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Abstract

The European Union (EU) self-representation with reference to a set of values is frequently criticized as an ‘empty speech’ having nothing to do with the reality where external policies are guided by economic and security interests. This article claims that to the contrary, values of human rights and democracy are important for the conduct of the EU’s foreign affairs. It demonstrates that values, as the element constitutive to the EU’s self-representation, set the framework for the argumentation for the EU’s institutional actors within the debate whether to lift the EU’s embargo on arms sales to China, which took place between 2003 and 2005.

Introduction
The European Union (EU) describes its actions on the international stage as guided by a set of values, including peace, liberty, democracy, the rule of law, and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. This self-representation of the EU as a normative power is put to a particularly hard test in its relations with China and Taiwan. The media, public opinion and academia label it as an ‘empty speech’ that has nothing to do with the reality on the ground. They criticize the EU’s policies towards both Asian partners for fulfilling member states’ economic and security interests and neglecting values. 
One of the instances when most of the media and scholars were in unison about the prevalence of the member states’ interests over common values was their assessment of the EU’s proposal to lift the arms embargo on China imposed on China by the European Community following the 1989 Tiananmen Square events. The arms embargo debate divided institutions, governments and the public in Europe for some years: starting in 2003, with the proposal to lift the EU’s ban on arms sales to China, it was discontinued in 2005 after the introduction of the anti-secession law by the Chinese authorities. The commentators’ attention focused on interests of Germany and France as the leaders of these member states – French President Jacques Chirac and German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder – introduced and strongly advocated the idea of lifting of the ban. This account was supported mainly with the evidence about Berlin and Paris’ substantial interests in trade with Beijing. If EU’s values such as human rights and democracy were mentioned at all, it was only in order to point to the bifurcation between the organization’s self-representation as a promoter of these values around the world and ‘reality’ where the member states sacrificed the normative goals for economic and strategic gains. As a result, the EU’s self-representation with reference to values was discredited once again as a meaningless rhetoric. 
This article claims that such explanation is not satisfactory, as it oversimplifies the functioning of values and diminishes their role in politics. It takes the perspective of traditional realists and constructivists, where values, norms and other ideas, are treated solely as causal stimuli to a lesser of higher degree influencing the EU’s foreign policy behavior. More particularly, for realists, the compliance is possible in the face of force, i.e. we defer to norms because we are forced to do so or there is a threat of force; liberally inspired rationalists derive the ‘power of prescriptions’ from the possible benefits they might bring for us, thus, we comply because we make long-term utilitarian calculations; while most constructivists tilt towards the idealist position in their treatment of norms and rules as duty-imposing ‘social facts’, which constrain our choices. What these explanations have in common is that they generally infer force of norms and rules from the observance of overt behaviour – of compliance or non-compliance (Kratochwil, 1984: 686 and 1989: 32).
Accordingly, the impact of ideational factors is typically deducted from the examination of actors’ behaviour or decisions (Kratochwil and Ruggie, 1986: 768). Similarly, the EU’s self- representation with reference to values is usually discussed within the frames of this understanding of ideational factors. It is mostly about what the organization does with respect to the ‘outside’ world, to what degree this action is caused by values and whether it is compatible with its self-description.
 The prevailing literature dealing with this topic aims at the assessment of the organization’s behaviour by looking for the causal relationship between the European normative foreign policy goals, on the one hand, and political actions on the international stage on the other. In addition to the ‘goals’ and ‘acts’ other elements are often considered, as for example, the ‘impact’ or ‘achievements’ in order to double check the ‘real’ objectives of the organization.

