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12 The EU and China in the global
system

Volker Stanzel *

Chinese, Europeans, and others, possess “mental maps” giving them orientation
in the political and societal world around them — cognitive maps which have been
imprinted upon their consciousness during the twentieth century. Now, however,
we observe changes in the world so dramatic that we need to ask ourselves
whether we still have the right maps in our minds or whether the ones we still use
might not mislead us when we try to find our way ahead. China is a perfect
example — now having an impact unimaginable only a decade ago and impacting
the global system in ways we are yet to fully understand. Several new features
characterize our world today.

A new international setting: the need for new “rules of the
road”

First, the end of the Cold War means more than the end to a time when two super-
powers threatened each other and a large part of the world’s population faced
instant extinction. The Cold War had also contributed to a world order with a high
degree of both stability and complexity. The international institutions which set
rules for international behaviour, such as the United Nations and its sub-organiza-
tions, or the World Bank or the IMF, remained almost as “frozen” as the overall
worldwide situation, because any major change would have threatened the balance
between the two superpowers and the two major blocs. The interest of the two
superpowers in having institutions guide behaviour between states lay in avoiding
“chaotic” conflicts which might possibly lead to a “hot war” between the United
States and the Soviet Union. This interest guaranteed that international institutions
were kept intact, even in phases of limited armed conflicts such as the Vietnam War
or the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, or throughout the period of decolonization.
Our post-Cold War world is characterized by the atrophy, or the threatened
breakdown of many of those institutional structures. As a result, the international
order as we knew it is crumbling. Efforts to adapt the United Nations to the new
situation by successive Secretary Generals of the United Nations indicate that we
need a new world order, or at least new “rules of the road” if we want to avoid
incalculable risks of muitiple conflicts (even Jihad terrorism may be understood as
the promise of a new “order” in an increasingly disoriented world). Those rules
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may or may not evolve naturally; but the members of the international community
that have a stake in its functioning will find it in their interest to take on responsibility
for how a new world order appears. The appearance of new major actors on the
world stage means that defining a new global order will have to involve them,
China and other Asian countries, with their newly-found economic and political
strength, will have to have a greater say in how the new rules for the behaviour of
states are written. When we work within, and try to reshape, the global system,
Asian countries need to be more involved.

The second phenomenon is the new quality of globalization. World trade
expands due to the opening of new markets. World trade also expands due to the
fact that industrial production has moved from “vertically integrated production”
to worldwide “horizontally integrated production.” The process of producing
components of products at the most distant locations until assembled and shipped
as one has become possible because of the globally expanding labour market. This
in turn has led to continually decreasing prices. Expanding trade also means that
not only traditionally tradable goods — the hardware of globalization — are making
their way around the globe. The software of globalization, i.e. formerly little trad-
able goods, such as knowledge and information, has become mobile as well. They
have become as sellable and buyable as material goods. Thus, the competitive
advantages of industrialized societies — strong in knowledge, education and
creativity — increasingly shrink.

The new phase of globalization has moved far beyond trade in simple material or
immaterial goods. Participatory movements, emancipation and hedonistic “world
culture” phenomena are traded too and have become elements of “modemization,”
subverting the authority of traditional structures, world views, even religions,
leading in cases of extreme destabilization to what today is known as “failing” states.
Asia’s new economic dynamism has contributed to this development as well as to its
speed — as it has to the globalization of dangers. Natural disasters that affect a
country may severely limit its economic performance and thus have a negative
impact on world trade. SARS, and now avian flu, demonstrate how quickly
pandemic diseases may spread due to the increase in international travel. Interna-
tional crime, the trade in arms, humans or drugs complement the trade in goods in a
negative way. The new character of globalization means that many become richer,
few become poorer, while the wish to join the globalization process becomes ever
stronger. With new opportunities comes the danger of new threats and the question
of who will be able to devise the appropriate “rules of the road”.

