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Rosine Plank-Brumback: This is an interview of Ambassador Hugo Paemen for an oral history
of the world trading system being compiled by the Institute of International Economic Law of
Georgetown University Law Center. We’re in his office at Hogan and Hartson in Washington,
DC. The date is September 24, 2009. My name is Rosine Plank-Brumback and I have the

pleasure of conducting this interview. Thank you so much, Ambassador Paemen, for

participating in this project and giving us your valuable time.
Hugo Paemen: My pleasure.

Plank-Brumback: Your insights from over two decades of national and European Community
service—including as Chef de Cabinet of European Commissioner Vicomte Etienne Davignon,

as spokesman for Commission President Jacques Delors; as Commission Deputy Director-
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General for External Relations, and in this capacity lead European negotiator for the Uruguay
Round; and as EU [European Union] Ambassador to the United States—are of enormous value
to scholars and researchers tracing the evolution of the international trade regime, and also to

government officials and diplomats for formulating future policy.

To begin the interview, I would like you to please provide some information about your personal
background and career history. Then we’ll move to your recollections of the Jenkins, the Thorn,
and the Delors Commissions, the Uruguay Round, and bilateral trade and other issues with the
United States during your EU ambassadorship. So where were you born and raised, what were
your university studies, and what in your background prepared or inclined you to a foreign
service career, first in the service of your country Belgium, and then the European Community,

and for a career in trade negotiations?

Paemen: Well, I’'m Belgian by origin, was born close to Louvain, in Dutch Leuven, an old
Flemish University town. The university goes back to 1425 and I’ve always been very close to it;
I’m still on the board of the university at this moment. And I did all my studies there—school
and university. I first studied philology, but then very soon I went to social and political sciences
and economics. In fact I consider myself now more of an economist—certainly not a philologist
anymore. How I came to the international trade is as a diplomat. I very soon felt that my interest
went beyond the borders of my relatively small country and wanted to try to become a diplomat,
participated in the exams, and thus started a diplomatic career in the Belgian context, for which I
went to Geneva, to Paris, and then became spokesman of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of

Belgium.

Plank-Brumback: What were you doing in Geneva and Paris?
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Paemen: Well, already as part of my traineeship as a very young diplomat my first activity was
participating in a GATT [General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade] meeting—must have been an
accident, I imagine. I don’t remember exactly what it was about, but it was a meeting in the
GATT. I even remember that I needed a special authorization of the minister because I was not

yet an official who could speak for his country.

Plank-Brumback: You don’t remember what the meeting was about though, and who chaired?

Paemen: Well, I know that the chairman was the Director-General at that moment who was, |

think, the very first one.

Plank-Brumback: Eric Wyndham-White.

Paemen: Wyndham-White, absolutely. And it was about, I think, the balance of payments

[BOP] of a country—

Plank-Brumback: No doubt BOP quantitative restrictions.

Paemen: —but don’t ask me exactly which one it was. And then I stayed a while in that context
because I participated in the first UNCTAD [United Nations Trade and Development] meeting in
1964—as a member of the Belgian delegation—and through that I got involved in, I would say,
the dynamics between GATT and UNCTAD—in other words, the developing countries not
being very happy about the GATT being this rich men’s club, as they called it, trying to build
their own organization, which clearly, in the mind of a lot of people, was an anti-GATT
initiative. It didn’t work out like that, but clearly initially it was meant—Dby some at least—and
certainly also perceived as a reaction against GATT and some people had high hopes. I must

admit that, even in our own constituency in Belgium, some of the diplomats thought that this was
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in fact how the GATT should be corrected, because they also felt that the GATT was in fact this
rich men’s club and that a large part of the world had not been involved in international trade
policy. And I remember that there was some kind of tension within our own establishment
between those who thought the future was UNCTAD and others who were much more skeptical
and considered that we had to do something for developing countries, but it was not going to be

UNCTAD that would reign the world.

Plank-Brumback: So already issues of transferred technology, of preferences—

Paemen: Oh yes. Preferences were a big, big issue and at that time there was this tension
between the United States and Europe about the kind of preferences. First of all whether the
principle of preference was a good one. After a while I think it was generally accepted that
something had to be done for the developing countries, but then this discussion, at least between
Europe and the United States, was on the type of preferences, and Europe at that time was in
favor of selective and non-reciprocal preferences. It was something that you had to do,
selectively, not for the whole world. Only for the developing countries, and there should not be
reciprocity. This was not what the Americans at that time wanted; they were for general

preferences. By the way, the Europeans lost that argument.

Plank-Brumback: There was also, wasn’t there, the issue of which developing countries as well

to be selected?

Paemen: Yes, but they had also made a selection themselves. That was the Group of 95—no,
they were initially 92—and then they became 95, as the result of the auto-selection made by the
developing world itself. And it would have been very difficult to make another selection than the

one they had decided for themselves, which, by the way, was not very constructive, because it
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appeared afterwards that a lot of the preferences that had been given, benefitted the most
developed of the developing countries and that the real developing countries in fact didn’t benefit
very much from the whole system of preferences. I think that was the experience on as well the

American as the European side, but they only discovered that after a while.

Plank-Brumback: So from Geneva you went to Paris.

Paemen: And then from Geneva I went to Paris and [ was what they call the “economic attaché”
of the Belgian Embassy in Paris, where I got to know the French system and I was somewhat

attracted by the logic of how the French sometimes approach general problems.

Plank-Brumback: That served you well later in the Commission.

Paemen: Well, | must say [ have come back from that a bit. But perhaps it served me in the
sense that | learned to work with French people. The presentation is very important for the
French, the concepts are very important, and there is somewhat the idea that if you have said it
well, you have done it, which is not always how it is in the real world. It was considered to be
my first official posting, after which I hoped to be sent to a very exotic post. I remember that we
were allowed to express some preferences and that one of my preferences was Rio de Janeiro and
another was Tokyo. What turned out was that they asked me to be the spokesman of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and stay in Brussels. So my wife was very disappointed because she thought
she had married a diplomat and we would live in all kinds of exotic places and there we stayed in
Brussels for a while. But I learned a lot as spokesman of the Ministry: you have to make regular

press conferences, you travel with the minister to all kind of different places, and I enjoyed it.

Plank-Brumback: That also served you well later.
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Paemen: After having been spokesman for about five years, I came to Washington as the

economic minister at the embassy.

Plank-Brumback: This was in 1974 to 1978?

Paemen: Or to 1977. You may know that better than I do.

Plank-Brumback: I Googled you and I hope it’s accurate.

Paemen: Anyway, I came here and again, like nearly everything that happened to me, it was not
scheduled because after two years and a half I got a telephone call from Mr. Davignon telling me
that he had been designated to be the Belgian European Commissioner and wouldn’t I come with
him to the European Commission as his chief of staff. And there I went back to Brussels again to
the desperation of my wife, who once more thought that the next post would be somewhere in

Latin America or in Asia. This was not exactly the diplomatic career she had dreamt of.

Plank-Brumback: Was all of it serendipitous? You had not really planned to join the European

Community—

Paemen: Oh no, not at all, when you are chief of staff of a commissioner you don’t become a
Commission official. When that was finished, normally I would have gone back to the Belgian

foreign service.

Plank-Brumback: So you went on secondment?

Paemen: I was on secondment all the time and knowing that I would come back, they had a job

ready for me at the Belgian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. But then, when Stevie Davignon left the
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Commission, Jacques Delors became president, and I became spokesman of the European

Commission.

Plank-Brumback: To back step a bit, what were your specific duties and responsibilities then as
the Chef de Cabinet of Davignon? And apart from the thematic coverage, did your duties differ

between his first term in the Jenkins Commission responsible for internal market, customs union
and industrial affairs, and his second term in the Thorn Commission where he was vice president

and also commissioner responsible for energy?

Paemen: Well, at that time the portfolios of the individual commissioners were much bigger
because there were not that many and Stevie Davignon’s was comparatively even bigger. We
had the customs union, we had the internal market, we had industry, we had research and
development, which now are the responsibility of different commissioners. Later he got Energy

on top of all this.

Plank-Brumback: A man of insatiable energy.

Paemen: There were no limits for Davignon. And so I had to follow all these subjects. And,
moreover, I think I can say that all the external aspects of our portfolios were managed not by the
Commissioner of External Relations but by Davignon. That’s why, for instance, at a certain
moment, in that capacity, [ negotiated the steel agreement between the United States and Europe.
This led to the agreement of 1982. That was the time of the steel crisis all over the world, in the
US as well as in Europe. Davignon, as Commissioner for Industry, had to do the restructuring of
the European steel industry, which was a politically delicate and difficult task. The agreement
was interesting in this sense that in 1992, the Europeans and the Americans decided that while it

had played the role we had in mind in 1982, it was now time to put an end to it.
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Plank-Brumback: It served its purpose.

Paemen: It is very often not easy to stop an agreement because it becomes a political issue.

Plank-Brumback: With whom were you negotiating?

Paemen: At that time in the United States the Secretary of Commerce was Malcolm Baldrige,
who was very close to the President, and USTR [United States Trade Representative] was Bill
Brock. The agreement of 1982 was negotiated between Davignon and Baldrige and in detail

between Lionel Olmer, who was Under Secretary for Commerce, and myself.

I’ve rarely seen such a nice man as Malcolm Baldrige, and I was so sad when some years later I

learned that he was killed while roping, his favorite sport.

