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Chapter 1
A Diamond 1s Forever. Or is It?

Introduction

Diamonds are judged by the “four-Cs”: carat, clarity, color, and cut. In the late
1990s, however, consumers have been asked to inquire about a fifth C: conflict.
Conflict or so-called blood diamonds are rough diamonds traded by rebels to
finance their armed conflicts against legitimate governments. Blood diamonds
have fueled and funded wars, massive death, and refugee crises in Angola, Sierra
Leone, Liberia, the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), and Céte d’Ivoire.!
It is estimated that four million people have died in wars involving conflict
diamonds over the past few decades. Between 3.7 percent and 20 percent of the
total diamonds traded were estimated to be conflict diamond during the 1990s.
Even the lower-end estimate suggests a significant source of war funding, given
that the annual diamond trade is worth around $7 billion.

Parallel efforts by the United Nations (UN) and several non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) catapulted the issue of blood diamonds onto the global
agenda in 1998/1999, creating greater awareness amongst policy makers, business
representatives, the media, and the public at large. What emerged was the Kimberley
Process (KP), a negotiation forum involving states, NGOs, and industry. These
unique tripartite negotiations rapidly led to the Kimberley Process Certification
Scheme (KPCS), a voluntary international agreement regulating the diamond
trade through the certification of legitimate diamonds. Today, 75 countries have
joined the KP and adhere to its extensive requirements.

Only very few studies have investigated the conflict diamond campaign,
describing how the various stakeholders initially engaged the problem and put
conflict diamonds on the global agenda (Mokhawa and Taylor 2003; Sanders
2001; Smillie and Gberie 2001; Tamm 2004). A bit larger is the scholarly interest
in the more recent regulation efforts. Studies have analyzed various aspects of the
KP and its workings (Bone 2003; Grant and Taylor 2004; Scheiber 2006; Smillie
2005; Tamm 2002; Wright 2004). This book builds on these studies in answering
the following questions: What factors account for the rapid spread of concern about
this previously ignored issue? Why did the KP move so quickly to a consensual
solution and so rapidly implement this unique global certification scheme? Beyond

1 There have been important studies on the role of conflict diamonds in fueling warfare
(Cilliers and Dietrich 2000; Mokhawa and Taylor 2003; Smillie 2002). In fact, analysis on
the problem is even more extensive if one considers the contributions of research institutes,
think tanks, governmental and non-governmental experts.
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explanations to these case specific questions, this book explores the campaign
against blood diamonds and the KP as illuminating cases for two phenomena that
have emerged in this era of globalization and that have reshaped global governance:
transnational campaigning and global tripartite relations, between states, NGOs,
and corporations. Let me briefly introduce both features here and offer a more in
depth review of these processes at the end of this chapter.

A significant scholarly literature has developed investigating global campaigns
and the influential role of NGOs in global politics (e.g., Price 1998; Smith 1999;
della Porta et al. 1999; Khagram et al. 2002; Willetts 1996; Clark et al. 1998).
Some evidence points to global campaigns as grassroots movements, creating
bottom-up pressure to the political and economic establishment. Others point out
that, rather than bottom up public pressures, global campaigns emerge in a top
down fashion, lacking involvement of significant segments of the global public.
Also, scholars have explored what strategies and frames are effective in for global
campaigns (Keck and Sikkink 1998; della Porta and Tarrow 2005). Moreover,
political opportunities are important to global campaigns, which often rely on
dense networks and coalitions of NGOs across continents and issue areas. The
blood diamond campaign and the KP offer further insights into these areas of
scholarly examination. Specifically, the campaign exhibits top down organizing
by networked NGOs. The case also specifies enabling conditions for campaigns
to move forward, such as the threat of a boycott. Most importantly though, while
much of the literature focuses on campaigns or the role of NGOs in the agenda
setting phase of the movement, I explore how this campaign transitioned from
initial awareness raising efforts to more formalized settings of decision-making
and implementation in the KP. Here, we learn more about the role of NGOs as
watchdogs. NGOs engaged in monitoring from within the KP and continued to do
so from the outside, as independent actors, publishing highly critical reports where
needed. In fact, I show that NGOs are not easily co-opted in these formalized
governance settings. Also, their activities far exceed the usually ascribed watchdog
functions but extend to implementation practices and policy making. I argue that
these wide ranging input opportunities for civil society arose in the KP because of
the decentralized nature of the KP and its formal tripartite structure.

This brings me to the second transformation in global governance I seek to
illuminate with this case study. Tripartite solution building increasingly serves as
model in global engagement (e.g., Kofi Annan’s Global Compact, various forest
conservation initiatives), yet academics, activists, industry leaders, and policy
makers lack understanding of what multi-stakeholder coalitions entail, why they
emerge and how effective they are. Some activists refuse participating in such
settings assuming them to be a definite sell-out. Some in the industry believe that
such arrangements legitimize business practices, without requiring changes in
actual business practices. And many policy makers do not know how to engage the
various stakeholders and are uncertain in what political venues such multi-actor
negotiations should be held. In other words, tripartite structures, while very much
en-vogue, are still very much ambiguous. This study provides important insights
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and lessons on the intricate workings of such a tripartite process unfolding from
earliest events of the blood diamond campaign that clashed the parties together
until present undertakings in the KP.

Before further delving into these explorations, it is important to introduce in
more detail the workings of the diamond trade and industry, to elaborate on the
problem of blood diamonds, and to briefly outline the changes that have occurred
in the diamond trade as a result of the campaign, which will be the focus of
more detail in the remainder of the book. Let me first begin, by introducing the
protagonists of the diamond industry.

De Beers and the Creation of Diamonds as We Know Them

There is nothing intrinsically beautiful or highly valuable about diamonds. In fact,
diamonds are fairly common. The greatest price determinant is limited supply
not rarity in nature. Moreover, most people would hardly recognize a diamond
in its rough form. Rough diamonds to the untrained eye do not look particularly
precious. The manner of cutting a diamond is crucial for hiding the flaws found
in most natural stones, maximizing their brilliance and light while maintaining as
much of the carat weight as possible. The largest cutting centers for diamonds are
found in India and China. Lower value diamonds are cut mainly in Asia where
labor costs are substantially lower. Higher value diamonds are most frequently
cut in established diamond districts in Western Europe, New York, and Tel Aviv,
where orthodox Jews have traditionally led the cutting and polishing sector. Thus,
while 90 percent of all cut diamonds are processed in India, by value they account
for only 50 percent of production. Once diamonds are cut and polished they are
sold at one of 26 worldwide diamond bourses. By that stage, the value of the
diamonds has already increased by one hundred percent (from $8 billion as rough
diamonds at mine production to $16 billion when cut and polished in 2009) (Royal
Bank of Canada 2009). The market value further increases by over 400 percent at
the point of retail sales, totaling $65 billion.

A handful of companies control the rough diamond market. De Beers controls a
little over 40 percent of the global extraction market, while ALROSA, the Russian
state-owned diamond company, has the second largest market share with over 20
percent. UK-based Rio Tinto, BHP Billiton, an Australian based company, and
Aber, a Canadian firm, each have about 10 percent of the market. The diamond
trade too is highly concentrated, with major trading centers in Antwerp (Belgium),
London, Tel Aviv, and New York. Eighty percent of all rough diamonds and
50 percent of all cut diamonds are traded through Antwerp. De Beers and its
subsidiaries control slightly under 50 percent of rough diamond distribution. At
its monopolistic height, the Diamond Trading Company in London, De Beers’
distribution arm formerly known as the Central Selling Organization, traded over
80 percent of all rough diamonds.
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De Beers’ successful history started in Kimberley, South Africa, in 1871,
where its first mines were opened. This town would later give its name to the
Kimberley Process. Cecil Rhodes, a British-born South African, founded the
company. In 1888, De Beers started to form a consolidated cartel by buying up
mines, restricting supply, and raising prices. Ernest Oppenheimer discovered a
large diamond field in 1914. Oppenheimer’s company, Anglo American, was asked
by De Beers to join its cartel in 1920. Under a threat from Anglo American to flood
the market with diamonds at low prices, De Beers agreed to make Oppenheimer
chairman of De Beers in 1929. Since that day, De Beers’ chairman has been an
Oppenheimer (Ernest, Henry, and now Nicky) and Anglo American and De Beers
have been intimately connected. In 1998, De Beers was divided into two main
companies: De Beers Consolidated Mines Ltd. in Kimberley, South Africa, and
De Beers Centenary AG in Lucerne, Switzerland. While the former dealt with
matters relating to South Africa, the latter firm was in charge of all business
dealings outside South Africa. In early 2002, DB Investments, itself controlled
by the Oppenheimer family and Anglo American, acquired De Beers. De Beers
was transformed into a private company, which then stopped releasing specific
information on its stockpiles.

While the specifics of De Beers’ corporate structure are rather complex, the
market control it exerts as a monopoly is hardly mysterious. With its large market
share De Beers is able to manipulate prices by adjusting diamond extraction
and sales to market conditions. The large stockpile it has accumulated serves
the purpose of reacting to market shifts and potentially flooding the market for
a short period of time, hurting emerging competition. Under US antitrust laws,
De Beers was prohibited from operating in the United States, its biggest retail
market. De Beers was convicted under the Sherman Antitrust Act for fixing the
price of industrial diamonds in 1994. However in July 2004, De Beers pleaded
guilty and paid a $10 million dollar fine. In 2005, the company also settled several
outstanding civil class action suits in the United States, paving the way to operate
legally in the country.