However, this perspective on values shows only part of the picture. Ideas, such as principles, identities, preferences, values, etc. are more than only ‘causes’ for actions. The role they play is more complex. Kratochwil (1984: 686) explains that besides ‘causing’ or ‘not causing’ certain behaviour, they serve to ‘make demands, rally support, justify action, ascribe responsibility, and assess the praiseworthy or blameworthy character of an action’. This function includes ‘the rationales and justifications for behaviour which are proffered, together with pleas for understanding or admission of guilt, as well as the responsiveness to such reasoning’ (Kratochwil and Ruggie, 1986: 768). The inquiry into this function should demonstrate not if and to what extent, but how the values ‘work’ and what values ‘work’ in the case of EU’s relations with China and Taiwan. Thus, the main question of this article is whether values constitutive to the EU’s self-representation vis-à-vis China and Taiwan, such as human rights and democracy, were perceived by the EU’s institutions as valid justifications in the debate on arms embargo and as such legitimized some actions and revoked others or different set of ideas performed this function? 
As long as function of values in which we are interested manifests itself in communication, in order to answer this question, we must redirect our focus from what politicians do to what they say. We have to agree with Torfing (2005) that international actors do not only act together, but also need to explain their policies and actions to others, seek their acceptance and express their opinions about decisions of other actors. In order to inquire into the ‘social fabric’ of EU’s policies towards cross-Straits, this work adopts a discourse theoretical approach. It is claimed that the analysis of communication should enable us to shed the light on the complicated process, which lead EU’s actors to common decisions. The argument is that the study of these processes in which actors justify their decisions with reference to values can greatly enhance our comprehension of the way in which values ‘work’ and of their role in the EU’s foreign policies. 
Although the validity of values within the debate on arms embargo was negotiated by all the institutions within the EU as well as the third international actors, due to the limitation of space, I decided to focus on discursive activities of two discussants: the Council of Ministers (later referred to as the Council) and the European Parliament (EP). The first of them – the Council was selected for the reason that it represents the main decision maker in the area of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). In contrast, at the time when the debate took place, the EP’s prerogatives in the area of external relations were limited to the consultative and advisory and it was perceived as the weakest institution and the marginal player in this area of policy.
 Moreover, the Council is usually described as the representative of the interests of the member states, while the European Parliament (2008) foresees its main role in protection and promotion of ‘European values’ in EU’s external relations with the main role granted to defending human rights. While the EP is called to be the ‘moral tribune’, the ‘moral conscience’, ‘conscience of the Union’ (Stavridis, 2006: 14) or the ‘norm entrepreneur’, Zanon (2005: 14) suggests that the logic of economics stands behind Council’s decisions. If both institutions attach importance to different types of values, i.e. economic and political vs. moral or are perceived as such, we can expect that values constitute one of the main points of disagreement in their discussion and an important element of their assessment of other participants in the discussion. 

If I demonstrate the significant contribution from the EP to the debate, it would mean that not only distribution of power in the form of decision-making prerogatives among the EU’s institutions was important but it constituted only a part of a wider set of conditions for the argumentation. It would also mean that the decision making powers, although codified in the organization’s official documents, such as Treaties, are never fixed, be recreated and renegotiated. It would probe that the EU represents a robust regime where the possibility of change is constantly negotiated in a struggle over meaning between the institutions. And if actors involved refer to values of human rights and democracy in order to be successful in these negotiations, it would attest to their significance.  
The article approaches the discursive practices of the Council and the EP through Parliamentary Questions tabled between December 2003 and December 2005 and the Council’s Responses to these questions (for the detailed list of the analysed documents, see references). In order to see how subjects of the debate, including EU, China, Taiwan, the Council and the EP are referred to linguistically and what characteristics are attributed to them we will mainly look at predications of a noun, i.e. the verbs, adverbs and adjectives that are attached to nouns. As Milliken (2001: 141) explains, ‘predications of a noun construct the thing(s) named as a particular sort of thing, with particular features and capacities’. We thus can expect this method to be useful for the analysis of the system of signification for the various actors in international relations. We will be also interested in the argumentative strategies applied by the Council and MEPs to endow their claims with authority and evidentiality, i.e. how they communicate sources of knowledge and degree of certainty.
The Parliamentary questions 
On the basis of the nationality of the authors who inquired about the arms embargo in the period of the debate and their membership in the political group, it is difficult to discern dominant national or ideological patterns. The authors of questions came from the five biggest party groups within the Parliament except Socialist Group (PES) and also from the non-attached members.
 They were of different nationalities, including two MEPs from France, Ireland, Belgium and one MEP from Netherlands, UK, Spain, Belgium, Ireland and Germany. 

Almost all of these questions refer to various characteristics of China. Only two questions in which the MEPs ask about the Council’s future plans with respect to the arms embargo do not project any picture of the Asian country. Parliamentarians describe China in unfavorable light. They achieve this goal via reference to two issues. First, in five out of the thirteen analyzed questions, they recall the Tiananmen incident. It is always accompanied by predicates pointing to the character of the event as ‘tragic events’ (McKenna, 2004), ‘tragic events involving the power of the State’ (Meijer, 2004), ‘violent suppression of the student protest by the Communist regime’ (Claeys, 2005) and the event is associated with ‘killings’ and ‘massacre’ (Watson, 2004; Vanhecke, 2004).
 The MEPs claim that the human rights situation in China ‘has not improved’
 and suggest that the ‘China of today’ is the same as the China of the era of Tiananmen incident.
 