Plank-Brumback: And he was very close to President Reagan, which always helps.

Paemen: That was very helpful in the conclusion of the agreement. We probably couldn’t have

done it without Malcolm Baldrige and, on our side, the strong personality of Davignon.
Plank-Brumback: How involved were you in the Tokyo Round during those years?
Paemen: Well—

9]

Plank-Brumback: You’ve written that the Tokyo Round was the “zero round.

Paemen: Did I say that? No, I remember very clearly that I came in at the end of the Tokyo

Round. As you know the Tokyo Round finished in ’79 and we came in, I think, in *78.

! Hugo Paemen and Alexandra Bensch, From the GATT to the WTO: the European Community in the Uruguay
Round (Leuven University Press, 1995), 30.
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Plank-Brumback: You came in, well, Davignon would have started January 1977 but you

probably came—

Paemen: [ came in a bit later.

Plank-Brumback: And you mentioned that there were already talks with then USTR Strauss

and Davignon and—

Paemen: At a certain moment Davignon and I went to Geneva and we had a meeting with Bob

Strauss.

Plank-Brumback: Was that the first time you met Strauss?

Paemen: He was a very impressive personality, [ must say.

Plank-Brumback: He had already met Davignon, right, or this would have been the first time?

Paemen: Honestly I cannot say. But [ remember that this was a quite important meeting because
at that time, I think we realized, and Bob Strauss realized, that we would not be in a position to
finish the Tokyo Round if we really wanted to solve the agricultural problem. And again it
wouldn’t have been possible on the American side, if not for Bob Strauss. He convinced
President Carter that the Americans would not see the end of the Common Agricultural Policy
[CAP] and had to accept to finish the Tokyo Round without having a substantial result in
agriculture. This saved the Tokyo Round but, on the other hand, created a lot of frustration on the
American side, for instance, with Clayton Yeutter, who at that time or at least that certain
moment was at the Department of Agriculture. And that was the origin of his very early initiative

to start another round: Yeutter was so frustrated that the Tokyo Round had not solved the
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agriculture problem as he would have liked, that he wanted to have a new round as soon as

possible which led to the initiative of having the ministerial meeting of ’82.

Plank-Brumback: Were you involved in the negotiation of the 1982 Ministerial Work

Programme?

Paemen: No.

Plank-Brumback: Did you attend?

Paemen: No.

Plank-Brumback: But we see once again la spécificité de I’agriculture. That continues as a

theme. Were there other trade matters apart from steel that—

Paemen: We were so much involved in steel and in textiles because it was also the moment that
we had not only a steel crisis in Europe but also a textile crisis and it was the moment we had to
negotiate the multifiber agreements, the bilateral agreements, which we had to negotiate with all

the exporting countries.

Plank-Brumback: Were you negotiating those agreements?

Paemen: Not directly, but I had to supervise them. We had quite a number of people negotiating

all these bilateral agreements. They had special offices outside the Commission building.

Plank-Brumback: Like the Star Chamber.

Paemen: And we had offices per country.

Plank-Brumback: Which continued to expand as production shifted.

10
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Paemen: Yes, and so we had to supervise and give instructions to those negotiators, but I was

not personally involved in each of the negotiations.

Plank-Brumback: And so you were working with the Article 113 Committee?

Paemen: Once a month, we had a meeting of all the representatives responsible for trade policy
in the member states where the Commission had to explain what they had the intention to do—
and sometimes in very painful discussions, tried to convince the member states which very often
had contradictory interests—and that what we suggested was finally the best thing for the
European Union as such. That is what is nice about the Commission. [’m a very strong believer
in the European decision-making system, given what it is. Of course it is not the most efficient
way of operating at all, but given that you start from sovereign countries trying to bring together
their interests and to come to the best solution that fits more or less all of them creates enormous
possibilities: the sky is the limit. The only condition is that, when you have your meeting with
the member states, you have to convince them that what you propose is best for them, not

necessarily for each individual country, but for all of them together.

Plank-Brumback: So you have the right to propose but you must argue convincingly and have a

consistent strategy—

Paemen: And that was one of the strengths of Davignon. When we had prepared something in
the 113 Committee with the member states and we had to bring it to the Council, we were nearly

sure that Davignon would win because he was so convincing, and he was so—

Plank-Brumback: Why was that? What was so convincing and great about him?

Paemen: Because he was so good at arguing the case and presenting it.

11
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Plank-Brumback: Good at technical argument?

Paemen: My experience is that the personal element is so important in negotiations. I’ve seen it
on the American side, I’ve already talked about Baldrige; we talked about Bob Strauss. You
know it when you see it happen in certain situations. I’'m particularly talking of course of
international economic negotiations, but you also see it in history: when a country, whether it
was Japan or United States or the European Union, was successful, it was because there was a
strong person who could convince and deliver. It’s good to have an efficient apparatus, it’s good
to have competent people who prepare and make the nice briefs and do all the jobs which they
have to do. At the end of the day, the person who has to convince the political authorities of what
is good for them, has to be a little bit better than the others: then you get it, you can deliver. That

is where the personal authority and the personal talent are so important.

Plank-Brumback: Okay, any other trade issues in the energy portfolio during your time with

Davignon before we move on your specific responsibilities with the President?

Paemen: You remember that after the energy crisis of 1973, Kissinger organized, here in

Washington, a big conference on energy. It took place at the State Department.

Plank-Brumback: You were still in the Belgian service then.

Paemen: Yes, [ was there as a Belgian diplomat: Davignon presided the International Energy

Agency Conference when we were both still at the Belgian Foreign Ministry.

Plank-Brumback: Things followed you.

12
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Paemen: Davignon was so well regarded by Henry Kissinger and Tom Enders and a couple of
other people that they considered him to be the best person to bring the OECD countries together
and explore what the OECD [Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development] could

do in terms of cooperation in energy matters. And we had this conference in Brussels in—

Plank-Brumback: —the Palais d’Egmont—

Paemen: In the Palais d’Egmont where we worked out the basis for the International Energy
Agency. Davignon chaired that meeting, and I was involved as the spokesman of the conference.
And then, when he became the Commissioner for Energy, it was quite natural that we followed
the activities of the International Agency, but I cannot remember a really hot issue. Later, I had
to go to Vienna to the International Atomic Energy but that was to make a traditional speech and
I regularly saw Mr. Blix at that time, but you know, we became involved only when there was a
crisis, not in the daily running of an international organization. I have to admit, the International
Energy Agency hasn’t played a very dynamic role so I cannot remember that we were very

instrumental—

Plank-Brumback: There weren’t any determining moments that come out.

Paemen: Not that [ remember.

Plank-Brumback: You spoke about the importance of individuals and now perhaps we can talk
about your specific responsibilities as spokesman for European Commissioner President Jacques
Delors. He was seen as giving the Community a sense of new direction and dynamism quite

early on. Were you involved—this may have been still when you were with Davignon—with the

preparation of the famous white paper on the internal market of the Commission, which

13
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identified measures needed to complete the internal market and then there was a schedule

proposed and this led to the signing of the single European Act in February 1986?

Paemen: That was a very interesting period. [ was only spokesman for Delors the first two years
of his presidency. Delors had been in the European Parliament, but he didn’t know the
Commission very well. He knew Davignon quite well and held him in high regard. During that

period I talked to Delors every day, every morning at nine [ went to see him.

Plank-Brumback: “Bonjour, Monsieur le Président.”

Paemen: Sometimes he was in a hurry and we had five minutes but some days we talked for an
hour. He was very interested, because he knew that Davignon had been a rather successful
commissioner, so he wanted to learn from the experience. As Davignon was not there to tell him,

he somewhat relied on me to explain how he had managed.

Plank-Brumback: Best practices and lessons learned.

Paemen: So we talked a lot about how the Commission worked. He decided for himself what to
do, but I found it very interesting to explain to him and to discuss what we had done. Jacques
Delors was a very special person in a very special situation because he came with the aura of
having been a successful Minister of Finance in France and, even more important, a very likely
future president of France: a certain kind of aura which he cultivated of course, he was smart
enough to entertain this possibility. I think that, at a certain moment, he seriously thought he
would go for it. The two years that [ was there, it was still in the air: he was high in the opinion
polls and was one of the most popular politicians in France. He had convinced President

Mitterrand to change his economic policy. Mitterrand brought in Jacques Delors, who then

14
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became a successful Finance Minister. All this explains that he was treated almost more as the

future president of France than as the president of the European Commission.

Plank-Brumback: Did you see any evidence that he would take a position in his hat as
Commission president that would affect with a view to how that would be seen as a presidential

candidate in France?

Paemen: Oh yes. It was always on his mind. I wouldn’t say that he had only the French interests
in mind, but he never forgot that perhaps one day he might participate in a French presidential
election. For instance, I felt it very clearly when we talked about agriculture. He had this idea
that France was basically an agricultural country and that what was happening was really not
good. Repeatedly he told me that he had gone through the villages in France and found them
empty, because there was no agriculture anymore, and that this affected the real spirit of France.
And I remember that when I had a difficult question about agriculture from the press corps, and I
didn’t want to disturb Delors, and asked Pascal Lamy, his Chef de Cabinet, how to deal with it,

although he was mostly very helpful, he always suggested I go to the President directly.

Plank-Brumback: Of course the Common Agricultural Policy didn’t really stem what was

happening in the villages in France.