Historically diamonds have enjoyed special status in many civilizations.
Ancient Indian history provides some of the earliest accounts of the status and use
of diamonds in religious ceremonies. But since the mid-twentieth century, clever
advertising and promotion of diamonds have dramatically increased demand. De
Beers can be credited with what perhaps has been the most effective long-term
marketing campaign ever. The company successfully boosted demand through
innovative marketing strategies. De Beers arranged for product placements of
diamonds in movies and promotion through close association with celebrities,
perhaps most notably Marilyn Monroe. It created the tradition of engagement rings
and more recently invented products like the three-stone anniversary ring. The
slogan, “A Diamond Is Forever”, ensures that a secondary market for diamonds
is essentially non-existent. It’s perhaps most famous ad campaign are the 1990s
shadow commercials, featuring black and white images and the classical tune now
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more commonly associated as the diamond jingle rather than by its original title
“Palladio” composed by Karl Jenkins.

De Beers’ shadow ads would become a direct target in the campaign, when
Amnesty International launched its remake, which features the shadows of the
brutal Revolutionary United Front (RUF) tactic, chopping off arms with machete.
It quickly became clear that the image that De Beers so carefully constructed
was about to be shattered with powerful associations of diamonds with blood,
destruction and death. Unquestionably, the campaign benefited from the fact that
diamonds are a non vital product of largely symbolic values and a problem that
lent itself to sensationalized media coverage. Moreover, the high degree of market
concentration also benefited the success of the campaign and the KP. As the
dominant industry player, De Beers’ links to blood diamonds quickly became the
focus in the emerging campaign. Especially its links to Angolan diamonds were
the subject of early investigations and accusations by one UN panel and by Global
Witness, a British NGO.

Diamonds: A Curse or a Blessing?

The commodity chain from ground to retailer is all but glamorous and that is
true for blood and so-called clean diamonds. Diamonds are found in many places
around the world; approximately 26 countries mine for diamonds worldwide.
Botswana, Australia, Russia, the DRC, South Africa, Angola, and Canada are the
top producers of diamonds. Globally, approximately 160 million carats, or 32,000
kg, of diamonds are mined every year (Royal Bank of Canada 2009). Of those, 30
million carats are gem diamonds. This amounts to an annual $9 billion in industry
revenues. Diamonds are found in either alluvial or kimberlite deposits. Alluvial
diamonds are the result of millions of years of erosion which brought diamonds to
the surface across vast areas, usually along riverbeds. Artisanal miners dig for these
diamonds with basic tools such as shovels and sieves. African countries with large
alluvial diamond reserves are Angola, the Central African Republic, Cote d’Ivoire,
DRC, Guinea, Ghana, Liberia, Sierra Leone, and others. Kimberlite diamonds,
on the other hand, are mined with capital-intensive machinery that extracts the
diamonds directly from volcanic pipes. Kimberlite deposits are the source for
most of the diamonds mined in the top producing countries, except for the DRC
and Angola. Much of the diamond deposits, particularly kimberlite mines, are
owned by states that frequently hold licensing agreements with companies like De
Beers for diamond extraction. For example, DEBSWANA, the company in control
of Botswana’s diamond extraction, is co-owned by the government of Botswana
and De Beers. In Russia, on the other hand, ALROSA, a state-owned company, is
in charge of all of Russia’s diamond extraction.

Diamonds have largely been a blessing for kimberlite diamond countries
like Botswana and a curse for alluvial diamond nations like the DRC or Sierra
Leone. Nations who suffered from the negative effects of blood diamonds all have



6 From Blood Diamonds to the Kimberley Process

alluvial diamond deposits. Rebels frequently control alluvial diamond fields and
poor artisanal diamond workers are easily recruited for rebel armies or to sell
the diamonds they find to regional warlords. Kimberlite mines on the other hand
are more easily regulated with stable ownership by states and private enterprises,
contained and controllable sites, salaried employees, and anti smuggling
infrastructure, like x-ray machines. The type of industry and extraction goes to the
root of the conflict diamond problem and without adequately regulating artisanal
diamond mining, the volatility for conflict remains (PAC and Global Witness
2004). Chapter 5 in this book revisits the most recent efforts by civil society, states
and industry to address these underlying causes.

Angola’s civil war plagued the country since it gained independence from
Portugal in 1975 (see Collier and Dietrich 2000). During the cold war, the Soviet
Union funded the Marxist MPLA government of Angola, while the United States
supported the UNITA rebels and their leader, Jonas Savimbi. After the cold war
ended and alternative sources of funding dried up, UNITA increasingly funded its
war effort through the trade of diamonds. It is estimated that UNITA controlled 60
to70 percent of Angola’s diamond trade between 1992 and 1999, which translated
into $3.7 billion in income (Global Witness 1998). The war came to an end when
a ceasefire was brokered in 2002.

In Sierra Leone, the RUF waged a brutal civil war from 1991 to 2002. The
RUF’s tactics included amputating limbs and the use of child soldiers. The trade
in diamonds funded the ongoing war, which killed an estimated 75,000 people.
Liberia’s Charles Taylor, who took power amidst Liberia’s civil war (1989-2003),
sponsored the RUF in an attempt to destabilize his neighbor. Taylor provided
the RUF with weapons and training in return for diamonds. Taylor is currently
standing trial in The Hague for crimes against humanity. Liberia is now led by the
first female president in Africa, Ellen Johnson Sirleaf, who was democratically
elected in 2005.

The DRC (former Zaire) experienced multiple civil wars in the 1990s and
has suffered the greatest death toll, approximately 4 million lives. Diamonds
were among the resources (including coltan and cassiterite) that fueled various
factions in the fighting. Most recently, conflict has flared in the Goma district in
eastern DRC, where Tutsi rebel leader General Nkunda led its force against the
government and Rwandan Hutu army members who fled to that area of the DRC
after the genocide in Rwanda in 1994. The various factions in this conflict too have
been funded in part by diamonds.

Thus while some of the extensive civil war fighting funded through the diamond
trade has come to an end, new conflicts involving diamonds have emerged more
recently. Cote d’Ivoire’s civil war started with a coup in 1999. Ivorian diamonds
are currently under UN sanctions because the Forces Nouvelles, a rebel group, is
under control of the diamond-rich northern area.
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The Global Diamond Trade: Now and Then

The horrific impacts of blood diamonds throughout the 1990s seem quite clear
now, yet the problem of conflict diamonds remained largely ignored for many
years. Then, in 1998/1999, efforts in the UN and by two relatively unknown NGOs,
Global Witness and Partnership Africa Canada, unveiled the issue and catapulted
it onto the radar screen of numerous states, NGOs, and diamond companies. The
symbol of love, purity, and eternity became increasingly linked to war, destruction,
and gruesome images of children with chopped-off limbs. By mid-2000, conflict
diamonds had been established on the global agenda as a social problem. The issue
regularly made front-page news.

What resulted from this campaign, was an unprecedented move toward
regulating an entire industry. This is not only astounding for an industry that
has been renowned for its secrecy and lack of oversight but it also a significant
anomaly in a decade squarely rooted in trade liberalization.

In May of 2000, South Africa, Namibia, and Botswana (three of the largest
diamond exporters) initiated informal talks with Britain, the United States, and
Belgium (three of the largest diamond traders and consumers) in Kimberley, South
Africa, to deal with the blood diamond controversy. NGOs and industry were also
invited to what has become known as the first Kimberley Process (KP) meeting.
The tripartite talks expanded to include many more states. In less than three
years, negotiations resulted in the adoption of the KPCS (January 2003). Today
the agreement regulates about 99 percent of the global rough diamond trade. The
agreement is far reaching, imposing rules on a previously unregulated industry
and allowing only signatory countries to import or export diamonds.

The KP is unique in several ways. First, KP negotiations led to an agreement in
record speed compared to other global accords. Second, the KPCS is a voluntary
certification process established outside of traditional international legal avenues,
i.e., through treaties or the United Nations. Third, the KP participation of states,
industry, and NGOs is unique and unprecedented. What led these actors to pursue
solutions on conflict diamonds in a tripartite setting? The willingness of states to
participate in a decision-making process which included NGOs and industry is
puzzling. I explore these unique characteristics of the KP. Specifically, I explain
the extent and process of NGOs’ influence over states, the industry, and the KP.

The KPCS has been accredited with curbing the trade in conflict as well as other
illegitimate diamonds. Conflict diamonds made up an estimated 15 percent of the
global diamond trade in the 1990s. With the KPCS, this number has dropped to
under one percent today. Despite its achievements there are important weaknesses
in the system and Chapters 5 and 6 further detail the successes and shortcomings
of this transnational agreement. NGOs have been important in speaking out about
the KP’s ineffectiveness in responding to clear evidence of KPCS violations
in several of its member countries including Brazil, Cote d’Ivoire and Ghana,
Lebanon, Guyana, Venezuela, and most recently, Zimbabwe. Moreover, now that
the diamond smuggle has been curtailed, rebels seek other funding opportunities in
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the areas of animal trophies, the drug trade, and other highly desired commodities
like coltan. Diamonds are not the only natural resource that has been associated
with conflict and civil war or more generally with threats to human security. In
fact, there has been a burgeoning literature on the links between natural resource
trades and warfare (Ballentine and Nitzsche 2005; Ballentine and Sherman 2003;
Bannon and Collier 2003; Humphreys 2005; Ross 2004). Better understanding
how diamonds were regulated will shed light on innovative global governance
strategies that may resolve new challenges in the twenty-first century.