Lastly, we are confronted with the phenomenon of an increasing number of global
centres of gravity. Here, the rise of East-Southeast Asia is the most conspicuous.
This rise would not have the impact we observe without the rise of China.
However, the rise of China can only be comprehended in its full dimension if we
take into consideration how its economy is interwoven with the economies of the
whole crescent reaching from Japan down to Australia.! The new economic and
political stature of China, as well as the emergence of ASEAN, the resurgence of
the Japanese economy, the dynamism of the so-called “tiger economies,” the
growing supra-regional policy of India and its new economic growth — all these
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factors have brought about a tendency towards more cohesion among Asian coun-
tries that goes beyond the economic successes.

The region does not yet speak with one voice — far from it — but like a common
thread we observe the efforts to establish new structures and organizations, and at
least the will of the region to determine its own agenda.” When we say the region is
a new centre of gravity in the world’s economy, and is on its way to become a
centre of gravity in global politics as well, then we mean that whatever such a
“centre” does, its actions or non-actions may affect the whole world. Gravity
centres are not the “poles” that the myth of a “multipolar world” wants to see —they
are conglomerates of states of very different characteristics, not centralized entities
with a unified political will. Gravity centres are rather like the centre of spider
webs without a spider,’ and the strings of these webs are the lines of interest that
span across the globe from the sources of natural resources to laboratories where
medicines against pandemics are developed, or where silly caricatures suddenly
have repercussions leading to the death of demonstrators far away.

A new international setting: old and new stakeholders

In dealing with the new environment of the twenty-first century brought about by
these three phenomena,* in drawing those new “mental maps,” the influence the
centres of gravity can exert will be a major factor. Certainly the strongest (the US),
and that of a “traditional” one (Europe), but also of the most important new one —
the East Asian crescent driven forward by China’s dynamism — will all push the
world in new directions. How do these centres of gravity exert influence? The most
important factor is their ability to create order within their own regions, and to have
an impact outside too — not necessarily, but possibly also globally. They might
contribute to the solution or to the aggravation of regional and global problems. For
that they need the capability and the will to use economic, diplomatic and, if neces-
sary, military resources. Another means of influence is their so-called “soft
power,” which more sustainably transcends economic impact and military power
with its attraction and integrationist strength of values and culture. It is striking
how much a point of discussion the question of China’s soft power or “cultural
power” has become not only in the West, but even more so in China’s think tanks
and media over only the past year.’

Europe and East-Southeast Asia (and in the future other “centres” as well), at the
side of the United States, have all become “stakeholders” of order in the world.®
For decades Japan has experienced what China and the other countries in the
region are experiencing now — what they do may have global consequences, and
“the crisis of one will be the crisis of all.”’ The Chinese government’s transparency
about new health threats may prevent the spread of pandemics. Good governance
that prevents corruption domestically will also impede the spread of international
crime. Whether the value of the RMB is allowed to freely float or not, it has an
impact even on other continents. The efficient organization of the textile industry
in China may mean poverty to workers in that same industry some thousand kilo-
metres away.
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China and its neighbours will have to find a new way to manoeuvre on the inter-
national stage. Here, the EU has been developing into a partner with which Asian
countries approach an increasing number of common problems. ASEM (the Asia—
Europe Meeting) has gradually become the most important forum for this
purpose.® It has developed into a forum where both leaders of governments and
government agencies as well as experts from administrations and civil society
meet on a large range of global issues. It thus offers institutionalized opportunities
for countries to learn about each other’s views and approaches to questions
concerming both Europeans and Asians — in ways that have not been possible in the
past and which may influence opinion-building and help prepare operative deci-
sions taking into regard each other’s attitudes.