Second, while relating to China, the Parliamentarians call attention to the security situation in the cross-Straits and point to the ‘aggressive stances [of Beijing] against Taiwan’ (Cohn-Bendit, 2004). By linking the issue of the embargo with the question of Taiwan, they demonstrate that the Chinese ‘aggressive’ face is not a matter of the past, but constitutes a continuing threat. Taiwan, on the other hand, is described in opposition to China, as a democratic actor.

The MEPs take on other issues than China’s poor record of human rights or threatening attitude towards Taiwan only in two instances: when they are interested in the consequences of European choices with respect to China for the EU’s global role and more particularly vs. the US (two questions: Claeys, 2005 and Lambsdorff, 2005) and when they simply ask about the Council’s future plans with respect to the arms embargo (three questions: Cohn-Bendit, 2004; McKenna, 2004 and Romeva Rueda, 2004).
They seem not to acknowledge Beijing’s economic success and transformation. The elements of this narrative might be spotted only in two questions. In the first of them, the economic developments in China are mentioned, yet, with the main goal to call attention to the fact that they were the only changes, which took place in China.
 In the second instance, we can read about the ‘vast Chinese market’. It is claimed that some member states planned to lift the arms embargo in exchange for the ‘access’ to this market, although it ‘has never been officially acknowledged’. Thus, the reference to this narrative involves the criticism of the member states, which as suggested, are ready to sacrifice European values for economic gains. 
It brings us to the description of other actors by the MEPs – the member states and the Council. The MEPs criticize member states and more particularly these who proposed to lift the ban. It is suggested that they might exercise pressure on the Council to realize their interests instead of doing what is ‘appropriate’, i.e. act according to the European values. Thus, the MEPs juxtapose the selfish interests of the individual member states with the common values of the EU represented by them and by the Council (McKenna, 2004). They create the in-group of ‘us’, including the Council and the EP acting in an appropriate manner and the out-group of these states that were acting according to their selfish interests, as for instance, the improvement of ‘trade relations with China’ or ‘access to the vast Chinese market’ (Claeys, 2005). This categorization projects the identity of the normative actor for the Council. It also implies that despite this role, it might take an inappropriate decision if it serves the interests of some member states.

At first glance it might seem that MEPs carefully hedge their claims about China, since they use the form of questions or cite other actors’ opinions on the situation in the PRC. The application of the question form for example, in some circumstances might communicate the invitation of the addressee to take the stance (‘agreement’ or ‘disagreement’, ‘admitting’) and to be involved in the meaning making, in our case, the meaning making about China. However, these questions and references to various opinions of other actors are not applied by MEPs for this purpose, since the context in which they are articulated  - the background knowledge about the ‘tragic events’ during the Tiananmen incident and about the violations of human rights in China – bring about an unambiguous interpretation of China. Thus, the Parliamentarians present their view on China with great certainty and refuse to discuss it. 

The room for maneuvering left for the Council to negotiate meaning is limited by at least two factors. First, the ‘truth’ that ‘everyone knows’ about China, i.e. that the ‘human rights record in China has not shown any sign of improvement’ popular in the media and second, the EU’s own reports on the human rights situation in China, which have been half-critical, half-appraising of China. As the example may serve the question: ‘Does the Council agree that the main change for the better in the People’s Republic of China since 1989 has been its rapid and often uncontrolled economic growth (…)?’ It was not stated with the goal to invite the addressee to take the stance, since the answer was implied in the question, but to communicate information about China (Meijer, 2004). 