Analyzing Global Campaigns and Tripartite Relations

The blood diamond campaign and the Kimberley Process manifest critical elements
of the globalization process that transformed how political, economic, and normative
change occurs. Specifically, non-state actors, civil society and transnational
corporations (TNCs) specifically, have grown in importance as significant global
actors. TNCs economic strength especially vis-a-vis states has been an important
focus of activists and has been the focus of various globalization scholars (Rodrik
1997; Strange 1996; Sklair 2002). Numerous works have analyzed how transnational
activism, and NGOs in particular, affect state behavior, focusing on changes in
domestic policies (e.g. Khagram et al. 2002; Risse et al. 1999; Khagram 2004;
Brown et al. 2000; Finnemore 1996; Klotz 1995; Keck and Sikkink 1998). Some
scholars have also examined how NGOs affect global agreements, intergovernmental
organizations (especially the UN), treaties and international law, as well as global
normative or cultural processes (Price 1998; Smith 1999; della Porta et al. 1999;
Khagram et al. 2002; Willetts 1996; Clark et al. 1998). While these works focus on
how NGOs influence policy change at the national and international official levels,
fewer studies have examined how NGOs affect TNCs. Some studies have analyzed
campaigns targeting particular companies (e.g., Nike, Starbucks, and Shell) with
various thematic foci (environment, human rights, working conditions, indigenous
rights), while a few other works have looked at particular industrial sectors and their
regulation (see e.g., Taylor 2004 on the timber and coffee trade). It is, however,
particularly interesting to analyze how transnational activism challenges global
economic processes or TNCs. For instance, NGOs cannot use the same practices
and tactics with TNCs that they use when targeting states or other more centralized
institutions (e.g., the World Bank or WTO). In addition, TNCs are powerful actors;
many have larger annual revenues than the GDP of most states. Thus, this case study
offers a new way to analyze the role of NGOs in global politics outside of the usual
context of intergovernmental organizations or transnational activism targeting states.
Analyzing how a transnational campaign unfolds, focusing on NGOs, states, and
TNCs, offers important insights into complex global political processes, including
the changing interactions of those actors.

Despite a bourgeoning scholarship on globalization, little is known about the
motivations and conditions that lead conflicting and seemingly dissimilar actors to
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collaborate in building global solutions. I conclude that while the global cultural
environment has empowered NGOs vis-a-vis firms and states by legitimating their
participation in joint solution building across a range of issues, their effectiveness
depends at least in part on their ability to translate cultural principles into potentially
substantial material costs that firms and states are not willing to bear.

The book traces the role of global actors, including states, NGOs, transnational
corporations (TNCs), and intergovernmental organizations (IGOs, particularly the
UN) in putting conflict diamonds on the global agenda, deciding on solutions,
and implementing a global agreement. I investigate how tripartite (state, NGO,
TNC) relationships progressed by developing a dynamic life course model with
four campaign stages: agenda-setting, decision-making, implementation, and
revitalization.? I place particular emphasis on how NGOs influenced the agenda-
setting process, decision-making in the KP, the implementation of the KPCS, and
the revitalized actions taken to ensure the KP’s continued effectiveness and to
address other pressing social problems related to the diamond industry.

Agenda-setting Stage Decision-making Stage
(1998-May 2000) (May 2000-January 2003)
Putting Blood Diamonds on I:> Kimberley Process
the Global Agenda Negotiations
Issue Creation Establishing Standards
Revitalization Stage Implementation Stage
(June 2005-Present) (January 2003-June 2005)
Identifying Weaknesses in Implementing the
Implementation, Renewing Kimberley Process
Global Attention, and Certification Scheme
Frame Expansion
Institutionalizing Standards
Remotivation

Figure 1.1 The dynamic life course model

2 The dynamic life course model of global campaigns theorized in this book builds
on state-level life cycle models of policy processes (Kingdon 1984; Hill 1997), domestic
social movement theories (McAdam 1999), and international norm development literatures
(Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Risse et al. 1999).
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While NGOs are most frequently credited with putting certain problems on the
international agenda, I find that important actions in the UN, by some states,
and by a few industry organizations helped spur interest in the problem of blood
diamonds. Decision-making and implementation, processes that are often assumed
to be the exclusive provenance of nation-states, were characterized by tripartite
participation. Reasons for this openness can initially be found in states’ quest
for legitimacy and expertise, which came from non-state actors. Initially halting
and distrustful tripartite interactions soon transformed into genuine working
relationships that fostered mutual respect and a sense of the indispensability of
all participants. Moreover, these relationships and experiences carried over into
other campaigns and have crucially shaped new initiatives on artisanal mining
and development, corruption, and fair trade, to mention just a few. I will now
elaborate in further detail on the theoretical construction of this dynamic life-
course framework by detailing at each stage.

Agenda-Setting

Every campaign begins with attempts to bring attention to and increase concern
about a new or neglected issue. I call this the agenda-setting stage. While my case
study includes activities at several levels of politics (local, national, international,
and transnational), my central concerns are the international and transnational
levels. The question is how NGOs and other actors set the global agenda, which we
can think of as a diffuse, decentralized set of agendas of prominent global actors
and observers. Various actors participating in the global political process — NGOs,
states, TNCs, intergovernmental organizations, the media, even individuals — may
make an issue a priority or push to make it the priority of other actors.

I seek to explain why states, NGOs, or TNCs take the lead in setting the global
agenda. Several works have discussed the important role played by NGOs, some
states, and other “norm entrepreneurs” in bringing various issues to the fore
on the global agenda (see Risse et al. 1999 on human rights, Keck and Sikkink
1998 on various issues, Johnson 2000 on nuclear arms control, Price 1998 on
landmines, and Corell and Betsill 2001 on the environment). Keck and Sikkink
(1998) have specified the particular activities and tactics transnational advocacy
networks engage in to bring international attention to issues. These tactics include
information gathering, framing, and attention grabbing. Factors contributing to
successful agenda setting are short chains of responsibility between victim and
violator, graphic images of victims, and personal testimonies. Other works focus
less on setting official agendas (of states or IGOs) than on how standards and
norms take hold globally and shape the identities and actions of global, national,
and local actors (Boli and Thomas 1999; Berkovitch 1999; Boyle and Preves
2000). While micro-constructivist theories elaborate on how norm entrepreneurs
aid in global agenda setting, macro-constructivist theories aid in understanding
the cultural and normative environments that produce these entrepreneurs. My
analysis of agenda setting incorporates both levels. My case study assesses the
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roles NGOs, some states, and TNC representatives played in bringing conflict
diamonds to the forefront of official institutions (states and IGO), as well as their
dynamic interactions outside official channels that led the emergence of new
norms for the diamond trade.

The first few phases of the Risse et al. (1999) spiral model of human rights
norm diffusion fall within this stage, though again my focus is on transnational
rather than domestic state outcomes. When state repression or, more generally,
norm violation occurs, NGOs can move the process to the second phase of putting
the norm violation on the international agenda — if they are capable of collecting
enough information and of engaging other states by reminding liberal states of their
identity. What follows in the spiral model is the denial stage, in which states deny
the charges while reaffirming the validity of international human rights norms.
Eventually, states may make tactical concessions to the international community.
My analysis will reveal at what point in time, if at all, the targets (states and TNCs)
engaged in denial or concession-making, and whether this was important for
moving toward decision-making.

Decision-Making

The next stage, decision-making, involves developing solutions and establishing
new standards. This activity is most frequently associated with states, but prior
research suggests that many actors can be involved in decision-making. Willetts
(1996), for instance, shows that while NGOs are important in setting the UN’s
agenda and in policy implementation, they are less important in the policy
formulation process since most member states make policy decisions in their
home capitals before meeting at the UN and lobbying has little effect thereafter.
Thus, depending on the nature of the decision-making process (open or closed
forum, majority voting or consensus-based, etc.), NGOs will have more or less
influence in this stage. Therefore, in the decision-making stage, I am particularly
interested in identifying factors that determine where such negotiations occur and
with what outcomes.

Global decision-making can occur in various settings — the UN, the G8, the
International Labor Organization (ILO), a newly created forum, and so on. If
successful, the decision-making stage culminates in an agreement of some sort.
Such agreements, which include international laws, treaties, and voluntary codes
of conduct, vary greatly in their level of formality, authority, and level of access
for non-state actors.

Implementation

The standards formulated in decision-making are implemented in the next
stage, which is characterized by formalized procedures. Handbooks, directives,
and meetings guide implementation. Monitoring mechanisms are put in place
to ensure compliance. I explore the roles that states, NGOs, and TNCs play in
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these implementation activities. NGOs are most commonly associated with
agenda-setting; much less is known about their engagement in institutionalizing
and bureaucratizing stages (an carly effort was Willetts 1996). Smith, Chatfield,
and Pagnucco (1997) discuss the importance of transnational social movements
in implementing policies, and Passy (1999), in her work on indigenous people’s
activism, distinguishes between input (putting an issue on the UN agenda and
developing an accepted normative framework about it) and output, when
NGOs are involved in the actual implementation of international norms and their
diffusion. These authors show that NGOs can exercise significant influence in the
implementation of policies through their expertise, knowledge, and reputation for
serving public rather than private interests.