The EU and China

Since the establishment of diplomatic relations between the EU and China in
1975,° and despite signing a “Cooperation Agreement” in 1985, the EU was for a
long time of secondary importance to China’s foreign policy, and vice versa.'® This
has changed. It has changed in the economic field already, and is changing politi-
cally as well. Today, the EU is China’s most important trading partner in the world,
with a total trade volume of ca. €200 billion (€150 billion China to EU; €50 billion
EU to China)." Of the EU’s external trade, 10 per cent takes place with China. The
example of Airbus — about to build an assembly plant in China -- shows the “inten-
sity” of technology transfer between the two sides,'? cooperation in the Galileo
satellite navigation system, or the nuclear research reactor ITER, all indicate the
progress of scientific cooperation. In education, there is the successful example of
the China Europe International Business School (CEIBS) in Shanghai and a
China—Furope Law School in Beijing.

The EU provides technical assistance for a broad range of projects in China,
including the organization of village-level elections, including the training of
observers and producing education material for the voters, and it pursues a human
rights dialogue. Both China and the EU today call their relationship “strategic.”
That is to say, if we follow the definition supplied by the EU’s representative to
China, Serge Abou, that the areas of cooperation cover China’s “strategic needs,”"
and that it is in Europe’s interest to contribute to the success of China’s reforms as
China’s stability and prosperity are “an indispensable factor for global balance.”
This becomes manifest in an annual “strategic dialogue,” five regular “expert
level” meetings, and twenty “sectoral dialogues” covering topics ranging from
political analyses to social or environmental issues.*

This new quality of relations was difficult to foresee or forecast. For China, the
EU —and its predecessor the European Community — was an organization difficult to
understand. China tended to see mainly the irreconcilability of national interests."
Since 1990, the EU with its transformation and enlargement was even harder to
understand. China’s view of the world was an inherently traditional one: countries
vying with each other for, if not supremacy, at least advantages over one another.
The EU seemed to be an example of that kind of world. A handful of countries,
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nine at the beginning of the EU—China relationship, bound together by the need to
cooperate, but led by whom? Correspondingly, China’s expectations were that one
or the other of the stronger European countries sooner or later would take the lead
and dominate Europe (and possibly stand up to the “sole remaining super
power”)."

While the usage of this multipolar world rhetoric continued (and continues
occasionally even today),'” with increasing depth of EU~China relations, compre-
hension of the EU in China increased. The progress of comprehension may have
been aided by the necessity to find not only economically viable but also politically
reliable partners for China’s reform and opening policy. Its own region, important
as it was, presented complications, China’s peace-oriented policies notwith-
standing. Deng Xiaoping, after China had gone to war four times during the first
thirty years.of the People’s Republic’s existence, prescribed a policy of keeping a low
profile in foreign affairs and making an effort to create a “peaceful environment” for
China’s concentration on its economic development.'* Despite the success of this
policy, China at times even agreed to territorial compromises, in creating an
“added value” of trust beyond close economic relations, thus facilitating both
China’s economic development and its integration into the world economy, its
major gains were achieved not in the arena of that new centre of global gravity. In
Asia, tensions still abound.

Firstly, for some years now, China’s “neo-mercantilist” strategies to assure its
supplies of natural resources have been the cause of competitive tensions in the
region, and increasingly globally. The competition over energy resources exacer-
bates existing rivalries between China and some of its neighbours. China and Japan
are in a contest over a future Russian oil pipeline in Siberia, and at the same time
over a small offshore gas field in the East China Sea. Despite flourishing economic
relations, the Chinese-Japanese conflict over the former Japanese Prime Minis-
ter’s visits to the Yasukuni Shrine for the war dead (including fourteen “Class-A”
war criminals) and other nettlesome issues brought the political relationship
between Japan and China to their lowest point since the establishment of diplo-
matic relations in 1972. South Korea and Japan are in a phase of deteriorating bilat-
eral relations over both territorial and moral questions. The situation in the South
China Sea is calm, yet the temitorial problems there are left unresolved; ethnic and
religious tensions often lead to armed violence in Southeast Asia. The proliferation
of regional institutions reflects the awareness of the potential of a new global
gravity centre here, yet so far there is no working mechanism for solving the prob-
lems or resolving the conflicts of the region. ASEAN + 3, ASEAN + 1, the East
Asian Community (EAC), the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), the
ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), or APEC do not possess sufficient coordinating
powers to obligate the leaders of the East-Southeast Asian gravity centre in a way
that would enable them to act in concert. Possibly the fact that the countries of the
region possess very different political systems makes it even more difficult to
establish institutions which would require partly giving up national sovereignty in
order to gain in influence collectively."
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Possibly Europe, with its economic strength, became the attractive partner with
which to share a “strategic” partnership and promised the many advantages that
both sides enjoy today. Both Europe and China had much to offer each other in
terms of economic profits. Chinese experts today understand that EU countries are
on the path towards more unity in structures and policies, struggling with the need
to combine integration with enlargement, and China’s leaders and institutions
display patience in waiting for a more cohesively acting partner.”® China’s official
view of the main features of EU--China relations thus is that of a “solid political
foundation and strong mutual trust”; “emerging as each other’s key trading Partner
with great potentials”; “enjoying wider consensus on major global and regional
issues”; “having found the right way to resolve differences through dialogue.”*' Is
it a surprise that 2004 became the “Year of Europe” in China??