Paemen: No, it was a kind of idea he had, which was somewhat of the past, but it was very
difficult to discuss that with him. You asked me about the single market. That was a very
interesting episode, because, as you probably remember, at that time, Margaret Thatcher had sent
to the European Commission one of her best friends, Lord Cockfield. Everybody was convinced
that she had sent him in fact if not to block, at least to keep the Commission and the European

Community in check. Interestingly, Delors gave him the Internal Market portfolio and the one

15
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who people thought was going to play the role of Mr. No became the best promotor of the single
market. We might never have had the single market, and probably what has come afterwards,
like the single currency, if at that time we had not had Maggie Thatcher’s nominee. There you
see again how history is made. I have always thought that people don’t make history, history
uses people. I have seen this over and over: when the right person is in the right place at the right
moment and there is a very strong idea that pushes him forward. That is what happened with the
internal market. Delors accepted very easily that a Brit promoted the single market, because it
would help him in his difficult relationship with Thatcher. Cockfield loved doing the single
market: he did it as a free trader, because the single market was about free trade, free markets,
open markets, and there Delors could use this so-called anti-European as one of the big
promotors of Europe. And it all came together at the European summit in Milan in 1985, thanks
to the-then Foreign Minister of Italy, Giulio Andreotti, who was smart enough to find a way to
have the single market project approved by simple majority: it was sent to a conference that then
would decide by simple majority. And then Cockfield, having negotiated the single market and
having sold it to Maggie Thatcher as his big achievement as a free trade, free market
commissioner in Brussels, had Maggie Thatcher approve a project, which was the basis for the

further integration of Europe, which, ironically, she did not want.

Plank-Brumback: Yes. Spain and Portugal then were joining the Community in January 1986.

Paemen: Greece had already joined earlier.

Plank-Brumback: Were you involved in the—

Paemen: Well, I was involved in the sense that this happened under Delors’s presidency and I

was present at all the meetings of the Council of Ministers. And to Delors, it was very important,
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because it gave him a very good feeling to achieve a balance between the South of Europe, the

so-called Club Méditerranée, and the North.

Plank-Brumback: Did you see a change in sort of even the ambiance in the Commission with—

Paemen: No, because we had very good Spanish commissioners. We had Manuel Marin,?> who
was a Socialist, a good friend of Delors, basically on the same line, and the other—because
Spain had two commissioners—was Abel Matutes. Spain benefitted a lot from its membership.
Even before it became a member, the fact that everybody knew that negotiations were taking
place brought on an enormous amount of investment, American investment in the first instance.
Then there was the political motivation: the fact that Spain’s entry would help democracy to be
consolidated after Franco. Delors was very involved and spent a lot of time on this because,
especially where agriculture and fishery were concerned, the interests of France and Spain were
quite conflictual, but he was very motivated to make the necessary concessions to Spain in order

to get them in.

Plank-Brumback: Were you involved in the negotiations leading up to and the conclusion of

the Punta del Este ministerial?

Paemen: No. [ was spokesman when it started. So, I had to follow it from Brussels and explain it
to the press. I remember very well that the European Commission and the European Union were
very skeptical about it. They were not at all in favor of having another round: they thought that

this would be the revenge of the Americans on agriculture and it was somewhat presented as

2 Manuel Marin Gonzalez.
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such by Clayton Yeutter and his people as the right thing to do this time. So we were very

defensive about having another round.

Plank-Brumback: You write in your book, From the GATT to the WTO: the European
Community in the Uruguay Round that here the Community approved the launch of the Uruguay
Round but it failed to adopt its own negotiating directive. You had the overall approach, which

you characterized as more a statement of views.?

Paemen: That was the best thing that ever happened to me, namely that I had no instructions.
Amazingly, the European Union went into that negotiation without a position. Even the
document that was called in French “Conception d’ensemble” (Overall Approach) did not
contain instructions. It was only a statement of general objectives, not considered to be
instructions for the negotiators, and even that document had never been formally approved. So
we were in the best of all worlds or you could say the worst of all worlds, because we had no
instructions, which meant that we could try everything we wanted, again on condition that we
could convince the member states that it was good for them to do it that way. That was the
Commission at its best, because we had no limits in what we could propose and it all depended

only on our power to convince people.

Plank-Brumback: Was that because of the position of agriculture, I mean, where you ...

extraordinarily defensive that prevented you from seeing—

Paemen: They were so skeptical and so defensive that they didn’t even want to go into the

exercise of thinking through what they wanted to obtain. Yes, the origin was the reluctance, the

3 Paemen and Bensch, From the GATT to the WTO, 96.
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defensive attitude vis-a-vis whatever new negotiations, but it helped us formidably. Only at the
end did we get more precise instructions for agriculture, but that was when we came here for the

Blair House agreement. Then of course the Council of Agriculture became much more vigilant.

Plank-Brumback: We’ll get to Blair House, but so you move then from spokesman for Delors
to Deputy Director-General for External Relations in 1987 and you stayed there until 1995. So in
many respects, you know, it seems that you re-encounter many of the thematic issues that you

have been dealing with from not only your initial time with Davignon but even before.

Paemen: Because of Davignon being also somewhat in charge of external relations, at least the
external relations of the industry, I had been in contact with a lot of American, Japanese and

other international negotiators.

Plank-Brumback: What were your specific responsibilities then?

Paemen: Well, at that time there was no Commissioner for Trade, there was only a
Commissioner for External Relations. There was no equivalent of the USTR on the European
side. Another element was that at that time we were involved in the negotiations for another
enlargement of the European Union toward Eastern Europe, so the Commissioner for External

Relations, who at that time was De Clercq.

Plank-Brumback: We have you served under Commissioner Willy De Clercq from 1985 to

1988.

Paemen: Yes, well, that was that period. De Clercq was very much involved in the enlargement
negotiations, because at that time there was no Commissioner for Enlargement either, which

meant that [ had the trade area a little bit to myself. In the meantime, our attitude vis-a-vis these
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negotiations developed from pretty skeptical to somewhat more active, also because we became

aware of the fact that there was something to gain from the multilateral trade negotiation.

Plank-Brumback: How was the coordination with the Community delegation in Geneva?

Paemen: Very good. We had at that time a very colorful Frenchman of Vietnamese origin as
Head of our Delegation, Tran Van Thinh. He was very competent and the relationship was very
good. He had established his authority in Geneva and had very good relations with the

developing countries.

Plank-Brumback: That’s very important, isn’t it, to have a seamless relationship?

Paemen: Absolutely.

Plank-Brumback: So how were the Americans?

Paemen: With the Americans it didn’t always work that well, but still I remember he had very
good relations with Ambassador Mike Samuels and the others that were there at the time. Later

Rufus Yerxa became US ambassador.

Plank-Brumback: In July 1987 you have the US agriculture proposal that is tabled to
completely phase out all agricultural subsidies and export subsidies and import barriers in ten
years. I mean, how was this viewed by Brussels, with a great deal of skepticism? You write that
the, well, the Community had its own proposal then to freeze support at 1984 levels because that
is what the Council had done in the crisis that those products that were in surplus and you
mentioned that this sort of—that this position left the EC in “splendid isolation.” And you also

implied that really the purpose of the United States agricultural proposal was really a ruse, it was
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to distract from the US proposal made at the same time on tariffs where they were far more
defensive because of the tariff peaks and especially in the textiles area. In a sense you know, I
get the flavor from your book too that the EC at least certainly before and for a very long time

was not necessarily playing catch up but was always reacting.

Paemen: Surely. We were purely defensive in the beginning, and it was very frustrating, for me
also. The Directorate-General for Agriculture, DG VI at that time, was a kind of state in the state

and liked to be isolated. So, they were very happy with that situation.

Plank-Brumback: Sometimes the same phenomenon exists in Washington.

Paemen: They thought that the best way to defend their position was to isolate themselves and to
do nothing. And I had the feeling that they couldn’t continue doing this, that even if they were

right on the substance, it was not the right way to be right.

Plank-Brumback: And of course there were always these action-forcing events, too, as you
mentioned the enlargement and if you track the history of the major rounds in the GATT, they
always coincide with an EC enlargement with Article XXIV:6 negotiations, particularly with the

US, lots of pending issues there, compensation and—

Paemen: Well, we wanted to show that we were not “Fortress Europe,” but that, after having

enlarged, we also want to be involved in the rest of the world.

Plank-Brumback: So what are your recollections of the midterm review in Montreal in

December 1988?

Paemen: It was a big failure because at that time it was totally concentrated on agriculture.
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The European Union was totally negative, and the agricultural side was very happy with the
failure of the midterm review, as they would be happy two years later with the failure of

Brussels.

Plank-Brumback: Were they happier in Brussels or in Montreal?

Paemen: Well, it was more dramatic in Brussels than in Montreal. Montreal happened after two

years: it was a midterm review, it was not that painful.

Plank-Brumback: Do you think it should not have taken place?

Paemen: What?

Plank-Brumback: The midterm review.

Paemen: We can discuss a little bit later whether it is good to have many ministerial meetings
during multilateral trade negotiations. I’m not a great fan of too many ministerial meetings. I
think one of the reasons why, presently, Doha is not working, is that we have too many
ministerial meetings. This being said, having a midterm review was perhaps not a bad idea. But
remember also, at that time, there were changes, or pending changes, in the American
administration. Two or three weeks after Montreal, the Secretary of Agriculture was replaced:

Clayton Yeutter became Secretary, and another USTR was appointed, Carla Hills.