The implementation stage captures the processes described in Risse et al.’s (1999)
fourth and fifth phases of the spiral model, in which the norms gain prescriptive
status in the target state. In those latter phases, arguments about the validity of the
norm have subsided and debate centers on interpretation of the law or agreement.
Other scholars stress the importance of norm resonance (how well the new norm
fits existing domestic structures) for successful domestic institutionalization
(see Tarrow 2001; Khagram 2004; Smith et al. 1997). My case study looks at
the implementation process of a new agreement, the Kimberley Process. Thus,
all KP member states are target states in which the norm may or may not gain
prescriptive status. The case reveals how states differed in the speed and extent
of norm implementation, whether debates emerged about interpretations of the
agreement, and whether norm resonance was a relevant factor for implementation.
I therefore build on Risse et al.’s (1999) spiral model by investigating not only
whether moral leader states are more likely to call for norm implementation in
norm-violating states but also whether they are most proactive in making the new
norm prescriptive within their own borders by effectively enforcing adherence
with it.

Revitalization

The revitalization stage is the final stage in the life course of a campaign. This stage
is left out altogether in most studies, which end their analysis once key actors,
usually states, have adopted and implemented an agreement. But campaigns do
not always end with implementation. Several studies do stress the role of previous
campaigns and networks as crucial building blocks for new campaigns (see Florini
2000 on Jubilee 2000 comparing itself to the abolitionist movement). Similarly,
Klotz (1995) shows how the anti-apartheid movement emerged from anti-
colonialization efforts. Such discussions of important precursors to campaigns
reveal that a movements’ lifespan, or some aspects of it, may extend beyond the
successful attainment of its immediate goals.

This life course model and the case study analysis seek to identify when and
how such linkages occur, as some of the campaign’s activities and networks that
were established in earlier stages are prolonged or reinvigorated. Previous stages
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provide new targets (including the newly implemented agreement itself) and new
networks. NGOs may wish to revitalize the campaign to ensure that states and
TNCs implement the new standards in good faith. Also, the parameters of the
initial problem may be expanded. For example, an anti-death penalty campaign
that pursued a moratorium on executions of mentally challenged individuals,
if successful, may go on to seek a halt to executions for all death row inmates.
Similarly, movements may revitalize to apply newly created standards to other sets
of problems. For example, the regulation of conflict diamonds through certificates
may be applied to the trade of conflict timber. Many subsequent activities are still
best understood in the context of previously established networks, institutions,
and newly established norms or rules. Thus, in the revitalization stage, I am
particularly interested in tracking the issues that develop out of the initial campaign
or agreement. Revitalization has two aspects: (1) movement actors renewing
their efforts to ensure that states and TNCs continue to comply with the norms
or agreements developed in previous campaign stages; and (2) extending the new
standards or norms to other issue areas. Specifically, I focus on whether states,
TNCs, and NGOs collaborate in this process.

Case Study Evidence

I develop and explore these stages of global campaigns and the changing
interactions between various stakeholders over the course of these stages through
a case study analysis of the conflict diamonds campaign, the Kimberley Process
(KP), and the Kimberley Process Certification Scheme (KPCS). Case study
research can involve exploratory, descriptive, and explanatory functions (Yin
2003). While exploratory case studies focus on “what” questions, explanatory case
studies answer “how” and “why” questions. My case study involves all of these
types of questions. My data offer exploratory and descriptive insights, by tracking
events of the conflict diamond campaign and the KP. The empirical data also offer
explanatory conclusions as to why events unfolded as they did.

The evidence presented in this book is based on an in-depth study of the
conflict diamonds campaign, including interviews and content analysis if relevant
documents. Specifically, I conducted 24 interviews with individuals from all three
sectors (state, industry, and NGO) that played important roles in the campaign or
the KP.? The interviews were conducted between May 2005 and July 2006, some

3 The following individuals were interviewed: J.D. Bindenagel (US Government,
Former US Special Negotiator); A. Bone (De Beers, Head of Public Affairs); R. Dunn
(Natural Resource Canada, Chair of KP WG Statistics); K. Eling (European Union, KP Chair
of Monitoring); G. FitzGerald (Natural Resource Canada, Associate Director of Mining
Statistics); C. Gilfillan (Global Witness USA, Campaigner); K. Hund (NIZA, Campaigner);
E. Izhakoff (World Diamond Council, President); A. Jung (Medico Germany, Research
Coordinator); T. Martin (Canada Foreign Affairs, Former Chair of the KP); F. Metzger
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during field research in Canada, the Netherlands, and Switzerland. The sample
of interviewees from the governmental sector included the former United States
Special Negotiator on Conflict Diamonds, a former KP chairman, and several chairs
of KP working groups. In the industry, I interviewed high ranking industry officials
from De Beers, the High Diamond Council in Belgium, and the World Diamond
Council (the industry organization created to address the growing concerns about
conflict diamonds). Global Witness, the Netherlands Institute for Southern Africa,
and Medico. The interview quotations in this book are verbatim excerpts from my
personal and telephone interviews with the research participants.*

In addition, the study relies on the compilation and analysis of a wide range of
documents covering events on conflict diamonds, the campaign, and the KP from
a variety of sources, most notably from NGOs, industry, states, the KP, and the
UN. Materials published by NGOs included websites, newsletters, press releases
and different reports by PAC, Global Witness, Fatal Transactions, Amnesty
International, and various other NGOs. I studied all documents publicly available
on the Kimberley Process website from Spring 2005 to Summer 2007. Industry
documents I analyzed primarily come from De Beers and World Diamond
Council’s websites, press releases, and industry news articles published by
Rapaport News and National Jeweler magazine. I also studied conflict diamond
related publications and documents by the United Nations (including Security
Council and General Assembly Resolutions), think tanks, and governments (e.g.,
transcripts of the United States Congressional Hearings on Conflict Diamonds).
Finally, the case study is informed by countless news articles obtained through
Lexis-Nexis data base and general on-line searches.

Overall, my data analysis followed the usual method of case study data
triangulation (Yin 2003): obtaining, comparing and contrasting evidence from a
wide range of data sources, including interviews and publications of NGOs, the
industry, states, international organizations, and the media. Relying on multiple
sources of data is a particular strength of case study analyses because it allows
for data triangulation, a convergence of various lines of inquiry (Yin 2003).
This process is particularly important in revealing the role NGOs have played
throughout the campaign and KP. While interviews with NGO representatives
serve as in important source of information on their involvement, it is essential
to learn how NGOs were perceived by state officials and industry representatives.

(Swiss Government, KP Representative); D. Ngolo Gizenga (Partnership Africa Canada,
Campaigner and Consultant); A. Omar (Canada Foreign Affairs, KP Representative);
J. Sargentini (NIZA, Campaigner); I. Smillie (Partnership Africa Canada, Research
Coordinator); B.Taylor (Partnership Africa Canada, Director); M. Van Bockstael (High
Diamond Council, Director of HRD Division); A. Yearsley (Global Witness, Campaigner).

4 Quoting research participants verbatim as opposed to presenting edited excerpts of
conversations is standard practice in qualitative social scientific research. The quotations
provided in this book therefore need to be read as verbatim written reproductions of
conversational speech.
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The combination of interviews and documents thereby enhances the validity of
observations made in my investigation.

The subsequent chapters of the book are organized chronologically and each
chapter is devoted to one of the campaign stages: agenda setting in Chapter 2,
decision-making in Chapter 3, implementation in Chapter 5, and revitalization
in Chapter 6. In addition, Chapter 4 details the Kimberley Process Certification
Scheme and conclusions are presented in Chapter 7.
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Chapter 2
Agenda Setting — “A Rebel 1s a Girl’s Best
Friend”: Creating Global Concern
for Blood Diamonds

Angola: UN Sanctions and Global Witness

In 1997, the international media spotlight briefly turned to Angola’s lengthy civil
war. Princess Diana, a champion in the fight to ban landmines, walked through
a mine field in her visit to Angola early that year. It marked the beginning of
an important year for the landmine campaign. In December 1997, 133 countries
signed the Ottawa Treaty, banning anti-personnel landmines. But Angola would
soon find itself as the focus of yet another campaign, this one against blood
diamonds. Landmines and diamonds, both, are intricately linked to Angola’s
civil war. For decades, cold war politics fueled the war, which initially began as
independence struggle from Angola’s colonial power, Portugal. While the Marxist
MPLA government was supported by the Soviet Union, UNITA and its leader
Jonas Savimbi had the support of the United States. During the years of the civil
war, while the MPLA largely funded itself from off-shore oil revenues, UNITA
controlled the diamond mines.

