Cultural Revolution period. Since the late 1970s the first assembly of a neldgted
NPC is held at the beginning of the year followadjlational Party Congress, i.e. tHeNPC
first convened 1998, the £0n 2003 and the 1in 2008%° Membership has been around
1200 for the first two NPCs in 1954 and 1959, yete the 1960s it has been mostly around
3000°" Within the NPC the military is over-represented #me body as a whole is dominated
by the party.

The NPC has the power to elect and recall the tiigiads of all executive organs of the
state, in particular the President and the VicesiBemt, upon nomination by the President the
State Premier, and upon nomination by the latter\Mice-Premiers, State Councillors and
Ministers®® These elections take place at the constitutivetingeeof every new NPC.
However, much like in the case of the party corgrésere is no truly competitive election
process, and the NPC mostly confirms previouslgl@isthed nominations. Most of the top
positions in the government are fillet® factowhen the party leadership is confirmed and
portfolios distributed in the context of the preicedparty congress. For any positions that
may have been left open, consultations within i party leadership are likely to determine
the future office holders before the NPC.

With regard to the NPC’s legislative functions, batlpower, and review of national
development plan¥ the NPC mostly ratifies decisions that have alydagen prepared (and
de factotaken) in advance by its Standing Committee (NPCS0e to the enormous size of

%8 Unless noted otherwise, the following paragraphthe structure of state organs are based on Hueilr2804,
pp.95-102 and 133-143, Lieberthal 1995, pp.162-468Central Government Directory of the People’s
Republic of Chinaissues 2006-2007 and 2007-2008.

%9 See also art. 60 of the Constitution of the PRC.

% See the government webdiitiép://www.npc.gov.cn/englishnpc/History/node _28itth for historical
information as well abttp://www.npc.gov.cn/englishnpc/Organization/no2@46.htmfor the current NPC
(both consulted 21/04/2009).

¢l See table in Heilmann 2004, p.135.

®2 Art.62 and 63 of the Constitution of the PRC.

%3 Art.62 of the Constitution of the PRC.
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the full NPC and its short annual meeting peribd, liulk of activity is located in the NPCSC.
In fact, the constitution stipulates that the I&gise power of the state is exercised both by
the NPC and the NPCSC, although the former hagthie®retical) option to “alter or annul
inappropriate decisions” by the latférDuring the last two legislatures, the NPCSC has
consisted of between 170 and 180 deleg8tésembership is a full-time position and not
compatible with any other government offi€és&'lhe NPCSC convenes approximately every
two months. Overall, the influence of the top leatie® on the NPC is considerable.
However, since the beginning of reform policiesha late 1970s the influence of the NPCSC

has grown considerably, in part due to the grovéggslative activity?’

In parallel to the NPC, the Chinese People’s RalitConsultative Conference (CPPCC)
is also meeting annually during the same time perlo started with a relatively limited
membership of a few hundred in the early days ef RRC but quickly grew to over 1000
members by 1959 and consistently a little over 20@€r the past 25 yea#Slt is considered
a “united front organization”, i.e. including noonramunist parties and groups alongside the
CPC, like for example a number of recognised partethnic groups, representatives from
Taiwan, Hong Kong, Macao, and some overseas Chittea®uld be wrong to conceive of
them as real opposition groups though, as eveythappens “[u]nder the leadership of the
CPC.” Therefore the CPPCC is largely a consultativetingin debating certain issues that
may later feed into central or local policies. tignated in the mid-1940s as an effort to
promote cooperation among contending political geoin China and prevent civil war, and
was maintained in the early years of the PRC a®latd provide wider legitimacy to the new
regime’® The Cultural Revolution interrupted the activitie§ the CPPCC but sessions

resumed in the 1980s, including some strong proedeacy activism prior to 1989.

The executive organs of the central governmentuateally referred to as the State
Council. They can be roughly divided in two: firte “Inner Cabinet” consisting of the State
Premier at the head, four Vice-Premiers, and fivateSCouncillors; second, the “Outer

Cabinet” comprising currently 28 ministerial levmireaucracies, including most notably the

% Art.58 and 62 of the Constitution of the PRC.

% See Heilmann 2004, p.134 for the CC of th8 MPC; for the 1§ NPC see government website
http://www.npc.gov.cn/englishnpc/Organization/no2i@4 7.htm(consulted 21/04/2009).

% Art.65 of the Constitution of the PRC.

%7 0On the changing role of the NPC, see Tanner 1998.

% See the official CPPCC websitetp://www.cppcc.gov.cn/English/brf_intro/jianjie.H#m on “Composition
of the CPPCC” (consulted 21/04/2009).

% Official CPPCC websitehttp://www.cppce.gov.cn/English/brf_intro/jianjie.htm on “Nature and Position of
the CPPCC” (consulted (21/04/2009).

O Hamrin 1990, p.230; Teiwes 1993, p.26-27.

" Hamrin 1990, p.230.
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Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA), the Ministry ofCommerce (MOFCOM), the National
Development and Reform Commission (NDRC), the ReEs@ank of China, i.e. the central
bank, the Ministry of Defence, the Ministry of SaSecurity, which is involved in
intelligence work, and many other ministries andhoassions. The Inner Cabinet is assisted
by the State Council General Office, a purely adstiative organ. As in the case of the
PBSC, each member of the Inner Cabinet concentoatespecific policy fields that are not
publicised and have to be inferred from concurreositions, background, or public
appearances. In the Outer Cabinet the responbibf minister-level officials are implicit to

the body they are heading.

The Inner Cabinet is tightly connected with thetyarPBSC and PB (see Table 3.2).
Since the § NPC, first convened in March 1998, both the SEremier and the Executive
Vice-Premier have been members of the PBSC, andhlbabout two-thirds of the positions
in the Inner Cabinet are held by members of the iRRB,all Vice-Premiers and one or two
State Councilloré. Accordingly, functional responsibilities of togfioials are coordinated
between these three organs. This means that asigketlie State Premier and the Executive
Vice-Premier with overarching leadership tasks,dtieer members of both the Inner Cabinet
and the PB cover the same policy fields in bothansy One of the remaining State
Councillors serves as State Council Secretary Gémeth the mostly administrative task of
heading the State Council General Office. The atlee assigned additional functional fields.
In terms of political power and status the Innebi@at, although top organ of the State
Council, remains below the top body of the partyparticular the PBSC, confirming the
general rule of CPC leadershijs-a-visthe state. The higher position of the PBSC is also

visible from the career paths of some officidls.

"21n the State Councils of th&'@nd 18 NPCs it was seven out of ten members of the I@aduinet, in the
current State Council it is six out of ten. Beftiat only the State Premier was in the PBSC arslRé&s

members held positions as Vice-Premiers or Stata€itbors.

3 For example, Luo Gan became State Councillor B812nd moved on to be a member of the PBSC in 2002;
Zhou Yongkang became State Councillor in 2003 aadet to the PBSC in 2007; there is no evidence of
movement in the opposite direction.
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Table 3.2: Members of the State Council’s Inneri@ettand their responsibilities

Position in
Inner Cabinet

9™ NPC (1998-2003)

TONPC (2003-2008)

TANPC (2008-)

Zhu Rongji (PBSC)

Wen Jiabao (PBSC)

Wen Jiabao (PBSC)

State Premier

Overall economic management
Foreign affairs in general

Overall economic management
Foreign affairs in general

Overall economic management
Foreign affairs in general

Li Langing (PBSC)

Huang Ju (PBSC)

Li Kegiang (PBSC)

Executive Economic management Economic management Economic management
Vice-Premier International and domestic finance | Macroeconomic policy
State-owned enterprises Finance
Qian Qichen (PB) Wu Yi (f) (PB) Hui Liangyu (PB)
Minister of Public Health
Vice-Premier Foreign affairs Foreign economic relations

Taiwan Affairs

Public health

Agriculture and rural affairs

Wu Bangguo (PB)

Zeng Peiyan(PB)

Zhang Dejiang (PB)

Vice-Premier

State-owned enterprises
Three-Gorges Project

Macroeconomic policy
Environmental policy
Development of western region
Revitalization of the northeast
Industry and energy

Industry and energy

Wen Jiabao(PB)
Member of CPC Secretariat

Hui Liangyu (PB)

Wang Qishan(PB)

Vice-Premier

Macroeconomic policy
Finance

Agriculture and rural affairs

International finance
Foreign economic relations

GeneralChi Haotian (PB)
CMC Vice-Chair, Minister of Defenc

Zhou Yongkang (PB)
eMember of CPC Secretariat

Liu Yandong (f) (PB)

State Councillor

External security, military, defence

Internal Ségur
Legislation

Private sector

Luo Gan (PB)
Member of CPC Secretariat

GeneralCao Gangchuan (PB)
CMC Vice-Chair, Minister of Defencg

GeneralLiang Guanglie
Member of CMC, Minister of Defenc

State Councillor

Internal security
Legislation

External security, military, defence

External ségumilitary, defence

Wu Yi (f) (alternate member of PB)

Tang Jiaxuan

Ma Kai
State Council Secretary-General

State Councillor

Foreign economic relations

Foreign relations
Taiwan affairs

Government administration

Ismail Amat

Hua Jianmin
State Council Secretary-General

Meng Jianzhu
Minister of Public Security

State Councillor

Ethnic affairs

Government administration

Internal security

State Councillor

Minorities Legislation
Wang Zhongyu Chen Zzhili (f) Dai Bingguo
State Council Secretary-General

Government administration Education Foreign affairs

Science and technology
Cultural affairs.

Taiwan affairs

SourcesCentral Government Director of the PRED06-2007 and 2007-2008; official leadership apgies on government website
www.china.org.chbiographies on Hong Kong-based web servieev.chinavitae.comMiller, H.L. 2003a; Miller, H.L. 2003b; Miller, H..
2004b; Miller H.L. 2004c; Miller, A.L. 2008a; Mille A.L. 2008b; A\ [X; Hlt (Rénmin Ribao — People’s Daily), 19 March 1998,
“FURAE N KRBT 7S IR A Yo B — Jm[E 45 BEd A\ Bt (Jiujié quangud réndagi hulyi jixing juéding mn yijie
Guoéwulyuan ichéng rényuan "ONPC, F' annual meeting, hold$"@lenary session and decides new State Coundil.staf

(iv) The Military Hierarchies

On the military side, the Central Military Commissi(CMC) is “the country’s highest-
level military organ” and “responsible for the madsiand coordination of defense policy”,

approaching in power and status the PBSC and tte Souncil® It is chaired by China’s

"4 Cheung 2001, pp.61-62 and 68.
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top political leader, in the reform period first e Xiaoping during the 1980s, who handed
this position to Jiang Zemin in 1989, who thentuim, ceded his place to Hu Jintao in 2004.
The two generals of the PLA with seats on the PBesas Vice-Chairmen. One of them,
typically with a background at the head of the PiA3eneral Staff Department (GSD),
concentrates on top security issues and militaatexyy, as the “chief warfighter”, while the
other serves as “chief military politician”, repeesing the PLA’s interests among the top
leadership in Beijing® Either the latter or another top officer on the CMlso holds the
positions of State Councillor and Minister of DefenHu Jintao’s tenure as civilian Vice-
Chairman between 1999 and 2004 was unusual bubeamderstood as part of the training
for succession to Jiang as ChairmanA similar set-up may well repeat itself in the text of
the next major shift to a younger top leadershquad 2012-2013. Likewise, the nomination
of Xu Caihou as third Vice-Chairman in 2004 may éndmeen intended to support the “chief

military politician” Cao Gangchuan and prepare Xuake over the role in 2007.

Historically, membership of the CMC has fluctuatshsiderably, with a peak of more
than 60 in the late 19763 Since the 18 party congress in 1997 the number has been varying
between seven and ten. With the exception of tiéari top leader at the helm, and possibly
a successor-in-the-making as Vice-Chairman, all bees of the CMC are high military
officers. Apart from two PB members and one Staterillor and Minister of Defence, the
CMC usually includes the holders of the followinglitary positions: the directors of the
PLA’s four general departments, i.e. GSD, the Gan®@wolitical Department (GPD), the
General Logistics Department (GLD), and the Gendrahaments Department (GAD), as
well as, since 2004, the Commanders of three seitwianches of the PLA, namely the Air
Force, the Navy and the Second Atrtillery which colstthe strategic missil&8.Aside from
this institutional distribution, a pattern emergadhe 1990s that balanced political officers,
i.e. with careers as political commissars or legdimembers of party committee in the PLA,
and operational officers on the CMEYet the decision to add the three service branch

commanders in 2004 seems to reflect a growing esiplom an operational backgrouffdn

5 Cheung 2001, pp.62-68; see also Mulvenon 2005.
® Mulvenon 2003, p.23.

" See Miller, H.L. 2005 and Mulvenon 2005.

8 Mulvenon 2005, p.7.

"9 Cheung 2001, pp.62-64; see also Caprice 2008.
8 Caprice 2008, p.3; Mulvenon 2005, p.6.

81 Caprice 2008, p.2.

82 Caprice 2008, p.3.
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addition, a common theme of most CMC members olier gast decade seems to be

experience relevant either conflict with Taiwarcounter-terrorisnf>

The CMC meets once a week, mostly without attenglariéts chairman, i.e. including
only members from the militaf/. In addition there are enlarged conferences ofGREC,
attended by “several hundred top commanders fraunal the country”, with two possible
functions: either as “year-end review sessionsg imay parallel to the plenary sessions of the
party’'s CC, or as “extraordinary meetings to unwedjor initiatives” that take place only
“once or twice every decad®”During the weekly meetings “[d]ecisions on majoititary
and defense issues are often made and later dagifienlarged CMC gathering®”

Over the past decades, “there has been a noticetibteé by the Chinese leadership to

®Nevertheless,

coincide changes in CMC membership with the Nafi¢taty Congresse$
additional shifts do occur, which accounts, atti@gapart, for the fluctuating membership. For
example, in 1999 top leader Jiang Zemin introducisddesignated successor Hu Jintao as
Vice-Chairman to the CMC, and also added two gdsiers ordinary members, probably in
preparation of the massive retirement of older memnlthat could be expected for 2692.
The shifts of 2004, which saw Hu Jintao take ower ¢hairmanship from Jiang Zemin, Xu
Caihou advance from an ordinary member to be Vicaiw@han, and the commanders of the

three service branches added, increased the nwwhB&C members from eight to ten.

The CMC is today one of the cases of “one organ, memeplates® Originally a pure
party organ, a parallel state CMC was founded 8318 the context of Zhao Ziyang's efforts
of strengthening the state, but it could not gaig significant influence. Today all members
of state and party CMC are identical.

The CMC is assisted by the General Office, a lgrgdministrative body with a staff of
two to three hundre®. While it is not directly involved in policy-making‘it wields
considerable influence by controlling the flow offarmation and documents, as well as

organization and agendas of key CMC meetifiysBelow the CMC, the most important

8 Mulvenon 2003, p.24; Mulvenon 2006, p.4.
8 Cheung 2001, p.71.

8 Cheung 2001, p.72.

8 Cheung 2001, p.71.

87 Caprice 2008, p.1.

8 Mulvenon 2003, p.22.

89 See Cheung 2001, pp.64 and 69.

% Cheung 2001, p.69.

1 Cheung 2001, p.70.

60



organs of the PLA are its four general departmenis the service branch&As the key

executive arm of the CMC, the GSD is the most pawemong them. Through its various

Intelligence Directorates the GSD is involved iformation gathering and analysis, while

its

Operations Directorate draws up operational plansécurity contingencies. Aside from this

direct impact on the making of security, and byeexforeign, policy, the GSD is also the key

implementing agency of security policy, in partenuvith regard to force management.

Table 3.3: CMC members and concurrent positions

15" CPC Congress (1997-2002) "G0C Congress (2002-2007) " ZOC Congress (2007-)
Jiang Zemin, Chair Jiang Zemin, Chair Hu Jintao, Chair Hu Jintao, Chair
(until 2004) (since 2004)
CPC General Secretary CPC General SecretaryCPC General Secretary
PRC President PRC President PRC President
Member, PBSC Member, PBSC Member, PBSC
Hu Jintao, Vice-Chair (1999-2004) Guo Boxiong Vice-Chair Guo Boxiong Vice-Chair
Executive Secretary, CPC Secretariat Member, PB Member, PB
PRC Vice-President
Member, PBSC
Zhang Wannian, Vice-Chair Cao Gangchuan Vice-Chair Xu Caihou, Vice-Chair
Member, PB State Councillor Member, PB
Member, CPC Secretariat Minister of Defence
Member, PB
Chi Haotian, Vice-Chair Xu Caihou, Vice-Chair (since 2004) Liang Guanglie
State Councillor Director GPD (2002-2004) State Councillor
Minister of Defence Member, CPC Secretariat Minister of Defence
Member, PB
Fu Quanyou Liang Guanglie, Chen Bingde
Director, GSD Director, GSD Director, GSD
Yu Yongbo LiJi'nai , Li Ji'nai
Director, GPD Director, GAD (until 2004) Director, GPD
Director, GPD (since 2004)
Wang Ke Liao Xilong Liao Xilong
Director, GLD Director, GLD
Wang Ruilin Chen Bingde(member since 2004) Chang Wanquan
Deputy Director, GPD Director, GAD (2004-2007) Director, GAD
Cao Gangchuan Qiao Qingchen (member since 2004) Jing Zhiyuan
Director, GAD Commander, Air Force Commander, ¢ Artillery
Guo Boxiong(member since 1999) Zhang Dingfa (member since 2004) Wu Shengli
Executive Deputy Director, GSD (since 1999 Commander, Navy Commander, Navy
Deputy Director, GSD
Xu Caihou (member since 1999) Jing Zhiyuan (member since 2004) Xu Qiliang
Executive Deputy Director, GPD (since 1999)  Comneand® Artillery Commander, Air Force

Sources:Central Government Directory of the PR2006-2007 and 2007-2008; official leadership baphies on government webs|

www.china.org.cfconsulted 22.04.2009); biographies on Hong Korgebaweb servicewww.chinavitae.corfconsulted 22.04.2009);

biographical information on websitetp://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/chinalé.htm (consulted 22.04.2009); Mulvenon 20(

Mulvenon 2005; Mulvenon 2006; Fong Tak-ho, AsiaTén2 Oct. 2007, “China reshuffle sends messagaitwah”.

te

L

The GPD is primarily responsible for party contmer the PLA, especially by

overseeing the political commissars. Its LiaisomeDiorate, originally in charge of contact

with nationalist forces during the anti-Japanese imathe 1930s, “has a special role

gathering and analysing political and economiclligince concerning Taiwart® The GAD

2 The comments PLA organs below the CMC are basddeiimann 2001, pp.157-159 and Cheung 2001,
pp.79-84 unless noted otherwise.
3 Cheung 2001, p.82.
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Is responsible for arms procurement and researevelisas the import and export of military
material, while the GLD takes care of PLA infrastures. The service branches, in particular
Air Force and Navy, have played a considerable irolmilitary modernisation and doctrinal
changes since the late 1980s. Their increasedemdh is reflected in the accession of their

commanders to the CMC in 2004.

2.1.3 The Bureaucratic Agents of China’s Foreighdyo

The Chinese foreign-policy process cuts acrossethbeee pillars, involving most
importantly party and state, but also the militasya certain extent. It also includes several
levels of central policy making, in particular tieentral leadership, a set of intermediate
coordinating bodies, and some of the central stateaucracie¥’ The following paragraphs

will discuss these different horizontal layersué foreign-policy process.

(i) The Central Leadership

According to Lu Ning, a Chinese diplomat-turnededah who provides the most
detailed accounts of China'’s foreign-policy makimgthe Chinese political system the notion
of “central leadership” {14 — ztongyanglingdio) is rather strictly defined. It
comprises the paramount leader, the leadershigatucircle, the members of the Politburo
Standing Committee, and the other members of thigbB “particularly those who live in
Beijing and those who work in the SecretarfitThis means that the most powerful spheres
in China still gravitate around party organs, althio, as the previous sub-section has

demonstrated, state and party may often be hatistioguish, especially at the very top.

Paramount leaders in China have primarily distisged themselves by their obviades
facto authority and influence rather than simply by tHermally held positions. Even after
passing State Presidency to Liu Shaogi in the wakihe disastrous Great Leap Forward,
Mao still retained supreme authority. Similarly, MgeXiaoping was considered paramount
leader for almost twenty years although he heldopoparty or state position except for the

chairmanship of the CMC. Among the other top offisithe paramount leader tends to

% See Lu 1997 and 2001. The following discussiothefmain actors in Chinese foreign policy makinaves
heavily on his detailed analysis of the process.

% Lu 2001, p.40, fn.4.

% Lu 2001, p.41.
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designate on an informal basis one or two persdis surround him as a leadership nuclear
circle, involving generally the State Premier oe tBeneral Secretary of the CPC, or bdth.

As the personal authority of the paramount leader lbeen declining since Mao, the nuclear
circle also seems to have lost influence, in favotithe other elements of the central

leadership®

Who then is dealing with what in the central leatigg? Lu Ning distinguishes six
functional “systems” £4t — xitng) in the Chinese governing structure, each ofciwhs
assigned to one member of the PB8@ his analysis, these six systems cover: firglifary
affairs and defence; second, legal affairs andmiatesecurity; third, administrative affairs,
“which is responsible for industrial and agricuéilproduction, finance and commerce,
foreign affairs, health, education, science, spaigl so on”; fourth, propaganda, including
“media and cultural affairs”; fifth, “United Frontissues, a heading that is understood as
covering everything related somehow to the idealle€hinese unity, including in particular
“non-communist political parties, religion, and miiies, as well as Taiwan, Hong Kong,
and Macao affairs”; and sixth, mass organisatiofairaf i.e. “unions, youth, women’s
organizations, and other associatiotf8.Verification of this division in six functional fioy
fields and respective responsibilities at the ®pll but obvious, as the tasks of top leaders
are not publicised. Yet a careful analysis of thieent and past positions held by members of
the central leadership and the themes of theirip@ppearances suggests a more diversified

picture, with further divisions of policy fields dra wider distribution of responsibilities.

For the leadership teams after thé"186" and 17 party congresses this is partly
visible in tables 3.1, 3.2 and 3:%.Looking only at the period at the centre of tlésaarch,
i.e. 2002-2007, security strategy, military affaarsd defence were certainly an important part
of the general leadership responsibility of Hu aintespecially since 2004 when he was
promoted from Vice-Chairman to Chairman of the CM@t as number one leader he had
many other tasks, and the two Vice-Chairmen ofGMC on the PB, generals Guo Boxiong
and Cao Gangchuan, took care of this policy fialéhimore continuous fashion. By contrast,
two members of the PBSC were active in the secdndi dNing’s systems, legal affairs and
internal security. On the one hand, Wu Bangguoplwed in the legislative process as

Chairman of the NPCSC, on the other hand Luo Gdmo, was concurrently secretary of the

°"Lu 2001, p.41.

% See Lampton 2001, p.2, on declining power of dpeléader, and Lu 2001, p.41, on the involved bpaits of
the central leadership in foreign and defence patiaking under Jiang Zemin.

% Lu 2001, pp.39-40.

1901 y 2001, p.40.

191 Unless noted otherwise, the sources for the fatlgywaragraphs are the same as for the tables.
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CC'’s Politics and Law Commission and wielded siigaifit influence both in legislative and
enforcement matters. Two regular PB members suggdinem, respectively, Wang Zhaoguo,
executive Vice-Chairman of the NPCSC, and Zhou Y¥ang, State Councillor and Minister

of Public Security.

Lu Ning’s administrative affairs system, in whick lumps together a large number of
very different policy fields, was distributed amonmany top officials in various positions.
Aside from the State Premier Wen Jiabao’s leadersble in the management of the
economy, PBSC member and executive Vice-Premiemglubu was deeply involved in
guestions of finance and the reform of state-oweetkrprises. In this he was assisted by
regular PB member and Vice-Premier Zeng Peiyan whs also focussing on specific
government policies to revitalise the industrieshaf northeast, to develop western China and
in the field of environmental protection. PB membier Liangyu was in charge of agriculture
and rural affairs while Ms. Wu Yi, his colleague the PB, was specifically responsible for
foreign economic relations, but had also beenmpugharge of health issues in the aftermath of
the SARS problem in 2003. Foreign affairs, as vesllissues related to Taiwan, were an
important aspect of both Hu Jintao’'s and Wen Jiabeemit as PRC President and State
Premier respectively, but again only one part eirtimany tasks. Yet no-one else in the PB
was in charge of this policy field, the highestkeah official with a foreign and Taiwan affairs
remit being State Councillor Tang Jiaxuan. Simyladducation and science were not taken
care of by any of the PBSC or PB members, but rdiy&tate Councillor Ms. Chen Zhili.

Ideology and propaganda were indeed covered bybtiee PBSC members, supported,
however, by PB member Liu Yunshan who was alsocthireof the party’s Propaganda
Department. United Front issues were also the fadfuthe work of PBSC member, Jia
Qinglin who was concurrently chairman of the CPP@f, main United Front body. Lastly,
Lu Ning’s sixth system, mass organisation, had resgnce on the PBSC, but seems to have
been the responsibility of PB member Wang Zhaogho was also president of the All
China Federation of Trade Unions (ACFTU).

Since Lu Ning proposed his analysis in 2001, threquions and priority of some issues
may have changed, like for example Taiwan affaiith Whe election of president Chen Shui-
bian who favoured formal independence of the isla¥elvertheless, the division of policy
fields and the distribution of responsibilities Wit the central leadership appears more
complicated than suggested by him. Also, he leautshe question of internal party matters,

an important dimension of the work of the top leatg. In addition to Hu Jinato, for whom
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a supervisory role in this policy comes with hisgpion as CPC General Secretary, this is the
focus of the work of two other PBSC members, Zemgong, who directs the work of the
party Secretariat and Wu Guanzheng who heads tig @®IC. In addition, alternate PB
member Wang Gang is also involved in party affaissSecretary of the CPC’s General
Office.

It is conspicuous that during this period there wasone at the very top of the Chinese
political hierarchy, i.e. in the PBSC, with an axgilve focus on foreign affairs. For both PRC
President Hu Jintao and State Premier Wen Jiabeo piblicy field was part of their
overarching leadership responsibilities, for Hulaioly more its strategic dimension, for Wen
rather the economic aspects. PBSC member Huang aki imvolved with regard to
international economic issues, especially the firenside. A clear external focus only
appears at the level of regular PB member and Freeier Ms. Wu Yi who concentrated on
foreign economic relations. The security dimensaémternational affairs was also covered
in the PB, by the two generals, whereby it apptasGuo Boxiong was involved in strategic
planning while Cao Gangchuan covered import andogxpf armaments and respective
negotiations. By contrast, general foreign affansrk was being taken care of only outside

the PB by State Councillor Tang Jiaxuan.

This distribution of responsibilities among the togntral leadership has a number of
implications for foreign-policy making. First, day-day work on foreign affairs in general
happens below the central leadership, with no tiogersight by the PB and with no direct
access to it. Second, the economic dimension @freak relations is directly supervised by a
member of the PB. This may reflect, at least irt,gae priority given to this specific aspect
of foreign affairs. It certainly ensures that im@&ional economic issues can be directly
brought to the attention of the central leadersfitgrd, for both general foreign affairs and
external economic relations the assignation to nemlof the State Council rather than
members of the CPC Secretariat indicates a relgtigérong position of the state
bureaucracies in foreign-policy making and reldsivearginal role of party bodies. This does
not mean, however, thatithin the state bodies, like for example the MFA, theCCP

committees do not play a crucial role. This isifre lwith observations by Lu Nin?

At the same time, however, the PBSC and the fullnRi3t certainly do treat foreign-
policy matters. Public statements on the agend@Bomeetings never mention foreign affairs,

1925ee Lu 2001, pp.44 and 53.
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except insofar as they may be part of “other matt&f But the regular PB study sessions,
whose themes are public, regularly cover intermaii@ffairs'®* Also, it seems that the thin
foreign policy expertise, in particular in the PBI€ balanced to some extent by a team of
diplomatic advisors working directly for the GenreB&cretary, most of whom have a
background in the MFA, and including, in particular group of former ambassadors to
European countries for EU-related isstf8sAll this suggests that, as indicated by Lu Ning,
the final decision-making power on all major foreigffairs issues lies with the PBSC, while

the PB discusses issues that need a strongemagiti°®

(i) Intermediate Bodies: Coordination or Policy-kiieg?

Below the central leadership, a set of intermedaaterdinating bodies is involved in
foreign-policy making, the so-called Leading Smafbroups (LSG) 4/
lingdioxiozi1).*®’ LSGs do not only exist in the foreign-policy atea in virtually any policy
field. They may be attached to a variety of bodimesst prominently the State Council, the
PLA or the CPC CC and they are often focussed oy sfgecific problems, short term issues,
or emergencie¥? Their precise role in the policy process is ndirely clear though. “At the
time for their creation in 1958, the functions b&tLSGs were not very well definet!® In
1987, a reform of CPC CC institutions classifieegénth as “decision-making consulting
bodies.*'° Their actual influence may depend very much oncineumstances: the personal
status of LSG members, the issue in question, drether it is routine or a crisis situatiti.
The assessment of their role is made even moreudiffoy the fact that, with very few

exceptions, names of LSG members are officiallylipiged 2

As in other cases, however,
inference from past practice and compilations &drences in various types of media can give

a rough idea of LSG membersHig.

For the making of foreign-policy in general, i.@tnvith a specific economic focus, the
CC'’s Foreign Affairs LSG (FA LSG) plays a cruciale. It has been in existence since 1958,

193 Miller; H.L. 2004c, pp.2-4.

194 Miller; H.L. 2004c, pp.7-8.

195 |nterview China 8, Q3 2007.

1961 4y 2001, p.42.

197 Most of the following discussion of the LSGs ised on Lu 1997, pp.11-13, Lu 2001, pp.45-49 andeMil
2004, p.11.

19 On the variety of LSGs, see Miller A.L. 2008c, p#.
1991 y 2001, p.45.

1101 4y 2001, pp.45-46.

1 Hamrin and Zhao 1995, pp.xxXiii-Xxxiv.

12 Miller, H.L. 2004c, p.11.

113 For an ambitious attempt, see Miller A.L. 2008c.
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with an interruption during the Cultural Revolutitfl Vice-Premier and Foreign Minister
(and PB member) Chen Yi served as its director, dbute the beginning of reform this
position has been held by officials from higherelsvof leadership™® For a while the PRC
President was at its head, with the State Prenmemg his deputies, but from 1988 State
Premier Li Peng held the post of director, whilee @i the Vice-Premiers (who was also PB
member) and the Foreign Minister served as depufiéen Zhu Rongji replaced Li Peng as
State Premier in 1998, Jiang Zemin took over thectirship of the FA LSG, with Zhu and
Vice-Premier (and PB member) Qian Qichen as hisitileqp There are hardly any indications
concerning which people were filling top positicafter the 18 party congress in 2002, but
probably Hu Jintao took over as directtt.Inferring from the previous patterns, it seems
likely that State Premier Wen Jiabao served agsigmity. He may have been the only one,
since the highest official in charge of foreignaaf$, State Councillor Tang Jiaxuan, was not
member of the PB and did probably not have sufiiciglitical status. Since the "t party
congress, his designated successor, Xi Jinping,baeof the PBSC and PRC Vice-President,

may have become deputy directbt.

For the period under study, evidence on the merhlpedf the FA LSG is particularly
scarce, but some inferences can be made fromriiedi information on the periods before
and after. For the period from 1998 to 2682oreign Minister Tang Jiaxuan was among the
members, as the second highest foreign affairsiafffbelow the group’s deputy head Qian
Qichen. This would suggest that after the 2002-2@@8lership transition, Tang, who had
become State Councillor, was joined by new Fordgmster Li Zhaoxing. Ms Wu Yi, who
was promoted from alternate member to regular mermabéhe PB in 2002 and from State
Councillor to Vice-Premier in charge of foreign momic relations, is likely to have
continued on the LSG. It is possible that in bothigds she was joined by the responsible
minister, i.e. Minister of Foreign Trade and Ecomoi@ooperation Shi Guangsheng before
the transition and Minister of Commerce Bo Xilaiemivards:*® Furthermore, General Cao
Gangchuan, who replaced General Chi Haotian o®Byeas State Councillor and as Defence
Minister, probably also took his post on the FA LS@ Yongyue remained Minister of State

Security and most likely continued on the group.

1141 u 2001, p.45; Miller A.L. 2008c, pp.8.

1150n the directors and deputy directors of the FA&LSee Lu 2001, p.45, and Miller A.L. 2008¢c, pp@-1
118 Miller, H.L. 2004c, p.11; Miller A.L. 2008c, pp.99.

17 Miller A.L. 2008c, p.10.

118 5ee Lu 2001, p.45.

190n the reorganisation in 2003 of the ministry e of foreign trade, see Heilmann 2004, p.98.
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These deductions from previous membership are stggbby the more ample evidence
on FA LSG membership since the reshuffle of topléeship positions in 2007-20068. Both
the new State Councillor with a foreign affairs rfenai Bingguo, and the new Foreign
Minister, Yang Jiechi, are members. There is n@éora PB member and Vice-Premier with
the exclusive focus on external economic relatilkes Wu Yi, but Minister of Commerce
Chen Deming appears to be on the LSG, just likenthe Minister of State Security, Geng
Huichang. The new State Councillor and MinisteDefence, Liang Guanglie, who unlike his
predecessor is not in the PB, also appears torbemaber. The listing for this latest period
also includes top officials from the propaganda &hdted Front policy field. They are
plausible but not corroborated by previous evidel@e one post evidence is contradictory:
the Director of the CPC International Liaison Ddpaant has recently been included,
although his predecessor had reportedly lost meshigein 1998 as a consequence of the
diminishing role of the party in foreign affaits- A reversal of such a decision is not

impossible.

The FA LSG is “not a standing institution and haspermanent staff,” and it relied, in
the past, on the State Council Foreign Affairs fi* for administrative support. This put
the office in a rather influential position, refted by the ministerial rank of its he&d.Yet
after a failed attempt to expand this influence1@®8 the office was moved from the State
Council to the party’s CC where it concentratedpoticy consulting, and since then the FA
LSG is assisted by MFA staff’

The CC’s Finance and Economy LSG (FE LSG) is allghnastitution, with a similar
gatekeeper and supervision function, althoughkarthe FA LSG, it nominates its Secretary
General and deputies from among its members, tbiving the problem of administrative
support:? Its predecessors date back to the late 1950s. @®uhpo the FA LSG they all had
higher-profile leading members, including Chen Yamd Zhou Enlai as Directors, both PBSC
members, and with several deputy directors and reesnbbho were in the PB® Yet it was
only after the beginning of reform and opening-wtiges in the late 1970s that the FE LSG

120 5ee Miller A.L. 2008c, p.10.

1211 4 2001, p.53.

1221 4y 1997, p.12.

1231 4y 2001, p.46.

1241 y 2001, p.47.

125 Miller A.L. 2008c, pp.13-14.

126 Al observations on the leading positions in tfelESG are based on the membership listings assdrible
Miller A.L. 2008c, pp.12-14.
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“has [...] become an increasingly important locustfer making of China’s foreign economic
decisions and for their coordination and implemeoie’*’

For most of the 1980s the FE LSG was headed by PB&@ber Zhao Ziyang. While
he was State Premier he had one of the Vice-Prenaierhis deputy, presumably the one
focussing on economic issues. After he became Ce&x&K@l Secretary in 1987, his deputies
were his two colleagues on the PBSC State Premiétehg and Vice-Premier Yao Yilin
(who had already been in this position in the eafl80s. Jiang Zemin probably took over as
FE LSG director shortly after Zhao’s fall. From #98n a strange leadership constellation put
Zhu Rongji, Vice Premier in charge of economic refand PBSC member, at the head, with
two deputies: State Premier Li Peng, also on th8®Band Vice-Premier and PB member
Wu Bangguo. When Zhu became State Premier in 1888 was no change of personnel at
the top of the FE LSG, except for the departureioffter the 2002-2003 central leadership
transition, the new State Premier Wen Jiabao, wao previously acted as the group’s
Secretary-General, took over as its director,atiytiwith Ms. Wu Yi as his deputy. After her
retirement in 2007 she was replaced by Li Kegiavigze-Premier, PBSC member and

designated successor of Wen.

In terms of general membership of the FE LSG, anoee the evidence is particularly
scarce for the period under reviéf¥.But unlike for the FA LSG, here the indicationsrfr
the periods before and after suggest a consideugigieading, both in terms of political status
and functional relevance. With regard to politistdtus, the director Zhu Rongji was the only
PBSC member in the group in the period after th2 d&rty congress, while after the latest
reshuffle there are two of them. Functional releeaonf the FE LSG members under Zhu
limited, since it many of its members were highiadils with financial or economic
experience in the past but current positions ilNR€ and CPPCC, i.e. no direct involvement
in the economic policy. The members with most direposure to related policy making
were the Vice-Premier responsible for economy andnte, Wen Jiabao, the Minister in
charge of the National Development and Reform Caseion (NDRC), and the Director of
the CC Finance Office. Currently the group includimsee Vice-Premiers, focussing
respectively on agriculture, industry and energyd énance and foreign trade, the State
Council Secretary General, who had previously bikkmister of the NDRC, the current
Minister of the NDRC, his colleague from the Mimystof Finance, the Governor of the

People’s Bank of China, as well as the heads abwsarfinancial regulators. From these very

1271 y 2001, p.47.
128 Miller A.L. 2008c, p.14.
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different situations it is difficult to infer theomposition of the FE LSG between 2002 and
2007. Since the change in personnel was probaldieceto the leadership transition 2002-
2003, one could suppose that it was close to theemu situation. In any case, foreign
economic relations enjoyed a prominence they hétierebefore nor after due the position of

Ms. Wu Yi as Deputy Director.

Two other LSGs that no longer exist deserve shemtian. The WTO LSG had been
operating from 1993 to 1998 but was abolished w&tate Premier Zhu Rongji personally
took over leadership on the WTO issue. Its abalit®interpreted as an attempt to undermine
the influence of its chairman who appeared overb\WTO?° There has also been a LSG
dealing with military sales abroad, created in 198& it was abolished during the leadership
reshuffle of 1998, and its functions were shiftedie Commission of Science, Technology,
and Industry for National Defence (COSTIND). Thadtér had previously been “under the
dual leadership of the CMC and the State Courgilfiut since then has only been part of the
Outer Cabinet of the State Council.

(i) The Central Bureaucracies

Below the LSGs, foreign-policy making involves ammer of ministries of the State
Council, most notably the MFA, “the most importdioreign affairs institutions in the
formulation and implementation of China’s foreigolipy.”*** Among the bureaucracies
involved in foreign relations it plays a dominaatey, including handling sensitive issues and
relations with countries on behalf of the centealdership, whose prerogative these questions
are in principle-*? The MFA is headed by a minister, six or seven \Ktiristers and several
Assistant Ministers, all of which are usually cardglomats who moved up the hierarchies
of the MFA. The Vice-Ministers and Assistant Mirist divide oversight of the various MFA
departments among them. As in most foreign mimstdepartments may either specialise on
a functional policy field or on a region. Policywtards the EU is dealt with by the Europe
Department, and in particular its EU Division. Betm 2003 and 2008 the Vice-Minister in
charge was Zhang Yesui. The MFA manages China’sassigs abroad, including in the EU
where China has one in every member state as wed aeparate mission to the EU in

Brussels.

129 pearson 2001, pp.348-349.

1301 y 2001, p.49 fn.32.

1311 u 2001, p.50; see also Yang 1995, p.91.
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Apart from the MFA, the most important ministry iske MOFCOM, dealing with
foreign economic relations. Unlike in the case loé MFA, not all of its ministers have
developed their careers entirely within the minisirheir backgrounds tend to look more like
those of the top officials in the PB, and they se¢erhave more of a chance to move up than
their colleagues in the MFA. Both Bo Xilai, ministeetween 2003 and 2008, and his
successor Chen Deming have held top positionsdrptbvinces before their nomination at
the head of MOFCOM. Ms Wu Yi, minister from 19931898, had held top positions in the
petroleum industry until a few years before shemmat the MOFCOM, but like Bo Xilai she
managed to enter the PB. Only Shi Guangsheng, wlibthe post between 1998 and 2003,
had spent most of his professional career in theFRIOM. Otherwise the administrative
division is similar as in the case of the MFA. Yastide from the Europe Department, two
other units seem to be influential in policy makitgwards the EU: the Fair Trade
Department, which is dealing with the growing numbeWTO disputes between China and
the EU, and the Foreign Trade Department, whiatorecerned with trade policy formulation
and trade diplomacy in genefdf. Many Chinese embassies include a commercial sectio
staffed by MOFCOM personnel as well as sometimésials from the NDRC. In the EU this
is the case for the embassies in most of the biggenber states, and also the mission to the
EU.