Mutual adaptation efforts

To appraise the development towards the present quality of the relationship, the
question remains how Europeans saw and explained that process themselves.” At
least some official observers in China have a clear understanding of what
happened: “After about three years’ contest, the leaders of Western European
countries found that, instead of collapsing under pressure, China enjoyed rapid
economic growth, internal stability, enhanced national cohesion and elevated
international status. Facing the hard reality, the Western European countries,
proceeding from their own interests, had to readjust their China policy and resume
normal relations with China step by step,” writes Mei Zhaorong, foreign policy
advisor to China’s leaders and former diplomat. Ambassador Mei continues for
pages in that triumphalist tone.?* If an influential person like Mei takes that point of
view, it deserves attention and consideration.

On the European side, have economic advantages pushed aside political aspects
of the EU-China relationship that had hindered mutual accommodation? The
policy of reform and opening to Europeans had indeed for a long time been tied to
the expectation of farther-reaching political change. The appearance of democratic
movements (“Democracy Wall,” Wei Jingsheng, etc.) in the early 1980s, various
reform initiatives by two consecutive General Secretaries of the Communist Party
of China (Hu Yaobang, Zhao Ziyang) and, lastly, the student demonstrations on
Tiananmen Square had seemed to confirm that expectation. Later, the upheavals
throughout the Communist world after the fall of the Berlin Wall had led to the
assumption that China would experience a similar fate. In hindsight, it seems
almost ironic that the spectacle of Tiananmen may have impeded an armed reac-
tion by East German authorities, thus allowing the fall of the Berlin Wall. The
spectacle of the fall of the Berlin Wall, the Iron Curtain and the Soviet Empire in
due course may well have been the decisive warning signal to Chinese leaders to
prevent similar developments in China. The danger of what during the days of
Ostpolitik used to be called “change by rapprochement” was certainly not lost on
China, where the party leader appealed in the early 1990s that it was necessary for
China to build a “Great Wall of Steel” in their hearts and souls against Western
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“pbourgeois contamination.” Deng Xiaoping argued that reform and opening meant
that “a few flies” might come in through the window, but that certainly political
liberalization along the Western model was out of the question. The present
“fourth generation” leaders in China have echoed that position with the 2006
“White Paper on Democracy,” which argues that Western style democracy is not a
suitable model for China.®

The discussion in Europe of whether or not trade might promeote political
change subsided after the Asia crisis of 1997-99. China’s economic and societal
change became fast and far-reaching and created a situation so unknown and fresh
that recipes from Cold War times quickly became outdated.?® The various strategy
papers coming from the European Commission in Brussels reflect well the
changing perception: emphasizing “constructive engagement” (1995) via the
objective of a “comprehensive partnership” (1998) to the effort to define “shared
interests and challenges” (2003)* until they arrive in 2005 at the following, now
quite concrete, objectives of the EU’s China policy:

« to engage China further, both bilaterally and on the world stage, through an
upgraded political dialogue;