During much of Angola’s civil war and most successfully in the mid 1990s,
UNITA sought and established tight control of both formal and informal alluvial
areas as well as kimberlite mines. Kimberlite diamonds are mined with capital
intensive machinery that extracts the diamonds directly from a volcanic pipe. The
problem of diamonds funding rebels and fueling wars largely concerns alluvial
diamonds, which are the result of millions of years of erosion which brought these
gems into vast areas, usually along riverbeds. Alluvial deposits are also common
in Angola, Sierra Leone, the DRC, the Central African Republic, Céte d’Ivoire,
Guinea, Ghana, Liberia, Tanzania, Togo, on the coast of South Africa and Namibia,
and in several South American countries (Brazil, Guyana, and Venezuela). Alluvial
diamond areas are frequently beyond state control as they cover vast geographical
areas and cannot easily be fenced. Still, the Angolan government extended
concessions for alluvial diamond extraction, with one company’s concession
covering 85,000 square kilometers (Dietrich 2000: 24). Such formal, industrial
extraction of alluvial mines constitutes approximately 10 percent of total global
diamond production. Fourteen percent are informally mined alluvial diamonds
and the reminder originates from kimberlite mines (Diamond Facts website, n.d.).
The world’s fourth largest kimberlite pipe is located in Angola (Catoca Mine).
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However, alluvial diamonds are frequently higher quality and more valuable in
terms of their per carat value since they can be cut and polished loosing less of
their carat (weight).

The first UN embargo against UNITA, in 1993, slapped sanctions on fuels and
arms provisions to UNITA (UN Security Council Resolution 876). This resolution
was a response to the intensification of fighting: “Some of the worst fighting of the
entire conflict takes place, with 182,000 people dying between May and October
1993” (Global Witness 1998: 1). In 1994 the MPLA government and UNITA
signed the Lusaka peace accord. Localized fighting continued even after the peace
accords, however, and UNITA continued to arm itself. No further UN Security
Council interventions were undertaken at the time.

However, in 1997 UNITA intensified its violations against the cease fire and
the Lusaka peace deal and the 1997 unity government collapsed. Now, in response
to this resumption of the civil war and the deadline for implementing requirements
of the Lusaka peace deal (e.g. UNITA disarmament and reintegration) which
had been set for May 31, 1998, the UN renewed its sanctions. The UN’s arms
embargo against UNITA, in place since September 1993 (Res. 864), had been
grossly neglected by the UN and violated by UNITA. The United Nations Security
Council adopted two additional resolutions in response to the intensification of
violence. In October 1997, a travel ban was imposed on UNITA members (UNSC
Res. 1127). In June 1998, sanctions were imposed on specific goods and trades
including Angolan non-certified diamonds, i.e. diamonds under UNITA rebel
control (UNSC Res. 1173, 1176). Earlier sanctions by the UN on Angola did
not include diamonds, even though UNITA had been funding its military efforts
through its control of 60—70 percent of Angola’s diamond sector since early 1992
(Global Witness 1998). The idea behind UNSC Res. 1173 was to allow legitimate
Angolan diamonds to be sold while sanctioning only UNITA diamonds. This was
the first such certification attempt regarding rough diamonds, and it would later
come to shape the Kimberley Process. These efforts, however, were not successful.
One major problem was that UNITA diamonds still could be bought and sold
within the country, and they often ended up in export channels as certified Angolan
diamonds. Furthermore, smuggling to neighboring countries was widespread.
Clearly, future certificate efforts had to address many of those loopholes.

This implementation of UN sanctions specifically against diamonds can be
attributed to two factors. First, increasing attention in the international community
was paid to targeted, “smart” sanctions (see, e.g., the international Expert
Seminar on Targeting UN Financial Sanctions, March 17-19, 1998, Interlaken,
Switzerland). Second, UNITA had funded its efforts primarily from the diamond
trade and the control of diamond mines earlier, during the Cold War. UNITA and
diamonds were good candidates for targeted sanctions.

While the established sanctions were quickly shown to be ineffective in
keeping rebel diamonds out of the market, UNSC Res. 1173 is significant in two
ways. First, it was the first official United Nations document that acknowledged
the role of diamonds as a source of funding for rebel forces, though it was not until
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a Security Council Resolution on Liberia (UNSC Res. 1343, March 7, 2001) that
the term conflict diamonds actually appeared in a resolution document. Second,
the resolution allowed for criticism and reports of sanctions violations that would
become important in creating momentum for an international campaign.

In December 1998, six months after UNSC Res. 1173, Global Witness
published A4 Rough Trade, the first NGO publication of what later became known
as the campaign against conflict diamonds. Alex Yearsley, a lead campaigner for
Global Witness, describes the origins of 4 Rough Trade:

Global Witness was the organization that started the campaign of conflict
diamonds. We began researching the issue in 1996 in Angola ... It was originally
a collaborative and joint effort between another organization that we used to
work with and we have very close ties to, the Environmental Investigation
Agency. The three founding directors of Global Witness used to work there,
and it was originally going to be a joint project. They had looked at the problem
in relation to the funding of the war in Angola from animal products, from
ivory and from leopard skins in particular ... the same routes that were used
for the animal skins and the ivory tusks were also used for diamonds. So that’s
how initially we got into it (Alex Yearsley, Campaigner Global Witness, phone
interview, October 5, 2005).

While the final report would focus only on the commodity of diamonds and further
collaboration with the Environmental Investigation Agency ended, it is noteworthy
that Global Witness found its way to conflict diamonds via the trade in animal
trophies. Global Witness had already established a reputation as a leading NGO
expert on the link between natural resources and conflict with its investigations
and reports on the Khmer Rouge and timber in Cambodia. Yearsley describes its
reputation as a “reasonable and accurate” NGO:

We had quite a good reputation for being accurate, for being detailed with our
information, and being reliable. But also not being sensationalists ... So in
Cambodia we were not seen as just a green organization. We were seen as an
organization that could present recommendations that would take into account
the realities on the ground. We weren’t saying don’t cut down the trees, which
we would have liked to, we were saying yeah, you have to cut them down
but ... do it in a way that’s transparent so that the country gets the money for
the treasury. And so we were seen as people that could be worked with (Alex
Yearsley, Campaigner Global Witness, phone interview, October 5, 2005).

Although Global Witness continues to this day to investigate and publish on
issues of timber in Cambodia, with the end of Cambodia’s civil war in 1998 the
organization was ready to take on a new focus. This was confirmed in an interview
with Global Witness: “We had our main campaign on Cambodia and timber. And
we wanted to expand it to some other campaigns, so we were working on the
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diamond issue. But also at the same time we had begun working on the issue of
oil and corruption in Angola” (Alex Yearsley, phone interview, October 5, 2005).
With the intensification of Angola’s civil war at that time, Global Witness started
its research on the role of natural resources in fueling the war.

A Rough Trade documented violations of sanctions against UNITA and
implicated De Beers and several trading states, most notably Belgium, in trading
Angolan rebel diamonds. In its accusations against De Beers, the report relied on
the company’s own annual reports and financial briefings that confirmed purchases
of Angolan diamonds. Global Witness wrote that the link between UNITA and
diamonds had already become an internationally accepted fact. The report’s
significance was therefore not due to any new information it presented. The
report’s accusations against De Beers were not novel or the work of independent
investigations. Human Rights Watch’s (HRW) Angola Report in 1994 had already
reported on De Beers’ purchases of Angolan rebel diamonds and De Beers’ own
annual reports acknowledged these purchases.

The reason that 4 Rough Trade was significant and carried impact is because it
emerged in the context of UN activities on Angola, including the implementation
of targeted sanctions as well as investigations into the ineffectiveness of the
sanctions regime. These factors provided fertile ground for the report. De Beers and
Antwerp, the diamond industry’s center, were now more vulnerable to accusations
of trading illegally, i.e., violating UN sanctions regarding Angolan diamonds. 4
Rough Trade was published at a time of active debate within UN circles about the
ineffectiveness of Angolan sanctions. Up to this point, UN activities on Angola
had been only emergency responses following flare-ups in violence, not sustained
peacekeeping efforts. The UN context thus not only provided 4 Rough Trade
with an audience but also meant that an institutional setting existed for continued
debate, exposure, and treatment of the issue.

“Easy” Targets: De Beers and Antwerp

A Rough Trade targeted De Beers, accusing it of buying conflict diamonds in
violation of UNSC Res. 1173. Fittingly, 4 Rough Trade approached the issue
of Angolan conflict diamonds squarely in terms of unethical and unacceptable
corporate conduct rather than as an international or Angolan peace issue. The
report portrayed De Beers as a company that was irresponsible, nontransparent,
and unethical. In its accusations, Global Witness invoked global norms on
business practices and shamed De Beers for not abiding by these modern business
principles.

Global Witness and the subsequent campaign also were able to take advantage
of the centralized nature of the industry. A leading campaigner on conflict
diamonds, Tan Smillie, describes the industry as characterized by two narrow
funnels: De Beers and Belgium, or more specifically Antwerp. In an interview he
said, “The pressure points in the industry were limited, Belgium and De Beers.
You could pressure them and get them to come to the table and get them to want
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an agreement. Then you know you made a lot of progress. In timber or in oil there
aren’t as many narrow funnels in the business as there are in diamonds. I mean
the lesson is you’ve got to find those funnels. You’ve got to find the narrow points
and put pressure on them. But obviously it’s not the same in other businesses” (Ian
Smillie, personal interview, July 6, 2006).

However, responses from the industry immediately following A Rough
Trade were minimal. Neither De Beers nor the HRD (High Diamond Council),
representing the Belgian diamond industry, reacted publicly to the accusations.
My interviews indicate that the industry did not become engaged in the matter
until later, after further developments in the UN.