Compared to the MFA and MOFCOM other bodies atnailar level play only minor
roles!** The Ministry of State Security has competences$ #na strictly confined to the
intelligence field. The CPC International Liaisorefrtment is in charge of relations with
other Communist Parties around the world. It wdkiémtial prior to 1989, but it has been
declining since thef> With regard to organs of the PLA, it should stéfio point out that
the military’s influence on foreign policy is stilig limited to the “defense and national
security arenas” where, in turn, it “retains a pdulevoice.”3® Within the PLA’s general
departments the particular interests of differeapaitments (intelligence, arms purchase,
etc...) are coordinated by the Foreign Affairs Bureithe GSD"*’

133 |nterview China 1, Beijing Q2 2007.
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137 See Lu 2001, pp.54-55 and Cheung 2001, pp.80-82.
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2.1.4 Analysing China’s Foreign Policy Process

Since the beginning of the reform era in the |8&Q0k, the Chinese policy process has
changed substantially. During the lifetime of Ma®ddng, it was highly centralised,
gravitating around himself as the dominant figuneparticular with regard to foreign policy.
At the same time, especially during his latter ge#ine tidal changes of infighting between
the different factions around him periodically bdineough on policy making, including with
regard to major issues of foreign polic§.Yet in 1985, less than ten years after Mao's death
it could be observed that “the basis for makingangplicy decisions has been considerably
broadened,” with day-to-day policy-making shiftiaggay from the Politburo and its Standing
Committee to state and party bureaucratiésn addition, efforts were made to improve
coordination among different entities involved inlipy-making with a new emphasis on

professionalisnt®®

The study from which these remarks are taken ie als indicator of the growing
openness of the Chinese leadership towards theastibforeign researchers. The author, US
scholar A. Doak Barnett, was one of the first fgneirs to get permission and support to do a
series of interviews with high officials in Beijingp 1984, including State Premier Zhao
Ziyang. Up until the beginning of reform, beyone tbentral role of Mao and the changing
influence of different factions, little was knowm details, including for example the precise

roles of influential Prime Minister Zhou Enlai ofthe central party bodig4!

Admittedly, Barnett's study falls into a specialgse of the reform period, with a
particularly strong CPC Secretariat, ongoing effatt political and administrative reform, and
no major social frictions yéf? But the most recent in-depth study of Chineseidor@olicy
making shows that the trends observed by Barn&i baen continuing and deepening since
then, and despite the crisis of 1989 and situatiohgternal and external tension. This
collective effort, edited by David M. Lampton, cosea wide variety of specific issues,
ranging from public opinion to the influence ofemational regimes, and draws on access to
policy makers and documents unimaginable at theedinof Barnett’'s study. In his
introduction, Lampton elaborates two general trefnidsy the contributions to the volume:

first, the elite directly involved in the making d&breign policy is “thickening”, second,

138 See Lieberthal 1984, pp.47-55; see also Gold4@90.

139 Barnett 1985, pp.2-3.

190 Barnett 1985, pp.3-4.

141 Barnett 1985, pp.7-8; see also Lieberthal 1992, p.

142 Reform-related social tensions erupted for thet fime in 1985; see Baum 1993, pp.381-386.
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individuals and entities which are not directly tpaf the process “have more space to act
internationally”, and therefore “generate issue prablems and exert pressures to which the
central foreign policy elite must resporid®Reminiscent of Barnett's analysis, he sees “four

‘-izations™ behind these *“twin developments,” ndgne‘professionalization, corporate

pluralization, decentralization, and globalizatidf{*

(i) The Organisational Logic in Chinese Foreigni®&oMaking

Not many details are known about organisationalimes within the Chinese governing
bodies, and the few available descriptions are Ijnosder than ten years. Yet while the role,
composition and relative power of various buredicragents in the foreign-policy process
have been changing frequently, it is unlikely ttad internal rules and procedures of organs
that nevertheless existed continuously underwantlasi transformations. In fact, in some

cases, recent evidence from interviews confirmsgenrganisational processes.

Starting from the top, i.e. the PBSC and the PBdwéave recent indications about the
frequency of their meetings, as already mentiormxyve. Given that foreign policy is just one
of many policy areas the PBSC is dealing with, aotl the exclusive focus of any of its
members, it is likely that the weekly meetings @b leave much time for in-depth debate on
related issues. This is even truer for the PB, wieets only on a monthly basis. In addition,
there are accounts from the 1980s on how top paoijies proceed in making final
decisions* The emphasis is on collective discussion towaatsensus where votes only
serve to assess the degree of dissent among theereriror the PB, and most likely for the
PBSC as well, the agenda is set by the Generakfegrand circulated beforehand, along
with documentation on the various agenda itemsinguhe meeting for each agenda item,
the member who proposed it speaks first, followgdtlher members with experience in the
same field. Then a discussion follows in which thasth doubts about the proposal speak up
and others may try to persuade them. The GeneabtBey speaks last, usually in favour of
the proposal since he agreed to have it on thedagetis opinion weighs heavier than those
of the other members. At the end a vote is calfetlis unanimous, or close to, the proposal
is adopted, if not decision is postponed. Therenargimple rules as to how many dissenting
voices can be tolerated for a decision to be adogtelepends on how strong the opposition
is and on whether it includes members directly wagkon the issue. This collective,

143 ampton 2001, p.4.
144 ampton 2001, p.4.
%5 The following points are based on Miller, H.L. 2@0 pp.4-7.
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consensual mode of decision-making seems to haderesh through the eras of Deng
Xiaoping and Jiang Zemin, as visible in various ownts on party reforrt'®

While the State Council does not play a separdéeindforeign-policy decision making,
the LSGs do. According to Lu Ning, the FA LSG saras a “forum for the members of the
central leadership in charge of foreign affairde politicians — to meet face to face with the
leading officials of the various party, governmant military foreign affairs institutions — the
top bureaucrats’ He calls it a “central processing unit”, where theeaucracies in party,
government and military submit all issues that neethe decided by the central leadership
and from where all foreign affairs activities ofetfPRC are coordinaté® This position
provides it with considerable influence. Althougliloes not make any decisions by itself, “its
policy preferences and recommendations are likelgave an important impact on the final
outcomes of the decision-making process,” wherebstification [...] by the central
leadership is sometimes simply a formalit§”This key role of the FA LSG was confirmed
by a European interviewee based in Beijing, who leassed itsle factoinfluence, especially
in light of the limited foreign-policy expertise amg the members of the PB and PBST.
There are no such detailed accounts on the wotkeoFE LSG, but it most likely fulfils a
similar gatekeeper function with regard to extereabnomic relations. One interviewee
pointed out that the FE LSG collects input fromdawrcracies at ministerial level and also
organises wide consultations with concerned goventat bodies, interest groups, academic

experts, etc. prior to any big decisions by there¢feadershig>

Below the LSGs, the central bureaucracies, withrtpeol of experts on specific
foreign-policy issues, also play a substantial neith regard to the preparation of policy
proposals and even more so in policy implementatiorthe MFA, “a vigorous system of
strict discipline and hierarchic grading is appliedith “clear channels and procedures for
policy consultation and decisioh>® This means that the communication from workingelev
towards the higher levels of hierarchy is strigtgulated>® First, documents are submitted
by the administrative unit, i.e. the departmenttlor ministry, not by individual officials.

Second, they only contain one proposal or evaloatth no options offered, i.e. the
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involved officials have to reach a consensus ontwhaecommend through discussion and

consultation.

Third, this leads to a characteristic process byclissues travel up and down the
hierarchies. It starts with the desk officer dingakesponsible for the matter who drafts a
document based on instructions from the headssobhher division and in consultation with
other concerned officials of the department. Aéipproval and signature by leading officials
of the department, it is sent up to the responsie-Minister or Assistant Minister, and
possibly further up, depending on the issue. Ifaten concerns more than one department,
inter-departmental consultations take place podhe drafting, and the signature of the heads
of all involved departments are required beforelda®l department sends the document up.
The Vice-Minister in charge of the lead departmiein consults the colleagues responsible
for the other involved departments before decidimyv to pursue. Fourth, how high a
document travels depends on the whether the pasiyes it contains fall within existing
policy guidelines for a certain level or not. Fbtd move up it needs the signatures of at least
two leading officials, e.g. the director of a depsnt and the deputy in charge of the issue
and similarly at the ministerial level for mattehat are outside the existing instructions for
the ministry. If there is disagreement the docuniehtanded back down with the views of the
higher level officials.

There are no similarly detailed accounts for ottménistries but procedures probably
look very similar. In fact, some of the workingssdabed above may point to general patterns
in Chinese politics. One Chinese interviewee with background in the General
Administration of Customs, a bureaucracy at mimnigtelevel under the State Council,
described the “Chinese meeting style” like thisriniy a given period of time everyone
present has the opportunity to speak; then therGoaimarises, concludes and decides; if an
issue is too controversial the decision is postddiThis looks like a simple various on the
consensual decision-making based on collectiveudson mentioned above, although
possibly with less discipline at lower levels ofetarchy. Similarly, the procedure for
preparing documents we have seen in the MFA caorefp roughly to the way central
political documents are prepared in successivessteplection of a group of drafters,
instructions from above, collective drafting by th@up, check by the leader and revision if
necessary, submission to the competent authoritgpproval, and lastly, dissemination

The impact of a policy proposal may depend sigaiftty on how far and to whom the

% |nterview China 4, Beijing Q2 2007.
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document is circulated. In this process personatams may play a crucial roté® as well as
the personal initiative of top leadérS.

When a matter is primarily in the area of competeata bureaucracy other than the
MFA, it deals with it independently, unless it heensitive political implications or falls
outside pre-existing foreign policy guidelineswhich case the MFA has to be consuft&d.

If more than one bureaucracy is involved, for exienFA, MOFCOM and the PLA’'s GAD
on trade in military materials, or MFA and MOFCOM major commercial issues, a similar
process as described before at the departmentll heyppens at the level of the ministries,
whereby inter-ministerial consultations at workiegel shape the drafting and signatures of
all concerned ministers are necessary for a docutaenove higher up>®

All this suggests that the flow of policy proposafsand down the hierarchies should be
rather slow in the Chinese foreign-policy procddse many horizontal divisions that put the
central leadership, who makes final decisionsnatraous distance from the working level of
bureaucracies, where the bulk of policy preparaisdmappening, are reinforced by significant
procedural obstacles, in particular the need toverat a consensus among all involved
officials at all levels. By contrast, vertical dsions, i.e. between different functional fields,
like between ministries or various departments mwithministry, certainly exist but should be

expected to be bridged to some extent by the coinstesultations.

(i) Bureaucratic Politics: Fragmentation and Bangsy

Yet the dynamics of the Chinese foreign-policy psscgo beyond procedures. They are
not caught in the organisational logic. In facte theneralised rule of consensus through
consultation provides for bargaining venues atielkls of the decision-making process, in
which the involved entities may pursue, at leassdme extent, their separate interests. This
can mean different things, depending on the contie not being excluded from a certain
policy, impose the point of view of one’s own orgaation, or become the entity in charge of
some initiative. It may occur in the consultationstween a functional and a regional
department of the MFA, when MOFCOM, MFA and GAD angng to find agreement on
military exports, as well as in the discussions agnthe members with different institutional
backgrounds in the LSGs and the top leadershipelsodi

1% yang 1995, p.95.
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Such bargaining dynamics in Chinese politics haeenbstudied extensively and
described as “fragmented authoritarianism.” Thisdedlovas initially developed in the late
1980s with regard to economic policy in post-Maanahbut was later applied to other policy
fields, including foreign policy. According to Keeth Lieberthal, one of the main proponents

of this approach,

“[tlhe fragmented authoritarianism model arguest thathority below the very peak of the
Chinese political system is fragmented and disguinfThe fragmentation is structurally based
and [...] grew increasingly pronounced under the mafobeginning in the late 1970s [...]
Structurally, China's bureaucratic ranking systemmlgines with the functional division of
authority among various bureaucracies to produsiuation in which it is often necessary to
achieve agreement among an array of bodies, whersingle body has authority over the

others.*®°

Specifically, the decentralisation of budget auitliyoand personnel management in the
early years of reform, the “general decline in tise of ideology as an instrument of control”
as well as the “encouragement given to many org@aiecome increasingly self-supporting
through bureaucratic entrepreneurship” have altrdmurted to strengthening the “tendency of
bureaucratic units to work vigorously to promotel gmotect their own interests in the policy-
making process®! This fragmentation is “most severe in the domaont the ministries
through the provinces”, while “[a]bove the minisgiand below provinces” the system is still
“characterized by extraordinary concentrations ofver.”®* A key implication of this
increased fragmentation is “increased bargainintpénChinese bureaucratic system” since “a
search for consensus among various organs” is segesn order to initiate and develop
major projects*®?® Overall, “[tlhe reforms since the late 1970s hareduced only very

limited progress toward institutionalizing the pickl system.*®*

Certainly, there has been ongoing institutionalsain the nearly two decades since
fragmented authoritarianism was first proposed.kiky assertions seem to remain valid
though. With regard to foreign-policy making, a m@ecent comment describes fragmented
authoritarianism as a system in which “a complexrimaof relevant bureaucracies and

interests [produces] decisions through extensivgdnaing and coordination; efforts to gain

180 jeberthal 1992, p.8; this piece provides a corensive overview of the fragmented authoritarianism
approach.
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consensus dominaté®® The same author also provides an example of aendad
bureaucratic bargaining process, namely the fihalsp of China’'s WTO negotiations, when
the contradictory interests of the many ministpesvented a consensual solution, a deadlock
that could only be overcome through interventiorthef central leadershifi® This means that
fragmented authoritarianism “remains an apt desoripof much of the political process in
China despite twenty years of unprecedented chifige.

In such processes of bargaining for influence, geakrelations may matter a great deal.
In fact patron-client networks are pervasive atealels of Chinese politics, a point elaborated
by literature on elite and factional politit®. Yet it is virtually impossible to trace such
networks consistently through all administrativevele involved in policy-making.
Consequently this approach has mostly been usedatigse politics at the top and to account
for major policy changes, purges of high leaderteadership transition$® Nevertheless it

represents a factor that has to be borne in mirehveimalysing bureaucratic bargaini{.

(i) The Role of Central Control

If the concentration of political power has deceshs the years since the beginning of
reform, the central leadership remains the powesphlere of Chinese politics — as visible for
example in its exclusive privilege to make finatideéons on major foreign policy issues. How

does this power articulate itself in the era obref then?

It is first and foremost the power to define thedamental directions and goals of
foreign policy. Lu Ning suggests a military metapha this connection. The central
leadership makestrategicdecisions which “often consist of no more thanague concept,

basic policy orientation, broad policy guidelinelong-term policy goal — just ‘the bones’ of
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policy.””* By contrast, government bureaucracies at loweel$gvin particular relevant
ministries, then decide thactics i.e. “work out detailed plans for realizationlefdership’s
policy goals, adding the ‘flesh and blood’ to Chinforeign policy.*’? There is therefore a
certain degree of freedom for the central bureaiesan policy implementation, even to the
degree of allowing space for “subversion” on the pédissenting bureaucracies as Lu Ning
sees it"”® This may come in various ways, like consciouslgparing ambiguously worded
policy proposals, creative interpretation of poligyidelines, or slightly biasing reports on
policy effects. From this point of view, decisioos how to engage the EU should probably
be considered tactical issues with a comparatigllp degree of discretion at the level of the

ministries.

Yet the central leadership still gets involved iarigus ways. First, “[tlhe highly
centralized decisionmaking power has created muoetiia in the bureaucratic foreign affairs
establishment toward taking initiatives in the foatation of major foreign policies”, and as a
result “[m]ost major foreign policy initiatives havoriginated from the top.” This
reluctance to use the possibility to propose pedidd higher levels may also be related to the
procedural obstacles. Second, given the fragmemaéate of the policy process in China, it
may occur that the involved decision-making unitghe level of the central bureaucracies
cannot reach an agreement through bargaining. Thtme central leadership values progress
in the respective field, it wilhave to intervene. This may happen in several waysh wit

distinct effects.

In a first scenario, such an intervention of thatd leadership may simply take the
form of an arbitration between different policy posals. An example for this would be the
decision-making around China’s adhesion to the Geihmgnsive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) as
discussed by Bates Giif> While the MFA argued that “China’s internationahtsre and
image as a responsible great power were at stakeeguired a constructive position on the
CTBT” the PLA and the “defense-industrial communijty.]Jargued that China was ‘not
technically ready’ to sign'® There was direct bargaining between the two inswlv
bureaucracies but “the Chinese leadership was ooediby the MFA arguments and decided

against the military’s recommendation for continteesting.™’
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In a second scenario, the intervention of the eeidadership may lead to an upward
migration of the policy issue, away from the cehbareaucracies to the central leadership,
especially if the latter becomes aware, at a gimement, of the high strategic ramifications
of an issue. In principle such a situation mightwaven without a bargaining problem at the
working level. In this case, the “tactics”, e.ge tthoice of who to engage in the EU and how,
would be almost entirely back in the offices of tleeeign-policy officials in the central
leadership. The respective ministries would stl/é an important advisory and facilitating
function (e.g. the MFA through its network of dipiatic missions) but most decisions would

be made at the top.

A third scenario would be a combination of thetfiigo. On the one hand, the central
leadership has to intervene in a deadlocked intdyaegaining process, and the concerned
entities continue their work in accordance with #guhoritative decision from above. On the
other hand, the issues also travels to the topgribecause the Chinese leadership has
recognised its importance or because internatipaghers have raised the issue at the top
leadership level, in which case decisions aboutntbealities of engagement would have to
made both at the ministry-level and at the very togs likely that in such a situation LSGs
play a particularly important role. As example ocmuld refer to the WTO negotiations
between China and the U%.Due to the large scope of the WTO-related issunes the
divergent interests of concerned ministries, thterival bargaining got stuck. Once speedy
WTO membership had become an issue of strategioriance to the Chinese leadership, it
intervened in favour of the pro-wWTO MOFCOM (MOFTER that time, i.e. Ministry of
Foreign Trade and Economic Cooperation) againstenpuotectionist ministries (like for
example the Ministry of Information Industries).i3tenabled the WTO Department of the
MOFTEC to pursue its own approach, but it also ltedun a direct involvement of the top
leadership in negotiations with the US: State PeenZhu Rongji himself delivered a

generous offer to the US leadership during an iaffigsit.*"®

Lastly, one can distinguish two different basic m®df policy making in contemporary
Chinese politics. Under the normal mode “decisiakimg is shaped by experts and external
policy advisors, with participation of a variety different internal actors, the shifting of
important administrative competences to lower leval government, as well as multiple

types of international cooperatioff® This mode corresponds to the strategic-tactical
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metaphor above, with a certain leeway for the e¢rdureaucracies. By contrast, under the
crisis mode, decision making becomes highly cestdlwith a dominant role for the highest
leaders, somewhat reminiscent of the policy prooedsao’s times. This mode will typically

kick in as a reaction to situations that are peextias a threat to the stability of the political
system, like for example the repression of 198%herTaiwan Strait Crisis of 1996. It does
not necessarily touch decision making in all poligtds but may be limited to the arenas
from which the threat is emanating, like in theeca$ the reaction of the SARS epidemic of
2003 after the initial attempt of a cover-up haddme public. However, in relations between

China and the EU during the period studied hersuuh crises have occurred.

2.1.5 Conclusion

This section has presented process | of the aoalyframework developed in the
previous chapter, i.e., in the context of the pmesesearch, the Chinese foreign-policy
process. | have introduced the basic structuraheiChinese political system, discussed in
some detail the bureaucratic agents involved irifor-policy making, and analysed the
foreign-policy process based on the three causahamsms proposed by the framework,
namely organisational logic, bureaucratic bargarand central control.

The Chinese foreign-policy process includes eleméom all three main pillars of the
political system, i.e. party, government and miliftaand it develops across a long ladder of
hierarchy, reaching from the working level of cahtoureaucracies to the very top of central
leadership. While the power to make final decisiadirmly concentrated at the top, the
preparation of policy proposals as well as polioyplementation is largely done in the
relevant ministries, although LSGs and possibly nevegher levels may be involved.
Organisational factors, in particular procedures geeparing documents and sending them
towards higher levels of authority, appear to deegpe horizontal divisions in this process,
there is ample room for bureaucratic bargainingl, e central control over the activities of

the central bureaucracies may vary depending osithation.
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2.2 The Foreign-Policy Process in the EU

This section presents the foreign-policy procesthefEU. In the analytical framework
introduced in the previous chapter this correspotwdgrocess I, as it determines the
reception, and possibly modification, by the EUld initial approach by China. The political
system of the EU has been slowly but constantiyngimg since the early years of European
integration, including with regard to foreign pglica process that is still ongoing. In fact,
with the Lisbon Treaty ratified by the large majpriof member states, although with
politically complicated situations in some of thenmaining one$® further changes in
decision-making on the EU’s external relationslkely over the next few years. This means
the EU is a political system still “in the makingtuch like China, although for very different

reasons.

The similarities do not go much further though. ikalChina, the EU is an international
organisation not a state, whose actorness in iatiermal relations is not equally all-
encompassing. Instead its competences, including weégard to external relations, are
defined in or derived from the founding treatiestheir current version. These treaties also
establish rigid procedures as to how policies m different fields of EU external action are
made. At the same time, a multitude of bureaucradgients is involved in the EU foreign-
policy process, even more than in China and witksa rigid hierarchy, which gives rise to
variable patterns of policy making. In this, perglorelations certainly do matter, but not in
the same way as in Chinese politics. The top leshgerns far less coherent than in China,
including Brussels-basefdnctionnaires political nominees from the member states in EU
positions, as well as administrative and politipgrsonnel representing the members in
Brussels. Career patterns like in China, whereciats move up slowly but steadily in the
central hierarchies, sometimes to the very top,ctose to impossible in Brussels — which

also implies that the tracing of careers and caeatiipositions is far less meaningful.

In the first sub-section | will present an overviek the literature on EU foreign
policies. This will be followed by a general inttadion to the EU’s political system,

including certain external as well as internal aspeThe third sub-section will then turn to

181 At the moment of writing, ratification is not cofege in the Czech Republic, Germany, Ireland, anid;
in Ireland a second referendum will be held onltisbon Treaty in autumn 2009, after a first refehem turned
out negative in June 2008; in the Czech Repubdicetiro-sceptic President is waiting for the outcamleeland
before signing the ratification instrument; the @an President is waiting for a verdict from the &duational
Court before signing it; the Polish President &las not yet signed the ratification instrument;\sebsite
http://europa.eul/lisbon_treaty/countries/index_tm#h(consulted 16 May 2009).
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the distribution of foreign-policy competences withthe EU and the basic rules and
procedures for foreign-policy-making. Lastly, | lnénalyse the EU’s foreign-policy process
through the lenses proposed by the analytical fveonle i.e. differentiating between

organisational logic, bureaucratic bargaining, tredrole (or absence) of central control.

2.2.1 Studying EU Foreign Policies — But Not Frdra Perspective of Outsiders

The growing impact of the EU in contemporary inggional affairs has been affirmed
in a growing body of literature, including on issug traditional “high politics”. In his 2001
study Roy Ginsberg makes the point that the EWodtsonly an economic power but can also
have a more general political impact on the outsiddd. Through intensive case studies of
the EU’s policies on the conflict in former Yugogks towards the Middle East and towards
the US, he comes to the conclusions that the Eth isomplex, partialsui generis and
evolving international political actor capable aving different degrees of political impact

even in the absence of a fully formed CFSP withpoktical union.*%?

If Ginsberg is explicitly emphasising the speciature of the EU, not comparable with
any other phenomenon in international relationsar@tie Bretherton and John Vogler apply
a more general concept to the EU, namely internati@ctorness, and verify the EU’s
actorness in a number of case studies. In thetkag carry Ginsberg’'s point even further: the
EU has capabilities, an international presence apportunities to act, in part due to
expectations from third actors. It even exercisgsrnational leadership on certain issues, “is
urged to act, is blamed for its immobility, andfiequently told to resist US hegemorly®
The general picture of an EU that has impact iermdtional affairs over a wide array of
issue-areas, although to a varying degree, is oedl in other volumes and stud&The
literature on the EU as a “civilian power” also pags the argument that the EU has not only

an economic but a political impact on the worldbage!®

The policy making processes behind this impachefEU on international affairs have

been a subject of academic research for longeadire and have at times themselves created

182 Ginsberg 2001, p.21.

183 Bretherton and Vogler 2006, pp.2-3; see also Brésh and Vogler 1999.

184 See the contributions to Mahncke, Ambos and Reln@ds.) 2004, in particular the case studiesind
and Marsh and Mackenstein 2005.

185 See Manners 2002 for a good overview of the liteea See also Cremona 2004 for a wider discussfitime
normative influence of the EU in the world.
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doubt about the potential of actual EU influenceha world**® The basic formal rules for
foreign-policy making result directly from the ttes®” and how they function in practise
for the different external policies of the uniore.iCCP, development cooperation and CFSP,
has been described by various schal®timcluding also detailed analyses of different ngti
regimes on EC external relatiolf8. With regard to CFSP, its extra-treaty origins e t
European Political Cooperation (EPC), the resistedhmunitarisation of non-EC “high
politics” during the Maastricht negotiations, arfte trole of the Commission, which has
nevertheless been growing in these issues, have theesubject of detailed analysis, for
example by Simon Nuttalf® Michael E. Smith has gone further in arguing thafairly
integrated institutional foreign policy frameworkdevolved, despite the formal exclusion of
CFSP from the densely regulated Community spherdy @en a considerable degree of

"legalisation.**

At the same time, other scholars emphasise theritapme of informal processes in
European foreign-policy making. Thus, it has begued that a new integrative dynamic has
resulted from the institutionalisation of CSFP tigh so-called “Brusselisation® Despite
the avoidance of the Community method, in the Brissbased institutions a new elite is
emerging, closely cooperating among each othetlanking “European” rather national. But
also the continuing informal influence of individuemember states has been studied.
Catherine Gegout, for example, has pointed ousttang influence by big member states in

close consultation with the U€3

The complex overlap of processes at the commorgdean level and of the continuing
national foreign policies in individual member swthas also been researcidBrian
White, suggests to analyse European foreign pagyn interactive foreign policy system
with three subsystems: member states foreign polcgupranational Community foreign
policy, i.e. the CCP and development cooperatiordeunthe first pillar, and an

intergovernmental Union foreign policy, i.e. theSFFunder the second pilf8r. Others have

186 See for example the thorough review of treaty jsions on CFSP in Hill 1993 and 1998.

187 For details on the making of European foreigngiesi see chapter 4.

18 Among the more recent examples, see Vanhoona&ké&r @nd Marsh and Mackenstein 2005, in particular
pp.57-61.

189 See for example Jupille 1999, Meunier 2000 and5200

19 5ee Nuttall 2000, in particular chapter 3, andt&lLi1996 in the role of the Commission.

191 See Michael E. Smith 2004, and especially MiclEaeébmith 2001 on legalisation.

192 5ee Allen 1998 and Miiller-Brandeck-Bocquet 2002.

193 Gegout 2002.

19 See especially Carlsnaes, Sjursen and White (2084.

195 White 2001; chap.1 succinctly introduces his ole@nceptual framework; see also White 2004.
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observed processes of European socialisation, mypEanisation, whereby national foreign

policies align themselves with an emerging commorofean position®°

What emerges from this literature, despite theed#iit emphases, is the considerable
complexity of foreign-policy making in the EU, aedpecially the multitude of institutional
actors who legitimately represent the EU, or péit,dowards the outside: the organs of the
Presidency, the High Representative (HR) for CH&dPthe Council Secretariat, the different
DGs of the Commission, ministries of member stagés,.. How do outsiders deal with an
EU that has a growing influence as an integratetityetbut maintains complex and
fragmented decision-making processes? So far, aredbademic nor more policy-oriented
literature provide any satisfying answers to thigegfion. In academia, the writing on the
EU’s consistency in external relations is the cbosene can géf’ This literature is indeed
concerned with the face, or better the many fatesEU is showing to the world. Yet while
it assesses the issue, analyses its reasons amdmftkes suggestions on how to improve
consistency, it does not focus on how outsiders wita the complexities and inconsistencies

of EU foreign policy.

In policy-oriented writing, the most ambitious eftfan this direction has been the
volume Global Views on the European Unjoadited by Martin Ortega for the Institute for
Security Studies. It provides a wide array of algsmpressions and assessments of the EU in
international affairs, but the contributors onlyweimarginal evidence of the process of

engaging such a complex polit?

2.2.2 Grasping a Complex International Organisation

The current political order of the European intéigrascheme is the result of more than
five decades of continuous evolution starting shatter the end of the Second World War.
As much of the remainder of this section will death complexities in European foreign
policies that emerged as a result of the tortu@ilsgpof European integration, this sub-section
will begin with a brief overview of the history &uropean integration. In a next step, | will
turn to the issue of EU’s international actorn€ss.the EU this is a more tricky question than

for China. As a state, China’s quality as intemrai actor can hardly be contested, and no

1% gee, for example, Tonra 2001 on small membersstatesign policy and Wong 2005.
197 For a recent summary of the debate see Nutta200
1% Ortega 2004.
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further discussion on this issue was warrantedhénpirevious section. In the case of the EU,
however, literature has not been unanimous oncitsr@ess, and few comments are in place
on how the definition of international actors sugigd in chapter Il applies to the EU. Lastly,
this will lead to a discussion of the EU’s main éaucratic agents and some general features

of the EU’s political system.

(i) The Origins and Evolution of the EU

The history of European integration looks in maraysvlike a textbook example for the
historical institutionalist claim that the growingpst of revising institutions in a path-
dependent process leads to a layered institutistracture'® The current EU has four
predecessors in the form of older internationalanrgations for regional integration in
Europe, and all of them continue to exist todayeurtie roof of the EU. The European Coal
and Steel Community (ECSC) was established by tleaty of Paris (signed April 1951, in
force July 1952), and the European Economic Comip(&EC) as well as the European
Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) by the two Treatof Rome (both signed March 1957,
in force January 1958, all of them with Belgium, Germany, France, Itdlyxemburg, and

the Netherlands as members.

The fourth organisation, the Western European UWE&U), has been developed out
of the Brussels Treaty of Economic, Social and @alt Cooperation and Collective Self-
Defence, signed in March 1948 (in force August 39#48Belgium, France, Luxemburg, the
Netherlands and the U¥ In August 1954 the French National Assembly rej@dhe treaty
on a European Defence Community on which the mesnbethe ECSC had agreed in May
19522%2 As a reaction, the original signatories togethith \@ermany and Italy agreed on the
accession of the latter two to the Brussels Traaty decided a number of amendments that
led to the creation of the WEU. These measures wenéained in the Paris Agreement of
October 1954, strangely enough the result of aezente in London. It remained a marginal
organisation, often in the shadow of the more iregire North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
(NATO), and was only rediscovered as a useful tusbnal container for the defence

dimension of European integration in the 1990s.

199 5ee Pierson and Skocpol 2002.

20 5ee the table in Nugent 2006, pp.138-140.

1 This and following sentences on origins of the W&t based on the documents and useful summaeylgf e
WEU on its official websiteqwww.weu.int(consulted 15 May 2009).

292 Nugent 2006, p.41.
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The 1960s and 1970s saw important development$ gard to the ECSC, EEC and
Euratom, more institutional integration was acheetteough the Treaty Establishing a Single
Council and a Single Commission of the European i@anities, also known as Merger
Treaty, which was signed in April 1965 and enteiredorce in July 1967% By July 1968,
the customs union was complef@dand by implication, the EEC had to be “a singlgtgin
global trade.** Shortly thereafter, the Davignon Report, adoptethe meeting of Foreign
Ministers Luxemburg in October 1970, started fongiglicy cooperation on traditional “high
politics”. It created a pattern of consultation ammbrdination outside the treaties that would
come to be known as European Political Coopergfd?C). The 1970s then saw important
developments in the Communities towards more sapi@mal governance, i.e. expanding

roles for the Commission and the European Coultsfice (EC3°®

The next major step in European integration wasSihgle European Act (SEA) (signed
in February 1986, in force in July 1987). At thiame, the membership of the Communities
had grown from the original six, i.e. Belgium, Fecan Germany, Italy, Luxemburg, and the
Netherlands, to twelve members, as Denmark, Iredematdthe UK had accede to the treaties in
1973, followed by Greece in 1981, and Spain anduBal in 1986. The SEA included
amendments to the treaties of the three CommunEESC, EEC, and Euratom, along with
EPC provisiond®’ From the point of view of the Communities, the S&#panded the use of
qualified majority voting (QMV) in Council decisisnincreased the role of the EP, created
the Court of First Instance to alleviate the burdein overstretched ECJ, and, most
importantly, up the specific target of completinganmon internal market by 1992 With
regard to foreign-policy, it “did little more thaonsolidate previous EPC practices, but it was
significant that they were included in an instruieéhat also amended the Treaty of
Rome.”® This means the SEA gave a formal treaty basis REC,Ewithout however

integrating it into the Communities.

The Treaty of Maastricht, or Treaty on Europeanddn{TEU) (signed in February
1992, in force in November 1993) brought significahanges in many ways. Most visibly, it
created the European Union (EU), as a general fmofall integration efforts that have

evolved out of the original Communities. Like thEA5 it also amended the treaties of the

203 Nugent 2006, p.79.

204 See Commission 1968

295 peterson and Bomberg 1999, p.91.

2% 5ee Alter 1998, Stone Sweet and Caporaso 193ftéitn and Stone Sweet 2001.

27 Title Il of the SEA contains “Provisions Amenditige Treaties Establishing the European Communities”
while Title Ill spells out “Treaty Provisions on Eypean Co-operation in the Sphere of Foreign Policy

298 Nugent 2006, pp.80-81.

29 Nuttall 1997, p.22.
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Communities, and dealt in a separate title withegainforeign policy cooperation, re-named
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) instefa8RC?'° Another title was devoted to
cooperation on Justice and Home Affairs (JHA), & field of cooperation, covering issues
like asylum and immigration policy, judicial coop&ipn, and police cooperatiGit. In this
way the TEU created the characteristic three-pidiaucture of the EU that can still be
observed, i.e. with the Communities as the firftS€ the second, and JHA the third pillar.

More concretely, with regard to the Communitieg Tmeaty of Maastricht renamed the
old EEC European Community (EC), and the relatedtyr which had taken on far wider
scope than the more specialised ECSC and Euratesties, therefore became the Treaty
Establishing the European Community (TEC). At thens time, it also provided for some
innovation on procedures and policies, e.g. byraditey the use of QMV, strengthening the
roles of the EP and ECJ, and expanding the poliegsacovered by the Communities, most
importantly through the creation of the Economid &fonetary Union (EMU¥*2 In the field
of cooperation on foreign policy in general, thewn€FSP provided a more ambitious

framework than the old EPC, for example by defirspgcific policy instruments

The TEU signed in Maastricht mentioned the WEU as ‘integral part of the
development of the Union”, and requests it “to elalte and implement decisions and actions
of the Union which have defence implicatio$””In a declaration annexed to the treaty,
members of the WEU, in the meantime nine after ssioa of Spain and Portugal in 1990,
stated that “WEU will be developed as the deferarmaponent of the European Union and as
a means to strengthen the European pillar of tHanfic Alliance.”™ The declaration
specified that “WEU is prepared, at the requesthef European Union, to elaborate and
implement decisions and actions of the Union whiake defence implications” and, for this
purpose, provided for a number of measures to enslose cooperation between the
institutions of EU and WEJ'® To enhance WEU operations, institutional innovatiovere

initiated, like a “WEU planning cell”, semi-annuaheetings of WEU Chiefs of Defence

210 SEA titles 1I-IV amend the three treaties of then@nunities, title V contains CFSP provision.

2L SEA title VI; see also Nugent 2006, pp.90-91.

%12 5ee Nugent 2006, pp.86-89.

23 TEU (Maastricht) Art.J.2 and J.3.

2 TEU (Maastricht) Art.J.4(2) (current TEU Art.17).

215 Treaty of Maastricht, Declaration on Western Ee@pUnion, par.2.

#1® Treaty of Maastricht, Declaration on Western Ee@pUnion, section A “WEU’s Relations with European
Union”.
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Staff”, “military units answerable to WEU”, or “eahced cooperation in the field of
armaments with the aim of creating a European aengragency?’

The following treaties, i.e. the Treaty of Amstardésigned in October 1997, in force in
May 1999) and the Treaty of Nice (signed in Feby001, in force in February 2003), left
the basic institutional structures unchanged btrbduced amendments in all three pillars.
The Treaty of Amsterdam expanded the use of QMAAhdiierred certain JHA issues into the
first pillar, and strengthened the institutionattisgy for CSFP, most visibly by creating the
post of the High Representative for CF3PWith regard to WEU, the treaty defined for the
first time for what ends its operation capabilitregght be used, namely “humanitarian and
rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and tasks of téonbes in crisis management, including
peacemaking.?'® These were the so-called Petersberg Tasks, listetie first time in June
1992 by the WEU? The Treaty of Nice was mostly about anticipatindgasgement and
adjusting the institutions accordingly, in partauthe weighted votes in the Courféil.Since
the Treaty of Maastricht Austria, Finland and Swetad joined the EU in 1995. The further
expansion with the accession of Cyprus, Czech RepuBstonia, Hungary, Lithuania,
Latvia, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia i®20and lastly Bulgaria and Romania in

2007, was already foreseeable.

In the defence field, the British-French agreenadrfaint-Malo in December 1998 had
cleared the way for further cooperatiGh.Subsequently the Helsinki European Council in
December 1999 set up what came to be known asutap&an Security and Defence Policy
(ESDP), including in particular the projected corm@nt of military capabilities from
member states and the establishment of an EU MilBtaff and EU Military Committee, the
former to implement military activities of ESDP,etHatter as a military policy making
body??® At the Nice European Council meeting these measwere confirmed* and the
reference to the WEU as “an integral part of theettpment of the Union” taken out of the
TEU*®

The latest attempts to change the treaty base wfpEan integration are linked to the

efforts of the European Convention, meeting betwEebruary 2002 and July 2003, at

21" Treaty of Maastricht, Declaration on Western EeapUnion, par.5; see also Vanhoonacker 2005, fip.78
218 See Nugent 2006, pp.95-102.

29TEU Art.17(2).

220 5ee Vanhoonacker 2005, p.78ff.

221 Nugent 2006, table pp.108-109.

222 g5chake, Bloch-Lainé and Grant 1999, p.22.

223 Eyropean Council, Helsinki, December 1999, Presig€onclusions, Annex IV.

224 European Council, Nice, December 2000, Presid@unyclusions, Annex VI.

22> 5ee TEU Art.17(1) before and after the Treaty N
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drafting a constitutional document for the EU. Thain merit of the resulting Constitutional
Treaty, signed by the member states in October ,28@4 the integration of all European
treaties in one and the clarification of competenaed procedures, including with regard to
CFSP as will be discussed below. After its failureeferenda in France and the Netherlands
during May and June 2005, most of its provisionsewacorporated into the Lisbon Treaty
which, however, takes the old, and confusing, agpgtaf amending the existing treaties.

(i) The EU as an International Actor

While investigating the nature of the EU as antgnti international relations, some
scholars have voiced scepticism as to whethemitbeaconsidered a fully-fledged actor. In a
pioneering study on the issue Gunnar Sj6stedt adesl, after a lengthy discussion of criteria
for international actorness and related evidencthénEuropean case, that “the Community

[...] seems to be some sort of half-developed intéwnal actor.?® It *

performs actor
behaviour irregularly and only under certain coiotis” while “the structural prerequisites for
the performance of actor behaviour are only faéllpartially.**” Christopher Hill adopts a
similar perspectives when he states that the “dsaovar the Gulf, the Uruguay Round and
Yugoslavia seem to show that the Community is mogeféective international actor, in terms
both of its capacity to produce collective decisi@md its impact on events”, and concludes
that “a coherent [European foreign-policy] systemd &ull actorness are still far from

realization.??®

By contrast, Charlotte Bretherton and John Vogier,a book entirely devoted to
exploring EU actorness, come to the conclusion thie# EU is a global actor of some
significance.?*® Not only do their specific criteria for actornediffer from the definitions by
Sjostedt or Hill, they also place more emphasighensocial dimension, i.e. how interaction
with others can be constitutive of actorness. Thegount for this with the concepts of
presence and opportunity: “Presence conceptualleesability of the EU, by virtue of its
existence, to exert influence beyond its bordars’particular “to shape the perceptions and
expectations of other$*® while “[o]pportunity refers to the external enviment of ideas

and events that enable or constrain purposive ratdfd Hill also refers to presence, “a

26 gjgstedt 1977, p.112.

227 Sjpstedt 1977, pp.112 and 114.

228 Hill 1993, pp.306 and 318.

229 Bretherton and Vogler 1999, p.253.

230 Bretherton and Vogler 2006, p.5; see also Bretheaind Vogler 1999, pp.5-7.
231 Bretherton and Vogler 2006, p.5; see also Bretheaind Vogler 1999, pp.7-8.

90



consequentialist notion which emphasizes outsideeptions of the Community and the
significant effects it has on both the psychologaad the operational environment of third
parties,?*? but in his analysis this leads to dangerously geeated expectations rather than

to enhanced actorness.