¢ to support China’s transition to an open society based upon the rule of law and
respect for human rights;

s to encourage the integration of China in the world economy through bringing
it fully into the world trading system, and supporting the process of economic
and social reform that is continuing in China;

e toraise the EU’s profile in China.”®

This adaptation of the EU’s China policy to the changes occurring in the country
follows the orientation of the Commission’s Asia strategy papers and is part of the
EU’s Asia policy, which today includes all the dimensions of Europe’s Common
Foreign and Security Policy, with its engagement in the ASEM process, the ARF,
formerly with KEDO, as well as the EU’s participation in various UN Peace-
keeping Operations in Asia. It is therefore more than simply the question of
whether it had become imperative to use both chances of cooperation and of new
economic opportunities. The EU has reacted to a development of China, which has
brought about changes in its economy (so much so that industrialized countries
discuss whether China is not already a full-fledged market economy) and in its
society, in its role in the world to put it at the core of that new East-Southeast Asian
centre of global gravity. Constructive cooperation across the board therefore has
become an evident necessity for an EU that is occupied with global develop-
ments.”

New challenges for the relationship

Only since about 2005 has a new problem arisen for both the EU and China in
their relationship. It is of an international, fundamental and very new nature.
During the past few years international concerns have been increasing that



258 Volker Stanzel

China"s needs for energy and other resources will change the situation on the
most important world commodity markets. In turn, concemns in China rise over
whether 'tl-ne country has sufficient means available to secure supplies of the
commodities it needs if it wants to continue its economic growth.’® In the oil
market at present, China makes efforts to control its supplies from the oil wells al]
the way to China’s coast, signing exclusive agreements with producer countries
bv'.xymg or building oil exploring and trading companies, and developing strate-,
gies to defe.:nd the oil routes or to develop land-based lines of supply. This is at
variance with the strategy of the majority of oil-consuming countries who after
1974, an.d within the framework of the International Energy Agency fox’md it
mf)st rat101'1a1 to leave energy supply security to the markets, China’; strate
might 'pOS§ll:)ly create tensions which would be detrimental to its overall objecti%Z
;f(‘} n;z:u":::;:;?g a “peaceful development,”*' and might lead to conflict with the
There Is a mked contrast between, on the one hand, the effort to explain
Chma’s_objectlve of creating “win-win” situations for itself and all jts partners, 3
of @wmg even on the tradition of an admiral of the fifteenth century to show th’at
China through the millennia pursued the Confucian principle to pacify through its
model and to create harmony between all countries, conquering “in greatest beney-
olence vsfithout ‘war” (Confucius),* and, on the other hand, an attitude that has
be_come }ncreasmgly self-confident and even risk-friendly. One example of that
ittltu.de is th'e concerted international campaign to receive support for China’s
Antl—S€q€581on Law” of March 2005, which negatively influenced the EU’s drive
towards lifting the arms embargo against China.** Another one is Beijing’s six-
month—lor.lg campaign to change the dynamics of reforming the Security Council
of the United Nations. Armed with the argument that UN reform must take more
time for deliberation, must take into account the interests of the Third World and
§hould be “democratic,” special emissaries paid a series of visits to most countries
in the wqud. Independent of the actual discussion in New York they made one
thing plal.n: .the proposals tabled so far would not meet Beijing’s approval — a
strong point in view of Beijing’s veto power but carrying the risk of antagonizing
not .only the group of four countries (plus some yet unnamed African countries)
hopmg for a permanent seat on the Security Council, but also the large number of
;g;:lt_n;‘s)rgn tgh;;(.)uth hoping for greater influence on world affairs through a
. That risk-friendly and value-free diplomacy now seems to bring about more
nslfs tl3an sglutions. A case in point is Iran. China is discovering that the new role
which it claims also means that now it carries more of the burden of responsibility
should there appear a country in the Middle East developing or possessing nuclear
arms. In the case of Sudan, Zimbabwe or Venezuela, China has argued that its
energy neefls required good relations even with these countries because China had
no alternatives. But what if the regimes supported by China later turn out to be
daz?gers for their neighbours or their own people? With all its economic growth
Chma' has acquired a greater role in the world (which it sees as its due), and now
finds itself confronted with the need to take on responsibilities of a d,imension
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never truly imagined before, except rhetorically.*® China has developed success-
fully into a country of which the world expects that it not only will abide by global
rules but it will want to have a say in how these rules are being rewritten.