Plank-Brumback: Yes. How was that perceived in Brussels?

Paemen: Well, I cannot speak for Brussels as such.

Plank-Brumback: But did Willy de Clercq have a good relationship with Clayton Yeutter?
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439  Paemen: Yes, I think so. Willy de Clercq was the kind of person who had good relations with

440  everybody. He was a politician and he was a free-trader.

441  Plank-Brumback: So he had your back.

442  Paemen: In Belgian politics he was more center right, which means he was for free trade.

443  Therefore, he was probably not very happy with the agricultural position he had to defend.

444  Plank-Brumback: And then he was succeeded by Frans Andriessen.

445  Paemen: And then Andriessen, who had been our Commissioner for Agriculture became
446  Commissioner for External Relations, not only for Trade. And we still had not solved the
447  enlargement to Eastern Europe. I was very happy with both Commissioners and also afterwards

448  with Leon Brittan, who succeeded them.

449  Plank-Brumback: Three out of three. How did the three differ in negotiating style? Of course
450  their interlocutors were different, with de Clercq it was Clayton Yeutter, with Andriessen Carla

451  Hills, and with Brittan it was Mickey Kantor.

452  Paemen: De Clercq and Andriessen were not that different. Let’s say that Andriessen, having
453  been Commissioner for Agriculture before, was perhaps a little bit more versed in the

454  technicalities of the dossiers and more particularly the agricultural dossiers.

455  Plank-Brumback: Was that his strength?

456  Paemen: Well, that was his strength because the other side realized that they couldn’t come up
457  with general political arguments. That was certainly an advantage we had with Andriessen. Willy

458  De Clercq was not a person for technical discussions. He preferred the broad political argument.
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Leon Brittan was completely different. He was a politician, but not a real, I would say. party
politician. He was an intellectual, technocratically well versed. He was a lawyer. He liked the
arguments and negotiating texts. He came in late, and a bit frustrated that the Uruguay Round
was not exactly his baby. But I must say each of them, at their moment in time, were in fact very
good commissioners to have. To have Leon Brittan at the end of the negotiations was very

helpful.

Plank-Brumback: To seal the deal.

Paemen: Oh yes.

Plank-Brumback: So any recollections of particularly striking moments in the so-called final

ministerial in Brussels in December 1990?

Paemen: Well, it was very painful because—

Plank-Brumback: It was in Brussels.

Paemen: It had been built up as the moment when finally everybody would become reasonable

and compromise.

Plank-Brumback: When was it apparent to you that it wasn’t?

Paemen: To us it was pretty soon apparent. Beginning of December, MacSharry, Commissioner
for Agriculture, had presented a plan for agricultural reform. At that time, the MacSharry plan
was only a Commission position. He hadn’t sold that to the member states yet. So we soon
realized that it was impossible for us to already use the potential of the MacSharry plan in the

international negotiations one week later.
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Plank-Brumback: Because it was not a done deal.

Paemen: We always hoped that at the last minute there would be something that would make it
work, but I remember that we started the meeting with the conviction that it would be very

difficult.

Plank-Brumback: And of course the CAP reform was still almost two years off.

Paement: [ think that, if it had only been for Andriessen, he would have taken the risk to
anticipate in the negotiations on what MacSharry potentially could have delivered in terms of

concessions internationally, but MacSharry didn’t want to do that.

Plank-Brumback: How about with Delors?

Paemen: Well, Delors is another story. Apparently he was behind the strict position of

MacSharry and against making concessions, and that is plausible.

Plank-Brumback: Any other thoughts on the Brussels ministerial?

Paemen: No, I know that there was a sense of victory on the American side. I can still hear, as
we were in rooms which were next to each other, Carla Hills make her speech to the American

delegation and the press, and that it was rather triumphant.

Plank-Brumback: To walk out?

Paemen: Yes. | know that our agricultural people were also triumphant. So the only sad people

in the room were we. We were somewhat depressed, but it was not totally unexpected.

Plank-Brumback: It was only one battle.
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Paemen: It was not a total surprise.

Plank-Brumback: So how often were you coming to Geneva then during this time?

Paemen: Oh, it was nearly as if [ lived in Geneva.

Plank-Brumback: Especially as it got closer to the end. You have GATT Director-General
Arthur Dunkel issuing the so called Dunkel Text, the final act of the Montreal trade negotiations

in December 1991. Was that helpful at that time, was that the right moment?

Paemen: Sure. Well, it’s always questionable whether something comes at the right moment.

But before that, there had been a paper by the Dutch Minister of Agriculture.

Plank-Brumback: Aart De Zeeuw.

Paemen: Aart De Zeeuw’s paper, which had been helpful and which he had made at Dunkel’s

request.

Plank-Brumback: Well of course there were always ideas on how you could deal with /a

specificité de I’agriculture, even from the Consultative Group of 18.

Paemen: But it was a paper which went very far in terms of what the Europeans should make as
concessions. So it was very negatively received by the European Commission, especially by the
DG VI and officially we were absolutely opposed. I had to be very negative about the De Zeeuw
paper. But the fact that it came from a representative of one of the member states made that,
some people started thinking that there might be something in what De Zeeuw proposed. So it

was useful in terms of the changing of minds in certain parts of Europe.
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517  Plank-Brumback: There seems to be a common theme here. You have a UK Commissioner that
518 1is on the vanguard for a single market; you have a former Dutch Agriculture Minister submitting

519  apaper on radical ideas on liberalization that gives people pause.

520 Paemen: Yes, these are the kind of personal initiatives which very often are decisive. But

521  coming back to your question about Dunkel, I think Dunkel was the right person to have at that
522  moment and in that circumstance. He had been a professional diplomat in the Swiss Ministry of
523  Foreign Affairs. He was a bit of a technocrat, he knew the technicalities of international trade,
524  and, at the same time, had managed to have good relations with many developing countries. |
525  appreciated him very much, but also had difficult discussions with him at certain moments,

526  partly because of his ambivalent relationship with the European Union. Basically he was very
527  much in favor of it and of Switzerland becoming a member of the European Union. But as a
528  diplomat and a free-trader and responsible for the GATT, he sometimes made life very difficult
529  for us, as I know he also did for the Americans. So he had managed to have a very good

530 relationship with nearly all at the same time, a good, but not too good relationship with all the
531  participants and—very important at that moment—knew how to deal with ambassadors, and

532 particularly the ambassadors in Geneva who are all—

533  Plank-Brumback: A special breed.

534  Paemen: A special kind of people.

535 Plank-Brumback: It’s from the water of Lac Léman.

536  Paemen: With a somewhat developed ego; they want to be listened to.

537  Plank-Brumback: They have a lot of occasion to speak.
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Paemen: They talk a lot, a “general agreement to talk and talk,” and Dunkel knew how to
manage this. At the same time he knew how to work informally with people. The number of
informal dinners I have gone to at Dunkel’s house, his private house, are innumerable and he
always had more or less the same crowd, but sometimes brought in people who were not there
the previous time. And nobody took offense, but of course he had this problem with the Green
Room, which everybody wanted to be a member of, and he wanted to maintain the illusion that
there was no Green Room, that the Green Room didn’t exist. I always remember that one day in

a plenary meeting of what was called the G-17 or—

Plank-Brumback: Consultative Group of 18, which had really been the idea of his predecessor
Olivier Long and once again you run, the idea was to limit it to eighteen but sometimes it was

twenty-two or twenty-five and there were second seatings.

Paemen: [ mentioned the Green Room and Dunkel was furious, and immediately after the
meeting he came to me. So, I never mentioned the Green Room again. But he knew how to
manipulate the local ambassadors. He sometimes brought in the so-called chief negotiators from
the capitals and all this was done in a pretty peaceful way, apart from some incidents here and

there.

Plank-Brumback: Of course he did not want to be the only Director-General that did not have a
round completed on his watch, and there were lots of vicissitudes during his tenure on what the
Secretariat’s role would be especially on services when they were cut off from real consultations,
so it was a very difficult time to manage. What would you say overall was the role of the

Secretariat in the negotiations? How would you characterize it?
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Paemen: I do not have the feeling that they were very instrumental on the substance, apart from
preparing papers about the different aspects of the negotiation. But at the moments I came in,
which was mostly when things didn’t work very well, I cannot say that I had strong support from
the Secretariat. And I think this is probably something they should correct. Intellectually they
were not very well equipped, I guess, in terms of negotiating, apart from the Director-General

himself, who certainly played an important role together with his chief of staff, Mr. Hussein.

Plank-Brumback: Oh, Arif Hussein.

Paemen: It does not mean that technically they didn’t do the job they were supposed to do. My
feeling is that I only came in on issues when they became political. For instance, you remember

the role of the Quad—

Plank-Brumback: United States, the EC, Japan, and Canada.

Paemen: Yes, which Dunkel didn’t like too much, but wanted to use when it was convenient for
him. So, he was ambivalent about the role of the Quad. We had a lot of meetings, much more

than people have ever known, very informal and that is where—

Plank-Brumback: Quad meetings.