Based on my definition of international actornesghe previous chapter, basically a
simplified version of Bretherton and Vogler's appeh, there can be no doubt that the EU
should be counted as an international actor. Asemilerge from the next sub-section, the EU
fulfils all three criteria as it actively formulaepolicies towards the outside, has policy
instruments at its disposal, and can interact wiitfer actors. Should it be treated as a separate
type of actor, a category of its own? Hill suggeht it is “less than a state, but more than a
conventional inter-governmental organization (IG33 and Bretherton and Vogler conclude
their book with the observation that the EU “rensdfin.] sui generis’?** In my view it is not
necessary to create a new category for the EU, ahras it may be true that it is unique
among international organisations. The discussibninternational actorness above has
already pointed to the variety in the quality ofaas in international relations. The actorness
of international organisations is not necessatfilthe same scope as that of states, and the EU
certainly cannot match its members or any othde stathis regard. At the same time, given
the variability of purposes and functions of intgranal organisations, the quality of
actorness may also vary between them. From thgppetive, the EU is probably “more of an
actor” than most, if not all, other internationalganisations, due to wide range of its
activities, but this does not mean it cannot bet pérthe larger group of international

organisations.

International law can help grasp these differergreles of actorness. If states possess
“the totality of international rights and dutiecognized by international lav#® the EU, as
an international organisation, should be considevdthve legal personality only to the extent
this is needed for the pursuit of its purposes amgttions as specified in its constituent
treaties?>® Many of the goals and activities of the EU spelted in the Treaty on European
Union (TEU) can be interpreted as requiring legatspnality to an impressive extent, in

particular those of the Common Foreign and Secufiblicy (CFSP), including most

232 Hill 1993, p.3009.

233 Hill 1993, p.3009.

234 Bretherton and Vogler 1999, p.258.

235 International Court of Justice 1949, p.10.

238 See International Court of Justice 1949, pp.9Ndgyyen Quoc, Daillier, Pellet 1999, p.586.

91



importantly the conclusion of agreements with thitdtes or international organisations,
but also the Petersberg Tasks mention earlieredal lpersonality can also be simply implicit,
it should not be a major concern that the TEU dussmention legal personality explicitly.
The matter appears in a different light when oneswmers that this was certainly a very
conscious choice, given that the Treaty Establgshine European Community (TEC),
predecessor of and continuing basis for the T&Ugrmally states that “[tihe Community
shall have legal personality® This means there is considerable confusion akegtecise
legal status of the EU in international relatiombe next revision of the treaties, probably
based on the Lisbon Treaty, will clarify the sitoatand explicitly assign legal personality to
the EU?° In the meantime one could seede-factoor “nascent’legal personality** In
practice, however, most formal activities are sthrried out through the European
Community (EC), as visible for example in that stled “mixed agreements” with third
parties, i.e. including a political dimension tHialls under CFSP and therefore outside the
reach of the TEC, are nevertheless concluded b @1é?

In summary, the EU can be considered internati@uabr for the purposes of this
research. As an international organisation, it ihgdoto a category for which the scope of
actorness cannot match that of states. For thetidlis reflected in the current uncertainties
concerning its legal personality. At the same timewever, the EU stands out from other
international organisations in that it has a muathewrange of activities and therefore a more

complete type of actorness.

(i) The Main Bureaucratic Agents of the EU

In the previous chapter | pointed out that the huceatic agents of an international
organisation include both the institutional ensitigelonging directly to the organisation and

the member states. In the case of the EU, burdauagents at Union level have considerably

21TEU, art 24.

Z8TEU, art.1, par.3.

29TEC, art.281.

240 Art.1(55) of the Lisbon Treaty provides for theéntion of an Art.46A into the TEU that reads: “Teion
shall have legal personality”; the failed Treatyabdishing a Constitution for Europe containedshee phrase
in art.I-7. On the debate of a “fourth legal pewddy”, i.e. for the EU as a whole, in additionE&, ECSC and
Euratom, see Tizzano 2002.

241 Gauttier 2004, p.38, suggests that there is saiderece of a “nascent legal personality”.

242 5ee for example the Economic Partnership, PdliGomrdination and Cooperation Agreement with Mexic
signed in 1997 and entered into force 2000; orspieeific question of the human rights clause inedix
agreements concluded by the EC, see Cannizzara 2002
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increased in number, especially in the field of eF& will be seen below. Yet the main
entities have remained the same over the past decad

At the top, as the highest political authority,rthes the European Council, consisting of
the heads of state or government of all membeestand the President of the Commission,
assisted by the Foreign Ministers and a Commissmamber. This entity had not been
established in the original treaties that founds&l communities. The final statement of the
summit meeting in Paris in 1974 recognised “thedrfee an overall approach to the internal
problems involved in achieving European unity amel éxternal problems facing Europe” and
that it was “essential to ensure progress and Hveoasistency in the activities of the
Communities and in the work on political co-operat| and therefore provided for a regular
summit mechanism, “three times a year and wheneeeessary, in the Council of the
Communities and in the context of political co-apm.”?** The formal establishment of the
European Council as part of the treaties only hapgevith the SEA in the mid-1980s, which
also reduced the frequency of meetings to two #mktef three per yedf? Under current
treaty provisions it “shall provide the Union withe necessary impetus for its development
and shall define the general political guidelinesréof.”*®> The TEU and TEC also stipulate
some more concrete functions of the European Chuika for example the nomination of
the President of the Commissitfi,and the decision of common strategies under C£SP.
The treaty provisions are such that the “whatentrpretation the European Council gives to
its role [...] it cannot be challenged by the Courfastice.?*® Overall, the European Council
has been powerful as “the guiding force of the paem integration process”, but at the same
time limited in its activities in that it only meetwo or three times a year and takes decision

by consensu&*’

Hierarchically below the European Council is theu@@l of Ministers, or simply the
Council. Since the beginning of European integratib has been the key decision organ of
the communities and later the EU. It consists ofépresentative of each Member State at
ministerial level, authorised to commit the goveemmof that Member Staté™ Currently it
meets in nine different formations, depending oa policy field under discussion; for

instance, Foreign Ministers meet in the Generalaitdf and External Relations Council

243«Communiqué of the Meeting of Heads of Governnwdrthe Community” (Paris). December 1974,
2 SEA Art.2.

#TEU Art.4.

20 TEC Art.214(2).

2TTEU Art.13(2).

248 Nugent 2006, p.221.

249 Schoutheete 2006, pp.54-55.

*9TEC Art.203.
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(GAERC), Ministers of Economics and/or Finance e EEconomic and Financial Affairs
(Ecofin) Council, eté>* The Council Presidency rotates among member staes holding

it for six months®™2 Because of its numerous functions, instead ofriefg to single treaty
provisions, it is more instructive to distinguisiuf basic aspects of the Council: first, it has a
legislative function as it votes on all internalrms created by the EU as well as external
agreements; second, it also works as an executiveghat it intervenes in policy
implementation by the Commission, the main exeeuthody, through its numerous
committees; third, it complements the European Cibum defining the general orientation of
the EU; lastly, it serves an arena in which coop@main new policy fields can be

discussed>®

The Council is directly assisted by two bodies.sfithe Committee of Permanent
Representatives of the member states (COREPER)! ‘tshaesponsible for preparing the
work of the Council and for carrying out the taskssigned to it by the Council™ In
practice, there are two COREPERs and both hold lyemleetings® In one formation,
national delegations are headed by the PermanepreSantatives themselves, with
responsibilities for the GAERC, the Ecofin and JHouncils, or any other politically
sensitive issues. The other formation deals witlremiechnical matters, and consists of
Deputy Permanent Representatives as leaders @fadieles. Second, the Council Secretariat,
a comparatively small bureaucracy with about 25@ficials, provides administrative
support>® It is headed by the Secretary-General who is avently High Representative for
CFSP®’ The present Secretary-General of the Council,elaSblana, is also Secretary-
General of WEU although this is not stipulated fre treatie$®® The Deputy Secretary-
General is responsible for running the Council 8eciat on a day-to-day basi. The
Council Secretariat may have, at times, a certadlaence in the policy process. On the one
hand, there is staff from the Secretariat on tharmdgtees that intervene in the Commission’s

work, on the other hand, some of its officials wadikectly for the Secretary-General which

51 Nugent 2006, pp.195-197.

252TEC Art.203.

53 Hayes-Renshaw and Wallace 2006, pp.325.

S4TEC Art.207(1).

255 See on this Nugent 2006. pp.198-200.

26 Nugent 2006, pp.202-203.

TTEU Art.18; TEC Art.207(2).

28 5ee WEU websiteww.weu.int(consulted 20 May 2009).
9TEC Art.207(2).
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allows for rather direct input foreign-policy matteor even an “executive role in the planning

and organization of military and civilian crisis nemement operation$®

The main executive organ of the EU is the Europ@ammission. All EU legislation
and virtually all other types of documents, statetseor agreements, are elaborated to a large
extent by the Commission. At its top, there is thellege of Commissioners, with 27
members, one from each member st&t&efore the last two rounds of enlargement in 2004
and 2007, there were 20 Commissioners, including fmom each of the five biggest
members, i.e. France, Germany, ltaly, Spain, UKJ ane from the ten othef® The
President of the Commission needs a unanimous @bimmby the European Council and
approval from the EP, whereas the full College ofrtnissioners requires qualified majority
in the Council and approval by the B A Commissioner’s term of office is five years dad
renewablé® Each of the Commissioners is assigned a spedfidgtio and in fulfilling the
related tasks, he or she is assisted by the cakingmall team of at most six officidfs,
intended “to act as a bridge between the college the services, and thus between the
political and the apolitical®®® Below the cabinets is the Commission bureaucrdayare
than 20000 officials, divided into more than 30 d2iorate-Generals (DGs) and specialised

services®’

The powers of EP have been continuously increasimee the beginning of European
integration, especially as the use of the so-calteddecision procedure has been
expanding’®® Based on this procedure, also known as Art.25tquhore, legislation not only
needs parliamentary approval, but the EP alsohwfatulty to amend proposafS.The EP’s
membership has also been growing as a result afgarhent, from little over 500 at the time
£70

of the Treaty of Maastricht to well over 700 at g@et."" Elections are held every five

years?’!

The EU’s Courts, i.e. the ECJ and the Court oftAmstance, are highly influential,
though largely limited to matters of the Commursti#hey have been, and still are, a crucial

260 Hayes-Renshaw 2006, p.71.

LTEC Art.213(1).

%2 5ee TEU (Amsterdam), Art.213(1).

2B TEC Art.214(2).

24 TEC Art.214(1).

285 Nugent 2006, p.158.

256 paterson 2006, p.95.

%7 Nugent 2006, pp.1159-161.

%8 See table in Shackleton 2006, p.106.

29 TEC Art.251; see also Nugent 2006, pp.407-413.
2O TEC (Maastricht) Art.138; TEC Art.189-190.
2L TEC Art.190.
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force that ensures implementation of EU legislatiand in doing so is contributing to
deepening integration, sometimes against the aemist of member staté¥. In fact, the
significant increase of cases in front of the Coawver the past 30 years can be considered

one indicator of deepening in European integration.

Aside from those mentioned thus far, there arerdibieeaucratic agents at Union level,
yet mostly with more restricted areas of actiViilyge the Committee of Regions, the European
Investment Bank, the Court of Auditd?$. The European Economic and Social Committee, a
consultative body including representatives of eypis and employees but also other
interest groups, like consumers or environmenglatorks on a wide range of issues and
tries to influence EU policy makirfg® Its impact, however, is very limited. Some more
specialised bureaucratic agents in the foreigncpdleld will be discussed in the next sub-

section.

This leaves us with a last but crucially importgmiup of bureaucratic agents: member
states. Formally they do not have a direct sayndsvidual member states, but only as
members of the Council and the European Councipréttice, however, these two organs
play key roles in the EU’s decision-making processch confers individual member states
considerable influence over policy output. Thipasticularly clear in policy fields where the
decisions are taken by unanimity.Yet even in the case of QMV individual member estat
can influence the outcome through their decisioetiwér or not to join coalitions within the
Council and thereby to create or destroy the necgsgualified majority’’ In addition, as
member states maintain, being aggregate interratiactors in their own right, their own,
independent contacts with third actors, they akelji to find themselves more often

discussing EU issues with outsiders than any El@Hmstitution.

2.2.3 The Institutional Structures of EU Foreigrido

EU foreign policies fall under two wider categori€gst, there are those in policy fields

within the scope of the EC, i.e. the first pilldihey include most prominently the Common

22 gee Alter 1998, Stone Sweet and Caporaso 1998i8cR000 analyses how the threat of bringing @ ¢as
court can help the Commission push its own projebtad against member state resistance.

273 See table in Kennedy 2006, p.128.

' See Peterson and Shackleton 2006 for historicaiviaw of EU institutions.

27> Nugent 2006, pp.311-316.

?"* See Aus 2008.

2" See Konig and Junge 2008.
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Commercial Policy (CCP) and development cooperatsatond, there are the policies within
the issue-areas covered by the CFSP, and locatbé second pillar of the EU. The CFSP is
supposed to cover the more sensitive politicalatetic and security-related issues of
traditional “high politics.2’® Policy-making procedures, and the respective foroia of EU-
level institutions and member states ministrieg, different for each of these EU foreign
policies and so is the distribution of competeroatsveen the EU itself and its member states.

One crucial issue of the EU’s political system @vhmuch power states entrust to
collective decision-making, thereby giving up thigiculty to make independent decisions by
themselves. In practice, there is significant di@r between policy areas, including different
aspects of EU foreign policy, as to the degreehlwthe member states maintain a voice or
agreed to cede power to EU level. To make sengkigifone can refer to two models well
established in the study of European integratioamely intergovernmentalism and
supranationalism. Both have been used as theoqéaieing regional integration, but also as
analytical categories describing modes of decismaking. In this latter perspective, | suggest
to interpret them as ideal-types of collective deei making. Intergovernmentalism then
represents the ideal-type where decisions are meadkisively through direct negotiation
among member states, while under supranationalisenppposite ideal-type, decisions are
made exclusively by supranational institutions.t@& continuum between the two, the further
one moves from the intergovernmental towards tipeagiational pole, the less member states
determine the outcome of policy-making and the nsagranational institutions will have an
effective independent impact on it. This can hetplarstand the differences between the
different external policies of the EU.

(i) Foreign Policies in the First Pillar: Supposedlechnical

The CCP has been a feature of European integratiwoe the EEC treaty of 1957,
which already provided for a common external taf¥erall, it is “by far the most integrated
of the EU’s external policies™ i.e. it is the closest to the supranational idgpé, as it
accords greatest prominence to EU institutions laniing most severely the influence and

independence of single member states.

The CCP is based on “uniform principles, partidylan regard to changes in tariff
rates, the conclusion of tariff and trade agreesjettie achievement of uniformity in

2’8 For a conceptual discussion of different Europfeagign policies see White 2001, chap. 1.
2’9 Marsh and Mackenstein 2005, p.57.
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measures of liberalisation, export policy and measuo protect trade such as those to be
taken in the event of dumping or subsidi#8.In implementing the CCP the Commission
disposes of an exclusive right of initiative, ahé Council can accept Commission proposals
by QMV.?8! By contrast, if the Council wishes to amend theppsal it needs to do so by
unanimity?®® This corresponds to the so-called consultatiortgatare, which takes its name
from the consultation of other EU bodies, most ingnatly the EP, although in the case of the

CCP this is not a formal treaty requirem&tit.

Agreements with third actors are an important érthe CCP. For this purpose the
Commission serves as the central negotiator. Dutireg negotiations it has to consult
regularly with a special committee of the Counttie so-called Art.133 Committé& The
specific powers of this committee are not spelletlio the treaty, but it can be understood as
representing the Council, i.e. the authority that @ventually accept or reject a negotiation
outcome. This puts it in a powerful position, allog/even for adjustments of the negotiation
mandates, although “anything that is especiallysis@e or political is normally referred to
COREPER and, if necessary, the GAERE."Both the negotiation mandate for the
Commission and the final acceptance of the termghefagreement generally follow the
procedure outlined in the previous paragraph, the. Council decides by QMV upon
Commission proposaf?

In general, CCP is a field of exclusive EC competerwhich has been established by
relevant ECJ case |aft’ This means that member states should never athase issues
except when in an EU function, like when holding tGouncil Presidency or simply as a
member of the Council. They may pass legislatiothese fields only when empowered or
instructed to do so by the B There are limits to this, however, which are smklbut
specifically with regard to trade-related agreemmems opposed to trade in goods, the

negotiation and conclusion of agreements on tradservices and commercial aspects of

Z0TEC Art.133(1).

8LTEC Art 133(2) and (4).

282TEC Art.250(1).

283 Nugent 2006, pp.404-406.

284 TEC Art.133(3) par.2.

285 Nugent 2006, pp.489-490.

28 TEC Art.133(3) par.1.

%7 There has been consistency in ECJ case law sipiteod 1/75 Local Costs 1975; after entry into foaf the
Treaty of Lisbon the new Treaty on the Functiorifighe European Union, an amended version of thg, TE
will explicitly list the CCP as exclusive competenaf the EU in its Art.2B(1)(a); on this, see alsajewski
2005, pp.108-119.

%8 This will be rendered explicit after the entrydriorce of the Treaty of Lisbon in the Treaty oa th
Functioning of the European Union Art.2A(1).
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intellectual property require unanimity in the Coili®® More generally, “[tlhe Council shall
act unanimously when the agreement covers a faldvhich unanimity is required for the

adoption of internal rules*

The policy field of development cooperation and huitarian aid is also fairly
integrated, with the Commission as the main implaimg agency. But, unlike for CCP, there
are no limitations on independent activities by rhenstates, meaning it is further away from
the supranational ideal-type. In this area, deoisimaking follows the co-decision
proceduré® This means that the Commission still has the eskeduright to initiate policies,
but adjustments in the initial draft are arrangetivieen the Council and the EP, putting the
Commission in a much weaker position than underctivesultation procedure. The Council
decides mostly by qualified majority voting, wittery few exception&®® With regard to
development cooperation and humanitarian aid coemges are mixetf> The activities of
the EU and its members states should be “complemgnand coordinatet®® In this,
development cooperation differs from other areasiized competence, which are barred for

member states once the EU has become acive.

(i) The Second Pillar: How High the Politics?

The decision-making rules with regard to the seamatdgory, i.e. policies falling under
the purview of the CFSP, appear simpler at firghsiDecisions on the instruments of CFSP
generally require unanimity in the Council, withrydew exceptions, and thus maintain a
veto for each single member state.In CFSP, competence formally remains with the
member stateS’ and it can be considered the least integrated @igforeign policy since the

289 TEC Art.133(5) par.2.

20 TEC Art.300(2); see also TEC Art.133(6) which refto Art.300.

291 Development cooperation is contained in TEC, Patitle XX; under this title Art.179(1) refers #rt.251
which establishes the co-decision procedure; ordhéecision procedure, see also Nugent 2006, 437-4
especially the graphical presentation on pp.410-411

292 TEC Art.251 stipulates that if the Council changgsroposal initially accepted by the EP, the faitea
second reading changes the Council’s proposaltte@ommission gives a negative opinion on thesaegbs
by the EP, then the Council will need unanimityatiopt the proposal.

293 Marsh and Mackenstein 2005, p.59.

2% TEC Art.177(1) and Art.180(1).

2% gee Marsh and Mackenstein 2005, p.59. he Tredtisbbn emphasises this; once it enters into fdiwe,
new Treaty on the Functioning of the European Umidihstate, in its article dealing with shared quetences
(Art.2C), that “[i]n the areas of development cogt®n and humanitarian aid, the Union shall havagetence
to carry out activities and conduct a common polfeywever, the exercise of that competence shallgsult in
Member States being prevented from exercisinggheir

2% TEU Art.23(1); the exceptions listed in Art.23(®ve hardly been used.

27 The Treaty on the Functioning of the European biniam amended version of the TEC provided for é th
Lisbon Treaty, will not include CFSP in its TitléCategories and Areas of Union Competence”; see al
Cremona 2004, p.570 and p.572, fn.74.
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formal influence of EU institutions is strictly lited**® All this suggests a situation close to
the intergovernmental ideal-type. Yet in practibe tistorical evolution leading up to the
current CFSP has created numerous bureaucrati¢satipeh participate in the preparation of
policy options and in the implementation of polgi¢hus making the effective influence on
policy output difficult to trace. Their interventiomay move policy making in specific
situations more towards the supranational polehefdontinuum. The following sub-section
will discuss to what extent such informal processay actually matter. Here | will introduce
the historical evolution of general foreign-policgoperation and the various bureaucratic

agents involved.

The Communities have never included provisions foeign-policy cooperation in
general. As a result, common external action of benstates initially did not go beyond
clearly defined technical fields, like for exampi@de in goods, aside from the limited
defence cooperation within WEU. Yet efforts to extecooperation to traditional “high
politics”, i.e. politically sensitive or securitglevant issues, started as early as in the 1960s.
Early attempts, including French plans for a paditisecretariat and the Fouchet Plans which
were based on idea of regular meetings of headsaté or government, all failed, mostly

because of resistance by smaller member st&tes.

Eventually in December 1969, a summit meeting ire Hague instructed Foreign
Ministers “to study the best way of achieving pesg in the matter of political
unification.”®® The result was the Davignon Report, elaborate@dijtical Directors of the
Foreign Ministries and adopted at the meeting aklgm Ministers Luxemburg in October
1970, which proposed that “the Governments showdidg to cooperate in the field of

foreign policy**

and outlined the basic features of EPC, i.e. magaieetings of Foreign
Ministers, the establishment of a Political Comagttconsisting of the Political Directors of
Foreign Ministries, as well as a network of Eurap&orrespondents, i.e. an official within
each Foreign Ministry designated to liaise on EBSués with counterparts in the other
Foreign Ministries®® This structure was elaborated upon subsequenty,wéth regard to

frequency of meetings and cooperation among endmgsithe capitals of third states, most

2% See Marsh and Mackenstein 2005, p.61.

29 M.E. Smith 2004, p.67.

30 «“Communiqué of the Meeting of Heads of State ov&@oment” (The Hague) 1969, par.15.
01«Davignon Report” 1970, part 2.

392 See “Davignon Report” 1970; see also M.E. SmitbLl@p.71-77.
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importantly through the Copenhagen Report of J@ly3land the London Report of October
1981

Initially it was attempted to keep general foremulicy cooperation strictly separated
from the institutions, rules and procedures of @m@nmunities. The Davignon Report only
provided for regular consultation with and repagtito the EP** as well as consultation of
the Commission “if the activities of the Europeaon@nunities are affected by the work of
the Ministers.®® In practice, it turned out soon that a clear divisbetween economic and
technical issues, under the Communities, and palitnes under EPC was not practicéBie.
This led to a progressive rapprochement. The CamerhReport confirmed the participation
of the Commission in meetings of Foreign Ministdrat concerned “questions affecting the
activities of the Communities®” The London Report then finally declared that the
Commission is “fully associated with political caption, at all levels*® Nevertheless,
foreign-policy cooperation never became part of @@mmunities, despite the inclusion of
EPC in the SEA and its subsequent elaboration a&SPCPBy the Treaties of Maastricht,

Amsterdam and Nice.

As created by the Treaty of Maastricht, the new ER&s already considerably more
ambitious than the old EPC. For the first time dffided instruments for common foreign
policy: on the one hand, common positions, to whiedkmber states have to conform their
national policies®® on the other hand, joint actions, which “commitrivieer States in the
positions they adopt and the conduct of their &@gti**° Also, foreign policy was brought
closer to the Communities. The Commission receigetight of initiative®** although not
exclusive as for many policy fields under the Comities, and it was to participate in
external representation of the EU on CFSP mattexgether with the so-called Troika
consisting of the past, present and future Presid&f The tasks of the EPC’s Foreign
Minister meetings were now entrusted to the Gen&ffairs Council which therefore became
the General Affairs and External Relations CoufGRAERC), and the previously separate

working groups of the Communities and EPC were et Decision making still required

%93 5ee Copenhagen Report 1973 and London Report 1981.
%94 “Davignon Report” 1970, part 2, section VI, andti par.4.
%5 “Davignon Report” 1970, part 2, section V.

398 Nuttall 1996, pp.132-134.

97 Copenhagen Report 1973, part 2, par.12 and Apané.

398 | ondon Report 1981, par.12.

39 TEU (Maastricht) Art. J.2 (current TEU Art.15).

310 TEU (Maastrict) Art.J.3 (current TEU Art.14).

311 TEU (Maastricht) Art. J.8 (current TEU Art.22).

312 TEU (Maastricht) Art. J.5(current TEU Art.18).

313 See Vanhoonacker 2005, pp.78ff.
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unanimity, with the exception that for the implertagion of joint actions the Council could

now decide by unanimity to take decisions on cemaatters by QM

At the administrative level, the EPC Secretarias weerged with the Council’'s General
Secretariat, within which a unit for CFSP was adat® The Political Committee of EPC
retained its core function in CFSP, but in prepatime GAERC meetings it entered in conflict
with COREPER. After some initial tensions over htmastructure competences between the
two it was agreed that the Political Committee wlobk responsible for the substance of
foreign policy while COREPER was to take care dfiastitutional, legal, financial and
Community aspects. In this COREPER was to be asksiBy a group of foreign policy
counsellors from member states based in the Pemh&epresentations who also participated

in the meetings of the Political Committee.

The Treaty of Amsterdam elaborated upon the promgsion CFSP. First, to common
positions and joint actions, it added a third pelimol: common strategies, “to be
implemented by the Union in areas where the Men8iates have important interests in
common” and which “set out their objectives, duwatand the means to be made available by
the Union and the Member Staté$®’Second, for any decisions implementing previously
adopted common strategies, joint actions or comipasitions, the amendments replaced
voting by unanimity with “reinforced” QMV, i.e. rexying not only the usual number of
favourable weighted votes, but also that thesesvgpresent at least two thirds of member
states*’ Nevertheless, individual member states can dijiéat to a decision by QMV on the
grounds of “important and stated reasons of natipakcy”, in which case the Council may
decide by unanimity to refer the case to the Ewmop€ouncif!® Third the Treaty of
Amsterdam introduced the concept of constructivaeatiion, i.e. the possibility for any state
to abstain from voting, with the result that it Wibt be bound by the decision but engages not
to act against the policy® As a result there is potentially a degree of ity in the scope
of member states participating in specific CFSRhviiets. Not all of these innovations have
been successful though, with only very few commoategies adopted and hardly any use of

QMV or constructive abstentiof®

34 TEU (Maastricht) Art. J.3(2) (current TEU Art.14).

315 This paragraph is based on Vanhoonacker 20058fip.7

S TEU Art.13.

37 TEU Art.23(2); see also TEC 205 on QMV.

$8TEU Art.23(2).

$9TEU Art.32(1).

320 M.E. Smith, Crowe and Peterson 2006 [PetersorSiradkleton], p.258; Miiller-Brandeck-Bocquet 2001,
pp.267-270.
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The changes the Treaty of Amsterdam introduced watfard to bureaucratic agents
have been more visible. Aside from the creatiorHajh Representative (HR) for CFSP,
concurrently Secretary-General of the Couffdilin a declaration attached to the treaty a
Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit, later rermmthe Policy Unit, was established
under the responsibility of HR, with the task of mioring and analysing developments
relevant for CFSP and suggesting policy optiAgilso, the Troika was reformed to include
the Presidency, the HR, and the Commission, iwallysthe Relex Commissioner, as well as

the incoming Presidency, “if need b&>

For the Nice European Council Summit in Decemb@®020FSP was not on the agenda,
and accordingly the Treaty of Nice contained fewvgsions in this field. It only introduced
“enhanced cooperation”, i.e. the possibility fog@up of at least eight member states to
strengthen cooperation beyond the existing treatyipions and for this purpose “make use
of the institutions, procedures and mechanismshefEU, as long at it respects the objectives
and norms of the EU and the rights of its membatest?* There was some minor change
with regard to the Political Committee as well. &Agesult of the development of ESDP it was
renamed Political and Security Committee (PSC) jaunidin charge of “political control and
strategic direction of crisis management operatidfisSubsequently, the composition of this
committee has been modified, so that it now meetéwio different formations: in the
traditional formation, with attendance of Politiddirectors from national Foreign Ministries,
it still gets together about five times a year; dpntrast, a new Brussels-based formation
meets far more frequently, at least twice per weekl consists of permanent delegates from
member states’ Permanent Missions in Brussels al &g representatives of the

Commission’s DG Relex and the Policy Unit in theuBcil Secretariat?®

This means that, aside from the GAERC as formaistmt maker, at present the
following bureaucratic agents participate in the teign policy process under CFSP. First,
the HR does not have any specific powers, but higibility and direct access to top leaders
from member states. Second, COREPER, with its apezsponsibility of preparing Council
meetings, is involved in CFSP mostly with regard institutional, legal, financial and
Community aspects. Third, the PSC is in chargeolity substance, and the combination of

high-profile sessions with Political Directors atig permanent Brussels formation promises

1 TEU Art.18(3) and 26.
322 Treaty of Amsterdam, Declaration on the establishinof a policy planning and early warning unit.
323
TEU Art.18.
324 TEU Art.43; Title VIl is entirely devoted to Enheed Cooperation.
S TEU Art.25.
328 Miiller-Brandeck-Bocquet 2001, pp.266-267; see ¥mohoonacker 2005, pp.78ff.
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significant impact. Fourth, within the Council Setariat the Policy Unit assists the HR and,
therefore, plays a crucial role in the formatiorpoficy options.

Fifth, the Commission also has considerable inibgem the CFSP process. This is
partly due to its formal association with CFSP rigt to initiate policies, its role in external
representation, its presence in the PSC, and ntsmgstposition in the Community sphere
which cannot be separated from “high politics”. the same time, it is also related to the
Commission’s role as central negotiator for allemgnents the EU wants to conclude with
third actors, i.e. not only in the field of CGP.Lastly, the EP may have an impact, although
it has no formal function, as the democratic cagrsoe of the EU, i.e. representing public

opinion.

2.2.4 Analysing the EU Foreign Policy Process

This section has so far presented an unusual attenal actor with a foreign policy
process that involves numerous bureaucratic ade®sd on complex rules and procedures.
The challenge is now to dissect this process g0 avaluate how useful the three logics of
policy making proposed in chapter Il are in thimtext. Therefore | will examine the
organisational logic, bureaucratic bargaining ahd tole of central control in the EU’s

foreign-policy process.

(i) The Organisational Logic in the EU

The organisational logic already manifests itsalfsome of the basic policy-making
procedures outlined above. Most importantly, widgard to CCP the procedural norms
provide the Commission with the powerful tool of avhhas been called formal agenda-
setting®?® As Commission proposals can be accepted by thedlawith a qualified majority
but revised only with unanimity, the alternatives at best a long bargaining process among
member states in the Council or possibly no paédicwll, if no consensus can be reached. If
the Commission is considered a liberal player auér politics, a fair assumption since it is
less subject to particular national interest grothmn governments, this decision-making

mode tends to produce more progressive outcomes siore conservative member states are

2T TEC Art.300.
328 On agenda-setting, see Garrett and Tsebelis 1996.
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outvoted with regard to both the negotiating maeaatd the final outconTé? Yet this effect
depends very much on the majorities among memhbggsstin cases where there is no clear
qualified majority in favour of change there hawb instances of strong pressure by certain

member states on the Commissioh.

The procedural dimension is not confined to thatyrased roles of the various EU
bodies though. In CCP, the bulk of policy prepamats done by the Commission. This policy
drafting follow certain rules, albeit not as strad the collective discussion-consensus model
in the Chinese administratidit The process begins in the DG responsible for shaei in
question, or, if it concerns more than one DG, he tead DG. Initial policy drafts are
prepared by the desk officer responsible for theictofrom where they move up the
hierarchies of the DG. If other DGs are involvetlist phase also includes inter-DG
consultations. When all involved officials at a#levant levels in all concerned DGs are
satisfied with the proposal it goes to the cabaighe responsible Commissioner, from where
it may be sent back to the DGs for revision. Orfee ¢abinet and the Commissioner are
satisfied, the proposal is examined by the weekdeting of allchefs de cabingiat which
further amendments may be done. As a last steiCtiiege of Commissioners may accept
the proposal, reject or amend it, or send it bacthé lead DG for further work. In this entire
process within the Commission, strong foreign poléxpertise should not be taken for
granted. Staff rotate continuously, even across,IMB&h makes accumulation of specialised
knowledge and skills particularly difficult. Thetsation is different in the cabinets of the
Commissioners who deal with external issues, Isd ad the College of Commissioners as a

whole, external relations represent only a smatll giatheir business.

After acceptance by the Commissioners “standardguhare in the Council is for the
proposal to be referred initially to a working gpoof national representatives for detailed
examination.?*> Once the working group has considered the propashich does not
necessarily imply approval, it is sent upwards ©OREPER where its general policy and
political implications are considered. From here gmoposal may be either sent back to the

working group for further examination or submittedhe Council for voting.

In other fields of foreign policy, the Commissiomsés this agenda-setting power. In
CFSP, the absence of clear procedures in a situaiih numerous bureaucratic agents has a

significant impact and may lead to unclear or ewentradictory policies. The case of the

329 See Meunier 2000.

339 nterview EU 32, Brussels Q1 2008.
31 5ee Nugent 2006, pp.398-407.

332 Nugent 2006, p.407.
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Commission Communication on China of October 2086 itlustrate this problerf?® This
document discussed all aspects of relations witm&hncluding issues that fall under the
purview of CFSP, like regional security in East éAgihe situation in the Taiwan Straits, or
nuclear non-proliferation policies. The documentd ha strong critical undertone, e.g.
expressing the EU’s dissatisfaction with the EUr@hihuman rights dialogue or concerns on
a lack of transparency in China’s military expeaddt and some provocative aspects, for
example in that Taiwan was listed under the headimdernational and Regional
Cooperation”. The Policy Unit in the Council Seerét did not approve of these choices,
which did not fail to cause major displeasure am @hinese sid&” It could not oppose the
publication, but prepared a far less critical téxt the Council Conclusions of December
2006%%°

In general, COREPER and the PSC discuss Chinasit dece a year ahead of the EU-
China summit$*® Aside from this, another organisational aspect #re continuous
consultations within the EU. There are numeroustut®nalised loci for this end, depending
on the policy field in question. With regard to 6&j the following regular consultations take

place®®’

Weekly meetings of the Asia Committee (COASIE) he tlevel of first
secretaries of member states’ permanent repregeTgat

Monthly meetings of COASIE in the format of Asiar&tors from national

capitals;

Mutual briefing of all EU actors (Brussels-basestitutions as well as member
states) on their meetings with Chinese counterparts

Periodic informal meetings of China experts, botbnf Brussels and from

member states.

(i) Bureaucratic Bargaining in EU Foreign Policy

With regard to CCP, bargaining may happen at aagesvtf policy-making, including

for example within DGs of the Commission. Never#issl the clearly structure policy process

333 See European Commission 2006a and b.

334 Interview China 1a, Beijing Q2 2007; Interview HY, Beijing Q3 2007.

335 Council 2006; Interview EU 6, Brussels Q1 2007efwiew EU 7, Brussels Q1 2007.

3% |nterview EU 7, Brussels Q1 2007.

37 Interview EU 2, Berlin Q1 2007; Interview EU 7,Bsels Q1 2007; Interview EU 27, London Q1 2008;
Interview EU 36, The Hague Q1 2008.
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tends to limit bargaining opportunities. The mosiportant moment of bureaucratic
bargaining in CCP is ahead of voting in the Coumdilen member states in favour of a
proposal try to form a qualified majority wherehege opposed try to obstructit. This may

happen in various contexts, like working group<@REPER but also in a GAERC meeting

itself.

In the context of CFSP the absence of clear praesdallows for a great variety of
bargaining options, including not only member stae in CCP but also the various Brussels-
based bureaucratic agents. While member statesta@sthe integration of CFSP in the
Communities, they could not, for reasons of efficiein decision-making and effectiveness
in implementation, avoid the creation of specialisgliministrative entities, a development
that has been termed “Brusselisatidir.Although they do not have powers like those of the
Commission under CCP and no direct influence omahatiecision-making, these policy-
making units may have a significant impact on pesic This is visible for example in the
resistance of smaller member states against thmopab of making the HR chair of the PSC,

as they feared that this would create an all-tdloiémtial bureaucratic agefit®

The question is how to assess this influence ofistelised” entities and under what
conditions it may grow or decrease. Compared with formal agenda setting power of the
Commission under the consultation procedure, tinfinence can be described as “informal
agenda setting” as discussed by Mark Polf4tkrom this perspective, bureaucratic agents at
EU level are seen as policy entrepreneurs thattwenifocal points around which member
state bargaining in the Council can converge. EBbklidentifies four factors that strengthen an
agent’s informal agenda setting power: informatesymmetries favouring the agent; the
small distributional consequences of the issueluady the high costs of delayed decision-
making; and the existence of coalitions with subemal actors lobbying member states to

accept the proposal.

Even a cursory look at some evidence on CFSP sigydbkat these factors are
effectively at work. In the Macedonian crisis of020 the HR, the Policy Unit and the EU’s
Special Envoy had the critical impact that shapeéantually successful EU polid§f First,
information was clearly asymmetrical in favour bétinstitutional actors. While the Swedish

Presidency did not even have an embassy in Macaedtme Special Envoy could develop

338 See Hagemann 2008.

339 See Allen 1998, and Miiller-Brandeck-Bocquet 2002.
310 5ee Miiller-Brandeck-Bocquet, p.272.

%1 0n informal agenda setting, see Pollack 1997, 23p1128.
%2 3ee Piana 2002 and Ahlbrecht 2004.
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strong expertise on the issue, the Policy Unit dg@érmanent presence there and the HR was
in regular contact with the Macedonian leadersiiippugh a shuttle diplomacy between
Brussels and Skopj&® Second, distributional effects of crisis managenveere small for
member states, with no strong divisions within @auncil on specific ways of dealing with
the crisis. Greece was the only member state tigittrhave been biased in favour of one of
the ethnic groups, but for this neighbouring coptite costs of civil war in Macedonia were
likely to be much higher than those of a second-bettlement. As a result member states
took a constructive approach to crisis manageri{érthird, there was time pressure, as any
delay risked to lead to civil war and substantiasts, mostly for Greece, but not only, in
particular as huge numbers of refugees had alréftlghe country’® Lastly, while there
were no decisive coalitions with sub-national agtoeffective links with Macedonian
authorities provided the institutional actors wahgreater authority in promoting specific

policies in the Counci?®

By contrast, in the run-up to the Irag War 2002 2063, the constellations with regard
to the factors behind informal agenda setting werially diametrically opposed, and EU
level bureaucratic agents were not allowed to playsignificant rolé*’ This does not mean,
of course, that if the HR had been allowed to glagle on Iraq the EU would have adopted a
common stance on the matter. But the compariséheoMacedonian and the Iraq cases, does
allow us to extrapolate on conditions that areljyike favour informal agenda setting by the
Brussels-based CFSP institutions: first, when tieeesmall-state Presidency and the foreign
policy issue is related to a small, peripheralesttd/or issue; second, when economic and
strategic interests of all member states are silyigaall and any gains of a specific member
state from a particular approach or solution argligible compared to the likely costs of
inaction or failed CFSP action; third, when thetsa¥ inaction (and possibly eruption of a
full-scale crisis) are high and immediate; and flouwhen specific personalities, services or
units of the EU institutions have a particularlglniprofile in the concerned state or region.
This last point may be quite a decisive one asetlaesors actively shape third party attitudes
and expectations, and failure to live up to themubldcsignificantly undermine the EU’s

credibility in international affairs.

33 piana 2002, pp.212, 214 and Ahlbrecht 2004, p.262.

34 See Piana 2002, p. 214.

345 Ahlbrecht 2004 mentions 100000 refugees by AR p.264.

318 Both Piana 2002 and Ahlbrecht 2004 emphasiseitfregtofile of Javier Solana in Macedonia.
37 See Crowe 2003, especially pp.541-543.
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Second pillar bureaucratic agents at the Unionlleeem particularly well-placed to
engage in informal agenda setting. They are permtaBeussels-based actors, with a long-
term view on issue-areas and policies, and withpibesibility of accumulating specifically
European expertise that may lack in national foreignistries. Yet we should keep in mind,
though, that not only EU institutions but also memétates, most importantly the Presidency,

can embark on informal agenda settiffy.

At the same time, the Commission may also funcéieran informal agenda setter on
CFSP. It is unclear to what extent it has actuadlgd its formal right of initiative under CFSP
but there is strong evidence of substantial inpomf the Commission into the CFSP
process’® Several other origins of Commission influence oRSE€ can be distinguished.
First, insofar as the TEU calls for consistencalbexternal relations of the EU, and mentions
that “[tthe Council and the Commission shall be pmssible for ensuring such
consistency®° the Commission has an indirect impact that is witlean its explicit
competences under the TEC. Second, this impact®ayme more direct when the question
is no longer one of consistency but of complemdnytare. when CFSP decisions call for
implementation through EC action (e.g. economiccBans as a “stick” or development
cooperation as a “carrot”) which will be designgdttre Commission and adopted through the

Community method.

The combination of a need for consistency and médragenda setting may provide for
significant Commission influence on CFSP. Indeedartain circumstances the Commission
seems to be even better placed than the CFSRutisig to act as a political entrepreneur. It
is the oldest supranational institution of Europeategration and has accumulated an
unparalleled expertise on European issues and Ewuwraglations with third countries,
including in their political dimensiofr® This provides it in many instances with an
information advantage. At the same time it has ibpes close links both with sub-national
actors (which may be important in specific issuésnternational affairs such as human
rights) and more importantly with decision-makers third states, mostly through its

extensive network of delegations.