At the same time China finds itself tied into a web of dependencies, it discovers

that its new-found strength and freedom allow room for manoeuvre but simulta-
neously subjugate it with all its regional neighbours to common constraints. While
in the past Asian countries were able to wait for decisions of global importance to
be taken by others, their new strength, their new power to influence global events,
gives them the responsibility to analyse situations and to devise strategies on their
own.
Here lies the problem: China has come far on its way from simply integrating
into the world economy to integrating fully into the political world community. A
country that depends in its development and prosperity on what is happening in the
world will try to influence the making of the rules of the game. But in which way?
A “world power” may well try the unilateralist option, forcing its will upon its part-
ners. Or, it may try to create “coalitions of the willing”, creating alliances that help
it get its way. Lastly, it may try to make use of international organizations and insti-
tutions in order to amive at compromises most satisfactory to a majority of the
states involved.

The question here is: in view of the overall problems in East-Southeast Asia,

whether China and its neighbours will discover that bilateral solutions as “tradi-
tional” nation-states are not sufficient any more to deal with the consequences of a
dissolving world order and dynamically progressing globalization processes. Even
traditional notions of balance of power, or of “multipolarity” of nation-states have
so far not proved able to help get very far in developing the new “rules of the road”
for the world. In a world of interdependence, a world of different actors needing
each other to exist and develop, in such a world it proves more advantageous to
represent one country’s or one region’s interest together with that of others. The
more “multilateralist” the approach, the more partners are involved, the more effi-
cient a solution can be.”’ International rules and norms as alternatives to the use of
arnmed or non-armed force are the foundation of international policies in the age of
interdependence. Cooperating in the global community multilaterally therefore
also has become the task and responsibility of East Asian countries as they wish to
develop a global policy. If it wants to pursue a sustainable policy reflecting and
using its strength, China will have to bring its neighbours in its region along.*® To
come to terms with its new status as a world power and the heavy burdens of
responsibilities that it acquired along the way, China and the countries of East Asia
will have to join other countries in exploring ways to at least minimize the risk and
to maximize the opportunities derived from the new globalization processes.

Cooperating on global governance

Multilateral cooperation in itself does not mean that there are already new
“rules of the road,” not mention a new world order. For that, an overarching
universal framework is indispensable. The United Nations in the twenty-first
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century will remain the most important forum of global rule setting. There is no
other organization that commands comparable global legitimacy even though it
is not a legitimacy that is truly democratically based. To shape the world of the
new century, however, the United Nations cannot remain as it was created in
1949. It has to reflect a world consisting of almost 200 countries. Before the
UN can define “rules of the road” for the world, it therefore needs to be
reformed itself. China, represented in the UN as Asia’s sole P-5 country,
possesses sufficient global weight to contribute to the reform of the United
Nations. The danger, if we do not get an efficient, reformed UN would be that
different forms of cooperation in smaller circles will evolve, disregarding the
interests of a larger number of states.