The MEPs in their question tend to incorporate words of some international social actors and of media. For example, Patricia McKenna (2004) cites the Amnesty International to describe the human rights situation in China. McKenna does not directly quote the organization’s words, but evokes them as part of the unquoted language of the question. This discursive move allows her to demonstrate certain solidarity with Amnesty International, which is additionally underscored with the adverbs manifesting the agreement with what the organization says: ‘soundly’ and ‘rightly so’. This solidarity with those who are right, in turn, grants authority to MEPs own words without the need of stating her personal opinion. The references to various social actors, besides confirming the special ‘knowledge’ of the Parliament, also invoke the EP’s role as the institution acting on behalf of civil society, responsible to make the voices of people heard by the EU’s decision makers. The MEPs thus project their institution as the one that allows the various voices from Europe to be heard, noticed and acted upon by the Council. It should be also mentioned that reference to various international sources, including American allows them to transcend locality and place themselves on the international level adequate to comment on the EU’s proper behaviour as an actor with responsibilities towards the international, not only European civil society. 

Overall, the arms embargo issue in the Parliamentary questions is linked to a) human rights and democracy situation in China, including the democratic developments in Hong Kong (Meijer 2004); b) cross-Strait relations. In both instances, the predicational strategies are constructed to create the devalued picture of China. This interpretation of the embargo and of China allows MEPs to state certain conditions for lifting of the ban: a) the improvement of human rights and democracy situation in China, including the acknowledgement by the Chinese government of what happened at Tiananmen; b) the peaceful solution of the conflict with Taiwan. 
We can assume that the choice of European values as the crucial theme for the debate on the embargo by the Parliamentarians was related to the recognition by the CFSP decision makers of the EP’s right to speak on these topics. However, only the analysis of the Council’s answers to these questions would demonstrate whether the EP self-representation performed in questions was recognized by the Council and how it was negotiated.
The Council replies to the Parliamentary Questions
The consideration of the institutional context and particularly of the powers of the Council in comparison with these of the Parliament in the area of CFSP, would suggest that the Council would speak from the position of power of the decision making body. The Parliament, in turn, would be only ‘informed or at best consulted in foreign affairs’ (Jørgensen, 2002: 223). Indeed, this prevalence of the Council can be observed in several instances of replies to the Parliamentary questions. Foremost, the Council had a large leeway in its replies. It demonstrates in the fact that it did not respond to all the themes referred to in the Parliamentary Questions.
 
Moreover, in several instances, the Council referred to the European Council as an agent, who legitimized the Council’s decisions.
 Since the statements of the European Council are of the highest authority as this institution sets the priorities and guidelines in the area of the CFSP, the pointing to it as an agent, took the responsibility for certain decisions away from the Council. Additionally, the Council did not inform the MEPs on the state of affairs of the work on the issue nor disclosed the positions in the debate taken by the individual member states, either within the Coreper or the PSC.
 Instead, it only generally spoke about the ‘ongoing analysis of this topic’,
 ‘the ongoing examination of this topic’,
 ‘well-advanced work’
 or informed that ‘the Council bodies are working’
 on this matter without explaining the details. Thus, despite the rule of the Maastricht Treaty of 1992, according to which the EP should stay informed about the development of the Union’s foreign and security policy, in reality, the Parliamentarians receive only very general information via the official channels (TEU, Title V). 
Still, three types of rules could be discerned that the Council was obliged to follow despite its position of power. First, these were the obligations towards the member states. The Council, for example, could not disclose the views expressed by the individual member states. Second, it had to act according to the various EU’s institutional rules. These might concern the general rules of procedure or stipulate the prerogatives of each institution in the area of the CFSP. With reference to the former, the Council stressed that it acted according to the ‘current rules of transparency’ while taking the decision on the arms embargo.
 In the case of the institutional prerogatives, the Council reassured Parliamentarians that it ‘has carefully studied the European Parliament’s resolution on the arms embargo on China and will consider it’
 or that it ‘has duly taken note of the European Parliament’s Resolution on the arms embargo on China and will consider it’.
 Thus, it followed the rule of the Maastricht Treaty of 1992 according to which the European Parliament views on external relations should be ‘duly taken into consideration’ (TEU, Title V).