348 See on this Pollack 1997, p. 126: “Anyone can peliical entrepreneur [...]".

349 Nuttall 2000 discusses evidence of Commissiontiipia the CFSP process. However, even in Brussels
seems unclear whether any of this input can beteduwss a formal initiative under Art.22 (p.256).

$OTEU Art.3.

%1 35ee Nuttall 2000, pp.253-257 on Commission effartstructure and streamline its work on the paditi
dimension of EU foreign relations.
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Clearly, the case of complementarity between se@di first pillar provides for the
greatest influence of the Commission in CFSP-rdlatecision making. Sanctions are the
most prominent example where such complementarityecessary. Economic sanctions have
become a widely used tool of coercing third statée TEC explicitly states how to proceed
in this cas€>? First, the fundamental decision to impose sanstisrtaken in the Council by
unanimity, through a common position or joint actio the CFSP framework. Second, the
specific design of the policy implementing the CF8Bcision is taken through the
consultation procedure under EC. This confers ¢oGbmmission its classical formal agenda
setting power, i.e. its proposal can be passed guified majority but amended only by
unanimity. As a result the Commission is the crua@or in designing a policy of economic
measures against a third state, meaning that ttienoutcome of the policy corresponds to
the Commission’s interest, and not the member Stateerests.®2 An extreme example is
the follow-up of the European Council decision ngpbse sanctions against Russia after the
Chechen crisis in 1999. As the Commission did nahtwto interrupt trade with Russia it

simply never presented any policy proposal to émat, and sanctions never came alist.

A second important case of complementarity is e af economic incentives to induce
political cooperation with the EU. The most impottaools to this end, the common
commercial policy and development cooperation, \aithin the first pillar. The specific
formal influence of the Commission in this situatidepends on the applicable decision-
making procedure as discussed in the previousosediut the Commission is in any case the
central negotiator of any agreements with thirdtest®®> and, in addition to that, the
implementing agency for any form of developmentpsyation or humanitarian aid. This may
also add to the Commission’s leverage when tradeniives or development cooperation are
used in relation with CFSP. In the Macedonian syisor instance, the Stabilisation and
Association Agreement was a highly attractive “atifrwhich provided the Commission with

a central role in the settlement of the Macedoni#sis >>°

In summary, bureaucratic bargaining is pervasiveEuh foreign policy. Aside from
bargaining within some bodies, like the Commissibe, most important bargaining venue is

the Council, be it with regard to a matter to whi@MV is applicable like CCP or a case

$2TEC Art.301.

53 Gegout 2004, p.237.

%4 Gegout 2004, p. 237-238.

%5 See Bretherton and Vogler 1999, pp.56-59, and Wanécker 2005, pp.74-78, on agreements beyond trade
in goods.

%% piana 2002, pp.212-213, and Ahlbrecht 2004, p.P&ha 2002 also mentions the good cooperationgeetw
the HR Solana and the Relex Commissioner Patteruagl for the smooth EU policies.
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where unanimity is required, like CFSP. In CFSFbargaining among the many involved
bureaucratic agents is more common than in CCRowadih the involved players and their
actual influence depend very much on the situatirst it depends on the opportunities for
informal agenda setting and how well the conceragehinistrative as policy entrepreneurs
can make use of them. Second, with regard to thendission, influence depends also on the
degree to which a certain CFSP matter is relatdistiopillar policies.

In the EU’s relations with China, there is evideteompetitive bargaining involving
members states as well as Brussels-based burgawagants. Several interviewees pointed to
the ambiguous nature of relations among EU membihsregard to China policy, featuring
both intensive cooperation and substantial comipetit’ Complaints were also voiced by
officials from Commission and the Council Secretbabout the other intruding on one’s own
turf.>*® Related to these statements were usually attittigts minimised the role of the

interviewee’s own institution.

With regard to informal agenda setting on CFSPessone should note that relations
with China tend to be a topic to which all membiates attach great importance, and that
emergency situations, which could create oppoigmibr informal agenda setting because of
the need for fast and efficient action, have not gecurred in China-EU relations.
Nevertheless the other factors, namely a smak fed¢sidency and strong personal relations,

may indeed favour the influence of Brussels-basgdducratic agents.

Several interviewees have pointed to the bindingureaof formal procedures and
limited scope for informal agenda setting in relag with Chin&>° Indeed there appears to
be a link between rule-obedient behaviour and fy@odunity for informal influence. One
interviewee in the Commission and one in the CduBecretariat stated explicitly or implied
that informal influence within the EU setting dedsrcrucially on trust, i.e. any attempt to use
it to promote a hidden agenda bears the risk dk-fidng by destroying trust and precluding
informal influence in the futur®® Two interviewees also pointed out that intra-EU
cooperation is both dense and transparent, prgdisaireate the necessary trust, which also

implies that hidden agendas can be spotted rastsdy 2>

%7 Interview EU 1, Berlin Q1 2007; Interview EU 2, e Q1 2007; Interview EU 5, Berlin Q1 2007; Int&w
EU 6, Brussels Q1 2007; Interview EU 9, Brussels2QQ7.

%8 preliminary Interview EU 3, Beijing Q3 2006; Intéew EU 6, Brussels Q1 2007; Interview EU 7, Brisse
Q1 2007; Interview EU 9, Brussels Q1 2007; IntewieU 13, Brussels Q1 2007.

%9 preliminary Interview EU 3, Beijing Q3 2006; Intéew EU 6, Brussels Q1 2007; Interview EU 7, Brisse
Q1 2007.

30 nterview EU 6, Brussels Q1 2007; Interview EWBTussels Q1 2007.

%1 |nterview EU 2, Brussels Q1 2007; Interview EWBTussels Q1 2007.
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As regards complementarity between the second iastdpillars, there have been no
economic sanctions against China. Also the EU tsima similarly strong position as for
example towards the Balkans, where economic ineesitthrough the Stabilisation and
Association Agreements can be used. Overall tregioalship with China is more balanced
and any use of conditionality risks to compromisbstantial interests at home. In fact, one
interviewee pointed out the difficulty of using dea tools for political goals in such an
important economic relationship as the one betw&hina and the E¥2 There is a
considerable development cooperation activity undé€r leadership, which certainly has
political motivations. But rather than providingretit leverage, it probably needs to be
interpreted as aiming at soft influence in the kEmtgrm.

(ii) The Logic of Central Control

In the case of China, we found clear evidence @fsticcessful countering of centrifugal
forces based on organisational logic and bureaadratgaining through the centripetal force
of central control. For the EU, there is no certtrat could play this role. In fact, clear
hierarchies only exist in the context of policy-rmakprocedures as outlined in the previous

sub-section.

This is not a trivial statement, and neither ddeguestion the usefulness of this third
logic of policy making in the analytical framewotkough. To the contrary, the absence of
effective central control is an important aspectkdd policy making. It means that the
inefficiencies related to the operation of the aigational logic and bureaucratic bargaining
in policy making are virtually unchecked. If in tli8J a proposal gets stuck in complex
procedures or blocked due competing views of difiebureaucratic agents, nothing can be

done, especially not if, in addition, the Counsitivided.

2.2.5 Conclusion

The EU foreign policy system resists any simplecdpson or analysis. Nevertheless
from the preceding discussion a number of pointergmthat are relevant in the context of
the framework adopted for this research. First,f&ldign-policy making is based on a clear-
cut ensemble of rules that assign competences)edpfiocedures, and in particular establish

%2 |nterview EU 15, Brussels Q1 2007.
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routines of cooperation, coordination and excharigethe absence of a strong central
executive, this formal structure is hard to modiym above, even in times of crisis. This

may contribute to a vision of issues that is mofaretion of intra-EU rules than of foreign

policy substance. At the same time, however, theessty to cooperate may create links
between the different administrative entities, apportunities to overcome some of the
limitations of formal organisational structures.c&ed, the various competing perceptions,
habits, beliefs, and interests of bureaucraticractathin the EU’s foreign policy apparatus

provide for a huge bargaining arena. It is hardiebneate any typical bargaining processes
since incentives depend greatly on particular siina. For example, in one circumstance a
bureaucratic actor may have an incentive to oviersta influence because it provides a
chance for publicity at a low price given limiteglal power with regard to a certain issue. In
another situation the same actor may have to utader#s influence since it would be

damaging to be held accountable for public promi$egdly it should be added that, despite
the absence of a single top executive, individiralsarious positions have a certain leeway to
bend rules and procedures in favour of their oggional interests and to gamble for

influence in the bureaucratic bargaining game.

One may wonder whether, from the point of viewhs ainalytical framework, the EU is
therefore a good choice if the aim is to studygretional bureaucratic interaction. | contend
that it is. First of all, we should recall thatugttures and processes within any aggregate entity
of social organisation are complex, confusing amuetime contradictory. Second, the EU is
at least as good a case as any other internatangalnisation — all of which share the
characteristic that they are constituted by oth&arnational actors, namely states, aside from
their own administrative bodies. Third, since tH¢ & far more integrated than virtually any
other international organisation, with a wide archyssues subject to joint decision making,
it provides more incentive for outsiders to engagerhis means it is probably a better
candidate than other international organisatiowsirti, one could even argue that the EU is
an exceptionally good case for the study of bunediecinteraction. A key aspect of this
research is the problem of choice: when internati@ctor A engages actor B, A’s policy-
makers have to decide somehow which of B’s poli@kers to engage and how. The obvious
diversity within the EU in the form of its membdates emphasises this variety of options

more than would be the case for any single state.
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2.3 Independent Dynamics of Direct Interaction Betwen China and the EU

In this last section of chapter Ill, my attentianrts to the process Il of the analytical
framework, namely the independent dynamics of difateraction between bureaucratic
agents of different international actors. The nmagchanisms had been identified as based on
the quality of personal relations, degree of sintijain preferences and worldviews, and
lastly matches or mismatches in issue perceptidog: should one expect the various types
of transnational bureaucratic dynamics that | dised in the previous chapter to work in the

context of China-EU relations?

2.3.1 Transnational Bureaucratic Interaction: Gomchin Recent History

Certainly, there is a history of cooperation bemvé&hinese bureaucratic entities and
their counterparts in the EU, despite the compagBtishort time since the establishment of
official diplomatic relations. At a very basic ldyé is fair to assume that from this past
experience each Chinese ministry has establislsedwn patterns of action on European
matters, including particular interlocutors andistured approaches for interaction with them.
For example, overall the Ministry of Foreign AffifMFA) can be expected to have
experience of diplomacy towards the foreign mirmgstrof the EU member states (especially
the bigger ones), and, as a consequence, at tHeMeUmore affinities with the Council, the
Council Presidency and the Council Secretariat,imgtitutions close to member states and
their interests, than with a truly supranationatlypdike the Commission. The Ministry of
Commerce (MOFCOM), by contrast, is likely to hawesger ties with the Commission, its
main counterpart in the context of the 1985 EC-@hlmade and Cooperation Agreement,

and, although to a lesser extent, with economidstrias of member states.

In general, Chinese officials have developed a vaday of personal relations with
officials from other international actors. With themtry of China into many specialised
international organisations as well as informalugiags, they have become part of a growing
array of functional networks in Slaughter's seffSeThese have prepared the ground of
improving personal ties and possibly converginggyences and worldviews as parts of the
same epistemic community. Towards the EU, the naogetechnical dialogues established

363 An indicator of this is for example the nominati@hChinese economist Lin Yifu as chief economisthe
World Bank; see Richard McGregor, Financial Tings,Jan. 2008, “Top Chinese economics set for Babk |
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over the past two decades have certainly contribttethe shaping of such networks.
Several interviewees, both in China and the EUcatdd friendly personal relations with the
counterparts from the other side, including caseshich friendships continued after the end
of professional contact® At the leadership level, personal relations aretiqaarly

important given the growing importance of summitldinacy in China’s foreign relatiorf&®

Such patterns of historically-established relatitme$ween decision-making units on
both sides as well as personal networks are liteelghape bureaucratic interaction between
China and the EU on many specific issues. Asidm ftbe direct contact between officials,
this may also influence the definition by Chinesidion makers of other parameters of
international bargaining, like “carrots and stickside-payments, etc. For example, the MFA
may be more likely to see options for side-paymeémtsiternational venues like the UN or
interregional fora like the Asia-Europe Meeting @&8) or the ASEAN Regional Forum
(ARF) while the MOFCOM should be expected to foousre on side-payments in the WTO
or the targeting of European enterprises with kesgnn China and strong lobbying positions.

In the Chinese system of governance, individuald #reir personal standing in the
hierarchy is of crucial importance, for example whafter internal deliberation a final
decision is made by the head of a group or in&ituand not necessarily through votiifg.

Of equal importance, and linked to this first ppiate personal relatiori& This key role of
individuals and personal relations in Chinese gaamece is reflected in China’s relations with
the outside, including with the EU. Not only iscammon to see foreign leaders who appear

369t also seems that Chinese

particularly well disposed towards China as “frisraf China,
diplomats take a great interest in good relatiornh their EU counterparts, and personal ties

have been improving considerably over the pastehdsj’°

%4 For a useful summary of dialogues, see Commis2d@¥8b, Annex |, p.27. Since then a half-yearlytegi
dialogue and a dialogue on Africa have been added.

35 Interview EU 2, Berlin Q1 2007; Interview EU 7,Bsels Q1 2007; Interview EU 9, Brussels Q1 2007.
36 See for example Plischke 1986; Devin 2002, p.Zb@ng 2006; Wu 2007, chap.3.

%7 Interview China 4, Beijing Q2 2007; compare alsany 1995, p.95, on strict hierarchy and importasfce
position in the “line of command” for an individiginfluence; a common statement by Chinese irgells is
that China is not a society governed by lal#§ — fizhi) but by individuals { ¥/ — rénzhi).

%8 See Guo 2001.

39 Like in Europe among others former German Chaoc@&kerhard Schréder, former Italian Prime Ministad
Commission President Romano Prodi, or former Frgmekident Jacques Chirac; see for example Andreas
Lorenz, Spiegel Online, 23 May 2006, “Merkel matthtindlichen Wind”; also mentioned in Interview Gai
15, Beijing Q4 2008.

370 Interview China 9, Beijing Q3 2007; Interview EUHBerlin Q1 2006; Interview EU 2, Berlin Q1 2006;
Interview EU 7, Brussels Q1 2006; Interview EU 9u&sels Q1 2006.
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2.3.2 The Role of Perceptions

A final element identified as a potentially impartdactor in direct interactive dynamics
between bureaucratic entities from different inégiomal agents are perceptions. In general, it
seems that in China-EU relations there are diso@pa between self-perception and
perception by the other, like for example on humghts in China or on the EU’s adherence
to commercial liberalism’* It has been argued that Chinese perceptions dEthare often
marked by “cognitive dissonance”, or a “natural ghroty to selectively look for
confirmation of one’s pre-existing beliefs and teject evidence that contradicts these
beliefs” 32 an affirmation that is equally valid for Europeaerceptions of China; visible for
example in the tendency to emphasise the contiraumigoritarian nature of the regime rather

than the continuous reform and opening.

More generally, how do Chinese policy-makers antsatiants perceive the EU and the
different entities within it? From the interviewstlw Chinese policy consultants it appears
that there is a strong awareness of the divisioneng member states of the EU and a
conviction that Chinese foreign-policy makers hawvedifferentiated approach to these
entities®”® Two interviewees pointed out that the understapdihEuropean integration has
matured and that in general there is less confifoand one confirmed that Chinese
diplomats are trying to benefit from the many Ewap actors by playing them out against
one anothet’®> One complained about confusion but implicitly domed a rather detailed
knowledge about European integration on the Chirsede by referring to engagement of
different entities on different issues dependingformal competence within the EU (in
particular member states versus Commissi6hYhe general images of different European
entities that emerged were the following: Europeategration is seen as a positive
development, and often China is shifting contactscértain issue-areas towards the EU
because it is more convenient to deal with onerlodator than with all member states
separately’” The Commission is seen as a very good partneCfinese officials’® yet

none of the interviewees had any opinion aboutrtile of the Council or the Council

371 See Shambaugh 2008a and Zaborowski 2006 on pismejit China and the EU respectively.

372 Shambaugh 2008, p128.

373 See Preliminary Interview China 2, Beijing Q3 20P6eliminary Interview China 3, Shanghai Q3 2006;
Preliminary Interview China 4, Shanghai Q3 200&ligrinary Interview China 5, Shanghai Q3 2006.

374 preliminary Interview China 3, Shanghai Q3 200@&lifinary Interview China 4, Shanghai Q3 2006.
37> preliminary Interview China 3, Shanghai Q3 2006.

376 preliminary Interview China 1, Shanghai Q3 2006.

377 preliminary Interview China 1, Shanghai Q3 200@&lifinary Interview China 3, Shanghai Q3 2006.
378 preliminary Interview China 1, Shanghai Q3 200@&|ifinary Interview China 2, Beijing Q3 2006.

116



Secretariat in China-EU relations. The largestehreember states are also seen as excellent
partners for China, in particular on global issegxe they are strategic play&f3 Smaller
member states are seen as more troublesome, bacare not bound to China by important
economic interests, but nevertheless China isisatb engage them as well on specific

commercial issue¥’

These statements are significant, in particulatight of some literature on Chinese
foreign policy which points out a general sceptitisoncerning international cooperation and
institutions. In fact, lain Johnston identifies lzafdening of the Chinese realpolitik discourse
through to at least the mid-1990%*and Elizabeth Economy points to a consensus among
most scholars of Chinese foreign policy that “desgin overall reorientation toward more
active participation in global regimes, China remsaambivalent, if not suspicious, of global
governance#? More recently, however, scholars have identifiedesersal in Chinese

approaches to multilateralism and internationatitimsons 3

These overall perceptions may also cause diffeseenceiews on the nature of issues,
e.g. whether something is technical or securitgma@ht or whether a meeting with the Dalai
Lama is interference in internal affairs or a fdgngesture to promote human rights in China.
In general, there is certainly a lot of room fansmatch of mutual perceptions at the level of
bureaucratic entities. As will be discussed in fokowing two chapters both sides have
complex decision-making structures with both irgtéc formal distribution of competences
and often opaque informal patterns. This may edsiéyl to misperceptions, e.g. by the
Chinese side on the influence of the Commission Relex on security-related policies
towards China.

2.3.3 Conclusion

In China-EU relations, there seem to be signs ofependent dynamics in direct
bureaucratic interactions. History, or previousexignce of interaction, is an important factor

379 preliminary Interview China 2, Beijing Q3 2006 gkminary Interview China 3, Shanghai Q3 2006;
Preliminary Interview China 5, Shanghai Q3 2006.

380 preliminary Interview China 2, Beijing Q3 2006gRminary Interview China 5, Shanghai Q3 2006.

31 Johnston 1999, pp.13-14; see also Johnston 20@&omssion of Chinese scepticism towards multigdism
in the 1990s.

382 Economy 2001, p.232.

383 See Xiang 2004, in particular pp.117-118, as e&llohnston 2003 on China’s socialisation in iatéonal
institutions.
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in determining modes of engagement. Also persoekdtions appear to be of particular
importance. With regard to perceptions, there gmessof mismatches.

Detailed conclusions on these various dimensiofs@idrawn from the empirical case
studies. In anticipation, it can already be notkdt,tin general, very strong forms of
transnational bureaucratic interaction, like foaewle transgovernmental coalitions in the
sense of Keohane and Nye, are rare at best. lateeeis from Commission, Council
Secretariat and member states denied any instandedividual entities from within the EU
trying to strike deals with China behind the baékheir European colleagué® Overall the
dense structure of consultation in the EU tendsetp the competitive dynamics among these

bureaucratic agents in check.

2.4 Conclusion

The goal of this chapter has been to discuss hawaGind the EU fit into the analytical
framework developed in chapter Il. | consideredcsssively all three processes distinguished
by the framework, i.e. foreign-policy making in @hi and in the EU, as well as direct
transnational ties between bureaucratic agents fsoth sides. It appears that the variables
and causal mechanisms identified within each ofdéhprocesses are of relevance in the
empirical context of this research, with caveat ttemtral control is a difficult concept in the
context of EU politics. A secondary aim was, in first two sections, to introduce the
technicalities of foreign-policy processes in Charad in the EU. This is an indispensable

background for the following empirical chapters.

In the conclusion of the chapter on the analyticainework | mentioned the potential
indirect influence of the international environmenttransnational bureaucratic interaction. A
few comments on the international environment on@+EU relations may therefore be in
order here. First, this relationship is relevantenms of global politics. In the face of an
improving understanding between China and the EdJdmteriorating transatlantic relations,
some observers have identified a new emerging cBuhaxis or the dawn of a new era in
which the Eurasian space between China and the &Wdwecome more central to global

affairs than the transatlantic off,0r seen the shaping of a new strategic triaffgl¥et this

34 preliminary Interview EU 3, Beijing Q3 2006; Intéew EU 2, Berlin Q1 2007; Interview EU 6, Bruss€ls
2007; Interview EU 7, Brussels Q1 2007.
385 See Shambaugh 2004 and Xiang 2004.
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implies not only an influence of China-EU cooperation the rest of the world but also an
outside influence on bureaucratic interaction betwéhe two. A first important factor are
other major players on the world stage, like theddRussia, and their attitudes and policies
towards China and the EU. For example, dependinthemuality of relations with the US,
Chinese decision-makers may prefer to engage Eltlesnwith a transatlantic inclination
rather than those favouring a more independent EWice versa. Second, international
institutions do shape the China-EU interactiorm#ty matter a great deal, for instance, that
Chinese, British, and French diplomats all atterdd Security Council meetings, whereas
Commission officials do not. Similarly, in the ecwonic realm, the important interactions
between China and the EU on trade-related issugdmanfluenced by what is happening in
the context of the WTO.

3¢ See Shambaugh 2005.
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Chapter lll.  China-EU Relations From the Cold War to Present

The goal of this chapter is to provide the largamtext in which the two case studies of
the following chapters have to be located. Thiorefhas two dimensions. First, it will
introduce the historical context, i.e. the evolatiof China-EU relation from immediately
after the Second World War to present. To do slivitle these six decades into four periods
based on key dates and events that brought fundahwranges in the relationship. Second, |
will analyse the state of the relationship durihg period under research, based on existing

literature on China-EU relations.

3.1 Sino-European Relations — a Historical Overview

3.1.1 Cold War — Slow Contacts between Western fiuemd “Red China”

Formal relations between the group of countries #n@a members of the EU today and
the People’s Republic of China (PRC) go back to thmmediate aftermath of the
establishment of the latter in 1949. Most Eastauropean countries, under Soviet influence
at that time, established diplomatic relations wite PRC “within three months of its birth”,
namely Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Gewn Hungary, Poland, and Romahia.
Second, within a year, a number of non-socialisintes followed suit, i.e. Denmark,
Finland, Sweden and SwitzerlahdEven the UK, one of the most decried imperialist
countries, recognised the PRC in 1950 and semaegé d’affairesto Beijing, although full
diplomatic relations were only established morentt2® year latef. Third, by 1965, an
additional three European states, France Norway Yangbslavia, had set up diplomatic
relations with the PRC.

Relations with Western European states were oveosted by the logic of Cold War

bipolarity. This changed only after the Sino-Sovsgilit and the development of closer

! Liu 2001, p.7.

2 Liu 2001, p.8. Together with Switzerland diploroatlations were also established with Liechtensigio has
entrusted since 1919 most of its foreign policitsdBwiss neighbours.

% Liu 2001, pp.10-11.

“ Liu 2001, p.58.



relations between the US and the PR&:tually the Chinese leadership attempted repéated
to build closer links with Western Europe in orderbalance against both superpowers but
met very limited responsivenes#levertheless, as a result of rapprochement bet@aéma
and the US, most European states established ifthndatic relations with China in the
1970s, including Austria, Belgium, Cyprus (all i®71), Germany, Greece, Luxemburg,
Malta, Netherlands (all in 1972), Spain (1973),ldnel, and Portugal (both 1979).
Interestingly, ltaly even slightly preceded the diger visits to China: after an initial
commercial agreement with China in 1964 it extendiptbmatic recognition in 1970. China

and the European Community established diplomatations in 1975.

While the development of the “strategic triangleiridg the 1970s had finally given
many western European states the opportunity &bksh official relations with China, this
by no means resulted in substantial political tiedact, the overall strategic leadership of the
US created the convenient opportunity to follow gaee of Chinese reform and opening up
and develop economic relations without worrying tooch about major political or strategic
issues. This comfortable situation came to an entioB9. First, the felt need for European
states to react in some way to the violent repoessi China of June 1989 suddenly imposed
a political dimension on relations with China. Sadothe end of the Cold War indicated that
in the future Europe would have to take more pltiresponsibility for its actions on the
world stage. Since then, Sino-European relationg hevolved considerably. Despite their
almost complete interruption in the immediate aftgths of the Tiananmen Incident, over the
past fifteen years relations have both widenedgnms of the scope of issue-areas concerned,

and deepened.

3.1.2 1989 to mid-1990s — the End of the Age obtance and a Normalising Relationship

In 1994 Michael B. Yahuda stated that “[tjhe Eurapé&ommunity has tended to focus
primarily on the economic aspects of its relatiom¢h China.” He added that “it is
appropriate to consider the relationship as seggnideam China’s point of view”, and that
China is “lacking much leverage in EurofeChina-EU relations during the 1990s were

deeply marked by the Tiananmen experience. In M#@ 1at the time of demonstrations and

®> On the understanding of the Sino-Soviet splitie west see Ford 1998-99.
® See for example Yahuda 1994, pp.266-268; ShambH@s, p.12.
"Yahuda 1994, p. 272.

8 Yahuda 1994, pp. 266 and 270.
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before the repression by the Chinese governmemt:-tlmopean Parliament had already taken
up the issue and adopted a resolution calling erCthinese government to enter into dialogue
with the student.On the Chinese side this was a time when the gli@loproposed by
general secretary Zhao Ziyang had already beersedfas a solution by the party elders in
charge and a violent reaction by the government amhatter of time° The actual repression
in early June was followed by various EU stateméhndd condemned the events in China,
called for a continuation of opening up and refaand imposed a number of sanctidhs.
Nevertheless already in the second half of 1983 ¢twere strong signs that the EU would try
to re-establish contacts with China. The foreignisters publicly stated this intention in July,
some of them met their Chinese colleague on thegimsmiof the UN General Assembly in
September, and the same month the EC ambassademsleat the reception for the "40
anniversary of the PRC, although leaving beforectiieural part of the event. More concrete
steps followed the year after, and by late 1990 earty 1991, regular mutual visits between
the Chinese leadership and their EU colleaguetedtagain.

The first written indication of a change in Europeattitudes towards China after
Tiananmen was the Asia strategy of the Germandorgiinistry of 1993. Neither Tiananmen
nor substantial violations of human rights in gahevere mentioned, instead it emphasised
the economic dimension of the relations with Agid #he need for “substantial partnerships
for mutual benefit”, but also called for increasedlitical dialogue with Asian partnets.
More specifically, “[w]ith the most important Asiastates, Japan, China, India, and one state
of the ASEAN grouping, there should be annual sisitnong foreign ministers and heads of
government.*® It is significant that the actual debate was nattig in Brussels but rather in
member state capitals. In fact, the German paper se@n followed by a similar French
strategy called the “Ten Initiatives for Asi¥”and only after that came a very similar
strategic paper by the European Commission entfffenvards a New Asia Strategy”in
July 1994.

This means that the Commission, although now fallyl formally associated with
CFSP and participating in all Troika events, did have any leading role in promoting the

new approach of China. In fact, all through thetdns of CFSP, formal instruments have

° For the historical references in this paragrapiess otherwise stated, see Moller 2002, p.16-18.

19 See Baum 1993 on this.

' For more details on this and the re-establishroktite relationship in the early 1990s see the &ham the
arms embargo case.

12 Asienkonzept der Bundesregierung 1993, pp.2; anstation.

13 Asienkonzept der Bundesregierung 1993, pp.10;ramstation.

14 Casarini 2006, p.10.

1> Commission 1994.
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never been used towards China. Other institutiomadvations, in particular the formal CFSP
instruments and the link to the WEU for securitiated tasks, were also of limited relevance

for the engagement of China.

Since the mid-1990s, the Commission, to this poi only permanent EU body
working on CFSP, seemed to gain more initiativeisTih reflected in a constant flow of
China papers from the Commission to the Counciiclvipromote a growing engagement of
China, enlarging the scope of issue-areas covereddperation and increasing the number f
contact points between the EU and China. This niag be a function of the growing
engagement of the Commission in China throughoits as implementing agency for all EC
development cooperation programmes, and, more tamty even, the Commission’s
increasing prestige in China-EU relations as tHe segotiator of the bilateral agreement on

WTO accession.

Nevertheless, the building up of political relasdmetween China and the EU happened
once again without significant contribution of tB®mmission® A political dialogue was
established in 1994 and a human rights dialoguednted in 1995, interrupted a year later
but resumed in 1997. This development reflects anoee the key role of the big member
states in CFSP processes. The initiative to s¢heiuman rights dialogue came from China
and was initially accepted by EU member states. Whbecame clear, however, that the EU
would again sponsor a resolution in the annual Udn@ission on Human Rights, China
interrupted the dialogue. In the wake of this, Em@and several other large member states
declined to sponsor further resolutions, arguably fear of disturbing growing economic
relations with China, but also because in previmess those resolutions usually had not even
made it on the agenda since China could mobilieeigm supporting countries to ensure that
the draft was voted down. In 1997, a number of Einipers, including Nordic countries and
the UK, sponsored the resolution on a national shalsut after this a new policy of
constructive engagement in the human rights fiedd agreed among member states, and then
included in the Commission paper of 1998 “BuildiagComprehensive Partnership with
China.™" It favoured bilateral dialogue over UN resolutiomsd the GAERC meeting in
March 1998 established a policy that the EU wouldither propose, nor endorse” any UN
resolution condemning China for its human rightwation!® This position has been
maintained until today.

16 See on this also Méller 2001 and Casarini 2006.
1" Commission 1998.
18 Casarini 2006, p.19.
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It is obvious that in the process leading up t® tholicy, the new common foreign
policy institutions of the second pillar did notapl any important role, nor did the
Commission, except maybe as an advisor to govertsnaenl the Council on EU matters. But
what was the dynamic among the member statesatidblthis outcome? Again, the process
is hard to trace, yet interviews with policy-makéath in Brussels and in Beijing suggest
that, apart from avoiding the negative politicafeets of the public UN resolutions, EU
leaders, especially from the larger member statasgght to place the topic of Chinese human
rights outside the democratic accountability arghttimedia supervision of the domestic
political spheré? A dialogue at the EU-level does indeed have themidge of signalling
that something is being done while avoiding intenig too deeply in industrial promotion,
which is still largely done at the member stateleVhe reluctant member states, in particular
the Nordic countries with a strong tradition of p@ing human rights in their external
relations, were convinced of the solution by thetgan terms of relations with China that
would have resulted from their individual insisteran public criticism at the UN.

This cannot be considered a final conclusion onet$tablishment of the human rights
dialogue, however. In fact, the interviewees weneent officials and policy advisors, and are
themselves not fully familiar with the details o Epolitics in the mid-1990s. To be fair, one
also has to add that several member states (imguthe UK, Germany, Sweden, and
Denmark) have subsequently also introduced bilakeraman rights dialogues at the national
level. And although it has not done so, France seenbe a particularly active participant of

the preparatory sessions for the China-EU humdnsigialogué®

3.1.3 Mid-1990s to 2002 — Into the Honeymoon

In 1996, David Shambaugh judged the 1995 CommisSimmmunication on China as

“strong on commerce, but [with] noticeably less &ags on political, diplomatic or strategic

n21

matters”-" This recalls somehow the judgement by Yahuda tears earlier, cited at the

beginning of the previous section. Yet Shambauglo &und a new dynamism in Sino-

19 preliminary Interview China 1, Shanghai Q3 200@&]ifinary Interview China 3, Shanghai Q3 2006;
Preliminary Interview EU 3, Beijing Q3 2006; Intégw EU 15, Brussels Q1 2007.

2 |nterview EU 15, Brussels Q1 2007.

2l Shambaugh 1996, p.1.
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European relations, a relationship that “can bd saibe in excellent overall health” with a
“trendline of improved relations [that] can be esigel to continue®

With regard to political relations, the end of tBeld War inspired some hope on the
Chinese side of building up Europe as one of tHespof a future multipolar world order. In
fact, the receding superpower rivalry had creatd apportunities of action for other states,
great powers or, more generally, other entitieshenglobal stage. Among them, both the EU
and China belonged to the most influential one® EW included two permanent members of
the UN SC and four members of the G-7. In 1994 idfissinger wrote that “[u]nited,
Europe will continue as a Great Power; divided im@tional states, it will slide into
secondary statu$® One may object that Europe asiagle great power is by no means a
continuation of the past, but nevertheless, a esv@xation of the quote today could indeed
suggest a “great power Europe”. Regional integnatias made enormous progress since the
early 1990s, most notably with the development pbhtical and foreign-policy dimension.
The EU can use some of its immense economic powrethe pursuit of political goals,
through sanctions or political conditionality onoaomic cooperation and/or membership.
Beyond the concept of “civilian powef* it has also made significant steps towards a
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) inrmegears. As far as China is concerned,
due to its size it has been regarded as a greatrpwith a potentially global reach already for
long, as witnessed for example by its permanertas@hveto in the Security Council (SC) of
the United Nations (UN). As a result of the pol&cef modernisation, pursued since the late
1970s, its share in the international economy #&hdhnilitary weight have been continuously
growing, and, more recently, China has made couosceefforts of promoting its “soft

power.” Today it enjoys a global influence unprecedenteitsimodern history.

In 1998, annual EU-China summits were started, ogdrom the beginning economic
and technical cooperation as well as many politezal strategic issues. If in the late 1990s
official EU parlance was that there are “multi-feagkrelations” between the EU and China, it
had become a “comprehensive strategic partnershjp”0042° This notion had been
promoted by a 2003 Commission policy paper, desaitihe EU and China as major
strategic partners, and by the Chinese reply whmhfirms that “China and the EU have

22 Shambaugh 1996, p.3 and 25.

% Kissinger 1994, p.807.

24 On the evolution of the debate on Europe as #anivpower see Manners 2002, in particular pp.286-2
% Gill and Huang 2006 provide a survey of instarars effects of China’s use of soft power.

%6 “press Statement of the EU” after tH8 BU-China Summit 1999 and ®*7EU-China Summit — Joint
Statement” 2004.
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developed an ever closer consultation and fruitimbperation in the political, economic,

trade, scientific, cultural and educational fields.

Although not the primary focus here, it may be ukébd point out that the mutual
interest is also reflected at the level of memibates. In 1997 France and China established a
“partenariat global which was upgraded to gartenariat global stratégiqudn 20042 The
UK and China went from an “enhanced, comprehengegtnership” in 1998 to a
“comprehensive strategic partnership” in 2694Germany has been a leading force in
strengthening Sino-European relations and defirfes ihtegration of China into the
international community as one of its top foreigiigy goals®® German Foreign Minister

Steinmeier talked of a “strategic relationship2006>*

The upgrading of the political dialogue in 1998toannual summit had not previously
seen any further effective institutional change (fmeaty of Amsterdam was not to enter into
force before 1999) and seems to have followed dasithogic of converging interests among
key EU players. This time, however, the Commissiay have played a more active part. It
had just made public the Union’s new China straiagis 1998 policy paper and was in very
close contact with Chinese counterparts on an ekpgmumber of development projects and

the intensifying WTO negotiations.

A curious fact of the development of EU foreignipplintegration, as compared to EU-
China relations, is that the establishment of summeietings came before the EU actually had
a continuous and politically active “summit” in tlield of CFSP. While in addition to the
Presidency the Commission president was naturétiyding the first two summits, the HR

was not to be nominated before late 1999.

These experiences up until the late 1990s sugdest rmather than institutional
innovation, it was convergence of interests amoeyg jlayers that brought the important
steps ahead in China-EU relations. This does natud® that the creation of a new
institutional framework for CFSP by the Maastridhreaty, the continuous debates about it
and its re-design by the Treaty of Amsterdam haNastantially contributed to the creation of
a stronger cooperative dynamic among those keyemaynd possibly more acceptance for

an institutional actor like the Commission amongnth But it is not possible to establish a

" See Commission 2003b, p.3, and Ministry of Fordiffairs of the PRC 2003, p.2.

Z«Déclaration Conjointe pour un Partenariat GlobE97 and “Déclaration Conjointe pour un Partenaria
Global Stratégique Franco-Chinois” 2004.

29 “China-UK Joint Statement” 1998 and “China-UK JdBtatement” 2004.

%0 0On German policies towards China see Dejean Bafie 2002, pp.6-7 and Wong 2005, pp.3-5 and 1G:4€;
also Auswartiges Amt 2002, p.7.

3L “Interview mit BundesauRenminister Steinmeier” @00
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causal link between institutional innovation in &pe and the concrete steps of China-EU

relations.

3.1.4 2002 to Present — Learning to Live with E@ther

According to both European and Chinese officiald ahservers, the years 2003-2004
marked a recent apogee of the relationship betv@tina and the EF In 2002 Hervé
Dejean de la Batie remarked thda ‘Chine a pris conscience de I'émergence de I'lpero
politique, de I'Europe commerciale et de I'elirand despite the predominance of the US on
Beijing’s security agenda[lfa Chine commence a se soucier de I'Europe pas mérites
propres”®® Lastly, in 2004 Xiang Lanxin saw aneftente activeof four major powers:
France, Germany, Russia and China” and claimed‘fif2004, [...] the EU is at the top of

the Chinese leadership’s international agerida”.

Since the late 1990s there have been no furthelafuental changes in the institutional
framework for cooperation between the EU and ChWwaat is noteworthy though are the
increasingly detailed final statements of the ahsuenmit meetings. First, they have led to a
number of new issue-specific dialogues, e.g. osllettual property, and have covered a
growing field of international relations, as vigitih the more recent strategic dialogu¢he
dialogue on Afric&® Second, they have included a number of Joint Datitms with a
growing scope, like for example the Joint Declamatn Non-Proliferation and Arms Control
of 20043" and led to the signing of significant agreemeatg, on China’s participation in the

Galileo positioning systerif.

Most of these declarations were initially draftether in the Commission DG Relex or
in the Council Secretariat’s China Desk undergdhen amendments by the other body and
by member states. This is in line with observatithra in the late 1990s and early 2000s the
actual role of Brussels-based institutional bodhas increased, in particular the Commission
and the Policy Unit in the Council SecretaffafThis suggests that at present CFSP has

%2 preliminary Interview China 1, Shanghai Q3 200@lifinary Interview China 3, Shanghai Q3 2006;
Interview EU 5, Berlin Q1 2007.

% Dejean de la Batie 2002, pp.70-72.

3 Xiang 2004, pp.109 and 113.

% EU-China Joint Statement 2005, par.3.

% EU-China Joint Statement 2006, par.15.

37 See EU-China Joint Statement 2004, par.2.

% EU-China Joint Statement 2003, par.9.

% Interview Europe #5 and #6.
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reached a situation in which not only the centrgravity in EU foreign policy has moved to
Brussels but in which also Brussels-based institigtican exert some real influence as

informal agenda-setters.

More recent events have contributed to a “retuomfthe honeymoon” — thorny issues
in which Chinese policy-makers did not achieve samagor goals of their EU policy that
they were sure to reach based on the improving&CEld relations. Four of these issues will
be dealt with in some detail the following threepters: the question of China’s status as a
market economy, the lifting of the EU’s arms embargwards China, textile trade between

China and the EU, as well as the European posatohaiwan.

Some of these cases show that the activity of Bisssased bodies still depends largely
on a convergence of interests among key playersniember states and the Commission. The
failure to lift the arms embargo is a case in poithough big member states and the
Brussels institutions agreed on the goal to li& &mbargo, they could not convince another
group of more sceptical member states of the vadfissich a decision, in part, but not only,
because of external pressure from the*¥Similarly, the case of the failure to acknowledge
market economy status for China shows that foreiglicy of the EU depends on a general

consensus to act.

The two China documents the Commission published006 have cooled down
Chinese enthusiasm even furtfksjnce they include a number of points that wergeasant
to the Chinese side: strong criticisms of Chinesmroercial policy, critique about China’s

human rights record, listing of the Cross-Strdatrens under “regional issues”, etc.

3.2 Reflections of Contemporary China-EU Relationg the Literature

After providing a general historical backgroundbina-EU relations, | now turn to the
question of how the current state of the relatignss reflected in literature. Aside from
further elaborating on various dimensions of comerary China-EU relations, this also
serves as an intellectual background on what has leitten on the empirical side of this

research.

0 See on this Casarini 2006, p.16.
“l See Feng 2006 and Li 2006.
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Despite their significance on a global scale, Stiuoepean relations seem to have been
neglected in both academic and non-academic likeratThis is valid for both political
scientists and historians. Historians have disausskations of European states with China,
especially in the context of the major crises witternational dimensions that have marked
Chinese history throughout the"™@nd much of the Zbcentury, e.g. the Opium Wars, the
Sino-Japanese War 1894-95, the Boxer War 1900h@llohg Chinese civil war, etc*2.The
important changes in Sino-European relations resulfrom the strategic triangle, the
beginning of reform in China in the late 1970s awdntually from the end of the Cold War
seem to be too recent even for most scholars alengsorary history® Political scientists
have hardly paid any attention to the evolutionSifo-European ties over the past few
decades. This is also true for treatments of pdaicaspects of the relationship, like WTO
negotiations or the EU’'s arms embargo, which haeravise received large coverage in

mass media.