A major factor in creating a stronger UN would be contributing to developing
further international law. Legally bound international relations would
increase accountability and transparency of the way states deal with each
other. They would improve the rule of law over the use of sheer power in inter-
national relations. It is not enough to subscribe to the values of international
law — the rule of international law can only be a basis for international rela-
tions if countries accord to this law precedence over national law. To give new
stability to the world and to replace the crumbling structures of the Cold War
age with a new world order shaping the norms of future stability, a conviction
of the importance of international law will have to grow worldwide, and fore-
most in the countries forming the new centres of gravity. This is the most
concrete part of the task facing China in the twenty-first century: strategic
problem-solving multilaterally and mainly by rebuilding the United Nations.
“Strategic” means that common problems have to be identified together and
solutions have to be charted and implemented together. Such “strategic part-
nerships™ are possible only if all involved work from the same basis. Anach-
ronistic ideas of statehood or of state sovereignty will only lead to traditional
national solution efforts — bound to fail — instead of transnational ones,
adequate to today’s global challenges.*®

Therefore, enhancing the existing mode of cooperation between the EU and
China by venturing into the core areas of global governance may help over-
come the “new challenge” to the relationship consisting in the burden of new
responsibilities for China and the countries of its region. The two sides might
therefore examine how to systematically and strategically approach major
concrete issues and areas such as the following, prioritized not in order of
urgency but of long-term impact (Bates Gill’s chapter in this volume also
considers how many of these issues might also be open to greater China-
Europe-United States cooperation):*

1 Global governance:

*  How toreform the UN? Do we need additional global or regional institutions
with the rise of new economic powers among the countries of the South?
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« How to reform international law? How to establish an international rule
of law (including in the area of human rights)?

e How to redefine “state sovereignty” in the age of globalization, how to
promote regional and inter-regional cooperation? How to support the
cooperation of regional organizations?

2  Global economic relations:

e How to avoid international conflicts over energy and other vital

resources? ‘ o .
e How to solve conflicts over global trade liberalization inside and outside

the WTO? ‘ . .
e How to assure internationally coordinated, efficient and sustainable envi-

ronment policies? . N
» How to assure sustainable development in transforming and modernizing

countries?

3 International crisis management:

e How to develop cooperative strategies and policies to deal with
terrorism? ‘

e How to cooperatively combat and prevent international crime (trade in
humans, drugs, arms, money laundering)?

¢ How to deal with, and prevent, global health risks?

4  International conflict management:

e How to make the international non-proliferation regimes more efficient,
how to deal with violators? . .

e How to put into place workable and efficient peacekeeping structures and
forces? . '
How to prevent or solve armed regional and internal conflicts?
How to support states threatened with the “failure” of their statehood,
how to eradicate its root causes, how to “manage” radical ideologies
dangerous to peace?

Value partners?

For Europe, the question arising from the increasing intensity of the EU-China
relationship is one of its prospects. If the EU and China in the global systc.m h.ave
become “interest partners” in that they pursue similar interests and objectives
multilaterally and in the UN system, are they then what we might call “value part-
ners” too? Many differences persist. The question of the rule of law @d of human
rights in China has been defused to a degree by the evolving human ngbts concept
in China, which is best represented by the fact that since 2004 ther.e isa human
rights clause in the Chinese constitution. Yet as long as there are arbitrary _]uS'tIC?,
torture, hard labour camps, restricted press and media freedom and limited indi-
vidual, religious (Tibet, Christian churches) and social freedom, whenever there is
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a more conspicuous individual case it will still easily turn into a political problem
between the two sides.

Then there is the question of the EU arms embargo, and the question of peaceful
or non-peaceful resolution of the Taiwan question.*’ There are economic disputes,
where mainly the problem of the violation of intellectual property rights outsizes
anything that has happened in the past when Japan, South Korea and others began
their economic take-off. The question whether the EU will grant China Market
Economy Status (MES) has turned from a question of only a technical nature into
one of political symbolism. The problematic nature of the question of value part-
nership between the EU and China becomes starkly clear when seen in comparison
with Europe’s relationship to the US.* The transatlantic relationship is based on
values and thus for Europe supersedes all other relationships. Even though some
Chinese think tankers speculate that economic realities will at some point force
Europe to stand against the US,* the majority realize that, in comparison, there is
an imbalance in the EU—-China relationship in that the EU in most cases tends to
have more understanding for American objectives and interests than for China’s.*
If efficiency and trust of the future EU-China relationship is contingent upon
shared values, then, from the European point of view, that inevitably needs to be
addressed at some point.*’