Paemen: —for instance Tran Van Thinh, my ambassador there, was very instrumental. Thanks
to his good relations with his American, Canadian, and Japanese counterparts, we had a lot of
Quad lunches and dinners outside of Geneva. I cannot remember that ever the thought came up
that perhaps we should have someone from the Secretariat with us—never. It’s not that they

didn’t do the job they were asked to do. It was not, at that time, considered to be their role.
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Plank-Brumback: Of course have you considered perhaps you might have read papers and
proposals drafted by the Secretariat; they just didn’t have that imprimatur that they were from the

Secretariat. They might have been from chairs or from—

Paemen: We knew what they produced in terms of papers because that was our basic material.
In the negotiations, I imagine that some chairmen like Julio Lacarte had their person in the
Secretariat whom they could rely on. Probably they worked more for the chairmen of the groups,
because that institutionally was their role. I think that in the future they could be very useful, and

I am very much in favor of developing the role of the Secretariat in the negotiations.

Plank-Brumback: Were you involved in the Blair House Accord?

Paemen: Yes, I was there.

Plank-Brumback: Ah. So that dealt mainly with the issues of oilseed subsidies in the
Community, which had been left over from the Spanish enlargement and also the soybean panel.
It was also interesting, too, the very various tracks that were being followed on dispute
settlement, and how did you perceive some of these panel reports that were coming out that were
not always favorable to the Community, and of course you had a series of reports that were not

adopted.

Paemen: Yes.

Plank-Brumback: Was that in a sense a negotiating tool sometimes working in your favor?

Paemen: It was in the back of our minds, and we used it when it was useful and we tried to

neglect it when it was not, but the Blair House Agreement was the product of a political
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negotiation, and clearly from a certain moment, Carla Hills and Frans Andriessen played a major
role. When we finally thought we had an agreement, Andriessen asked, “What does Ed Madigan

think of this?”

Carla Hills looked around for her Secretary of Agriculture, and then there was a long moment of
silence before she said, “Well, perhaps we better bring him in.” It took some time before Joe
O’Mara found his Secretary, [who] was on the third floor, on the telephone. He was probably
trying to find out whether he would be backed by the White House or the agricultural

constituency. When he rejoined the meeting, he agreed to sign.

Plank-Brumback: So that was the final moment when the deal was sealed. And that included—

Paemen: It was Friday evening and when Carla Hills left, Andriessen wanted to be sure that she
would be supported by the White House. He was very anxious to have the approval before the
end of the week so that constituencies like the Farm Bureau could not intervene. He wanted
Carla Hills to go straight to the White House and consolidate the deal, which of course she could
not do on a Friday evening. But on Saturday afternoon she called Andriessen in Brussels to say

that it was okay with the White House.

Plank-Brumback: And then President George Herbert Walker Bush is not re-elected and you

have a new Democratic administration.

Paemen: Yes, and we also have a new Commission in Brussels.

Plank-Brumback: And a new Commission as well still headed by Jacques Delors but then
Andriessen is succeeded by Brittan and a new USTR, Mickey Kantor, who had played a role in

Clinton’s campaign. Lots of changes.
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620  Paemen: I remember the first informal meeting Brittan had with Kantor here in Georgetown: we

621  had dinner together, the three of us.

622  Plank-Brumback: Did it go well?

623  Paemen: It went very well, because they discovered that their families originated from Central
624  Europe and, as they were both politicians, they had a lot to talk about. and that went quite well. |

625  think we had this dinner somewhere in November.

626  Plank-Brumback: Of 93? You have the Tokyo Summit in July.

627  Paemen: Oh, that’s later. They take over in January *93, so it was end of "92 that we had this
628  dinner. Mickey Kantor was not yet in place and Carla Hills was still there. We had a secret
629  meeting, at the beginning of December, in a hotel in the London airport with Carla Hills, Joe
630  O’Mara, and Julius Katz and, on our side, Leon Brittan, Guy Legras, our Director-General for

631  Agriculture and me.

632  Plank-Brumback: All the key people.

633  Paemen: The interesting thing was that Leon Brittan was very eager to still have a deal with
634  Carla Hills, while Carla Hills, of course, knew very well that she was on her way out. In a
635  personal conversation with Carla Hills, he told her that, as a conservative politician, he would

636  very much like to make a deal with the Republican outgoing administration.

637  Plank-Brumback: A deal on the entire Uruguay Round?

638  Paemen: Quite amazing.

639  Plank-Brumback: Did that notion last long?
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Paemen: No, of course not, and we didn’t encourage him to do so. We told him that it was good
to try, but that he was not very likely to succeed. Afterwards, they got along very well, Mickey
Kantor and Leon Brittan. Mickey Kantor was not too much for technical details. Like Leon

Brittan, he was a lawyer and liked the arguments and liked the legal analysis of the issues.

Plank-Brumback: Lots of lawyers: Carla Hills, Mickey Kantor, Leon Brittan.

Paemen: Yes. Leon Brittan liked the part he could play at the end of the Uruguay Round, but at
the same time didn’t consider it to be his baby. And that is somewhat at the origin of the Doha
Round. I know that President Clinton at the time of the ministerial meeting in Seattle, wanted to
start a new round. But happily, some people discouraged him, thinking it too soon. Leon Brittan
had somewhat a similar idea and he, I would say unhappily, convinced the Europeans,
particularly the Council of Ministers, that this would be good for Europe. In the meantime,
Clinton had learned his lesson and the American establishment was not at all in favor, and wisely

so, of starting a new round.

Plank-Brumback: An issue of ownership.

Paemen: A little bit of that. So, Brittan launched the idea of a Millennium Round.

Plank-Brumback: Then we had Seattle and then—

Paemen: The ministerial meeting in Seattle didn’t go very well. There was a new Commission in
Brussels. For the first time there was then a Commissioner for External Relations, Chris Patten,
and a special Commissioner for Trade, who was Pascal Lamy. Brittan hadn’t given up his idea of
a new round as soon as possible, and would have loved to be part of it. I think that is one reason

why the Doha Round hasn’t gone very well is that it came too early, hadn’t been thought
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through. The results of the Uruguay Round hadn’t been implemented yet because a lot of
decisions were spread out, for instance, the integration of textiles over ten years; similarly
intellectual property and agriculture. And it was not a very good idea to immediately start new

negotiations when the decisions of the previous round had not been put into practice yet.

Plank-Brumback: But the raison d’étre of negotiators is to negotiate.

Paemen: Yes, and there was this idea that it was good to take the initiative this time. Pascal
Lamy became Commissioner with a position already taken by the Council of Ministers, that
Europe had to be in favor of a new round. Probably, if he had had the time and if people had
been able to explain to him what had happened and where we were and what had to be done, etc.
and what a new round entailed, he wouldn’t have pushed for it. But it was there, it was his
mandate. When he made a tour of the world, he realized that nobody was in favor of a new round

but, under certain conditions, the developing countries—

Plank-Brumback: For which he had to sacrifice the Singapore issues.

Paemen: —to which he had to make all kinds of promises. In order to keep them on board he
had to give up the Singapore issues. That was a very dramatic development which has been

pretty unfortunate.

Plank-Brumback: Let’s go back to the G-7 Tokyo Summit in July 1993, which announces
significant progress in negotiations on market access, in goods and services, renews the
determination by the G-7 to resolve remaining important issues, to achieve global and balanced
agreement, and they recognized that there were other countries to be consulted and, of course,

there was a Quad meeting at the same time.
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Paemen: The big issue was what they now call NAMA [non-agricultural market access], the

tariff reduction, and that was something—

Plank-Brumback: For industrial tariffs, non-agricultural market access.

Paemen: That was the breakthrough of Tokyo, and it was something we had worked out in the

plane flying to Tokyo.

Plank-Brumback: First class?

Paemen: [ don’t think so. I don’t remember.

Plank-Brumback: On a napkin?

Paemen: Not on a napkin, but we invented the reduction formula in the plane. Brittan was easily

convinced and he proposed it in the Quad context.

Plank-Brumback: You are talking of the formula—

Paemen: The different categories of products, the zero for zero and in the different categories.

Plank-Brumback: It was a long time coming.

Paemen: We had a lot of time on the plane and that helped.

Plank-Brumback: But you had run all the numbers already.

Paemen: Of course we had done the homework. And that made the Tokyo Summit into
somewhat of a success, but the success happened the day before when the Quad meeting

ministers met to do this tariff negotiation.
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Plank-Brumback: By this time you had consensus in the Quad?

Paemen: Pretty much so.

Plank-Brumback: Those were the days, yes.

Paemen: Of course, no negotiations are the same so we shouldn’t compare too much. But when I
try to see the similarities and differences between the situation in the Doha Round and the one in
the Uruguay Round: both were pretty much concentrated on agriculture, and repeatedly blocked

because of agriculture.

Plank-Brumback: And sometimes it went too far from the other issues and sometimes it lagged

behind.

Paemen: The two had a lot to do with developing countries. One sometimes gets the impression
that this is a new phenomenon. But, like my successors do now, I spent hours and hours with my
Indian and Brazilian colleagues. I think the main difference is that, while agriculture was
blocked, we did the non-agricultural issues. And the day that agricultural issues were solved—
essentially in the Blair House Agreement—we were there, we had the non-agricultural issues
more or less in the box. That is, I think, the main difference. In the Doha Round, everything

seems so much concentrated on agriculture while nothing else is happening, not even in NAMA.

Plank-Brumback: At least you were ready to go once.

Paemen: And things were organized in such a way that we could do so, because as I said, we
had an enormous amount of meetings with the Quad and all kinds of other informal meetings.