All academics writing on Sino-European relationwéhadopted an atheoretical and
policy-oriented approach. Often they are purelycdpsive** Among recent publications, the
few exceptions that make serious explanatory effonostly present arguments akin to
classical realism, like the absence of strategndlicd between Europe and China, the reaction
to the transatlantic rift, the common desire to stcmin US unilateralism, complementary
economic interests, and common preferences ontthetwe of the international system,
namely for multilateralism and strong internatioriabtitutions™ These points provide
answers to the question “Why China and Europe?”vithat is missing is a coherent analysis
of how China engages the EU and an explanatiohisfpgrocess. Aside from these academic
writings, a number of analysts from the policy-adtisg community contribute to the
literature on Sino-European relations, and seviiak-tanks occasionally present analyses

on the issue in the form of policy papers or skartlies®

Limited as it may be, what does the existing litiera tell us about Chinese foreign

policy towards the EU? This discussion can be Uligesitructured by looking separately at

2 Examples of publications include Fay 1998, Xia8§4 and Xiang 2002.

“3 A very noteworthy exception are several artichedistorian Xiang Lanxin, e.g. Xiang 2001 and 2004.

4 See for example Shambaugh 1996, as well as sontébugions to the edited volume by Santos Neves an
Bridges 200 Europe, China and the Two SA&w the 2002 special edition of the China Quarentitied
China and Europe since 1978: A European Perspective

4> See Shambaugh 2004, Shambaugh 2005, and Xiang 2004

“® The think-tanks include most notably the EuropRalicy Centre in Brussels, the French Institut Egas de
Relations Internationales, and the German Stifitigsenschaft und Politik.
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different topics. It will start with studies explly dealing with China-EU relation¥, and
then turn to writings on Sino-European relations general”® Lastly, for the sake of
completeness, and although this is not the prinfiacys of the research, it will introduce

some of the efforts concentrating more on relatlmetsveen member states and CHha.

3.2.1 China-EU Relations: Who is the EU for China?

The contribution to the 2002 special edition of kina Quarterlyon China and
Europe by Kay Modller, entitled “Diplomatic Relati®mand Mutual Strategic Perceptions:
China and the European Union”, presents a primatégcriptive account of EU-China
relations since the 1970s with few explicit ana&lgti propositions. The author is a former
German diplomat and currently analyst at the gawemt think-tankStiftung Wissenschaft
und Politik in Berlin. For the question of “Who is Europe f@hina?” his account is
interesting in that member states play a centrld mo his article. In particular, Moller
describes how the re-animation of Sino-Europeaamticgls after the short interruption
following the Tiananmen Incident of 1989 was a emuence of member states’ desire to
overcome the economic downturn of the early 1980s.him, the highly political role of the
EU in Sino-European relations, notably the humayhts dialogue, was largely a tool to
achieve that end. This would imply that principalBhina’'s engagement was aimed at
member states of the EU. Moéller makes several eates to Chinese views on the EU. He
states that China has supported European integratia long time and all through the 1980s
as part of a wider logic of balancing against pdwehird states, in particular the USSR, and
expected a united Europe to play a role in ematiogaentral Eastern Europe (CEE). For
the 1990s to the present Mdller suggests that réstein Europe has been a variable of
China’s unstable relationship with Washingtdh.Yet, despite the promising title of his
article, Mdller fails to elaborate who exactly slarfor the EU in specific instances of Sino-
European relations. In fact, he can be criticisedniot differentiating in any meaningful or

systematic way between “Europe”, the EU and the begratates in Sino-European relations.

" Dejean de la Batie 2002 and 2003, Moller 2002, §V2004, Wong 2005, Crossick, Cameron and Berkovsky
2005.

8 Shambaugh 1996, 2004, and 2005, Xiang 2001 andi, ZB®u 2000 (although the title suggests a specifi
treatment oEU-China relations).

49 Méller 1996, Ferdinand 2000, Godemont and Serfd28andschneider 2002, Heilmann 2002, Schulte-
Kulkmann 2005.

0 Méller 2002, p.31.
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The 2003 policy paper by thimstitut francais de relations internationalesntitled
L’Union européenne vue de la Chibg Hervé Dejean de la Bétie, at the time of wgtam
official at the Asia and Oceania desk of the Frefarleign ministry, comes to a different
conclusion. For Dejean de la Batie Sino-Europetatioms are not just a negative function of
the ups and downs in transpacific ties. He thirilet since the mid-1990s Chinese policy-
makers have become aware of the importance of thanEts own right, and cites four
reasons for this: increased efforts of Chinese emwérs in studying the EU, the WTO
negotiations that convinced Chinese policy-makérthe force and cohesion of the EU, the
successful launching of the Euro, and a reactichearowing interest of the EU for Chirfa.
These are suggestive points which may imply a gteat, in particular as regards the role of
learning and socialisation in Chinese foreign poliowards Europe. But again, the

implications this can have or has had in specifiasons remain unclear.

Wang Yi’'s contribution La Chine et 'UE: vers une coopération stratégitjte the
edited volume of 2004&lobal Views on the European Uniday the Paris-based think tank
Institute for Security Studies focuses on China4elations since, approximately, the year
2000. The author was First Secretary at the Chieedgassy in Paris at the time of writing.
Wang first emphasises the convergence of inte@sts large number of issues between
China and the EU and points to their strategic ecaon that started with the Joint
Declaration at the EU-China summit of October 2808 the policy papers published by both
sides in preparation of the summfitThis means that Wang also takes a realist view of
wider rational bargaining process in internationglations. In fact, throughout the paper
Wang develops the theme of balancing against d phower already mentioned by Mdller.
He argues very explicitly that EU-China cooperati@@mimed at containing US unilateralism
and hegemonic tendencies and that in any caseahsatlantic partnership is irreconcilable
with the respective strategic interests of the W8 &urope. His clarity merits a lengthy

quote:

“Apres le 11 septembre 2001, les Etats-Unis ontessdeement lancé la notion ‘d’axe du mal’
et promu une politique de préemption, afin de cakseystéme multilatéral actuel et le cadre
du droit international, de réorganiser I'ordre maiadl sous leur contrble a travers le hard
power, sous prétexte de lutter contre le terrorisface a ce nouveau défi, aucun pays seul ne
parvient a endiguer le pouvoir de l'unilatéralismeméricain; ce n'est qu’'a travers la
coopération internationale et le soft power qu’cgupformer une force de ‘contrainte Iégere’

pour contrebalancer 'lhégémonisme et 'unilatéralis. Dans ce contexte, la Chine et I'Union

*! Dejean de la Batie 2003, pp.7-8.
2 See Commission 2003a and 2003b, Ministry of Fordiffairs of the People’s Republic of China 2003.
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[européenne], deux grandes puissances ayant degspde vue différents sur la gouvernance
globale avec les Etats-Unis, empruntent la méme.\joi.] [L]es divergences entre les deux
rives de I'Atlantique ne cessent de s’accroitre] [L]eur partenariat traditionnel se heurte aux
intéréts stratégiques de l'autre partie. [...] En at&rant I'Union politique et de la défense,
d’une perspective chinoise, [I'Union européenndlaanbition de jouer un réle particulier dans

les affaires internationales et de se retrouversuipied d’égalité avec les Américaiis.

In addition to these general views on Sino-Europetations, Wang explicitly refers to
the complex face of the EU in international affali® complains that “[lles divergences qui
opposent le Royaume-Uni, la France et I'Allemagles petits et les grands pays, la
‘nouvelle’ et la ‘vieille’ Europe [...] limitent la @nstruction d’'une politique étrangere
commune et d’'une défense autonornfeXccording to Wang this results in a confusion e t
Chinese side on whom to deal with, which is somesinperceived by Europeans as an

attempt to play the different European actors gairest each other.

In his conference papd&rowards a Common European policy on Chirfedn 2005,
Reuben Wong compares the China-policies of the Bt its member states, through the
“Europeanisation”-approach. The author presentsessive descriptions of British, French,
German and EU policies towards China in the fietdstrade, “political and strategic
relations” and human rights since the mid-1980s. dach policy field he characterises the
actors’ behaviour in different years as either aomhent, neutrality, or positive engagement.
This is conveniently summarised in tables, and Womgcludes convincingly that “there is
overall a more coordinated European position onn&hn 2003 compared to 198%”
Although this piece explicitly compares the roleddferent entities under the EU umbrella in
Sino-European relations, it is of very limited walun the present context. A “more
coordinated European position” may result in lesafasion for outsiders but does not
necessarily mean that it becomes easier to endageEtl — was demonstrated by the
comments by Wang discussed in the previous paragrafke other Europeanisation
approaches, Wong is focusing on policy contenterathan process and does not address at

all the question of how the outside deals withEhe®’

The 2005 policy papeEU-China Relations — Towards a Strategic Partngrshy
Stanley Crossick, Fraser Cameron and Axel Berkofskyhe Brussels-based think tank

3 Wang 2004, pp.74-75.

> Wang 2004, p.76.

> Wang 2004, p.76.

5 Wong 2005b, p.18.

>" See for example Tonra 2001 who elaborates on hevioreign policies of small EU member states adjiis
to larger European approaches.
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European Policy Centre joins Wang (2004) in csimmg the fact that “deciding when to
address the EU and/or individual governments iseasty for third countries® The authors
acknowledge that especially the large member sgatamote their individual interests at the
expense of common EU goals and call on the memiagessto “agree common policies
towards China and support, rather than undermihe, EU-China relationship® This
supports Wang and undermines Wong, in that it sholat, beyond any apparent
convergence of common EU and individual membelegtalicies towards China, there are
diverging positions. Otherwise there are no add#icanalytical elements to draw from this
paper, but the authors provide a useful overviewth&# current contents of EU-China
relations. They first emphasise political and sigat issues, in particular integrating China in
the international community and thus providing oegil and global stability, although they
criticise that it is yet unclear what exactly pghmakers intend by the term “strategic
partnership”. Second, they mention trade diplomas an important aspect of the
relationship, in particular as related to commerdisputes. A third key element discussed in
the paper is the human rights dialogue. In addittbe authors also mention the important
dimension of development cooperation, technologealhange, a large number of specific
sectoral dialogues, “ranging from environmentalt@cton to science and technology and
from industrial policy to education and cultuf8.”

Another publication directly addressing China-Elatiens is the 2006 volumigacing
China’s Rise: Guidelines for an EU Strategygited by Marcin Zaborowski for the Institute
for Security Studies in Paris. It provides an iegting overview of current issues, but even
the section on Chinese foreign policy does not moure than restate, probably more
eloquently, the fundamental problem of this researamely that “Europe’s post-modern
institutional construction, where there is no cquima of a military balance and no prevailing
nation-state, where the practical instrument foommon foreign and security policy are still
very much in debate, and are as yet shared witintire traditional instruments of each of the
25 nation-states, is not easy to grasp for Asfan.”

%8 Crossick, Cameron, and Berkovsky 2005, p.35.
%9 Crossick, Cameron, and Berkovsky 2005, p.36.
% Crossick, Cameron, and Berkovsky 2005, p.28.
®1 Godement 2006, p.56.
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3.2.2 Sino-European Relations in General

A few publications have treated Sino-European iatatfrom a more general, mostly
strategic viewpoint, unfortunately though withoutich effort to analyse the processes of
engagement towards different European actors. Tost moteworthy recent piece is Xiang
Lanxin’s article “China’s Eurasian Experiment” 8urvival (2004). If the above-cited Wang
2004 focuses on the transatlantic rift, Xiang aaldeeper cultural argument. “The concept of
the ‘West’ is in crisis at the same time that tedlantic strategic priorities and culture are
diverging.®® He sees transatlantic cultural divergence in theeAcan democracy based on
individual rights as opposed to European commuaitasocial democracy. US foreign policy
is solely based on national interest while Européameign policies build and respect
international norms and institutions. At the samnget Xiang observes a Chinese leadership
well aware of the fact that political reform cana& postponed for long, and the search for
political models brings China closer to Europe eatihan to the US. “American democracy is
based on ‘inalienable’ individual rights that arestained by ‘self-evident’ truth. [...] [T]he
Chinese tradition is hostile to any self-evidentthrand nothing is inalienable. [...] The
Chinese elite is intensely interested in how Euappsocial democracy work&*With regard
to foreign policy, he implies that with a “long-ter grand strategy of peaceful ri&&China
has become a status quo power, although for mdskegbast half-century China has been far
more unilateralist than the US anatteredo the ‘friend or foe’ mentality®® Now that China
finally embraces multilateralism the US has becoewslutionary, challenging international
norms and institutions with a doctrine of pre-emgtstrike. Xiang, like Wang 2004, sees the
EU-China summit of 2003 and the related policy pa@es a turning point toward a strategic
partnership: the Irag War turned both the EU andn&Hurther away from the US and
towards each other. These comments confirm theagkibategic relevance of Sino-European
relations and point to their substantial underlypaential. In addition to that, Xiang also
argues that until recently China did not understdn@lEU “because the European model of
diplomatic compromise and muddling through did fitaihe Chinese communist notion of an

effective strategy in a revolutionary worlef”But by now, “China has discovered the

62 Xiang 2004, p.110.
83 Xiang 2004, p.116.
64 Xiang 2004, p.109.
% Xiang 2004, p.117.
% Xiang 2004, p.117.
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advantages of muddling through in a messy wdtdr fact, according to Xiang the Chinese
idea of “democratisation of international relatibns precisely the mode of international
relations that is being practiced within the EUIsTIs an interesting perspective on policy
making and cooperation processes preferred by linee€e leadership. Unfortunately though,
Xiang does not offer any analysis on how they mantgese processes, or how China
“muddles through” towards an EU that is itself “ndlidg through” towards more common

foreign policies.

With regard to the previous authors, Shambaughiela@r‘China and Europe: The
Emerging Axis” in Current History (2004) offers amber of confirmations and interesting
qualifications. First, he confirms the importancedastrategic nature of Sino-European
relations. Second, rather than pointing to fundaalesultural differences with regard to the
US, he emphasises, more pragmatically, the relaase with which Europe and China can
engage. “The absence of a ‘Taiwan factor’ removesgaificant potential irritant in EU-
China ties® as opposed to US-China relations. In addition Rerother than the US, has no
strategic interest in East Asia that could confith China. Third, he admits that one goal of
the Sino-European partnership is to constrain U§etmeny. So far these points betray a
somewhat classical realist perspective that fallsdeal with the complex governance
structures in Europe though. But Shambaugh dodargeer: Fourth, he confirms, and as the
only one in the literature, the importance of tgmsernmental relations between European
and Chinese policy-making units, although he dassgo so far as to differentiate between
different institutional entities on the Europeadesi“Each meeting catalyses the respective
bureaucracies to generate proposals and to negaéiagible programs involving financial
and human resources — thus marrying the respebtiveaucracies and fusing them with
common purpose® Shambaugh's piece “The New Strategic TriangleThe Washington
Quarterly (2005) does not add many new elements to thimadstly confirms the global
strategic dimension of the cooperation between @irand China by relating it to the
strategic position of the US.

67 Xiang 2004, p.118.
% Shambaugh 2004, p.246.
%9 Shambaugh 2004, p.247.
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3.2.3 Member States in Sino-European Relations

Given the difficulty of finding and surveying rekent literature for 27 member states,
this discussion will concentrate on comments albogitthree biggest member states, Britain,
France, and Germany, and only provide a cursoryvest@ over discussions on the role
played by smaller member states. The chapter “UHicyPorowards China” by Peter
Ferdinand in the edited voluntgrope, China and the Two SARO00) first emphasises the
importance of Hong Kong in Sino-British relatiohsth in the 1980s when the transition was
negotiated and in the 1990s when the British paesition policies angered Beijing. Second,
Ferdinand points out that, although the UK is splirty to the Five-Power Defence
Agreement? it does not have any specific strategic interastis regard to China, other than
those related to general stability of the regicarad global systems. Third, his comments on
the issue-areas on the British bilateral agenda @ftina suggest an overlap with the common
EU agenda: the growing importance of British conuiarand investment interests towards
China and UK development cooperation in China. Tiiplies room for cooperation and
conflict within the EU and for an unclear situatimn the Chinese side concerning who to talk
to on what. Yet the UK also entertains limited taiy-to-military exchanges with China
which obviously do not exist at an EU-level. Anathateresting aspect is Ferdinand’s
discussion of China policy-making in the UK. Untile 1980s, he states, a small group of
China experts in the Foreign and Commonwealth &fi¢ar Eastern Department and Hong
Kong Department. Since then this has changed thoagt[tjhe number of government
agencies with serious interest in China has grdgmificantly.””* This confirms that it is not
sufficient to distinguish EU-level institution fromember state governments but that even
within the latter the number of institutional ad@ctively engaged in relations with China is

increasing.

Francois Godement and Régine Serra in their cartoib to the same edited volume
“French Policy Towards China: a Redefinition” poiatan early mutual political and strategic
interest between France and China, related to Emmmudependent stance within the Western
alliance. Nevertheless, they argue, France doeshawé specific political and strategic
interests beyond keeping up a generally stablenat®nal situation in Asia. When reviewing
the main policy areas of Sino-French cooperatibe,authors put trade and investment in the

most prominent places. According to them, whiletétaind had a dual perception of China,

O Including also Australia, Malaysia, New Zealand &ingapore. Ferdinand 2000, p.51.
" Ferdinand 2000, p.43.
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“at the same time diplomatic and econonifcgconomic interests became a primary motive
behind the French China policy, as visible in tleenmalisation of relations with Beijing
already shortly after the Tiananmen Incident ofd.9Bodement and Serra also see the French
arms sales to Taiwan in the early 1990s, which eduserious political irritations between
Beijing and Paris, as economically motivated, “irder to absorb the large trade deficit
between France and Taiwaff.”"When the negative economic effects following Chine
sanctions against France turned out too largesRdrose subsequently a path of closer
cooperation with Beijing. Other than trade, techhigi.e. agricultural and industrial
technology, life sciences, etc...) and cultural coapen are also mentioned as important
policy fields. With these points Godement and Seoafirm the substantial overlap of the
French and the common EU agenda — like Ferdinamdtife UK and with the same
implications. By contrast no overlap exists witlgaed to military exchanges, and in the field
of human rights, the authors criticise France frihg abandoned this topic fully to EU-level
institutions in order to focus on economic inteses§iodement and Serra do not go into much
detail on the making of French China policy, bugytrcomplain that the concentration on
economics has wide-ranging results for example ‘tthat role of the Ambassador is getting
more and more difficult since his function goesnirgolitical representative to high level
trade representativé® This could also point to a diffusion of China pyliaway from the

core competences of the foreign ministry, likeha British case.

On Sino-German relations, Méoller, in his 1996 deti¢cGermany and China: A
Continental Temptation” from th€hina Quarterly and Klaus Rupprecht, in his contribution
four years later t&curope, China and the Two SAR3ermany’s Policy Towards China and
the Future SARs of Hong Kong and Macau”, agree ttathe political level, German
aspirations to a permanent seat in the UN SC haea la central issue in the relationship.
This is interesting insofar as it indicates howgninstitutional entities under the EU, the
German foreign ministry in this case, may be pungley goals that lie outside the scope of
shared EU interests which makes them susceptildelspayments from the Chinese side in
different bargaining fora, like here the UN. Newetess, overall German political and
strategic interests in China remain general, e&ated to regional and global stability, as in
the case of Britain and France. Moller discussemsive efforts in the early 1990s from both

Germany and China to establish some sort of kejtigal and strategic relationship.

2 Godement and Serra 2000, p.8.

3 Godement and Serra 2000, p.8.

" Godement and Serra 2000, p.10-11.
> Méller 1996, p.719-720.
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However, Sebastian Heilmann of the University ofeifpoints out in his policy paper
“Grundelemente Deutscher Chinapolitithat these ambitions receded with the start of
political and human rights dialogue at the EU lewsl the case in Fran€eAlso like in the
French case, all three authors emphasise the pligne@onomic nature of the relationship,
with important German interests in trade with ameestment in China. Moéller points out that
economic interests convinced the German governmoerg-establish ties with China shortly
after the disruption related to the Tiananmen n@esas we have also seen in the case of
France’’ He also notes that the German ministry of foreddfairs explicitly included the
issue of Chinese membership in the General Agreeore ariffs and Trade (GATT) in its
talks with China, an issue that, already at thateti was recognised as an exclusive EC
competence. The authors also agree on other inmportssue-areas of Sino-German
cooperation, namely its development cooperationn&being one of the main recipients of
German aid, as well as cultural and scientific ésSi All this confirms the again the overlap
between the scope of issues-areas on the jointdagehthe EU towards China and those

pursued individually by member states.

The more general article by Eberhard Sandschnéfdema’s Diplomatic Relations
with the States of Europe” in the 20Q&ina Quarterlyspecial edition suggests a few general
remarks on smaller member states and the new mestdies of CEE. He points out that both
groups tend to follow their bigger partners on @hpolicy, for fear of suffering in the
economic relationship when taking strong positiand for lack of influence, and generally

promote the common EU approach.

Despite the title, Dejean de la Batie’s policy papae politique chinoise de I'Union
européenngpublished by thénstitut francais de relations internationals 2002, adds to this
debate mostly with regard to member states. Thieoastviews on the EU and China are
presented more succinctly in his policy paper d2@lready discussed above. In contrast to
the paper by Wong discussed above, Dejean de lee BAbws that there is imperfect
convergence of China policies among member statabeo EU. For this, he cites three
reasons. First, according to him member states hadedifferent historical experiences with
China. He mentions the questions of Hong Kong aiadad for the UK and Portugal, a minor
but continuing colonial issue for France in the niorof ongoing negotiations on
compensations for property confiscated in formegnEh concessions after 1949, and, by

® See on this Heilmann 2002, pp.4 and 8.
" Méller 1996, pp.717-718.
8 Méller 1996, pp.715-716, Rupprecht 2000, p. 66|rinn 2002, pp.5-6, 9-10.
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contrast, the absence of any colonial burden fanmaay. Second, Dejean de la Batie points
to domestic politics. He mentions, unfortunatelyhout further detail, that the governments
of different member states are subject to diffedggrees of parliamentary control, and he
distinguishes a Northern European (i.e. Scandimavidanish, Dutch, and Irish) public
opinion very much concerned with human rights issécem a Southern European (i.e.
Spanish, Portuguese, Italian, and Greek) one tuaipds €n gros le dialogue constructif et la
primauté des considérations commercidl€sin this context he cites Britain, France and
Germany as special cases where public opinionnisitbee to human rights but governments
have nevertheless more and more concentrated dogdé with Beijing. A related third
element, according to the author, has to do wiiergjing current interests. Britain and France
have a strong incentive to engage positively withn@ as they have to cooperate with it in
the UN SC, a position shared by Germany as it d@geimore and more of gdlitique

mondiale”®°

Other member states, by contrast, have few globAlsian political aspirations
and are consequently less interested in formulaBfeged policies. A last point for the author

are the often competing commercial interests of besrstates.

3.3 Conclusion

This chapter has proposed a structuring of Sin@aean relations since the end of the
Second World War into four periods, namely the Odldr period, the time from the end of
the Cold War and the Tiananmen crisis in Chinah® hid-1990s, from then to the time
around the year 2002, and finally from 2002 urttié tpresent, i.e. the time of the fourth
leadership generation under Hu Jintao which iddbas of this research. Since the important
events of 1989, both in China and in the world aghale, the relations between China and
the EU have indeed grown from a functionally lirditésecondary” relationship to one that
encompasses all dimensions of foreign policy. Betwthe early 1990s and present times,
China and Europe have progressed from almost nlordgiic contact to a tight web of
institutionalised regular exchanges on a wide rasfg®pics, including technical, economic,
political, and strategic issues. It has been pdimtet that in all this the formal advances in
European integration, in particular those releviantexternal policies, have played a minor
role. Rather than being based on strict instit@ionles, relations with China at the EU level

" Dejean de la Batie 2002, p.8.
8 Dejean de la Batie 2002, p.13.
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could be deepened when there was a consensus ion paferences towards China among
the most significant bureaucratic players withire tBEU. The specific evolution and
explanation of two recent cases of China-EU intgvacwill be the subject of the following

chapters.
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Chapter IV. Trade Matters — China’s Quest for Official Recognition as a
Market Economy by the EU

This chapter will analyse the modalities of Chind-Bureaucratic interaction based on
the case of Chinese efforts to get the EU to gitaltarket Economy Status (MES). It will
first present the meaning of MES in the contexthaef World Trade Organisation (WTO) and
the significance this has for China. A second sacwill then outline the evolution of China-
EU bureaucratic interaction on this issue. In thiedtsection | will attempt an explanation of
the patterns of interaction based on the three miinas of the theoretical framework
introduced in chapter II.

4.1 The Significance of Market Economy Status for Gina

Since 2002 China has consistently been pushing&lthéo recognise China officially as
a market economy, which the EU has, equally cossilst, declined to do. Aside from the
EU’s arms embargo against China, a case that wilibcussed in the next chapter, this has
been one of the two top issues on the Chinese agéordrelations with the EU. The
importance of MES for China is related to two psirfirst, it is a question of “face”, second,
MES may entail benefits in the context of the WTr@-alumping system.

4.1.1 The Symbolic Dimension

The importance China attaches to questions of statuits foreign relations, its
resentment of what is seen as national humiliaitiotihe past and its sensitivity to practices
that can be perceived as discriminating, will bgcdssed in depth in chapter VI. But such
symbolism also plays a role with regard to MES. 8aammentators in the media have for
example pointed out that “Beijing [...] attaches poél significance to the status and sees it

as another milestone in its efforts to be consillese an equal footing with the largest



western industrialised powers,bthers have emphasised that, “symbolically, MESuldio
herald China’s arrival as a major industrialisedlddrade player? In 2004 Stephen Green,
at that time head of the Asia Programme at ChatHauose, noted that MES was “a matter of
national pride”, and that recognition would bekéithe 2008 Olympic Games, a stamp of

international approval®’

Aside from such comments by observers, the symblati@nsion of MES emerges from
two types of materials: statements by Chineseiafficand policy advisors on the one hand
and EU documents and comments by EU officials enatiner. First of all, Chinese officials
have stated, more or less explicitly, that MES &ratper se as a symbol of China’s
international status. In September 2002, whenngafior the first time on the EU to recognise
China as a market economy, State Premier Zhu Ramgjicitly evoked an accusation of
discrimination by (wrongly) linking this to the msct of WTO rules on non-discriminatidn.
In July 2005, Liu Jianchao, spokesman of the MP#plieitly interpreted MES as a status
symbol when stating that “[tlhe EU's recognitionGifina’s full market economy status means
its acknowledgement to China’s positive efforts madthe establishment of socialist market
economy system [sicf”Zhu’s successor Wen Jiabao declared at the EUaCéimmmit in
Helsinki in September 2006 that recognition of MBSuld “reflect mutual respect and
equality”, again reflecting the suspicion of disgimation® That MES is an issue of “face”, a
question of acknowledging the importance of Chinmaferm effort, has also been confirmed
by a Chinese interviewéeDuring another interview on the Chinese side is\stated that
non-recognition amounted indeed to unfair treatmémtparticular when compared with
Russia which was granted MES in November 2088.a caveat it should be added, however,
that Chinese officials were not very insistent @mnping to the symbolic dimension of MES,
neither in public statements nor in the intervi@eaducted for this research. There are hardly
any related comments aside from those quoted hamestark contrast to the arms embargo

case, as will become clear in the next chapter.

! Justine Lau and Raphael Minder, Financial Timelyl$ 2005, “Recognise China as a market econoayg s
UK”.

2 Amit Chanda, Worlds Markets Research Centre — iViidrkets Analysis, 5 Sept. 2005, “EU-China summit
starts in Beijing, amid trade tensions and longrsaring disagreements”.

% Green 2004, p.2.

* See statements by state premier Zhu Rongji, astegpin Xinhua General News Service, 24 Septer2beg,
“China to further enhance China-EU relations” amth Shangwu, China Daily, 26 Sept., 2002, “Zhu: blati
values China-EU dialogue”

®> BBC Monitoring Europe — Political, quoting Xinhd®ws Agency, 14 July 2005, “China calls for EU
recognition of full market economy status”.

® David Ibison, Financial Times, 11 Sept. 2006, “&reis refuses to yield over market economy status f
China”.

" Interview China 7, Shanghai Q3 2007.

8 Interview China 11, Brussels Q1 2008.
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Nevertheless, for China there certainly was a syiml@bmension of the MES issue
throughout the period under review here, and tlais moticed by China’s EU counterparts. As
a result it is visible in the second type of matistinamely EU documents and comments by
EU officials. Already in 1997 the Commission noted example that “both Russia and China
have attached great political significance to Eti-damping policy, in particular their stature
as [non-market economies].lh 2003 and 2004 EU officials anonymously commeritethe
press about the importance of political symbolisnChina’s quest for ME® In February
2005 Trade Commissioner Peter Mandelsson was quoakehg the following comment: “I
know this is of great political importance for CainAnd | understand why. | am hearing

yOU.”ll

4.1.2 MES and Expected Commercial Benefits

(i) The WTO and Non-Market Economies

The question of the benefits China might receiwenfrthe recognition of MES in the
WTO context is a complex technical issue that daliurther comment. Whether a member
state of the WTO is considered a market or a nork@haeconomy has important
consequences in the context of anti-dumping mesasiigerefore, it may be necessary, as a
first step, to take a closer look at what “dumping’according to WTO rules. According to
the WTO’s “Agreement on Implementation of Articlé & GATT 1994”, or simply the Anti-
Dumping Agreement (ADA), “dumping” means to be isgjla product in an export market

below its “normal value [...] in the ordinary coursétrade.™?

Therefore a key element in
determining whether or not dumping is occurringhs careful comparison between export
price and “normal price”. The tricky question iotigh: what is the “normal price™? It is in

this connection that MES becomes significant.

Elaborating on art.VI of GATT 1994, the ADA stiptea that usually the “normal price”
for comparison should be the domestic price of ¢bacerned product in the exporting

° Commission 1997, p.5.

1% Tobias Buck and Judy Dempsey, Financial Timesa§ BD03, “Chinese premier to hear string of conmtéai
in Brussels today”; Channel NewsAsia, 6 May 20@hitese premier urges rewards from EU on economy,
arms ban”.

* Amit Chanda, World Markets Research Centre — Whtddkets Analysis, 24 Feb. 2005, “EU trade
commissioner discusses Chinese progress on maxtetry, human rights and IP protection”.

12 Agreement on Implementation of Article VI of GATIR94, art.2(1).
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country®®* When there are no domestic sales, or when theirdolume or any “particular

market situation” in the exporting country do ndow for a “proper comparison” of prices

along these lines, other rules are available terdehe the normal price, namely using “a
comparable price of the like product when expottedn appropriate third country” or “the

cost of production in the country of origifi*’In addition, however, the ADA also re-affirms
the provisions on anti-dumping in Annex | to GATY94, where it is acknowledged that “in
the case of imports from a country which has a detapor substantially complete monopoly
of its trade and where all domestic prices aredfikg the State, special difficulties may exist
in determining price comparability [...], and in suchses importing contracting parties may
find it necessary to take into account the poggibihat a strict comparison with domestic

prices in such a country may not always be appatait®

Based on this annex to GATT, and despite its staicguage on monopoly and state
control, numerous countries, especially those andition from a planned to a market-based
economic system, have been designated “non-markemoeny.’® The provision
“traditionally has been used [...] to ignore pricesl @osts in ‘non-market economies’ on the
ground that they are unreliable because they arseaidy market forces [... and instead] use
prices or costs in a market economy as the basisoional value.*” This means that, instead
of reverting to the provisions for “particular matksituations” of the ADA, the label “non-
market economy” and the so-called “surrogate cguapproach® have, in practice, allowed
importing countries to exercise “significant digaa in the calculation of normal value of
products exported from non-market economi@#ut simply: since there are no precise rules
on how to select the surrogate country, you sinhplye to pick one in which production costs
are sufficiently high, and you will always be albiteconclude that there is dumping and to
impose anti-dumping duties. A good illustration nieeythe EU’s anti-dumping investigation
on Chinese polyester staple fibre producers, stant®ecember 2003, in the course of which
a US producer was used as a surrogate to determameal prices in China — who was later
sued under US anti-trust law for conspiracy to kpgpes artificially high?® All this means

13 GATT 1947 art.VI (1a) and Agreement on Implemdntabf Article VI of GATT 1994, art.2(1).

14 Agreement on Implementation of Article VI of GATIR94 art.2(2).

1> Agreement on Implementation of Article VI of GATID94, art.2(7); Annex | to GATT 1994, second
Supplementary Provision to Art.VI, par.1.

18 \Vermulst 2005, p.45.

"Vermulst 2005, p.44.

18 \Vermulst 2005, p.44; see also Green 2004, p.33 f@ry succinct presentation.

¥ Technical Information on Anti-Dumpiran the WTO website.

%0 European Report 25 March 2005, “EU/China: Beijiogsiders WTO action on polyester fibre duties”.

148



that, in general, it is more likely for an investigpn to find evidence of dumping if the
exporting country is considered a non-market ecgnom

Aside from the problematic surrogate country appingacountries considered non-
market economies for a long time had to bear witloleective treatment of all its producers
and exporters. In general, under WTO rules, thembade of dumping and the anti-dumping
duty should be determined individually for evergnfi** Yet for non-market economies, it
was assumed that “all the means of production atdral resources belong to one entity, the
State”, therefore considered the “single producetijch means that “the application of a
single rate is necessary to avoid circumventiothefduties, that is the channelling of exports
through the exporter with the lowest duty rateThe situation on the ground was obviously
far more complicated than this. By the mid-1990syas already EU practice to determine
dumping and apply duties individually in “exceptabrtases where a company can show that
it operates independently from the st#teA revision of EC administrative rules in March
1997 introduced more flexibility and specified “earriteria” that companies need to fulfil “to
qualify for such treatment? After examination of related rules in other WTOmirs, in
particular US legislation allowing firms in non-rkat economies to demonstrate that their
goods are produced in a “market oriented indusiny/April 1998 the Council then passed a
new regulation removing China and Russia from tisé ¢f non-market economies and
instituting a system by which individual firms ihese two countries can demonstrate “that
market economy conditions prevail” based on fivecsfic criteria®® If a producer passes the
test, the same anti-dumping rules will be appliedfer producers in market economy
countries, if not it is the collective surrogateinary approacii®

(i) MES in China’s WTO Membership

There has been no fundamental change in thesesinles then. In fact, China’s WTO
accession protocol follows the same logic. “If finese] producers under [anti-dumping]
investigation can clearly show that market econ@myditions prevail in the industry” then

2L According to art. 6(10) of the Agreement on Impéeration of Article VI of GATT 1994 individual dunimmg
margins must be determined for every concernedréxpor producer; these margins constitute the ufimé
for anti-dumping duties according to art.9(3); ase exporters or producers are too numerous &}.6( 9(4)
provide how to determine dumping margins basedaomptes and how to determine anti-dumping duties for
individual firms based on this method.

22 Commission 1997, p.3.

23 Commission 1997, p.3.

24 Commission 1997, p.3.

% Council Regulation (EC) N0.905/98 of 27 April 1988.1.

%6 Council Regulation (EC) N0.905/98 of 27 April 1988.1.
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the domestic Chinese price is to be used for coisaf’ This means that there is a general
assumption that market economy conditions do nevalt and the burden to prove the
contrary is on the Chinese producers. If they camleononstrate this, then “a methodology
that is not based on a strict comparison with deimgwices or costs in China” can be

applied®®

The rules and practices on anti-dumping towardsnit@s considered non-market
economies have contributed to making China the gtianget of anti-dumping measures in
the world: between January 1995 and December ZB¥anti-dumping measures have been
adopted against Chirfd.For comparison, in the same period, the other rvegor victims
have been the EU-25, with 224 anti-dumping direcgdinst the group as a whole and
individual member states, and South Korea, suffefiom 118 measuréf.Since 2002 the
EU itself has imposed anti-dumping duties on 2Gs$ypf Chinese export commodities (not
counting those only set provisionally), more tham any other country, and overall the
number of new cases per year has followed an iscrgarend until 20058

Against this background it is understandable thiain€se authorities expect a certain
economic benefit for their exporters from beingngeal MES by major trading partners.
According to the accession protocol there are tagsiaof achieving this. First, if China can
show “under the national law of the importing WT@iMber, that it is a market economy”, or
that a certain industry operates by market econoomglitions, then the special provisions of
the accession protocol will end, for China as a lehwr the industry in question, and the
WTO's normal anti-dumping provisions will appi§.This presupposes, however, “that the
importing Member's national law contains market recoy criteria as of the date of
accession® Second, the accession protocol stipulates thaopien of not using domestic
prices or costs if the concerned producer faildamonstrate that the business operates under
market economy conditions will be terminated 15ryegfter accession, i.e. by late 2G16.
Generally this is interpreted as meaning that otW@O members will have to start treating
China as a market econorfiyStrictly speaking, the provision is not very cless the
paragraph that puts the burden of proof on Chipesducers will not be invalidated after 15

2" WTO Decision of 10 November 2001 on AccessiorhefReople’s Republic of China, par.15a(i).
8 \WTO Decision of 10 November 2001 on AccessiorhefReople’s Republic of China, par.15a(ii).
29 Vermulst 2005, p.5.

%0 Vermulst 2005, p.5.

31 For anti-dumping statistics, see European Comonisa002 to 2007a.

32\WTO Decision of 10 November 2001 on AccessiorheffPeople’s Republic of China, par.15d.

33 WTO Decision of 10 November 2001 on AccessiorheffPeople’s Republic of China, par.15d.

3 WTO Decision of 10 November 2001 on AccessiorheffPeople’s Republic of China, par.15d.

% Green 2004, p.3.
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years. It is unlikely, however, that this will besad as a legal trick to extend the current
regime beyond 2016. First of all, in agreeing oa 1%-year period of non-market economy
treatment China made a major concession that ner MATO accession country has made
before. Of this, policy makers in China and elsewwhare aware, and there is a general
expectation, and resulting political pressure, than 2016 on China will enjoy full MES in

the WTO system. Second, although it will be mof@alilt, even the normal AD provisions

in the WTO treaties will leave some leeway to imgp@ duties against certain Chinese

producers®

(i) The EU Approach to MES

In its relations with the EU, China has been tryiodpenefit from early recognition as a
market economy, which means it has to fulfil the '&€lfive market-economy criteria.
Conforming to the requirements of China’s accesgimtocol, these criteria were part of EU
law at the time of China’s accession, since theg baen established in the Council
Regulation of April 1998. They comprise the follmgipoints®’

(2) Decisions of firms on prices, costs and inputsst be based on the market signals
of supply and demand;

(2) Firms must have one set of basic accountingrdscwhich are independently
audited in line with international standards;

3) Firms’ production costs and financial situatimist not be subject to distortions
carried over from a former non-market economy sgste

(4) Firms must be subject to bankruptcy and prgpéatvs that guarantee legal
certainty and stability of their operation;

(5) Exchange rate conversions must be carriedtdbeanarket rate.

The Chinese efforts to demonstrate that it is eketa¥conomy by EU standards have so
far not been successful though. In reaction tordpeated Chinese requests to be granted
MES the Commission has usually pointed out Chirgiertcomings with regard to these
criteria. In June 2004 it mentioned that, despsigriificant progress”, further reforms in the
financial sector and with regard to corporate aadking law, state interference and property
law were necessary for a favourable decision om&e MES in the futur®.In September

2006, Commission President Barroso pointed out tthetEU expected improvements with

% This is visible for example in the anti-dumpingeagainst Chinese polyester apparel producers:tbee25
companies that were granted MES were charged antpihg duties; see Asia Pulse, 18 March 2005, “€3en
Fabric Firms to Challenge EU’s dumping ruling”.

37 Council Regulation (EC) N0.905/98 of 27 April 1998

% Associated Press Worldstream, 28 June 2004, “Hil$es to recognize China as ‘market economy”™ and
Hong Kong Trade Development Council 2006.
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regard to state influence, accounting rules, bastkgu laws, and financial servicés.
Nevertheless the Commission has repeatedly affirthat it will be “ready to act quickly

once all the conditions are mét.”

4.2 The Evolution of the Issue

4.2.1 Before WTO Accession — MES as One Issue arivany

The removal of China from the list of non-markeb®amies in the regulation of April
1998 was certainly a friendly gesture towards Chivet there is no sign of any sustained
Chinese efforts to achieve recognition as a fulikeaeconomy at that time. This means that
MES has been an issue in China-EU relations famg kime already but not always in the

same way.

MES was also a big issue in China’'s WTO negotiajaithough not in the bilateral
ones with the EU. The provisions on China’s stasison-market vs. market economy were a
result of its negotiations with the U5.The China-US Agreement of November 1999
established that the US could continue for 15 ya#ter accession to treat China as a non-
market economy and to apply its current practicéh wegard to anti-dumping procedures; it
specifically spelled out that a) the US would couné to use the same methodology to
determine dumping, which implies non-market econdmaatment and surrogate country
method as default approach; b) that Chinese indsstvould continue to have the burden of
prove in establishing that market economy condgienist in their sector; and c) that China
would continue to have the opportunity of demoristgathat market economy conditions
prevailed in a sector or the economy as a wffoldter the conclusion of the agreement these
stipulations were applied to China’s relations wathother WTO members as well, based on

the most-favoured-nation rule.