Third, the Council considered in its replies various elements of the EU’s self-representation with respect to China. It stated that the concerns for human rights and democracy were taken into account.
 It took as a matter of fact the EU’s responsibility for human rights, security and stability on the international stage and in ‘the region’. Thus the Council acknowledged the importance of European values. However, it also underlined that ‘consideration is given to number of factors’. Besides the human rights situation in China, these involved the strategic partnership with China and security concerns. Thus, with reference to this relatively new discourse on EU’s relations with China on cooperation and strategic partnership, the Council made an attempt to introduce to the discussion with the EP economic and security values as legitimizing elements. It has to be stressed that the reference to the partnership with China invokes identity for Beijing as a powerful international actor that has undergone substantial economic and political transformation, which was not admitted by Parliamentarians. 
Fourth, the Council recognized the narratives about the European Parliament. It did not question the EU’s role as a promoter of certain values. Instead, the ministers took for granted Parliamentarians’ right to question the Council’s will and effectiveness in promoting various European values in relations with China. Furthermore, the Council was defending its role as a promoter of these values in EU’s relations with China in each case the MEPs questioned it. To this end, the Council recalled various occasions on which it expressed concerns about the situation of human rights and democracy in China. For instance, in the reply of 23 November 2004, the Council referred to the Council Conclusions from the meeting of 11 October 2004,
 during which ministers not only ‘took stock of the state of discussions on the embargo’ (GAERC, 2004), but also adopted the conclusions on the EU-China dialogue on human rights. In the reply of 16 March 2005, the Council recalled the EU-China Human Rights Dialogue, which took place in February of the same year.
 
Let us now look at the process of asking questions by the EP and giving answers by the Council as a negotiation in which information is exchanged in a dialogue. The interlocutors have the right to initiate some topics and respondents are expected to react to the introduced matters. This approach will allow us to compare the construction of the embargo in the Council’s replies with the version presented by the EP in the questions. 
Both institutions agreed on the relevance of the EU’s self-representation with reference to values in relations with China. Therefore, the Council’s starting point in the debate was similar to the one presented by the European Parliament, where the EU represented the global player acting according to its core values and responsible international actor. This we can call as a ‘known known’ to both actors.
Yet, clear differences were observed. First, while the MEPs in their questions on arms embargo frequently referred to the Tiananmen incident, mainly to recall the reasons for which the ban was imposed – breaches of human rights and democracy by the PRC government – the Council did not comment the event. Moreover, although the ministers mentioned human rights and democracy as issues that need to be considered within the debate, they usually referred to them as one of the criteria of the other document than the arms embargo - Code of Conduct.
 
Additionally, in seven out of thirteen questions, MEPs mentioned the problem of the Chinese threat to Taiwan. The Council overlooked these concerns in its answers to the Parliamentary questions and did not refer to the tension in cross-Straits. Instead, it stressed that ‘the result of any decision should not be an increase of arms exports from EU Member States to China’ and underlined the importance of ‘national security of friendly and allied countries’ and in other place, of the ‘security concerns of friends and allies’. This reply leaves open the question, whether the Council pointed to the US and Japan or to Taiwan, as its government is not recognized by the EU. Thus, the Council did not state the clear answer, but spoke about the EU’s security concerns in general. 
Moreover, the Council avoided references to the devalued descriptions of China, such as the country’s poor human rights and democracy record and aggressive stance towards Taiwan, which were frequent in the EP’s questions. Instead, it stressed its own efforts in promoting European values and excluded the possibility that its decisions on embargo might lead to the increase of arms sales to China. 
This representation of reality was significant from the Parliamentarians’ perspective when the questions related to EU-China relations were discussed and it led to the reinforcement of certain roles for the EP vs. the CFSP decision makers in the relations with China. These representations of reality allowed them to reproduce the Parliament’s self-representation as a leader of values, that is on the vigil for behavior inconsistent with the ‘European ideal’ and which fulfils this function on behalf of society. This was frequently contrasted with the narratives on the CFSP decision makers. It was suggested that their actions with respect to China were not ‘appropriate’ as prioritizing economical or strategic issues over the normative concerns. This criticism was supported with the traditional narrative about the role of IOs as serving the economic and strategic interests of the member states. This, it in turn, enabled for criticism of the CFSP decision makers since this narrative was in disagreement with the EU’s self-representation with reference to common values of human rights and democracy. Thus, it was not only the set of the formal rules, but also the EU’s self representation that constituted the socio- cultural practice, which to a certain degree guided patterns in terms of which the EP and the Council could talk, think, value and interact.
CONCLUSIONS
The Council and the EP differed with respect to their interpretation of China and Taiwan. The Council presented China in a positive light in order to justify cooperation with Beijing and to discuss the lifting of the ban. On the other hand, the description of the PRC by the MEPs was negative. They focused on violations of various EU’s values in China and on the Chinese threat to Taiwan. The perspective on China presented in the Parliamentary questions was thus created via the lenses of ‘European values’ of human rights and democracy and made the EP input into the debate relevant, despite the lack of EP’s decision making prerogatives with respect to arms embargoes. At the same time when the Council and the Parliament presented China and Taiwan in different light, both constructed Europe along the lines of EU’s self-representation with reference to values of human rights and democracy. It brought about considerable consequences for the argumentation of both actors. 
The EU’s self-representation became significant for what was the ‘right’ thing to do for all the institutions. Thus, the Council was expected to act not only according to certain institutional rules but also in agreement with the practices appropriate for the actor that presents its role vis-à-vis China and Taiwan with reference to values of human rights and democracy. Moreover, the Council recognized the EP’s authority to speak on EU-China-Taiwan relations from the position of the ‘champion of European values.’ It enabled Parliamentarians to comment on what was ‘appropriate’ to do in this ‘value-loaded’ issue. As we could see, the MEPs presented their value judgments of the Council’s actions and decisions in the Parliamentary questions to the Council. Thus, when the Parliament suggested that some actions of the Council in relation to China and Taiwan did not keep the standard of the EU’s self-representation, the reputation of the Council was at stake. The Council in turn, defended its own as well as member states’ competency to promote values in contacts with the Asian partners.
Summarizing, the examination of the Parliamentary Questions to the Council on arms embargo and of replies to these questions demonstrated that values of human rights and democracy were crucial for the argumentation of the Council as well as of the EP. It means that not only the set of the formal institutional prerogatives, but also the EU’s values guide patterns in terms of which the EP and the Council interact. We can thus talk about the political consequences of the EU’s strong emphasis on human rights and democracy in its self-representation versus China and Taiwan. 
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	Table 1 Parliamentary Questions on arms embargo (December 2003 – December 2005)