Ambassador Fowler, Targeted Angola Sanctions, and the UN Panel of Experts

Global Witness was invited to an unofficial briefing at the United Nations Security
Council in January, 1999. That Global Witness was invited to brief the UN Security
Council is a remarkable development, illustrating the direct impact NGOs were
starting to have on the issue. It shows that the Security Council recognized that
this NGO could provide expertise and valuable input.

After visiting with the United Nations, Global Witness concluded that “The
Findings of ‘A Rough Trade’ were firmly established on the United Nations
agenda” (Global Witness website, Chronology, n.d.). When I asked if Global
Witness was surprised by the attention that was paid to the report, Yearsley
responded, “Yes, it was a huge surprise. We thought the issue obviously would get
some media attention, but we were obviously surprised at the major attention it did
receive. There was, unbeknownst to us, a little work being done by the Canadian
Government and the Canadian UN Mission through Robert Fowler, then chairman
of the Angola sanctions panel. So we had a ready and captive audience” (Alex
Yearsley, phone interview, October 5, 2005). In January, Robert (Bob) Fowler,
Canadian Ambassador to the United Nations, was appointed as new chair of
the Angolan Sanctions Committee. This development provided a “captive” UN
audience for some time to come.

While a UN sanctions committee on Angola had been in existence since 1993,
it was inactive until renewed by UN Security Council sanctions in late 1997 and
1998. At that point, the Security Council refreshed its mandate for the Angola
sanctions committee and appointed new members. During Canada’s two-year
term on the United Nations Security Council (1999/2000), its ambassador Robert
Fowler took leadership of the commission. Canada’s and Fowler’s priorities during
these two years in the Security Council “revolved around issues of human security,
such as the protection of civilians in armed conflict, war-affected children, conflict
prevention, peace-building, mass refugee flows, illicit small arms trafficking,
gross human rights abuses, and failures of governance and the rule of law. Canada
also played major role in improving the effectiveness of sanctions, especially in
Africa, and in promoting changes to the Council’s working methods intended to
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improve its transparency and accountability to UN members” (Canada Foreign
Affairs, n.d.).

Fowler was not only committed to human security issues in Angola but
also sought to make targeted sanctions work. Canada and other countries were
increasingly calling for smart and targeted sanctions that would not hurt entire
populations but were intended to be as narrow and effective as possible. This
motivated and guided Canadian involvement on the matter of Angola: “In order
to end this war, sanctions have to be robust and have to be properly implemented
and monitored. And this work evolved from that” (Abdul Omar, Foreign Affairs
Canada, interview, May 6, 2005).

Canada’s leading role in setting the (UN) agenda on conflict diamonds is
thus best understood in terms of its goal of pursuing human security issues and
promoting fairer sanction regimes, pushed by its highly committed representative,
Robert Fowler. Its role as Security Council member facilitated the pursuit of these
goals.

Fowler formed a panel of experts in May 1999, to assess the effectiveness
of the Angola sanctions and the link between diamonds and conflict. The panel
produced the widely publicized Fowler report one year later, which served an
important function in terms of raising awareness about the sanctions and about
conflict diamonds.

Perhaps most important, the UN investigations raised awareness in industry
circles. In his investigations, Ambassador Fowler met with Nicky Oppenheimer
(Chairman of De Beers) and Gary Ralfe (Managing Director of De Beers) in
London and Johannesburg in May and July 1999. In fact, it was the investigations
by Fowler and not the Global Witness report that initially alerted the industry that
the days of “doing business as usual” were numbered. Mark Van Bockstael, head
of the HRD in Belgium, recounts the first events that brought the conflict diamond
campaign to the industry’s doorsteps:

Well that was a very, very harsh wake-up call. I remember it very vividly. I was
coming back from summer holidays the first week of September of 1999. And
just the last week previous to our holiday season, that is the last week of July,
there was a visit of a certain ambassador, Robert Fowler, to Antwerp. And well
it took about, I think it took a few weeks for most people to realize exactly what
kind of content he was actually bringing to us. And the comment was quite
simple: ‘Have you been doing enough to implement the United Nations Security
Council sanctions on UNITA Diamonds?’ ... That’s how we got into the picture
(Mark Van Bockstael, HRD, phone interview, September 27, 2005).

Thus it was Fowler and UN investigations into the industry’s compliance with UN
sanctions that was remembered by Bockstael as the “wake-up call”, not the Global
Witness report. When I asked when the negotiations with Fowler and the UN were
joined by NGOs, Bockstael answered:
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Oh that was still quite some time off. We had, the most difficult period for all
of us I think, well for all of us in Antwerp at least, because we felt that we were
mostly targeted by the sanction team of Fowler. And that was the period between
September of 1999 and I would say April of 2000 ... The NGOs were already
involved in the sense that the first reports on the UNITA situation in Angola had
come up already in December, 1998 by Global Witness, which was then you
know ‘The Rough Trade’ ... these are the first steps into a campaign if you want.
There wasn’t a [industry] response at that time, or at least the response that we
had was very, very, very, very different and there was no unified situation at all
(Mark Van Bockstael, phone interview, September 27, 2005).

Thus, the industry did not react to the NGO report and Antwerp felt disproportionately
targeted, not by the Global Witness report but by the UN Fowler team. Similarly,
De Beers described its initial dealings on the matter of conflict diamonds with
reference to the United Nations, not Global Witness. A De Beers official recalled
the company’s first encounter with Global Witness: “In December, 1998 a small
NGO based here in London called Global Witness asked if they could come and see
us and we had no idea what they wanted at the time. They came in. We gave them a
briefing on De Beers and its place in the diamond industry. A few weeks later they
published the report, A Rough Trade, which was really I suppose the first time in
writing the manifestation of the issue of what we now know as conflict diamonds”
(Andrew Bone, De Beers, phone interview, July 7, 2005). But when I asked him if
the problem of conflict diamonds was perceived as requiring action by De Beers
around the time of that publication, he answered, “At that time already we had been
for several months working with and cooperating with the United Nations”. Again,
the interview suggests that De Beers’ agenda was initially set by United Nations
actions on Angola sanctions, even preceding Fowler’s investigative efforts, not the
Global Witness report.

In response to UN investigations into Angola sanctions, De Beers had to
reveal its rough diamond purchases from Angola. “De Beers itself admitted to
the panelists, it had received parcels of diamonds coming from UNITA-held areas
and processed them into the international market” (Institute for Security Studies
2005). In a later statement De Beers would justify its Angola diamond purchases
as follows: “De Beers makes no secret of the fact that during this period it
purchased Angolan diamonds on the outside market, although it never at any stage
bought diamonds from UNITA itself. These purchases were made in good faith
and under normal and customary market terms. At no time did De Beers attract
criticism from the United Nations for its activities, nor did it receive censure from
other organisations or commentators. In fact, at no time did the UN, which was
monitoring the peace process, suggest that UNITA was using its diamond funds to
re-arm” (De Beers written testimony, US Congressional Hearing, May 9, 2000).

Only in October 1999, did De Beers announce that it would stop buying
Angolan diamonds altogether. “Fearing the backlash, diamond giant De Beers
adopted an ‘ethical’ stance, rejecting ‘dirty blood diamonds’; but significantly
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only after 1999 and following the intervention of the Panel of Experts” (Institute
for Security Studies 2005). Again, UN actions are credited with shaping the early
international debate on conflict diamonds. However, De Beers’ announcement
must be understood in relation not only to the UN but also to increasing NGO
activities on the matter in 1999. More and more NGO activities increased the
pressure. A Canadian based NGO was researching the role of diamonds in the war
in Sierra Leone while in Europe a transnational campaign called Fatal Transactions
was in the making. These activities would become crucial in expanding the link
between diamonds and conflict beyond Angola and De Beers, making conflict
diamonds a global social problem requiring action by the entire diamond industry
and diamond trading nations.

In conclusion, the emerging NGO campaign against conflict diamonds and the
UN Angola sanctions activities were mutually reinforcing and supportive. “The
impact of the Panel of Experts on Angola was dramatic. The investigations by the
UNSC instrument also coincided with the international campaign against ‘blood-
diamonds’, whereby diamonds were now the currency that continued to fuel the
conflicts in Africa” (Institute for Security Studies 2005: 112). The NGOs confirm
this key interaction between UN activities and the campaign. “We took that [4
Rough Trade] to the United Nations Security Council in January 1999, and from
there the campaign really took off” (Alex Yearsley, phone interview, October 5,
2005). Another campaigner said, “You know there was a conversion of several
activities which the NGOs took to the forefront and made sure that it resulted
into something that is today known as the KP” (Dorothee Ngolo Gizenga, phone
interview, May 5, 2005). Both NGO campaigners stressed the fact that NGOs
brought the topic to the attention of the UN. It is difficult to say whether UN
activities would have continued had NGOs not picked up the issue and continued
to press to put conflict diamonds on the international agenda, but it is clear that
the UN provided a receptive context and was crucial in setting the industry’s
agenda in this very early stage of the campaign. However, the central debate on
the matter started increasingly to shift away from the United Nations into other,
less centralized global fora.