China concluded its negotiations on WTO accessiitin the EU in May 2000, i.e. after
those with the US. Therefore, in China-EU relatitins issue of MES may have been one

among many in the context of highly complex, techhinegotiations on the terms of China’s

% Financial Times, 11 September 2006, “Brusselssesfuo yield over market economy status for China”.
0 Commission 2006c.

“1 Green 2004, p.3, fn.4.

42 See China-US Agreement on China’s WTO Accessi@918ection “Anti-Dumping”.
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membership. Yet it appears that for the EU the seofithe China-US agreement on this point
were fully satisfying, as it decided to push hardissues related to telecommunication and
financial services instedd.In fact, unexpectedly for the Chinese side, thgotiations with
the EU turned out very difficuft and dragged on until the final rounds were ledbyothe
top negotiators but by the Chinese Minister Shi iigsaeng and European Commissioner

Pascal Lamy themselvés.

4.2.2 After Accession — MES as a Main Item on CHithAgenda

In any case, in China-EU relations MES only emergeda major issue by itself after
China’s accession in December 2001. From publiestants and related reporting in news
media one can sketch the evolution of MES as ameiss China-EU relations. In a first
period, from September 2002, when MES surfaceditbetime in public statements, until
the end of 2003, China cautiously raised the igsuards those authorities on the EU side
that are formally responsible for trade mattergarticular the Commission. This changed in
the second period, roughly from late 2003 till J@@®4. This was a time of frenzy during
which China raised the issue constantly in any ipesssnstance of interaction with the EU
and its member states. From the EU side, a largerttyaof member states emphasised
support for granting China MES while the Commissiepeatedly pointed out that it is
favourable in its basic disposition but that reviefathe problem is ongoing. After the EU’s
first explicit refusal to recognise China’'s MESJane 2004, a third period started that lasts
until the present. China-EU interaction on the ésbas been getting more and more sober.
China continues to broach the issue with variousgean stakeholders but with decreasing
energy and expectations. The general EU rhetawon footh the Commission and member
states, is that of “technical criteria” that neede fulfilled first, while explicit public support

for Chinese MES from among EU members gets weaker.

3 Facts on File World News Digest, 21 February 200Bjna: EU talks on WTO entry break off”.
“ Interview China 7, Shanghai Q3 2007; Interviewr@8, Beijing Q3 2007.
4> People’s Daily (English), 20 May 2000, “China, Eldn agreement on China’s WTO accession”.
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(i) A Technical Issue between Technical Bureauesci

The starting point of the first period was Zhu Rjgagnvocation of the Chinese desire
to be granted MES by the EU at th® BU-China summit in Denmark in September 2602.
This was the first public evidence of MES on thplalinatic agenda between China and the
EU, although the issue did not make it into thalfjoint statemerit’ A few weeks later, Ms.
Wu Yi, Chinese Vice-Premier in charge of internaéibtrade, called on the EU to grant
China full MES during a visit to Beijing of trademmissioner Pascal Lant§in November,
Chinese officials went to Brussels to discuss almmof specific commercial disputes with
their counterparts in the Commission and on theasion they also urged the EU to recognise
China’s MES®

In June 2003, the Chinese MOFCOM for the first tsnbmitted a formal request to the
Commission to be recognised as a market econontlyebiU>° From that point on there was
indirect evidence of continuing Chinese pressuréhenssue towards the Commission in that
high officials repeatedly assure China that the @sion is working on verifying China’s
economic status, that a favourable outcome is ntikaly and that a decision should be
expected soon. For example, in October 2003, at6th&U-China Summit in Beijing,
Commission President Romano Prodi stated that Ise*veay optimistic about this” and that
it is “something we will do within a short timefrant®* Similarly, in the context of the 19
meeting of the Joint Committee of Economy and Tradso in Beijing in October 2003,
Trade Commissioner Pascal Lamy confirmed that Casionm is working on the issue and it
will decide no later than first half of 2064.

(i) MES Travels to the Top

The first public indication that the dynamic of G&iEU interaction on MES was
changing appeared during a visit of German Chamcélerhard Schroder to Beijing in

December 2003. On this occasion Chinese PremieMin Jiabao expressed his hope that

“6 Xinhua General News Service, 24 Sept. 2002, Tyes@hina to further enhance China-EU relationsinS
Shangwu, China Daily, 26 Sept., 2002, “Zhu: Natrafues China-EU dialogue”.

47 Commission 2002.

“8 Xinhua General News Service, 17 Oct. 2002, “Cloimiés on EU to grant it full market economy statussia
Pulse, 18 October 2002, “China urges EU to grafiotlimarket economy status”.

“9 Business Daily Update, 8 November 2002, “China”.

0 Green 2004, p.2, and Hong Kong Trade Developmenn€lil 2006, p.1; the receipt of a formal requéshat
time is also acknowledged in Commission 2003b, pri®in Interview EU 29, Brussels Q1 2008.

%1 Prodi comments during Press briefing &8J-China summit; see also AFX.com, 30 October 2003
“Roundup: EU, China agree to address trade prohlsesk economic partnership”.

2 BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific — Political, quotingidhiua News Agency, 30. October 2003, “China, EU to
establish trade dialogue mechanism”.
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Germany would exert a positive influence in brinthg EU to recognise China’s ME%This

IS evidence, on the one hand, that on the Chinegetise issue had left the circle of trade
policy makers and reached the top leadership. ®rother hand, it shows that the target on
the European side had changed, in that it was mgeloonly the Commission, i.e. the organ
with formal competence to negotiate trade matteith whird countries, but also member

states who have no formal influence on this magbguect when voting on Commission

initiatives in the Council.

This marks the beginning of the second period duvimich the Chinese side exerted
pressure with regard to MES on virtually any EU resentative at hand, whatever the
institutional affiliation. In March 2004, Chineseifster of Commerce, Mr. Bo Xilai, urged

4 towards Trade Commissioner

the EU to grant MES soon, “as promised by Presiéeodi,
Lamy and Irish Deputy Prime Minister and MinistdrEnterprise, Trade and Employment,
Mary Harney, also representing the Irish EU prasige Harney assured him that the Irish
Council Presidency would promote the finding ofoiution to the issue at an early datén
March, during a visit of Italian Vice-Minister fdProductive Activities, Adolfo Urso, the
same Bo stated himself that Italy would push fer U to grant China MEZ.The climax of
this period of frenzy was Chinese Premier Mr. Wiahao’s 11-day visit to Europe in May
2004 which brought him to Germany Belgium (incluglinoth Belgian government and EU
institutions), Italy, UK and Ireland. During the etags with top government leaders as well
as with the commission president, Wen called onhloists to recognise China as a market
economy. From all member states he received as=ithat their governments backed China
In its quest to receive MES from the EU, and Pmrdimised a decision from the Commission

by June 2004’ The visits lead to a display of optimism on their@ke sidé® A similar

3 BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific — Political, quotingidhiua News Agency, 1 December 2003, “Chinese Premie
German Chancellor stress cooperation.”

>4 Asia Pulse, 16 March 2004, “China will play activde in new WTO talks”.

% Business Daily Update, 19 March 2004, “China wijlto expand trade with Ireland”.

% Business Daily Update, 5 April 2004. “Sino-Italifsic] to strengthen cooperation”.

" BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific — Political, quotingoim Xinhua News Agency, May 4, 2004, “Chinese pemi
German chancellor address Berlin high technologyrf; Channel NewsAsia, May 6, 2004, “Chinese pesmi
urges rewards from EU on economy, arms ban”; BBQikdoing Asia Pacific — Political, quoting XinhuaeM's
Agency, 6 May, 2004, “Chinese premier Wen Jiab@&esaproposal for promoting ties with Belgium”;
European Report, 8 May, 2004, “EU/China: Custonad Hat no move in arms row during premier’s visit”;
BBC Monitroing Asia Pacific — Political, quoting Kiiua News Agency, 10 May, 2004, “China, Britainesgto
strengthen bilateral relations”; Channel NewsAsiaMay, 2004, “Wen urges Europe to recognise Cama
market economy”; China Daily, 13 May, 2004, “Prenpeshes for stronger Sino-Irish partnership”.

8 AFX.com, 6 May, 2004, “China Premier Wen confidefiend to EU’s arm ban”; China Daily, 14 May, 2004
“Wen's visit advances Sino-EU relations”; BBC MosiA Pacific — Political, quoting Xinhua News Agenty
May, 2004, “Chinese foreign minister views achieeats of premier's European trip”.
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dynamic then unfolded during the visit to Franc&€bfnese Vice-Premier Mr. Zeng Peiyan in
June 20047

An interesting aspect of this second period was #is rumour that, in addition to the
rhetorical pressure on EU member states as wdltlea€ommission, China uses its economic
muscle to push for MES, namely through a limitatiohits coke deliverie&’ This coal
product is essential for steel making. While Chetarted exporting coke in 1993, this low-
cost competition forced European (and US) coke ywers out of the business by the late
1990s. By 2001, China accounted for 60% of the di®itoke exports. In 2004, China cut its
coke exports, thus putting European steel makett®uble, a move suspected to be designed
to pressurise the EU on MES. By late May, the moblvas solved as China agreed to keep
exports at the level of 2003. Wen Jiabao’s remank®ecember 2004 at the EU-China
Business Summit in The Hague may have been anettdattempt to disperse any such
accusation. He stated that “China has developedliaypof relying mainly on domestic
resources [...] China does not pursue its developmiethie expense of other’s interests.”

(i) Disenchantment — MES Moves Down the Agenda

The Commission’s refusal in late June 2004 to g€&mha MES on the grounds that it
did not fulfil the EU’s market economy criteria tiaites the third period. From then on China
continued to demand recognition of MES in varioeswues of China-EU relations, although
by no means with the same intensity as during tleeipus six to eight months. In October
2004, at the Asia-Europe Meeting in Hanoi, the @senMinister of Commerce Bo repeated
the call on the EU to grant China MES, and, on shme occasion, assured a supportive
statement by a French trade offiiaSimilarly, at the # EU-China Summit in The Hague in
December 2004, Premier Wen Jiabao raised the iasdereceived supportive statements
from Dutch Prime Minister Balkenende both in hi¢eras Council President and as Dutch
head of governmefit. The following months saw the development of anaaintritualistic”
practice during meetings between EU member stai@<aina: while the Chinese side called

for MES, the European states expressed suppopdmitted out at the same time that this was

%9 BBC Monitoring Asia-Pacific — Political, quotingidhua News Agency, 12 June, 2004, “France, China
discuss energy, transport, aviation cooperation”.

%0 On this see AFX.com, 30 May, 2004, “China beconmimage important player in global coal market —
industry sources”.

®1 Business Daily Update, 10 December 2004, “Mar&ebgnition benefits all”.

%2 BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific — Political, quotingoin Xinhua News Ageny, Oct.9, 2004, “China urgestBU
recognise...”].

83 China Daily, 9 December, 2004, “EU moves to lifna embargo”; BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific — Poliic
quoting from Xinhua News Agency, 9 December, 20CThinese PM holds talks with Dutch counterpart”.
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an EU matter and that a single member cannot dchrabout it** This was the case, for
example, in January 2005, both during the visitPoftuguese President Jorge Sampaio to
Beijing, and also when the head of the Internati@epartment of the Chinese Communist
Party visited Italy’> At the same time, Commission officials, like Deputead of EC
Delegation in Beijing, Franz Jessen, or Peter Misode new Trade Commissioner, tended to
stress more and more that MES was a technicalrrithe a political issue, based exclusively
on fulfilment of specific economic criterf8. These patterns of interaction remain largely

unchanged until today.

At the beginning this period Sino-European intaoacton MES has also saw a new
initiative to avoid a deadlock. After the EU’s reéll of June 2004 to grant MES, it was
agreed with the Chinese side to establish a commuking group on the issifé.In the end,
the working group only met once in November 200dd anitiative failed to bring any

progress?

4.3 Explaining China-EU Interaction on MES

After this overview of who did what with whom oretissue of MES, the task will be to
explain the evolution of those patterns of bureaticrinteraction. In order to do so this
section will look at them through the three dimensiof the analytical framework introduced

in chapter II.

4.3.1 Chinese Foreign-Policy Making and MES

% Interview EU 20 Beijing, summer 2007.

%5 BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific — Political, quotingoim Xinhua News Agency, 13 January, 2005, “China,
Portugal issue joint communiqué on EU, human rigl88C Monitoring International Reports, quotinggfn
Xinhua News Agency, 21 January, 2005, “Italy plegdtgepush for early lifting of EU weapons exporh fma
China”.

% See for example Asia Pulse, 15 December, 2004n#Céxports to the EU jump 38%, January to Octghmr”
World Markets Research Centre — World Markets Asialy24 February, 2005, “EU trade commissioner
discusses Chinese progress on market economy, highémand IP protection”.

%7 See Relex Commissioner Chris Patten’s speechiafbre in June 2004, as reported in BBC Monitoring
Asia Pacific — Political, quoting Xinhua News Aggn80 June 2004, “European Commissioner Patteassise
importance of Sino-EU trade ties”.

% Interview EU 20 Beijing, summer 2007; see alsoiBess Daily Update, 15 December 2004, “Nations hail
Sino-European trade”.
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In the first period, on the Chinese side decisiakimg with regard to MES was largely
contained within the commercial policy structurdisTinvolved the MOFCOM, the Finance
and Economics LSG and, at the very top, Vice-Preminel PB member Wu Yi. From the
point of view of Chinese foreign-policy making, tdecision to engage Commission trade
officials on MES and to submit a formal request MiES to them can probably best be seen
as a result of organisational routine. As one Cdenaterviewee, familiar with both MFA and
MOFCOM activities in Brussels, explained, for mdsly-to-day or technical matters there is
no explicit consideration of who in the EU to engamnd how as the contacts simply follow

routine®®

As an institution the MOFCOM has built up signiftaexperience on dealing with the
EU on trade matters. At least since the 1985 Agesgtran Trade and Economic Cooperation
the normal EU counterparts for MOFCOM (or previguMOFTEC) were the trade
commissioner and Commission officials from DG Tradéth annual meetings in the
framework of the Joint Committee and a growing namdd working groups and dialogues on
various specific trade topics. In addition to thisese same EU officials and entities were
leading the bilateral negotiations with Chinese owrtial diplomats on China’s accession to
the WTO’® Aside from this one could also argue that a reupnocedure when selecting a
foreign counterpart is to study the formal disttibn of competences within the other
administrative structure. In the case of the El¢ @ommon Commercial Policy (CCP) is
exclusive competence of the EC with a prominene rar the Commission to play, as

discussed in chapter IV.

That in this first phase even State Premier Zhudgit@md Vice-Premier Wu Yi became
involved does not contradict this explanation base@rganisational routine with regard to a
technical trade matter. Wu Yi's remit as Vice-Premwas international trade and her
counterpart, by routine and by formal competencas therefore Pascal Lamy. Zhu Rongji's
involvement more than anything is an indicator fieatChina trade was of prime importance
in its relations with the EU. And Zhu also carefuibllowed formal competences, in that he
only brought up MES during the EU-China summit nmegfind not during his ensuing visit

of France, although commercial contacts were asp high on his agenda for Paffs.

% |Interview China 9, Beijing Q3 2007.

0 Due to the complexity of the negotiations, variotiser entities were involved on the Chinese dittavever,
MOFCOM was the lead actor, although it was not giastrong enough to impose its position. For detail the
Chinese politics behind WTO accession based omxhmple of negotiations with the US, see Pears6i.20
"L SDA — Service de base francais, 27 September 2B6&ce: visite du premier minister chinois, Zhorigji
demande la levée de I'embargo européen sur lessgrE)@manuel Defouloy, Agence France Presse, 27
September, “Zhu Rongji demand la levee de I'embawgopéen sur les armes”.
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The second period identified above is more intnguiWhy would Chinese policy
makers decide to move off the beaten MOFCOM-ComonsBack in late 2003 and start to
engage not only trade policy makers in Brussels disd several EU member states? It
appears that in the transition between phase paade I, within the Chinese foreign-policy
structure, the issue of MES moves up, changingrasult the dynamics of decision making.
Interviewees have pointed out that the years 2@WB2constituted a period of deep
reconsideration among Chinese foreign-policy makersthe structure of the international
system and China’s opportunities if4tThe result was that relations with the EU moved to
the top of the Chinese foreign policy agefitiZhis implied that MES was no longer one
technical issue among others in the context ofittigortant commercial relations with the
EU. Instead, MES became one of the very few topessfor a relationship which was

considered of strategic importance for China.

With regard to the bureaucracies involved this asant a significant change. While
trade related matters are largely contained withim commercial policy-making structure
already mentioned at the beginning of this subgectihe key issues of foreign relations
deemed of strategic significance are discussethier @ontexts as well. On the one hand there
is of course the MFA, in particular its Europe Depeent, in charge of the general
management and development of relations with Eur@pethe other, there are analysts and
advisors at the level of the top leadership. Itegpp that, already from the time of Jiang
Zemin, there has been a team of diplomatic advisothe top leadership, largely consisting
of former ambassadors, i.e. linked to the MFA, vane regularly consulted on major foreign

policy issues?

It is important to note that neither the MOFCOM ritbe MFA or the team of top
advisors have any direct influence on the finaliglen, be it on trade or any other kind of
issues. Yet their approach to the development dibep and to implementation is quite
different. With this involvement of career diplorsaan alternative to the previously practiced
contained engagement based on habitual patternsorafmercial discussions and formal
competences emerged quite naturally, namely arlaligéomatic initiative through virtually
all available channels. Interviewees linked to €A emphasise that throughout the period
under review, MES did continue to be treated mdsyilthe MOFCOM — however the MFA

2 Interview EU 28, London Q1 2008; Interview Chirfg Brussels Q1 2008.
3 See on this Xiang 2004.
" Interview China 8, Beijing Q3 2007.
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intervenes precisely with regard to related pdliticssues and at the political level, in
particular in order to lobby high officials on tE& side’

This change in the interpretation, and as a rékaltreatment, of the MES issue led to
the larger diplomatic offensive in phase Il, wheriually any EU counterpart was called on
to support China’s recognition as a market econorhg choice of this strategy of a general
attack was certainly facilitated by the parallelezgence of yet another top issue, the arms
embargo, to be studied in the following chapters lpossible that, to some extent, MES was

drawn into the political logic of lobbying for thifting of the arms embargo.

From a focused look at decision making in China difficult to discern any particular
changes in 2004 that could explain the beginningesiod I, i.e. steadily decreasing energy
in Chinese lobbying efforts. Most certainly, theigience by the EU since its initial refusal of
MES in June 2004 that this is a technical issuecbasributed to a decrease in the fervour of
diplomats, foreign policy advisors and top leadarg] has served to push the issue back into
the realm of the MOFCOM.

4.3.2 EU Reactions to Chinese Approach on MES

How did the EU foreign policy structure constraihii2se approaches and thus shape
the evolution of bureaucratic interaction? Thetfireriod does not pose any major problems:
the competent EU authorities had been approachedhane was no intra-EU contestation of
their role or their actions. The question gets miotreresting with regard to the second period:
how did the EU react to the diplomatic “generabet, and especially to the fact that

member states were massively approached on anassside their normal competences?

On the EU side the lack of formal competence by bwmstates was made up for by
strong interest in the issue. As a result, in metlovirtually no member state refused or re-
directed Chinese lobbying on MES. The interest m@sso much related to the substance of
the MES question, an issue at that time still natngroblematic from the EU’s point of
view.”® It was rather that actors within the EU were kaeplease the Chinese on a largely

uncontested issue, especially as the other matieraGvas pressing on, the arms embargo,

S Interview China 9, Beijing Q3 2007; Interview Chih5, Beijing Q4 2008.

% An EU official familiar with the matter claimedahup to 2003 hardly anyone in the EU thought @tsiha
should not get MES, and that China simply missadhaow of opportunity; Interview EU 29, Brussels Q1
2008.
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was far more contentious and obviously not ripedoy fast progress. In addition, the very
positive and supportive reactions by EU memberestad Chinese requests on MES also
suggest that they may have consciously profitethftbe freedom of making easy promises
on issues they know they cannot be asked to dediven a way it is the official Commission
reaction on China’s formal request of MES that ¢sirthings back to the order of formal
competences: the competent actor, i.e. the Conwnisassesses a concrete request based on

specific technical criteria.

This points to yet another difficulty in EU’s foggi policy process: the problem of the
negotiating mandate. In activities and decisionstrawale policy towards third states, the
Commission is obviously bound by the existing rudéshe EU. In the case of MES, these
rules consisted of the technical criteria for gignMES as defined in the regulation of April
1998. In addition, these criteria were locked irotlgh the stipulations of China’s accession
protocol that market economy criteria had to bangef in the law of the respective WTO
member at the time of China’s accession. For thei@ission this meant that it only could
play a role of pure technical verification — unle$ourse it had a negotiation mandate from
the Council which it did not’ The irony on the EU side is that during a perioavhich there
would have been widespread agreement among memalbes sn granting MES, i.e. in phases
I and I, the difficulty of doing it based on theigting criteria was not yet obvious. At the
time this was understood, the mood in several merstages had changed against MES for
China, mostly in the Mediterranean countries wtigid have stronger protectionist reflexes
than central and northern European st&tdhis means that even if, in substance, a political
deal could maybe have been reached, i.e. a sa@fiMES against some issue of importance
for the EU, the Commission was confined to seekimrgcessions from the Chinese that could

be interpreted in some way as bringing China claséne technical criteria of MES.

This situation of deadlock also has an impact anrégaction of EU member states to
Chinese approaches on MES in phase lll. Whethély neafavour of granting MES or not,
most member states revert to an almost ritualiBptomatic formula that was repeated on any
occasion when Chinese officials requested MES: hathat the member state in question
supported China on this but that the decision vaagely a technical matter of which the

Commission was in charg®.

" Interview EU 29, Brussels Q1 2008.
8 Interview EU 1, Berlin Q1 2007; Interview EU 26eipng Q4 2007; Interview EU 27, London Q1 2008.
" Interview EU 29, Burssels Q1 2008.
8 Interview EU 2, Berlin Q1 2007, Interview EU 19%iBng Q3 2007, Interview EU 20, Beijing Q3 2007.
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4.3.3 Independent Dynamics of Bureaucratic Intévact

With regard to the explanatory factors presentateuthis dimension of the framework,
it is obvious that in the first period of China-EEdgagement on MES, previous experience of
interaction plays a crucial role, as has alreadgnbpointed out above when discussing

China’s motivations to choose specific EU countdga

The change in the pattern of bureaucratic intevadtiom the first to the second period
can be partly explained with the quality of perddies. As the logic of decision making in
China shifted from “important trade issue” to “tgbrategic relationship”, the logic of
interaction with the EU changed from looking foe tfunctional counterpart to focusing on
long-time “friends of China” like Prodi, Berluscor€hirac, and Schrodét.Yet while these
ties assured a certain continuity in China-EU buceatic interaction through phases Il and

lll, changes and disruptions came from differenngweferences and perceptions.

In terms of preferences, one can argue that theasen@ mismatch through periods | and
[I: Chinese foreign-policy makers wanted recogmitas a market economy and in the EU no-
one seemed explicitly opposed. Yet perceptiongestan diverge in the second period. On
the Chinese side the MES issue had just enteredgarlforeign policy logic, i.e. gained a
political dimension as a key issue in a strategiationship. This implied that political actors
throughout the EU were perceived as the adequateteparts. In EU member states the
issue at that time was not of key political impaode, but rather a symbolic one, a chance to
demonstrate good will. As regards perceptions efrdelves, all member states knew very
well that they could do fairly little on MES. Atéhsame time, this is the moment when in the
Commission the trade officials really in charge dme aware that from an EC perspective
this issue could only be a technical one, and aeifolitical nor symbolical, at least in the
absence of a Council mandate to negotiate on the.isAs a result bureaucratic interaction

with none of the EU counterpart could lead to amyssantial result.

In the third period there was again a change, Wwath regard to preferences and
perceptions. Chinese policy makers continued tosymurrecognition of MES, yet the
continued denial by the EU conferred a symbolicatision to the issue. If a trusted “strategic

partner” holds back on such an issue in spite tdnisive lobbying it amounts to lack of

8 Interview China 15, Beijing Q4 2008.
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respect? At the same time, many of the traditionally moretpctionist member states started
favouring continued non-recognition, in light of gnowing trade deficit with China and
liberalisation of textile trade. As a result, faretn the issue also lost attractiveness as an
opportunity to show a friendly attitude, and foen it became again a simple question of
trade defence. While in China a symbolic dimensi@s building up, in many EU member
states this dimension was lost. By contrast, then@ssion started to move from a purely
technical approach of the issue to a more polittal, and expected something substantial
in return for MES, ideally somehow linked to therket economy criteri& The willingness

to “sell” MES was expressed quite explicitly towsittie Chines&!

This led to a grotesque situation. The Commissi@s willing to exchange MES for
something, yet it was bound by the rigid EC rulemmiework and also received strong
pressure from the more protectionist member stad¢so engage in any “horse trading.”
The Chinese wants MES but has gained the convithiahit somehow has the right to get
this without any concession in exchafieThe only possible outcome then becomes
continued non-recognition — which is probably tixglanation why the joint working group
on MES only met once in November 2004 with no sartil resulf’

Roughly in the last two years, there may have bgsnanother shift in Chinese
perceptions of this issue. Probably from the MOFCQiMseems that a new view emerged
according to which MES was far less precious in mwancial terms than initially assumed.
For China the real economic value of MES dependshenfrequency with which non-
recognition of MES actually leads to anti-dumpingies. Yet since 2006 the EU has shown
growing restrainf® much to the dismay of some European produters.addition, the fact

82 Compare Wen Jiabao’s comments in Sept. 2006; agil Ibison, Financial Times, 11 Sept. 2006, “Balss
refuses to yield over market economy status fon&hi

8 Interview EU 29, Brussels Q1 2008.

8 See for example the remarks of Serge Abou, he#tedEC Delegation in Beijing, that there “theradsfree
lunch”; Xinhua Financial Network News, 13 June 20@urope ‘ready to talk’ on granting China market
economy status — official”; Tschang Chi-chu, Sgditmes, 14 June 2005, “Market economy status floext
China? Europe says it will repay China for its dari to restrict its textile exports”. Similar rerka by
Barroso; see Xinhua Financial Network News, 14 2095, Thursday, “EU’s Barroso says time not rigint
China market economy status [sic]".

8 Interview EU 32, Brussels Q1 2008.

8 |nterview EU 20, Beijing Q3 2007, Interview EU Brussels Q1 2008.

87 Interview EU 20, Beijing Q3 2007, Interview EU Brussels Q1 2008; for confirmation of the workigmgup
and the meeting date, see Asia Today, October 2004sible barriers to future trade — labour stards GMO
social issues”; China Daily, 9 Dec. 2004, “EU mote$ift arms embargo”.

8 |nterview EU 29, Brussels, Q1 2008; Interview Ghir2, Brussels, Q1 2008.

8 Helena Spongenberg, EUobserver.com, 4 June 280Fs$els impressed by China ‘market economy’
progress”.
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that generalised recognition in 2016 is just a y@ars away, Chinese policy makers hesitate
to spend much energy on this isSle.

4.4 Conclusion

The discussion in the previous pages has tracedviblation of China-EU bureaucratic
interactions on the issue of China’s status asrkehaconomy. With regard to the conceptual
frame proposed in chapter I, it confirms sever@hts. First, transgovernmental relations do
matter. The pattern of engagement of the EU chasgédtantially when the issue of MES
moved beyond exclusive control by MOFCOM. Seconfilagimented authoritarianism”
within the Chinese administration does affect neght the capacity of Chinese policy-
makers to effectively deal with the outside. Thimterests do matter in the reaction of
European actors to Chinese approaches. An addiamat that emerged was the apparently
interrelated effect of interest and competence OraEtors’ behaviour, in that the absence of
competence gives large room for symbolical statesigrat are expected to promote interests

in other spheres.

There are a number of obvious signs of influencamfrthe larger international
environment — although all indirect, concerningf@rences and perceptions of bureaucratic
actors, as set out in the analytical frameworkstrof all, the entire issue of MES is rooted in
the WTO and China’s accession to it. Similarly, gaely “window of opportunity” that China
missed by pressing MES too late, was largely rélabethe general perception, not only in
Europe, that China was doing well on the implem@maof its WTO commitments.
Expectations on the EU side were aimed at gettang iew big WTO member to actively

participate in the Doha Round negotiatidhs.

In a next step, the reconsideration of China’sriv@Bonal strategy in 2002-2003, which
contributed to conferring a political dimensionMd&S in the Chinese foreign policy process,
was clearly linked to the changes in global pdittbat became obvious after “9/11”. The
Bush administration, who in any case had signitigdimited contacts with China, was seen
as unreliable and unilateral in its foreign politjre EU, by contrast, had long implemented a

far more positive attitude towards China, includbagh substantial development cooperation

% Interview China 9, Beijing Q3 2007, Interview Chif1, Brussels Q1 2008.
L Interview EU 29, Brussels Q1 2008.
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projects and a constantly upgraded political exghdhand visible in a series of Commission
policy document$® In addition to this, the transatlantic rift ovéretwar on Irag, during
which the Chinese position was close to that ofEheopean sceptics, seemed to herald the
multipolar world order China had long been hoping® The decision not to “bandwagon”

with a declining superpower but to “balance” withrising new pole was probably an easy

one®

%2 See on this Casarini 2006.

% See Commission 1995, 1998, 2001, 2003.

% Interview China 7 Beijing, summer 2007, Intervi®hina 8 Beijing, summer 2007.
% On these larger strategic issues, see also Xia@g, Shambaugh 2005.
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Chapter V.  Trading for Security? China’s Efforts to Get the EU’s Arms
Embargo Lifted

This chapter will trace the evolution of China’doefs to convince the EU to lift the
arms embargo it maintains towards China. A firstise will elaborate why this issue is of
importance to China, pointing out two major aspeatenely status and military procurement.
A second section will provide a detailed accountwbfat happened between bureaucratic
actors on both sides. The following section willerth propose explanations of these

developments based on the general theoretical Wwankantroduced in chapter Il.

5.1 Why Does the EU’s Arms Embargo Matter for Chin@

Aside from MES, another major issue in China-Elatiehs during the first term of
office of the current Chinese leadership has bkerfuture of the arms embargo the EU had
imposed in the aftermath of internal repressiorCmna in June 1989. Between 2003 and
2005 China has made considerable efforts to geEthao lift it. Throughout this period no
complete consensus emerged within the EU on hawact to this Chinese request, but there
were more and more signs that those member statesrfible of a lifting would eventually
manage to convince their more sceptical partneeseNheless, in the end the arms embargo
was not lifted, for a variety of reasons relatedhi® internal politics of the EU, developments

in China and the wider international environment.

5.1.1 The Arms Embargo and the Issue of “Face”

The Chinese interests behind the drive to get theddift the embargo are less obvious
than one would expect. When explicitly referring wtny the embargo should be lifted
Chinese policy-makers have mostly mentioned twanfgoifirst, the continuation of the

embargo does not match the current state of tlaiaethip between China and the EU, in



particular the “comprehensive strategic partnershiecond, the embargo constitutes
“political discrimination”, e.g. because China igtpnto the same category as a number of
outright rogue states like Zimbabwe or Myanrhahis emphasis on the symbolic dimension
of the issue, i.e. the rejection of a treatment ihaerceived as unequal or unfair, is more than
simple rhetoric. Questions of China’s internatiostaltus and the related symbols have indeed
been of great importance for Chinese foreign politgkers, in reaction to what has been
perceived as a “humiliation” of China at the hanéi$oreign imperial powers during the 19

and 20" centuries. According to historian John W. Garver,

“[tlhe central aspect of recent Chinese historyinésrpreted by the Chinese Communist Party
(CCP), is the Chinese people’s struggle against ‘thaniliation’ of China by foreign

imperialism during the 110 years between 1839 &£4b1To the CCP, the era between the
[beginning of the] first opium war and the estdfuient of the People’s Republic of China is
essentially a chronicle of wars imposed by aggvesand arrogant imperialist powers, and of

increasingly harsh terms forced on China in conerge of its defeat in those wars.”

Garver calls this “century of National Humiliatio@’myth, not because the criticised foreign
encroachment did not happen, but rather becausgeféitt of belief is more important than
what actually occurred*In his view, this myth “stands at the centre @& political culture of
the People’s Republic of Chind.Yet this is not only a characteristic of Chinesenmunists.
Garver adds that “[tthe common denominator of dalers of modern China — from Sun Yat-
sen, to Chiang Kai-shek, to Mao Zedong and Dengp{ieg — has been a deep bitterness at
China’s ‘humiliation’, and a determination to blmit that humiliation and restore China to its
rightful place as a great and respected poWémt also according to political scientist Zhao
Suisheng “[a]lmost all powerful Chinese politicalatlers from the early twentieth century

! See Interview China 8 Beijind"® 2007; see also quotes from Chinese premier Wgradiin BBC
Monitoring International Reports, 29 April 2004,Hi@ese premier comments on ties with Germany, Eubsar
embargo”, and in AFX — Asia, 15 December 2004, tFBoe China will upgrade weapons technology if Bt li
arms embargo”.

Z See, for example, vice-foreign minister Zhang Yesuguoted in South China Morning Post, 4 December
2004, “ Arms embargo a ‘sign of inequality’; Beijisays EU ban will affect ties but denies holdipgAirbus
order in retaliation” or Chinese MFA spokeswomarmdy Qiyue in United Press International, 7 December
2004, “Analysis: EU-China ties strained over armsinamed Chinese MFA officials are quoted as coimipig
about China'’s being part of a list of “true parfaimsFinancial Times, 10 February 2005, “The EUanion
selling military equipment to Beijing lacks credityi but Washington believes any change would be
irresponsible”.

% Garver 1993, p.4.

* Garver 1993, p.7.

®> Garver 1993, p.8.

® Garver 1993, p.20.
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through today have shared a deep bitterness atdhidiation and have determined to restore

China’s pride and prestige, as well as its rightlace in the world*

For sure, concern about symbols of status on thidvebage are not limited to China
alone. However, Garver explains that while “[c]omse with security, development, and
status are not unigue to China”, there is “sometimmore” in the Chinese case: “a deep and
abiding conviction that China ought, by historicght, to be one of the great powers of the

n8

world.” With regard to the particular trait of the Chines&cern with status symbols another

historian, Steven I. Levine, states that

“Chinese leaders tend to internalize a sense dbriial resentment at the raw deal which
history has given them. This resentment often ted®s into a claim of entitlement upon others.
When other states behave toward China in accordavite their supposed obligations,
everything is fine. But when these claims are mabgnized, or are recognized only partially,
additional layers of Chinese resentment may byildTihis hypersensitivity is manifested with
respect to symbolic and status issues no lessthsubstantive issues of resource allocation and

power.”

Against this backdrop, it does make sense to utatetsChinese efforts at getting the arms
embargo lifted as rooted in the conviction thathsacmeasure is inappropriate both with
regard to Chinger seand in the context of the EU’s overall relationghwit. The arms
embargo is indeed perceived as a stigma which mayyithat in some way China is not a
fully respectable member of the international comityu And in fact, on the EU side, many
officials, both at member state and at EU leved, @nvinced that this symbolic dimension is

the only or the main aspect of Chinese interesthisrissue?’

5.1.2 Military Dimensions

However, there are also other interests behind €3leimctivism, in particular related to
military supplies.China’s EU Policy Papeof October 2003, for example, does not mention
anything with regard to the arms embargo that imeoted to questions of status or symbols

or might be interpreted within the Chinese logic¢fate”. It is, by contrast, rather explicit on

" Zhao 2005, p.133.

8 Garver 1993, pp.27-28.

° Levine 1994, p.44.

1% |nterview EU 5 Berlin T Q 2007, Interview EU 25 Beijing®Q 2008, Interview EU 27 Londori'D) 2008,
Interview EU 28 London®1Q 2008, Interview EU 33 Brussel @ 2008, Interview EU 34 Burssel @ 2008,
Interview EU 36 The Hague'Q 2008.
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defence interests in that it states that “[t]he $Fiduld lift its ban on arms sales to China at an
early date so as to remove barriers to greatetebdlacooperation on defence industry and
technologies® This matches comments of various experts on Caimdfairs and Asian
security. Wu Guogang of the University of Victoriar example, has affirmed that China was
interested in European military items, that it wasng to diversify its military suppliers and
upgrading its defence technology in anticipation intreasing cross-strait tensiofs.
According to Robert Karniol, former Asia editor déne’s Defence Weeklg lifting of the
embargo would not have any major impact on Chimegikary modernisation but it would
allow for European products to fill niches in Chéreequipment’ He also stated that “China
has not been interested in European weapons pletfoand to a lesser extent weapons
systems”, but rather “subsystems” as well as “disa@- technology and other military
hardware.** Arthur Ding of Taiwan’s National Chengchi Univegspointed to the effect a
lifting would have on current military suppliers particular in that it would provide China
with more leverage towards Rus$iaOne official on the European side also affirmedt th

China covets all European technology, includinthimdefence sectd?.

Aside from the symbolic and the military dimensi@mother European official also
pointed to the use of the arms embargo, along otitler issues, as bargaining chips. In this
interpretation, China balanced continuous critictsom the EU on a wide variety of issues,
like market access, intellectual property, humghts, etc..., by picking its own “irritants” on

the European side and repeatedly complaining aheut?’

How can one make sense of this combination ofests? One interpretation points to a
change in emphasis over time. A Chinese policysaiirom a think-tank close to the central
government claimed that the initial goal behindtiggtthe EU to lift the embargo was that
China wanted to buy military equipment. Only aftee process had become blocked did
Chinese decision makers start to emphasise poliderimination in a “face-saving”
attempt'® The fact that political discrimination appearsGhinese public statements only
more than one year after the textGifina’s EU Policy Paperwhich links the lifting of the

! China’s EU Policy Paper 2003, p.9.

2 AFX European Focus, 30 April 2004, “China premiéen’s visit to Europe to focus on trade, arms emar
13 Washington Post, 31 January 2004, “US pressingdalphold arms embargo against China; rights abuses
security cited; France, Germany back Beijing”.

14 AFX — Asia, 15 December 2004, “Focus — China wjigrade weapons technology if EU lifts arms embargo
5 AFX — Asia, 15 December 2004, “Focus — China wjijrade weapons technology if EU lifts arms embargo
18 Interview EU 27 London®1Q 2008.

7 Interview EU 25 Beijing 8 Q 2007.

'8 Interview China 5 Beijing'3Q 2007.
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embargo quite openly to strengthened defence cabpey and after intensive lobbying
towards the EU with no concrete progress, wouldhseematch this view?

5.2 The Evolution of the AE as an Issue in China-ERelations

5.2.1 The Jiang Zemin Years — “Don’t Mention thel&mgo”

(i) The Origins — One of Several Restrictive Measur

The arms embargo is the only sanction from 198Bistplace. That year, the violent
suppression of wide-spread demonstrations agdmesgovernment in China, especially in
Beijing where demonstrations on Tiananmen Squatgechaght international attentiéh)ed
the EC and its member states to condemn the Chig@sernment for the non-respect of
human rights and to impose sanctions against Chirfagstrictive measures” in EC parlance.
In an immediate reaction to the events of 4 JundBéfjing the Twelve issued a first
declaration in the context of European Politicab@eration (EPC) on 6 June, in which they
“condemn the violent repression used against pehadeimonstrators,” call on the Chinese
authorities “to stop the use of force against tharmed civilian population” and “to engage
without delay in the search for a peaceful solttitirough “political dialogue?* They
warned that continuing repressive policies “willegtly prejudice China’s international
standing and compromise the reform and open-doliciggf and state that the EC and its
members “have already taken a number of measumekiding suspension of high-level
contacts.* A second EPC declaration of 27 June largely rieras$f these points, with only a

few minor variations, but adds a catalogue of ietste measureé’

“[lIn the present circumstances the European Cauhiciks it necessary to adopt the following

measures:

19 The first public statements from the Chinese sitierpreting the arms embargo as political disanition
appeared in December 2004, i.e. about 14 montésthi publication of China’s EU Policy Paper irdmi
October 2003.

%0 See Baum 1993.

L «Statement Concerning China”, European Politicab@eration Documentation Bulletin 89/171, 06/068.98
22 «Statement Concerning China”, European Politicab@eration Documentation Bulletin 89/171, 06/068.98
23 «Statement Concerning China” European Politicab@eration Documentation Bulleting 89/180, 27/06A:98
initially published as an annex to the final presiease from the Madrid European Council, DOC/89/1,
27/06/1989.
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raising of the issue of human rights in China ia #ppropriate international fora; asking for

the admittance of independent observers to attemtrials and to visit the prisons,

interruption by the Member States of the Commuaitynilitary cooperation and an embargo

on trade in arms with China,
suspension of bilateral ministerial and high les@htacts,
postponement by the Community and its Member Stftasw cooperation projects,

reduction of programmes of cultural, scientific atethnical cooperation to only those

activities that might maintain a meaning in thesgirg circumstances,
prolongation by the Member States of visas to thm€se students who wish it.