	Date *
	Question type/number/author
	Subject

	2003
	

	4 December
	Oral Question O-0079/03 by Daniel Cohn-Bendit (France, Greens/EFA)
	Lifting the EU Arms Embargo on China

	2004
	
	

	2 February
	Oral Question H-0077/04 by Patricia McKenna for Question Time at the part-session in March 2004 (Ireland, Greens/EFA)
	The non-lifting of the EU arms embargo on China

	4 February
	Written Question P-0321/04 by Daniel Cohn-Bendit 
	EU embargo on arms sales to China. 

	11 February
	Written Question E-0333/04 by Erik Meijer (Netherlands, GUE/NGL) 


	The unchanged human rights and democracy situation in China and Hong Kong, the threat to Taiwan and the need for the arms embargo

	28 September 
	Oral Question O-0052/04 with Debate by Graham Watson (UK, ALDE)
	Lifting China arms embargo

	29 September
	Written Question E-2390/04 by Raül Romeva a Rueda (Spain, Greens/EFA)
	Continuation of EU arms embargo on China

	19 October
	Oral Question O-0059/04 by Graham Watson and Marielle De Sarnes on behalf of ALDE/ADLE (UK, ALDE/France, EPP-ED)
	EU-China Summit

	25 November
	Written Question E-3221/04 by Frank VANHECKE (Belgium, NI)
	Arms embargo on China

	2005
	
	

	20 January
	Written Question E-0270/05 by Frank VANHECKE 
	EU arms embargo on China

	23 February 
	Written Question E-0849/05 by Philip Claeys (Belgium, NI)


	Arms embargo against China, repercussions for cooperation with the United States

	23 February
	Written Question E-0850/05 by Philip CLAEYS 
	Arms embargo against China – conditions

	23 March
	Oral Question H-0244/05 by Gay Mitchell for Question Time at the part-session in April 2005 (Ireland, EPP-ED)
	China arms embargo

	25 April
	Oral Question H-0330/05 by Alexander Lambsdorff for part-session in May 2005 (Germany, ALDE)
	Future EU relations with China and Japan

	* The date on which the question was submitted within the Parliament


	Table 2 The Replies to the Parliamentary Questions to the Council of the European Union tabled from December 2003 till December 2005 (retrieved thorough the search on the official website of the Council with the key words: ‘China and embargo’)

	Date 

(reply)
	Title
	Subject

	2004
	
	

	8 March
	PRELIMINARY DRAFT REPLY TO WRITTEN QUESTION P-0321/04 put by Daniel Cohn-Bendit on 2004 February 4
	EU embargo on arms sales to China. 