The Importance of Political and Cultural Opportunity Structures

A Rough Trade by Global Witness (1998) emerged in a conducive environment,
particularly with regard to UN circles. Specifically, increasing interest in targeted
sanctions (embargos on specific resources) among UN policy makers informed
the diamond embargo on UNITA (UNSC Res. 1173). Angola was a suitable “test
case” for targeted sanctions, as it had been clear for some time that UNITA funded
itself through the trade in diamonds. The specificity and ineffectiveness of this
resolution, however, invited criticism from both within the UN and from NGOs.
Overlapping events within the UN on the matter on Angola, and early NGO
research and campaign efforts, constituted a kind of “critical mass” that started
to move conflict diamonds into global discourse. Several factors led the UN to
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pay closer attention to the conflict diamond issue. Most important, the evidence
points to two factors: institutional interests in “smart” sanctions as a global policy
tool and the presence of two specific states in the UN Security Council, Brazil and
Canada. Brazil’s concern for Angola reflected the countries’ shared language and
history as former Portuguese colonies. Canada’s priority for its Security Council
term was fostering peace and human security in Africa. These factors made for a
conducive environment for Global Witness’ 1998 report, ensuring that it would
not fall on deaf ears.

Thus, the opportunities and events unfolding in the UN support the rational
actor framework as follows. First, they reflect the importance of states as allies in
a campaign. Of particular importance was the fact that several Security Council
members were willing to take on the issue, most notably Brazil and Canada.
Second, the UN, specifically Fowler’s Panel of Experts, was crucial for getting
conflict diamonds on the agenda of the diamond industry, especially De Beers.
While the company did not pay close attention to the Global Witness report,
Fowler’s accusations that De Beers had violated UN sanctions served as a wake-
up call. Claiming illegal rather than just illegitimate activity clearly was a material
threat that fits the rational actor approach.

However, some countries’ involvement clearly went beyond geopolitical and
trade interests. Canada’s involvement was consistent with and built on its broad
foreign policy goal of promoting human security and peace-building in Africa, and
with its narrower goal of applying smart sanctions that would not hurt the general
population. Ambassador Fowler’s involvement, as well the funding Canada
provided to PAC’s research on conflict diamonds, occurred through the Canadian
Foreign Affairs Department; it did not involve the Canadian Natural Resource
Department, which would have signaled trade or economic motivations. These
developments lend support to the cultural constructivist prediction that states more
deeply immersed in the world polity would lead global agenda setting. Greater
immersion in the world polity leads to adopting and acting in accordance with
global principles of the value of all human life, the obligation to alleviate the
suffering of the less fortunate etc.

NGOs Taking on Conflict Diamonds

A group of concerned Canadians called “The Sierra Leone Working Group”,
alarmed about the increasing levels of violence in Sierra Leone, met regularly in
the Partnership Africa Canada (PAC) offices in Ottawa, Canada during late 1998.
In our interview, Ian Smillie described how his and PAC’s involvement on conflict
diamonds started:

It was sort of almost accidental. I had been a school teacher in Sierra Leone in
the 1960s as a Canadian volunteer and I actually taught school in the diamond
area and as the war got going in the 1990s, it got worse and worse and worse
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in Sierra Leone. I hadn’t been back to Sierra Leone for years but [ always liked
Sierra Leone and I couldn’t understand why this war was only getting worse,
worse and worse and nobody was doing anything. The UN was not interested.
Nobody was interested and I wrote a paper, an editorial, an op-ed piece for one
of the Canadian newspapers about Sierra Leone’s forgotten war and a Sierra
Leonean student, a master’s student, no he was a PhD student at the University
of Toronto. He had been a journalist in Sierra Leone. He called me and said he
liked the article. Could we meet sometime? ... And we met and sort of talked
about things. We had a little working group here that met at the PAC office. [ was
working as an independent consultant and writer. I didn’t work for PAC. But we
were meeting in their office to talk about Sierra Leone and we called it the Sierra
Leone Working Group and they were mostly people like me. There were a few
ex-volunteers. They were some Sierra Leoneans—Canadians and some others
that were just concerned. So there were about eight or nine of us (Ian Smillie,
personal interview, May 4, 2005).

The group was unaware that, in the meantime, Global Witness was writing up its
report on Angola. The focus of the group was on Sierra Leone; diamonds entered
the picture only later on:

On one day, I think it was 1998 or 1999, one of the Sierra Leoneans said this
war is really all about diamonds and until something is done about the diamonds
it will never be over. And I just thought, you know, it’s like a light goes off in a
dark row and suddenly, suddenly, I said, Of course, of course, of course, I mean
the rebels are always swarming all over the diamond areas, they don’t go much
further than that. They have trouble going much further but those areas they
hang onto and, you know, I knew enough about diamonds from living there to
know that it is easy to get a hold of and then easy enough to move them off to
Liberia. And because my time is my own I said why don’t we do a little study on
this and I asked Lance, this Sierra Leonean guy in Toronto, and another fellow
here Ralph Hazleton who had just had a quadruple heart bypass and had retired
but was bored with being retired. He has a PhD in Economics. I asked the two of
them if they would be interested in working on this and they both said yes. We
got a little money. I think we asked 15 NGO’s to give us $2,000 each which they
did and we got a match from Peace-building Fund at the Department of Foreign
Affairs so we paid ourselves for nine months, we paid ourselves $5,000 each and
the rest of the money was for travel, printing and publicity. We put a lot of effort
into publicizing. So that was ‘The Heart of the Matter’. That’s how it happened
and we made our purpose in looking at the diamonds wasn’t about diamonds, it
was about the war in Sierra Leone. We had no interests in diamonds so we saw
the diamonds as the trump point. If you can do something about this then you
could stop the war perhaps (Ian Smillie, personal interview, May 4, 2005).
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The group’s focus on Sierra Leone led to the topic of diamonds, through which
it learned about Global Witness. When A Rough Trade was published, Smillie
and his co-authors were still in the middle of their research on Sierra Leone. The
group contacted Global Witness but closer exchange or collaboration was yet to
come. The Sierra Leone Working Group brought the research on Sierra Leone
and diamonds to PAC, through which “The Heart of the Matter” was officially
published. Smillie also mentioned that the Canadian Department for Foreign
Affairs funded the study. Canada’s support for this report and its important role
with regard to targeted sanctions through the work of Ambassador Fowler in the
United Nations, were clearly significant factors in the agenda-setting stage.

Canada’s involvement must be understood in relation to its broader foreign
policy focus on human security, pursuing peace on behalf of civilians affected by
violence rather than worrying narrowly about threats to states, and its vision for a
new diplomacy that includes nongovernmental actors. The success of the landmine
campaign had helped shape and reinforce this vision, prompting Canada to take an
active position on the matter of conflict diamonds “By seeking partnerships beyond
traditional coalitions of states, Canada has helped legitimatize the participation of
civil society and NGOs in the policy process. These organizations usually have
greater leeway than states to speak out and take action, and are, therefore, more
able to push specific agendas. The internationalization of conscience by these new
actors has been an instrumental tool in the development and promotion of the
human security agenda” (Axworthy 2001: 5).

Fatal Transactions

Meanwhile, a German NGO, Medico International, invited Global Witness, the
Netherlands Institute for Southern Africa (NIZA), and NOVIB (a Dutch member
of Oxfam), to a meeting on conflict diamonds at its headquarters in Frankfurt in
the spring of 1999. This meeting marked the beginning of what would become
known as the Fatal Transactions public awareness campaign, which was officially
launched on October 3, 1999.

For each organization present at the initial meeting, conflict diamonds filled
a significant void. Global Witness had worked on Cambodia, a civil war that
had come to an end. Medico was previously closely involved in the campaign to
ban landmines, which was nearing its end. For NIZA it was time to redefine its
organization as a post-apartheid NGO: “We started out in the sixties as the Angola
Committee, so for us it was back to the roots, back to the issue of the war in
Angola. That’s where most of the NGOs, it didn’t start out with the DRC. I don’t
think we knew where Congo was situated in 1999. Congo is not a front-line state
in the apartheid struggles. For us it was Angola and also has never really been
Sierra Leone, Liberia cause that’s not southern Africa. So for us it was a way to
get back to the issue of war in Angola and look through the economic glass to that
war” (Judith Sargentini, NIZA, interview, July 18, 2005).
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Fatal Transactions discussed widening its focus beyond diamonds to include
other natural resources like oil and timber, but conflict diamonds took center stage.
“Sometimes you know the campaigners call it a sexy issue. And it seems what
makes it sexy is that something that is connotated with romance, you know eternal
love, marriage, all these very romantic issues are suddenly confronted with wars,
child labor, child soldiers you know. Cutting off hands in the war in Sierra Leone
and very brutal events taking place at the same time. Now when you go to a fuel
station with your car it’s not very romantic, that’s all you’re going to know. It’s
not necessary to care where the oil comes from and that the oil trade also finances
very brutal wars. But the diamonds were connotated in such a different way that
we thought that this might be the plan that makes it possible to interest the general
public for the issue. And on the other hand might be a good measure to put pressure
on the industry mainly De Beers. Because De Beers lives from their own image”
(Anne Jung, phone interview, June 29, 2005).

Shift Towards Grassroots Public Awareness Campaign

Fatal Transactions marked a shift to a broader approach to conflict diamonds,
beyond Angola and beyond the trade in rough, unpolished diamonds. Rather than
focusing on De Beers’ corporate codes of conduct, Fatal Transactions focused on
the “right to know of consumers”, thus targeting the retail end of the diamond
industry. Fatal Transactions moved toward a public campaign of awareness raising,
while the publication 4 Rough Trade was primarily targeting policy makers in the
United Nations, some states, and the public relations offices of major industry
players. After its official launch in October 1999, one of the first activities of this
awareness-raising campaign was distributing information on conflict diamonds to
jewelry retailers and journalists, wrapped in jewelry gift boxes.