Taking into account the climate of uncertainty ¢eeain the economic field by the present
policy of the Chinese authorities, the European r€éduadvocates the postponement of the
examination of new request for credit insurance tmedpostponement of the examination of

new credits of the World Bank*

(i) But the Only One Left

Most of these measures were gone within a few yearshronology of EU-China
relations provided on the website of the Commissstetes that in October 1990 “[t]he
Council and the EP decide[d] to gradually re-essabbilateral relations with China” and that
in 1992 “EC-China relations [were] largely normatisbut the arms embargo remain[ed] in

place.

A similar view, i.e. that sanctions have been tgialy relaxed” while “a ban of
arms sales is still in place”, can be found in@@mmmission’s first communication on China,

A Long-Term Policy for China-Europe Relatipo$ July 19952

Looking at the specific measures, it appears that gostponement of projects and
reduction of programmes did not have any major chpAlthough development aid was
“drastically curtailed®” in the immediate aftermath of the events, mosgEmmmes were

quick to be back on track.

The same is true for the suspension of contactsdest the political leadership of the
two sides. Spanish Foreign Minister Francisco FRetea-Ordofiez visited Beijing in
November 1990, with a mandate from all EC foreigmnisters to discuss gradual

24 European Council 1989.

% See Commission 2007. Founchép://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/china/dacstfronology jan-07.pdf
last consulted 15/03/2008.

%6 Commission 1995, p.7.

" Taube 2002, p.85.
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normalisation of EC-China relatioA%.This was quickly followed by further exchanges of
visits. Chinese Foreign Minister Qian Qichen viditortugal, Spain and Greece in February
and March 1991, and in April Deputy prime minisi#ru Rongji held meetings with the
Commission in BrussefS. The same month, EC Energy Commissioner Antonial@ar e
Cunha went on official visit to China, followed fdctober of the same year by External
Relations Commissioner Frans Andries3®Bilateral “ministerial and high level” exchanges
involving EC member also gained momentum in 199th wie visits to China of Italian
Foreign Minister Gianni de Michelis in May and ofirRe Minister Giulio Andreotti in
September. Chinese Prime Minister Li Peng followadnvitation to Italy in January 1992.

The pace of the exchange of visits only increasd tnat.

Military cooperation, in the form of mutual visiend dialogues, also revived rather
quickly. After the US had taken the lead in re-elshing military consultations with China
in 1993, Portugal became the first EU member tadsermilitary delegation to China in
October 1994, headed by air force Chief-of-Staffnles Dias? France followed suit in
March 1995 by sending its Chief-of-Staff Jacquesidaale to Beijing for talks with his
Chinese counterpart Zhang Wanntarin November of the same year, German Chancellor
Helmut Kohl was the first foreign leader to visii@ese ground forces since 1989, reportedly
with the intention to integrate Chinese militanaders in political contacts since they were
expected to play a role in China’s political evauat®* In September 1996, Liu Huaging,
vice-chairman of China’s Central Military Commissjovas received in France and Italy.
For Britain, Chief-of-Staff Peter Inge visited Beg in November 1996 and welcomed his
Chinese counterpart Fu Quanyou in London in Mar@87£° By this time Italy and Spain
had also established direct contacts with the Gleimeilitary®’

The decision to raise human rights in China in tbspective international arenas

remained an issue for a little longer. Indeed &l Bnd later EU, members jointly sponsored

2 Méller 2002, p.17.

29 Apparently Qian Qichen renounced to visit Germang Luxemburg because it was refused to rank 8ie vi
as official; see Mdller 2002, p.18.

%0 EC Press Release 1P/91/292 of 09/04/1991 and éssn’s speech at the ABN AMRO-EEC Seminar in
Beijing on 25/10/1991, reference SPEECH/91/108.

% Studwell 2003, p.310.

%2 pngence France Press, 8 October 1994, “Portuguiisarynteam to visit China next week”.

% pAgence France Press, 17 March 1995, “France resomiigary contacts with China”.

% South China Morning Post, 9 November 1995, “Kahiriake rare PLA visit”.

% Agence France Press, 8 October 1996, “China poissdal AWACS deal with British firm”.

% Associated Press Worldstream, 26 November 199@i$Bmilitary leader visits China, restoring hitghvel
ties”, and The Independent, 25 March 1997, “Chimaray chief shown latest British weaponry”.

37 See reference to Italy and Spain in South Chinaniig Post, 9 November 1995, “Kohl to make rare PLA
visit”.
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resolutions on human rights in China in the contgdxhe UN Commission on Human Rights
since 1990, i.e., as its meetings were usually heléFebruary or March, since the first
opportunity after the Tiananmen events. This poli@s abandoned in 1997 when the EU’s
emphasis shifted to the bilateral human rightsodjaé with Chin&®

(i) An Unusual Restrictive Measure

Overall it is fair to say that by 1997, of the maa@s adopted in 1989, only the arms
embargo was left. Yet this arms embargo against&Cisi not only special in that it is the only
restrictive measure left over from 1989 and in thasurvived the rapid improvement in
China-EU relations during the late 1990s and théy &900s. It is also different from most
other EU arms embargos currently because it iotig arms embargo from EPC times that
has not been transformed, in the years after tlwy @mo force of the TEU, into a CFSP
measure through a Common Position based on arE15*Y Since there was no agreement
among member states on whether to continue theuregaend if so how, it continued in the
old form by defaulf® As a result, the legal nature of the EU sanctiagainst China is
unclear at best, especially as concerns the questiovhat extent they are legally binding for
member states of the EU. The Single European Abiclwfor the first time integrated
European Political Cooperation into the same trdmtgis as EC provisions, does neither
define specific EPC instruments nor establish drligation for member states to implement
EPC positions. It only provides that “[ijn adoptiitg positions and in its national measures
each High Contracting Part shall take full accoointhe positions of the other partners and
shall give due consideration to the desirability amfopting and implementing common
European positions?” By contrast, the TEU, in setting up the framewddk CFSP,
establishes a more explicit legal obligation fommber states to implement common positions
by stating that “Member States shall ensure thatr thational policies states that their

national policies conform to the common positioffs.”

Even in the absence of clear legal obligationsHdrmember states under the EU arms
embargo against China, one could say that theeepslitical obligation to conform to the

measure. Arguably, a clear breach of the ban bildrmember would cause considerable

% See Méller 2002, pp.22-23, Baker 2002, pp.55-6(L997, 5 out of 15 members withdrew support frben t
draft resolution, while by 1998 the unanimous pobé€the EU had become to address human rightessisuthe
bilateral dialogue rather than in the context @f th\.

%9 Kreutz 2004, p.46, Kreutz 2005, p.11, Anthony 2Q0%1.

% Interview EU 34 Brussels, Q1 2007.

“! Single European Act, Title 111, art.30 (2c).

“2TEU, Title V, art.15; this was already the wordinicthe original TEU in Title V, art.J.2(2).
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negative repercussions for the transgressor. Baingihe general language of the declaration
imposing the embargo it is unclear what exactly Maonstitute a breach. The simple listing
of “interruption [...] of military cooperation” andah embargo on trade in arms” without
further specification leaves a lot of leeway fotenpretation by the implementing agencies,

l.e. the governments of EU member states.

Indeed, application of the arms embargo has beewaimacross EU member states, and
the limits of what is considered permissible haw¢erded over time. Comments about
possible or projected deals in militarily relevamaterials between certain EU member states
and China appeared as early as 1995. Indirect megdef this is given by the French denial
that chief-of-staff Lanxade’s visit to Beijing ind/fch 1995 would result in military dedfsA
press report on German chancellor Kohl's visit turf@ in November 1995 stated that China
was interested in European fighter jet electroaios in German diesel engine submaritfes.
While the German cabinet office also denied thatn@a@y wanted to sell military items to
Beijing, Kohl’'s delegation did include representafi of the armament industry, and the US
became suspicious of a number of German-Chinesasiniicture projects with potential
military-strategic implications, like railways angorts* In 1996, British GEC-Marconi
Avionics reportedly was close to concluding a deagbrovide China with advanced airborne
radar systems, and another UK firm, Racal Electignivas said to have formally agreed to
sell surveillance equipmefft At about the same time, a conservative US obseRiehard D.
Fisher of the Heritage Foundation, deplored theeng@mnerous interpretation of the embargo
by certain European states. “By early 1996, Brithad revised its interpretation of the
embargo to permit the sale of military technologgept that which explodes or delivers
explosives.*” According to him, concluded or imminent militarilglevant deals between EU
member states and China included: British GEC-Mairand German DASA participating in
a project “to develop a radar satellite for miftand civilian use”; British electronics firm
Racal selling airborne radar systems to China;dfreitalian and Dutch components in a new
Chinese destroyer; and the joint production of dpmmt helicopters between French
Aérospatiale and Chinese producer Harbin AircrafinMfacturing Corporatioff. In fact, for

the French defence and high tech industries, theeSh market had remained largely closed

“3 Agence France Press, 17 March 1995, “France resmiitigary contacts with China”.

4 South China Morning Post, 9 November 1995, “Kohiriake rare PLA visit”.

> South China Morning Post, 9 November 1995, “Kehiriake rare PLA visit”.

6 Agence France Press, 8 October 1996, “China paisedal AWACS deal with British firm”.

4" Richard D. Fisher. 199How America’s Friends are Building China’s MilitaBower Heritage Foundation
Reports, 5 November.

“8 Richard D. Fisher. 199How America’s Friends are Building China’s MilitaBower Heritage Foundation
Reports, 5 November, Appendix.
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for over five years after several companies hadl sullitary equipment to Taiwaff.
Nevertheless, by the end of the decade they wenk I the game with dual-use
technologies. In 2000, French Thomson-CSF, onehef firms involved in the sale of
Lafayette frigates to Taiwan, won a contract foteexling radar coverage to all Chinese
skies>® About one year later, the same firm, now re-bagitiShales, concluded a contract to
set up an integrated aerial control system forethaegest cities in China, Beijing, Shanghai
and Guangzhot! In 2002, Dassault, which had earlier supplied Baiwith Mirage 2000-5
combat planes, concluded a deal by which it stactatstructing parts of a civilian plane in
China®

In pace with the revival of military contacts andatk in items with military use,
rumours about an end of the arms embargo appeagdddigally. Ahead of German
Chancellor Kohl’s trip to China in November 199% tBouth China Morning Post noted that
“the ban is weakening’® The head of the EC Delegation in Beijing, Endymiikinson,
was quoted to have said that the embargo wasirstdlace, although it “could come under
review if some European countries feel they wargeib weapons to Chind*Less than two
years later, in March 1997, the Portuguese Deféfioéster Antonio Vitorino stated that the
arms embargo could soon be lifted: with the ongeingnalisation of relations between the
EU and China it was natural to re-examine thisqyofi On the occasion of Chinese President
Jiang Zemin’s visit to France in October 1999, d@swspeculated that China was targeting
France to promote the lifting of the arms embardhiw the EU®® Then, after the third EU-
China summit of October 2000, the EU’s High Repnésttve for CFSP Javier Solana was
guoted as saying that some member states, incléeargce, UK and Italy, wanted to revise

the arms embargo, although others were still cotethib keeping it’

Despite its unclear legal status, the vaguene#s oéxt and the talk about its possible

end, the EU’s arms embargo remained in place. ditiad, until 2002, there was no trace of

“9 Libération, 1 October 2001, “Thales & la recongui la China”; Francois Hauter, Le Figaro, 20 M&2602,
“Pour Dassault, la Chine n’est plus un mirage”;dliae Puel, Le Point, 22 March 2002, “Chine, Da#tsau
réhabilité”.

%0 Le Figaro, 30 October 2000, “Le dernier sommed-ginropéen a montré les limites d’une politique
commune”; Libération, 1 October 2001, “Thales &leonquéte de la China”)

*! Libération, 1 October 2001, “Thales & la reconeukt la China”;

*2 Francois Hauter, Le Figaro, 20 March 2002, “Poas$ault, la Chine n’est plus un mirage”; CarolinelPLe
Point, 22 March 2002, “Chine, Dassault réhabilité”.

*3 South China Morning Post, 9 November 1995, “Kahiriake rare PLA visit”.

** South China Morning Post, 9 November 1995, “Kahiriake rare PLA visit”.

% The Independent, 25 March 1997, “China’s armyfcstiewn latest British weaponry”.

%% La Croix, 22 Octobre 1999, “Un ‘ami de la Chinetoit le president Jiang Zemin”.

°" Le Figaro, 30 October 2000, “Le dernier sommeb-garopéen a montré les limites d’une politique
commune”.
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any sustained efforts, neither from Chinese namftbe European side, to achieve a lifting.

Although there has been some press coveragespaise when compared to big issues on the
China-EU agenda, like trade relations or WTO negioins. Public statements on the issue
were extremely raré Overall, while the arms embargo did come up occesly in

diplomatic circles? it seems to have been rather low on the diplonzafenda.

5.2.2 2002 to 2005 — Pushing for a Lifting

This changed in late 2002 when China started a mta@mpaign aimed at pushing the
EU to lift the arms embargo. These efforts wer@séa in mid-2005, and since then the issue
has virtually disappeared from China-EU relatioheom media reports, public statements,
and interviews it is possible to draw a rather itledapicture of the evolution of the arms
embargo issue in China-EU relations during theseetlyears. Three different periods can be
distinguished. In a first period, from late 2002ate 2003 the Chinese initiative was almost
exclusively targeted at France. The French govemim@s very responsive. Yet this made
the problem of divergent views within the EU onlpma visible. In a second phase, from late
2003 to mid-2004, China approached the EU moredtypancluding both various member
states and EU institutions. On the European shig phase saw an intensive public debate on
the issue with some positions already shifting amolur of lifting the embargo. This was
followed by a third period, roughly from mid-2004 inid-2005, when China discontinued its

advances towards EU institutions and focussed imomember states.

(i) Targeting France

As a starting point for the first period, one cafer to the visit of Chinese Prime
Minister Zhu Rongji to France in September 2002s™nas the first time that a member of
the Chinese top leadership publicly expresses ¢isealto have the arms embargo lifted, and
this on various occasions during the Vidizhu explicitly linked his call for a lifting to #h

prospect of substantially increasing volumes of wmrcial exchange between France and

%8 Solana’s statement after thd BU-China summit is exceptional indeed; Le Fig&®October 2000, “Le
dernier sommet sino-européen a montré les limitasedpolitique commune”.

% Interview EU 33 Brussels, Q1 2008, Interview EUB4issels, Q1 2008.

%0 SDA — Service de base francais, 27 September 2B6ce: visite du premier minister chinois, Zhorigji
demande la levée de I'embargo européen sur lessarE)@manuel Defouloy, Agence France Presse, 27
September, “Zhu Rongji demand la levee de I'embatgopéen sur les armes”; Dorian Malovic, La Cr8iX,
September 2002, “L’amitié franco-chinoise paiegdi-un jour?”.
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China, both in public, when responding to the qoesbf French industrialist on how French
business could improve its performance in Chinand, according to his own statement, in a
closed meeting with French president Jacques CffirAlou also pointed out that, while past
cooperation on armament and defence between CimidaFeance had already been good,
there was great future potentfalThis Chinese initiative came at a time when French
commentators were clearly dissatisfied with thatkeh economic benefits France could attain
from relations with China, especially as comparéith wther EU member¥. Following up on
this, the French Prime Minister Jean-Pierre Raffaaifirmed France’s willingness to
convince the EU to lift the embargo when visitingijhg in April 2003% In June, French
defence minister Michele Alliot-Marie reacted tespective Chinese demands, by assuring
her counterparts that France was working in thisation but also pointing to the differing
opinions in other EU capitaf§. It is noteworthy that, in this phase, while mafeench
newspapers and magazines comment extensively ogGlihreese advances towards France,
there was hardly any echo of them in the Britisth &@rman presses.

(i) A Broader Approach

Mid-October 2003 represents the beginning of theoseé period of China-EU
interaction on the arms embargo issue. At this timeign policy makers in Beijing decided
to include the request for a lifting @hina’s EU Policy PaperThe inclusiomper seas well as
the wording (“The EU should lift...”) indicate thate claim was no longer directed at France
alone but at the EU as a wh8leThe document appeared as a response to the Ghigst
policy paper by the Commission of September 2008chy however, had not contained any
mention of the arms embarf§®This new approached was confirmed during tA&8-China

summit in late October. Although the final jointament did not mention the arms

®1 |es Echos, 30 September 2002, “Ventes d’armasgiéeur moyen de developer les échanges fracnmihi
selon Pékin”.

%2 Emmanuel Defouloy, Agence France Presse, 27 SeptefZhu Rongji demand la levee de I'embargo
européen sur les armes”.

% SDA — Service de base frangais, 27 September 2B6hce: visite du premier minister chinois, Zhorigji
demande la levée de I'embargo européen sur lesgrirarent Chemineau, La Tribune, 30 Septembef200
“Zhu Rongji pose ses conditions a une amelioratien échanges franco-chinois”

® Philippe Massonnet, Agence France Presse, 2418bpte2002, “Zhu Rongji en France dans l'attentend’u
relance des échanges économiques”; Francois Haet&igaro, 26 September 2002, “Le premer minigter
Rongji en visite en France jusqu’a Samedi”.

% Arnaud Rodier, Armelle Bohineust, Delphine Den8,April 2003, Le Figaro, “Jean-Pierre Raffarinwsite
officielle a Pékin”; Jean-Dominique Merchet, La &fation, 27 June 2003, “Péking veut son satelbfgen”.

% DPA — AFX, 30 June 2003, Monday, “Frankreich W@hina wieder Waffen liefern”.

67 China’s EU Policy Paper 2003, p.9 (see above).

%8 Commission 2003b.
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embargd”’ Commission President Romano Prodi confirmed irublip statement that the
question had been raised in the discussions dtiimgummit® Prodi was quoted as saying
that “political difficulties” had been addresseddaihat “[w]e have also agreed we want to
work on [sic] this direction so that in the not tdistant future we may finally reach a shared
position.”* This may sound like a careful statement, butait,fworking towards a common
viewpoint with Beijing simply meant envisaging #ifig.

Considering that these comments were in contradictvith almost 15 years of EU
policy, that they were made by the Commission piesdt, and that the Commission has very
limited formal competence in the field of CFSP tbieth the arms embargo belongs, it is
surprising that they did not trigger a wide debateEurope. Yet two further events were
needed for that. First, German Chancellor Gerhanardler, during his visit to Beijing in
early December 2003, publicly assured his Chinestshthat he would promote the idea of a
lifting within the EU/? as, in his view, it was time to eliminate the weap barf> This
kicked off almost immediately an intensive debatéhe German press on the pros and cons
of such a policy? On this move, Schroder had previously consulteiia€h who then placed
the issue on the agenda of the Brussels Europeancoin mid-Decembef® This led up to
the second event, namely the decision of the Earo@»uncil to request the General Affairs
and External Relations Council (GAERC), i.e. theeign ministers of EU member states, “to
re-examine the question of the embargo on the afalgms to China”’ It meant that the
weapons ban became a pan-European media issue,flasid being at the top of the China-

EU as well as the intra-EU diplomatic agenda.

%9 Commission 2003a.

"° SDA — Basisdienst Deutsch, 30 October 2003, “Zusaniassung EU-China-Gipfel — China will EU als
‘gréften Partner”; General-Anzeiger (Bonn), 31 ®eto2003, “Peking will EU als gré3ten Partner:
Europa/China: Berlusconi spricht von einem Quamtaensy. Waffenembargo soll fallen”.

L AFX.com, 30 October 2003, “Roundup: EU, China agreaddress trade problems, seek economic
partnership”.

2 Spiegel Online, 1 December 2003, “Griine murren Goaroder”; SDA — Basisdienst Deutsch, 1 December
2003, “Schroder in Peking. Deutschland will Aufhegues EU-Waffenembargos gegen China”.

S DPA — AFX, 1 December 2003, “Kanzler Schréder ilifhebung des EU-Waffenembargos gegen China”.
™ This is visible in all German language articlesnirearly December 2003 quoted in this chapterfts@&,73,
75). It emerges that, while Schréder had consulied=rench on the arms embargo, he had failed soduithin
his own governing coalition. This led to a harshate in Berlin. In addition the issue got entangiétth the
question of whether Siemens should be allowedlt@s®mplete nuclear plant to China, a thornyéssu
especially for Schroder’s Green coalition partners.

> Spiegel Online, 3 December 2003, “Schréders CKirssher”; DPA — AFX, 3 December 2003, “Schréders
China-Politik empdrt Griine — Kritik an Atomgescliafissociated Press Worldstream — German, 3 Decembe
2003, “Schroder sieht Mehrheit fiir Ende des Walffiein@gos gegen China”.

8 Agence France Press — German, 12 December 2003yifEAufhebung des Waffenembargos gegen China
prufen”.

" Brussels European Council, 12-13 December 20G&sidRency Conclusions, 5381/04, par.72.
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There is evidence that, with the beginning of teeosid period in late 2003, China
extended its diplomatic initiative to EU membertasaother than France, an approach that
was maintained also through the following perio@, until the arms embargo virtually
disappeared from the China-EU agenda in mid-28@Bhina consciously targeted member
states in all possible venues, including in Europeapitals and in Beijing, and at all levéls.
This method was perceived on the European side smmeething like an all-out attaék,
although the actual intensity of Chinese lobbyingswstill variable to some extent and
intensified ahead of events that were consideredortant, like for example Council
meetings! In fact, despite the rather open dialogue on taéen between China and France
for more than a year, the sudden emergence ofrthe embargo as a top issue of China-EU
relations was unexpected for many European diplsfiaBchroder's open expression of
support for lifting the arms embargo, in Decemb@02, i.e. early in the second period, can
be seen as a first success of this new approagheAame time, China was hoping to use the
influence of prominent supporters, initially Franiceparticular but then also Germany, to
promote the idea within the EU, and it continuedaioby with them for public backing and
efforts of persuasion towards their EU partférshis is visible for example in the visit of
Chinese president Hu Jintao to France in late Jgr2@04, during which Chirac publicly

repeated his strong support for the Chinese reftiest

In May, Chinese Prime Minister Wen Jiabao’s eledag-visit of Europe provided
another opportunity to advocate an end of the wesyban at the level of the top leadership.
He first visited Germany, the newly converted stdusupporter, before travelling on to
Belgium, ltaly, UK, and Irelanf In Germany, Wen broached the topic with Schrifdend
obtained a renewed expression of support for th@eesk request, a pledge to vote in this

sense in the European Council, and a confirmatian Wwork towards a quick solution that

8 Interview EU 34, Brussels, Q1 2008, Interview E&) Rondon, Q1 2008, Interview EU 36, The Hague, Q1
2008.

" Interview China 8, Beijing, Q3 2007.

8 |nterview EU 28, London, Q1 2008.

81 Agence France Presse, 5 May 2004, “Wen Jiabadisdahmais ferme sur la levee de 'embargo”.

8 |Interview EU 36, The Hague, Q1 2008; SDA — Basisdi Deutsch, 30 October 2003, “Zusammenfassung
EU-China-Gipfel — China will EU als ‘gréRten Pantheéseneral-Anzeiger (Bonn), 31 October 2003, “Peki
will EU als gré3ten Partner: Europa/China: Berlugs@pricht von einem Quantensprung. Waffenembaofjo s
fallen”.

8 |Interview China 8, Beijing, Q3 2007; Interview B38, The Hague, Q1 2008.

8 Robert Wielaard, Associated Press Worldstreanda®Giary 2004, “"EU could lift arms ban for China in
spring, ministers say”; Xinhua General News ServigeJanuary 2004, “Chirac calls for lifting of armmbargo
on China”.

8 Willy Lam, CNN.com, 2 May, 2004, “European embatgps Wen’s agenda”; AFX European Focus, 30
April 2004, “China premier Wen'’s visit to Europefticus on trade, arms embargo”.

8 Berliner Zeitung, 3 May 2004, “Zahlreiche Projekieder Pipeline”.
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would be acceptable for China was under Wayp Belgium, the second leg of his trip, Wen
received further assurance. Prime Minister Verlaolistlearly stated that Belgium was in
favour of lifting the ban, adding, however, thatlis context it would be important for China
to ratify the UN Covenant on Civil and PoliticalgRis and to intensive the political dialogue
with the EU, especially in its human rights dimemsia link immediately rejected by the
Chinese premiet® Wen'’s third stop, Italy, sticks out in that therarembargo was not topic
of any public statements. This may be related tingansive yet inconclusive debate on the
issue. The previous Italian government had wardeshtl the embardt,and as the holder of
the Council presidency Prime Minister Silvio Bedasi had been present when Prodi made
his favourable statement in Beijing in October 20§@t during the Brussels European
Council in mid-December, Berlusconi only statedt thadecision should be expected at the
earliest in May 2004, without expressing his goweent’s position on the matt&t.Shortly
thereafter, Roberto Antonione, a high official imetforeign ministry, said that Italy was
opposed to a lifting* Just about one year later, though, ltalian Presi@arlo Azeglio
Ciampi openly articulated Italy’s strong support foe Chinese positioff. These evolutions
would suggest that the issue was on the agendeldsed-door talks during Wen'’s visit to
Italy. In his last two destinations, the UK andldred, Wen did not achieve any immediate
public support for a lifting either. However, in mdon he publicly repeated the Chinese
request? and, according to a leak from the Chinese siditisBrPrime Minister Tony Blair's
sent positive signals, possibly as a consequencersultations with the French leadership a
few days beforé? In Ireland, no public comments were given duereetconstraints, but an
official statement listed the arms embargo as & tjdiscussiori® But the Chinese guest did

not obtain an endorsement of Beijing’s position.

8" DPA — AFX, 3 May 2004, “China und Deutschland wenlHandel verdoppeln — Wen Jiabao in Berlin”;
Associated Press Worldstream — German, 3 May 20%th keine Entscheidung Uber Atomfabrik-Export”.
8 Agence France Presse, 5 May 2004, “Wen confiaritesnbargo mais récuse un lien avec les droits de
I’'homme”; Europolitique, 8 May 2004, “UE/Chine: ard douanier mais maintien de l'interdiction devéante
d’armes”.

8 Le Figaro, 30 October 2000, “Le dernier sommeb-gnropéen a montré les limites d’une politique
commune” (see above).

% Associated Press Worldstream — German, 12 Dece2@4, “China zu Erfiillung der Auflagen fiir Hanau-
Geschaft bereit; Treffen im Kanzleramt; Entschegliber Aufhebung des EU-Waffenembargos frihestans i
Mai”.

%! Die Tageszeitung, 18 December 2003, “Keine Balrh China; EU-Parlamentarier lehnen Schroders
Forderung nach Ende des Waffenembargos gegen Gésthlossen ab”.

%2 Franco Venturini, BBC Monitoring Europe — Politicquoting Corriere della Sera, 7 December 200)idn
daily hails Rome’s stance against China arms enatarg

% Ed Johnson, Associated Press, 10 May 2004, “Caipe=mier calls for UN to be given the leading riole
Iraq”.

° The Scotsman, 11 May 2004, “Blair’s backing forir@htrade angers activits”.

% Agence France Presse — English, 12 May 2004, ‘&3eipremier begins Irish visit with Ahern talks”.
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Throughout this second period, aside from lobbyiwmigh EU member states, the
Chinese initiative for removing the ban on militasgles included a targeting of EU
institutions, especially the Commission. This wiast fvisible when the matter was raised in
discussions with Prodi during the EU-China summi©atober 2003. A few months later, in
March 2004, Mr. Zhang Yesui, Chinese Vice Foreigmiser in charge of Western Europe,
visited Brussels and broached on the arms embaugstign both with external relations
commissioner Chris Patten and with Sol&h#&hen in April, the embargo came up as Prodi
was visiting Beijing, apparently in the contextaofarger charm offensive during which Prodi
was given “the red carpet treatment in Beijing -w@lcome not always afforded to the
president of the EU's executive arfi.Finally in May, Wen Jiabao’sour d’Europe also
included a stay in Brussels and a meeting with iP@aonfronted once again with the question
of lifting the arms embargo, Prodi limited his coemis to stating that the matter was being

discussed by the member statés.

(iif) An Intra-EU Process of Convergence

Aside from direct Chinese pressure on various Eemopactors, there was also an intra-
EU dynamic on the question of lifting the weaporas.bin general, in late 2003 most actors
within the EU seemed rather well disposed towards&; given a promising evolution of the
relations with China over the previous ye&rghis impression is confirmed by the decision
of the European Council to have the arms embargexaenined. Yet beyond this general
attitude, positions of individual governments oe tfuestion of lifting were far apart at that
time. For France and Germany the embargo was @atdatd to be lifted unconditionally,
whereas Italy voted for a review in the Europeamur@d but, as noted above, expressed
strong reservations. And while Swedish Foreign Bt Laila Freivalds commented on the
European Council vote that “a compromise has beadenthat we will examine the matter
and have a discussion on the issue but in no wélyisastage decide on it”, Danish Foreign
Minister Per Stig Moeller reportedly said it wascessary to review the matter as rules on

arms embargos had changed since 1889t the same time, however, the long-standing

% paul Ames, Associated Press Worldstream, 8 Maboid 2'European Union holds talks with China ahefd o
decision on lifting arms embargo”.

" George Parker, Financial Times — US Edition, 14il/&D04, “Human rights key to lifting China armari

say Prodi”; according to press reports Solana waspproached by Wen on this topic, see AgencecEran
Presse, 5 May 2004, “Wen Jiabao a Bruxelles ponsadaer les liens UE-Chine”.

% Channel NewsAsia, May 6, 2004, “Chinese premigesirewards from EU on economy, arms ban”.

% Interview EU 34 Brussels, Q1 2008.

190 jsa Jucca, the Sunday Times (Perth, Australi@)pécember 2004, “EU may lift arms ban”.
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French support for China’s request and the new @ermstance in favour of a lifting
combined to create a strong momentum among EU nrestaékes to accept the issue on the
EU agenda, to position themselves and to develgmmamon approach with a positive
perspective for China. Among the proponents offtangj, this resulted in increasingly firm
expressions of their views. The French governngeaniexample of this, as it further stepped
up its public advocacy for a policy shift. In thentext of Hu Jintao’s visit to France, Hervé
Ladsous, spokesman of the French foreign minisioyed that in the EU no-one was “really
opposed” to re-examining the arms embargo, and “fagdhen you look at the countries
subject to similar EU sanctions, you will surelglf¢hat China should not be on the it
French Foreign Minister Dominique de Villepin s#iét more discussion was needed but that
a decision should be made at the next European dlomeeting in March®? As to the
sceptics, they continued to voice concerns but agoleto be growing more open about an
eventual lifting and less demanding with regard peeconditions. For instance, the
Netherlands seemed to be shifting its policy staatieer abruptly. They had been for some
time, along with the Scandinavians, among thoseudamg a continuation of the arms
embargo, and in late January 2004 a Dutch diplonzat reported as saying that while the
Netherlands were ready to discuss the issue, tlmyght it was not yet the right time for a
lifting. ' But just about one week later the Dutch governnaemiounced that it favoured a
lifting of the ban'® In terms of common policies at the EU level, thesv dynamic helped
bring about a GAERC decision in late January 20@4harge both the Political and Security
Committee (PSC) and Coreper with a review of tesaembargd® From then on, the bulk
of substantive work was performed in the PSC, witpport of the EU’s Working Party on
Conventional Arms Exports (COARM) and, marginaty,COASIE, the committee on policy

towards Asid%

The dynamic of converging positions also includedresentatives of EU institutions.

At the beginning of the second period, the comrarssis in particular were very vocal on the

191 Robert Wielaard, Associated Press Worldstreanda®®iary 2004, “EU may lift ban on arms sales tm&hi
allowing exports of cutting-edge weapons”; Xinhuan@ral News Service, 27 January 2004, “Chirac fails
lifting arms embargo on China”.

192 Robert Wielaard, Associated Press Worldstreanda®iary 2004, “EU could lift arms ban for China in
spring, ministers say”.

193 Robert Wielaard, Associated Press Worldstreanda®®iary 2004, “EU may lift ban on arms sales tm&hi
allowing exports of cutting-edge weapons”; for earteports on the position of Nordic countries Seancois
Hauter, Le Figaro, 24 September 2002, “Le quatrisaremet des chefs d’Etat de I'’Asem (Asia European
Meeting) s’est ouvert hier a Copenhague”; Philiggangereau, Libération, 28 September 2002, “Lesdi#i
voudraient acheter des armes francaises”.

194 phillip Pan, Washington Post, 31 January 2004, fisSsing EU to uphold arms embargo against China;
rights abuses, security cited; France Germany Baging”.

105 255d" Council meeting, external relations, 26 Janua§42®ress release 5519/04 (Presse 26), p.8.

19 |nterview EU 28, London, Q1 2008; for brief inttadion of COARM, see Bauer and Bromley 2005, p.5.
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issue, although not very much in unison. Then, othex following months, positions
converged somewhat. At the same time, they alsnesgéo become more aware of the limits
of the Commission formal competences and accorgliggdw more cautious in their public
statements. At the EU-China summit in October 20@&di had expressed support for
working towards a lifting of the arms embargo. Heoesr little more than a month later, in
early December, Relex Commissioner Chris Patten guask to rebut explicitly Schréder’s
very similar advance. His spokeswoman Emma Udwis queoted as saying, first, that China
would have to improve its human rights record befone could even think of a lifting and,
second, that decisions in the EU were not takem Isjngle member stat&’ Shortly after
these comments, Trade Commissioner Pascal Lamyetedny recalling Prodi’'s positive
statement during the summit, and by emphasising Bbks readiness to examine the
embargd”® Over the following weeks, Patten’s viewpoint sedrteebe softening. In January
2004, the same spokeswoman said that the mood nmbarestate capitals was shifting more
in favour of a lifting, and she added that theres Welear pressure from Chind® Patten
himself was quoted on the arms embargo issue awabidging the enormous changes in
China since 1989, all the while continuing to ihglsat despite some progress the human
rights situation in China was not yet satisfyfiyAt the same time his boss Prodi opined that
it was high time to reconsider the situation andrigeof the arms baf:! Positions continued
to converge, and on different occasions in Marath April, both Patten and Prodi told their
respective Chinese counterparts that assurancésiroan rights would be helpful in getting
the embargo lifted*? Then by the time of Wen Jiabao’s Europe trip inyM804, as already
noted above, Prodi refrained from any strong contraad referred to the ongoing discussion

among member statés’

197 Associated Press Worldstream — German, 2 Dece?ls, “EU reagiert verhalten auf Schroder’s
Forderung”; Stuttgarter Zeitung, 5 December 200Ba% deutsche Versprechen verargert den Kommissar;
Brussel Gber ein mdgliches Ende der China-Sanktiameins”.

198 General-Anzeiger (Bonn), 3 December 2003, “Schrindke Peking Atom-Fabrik verkaufen”; Spiegel
Online, 3 December 2003, “Schréders China-Krach¢atja Ridderbusch, Die Welt, 3 December 2003,
“Gemischte Reaktionen aus Brissel”; Frankfurterddghau, 3 December 2003, “China will Hanauer
Atomfabrik kaufen”.

199 Robert Wielaard, Associated Press Worldstreanda®®iary 2004, “EU may lift ban on arms sales tm&hi
allowing exports of cutting-edge weapons”.

19 Robert Wielaard, Associated Press Worldstreanda®iary 2004, “EU could lift arms ban for China in
spring, minister said”.

11 xinhua General News Service, 27 January 2004 r&ehialls for lifting arms embargo on China”.

112 paul Ames, Associated Press Worldstream, 8 Maboi 2'European Union holds talks with China ahefad o
decision on lifting arms embargo”; George Park@rakcial Times — US Edition, 14 April 2004, “Humaghts
key to lifting China arms ban, say Prodi".

113 Channel NewsAsia, May 6, 2004, “Chinese premigesirewards from EU on economy, arms ban”.
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Outside the Commission, Solana commented on SchsOdgatement of early
December 2003 with cautioning remarks that “thererU” had to decide on the issue and
that there were still concerns about human rigltsiowever, for most of the period, he kept
a low profile, a stance he largely maintained utiitéd question of lifting the arms embargo
disappeared from China-EU diplomatic agenda. Thergimg strong divisions among EU
member challenged his own understanding of his aslea mediator and put him in an
uncomfortable positio*> This must have been noted by the Chinese sidiheas are signs
that during his visit to Brussels Wen Jiabao did aygproach Solana on the arms embargo

issuett®

(iv) China Focuses on Member States

The beginning of the third period of Chinese effotd get the EU to lift its arms
embargo is hard to specify. Over late spring anchrsar 2004 China seemed to reduce
significantly, or even phase out, its efforts tosgEU institutions and focus on member
states. This approach was then maintained untié26@b when the issue was dropped. After
the Commission had progressively lowered its peofih this matter in the first months of
2004, and with Solana keeping his restraint, theeee no more signs of important initiatives
on the arms embargo towards these targets. ThenidrR2004, a new Chinese initiative
towards member states started to gain momentumelgaie sending of special presidential

envoys.

This change in China’s approach to the EU can lem $e part as a reaction to the
limited success of previous efforts. In spring 20@4had become obvious that, despite
intensive Chinese lobbying and some intra-EU cogemece of positions, disagreement on
how to handle the issue persisted among EU mentaimssand blocked progress. Instead of
having a final decision on the question in Marchaanounced by de Villepin in January, the
GAERC in April simply noted that “a solution fordhmatter had to be found which was in
line with the current situation in China, the iresangly close bilateral relations and the EU’s
intention to develop a strategic partnership withn@”, added that “the issue required further
discussion” with regard to human rights in Chinal dhe application of the EU Code of

Conduct on Arms Exports, and requested CoreperthedPSC “to take the discussion

114 BBC Monitoring International Reports, quoting fr@ild am Sonntag (Hamburg), 10 December 2003,
“Solana says entire EU must decide on lifting ehaembargo against China”.

115 Interview EU 28, London, Q1 2008.

116 Agence France Presse, 5 May 2004, “Wen JiabawzeBes pour consolider les liens UE-Chine”.
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forward.”™*’ In the same vein, the Brussels European CounclLioé 2004 stated that “[t]he
European Council invites the Council to contingecibnsideration of the arms embargo in the

context of the EU’s overall relations with China®

China sent at least two special presidential envoysU member states, both of them
former ambassadors to EU member states and deemived in foreign policy making as
advisors to the top leadersHif. Neither from interviews, nor from available offiti
documents or media reports is it possible to estalthe dates and destinations of their
missions with precision. Reconstructing from apprate indications on timing in various
interviews and considering the general evolutionthef issue, it is likely that they took place
between late summer 2004 and spring 2608lei Zhaorong, ambassador to Germany from
1988 to 1997, was sent to Germany, Portugal, anvéralke Nordic countries, while Wu
Jianmin, Chinese ambassador to France from 1928Q@8, visited France, Spain, and lItaly,
and possibly other countrié$. It is not entirely clear whether their travelsaaiscluded a
visit to Brussels. Two interviewees firmly deny4t. Two others confirmed it, although they
were not completely certain and contradicted edbleroas to who of the two ambassadors
they thought went theré? Still, the focus on EU member states instead ofiftitution is
obvious, and even more so, the Chinese hope tdbleeta count on the support of “key
member state$®® and their influence on the debate within the Elei Mnd Wu had been
consciously selected because of their former mostiand their network of highly placed
contacts®® It is telling indeed that, among the many formerbassadors to EU member
states currently involved in foreign policy makimg Beijing, those chosen had been in
Germany and France respectively.

The concrete impact of these missions is hard $esas Chinese foreign policy makers
consider the special presidential envoys as a l@ayent of their lobbying strategy towards
the EU, with the advantage of direct access tadpdeadership in EU member statésBy

contrast, on the European side the visits arebated much less significance. One

1172577 Council meeting, external relations, 26-27 ApfiDa, Press release 8567/04 (Presse 116), p.10.
118 Brussels European Council, 17-18 June 2004, RresjdConclusions, 10679/2/04, par.77.

119 nterview China 7, Beijing, Q3 2007

120 |nterview China 7, Beijing, Q3 2007; Interview @hi8, Beijing, Q3 2007; Interview China 10, Bruss€)1
2008; Interview EU 33, Brussels, Q1 2008.

2L |nterview China 7, Beijing, Q3 2007; Interview E28, London, Q1 2008.

122 |nterview China 10, Brussels, Q1 2008 and Intemig) 33, Brussels, Q1 2008.

123 |nterview China 8, Beijing, Q3 2008 and IntervieW 28, London, Q1 2008.

124 |nterview China 8, Beijing, Q3 2008.

125 |nterview China 7, Beijing, Q3 2007.