For instance, Julio Lacarte quite regularly invited a small group of chief negotiators to his
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residence. A lot of things were happening while our agricultural colleagues were shouting at

each other or doing nothing. And I am somewhat surprised why the same is not happening now.

Plank-Brumback: The idea of establishing a more permanent entity, a multilateral trade

organization or world trade organization, that came fairly late in the process.

Paemen: We always had the idea that we had to do something under the heading “Functioning
of the GATT.” There was a working group on this subject, which in fact led to the creation of the
WTO [World Trade Organization]. We wouldn’t call the group otherwise, because we knew that,

initially, the Americans were not in favor of any substantial institutional innovation.

Plank-Brumback: That was perhaps one of the last things that they finally signed off on.

Paemen: Yes, and still because we finally accepted to call it the WTO. As you know, we were in
favor of an organization from pretty early in the game, but we wanted to call it MTO,
Multilateral Trade Organization. And we had to give in on that, but why not? One of the reasons

we first objected was that there was already a WTO, the World Tourist Organization.

Plank-Brumback: But the acronym is different in French: OMT v. OMC.

Paemen: Yes. Now, despite its existence, they do the negotiations as if there was no WTO. They
do negotiations as if it was still the GATT. The genius of Dunkel, I think, was probably that he

was very good at manipulating the kind of nonexisting organization the GATT was.

Plank-Brumback: Tell us about, well, of course he’s not around for the conclusion, you have
Peter Sutherland succeeding him. Can you tell us a bit, describe a little bit more about the final

resolution of everything, December 15. So you have the conclusion of the negotiations on market
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access for goods and services, but of course later on there are a lot of final touches that have to
be put in place, and, in fact, certain aspects of the negotiations in financial services,

telecommunications drag on.

Paemen: Oh yes.

Plank-Brumback: So what was at play, take us back: you have the Quad, the successful Tokyo

Summit, which is in July, what happens between July—

Paemen: Well, then Peter Sutherland comes in and, happily, he is a very effective operator and
prepares everything in such a way that when the parties are in the room, they have only to say
yes or no. And that is what happened. Of course there were a lot of small things. The very final

day when he said it’s over, I still had to arrange orange juice problems with the Brazilians.

Plank-Brumback: How fitting over breakfast.

Paemen: No, no, without breakfast.

Plank-Brumback: And without orange juice.

Paemen: We didn’t have time to have breakfast, and I’m sure that other people had other
problems. In the last days, of course, the Americans very successfully maneuvered against the
anti-dumping proposals, which they totally devoided of any improvement, an operation very

cleverly conducted by Rufus Yerxa, I must admit, and Peter Sutherland gave in on that.

Plank-Brumback: What aspect were you referring to, the scope of review or—
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Paemen: Yes, the paper that had come out of the negotiations group on anti-dumping made
progress in the sense of introducing more transparency and discipline. Rufus managed to put it

aside.

Plank-Brumback: He knew his constituency.

Paemen: There was enormous pressure from Washington. Peter Sutherland in the beginning said
that he would not give in, but finally had to agree, because the Americans could have blocked the

final outcome.

Plank-Brumback: That is what you would have referred to or have referred to as the acceptable

minimum,* the break point.

Paemen: Absolutely. And probably there were other things like that, but for us it was that and it
was good that Peter Sutherland was there because he had the great advantage of not having been
involved in the day-to-day negotiations. So, he saw the big picture and he realized you don’t

block a whole package because of this or that relatively small part of it.

Plank-Brumback: Were you involved in the negotiation leading to his appointment?

Paemen: Oh yes, but I’'m not going to talk about that. It was not evident, even from his own
point of view. I also was involved in the appointments of some of his successors, mainly of

Renato Ruggiero.

Plank-Brumback: So it was evident though that there were certain areas, financial services

basically—

4 Paemen and Bensch, From the GATT to the WTO, 110.
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Paemen: Financial services was very interesting. We had always said that services were one of

the big potential gains of the Uruguay Round and that is how we in Europe had—

PB: Had told your own businesses.

Paemen: Yes, and it was one of the arguments we used to turn the European Union in favor of
the round. As I said in the beginning, the sector was very defensive, very opposed to a new
round. We could demonstrate that there was something to gain from this round in services. But it
was not an easy thing to do, because it’s very complex sector. We discovered this, I must admit,
later, a little bit as was the case with intellectual property. We had no experts in intellectual
property, we had to create them from one day to another. We had two experts, but they were
working in the WIPO [World Intellectual Property Organization] and they worked at another
rhythm than us in the WTO. On services you had very divided and different constituencies.
Financial services is a different world from transportation and they have their own agreements,
they also have their own national statutes. In the United States insurance is state regulated, banks
are federally regulated and so you have different statutes, ... and this type of situation you have
in all our countries. It appeared to be much more difficult than we had thought in the beginning,
but we came to the conclusion that a services agreement not including financial services didn’t
make sense, because financial services are part of all other services. So we came to the
conclusion that we would not have a services agreement without one on financial services. The
financial services people were nearly all opposed to having financial services dealt with in the
GATT. Even within the European Commission, the relevant services were opposed. So, our first
job was to convince our own officials. Happily at that time the Commissioner responsible for
financial services was Mario Monti, and he was much more open to it. I have to admit that, as

soon as the officials understood that it was not bad to have financial services included in the
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negotiations, they became very loyal and very helpful, so I was very happy. Here in the US,
Larry Summers, who at that time was Under Secretary of the Treasury, was also opposed. Tim
Geithner was also working for Rubin here. So we had to tell them that there was a need for
financial services, otherwise there would be no services agreement, and if there was for us no
services agreement, there would be no Uruguay Round. So I had long discussions with him and

with Tim Geithner.

Plank-Brumback: And you convinced them.

Paemen: We convinced them up to a certain point. For a whole year, all participants were in
agreement on the financial services text with one exception, the United States. Afterwards they

came on board.

Plank-Brumback: And this was before the banking crisis.

Paemen: Oh yes.

Plank-Brumback: Were you involved in the legal scrub of the text, the legal scrub?

Paemen: No, there were legal services at the Commission which were in charge of this. Of

course we were kept informed.

Plank-Brumback: And there were some problems with the schedules, too; they were

extraordinarily complex.

Paemen: Very complicated. But where I was involved was in the issue that went before the

Court of Justice.

PB: That came as a surprise, this referring to the ruling of the European Court of Justice.
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Paemen: That was a very delicate matter.

Plank-Brumback: That’s a little later though, November 15, 1994.

Paemen: Yes, but it had been with us immediately after the end of the Uruguay Round, because
due to the fact that we had no detailed negotiating directive, there was no issue of competence in
the European Union. The Commission was in charge of everything, services and intellectual

property included.

Plank-Brumback: They couldn’t tell you that you weren’t doing it right.

Paemen: Until all this had to be formalized. And then came the question of the competence and
particularly the issue of the division of competence between the Community and the member
states. And there was a kind of traditional interpretation that all international aspects of an area
that had already been “Communiterized” internally, automatically came under Community
competence. In the transportation sector, there was a decision by the Court of Justice that went in
that direction. But we had no complete Community regulation for services and intellectual
property for instance, so the member states went to the Court of Justice. The Court decided that

the same principle governing transportation also applied to the other sectors.

Plank-Brumback: Does the Court rule that the Commission had sole competence to conclude
the multilateral agreements on trade and goods but you had joint competence with the member
states to conclude the GATS [General Agreement on Trade in Services] and the TRIPS

[Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights]?

Paemen: We were pretty disappointed by this decision of the Court.
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Plank-Brumback: Was that where you thought it was heading as you are trying to conclude the

Uruguay Round?

Paemen: No, we had hoped that the Court would have gone much more in the direction of
greater integration, but as the European integration process continued, it would become less
important. There was some rationale for their position that if you don’t have internally
harmonized regulation, it doesn’t make sense to claim Community competence vis-a-vis the rest

of the world.

Plank-Brumback: And politically for things that turned out to be in effect such dramatic
changes at the rules of the game as in intellectual property and services, these new things you
really needed more directly to have political signing on of the member states. There were limits

to not having that overall approach.

Paemen: We were aware that we would not get Community competence for everything, but the

way in which it was formulated was in our view minimalistic.

Plank-Brumback: That’s an interesting subtext in all the—you know, the Commission not only
negotiating with other negotiators from countries but also thinking about its own role in the

market.

Paemen: Well, it had worked so well because during the whole negotiation of the Uruguay
Round, as a Commission negotiator, I can’t remember one single major conflict with a member

state.

Plank-Brumback: Pretty good track record.
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Paemen: We had very delicate subjects to handle and some member states were only interested

in one subject, for instance, Portugal in textiles.

Plank-Brumback: Especially if you want to give something on textiles.

Paemen: But in the end, it worked very well.

Plank-Brumback: When was that clear that the liberalization on textiles would be, as they say,

back-loaded rather than front-loaded?

Paemen: I as a negotiator was not very happy with the final agreement, but it was politically the

only one we could get.

Plank-Brumback: So with the benefit of hindsight, is there any area, any agreement which you
would now—once again, with the benefit of hindsight—would have liked to have seen drafted
differently or that you would have amended or added, given the experience of how these things
have been implemented and played themselves out? Are there any provisions that you would

have liked to achieve? Or are you satisfied?

Paemen: It’s never ideal. You can only judge this as a whole.

Plank-Brumback: The scope of review on anti-dumping.