	9 March
	DRAFT REPLY* TO ORAL QUESTION No H-0077/04 (put by Patricia McKenna (Verts/ALE-Irl) to the Council for Question Time at the part-session in March (I) 2004
	The non-lifting of the EU arms embargo on China

	21 April
	PRELIMINARY DRAFT REPLY TO WRITTEN QUESTION E-0333/04 put by Erik Meijer on 11.02.04

- Document Partially Accessible to the Public (draft reply deleted)
	The unchanged human rights and democracy situation in China and Hong Kong, the threat to Taiwan and the need for the arms embargo

	23 Nov.
	PRELIMINARY DRAFT REPLY TO WRITTEN QUESTION E-2390/04 put by Raül Romeva a Rueda on 15.10.04
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� See for example: Rosencrance (1998); Manners 2002; Nicolaïdis and Howse (2002); Youngs (2004).


� Tocci (2007) proposes three standards against which a normative character of actor’s foreign policy can be assessed: normative goals, normative acts and normative impact. 


� The prerogatives of the EP in the CFSP as well as its perception changed with the Lisbon Treaty. However, this article covers period between 2003 and 2005, thus before the Lisbon Treaty. 


� Greens/EFA - 3, ALDE - 3, EPP-ED – 2, NI – 2, GUE/NGL - 1 (if the same MEP wrote two questions, the party to which he belongs was counted only once). 


� The nominalization ‘Tiananmen Square killings’ (Watson, 2004) or speaking about the ‘Tiananmen Square massacre’ (Vanhecke, 2004) might suggest that both authors wished to make those responsible for the act less visible. However, the careful reading of the questions shows that it was not the goal. For example, in the question of Vanhecke, the Tiananmen Square massacre is not described as an action but as an event, for the reasons that those responsible deny their responsibility and the author leaves the reader without any doubt that it is the Chinese government, while writing: ‘There should be some kind of acknowledgement by the Chinese Government about what happened. (…) Does not the Council feel that the Chinese Government must come forward with an official interpretation of the events in question and that an independent inquiry must be carried out into the facts of the matter, after which those responsible for the massacre must be clearly identified?’


� For example, Cohn-Bendit (2004) claimed that ‘human rights record of China has not shown any sign of improvement’.


� ‘Given the fact that the human rights and security situation in China has not improved since [the Tiananmen incident] (…).’ (Cohn-Bendit, 2004); ‘there are still people in jail who were arrested at that time’ (Claeys, 2005).


� According to Meijer (2004), Taiwan’s ‘population is now opting for lasting independence and neighbourly relations with China’. 


� Although the author states that the ‘main change for the better in the People’s Republic of China since 1989 has been its rapid and often uncontrolled economic growth’, the reference to the ‘main change’ will leave the impression that there were no other changes and this one was the only one. 


� Claeys (2005) refers to The Financial Times while Vanhecke (2004) to the BBC News. 


� For example, the Council does not answer the question by Vanhecke (2005): ‘Does the Council agree with Dick Oosting’s [the Director of Amnesty International as indicated by the author of the question] statement?’ 


� See, for example, the reply to the Written Question E-2390/04 where the Council wrote: ‘The Council invites the Honourable Member to refer to paragraph 57 of the European Council conclusions adopted at its meeting in Brussels on 16 and 17 December 2004’. 


� See the Reply to Written Question P-321/04: ‘The Council has not set any specific date for decisions regarding the arms embargo on China, nor it is in a situation to disclose the views of individual Member States on this issue’. 


� Reply to Written Question P-321/04.


� Reply to Oral Question H-0077/04.


� Reply to Written Question E-3221/04.


� Reply to Written Question E-2390/04.


� Reply to Oral Question H-0077/04.


� Reply to Written Question P-321/04.


� Reply to Oral Question H-0077/04.


� In comparison, the following of the institutional rules by the Council according to MEPs involves such actions as: ‘study and consider’ the EP’s resolution, ‘take it duly into account’ (Cohn-Bendit, 2004) take transparent decisions, inform and consult its decisions with the EP (McKenna, 2004), etc. 


� Reply to Written Question E-2390/04: ‘the human rights situation in China continues to be a matter of concern’.


� Reply to Written Question E-2390/04.


� Reply to Written Question E-0270/05.


� The document of CFSP agreed in June 1998 with the aim to promote convergence in member states’ arms sales.
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