128 |nterview China 7, Beijing, Q3 2007, Interview G&i8, Beijing, Q3 2007.
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interviewee called them a “waste of timé”Another acknowledged that the visits did take
place but denied any link to the arms embargo i§€ue

Aside from the special envoys, China continued tesp for a lifting of the arms
embargo through many other channels of interatioh the EU*?° At the EU level, instead
of Brussels-based bureaucracies, efforts now cdrated on the Council, especially on
getting the issue on the agenda of Council meeti@gjserwise the question was raised with
EU member states during bilateral meetings, by €fenembassies in Europe and towards
European embassies in China. Lastly, meetings nefiresentatives of the EU and its member
states on the margin of multilateral events, limedxample the UN General Assembly or the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) Ragi Forum (ARF) were used to keep
pushing towards a lifting. Visits to the EU by meamd of the Chinese leadership, reportedly
about ten in 2004 indicate a certain effort to cultivate also sonighmse member states
that are more critical of an end of the weapons barNovember 2004 Hu Jintao made a
short visit to Portugal, the leadership of whichd ot yet publicly committed itself to any
specific position, and he obtained the assuranom fPortuguese Prime Minister Pedro
Santana Lopes that Portugal would not oppose iagifivhen the question was debated the
next time by the EU* A few days later, Chinese Vice-Prime Minister Hgalu visited
Luxemburg and Ireland, two other countries that sadar not publicly stated their support
for the Chinese request In December, when Wen Jiabao attended thEd-China summit
in the Netherlands, the first involving the new a0 Commission, the issue was brought up
yet again> In addition, it was regularly discussed duringitgisrom the EU to China,
including for example Chirac in early October 2084hroder and Ciampi in December, and

Irish Prime Minister Bertie Ahern in January 2065.

127 Interview EU 28, London, Q1 2008.

128 |nterview EU 25, Beijing, Q3 2007.

129 |nterview China 8, Beijing, Q3 2007.

130 BBC Monitoring Asia Pac — Political, quoting XirdatNews Agency, 4 December 2004, “Chinese official
urges ‘positive decision’ on EU arms embargo atraitin

131 BBC Monitoring Europe — Political, quoting Diarite Noticias, Lisbon, 12 November 2004, “Portuggbksa
not against lifting EU’s China arms embargo”.

132 BBC Worldwide Monitoring, quoting from Xinhua Newgiency, 16 November 2004, “BBC Monitoring
news prospects for Tuesday 16 November 2004”.

133 BBC Monitoring Asia Pac — Political, quoting XirdiNews Agency, 4 December 2004, “Chinese official
urges ‘positive decision’ on EU arms embargo atraitin

134 Martin Walker, United Press International, 13 ®e02004, “With friends like Chirac”; Gareth Hardin
United Press International, 7 December 2004, “AsialyeU-China ties strained over arms”; Franco Went,
BBC Monitoring Europe — Palitical, quoting Corriedtella Sera, 7 December 2004, “Italian daily hRitsne’s
stand against China arms embargo”; Tom Lyons, Inglependent, 19 January 2005, “Taoiseach ‘nohtphi
soft line’ on Chinese rights abuses”.
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Within the EU, the third period sees a further angence of positions, more in favour
of an eventual lifting. By November this had gome énough to allow for the GAERC to
conclude that “the EU was ready to give a posisigmal to China”, a rather upbeat statement
compared to comments earlier that year, althougtontinued that “a number of concerns
must be addressed, including in the field of humights, and work must continue on
strengthening the EU Code of Conduct on arms egpbit Ahead of the ¥ EU-China
summit in early December 2004 comments on the EE got more concrete on the question
of timing. Bernard Bot, Foreign Minister of the BhtCouncil presidency, expressed the hope
for a lifting during 2005, while Solana said that lhoped the arms embargo might be lifted at
the European Council meeting in March 2085The summit's Joint Statement stopped short
of giving any date, but it read that “[tlhe EU sidenfirmed its political will to continue to
work towards lifting the embargo” while “[tihe Clése side welcomed the positive
signal.™*” The most concrete, and for the Chinese side mostiping, statement by the EU
then came in the Presidency Conclusions after thesd®ls European Council in mid-
December 2004 which implied that a lifting could dgected during the first presidency of
2005. The conclusions stated that “[tihe EuropeannCil reaffirmed the political will to
continue to work towards lifting the arms embargoid “invited the next Presidency to
finalise the well-advanced work in order to allow & decision*®

(v) A Dissenting Voice of America

What is noteworthy about the momentum of convergemtthin the EU towards
eventual lifting of the weapons ban is that it waaintained despite increasingly sharp
criticism and even outright threats from the USfdat, the US had first protested against EU
considerations about ending the embargo in JanR@®4 and kept voicing its concerns
throughout the yedr® In February and March 2005 the US Congress gailied as the

House of Representatives approved by a large magmon-binding resolution condemning

1% 2622" Council Meeting, external relations, 22-23 Noven®@04, Press release 14724/04 (Presse 325), p.13.
1% japan Economic Newswire, 8 December 2004, “EU-€hkirmmit begins with focus on arms embargo”.

137 7" EU-China Summit, The Hague, 8 December 2004, Biatement, Press release 15065/04 (Presse 337),
par.7.

138 Brussels European Council, 16-17 December 20@&&idRency Conclusions, 16238/1/04, par.57.

139 philip P. Pan, Washington Post, 31 January 2008, ressing EU to uphold arms embargo against China
rights abuses, security cited; France, Germany Bagjing”; Franco Venturini, BBC Monitoring Europe

Political, quoting Corriere della Sera, 7 Decen®@d4, “Italian daily hails Rome’s stance againsin@larms
embargo”.
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the EU efforts, and several Senate hearings weled tie the issué’ The American
objections were forcefully conveyed to EU leadersirdy three high-level visits, first
Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice in February, ll#er that month President George W.
Bush himself, followed in April by Deputy Secretanf State Robert Zoellick* The US’s

objections were based on a variety of points, nmogiortantly that lifting would send the
wrong sign to China given its weak human rightsordcand its resistance to democratic
reforms; that it would accelerate China’s militamyodernisation and create a threat for
Taiwan and other neighbours; that this might diyeendanger US troops in Asia; and that
China has had a bad track record on weapons pailije’** These criticisms were
underlined by open threats to restrict technologgsfers between the US and Eurdfie.

Some of these points had already come up in tha-Elt) debate on whether or not the
arms embargo should be lifted. Especially Europpariiaments and some of the more
sceptical member states had been emphasising tharhughts situation in China, and the
EU had repeatedly declared that it expected Cloni@ke an initiative in this field, e.g. by
committing itself to ratify the International Cowaart on Civil and Political Rights which it
had signed in October 198%. This was never formulated as an explicit condalay, but it

was emphasised that some progress on human righisl facilitate the lifting by the E&*

140 Jim Abrams, Associated Press Worldstream, 2 Fep2G05, “House urges EU to maintain arms embargo”;
Bill Sammon and Bill Gertz, Washington Times, 2®bkeary 2005, Wednesday, “Bush warns of China arms
sales”; CQ Transcriptions, 16 March 2005, “U.S.&enRichard G. Lugar (R-IN) holds hearing on fifithe
EU arms embargo on China”.

141 Anthony Browne, The Times, 9 February 2005, “Aies again... until it comes to arms sales to China”
Daniel Dombey and Peter Spiegel, Financial Tim@dg-dbruary 2005, “The EU’s ban on selling military
equipment to Beijing lacks credibility but Washiogtbelieves any change would be irresponsible”;dRiokh
Saiget, Agence France Presse, 20 February 2005h“®useek EU support agains China’s rising mylitaight:
analysts”; Terence Hunt, Associated Press, 22 ep2005, “Bush warns Europe not to lift arms ergbar
against China”; Graham Bowley, International Hergtibune, 6 April 2005, “US raises stakes for Ele@n
China ban; relations will suffer if arms embargagnState Dept. No.2 says”; Associated Press Woekl®, 6
April 2005, “French foreign minister says arms engloas ‘anachronism’™.

142 philip P. Pan, Washington Post, 31 January 2008, ressing EU to uphold arms embargo against China
rights abuses, security cited; France, Germany Baging”; Jim Abrams, Associated Press Worldstream
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Times, 10 February 2005, “The EU’s ban on sellinlifany equipment to Beijing lacks credibility but
Washington believes any change would be irresptaisiBobert J. Saiget, Agence France Presse, 2Lkgb
2005, “Bush to seek EU support agains China’sgisfilitary might: analysts”; Bill Sammon and Bille®&z,
Washington Times, 23 February 2005, “Bush warnShifia arms sales”.

3 Daniel Dombey and Peter Spiegel, Financial Tiri@srebruary 2005, “The EU’s ban on selling military
equipment to Beijing lacks credibility but Washiogtbelieves any change would be irresponsible”;dlamsi
Barrie, Robert Wall, Aviation Week & Space Techrpylp28 February 2005, “Pandora’s Bunker: Pendirdy en
to Europe’s arms embargo on China will open traastt rift, but UK remains cautious”.

144 See, for example, Philip P. Pan, Washington Bdsfianuary, 2004, “US pressing EU to uphold arms
embargo against China; rights abuses, securitgt;dfiance, Germany back Beijing” or Gareth Hardldgited
Press International, 7 December 2004, “Analysis:@liha ties strained over arms”.

195 See, for example, quotes from Patten and Pro@air Ames, Associated Press Worldstream, 8 Maro#,20
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Aside from waiting for human rights initiatives frothe Chinese side, in the intra-EU debate
the main argument in favour of a lifting was theaten without the embargo, exports to China,
like to all other destinations, would still be sedtj to controls based on the EU’s Code of
Conduct on Arms Exports from 1998 This code was supposed to be revised and
strengthened, as well as completed with a “took’bor set of measures providing for
increased sharing of information and transparet@yhe applied by Member States for a

specific period with respect to arms exports toevipusly embargoed destinatioff”

In reaction to both scepticism within the EU angbagtion from the US, the Brussels
European Council of December 2004 added to itsuialie conclusions on the prospect of
getting the arms embargo lifted that

“the result of any decision should not be an inseeaf arms exports from EU Member States to
China, neither in quantitative nor qualitative terrm this regard the European Council recalled
the importance of the criteria of the Code of Caridon arms exports, in particular criteria
regarding human rights, stability and securitylia tegion and the national security of friendly
and allied countries. The European Council alsess&d the importance in this context of the
early adoption of the revised Code of Conduct &edniew instrument on measures pertaining to

arms exports to post-embargo countries (‘Toolbd¥.

During the first months of 2005, the EU kept ugstpolicy course towards an eventual lifting
against mounting US pressure. In January EU presydeuxemburg indicated that the ban
could be lifted by summéf? The same month, Ahern said he expected the issbe $olved

in the course of the year, a shift from the presipuather reluctant Irish positidi° In
February, UK Foreign Secretary Jack Straw avoideddriticisms by calling the dispute a
mere “presentational problen™* Then, just ahead of Bush’s visit a source from the
Lithuanian foreign ministry indicated that Lithuanvould follow an EU consensus on lifting

the embargd>® At about the same time, the Swedish Prime MiniGeran Persson was

146 See European Union Code of Conduct on Arms Exp6dsncil, Brussels, 5 June 2998, 8675/2/98 asagell
Bauer and Bromley 2004. For examples of positidrisld governments, see Robert Wielaard, AssociatedsP
Worldstream, 23 January 2004, “EU may lift ban omsasales to China, allowing exports of cuttingedg
weapons” or Franco Venturini, BBC Monitoring Europ®olitical, quoting Corriere della Sera, 7 Decemb
2004, “Italian daily hails Rome’s stand againstr@harms embargo”.

47 Council Fact Sheet on Code of Conduct, p.2.

148 Brussels European Council, 16-17 December 20G&idency Conclusions, 16238/1/04, par.57.

49 Nicholas Watt, The Guardian, 12 January 2005, tuld lift arms embargo on China”.

%0 Tom Lyons, Irish Independent, 19 January 2005pf3each ‘not taking a soft line’ on Chinese rights
abuses”; on previous Irish reluctance see Japandatic Newswire, 8 December 2004, “EU-China summit
begins with focus on arms embargo”.

31 Daniel Dombey and Peter Spiegel, Financial Tir@s-eb 2005, “The EU’s ban on selling military
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152 Baltic News Services, 16 February 2005, “If EUesg on liting of arms embargo on China, Lithuamiia
not oppose it”".
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guoted as saying that the arms embargo had neeer dfécient and that what was needed
was a strong Code of Conduct, adding, however, $naden had hesitated for a long time
before following the UK'’s shift in favour of a lifig.*®>® In late February a specialised
magazine commented that “[tlhere’s widespread emtiea the European Union will commit

to lifting the partial embargo during Luxembourgd®J presidency, partly because the
following British presidency appeared “eager to idva decision on ending the sanctions

during its watch ***

This steadfastness on the part of the EU starteldvindle with the passage of the Anti-
Secession Law by the National People’s Congre®eijing on 14 March 20052 Within a
few days it became obvious, mostly from unoffigalurces in EU institutions and member
state governments, that this would have a cleaathegimpact on the prospects for an early
lifting of the arms embargo, as within the EU ibyided a new argument for the scepfits.

It also reinforced US criticisms, as experiencethfpdly by Annalisa Giannella, Solana’s
personal representative for non-proliferation, varaved in Washington to defend the EU
policy — “she was massacred” in the words of oneriiewee™>’ At first the public discourse

in the EU did not change significantly, with Frenfdreign minister Michel Barnier and
Schroder defending the EU policy and reaffirmingittitiesire to end the weapons Bahand
Luxemburg’s foreign minister Jean Asselborn indiggthat, with some progress on human
rights, a lifting before the end of the presidema@s not impossibl&® Signs from the UK
were more mixed, as vice-prime minister John Piestated that he expected the embargo to

be lifted soon, while Tony Blair put the emphagistbe need to implement a strong Code of

193 Greg Sheridan, The Weekend Australian, 19 Febr2@®p, “PM vindicated over China arms”.
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Royal United Services Institute in London, Strdiies, 25 March 2005, “EU outmanoeuvred by US
diplomatic strategy”.
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Conduct and to ensure that there would not be arase in arms sales to ChiffaChina
continued to raise the issue on various occasibmsteraction with the EU, e.g. during Hu
Jintao’s visit to the UK, Germany and Spain in Nober 2005°! and has been doing so
until the present®® However, no progress has been made compared toitieStatement of
the 7" EU-China summit and the Presidency Conclusionsnfthe Brussels European
Council of December 2004. In fact, the Joint Statenfrom the 8 EU-China summit simply

refers to those two documents:

“Leaders discussed the EU arms embargo. The Chaidsevas of the view that lifting the arms
embargo would be conducive to the sound developmérthe China-EU comprehensive
strategic partnership and urged the EU to lift dinms embargo at an early date. The EU side
reaffirmed its willingness to continue to work tawa lifting the embargo on the basis of the
Joint Statement of the 2004 EU-China Summit and shbsequent European Council

Conclusions on this subject®

The following summits simply repeated the same g#B8a with only very minor
changes, almost “like a mantr&* China does not harbour any great hopes on the sd
would only start serious efforts again if there wasgery tangible chance of a quick lifting.

As to the EU, it seems that it is trying hard rotiteate any expectations on the Chinese side.

5.3 Explaining China-EU Interaction on the Arms Embargo Issue

Based on this detailed analysis of the evolutioif€bina’s engagement of the EU with
regard to the arms embargo, the goal of this sectdl be interpretative. | will look
subsequently at the three dimensions of my analyframework and assess to what extent
the causal mechanisms it proposes can accounhéopdtterns of China-EU transnational

bureaucratic interaction on the arms embargo.

180 Ed Johnson, Associated Press Worldstream, 23 M8, “Britain says it expects EU to lift arms eartp
on China”; Ed Johnson, Associated Press Worldstr@dnvarch 2005, “Blair says China arms embargd wil
not be lifted without strong replacement code acp!'.

'L Hannah K. Strange, United Press Internationalp8ekber 2005, “Hu Pushesembargo lifting on UK trip”
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184 Interview EU 34, Brussels, Q1 2008; see af8&8-China Summit, Helsinki, 9 September 2006, Joint
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5.3.1 Chinese Foreign-Policy Making and the Armsb&rgo

The increasing importance Chinese policy makeech#d to the arms embargo during
the last years of President Jiang Zemin can beaeyqd, at least in part, with an internal
process on the Chinese side. The bombing by NATiOefo of the Chinese embassy in
Belgrade triggered a debate on strategy duringytdee 1999 within the Chinese foreign
affairs community, in the large sense, i.e. alsduiting academics and intellectuals. The
result was that the international environment wa$ a&s peaceful as concluded during
previous such debates and that a new emphasislidaryninodernisation was need&d.This
implies that the question of military procuremeantd as a result of the EU’s arms embargo,

imposed itself as a key issue of Chinese foreidityo

The targeting of a member state initially, i.e.rfe@ from late 2002 to late 2003, is also
partly explainable with reference to the Chinesécpgrocess. From this perspective, the
question of the arms embargo was an issue fordtegh ministry and the top leadership.
Both of them had, at this time, only limited diplatit experience with EU institutions, and
the initiative to bring the issue out on the ageddhcome from the very top of China’s
leadershig®” At working level there was certainly some familiar yet the horizontal
divisions between different hierarchical levelsrehéhe officials directly involved with EU
reality and the leadership were too deep. Alsowas before the push in the building up of
EU-specific expertise when the Chinese missiom&HBU in Brussels was separated from the
embassy to Belgium in 2005, with more than doubke ggersonnel. On the other hand, the
relations with the governments of member states thed foreign ministries were well

established.

Why did the Chinese strategy change in late 200&@yAfactor lies within the Chinese
foreign policy establishment. The arrival of George Bush at the US presidency, the
tougher China policy of the new administration, amibst importantly, the beginning of the
war in Iraq in March 2003, had contributed to yabther debate and a rethinking in the
Chinese foreign policy establishment concerningn@siinternational strategy in general and
its relations with the EU in particul&?® To Chinese foreign-policy makers it appeared (a)
that a more unilateralist US needed balancing Bhth@t in face of the transatlantic rift over

16 See Finkelstein 2000.
187 Interview China 8, Beijing Q3 2007.
188 |nterview EU 28, London, Q1 2008; Interview Chit, Brussels, Q1 2008.
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Irag and the clear anti-war policies by the twodiaes” of European integration, France and
Germany, the EU seemed the ideal partner for sustraéegy. In addition, since the mid-
1990s Chinese ties with the EU had been improvorgstantly. This rethinking also included
the realisation that the arms embargo was an ElUk,jsas witnessed by its inclusion in
China’s EU Policy Papeof October 2003, and that it needed to be solwexboperation with
the entire EU.

The most remarkable feature of the second peridkeisexplicit targeting of leaders of
EU institutions, like Prodi, Patten and Solana.sT¢an again be related to the divisions in the
Chinese foreign policy process and limited undeditay of EU-related issues among the top
leadership who led on this issue. Moreover, themma foreign-policy advisors in charge of
this issue largely had a MFA background, i.e. vdttonger experience on the side of the
member states than EU institutions. The MOFCOMcobwgtrast, had built up considerable
expertise on the EU institutions as it had beecharge of the relationship with the EC in the
more than 20 years since the first trade agreefmmattbeen signed in 1978. Yet, here the
vertical divisions between different bureaucraciese too deep to include expertise from
MOFCOM.

The third period has been identified as being nthtg a slow turn in the Chinese
strategy away from EU institutions and towards memndiates. This can be explained to a
large extent by the slow inner workings of Chinéseeign-policy making, mostly due to
horizontal divisions. In fact, the limited impact the strategy aimed at EU institutions and
even the growing silence from the Commission cleads noticed by working level staff in
the Chinese MFA. As a result the new strategy, Indstsed on the sending of “special
envoys” was elaborated by the Chinese MFA and Wroug the attention of the top
leadership by the bias of a group of top advisdtk strong ties to the MFA®® Despite this
relatively direct link, which avoids the many lagyef hierarchy between MFA working level
and top leadership, it took some time to catchatiention of leaders and get their approval

for a change of strategy.

189 |nterview China 7, Beijing, Q3 2007, Interview @&i8, Beijing, Q3 2007, Interview China 10, Bruss€}1
2008.
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5.3.2 EU Reactions to China’s Push for a Lifting

From the perspective of the EU’s response, it sedaaisthe Chinese approach in the
first period, i.e. exclusive targeting of Franceatamed both formal institutional rules and
informal structures in interest. This means tha #rms embargo was (and is) not a
Community issue, i.e. with a strong role for membt&te governments and very limited
influence of the Commission. In terms of interestssurvey of press coverage of the issue
during this whole first period suggests that noeotBEU government had any interest in
picking up this issue. In fact, in the non-Frenchss the question of the arms embargo was
hardly mentioned at all prior to Schrdder’s pronements and the European Council vote of
December 2003.

The EU’s response to this Chinese approach chamigeishg the second period.
Obviously in talking to Commissioners on the armsargo there was a mismatch with the
formal distribution of competences within the EUet¥his is a case where personalities do
matter as explanatory variables. In fact, the P@ainmission was more vocal than both its
predecessor and it successor. This concernedofirgi Prodi himself, but also Patten. This
active approach to CFSP matters allowed the Conmwnige be initially rather responsive to
the Chinese advances. The evident correlation leetaa intensifying debate among member
states on the issue and the growing restraint erpént of the Commissioners indicates that,
in light of a mismatch with formal competences anstrong interest in the issue on the side

of member states, the Commission was forced todd&ever profile.

The EU response to the shift in China’s strategikbaember states, i.e. when special
envoys were sent in the third period, was largéfinaative. The new Chinese approach
matched formal competences. With regard to inteyésheglected the smaller member states,
counting a lot on the support of France and Gernfi@nintra-EU lobbying. Here the Chinese
MFA had clearly underestimated the alienation ef $imaller member states, especially those
who had been sceptical from the outset becauserafih rights issues. Although no explicit
“carrots or sticks” had been used by the Chiréthere was a clear sensation that a small
member state could not oppose itself if it did maint to get into troubl&’* With regard to
the Commission, the new Chinese focus on membgtssteas in line with the lower profile
taken by the incoming Barroso Commission on forgigicy.

10 |nterview EU 2, Berlin, Q1 2007, Interview EU Brijing, Q3 2007, Interview EU 21, Beijing, Q3 2007
"1 John Leicester, Associated Press, 24 February, 20bnha arms embargo not what it seems”.
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The feeling of alienation among some of the smaflember states was exacerbated by
Chinese passage of the Anti-Secession Law, a sigarfor the sceptics in the EU that China
was not going to make any compromise on the fidlds they linked to the arms embargo,
namely human rights and cross-strait relations. Care say that the passage of this bill in
Beijing ended the uneasy assent of the scepticheandjht out the difficulties in interaction
related to very different perceptions of the issue.

5.3.3 Independent Dynamics of Bureaucratic Intévact

The interactive dimension can explain many dettilst have escaped explanatory
efforts within the first two process of the anatgi framework. First of all, why did the arms
embargo issue surface in precisely in 2002 andtatvards the French leadership rather than
any other EU entities? Certainly the issue had braged informally already before that.
Overall the signs of constantly improving personalations between Jiang Zemin and
Jacques Chirac since 1999 suggest that the Freashdent was rather well disposed towards
this Chinese request. In fact, in October 1999ingua visit to France Jiang was invited to
Chirac’s private residence, a signal that did nmtugnoticed in the pres& About a year
later, Chirac was accorded the honour of an inemato Jiang’s hometown Yangzhou in the
context of his visit to China, in the function oUJEpresident, for the fourth EU-China

summit*”®

This means personal relations appear to play aatrtmle. The reason why, from the
new prioritisation of military modernisation ancetivarming of relations with Chirac, it took
another three years before the issue was opesigdaiuring an official encounter in 2002 is
related to the French government: the relationwéen Chinese leaders and the French Prime
Minister Lionel Jospin and his Foreign Minister HubVédrine, both in the office since June
1997, were rather codf* This would suggest that the arrival of Jean-Pi&edfarin and
Dominique de Villepin in May 2002 was consideredthg Chinese as a chance finally to

launch the issue openly.

Perceptions also played a role in the choice tetalFrance initially. In China, France

was perceived as a leading force in reacting slyailagthe Tianmen repression in 1989 and

72| a Croix, 22 Octobre 1999, “Un ‘ami de la Chinetoit le president Jiang Zemin”.

13 AFX — TD, 22 October 2000, “Differenzen mit EU i@ TO-Aufnahme Chinas iiberschatten Gipfel”.
" Francois Hauter, Le Figaro, 26 September 2002 pfieener minister Zhu Rongiji en visite en Franceijtés
Samedi”.
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therefore in bringing about the arms embargo. Tihezdt seemed to be a natural strategy to
start the open push towards a lifting with Fraffce.

Similarly, the inclusion of the Commission as ay#drin the second period is related to
perceptions. In fact, for long Chinese leaders andlysts have tended to overestimate
European unity’® This is to say that to some extent the focus addes of EU institutions
could be described as “wishful thinking” — streregited of course by the activist approach the
Prodi Commission adopted towards CFSP matfé®ne could say Chinese perceptions of
the Commission matched the self-perceptions ofPttoeli Commission. The contestation by

the member states then forced the Commission tmsader its self-perception.

In terms of issue perceptions, the second perisd ptesents the first confusions with
regard to the nature of the issue: Is it purelysyie? Is it strategic? Is it related to human
rights? At this point there were not yet clearqoasitions but it foreshadowed the later debate

that erupted especially with the intervention @ tS.

In the third period, the focus of Chinese foreigiiqy makers on the foreign ministries
of France and Germany meant that the three actbcsshared the same perception of the
issue interacted directly. For all three the Idtiof the arms embargo was a largely symbolic
step, it was to be granted with no conditions amd pmice attached and it was not
fundamentally linked to the human rights or thewian questions. By avoiding intensive
interaction with actors who had very different isquerceptions, China chose to leave other

member states to efforts of persuasion by Frandezmmmany, i.e. to intra-EU politics.

The “special envoy” strategy of the third periogaalbuilt explicitly on the strong
personal ties established by ambassadors, andlyusuaihtained even after the end of the
term of office. This strategy was successful to s@rtent. After all the arms embargo was
almost lifted. However, the alienation of smalldd Ehembers with a strong human rights
tradition was exacerbated by yet another percepiroblem, namely the growing sense of
entittement on the Chinese side. This means wimldhe second period the issue had
maintained a political dimension, in that there wak about the need for a positive gesture
on human rights on the part of China, during thedtperiod, from the Chinese side it had
turned almost purely symbolic, and for China liftithe embargo became a gesture overdue
by the EU.

15 |nterview China 14, Beijing Q4 2008.
178 See on this Yahuda 1994 and Shambaugh 1996.
17 See Kurpas, Grgn, and Kaéski 2008.
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5.4 Conclusion

This chapter has introduced the significance of #mens embargo to China,
reconstructed a detailed account of what happenddattempted to explain the evolution
based on the general theoretical framework intredua chapter Il. The analysis confirms
that the dimensions and the explanatory factorgemand can account to a large extent for
the changing patterns of China-EU interaction. @earin Chinese strategies can be related to
the improved understanding of the EU by the Chingd&A. Lags between the obvious
problems with one strategy and the implementatioa new one can be attributed to either
vertical or horizontal divisions within the Chineselministration. Formal and informal
patterns in EU foreign policy process did constrdia Chinese approaches several times,
especially when it concerned an involvement of @@mmission on an issue that was
perceived as member state “turf”. Lastly, with meb@ the direct interactive dimension of the
framework both previously established transgovemtalerelations and the question of
matches and mismatches of perceptions can corgritouthe understanding of China-EU

bureaucratic interaction.

Also, the indirect impact of the international eoviment is again visible. An important
background factor accounting for the end of then@tU discussion on the lifting of the
arms embargo is the rising US protest, also chéingdb its EU partners the critical voices
of its allies in East Asia, Taiwan and Japan. Y&ilevthe US did manage to influence the
preferences of some of the directly involved buceatic agents, it could not match the
impact of intra-EU lobbying for a lifting by Fran@ad Germany. This only changed with the

passage of the Anti-Secession Law in Belijing.
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Conclusion: Explaining China-EU Bureaucratic Interaction

This study started out from the question of howsilgrs engage the EU with a
threefold goal. First, it wanted to explore theame side of the findings on the EU’s growing
impact in international affairs,namely how difficult it is to approach the intieaEU
structures from the outside. Second, it suggestedneed to inquire into the concrete
challenges this implies for the decision-makingcess in a third agent. Picking China meant
insights into how the Chinese policy-makers stmegumanage relations with a complex
agent like the EU. Third, the study wanted to dbote more generally to the analysis of
bureaucratic interaction between international &gea topic under-researched so far by

theorists of international relations.

This concluding chapter will try to pick up the$eeads set out at the beginning of the
study, and recapitulate the insights of the appboaof the analytical framework to empirical
cases has been able to create. The following sectidl therefore, first, discuss the findings
on the EU in international affairs, second, sumegathe results on Chinese decision-making
processes vis-a-vis the challenge of engaging theaRd, third, at a more theoretical level,
draw conclusions on bureaucratic interaction inegehand on the usefulness of the proposed

analytical framework.

6.1 Engaging the EU: Challenges for Outsiders

The case studies in the precious chapters havelyafgllowed the structure of the
framework introduced in chapter Il. From the vagalimensions of the framework and the
related discussions of empirical evidence, the goabw to select the specific points that tell

something about the “approachability” of the EUhiis current structure.

Overall it appears that the EU is tough to engddee challenge is to find the right
counterparts at the right time, not so much frompghbint of view of formal competences but
rather in view of an effective strategy that alsagsiders interests amtk factoinvolvement of
not formally competent actors. Tl jure structure of EU policy making is already very
complicated, yet it is not impossible for outsidergain a good grasp of who deals with what

! Bretherton and Vogler 1999 and 2006, Ginsberg 2001



and of the procedures that link the various act@vbat is very difficult, though, almost
impossible for outsiders, is to understand thegvesfces and perceptions of EU actors as

conditioned by intra-EU politics.

(i) Evidence from MES: Wrong Timing and Victim totta-EU Competition

In the case of China’s quest for market economiustéMES), Chinese policy makers
initially followed the logic of formal competenceot knowing that this could not lead
anywhere since the political logic of EU politiardes the Commission to stick to technical
matters rules body on trade policy unless it hasegotiating mandate. When in light of
lacking progress, China chose a more political agghn, including most notably EU member
states, i.e. entities who are involved in tradagyabnly through qualified majority voting in
the Council. Yet the Chinese initiatives were notrediately and explicitly redirected to the
competent authority, as member states had an abwmerest in declaring their support for
MES - although this meant virtually nothing. Giveompetition among member states for
China business, the slow progress on MES by thedlly competent authority, and a fear of
negative repercussions from China, each membee $iatl strong incentives to use any
chance of pleasing China, rather than admittingt tit& individual position is rather
meaningless. Once the initial refusal of the Comsmais to grant MES had clarified the
situation a shift in preferences among more praieist member states, even further reduced
the freedom of action for the formally competentiypdo broker a deal with China. It can be
argued that more intensive pressure earlier onnWHES was still a low priority for most
member states, and an immediate push for a politceal rather than technical

reconsideration, might have brought China closdistgoal.

(i) Evidence from the Arms Embargo: Erratic Targgtof EU Bureaucratic Agents

In the arms embargo case, China started from threb®es — in conformity with formal
competence which has not been transferred to Eel levthe field of security policy. The
focus, all through the lobbying process, on therbgmber states also reflects a sound grasp
of the key actors most interested in the issubpatih it could be argued that more efforts to
defuse worries in the more sceptical member staielkl have helped the issue advance more
quickly. Nevertheless, through its efforts towatds large member states, in particular the
ardent advocates of a lifting France and Germamg,kgy relying on their intra-EU lobbying,

China managed to get very close to a lifting. Medlso appears to have made some erratic
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moves, resulting from apparent confusion with Eesp governance structure. When
approaching the Commission, a marginal actor is plolicy field, Chinese policy makers did
not receive a polite comment redirecting them ® @ouncil Secretariat and member states.
Rather there was a vocal and promising reactiondoubt because the Commission at that
time was promoting higher EU level ambitions in thecurity policy field than formally
determined in the treatiés.

In both cases, erratic engagement efforts towatdidblreaucratic actors resulted from
misunderstandings interests and motivations ofractooted within the logic of intra-EU
policy making, although, in principle, the formakuiibution of competences seems to have
been fairly well understood. This points to a sesidefault in the EU’s institutional structure.
It may be convenient for individual bureaucratitoas to profit from such misunderstandings
in order to promote their own interests. For the &Ja whole the fact that outsiders may
easily get confused about whom to talk to on whagbic, even in the course of an ongoing
engagement, is detrimental to its further emergeaxean active player among the major

agents of the international stage.

6.2 China’s Foreign Policy Apparatus and Complex Ary Targets

What do the analytical framework and the casesutelibout the Chinese foreign policy
process? First, it appears that vertical or fumaiodivisions within the foreign policy
structure may impede the continuous developmergrofesses of bureaucratic interaction
initiated by China. In the case of MES, it was hiisithat the moving up on the diplomatic
agenda also implied the involvement of MFA-relatéficials in addition to those from the
MOFCOM who had been in charge before. The resuff ava&lear break with the previous
strategy of approaching the EU. The point is nat gither of the two ministries would have a
better or worse strategy. It is rather that thedsadshift demonstrates a lack of structured
cooperation that could bring out synergies. An apph like the alternative strategy for MES
outlined in the previous section, could only be bgult of such a closer cooperation. In fact,

Chinese interviewees independently confirmed thatstructure of the Chinese foreign-policy

% See Kurpas, Gren, Kaazski 2008.
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process does not allow for elaborate strategiesoomplex issues that go beyond the purview
of a single ministry, like for example the diploricapproach of the E®.

Second, there are important horizontal divisionsGhina that make coordination
between the elaboration of options, the actualsit@tj and implementation difficult. In the
case of the arms embargo, there was a decisiontfierteadership to lift it to the top of the
agendd, short-circuiting the usual MFA channels through iakh policy options are
developed. The result was a diplomatic approachvitaa perceived negatively as a “blanket
attack” on the EU sid2and that included the erratic engagement of ther@ission on an
issue on which it has virtually nothing to say. Pwlith a delay of more than a year a new
strategy could be elaborated by the Europe stafthef MFA and move up to the top
leadership for approval. It was based on the idespecial presidential envoys to EU capitals,
and reflected the degree of familiarity with EU geeses at the working level of MFA.
Chinese officials at working level do indeed digpde amazing degree of familiarity with the
intricacies of EU decision-making, a situation eddt partially related on the very direct and

open relations between Chinese diplomats and Ehepean counterparts.

Horizontal divisions, i.e. between the differenwvdis of authority in the Chinese

foreign-policy process, may also be visible in deeision to make MES a top issue. In fact, it
Is questionable whether the changes in the approfttite EU, and the erratic engagement of
member states, were carefully prepared by workengllofficials familiar with EU structures.
It may very well be a similar case as for the aensargo, where a decision from the top
came too suddenly to allow for due preparatiorshibuld be added that, in principle, the
MOFCOM has a more direct link to the central leatgr than the MFA, since its former
minister, Ms. Wu Yi, is Vice-Premier and membertioé Politburo. For the MFA the link

consists only in advisors to the top leadership.

% Interview China 4, Beijing Q2 2007, Interview @hi8, Beijing Q3 2007, Interview China 9, Beijing Q007.
* Interview China 8, Beijing Q3 2007.

® Interview EU 28, London Q1 2008.

® Interview China 9, Beijing Q3 2007.

" This situation is the result of constant improvat the relations over the past decade; seevieterEU 1,
Berlin, Q1 2007, Interview EU 2, Berlin, Q1 200mtdrview EU 7, Brussels, Q1 2007, Interview EU gyud3els
Q1 2007.
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6.3 Analysing Bureaucratic Interaction: Assessmemf a New Framework

With regard to a general assessment and explanafiomansnational bureaucratic
interaction, this study cannot provide any defigiteswer. In fact, far more empirical research
would be needed to reach the level of detail airae@dnd allowed for by the analytical
framework. Yet a few important findings can alre&d@ypointed out. First of all, transnational
bureaucratic interaction between international &gé&n a key phenomenon of international
relations that can be closely linked to the suligthioutcomes of diplomacy and foreign
policy. Second, the proposed analytical framewqears to be a valid guide for a thorough

explanatory effort on transnational bureaucratieraction.

Here a few more detailed observations may be icepl@he first two dimensions of the
framework, namely the development of a policy aekhted approach in one agent and the
reaction to it in the other, are crucial dimensiohshe explanation. In the case of China-EU
relations, changes in the modalities of engageretween decision-making units from both
sides can be related to a large extent to procéssiee the two foreign policy structures. The
third dimension, independent dynamics of directebucratic interaction, also plays an
important role. It is obvious that previous expece of interaction initially guides the
modalities of the approach. In addition to thisg tuestion of match versus mismatch in
preferences and perceptions appears to have aveeicigact on the evolution of a pattern of
interaction and on the chances of reaching spepiicy goals. In the cases of MES and
arms embargo in China-EU relations complex intgiplaf matching and mismatching
preferences and perceptions have contributed toettemtual failure of both initiatives.
Personal ties, another element of this dimensidheframework, also contributed to shaping
the interaction to a certain degree. For examplke,initiative to send former ambassadors as
special envoys relied substantially on networkpafonal relations. Also “like-mindedness”
among officials dealing with similar issues on bsithes, e.g. trade, does appear to help create
personal links that do have an influence on laggterns of bureaucratic interactibn
important obstacle to this kind of phenomenon Bately the rotation of staff at least every
four to six years, practised in most administraionStill two Chinese interviewees
emphasised the openness of MOFCOM and the exceltertacts with foreign trade policy
makers while acknowledging fundamental differenedth MFA staff!® There is also

8 Interview EU 9, Brussels Q1 2007.
° Interview EU 7, Brussels, Q1 2007, Interview EU B@ijing, Q3 2007.
19 |nterview China 1, Beijing Q2 2007, Interview Chid, Beijing, Q3 2007.

203



evidence that the relations do not necessarily attgy rotation. One interviewee pointed out
that personal ties between officials from China #relEU that started while cooperating on a
specific technical issue were maintained even dfierconcerned persons had rotated into
new positions? Another interviewee stated that relations betwaetision-making units are
passed on to successors after one person in chaigges to a new positidA.On the EU
side it appears that generally the role of persoglations is less important in dealings with
the Commission than in dealings with member statasinies, since the Commission has a
more functional, technical work cultutlf we move above the administrative level to the

top leadership, personal relations between leasEs to matter a great deal.

At the same time, undeniably the independent dyosmi bureaucratic interaction do
not play the same role in relations between Chimtae EU as, say, between the US and
Japan or among states within the EU. In fact, ie tihterviews no instance of
“transgovernmental coalitions” in Keohane and Nys&nse could be found. This may be
related to two reasons. One the one hand, ChinaeHtlons are not yet as dense as relations
between the US and Canada or Japan in the 1970s tlaes examples used by Keohane and
Nye* On the other hand, intra-EU cooperation and trarespy is such that a “ganging up”
with outsiders against EU colleagues is close fpossible™

The indirect impact of the international environmbas also been confirmed. Changes
in the China-EU interaction, both in the MES casel @n the arms embargo, could be
indirectly related to changes in the internatiosgdtem that became apparent after “9/11”.
The immediate cause of the changes were shiftingepgons and preferences by Chinese
policy makers on opportunities of relations witle tBU. This means that the patterns and
evolution of bureaucratic interaction depend exgklg on the choices of policy-makers on
two sides and the quality of the relationship betwéhem. Yet not to refer to the indirect
influence of the international environment would ameto leave out a key factor that

obviously shapes the hearts and minds of thosethjiravolved.

 Interview China 4, Beijing, Q2 2007.
2 |nterview EU 26, Beijing, Q3 2007.
13 Interview EU 25, Beijing, Q3 2007.
4 Keohane and Nye 1975, pp.47-48.
15 Interview EU 7, Brussels, Q1 2007.
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Annex: Description of empirical data

19 interviews on the Chinese side (i.e. personskwwgrdirectly for or consulting the

Chinese government), with 18 different persons ifduone interview two officials were

present, two officials were interviewed twice); yheclude:

4 MFA officials (level section director, first setary)

1 MOFCOM official (level section director)

1 former official from the General Administratiorf Gustoms (level section

director)

12 policy consultants from:

0]

(0]

Chinese Academy of Social Sciences

China Institute for Contemporary International Rielas (attached to

Ministry of State Security)

China Institute for International Studies (attache1FA)
Institute of World Development (attached to Stabeidxil)
Shanghai Academy of Social Sciences

Shanghai Institute for International Studies

Shanghai WTO Consultation Centre

Beijing University

Fudan University

Private sector (law firms)

39 interviews the EU side (i.e. persons workingdiy for or consulting EU bodies or

member state governments), with 41 different pes@uring six interviews two officials

were present, four officials were interviewed twjdaey include:

11 officials from European Commission (level depeamt director, desk officer)

6 officials from Council Secretariat (level depagmh director, section director)



3 officials from European Parliament (desk officer)

2 British Foreign and Commonwealth Office (leveattsan director)

3 officials from Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairevel department director)
1 official from Dutch Ministry of Economics (deskficer)

1 official from Finnish Ministry of Foreign Affairevel department director)

3 officials from French Ministry of Foreign Affairdevel department director,

section director)
3 officials from German Ministry of Foreign Affaitevel department director)
2 officials from German Ministry of Economics (léwkepartment director)
5 policy consultants from:
o0 European Institute for Asian Studies
o German government think tai8tiftung Wissenschaft und Politik
o Clingendael Institute, The Hague
o Party group in German parliament
o SciencesPo Paris.

1 Brussels-based lobbyist (working for industryoasation).

Preliminary interviews, i.e. with general questiorf®cussing in particular on
perceptions, were conducted in Q3 2006. All othsewinterviews were conducted between
January 2007 and December 2008.
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