Paemen: Yes, certainly on anti-dumping we can’t be very proud of what we have done. There
are certainly other sectors like textiles where we did better. We haven’t done very much on
liberalization of services either, although it is a major achievement that we have brought services
within the multilateral organization. Only bringing agriculture totally into the WTO was already

a big step.
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Plank-Brumback: Article XI:2 (c) or XVI:3.

Paemen: Doing away with all the quantitative limitations in textiles was another achievement
when you see it in terms of where we came from and considering the short period of time. On
intellectual property, people would never have thought we could draw up a complete separate

agreement taking into account what was in the Punta del Este text on counterfeiting.

Plank-Brumback: And that was in the 1982 work program.

Paemen: Yes, and again you can probably find specific things which could have been done
better from a point of view of those who wanted to go further in the liberalization of trade. The

most disappointing development is the way in which the WTO has been implemented.

Plank-Brumback: You mean institutionally.

Paemen: Yes. There is today a WTO, but it functions as if it were still the GATT. And that has
to do, I think, with the fact that some member states don’t want this to be a big organization,

which is in itself a good reflex. I’'m not in favor of big United Nations-type organizations, but—

Plank-Brumback: How about European Commissions?

Paemen: But you have to have a minimum of organization capacity. The GATT had rounds
because that was the only way to get the people to come to Geneva. There was otherwise no

reason for people to go to Geneva.

RBP: And sometimes they didn’t go to Geneva—Torquay, Annecy.

Paemen: So, it was the only way to get people together. Now we have an organization. There are

headquarters. Everything is in place but, up to a certain point, they still act as if all this was not
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900 there. On the other hand, they should now start working in a much more decentralized way and
901 they should not, for instance, link intellectual property with agriculture. This goes somewhat
902  against what we defended in the Uruguay Round. We were the champions of the single

903  undertaking, but—

904  Plank-Brumback: Globality.

905 Paemen: And globality, which now has become a fact of life, but that does not make the

906  principle of the “single undertaking” the right way to deal with it.

907  Plank-Brumback: So the Europeans you think are pretty satisfied with the final outcome and, in

908 fact, some would argue that you got a pretty good deal even in agriculture.

909  Paemen: Some people, and I am one of them, would certainly have preferred to go further than
910 that and use the negotiations to reform the Common Agricultural Policy. But at the same time,
911  you have to realize what is politically possible, and this is true for Europe, but it’s also true for
912  the United States. If you see the successive farm bills since the end of the Uruguay Round, you

913  say, hey—

914  Plank-Brumback: Were you at the signing of the final act in Marrakesh? Anything that comes

915  to mind that—

916  Paemen: No, not particularly. In Marrakesh we did part of the procurement code, somewhat
917  enlarged the procurement code. Marrakesh was a formal gathering, a celebration. No, I have no

918  particular—

919  Plank-Brumback: No nostalgia.
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Paemen: No, really not.

Plank-Brumback: Well, you were busy then I guess getting ready for your next spot in your

illustrious career: being appointed as head of the delegation of the European Commission.

Paemen: That’s still another story.

Plank-Brumback: October 1995. How were you appointed and what were your expectations?

Paemen: Well, you know I had been appointed four years earlier.

Plank-Brumback: Four years before.

Paemen: I had been appointed head of the delegation of the Commission in Washington and was
that for two weeks when Frans Andriessen, who was at that time Commissioner for External

Relations, called me and asked me not to go, not in the middle of the Uruguay Round.

Plank-Brumback: This was 1991?

Paemen: He appointed Andreas van Agt, who was in Tokyo at that time. But then, when the

Uruguay Round was finished, he kept his promise and I could come to Washington.

Plank-Brumback: So then the gratification was postponed but was realized.

Paemen: That delay was finally good for me and for the Commission because the fact that van
Agt was a former prime minister of the Netherlands had elevated the job. Before, the head of the
delegation of the Commission was not considered to be the EU ambassador by the protocol in the

State Department and he did not present his lettres de créance.

Plank-Brumback: Letter of credentials.
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Paemen: Credentials to the President but to the Secretary of State. In the meantime, the
European Union had also become more important, and they decided to elevate the position. I

have benefitted from that.

Plank-Brumback: What were your expectations with the post? I mean, shortly after your arrival

there is the signing in December 1995 of the new Transatlantic Agenda.

Paemen: Yes, I was involved in its preparation.

Plank-Brumback: That established—well, there were four pillars who shared goals promoting
peace and stability, democracy, and development around the world, responding to global
challenges, contributing to the expansion of world trade and closer economic relations, and

building bridges across the Atlantic.

Paemen: I was very much in favor of this, and on the American side, one of the strong
supporters was Stu Eizenstat, who at that time was ambassador to the European Union in

Brussels.

Plank-Brumback: Of course this is not a new idea even then.

Paemen: No, of course not.

Plank-Brumback: Kissinger with his partnership with Europe.

Paemen: All of this was not new, but the approach was a comprehensive one. In the same
framework it dealt with security and trade issues. An interesting innovation were the dialogues.
There were dialogues between non-governmental entities, between the European Parliament and

the Congress, between the consumer organizations in Europe and the United States, between the
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959  environmentalists, etc. We thought, at that moment, that it was a good idea and that, if it was
960  well planned, it would certainly advance the cooperation between the United States and Europe.

961 It hasn’t delivered what—

962  Plank-Brumback: [ was going to ask whether it had fulfilled the expectations.

963 Paemen: No.

964  Plank-Brumback: Certainly in terms of establishing what was called a new transatlantic

965  marketplace.

966  Paemen: Not entirely.

967 Plank-Brumback: But there have been some discussions on harmonization.

968 Paemen: Yes, absolutely, and if [ now say that it hasn’t delivered what it promised, which is

969 certainly the case, certain things were achieved, however, some mutual recognition agreements,
970  for instance. I was very much in favor of mutual recognition agreements, which I still think is a
971  way to harmonize, because it’s harmonization through the market. It’s not harmonization through
972  bureaucracy or through regulation, but through the market. What is good for an American cannot
973  be bad for a European: that’s the basic philosophy behind mutual recognition agreements. You
974  do it your way, we’ll do it our way, but we recognize that our different ways can lead to the same
975  kind of solution we can live with. This worked in seven or eight of the twelve sectors we had

976  selected, but it was a somewhat painful exercise.

977  Plank-Brumback: The negotiation or the implementation?

978  Paemen: Well, even both.
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Plank-Brumback: It was negotiating from Brussels—

Paemen: [ was involved, I think, in Brussels and Washington. Negotiations were a problem, to a
large extent because of the statute of the agencies involved. I remember long discussions we had,
for instance, with the Food and Drug Administration where they said, “We cannot negotiate
away the authority we got by law. Our statute does not allow us to do what you would like us to
do unless Congress changes our statute and that is going to be a long process and we are not even
sure Congress wants to do this.” And that was true not only for the Food and Drug
Administration. I must say that we had the same kind of reactions from the member states in
Europe. So for one reason or another it hasn’t worked very well, also because of lack of political

support and diverging priorities.

Plank-Brumback: So you found a diversity of interlocutors between all the various agencies in
Washington, Congress, organizations. Was this something unexpected, as complicated and
Byzantine perhaps even more than Brussels, which you describe in your book? that difficulties
within the Commission or among the member states, and that sometimes it was a lot easier

negotiating with third countries than within Europe?

Paemen: That was about trade negotiations. When you try to create a transatlantic marketplace,
which means harmonization, you run into enormous difficulties. And we thought that mutual
recognition agreements were the most pragmatic way to overcome this, because that is what we
have done in Europe. The mutual recognition agreement was a European invention. The single

market was partly based on a kind of mutual recognition agreement within the European market.

5 Paemen and Bensch, From the GATT to the WTO, 95.

50



999

1000

1001

1002

1003

1004

1005

1006

1007

1008

1009

1010

1011

1012

1013

1014

1015

1016

1017

1018

Plank-Brumback: A bottoms-up approach rather than a top down.

Paemen: You don’t have to change necessarily, but you have to recognize each other’s systems,
because you get the same result or at least a result you can live with. And up to a certain point,
the difficulties we have to go through in Europe because we have to harmonize between
ourselves, make it somewhat easier when we have to work with third countries, because we have

already gone through the exercise.

Plank-Brumback: When you were talking, I had a flashback about chicken—chilled chicken—
and the difference, but we won’t go there. That’s an example of how difficult it is to agree on
that the results are the same even if you use a different method. Any comments on the, well, the

resignation of the Santer Commission while you were here?

Paemen: That was a dramatic moment, and it was a very weak Commission. It was not the

highlight of our history.

Plank-Brumback: Any comments on the significance of the introduction of the euro?

Paemen: That was a logical development of the European integration, but one of the big
moments of course, and for those of us who had been involved from the beginning, it was a
natural next step. But again, afterwards you don’t remember how difficult it was and how easily
it could have failed. I remember how we were discussing what we thought would be the nearly
insurmountable element, which was the German mark, the symbol for everything that had gone
well in Germany since the Second World War. We thought the Germans would have the greatest

difficulties to give that up and that we had to find a way around this. Today in Germany, in
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France, wherever, people are quite happy with the euro. We have a European Central Bank,

which is well-managed. Iceland wants to be a member. as apparently does Norway.

Plank-Brumback: Never the Swiss.