These differences are not matters to be resolved easily simply by relying on
common interests — it is in the cultural distance that remains even in the age of
globalization where the difference between interest and value partnership lies.
This distance results from different histories and different cultural developments.*
Therefore the best that Chinese and Europeans — and others — can do today is lead an
open dialogue on value questions. It is not just the “hard facts” of politics and
economics that decide the quality of the EU~China relationship and the limits and
the potential of cooperation in the international arena. More decisive in the long
run is “cultural” exchange, an exchange on “values” in the widest sense.*” Because
values are involved, such an exchange is not easy — it is the question of how to deal
with alien ways of thinking and behaving. Therefore, only if cultural exchange is
dense, will societies in due time be able to understand each other and each other’s
values — values upon which interests are based. Mutual comprehension provides
the basis for productive cooperation in both politics and economics.

If Chinese and Europeans know so much about each other today and are able to
cooperate fruitfully, they owe it to a high degree to the cultural exchange between their
countries during past decades and centuries. Such a cultural exchange would be less
sustainable were it confined to institutionalized exchange. Due to the process of
globalization our societies have an increasing number of partners worldwide. That
might lead to a relative decrease in importance for existing partnerships. Governments
on their own can only achieve so much. This then is the field of civil society and the
day-to-day encounters in shared experiences, Only the innumerable actors that consti-
tute a “civil society” have the combined potential to initiate an exchange of knowledge
on values, philosophies, and visions that may come to constitute a robust basis upon

which political and economic leaders can build. Therefore, to draw those new “mental
maps” in the twenty-first century, both in China, in Asia, and in Europe, is less and less
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a task for politics and business. It is more than ever a task for both European and
Chinese society.®

Outlook: the EU and China in the new international setting

A close relationship with Europe promises China economic and political benefits,
and support in various ways for its policy of reform and opening. In comparison,
defining China’s relationship to its superpower neighbour, the United States, or
achieving more cohesiveness in its own, politically and economically diverse, East
Asian region, is more complicated and problematic. For Europe, in turn, to develop
close relations with the fastest and largest of the newly rising economic (and
increasingly political) powers of East Asia opens new and promising economic
and trade opportunities, and allows cooperation with an ever more influential
partner in tackling global and regional questions.

Thus, the EU-China relationship has seen marked and rapid improvements
across the board. Today, Europe is China’s most important trading partner in the
world, China is Europe’s most important trading partner in Asia, Europe supports
with a number of measures China’s reform policy, both cooperate in science and
technology, and both lead several dialogues on major bilateral and multilateral
issues.

Towards the end of the decade, however, the EU and China find themselves
confronted with a new international setting characterized by an increasingly
unstable international environment as well as forces of globalization that subvert
existing national and international institutions and value systems. The challenge
for the two centres of gravity in the world, Europe and East Asia (with China as
the centrepiece), as much as for the United States, therefore consists in jointly
trying to define new global “rules of the road” or, better, a new international
order. The growing intensity of their cooperative relationship would seem to
facilitate that task. There is, however, a new and growing obstacle which carries
the potential of impeding closer EU-China cooperation on major problems. It is
the increased awareness in China that a greater role in world affairs brings along
a greater burden of responsibilities. Whether China will be able to shoulder that
burden and play an accordingly constructive role commensurate with its new
strength remains to be seen.

The EU and China therefore need to work constructively on two strategies.
Dedicating themselves to a multilateralist approach in cooperating on concrete
questions of global governance would be the short/medium-term one. Thus the
reform of the United Nations, adapting global economic relations to the changes
caused by the newly rising economic powers, cooperating in both crisis and
conflict management should be on the agenda of the so-called strategic partnership
between the two.* A more medium-long-term strategy would be a deliberate effort
to overcome the value distance and the cultural gap still existing between Europe
and China. The objective here would be to aim, over time, at creating a true value
partnership enhancing the existing interest partnership in a similar way as is the

case at present between the Atlantic allies.
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