Paemen: As I said, Arthur Dunkel would have liked Switzerland to be a member, but there you
have this tension between the German and the French-speaking population. A lot of East
European countries which are already members of the European Union want to adopt the euro. It
is a success story and confirms that European integration was a good idea, because the euro is a

symbol of integration. To have a common currency really means that you—

Plank-Brumback: That you are a true union.

Paemen: That you share your interests.

Plank-Brumback: This was something that Davignon was also in favor of.

Paemen: Yes, from the very beginning.

Plank-Brumback: The continuity there across your different portfolios, European integration—

Paemen: Yes, that was the basis and for Davignon and for me: that was what we were most
interested in. It was important to solve the steel problem, it was also important to do textiles, but
at each and every moment, on each and every issue the prominent question was: is this good for

Europe? Following Monnet, we thought this was the important thing to do.

Plank-Brumback: I was just going to ask you whether you had read his memoirs, Jean Monnet.
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Paemen: Of course. That was his genius: to create the institutions and the decision-making
process in such a way that what has to prevail and what you must start from is: what’s good for
Europe? Not what’s good for France, what’s good for UK, what’s good for Germany. You start
by having a review study about what’s good for Europe. That’s why the Commission has the

monopoly of making proposals and those proposals have to be based on exactly that principle.

Plank-Brumback: Is it good for Europe to conclude the Doha Round now? I mean, there are
even studies from the World Bank and others saying that, you know, really the issues you’re

dealing with—the old blueprint of the old order—you’re dealing essentially with the structure
that you were operating under in the Uruguay Round and there are so many other phenomena

that need to be addressed.

Paemen: The problem with the Doha Round is that it has been there for seven years. The best
thing there is to find an immediate solution and then to start seriously doing multilateral trade
negotiations, which have to be done in the WTO, not as if it was still the GATT, and taking into
account that the situation has changed. Today trade doesn’t play the same role as it played at the
time we did the Uruguay Round. There was a time when you did business in your area and if you
could develop your business, you started doing trade internationally, and you tried to enlarge
your market. If it worked well in a country, you tried to find somebody who could distribute your
stuff because you couldn’t always send it. Then, as you progressed, you brought pieces together
and you put elements of your products together—the assemblage—and if that really went well
you created a production unit there where the market was. In other words, trade led to
investment. Today it’s the reverse: investment leads to trade. In other words, trade has a different

role and has a different position and different dynamics in international economic relations. That
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is why we were so much in favor of having investment in the WTO and why we are so

disappointed that it has not gone through.

Plank-Brumback: You have TRIMs [Agreement on Trade-Related Investment Measures].

Paemen: Yes, we still have TRIMs, but that was already in the Uruguay Round, but in the Doha

Round, until Singapore—

Plank-Brumback: And of course the multilateral agreement on investment within the OECD

framework also crashed and burned.

Paemen: Yes, but [ was against this agreement in the OECD, because our problems were not
with the members of the OECD. We had no investment problems with the Americans and the
Americans didn’t have many problems with investments in Europe. We have problems with
Asia, with China, with Africa, so it was a bad concept that the problem to be solved was a
problem between members of the OECD and then to try to impose the decisions on the rest of the
world. They would never have accepted that. And I think the whole exercise was not very well
prepared. The promoters hadn’t done their homework, and it was a bad moment to do it, to say

the least.

Plank-Brumback: History hasn’t found its person yet.

Paemen: Probably not. But the role of trade has changed so much. The autonomy of trade policy
is no longer there. Before, trade policy was something you could almost practice on its own. And
also trade lawyers should look a little bit outside the box. Trade policy is part of the overall

economic policy. And that should be reflected in the WTO.
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Plank-Brumback: And yet one wonders if it’s even going to be reflected in today’s G-20

Summit in Pittsburgh.

Paemen: These are crisis meetings, so much linked to the economic crisis and now probably also
to the Denmark—Copenhagen meetings. The G-20 is a very good institution because it brings
together the countries that really matter, which didn’t happen before because the Monetary Fund
hadn’t done its job. Now happily the Monetary Fund has become more active, and apparently it
works well between the G-20, the Monetary Fund, and the Financial Stability Forum, or the
Financial Stability Board, as it’s called now. They have managed the crisis relatively well, but
the basic job—to establish the framework and the basis for the future—still has to be done. They
only fenced openings here and there. I find the way in which, for instance, the Fed and the
European Central Bank have worked together quite encouraging in that respect. If that can go on,
then it’s fine. Of course, Copenhagen is probably going to be a disappointment, but that’s a

question of—

Plank-Brumback: It looks like we’re going for cap and trade in this country.

Paemen: Up to a certain point it’s a strange concept that you have to create a market to sell the

authorization to pollute. But it was a good, or potentially good idea that you—

Plank-Brumback: Create an incentive.

Paemen: Create something that is not a regulation, not a law, or an international agreement but
some kind of mutual recognition, you harmonize through the market: you try to improve a
situation or to educate people through the market forces. That’s cap and trade. But when it’s

about pollution, you really wonder whether the market is the best way. So I’'m somewhat
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ambivalent on this. If it’s the only way to do it, fine with me, but I wonder whether it’s the best

way to do it. And I’m not an expert, so I don’t want to judge.

Plank-Brumback: In regulations too, the devil will be in the details.

Paemen: Of course.

Plank-Brumback: In your exit interview as EU Ambassador, you allegedly cited as your
proudest accomplishment the founding of the Commission’s European Centers program, which
funds teaching, research, and outreach activities at universities across the US. Is that still the

case?

Paemen: Yes, with different results. Some are working well and others are not working that
well. Like very often with this type of initiatives, you depend on the people in charge. And I see
that where you have very motivated people who identify themselves with the cause, it works.
Where that is not there or is no longer there, it does not. I visited all of them I think at a certain
moment, and I was rather positively impressed. Harvard is a good example. The EU Center there
was quite good at a certain moment. Today it’s not very active. I’m also a little bit afraid that
with the budgetary restrictions these days, this type of initiatives could well be the first to suffer.

To a certain point I could understand that. It would be sad but—

Plank-Brumback: I believe you teach, you’re an adjunct professor?

Paemen: For the moment [ have no course anymore. I stopped about a year ago.

Plank-Brumback: I was going to ask you, at least when you were teaching at my alma mater,

the School of Foreign Service, what were the lessons or principles from your experiences that
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you tried to convey to the students? Did you teach them that negotiations are not for the faint-

hearted?

Paemen: Yes, my only added value was my experience. [ am not an academic. I’ve not done
scientific research for a long time. My only added value, if there is one, was to explain what is
behind, what’s happening in international relations and how they work, what are the forces you
have to take into account and, if you want to be part of it, what’s the best way to prepare for it.
The students were very motivated: a very positive experience. But I’ve always liked to teach. I
also lectured in Europe, at Leuven University, where I’m still on the board, which I like very

much.

Plank-Brumback: What is your work in the European-American Business Council?

Paemen: We have about seventy-five big major companies from Europe and the United States,
which are also global companies. They have no major problems with Europe or the United
States, most of them. If they have, we try to see what we can do. Sometimes we cannot do very
much, because the interests are contradictory. But where we can, we do some kind of lobbying at
a high level. What those companies want is to have no problems in the transatlantic marketplace
in order to be able to concentrate on the real problems they have, which are with China, India,
Brazil, Africa. So, it’s somewhat about having a smoothly functioning and gradually integrating

transatlantic marketplace.

Plank-Brumback: So when you’re advising the private sector, you find them sometimes more

forward looking and strategically oriented than—
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Paemen: There seems to be a rule which is that, whether you are a government or whether you
are a company, when you reach a certain dimension, you tend to become bureaucratic with all
the disadvantages and a very small number of advantages. It seems to be inevitable. And it’s
amazing how similar the problems of big companies are to the ones of big government. They are

more or less the same. That was a surprise to me.

Plank-Brumback: It becomes so vested sometimes it forgets its mission.

Paemen: Much depends on the people in charge. In a government, a good functioning minister
can transform the motivation and the organization of his administration. That’s also true for

companies.

Plank-Brumback: Well, it’s very unfortunate that your wife did not fulfill her dreams of exotic

posts throughout —

Paemen: A permanent frustration.

Plank-Brumback: Yes, but I think that her husband found the right place at the right time, all

the different portfolios.

Paemen: You never know, and nothing of what I have done had been planned.

Plank-Brumback: As we wrap things up I would just like to ask you if there were any other
messages, ideas, recollections that you wanted to share for this project that I, as an imperfect

interviewer, that I have not touched upon.

Paemen: No, since I didn’t know what exactly the purpose was of the whole exercise, so I

wonder what you are going to do with this.
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Plank-Brumback: No negotiating directive.

Paemen: That was an advantage, because it made it possible to have a very nice conversation,
but I still don’t know exactly its usefulness in terms of a bigger project. If there is, I’'m happy so

there is no problem from my side.

Plank-Brumback: The idea is to share this with researchers and academics and those interested
and to have a public record. Once we get the transcript if there are other things that you wish to

add, you know, upon re-reading that there are things—

Paemen: [ wonder if we have been factual enough and whether we have, I would say, been
technical enough? Happily you have my book. I think as far as the negotiations for the Uruguay
Round are concerned, I would rather advise them to read the book if they really want to know

more about it.

Plank-Brumback: And we can draw from that as we go through the transcript.

Paemen: I would suggest that.

Plank-Brumback: Well, thank you very much. Merci.

Paemen: Je vous en prie.

[END OF INTERVIEW]
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