Two days after the launch, De Beers announced that it would no longer purchase
Angolan diamonds, not even non-sanctioned Angolan state certified diamonds.
The timing of this announcement, immediately following the publicized launch of
Fatal Transactions, was interpreted by NGOs as a direct response to the campaign.
While at first sight this reaction appears to be a calculated response to the campaign,
it is unlikely that within this short time period De Beers was able to assess the
potential costs of a consumer awareness campaign. De Beers’ reaction is better
understood in the context of its existing restructuring plans. The company had
seen its market share dwindle in the last quarter of the twentieth century. Besides
significant changes brought upon the dismantling of Apartheid South Africa
which complicated relations with De Beers’ South African arm, Anglo American,
competition increased dramatically. More diamonds were discovered in Russia,
Canada, and Australia. In addition illegitimate diamonds flooded the market which
De Beers so carefully sough to control. In efforts to buy up the supply by the
competition and retaining market control, De Beers dramatically increased its
stockpile which was estimated at $4.8 billion in 1998. But this open market buying
spree discontinued being De Beers’ strategy. Most importantly, this change of



Agenda Setting — “A Rebel is a Girl’s Best Friend” 29

heart was the desire to dismantle the company’s image as a monopole and instead
become seen as a market leader. De Beers had hired a prominent consulting firm
to work on this image recreation before the blood diamond campaign took hold.
In light of growing competition, De Beers needed to build closer relations to the
people it sells the diamond to. However, that was difficult to achieve as a company
banned under antitrust law from doing business in its biggest market, the United
States. Appeasing the United States Department of Justice required shedding the
monopoly image, which in turn required disposing of the massive stockpile. The
New York Times called the De Beers’ stockpile a “costly albatross”: “There was
another long-range motive: a more open and competitive image would help the
company convince regulators in the United States, who have accused De Beers
of fixing the prices of industrial diamonds, that it no longer runs afoul of antitrust
laws. Until it does, De Beers cannot set up American operations to fully exploit
its brand name in the world’s biggest retail market for polished stones” (New York
Times, August 22, 2000). By 2001, De Beers managed to reduce the stockpile to
$2.7 billion, a reduction that was facilitated by strong demand in America and
Western Europe.

While some industry actors in Antwerp, London and Southern Africa grew
increasingly concerned about the issue, large segments of the industry were still
oblivious, as my interview with industry leader and future CEO of the World
Diamond Council Eli Izhakoff shows.

So when it started in the year 2000, basically, the industry was not aware of
everything that was going on because everybody was minding their own
business. Our industry is very different than many others. I mean people are very
busy making money and everybody, most of them are very legitimate and honest
people, who we deal with each other with a shake of hands. We don’t have
any contracts or ... Our transaction is just by the sheer name and background,
integrity and morality. When this thing came about, you know, you might have
read one small little article in the back page of the Times or in other magazines
there was some stories about Sierra Leone, etc. Nobody ever attached it or had
any clue in the industry that we might do something in order to eliminate this
thing because we think we have the power to do that ... I myself as the Chairman
of the World Diamond Council never heard about the name conflict diamonds
and the diamonds were tainted. When I was first approached about it to lead this
thing, it was the first time I had ever heard about it ... And if I didn’t know about
it as a leader and I’ve been President then of the Diamond Exchange in New
York, President of all the diamond exchanges in the world and have a variety
of jobs ... I'm sure that most of the people didn’t hear about this problem. Be
as it may the civil societies and NGOs of course brought it to our attention (Eli
Izhakoff, phone interview, June 24, 2005).

This statement reveals several facets of the industry’s reactions. Izhakoff stresses
that the industry was unaware of the problem. But the claim of being unaware
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becomes increasingly problematic with a more widely publicized campaign on
consumer awareness. While acknowledging the horrific wars and the fact that
diamonds funded the wars, the industry now started to deny responsibility. “The
industry kept denying that they had anything to do with conflict diamonds. They
say that diamonds don’t kill people but weapons do. So they were trying to always
point the finger somewhere else. But they quickly understood that unless they
were involved, the industry would suffer if they were not involved in participation
and all of that” (Dorothee Ngolo Gizenga, PAC, phone interview, May 5, 2005).
At least some in the industry started to react.

A Fine Line: Consumer Awareness or Boycott?

The Fatal Transactions campaign received something of a blow when former
South African President Nelson Mandela released a press statement in November
1999, on the potential harm the campaign could do to the economies of southern
Africa. “The diamond industry is vital to the southern African economy. Rather
than boycotts being instituted, it is preferable that through our own initiative the
industry takes a progressive stance on human rights issues” (cited on Diamond
Facts website, n.d.). Fatal Transactions responded that, rather than a boycott, it
was conducting a consumer awareness campaign. But both the industry and NGOs
realized that it was difficult to raise the awareness of consumers without harming
demand. While the product lent itself to a consumer campaign, the economic
reality of the diamond trade as an important source of income for many poor
Africans did not.

Especially in southern Africa, concerns grew over an outright diamond
boycott. Within the Southern African Development Community (SADC) region,
officials and multinational corporations with business interests elsewhere in the
region rushed to disassociate themselves from their illegal activities with UNITA.
With an increasingly public campaign about consumer diamonds, southern
African businesses and states saw important revenues threatened. “Especially
the governments of South Africa, Namibia and Botswana ... had identified that
something had to be done to safeguard their revenue, especially to make sure that
the blood diamond issue was not going to taint all diamond production from states
that had nothing to do with wars and situations where diamonds were actually
fueling conflict” (Mark Van Bockstael, HRD, phone interview, September 27,
2005).

The “Sierra Leone” Effect: Putting Conflict Diamonds on the Map

Despite the severity of the problem of conflict diamonds in Angola, it was Sierra
Leone “that finally put ‘conflict’ or ‘blood’ diamonds on the map, threatening the
industry with disaster” (National Geographic, March 2002: 28). Abdul Omar
from Canada’s Foreign Affairs Department describes the shift: “The idea that the
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problem of conflict diamonds is not limited to Angola was emerging and we have
seen basically Sierra Leone in the picture. And that demanded global attention
to the issue as a whole rather than addressing one by one country” (personal
interview, May 5, 2005).

The Revolutionary United Front (RUF) invaded Sierra Leone from Liberia
in 1991. The RUF initially was a revolutionary movement fighting against the
plundering of natural resources by elites in Freetown, Sierra Leone. But the
rebellion itself turned into a struggle to get control of precious diamonds. The
RUF also received funding and support from Liberia’s Charles Taylor, Burkina
Faso, and Libya. In May 1997, the RUF and another rebel group, AFRC (Armed
Forces Revolutionary Council), took over the government of Sierra Leone. In
October the UN imposed sanctions on the military government and ECOWAS
(Economic Community of West African States), under Nigeria’s leadership, sent
forces that successfully ousted rebel forces from power and reinstated Mr. Kabbah
as President. However, rebel fighting continued and intensified in early 1999, when
more than 6,000 people died in the Freetown area alone. President Kabbah did
not have any significant military forces and continued to rely on Nigerian troops
to battle the RUF, who continued to perpetrate widespread atrocities. The cost
of deployed troops for Nigeria was close to $1 million per day, and with fading
domestic support for Nigeria’s involvement and no significant contributions from
other states, Nigeria announced its withdrawal in March 1999.

The Role of the United States in Sierra Leone

While the former colonial power of Sierra Leone, Britain, took a lead role in
financing the growing UN presence in the country, the United States’ increased
involvement in 1999 followed. There are mixed assessments of the extent to which
the United States was willing to support the continued war against the RUF. Some
argue that the United States lobbied the British government to abandon military
action and instead pressured the Sierra Leonean government to negotiate with
RUF. The Clinton administration feared that the Congress would not renew
funding for ECOMOG (ECOWAS troops in Sierra Leone) and that even if they did,
ECOMOG was not believed capable of defeating the RUF (Sieff 2001). However,
after an assessment mission by US Assistant Secretary of State Julia Taft, financial
pledges were made by the US and Britain: “The US was the single largest donor
in response to the Sierra Leonean crisis, having contributed or pledged $72.5
million in humanitarian and other aid during fiscal year 1998, including support
for ECOMOG” (HRW 1999).

Despite these contributions, the Clinton administration lacked a clear strategy
on Sierra Leone. Instead, Black Caucus members in Congress, notably New Jersey
Congressman Donald Payne, took the initiative. Payne, who apparently had close
relations to Charles Taylor, one of the main supporters and beneficiaries of the
RUF, urged President Kabbah to sign a peace agreement with the RUF. In May
1999, Jesse Jackson was sent as United States Special Envoy to broker the peace
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agreement and ceasefire. The resulting Lome Accord was signed by Kabbah and
the RUF on July 7. However the terms of the agreement drew widespread criticism,
including opposition from senior UN officials like the High Commissioner for
Human Rights. Lome gave the RUF’s leader essentially a vice-presidential
position with control over the mining ministry and offered RUF fighters complete
amnesty. Quickly it became evident that disarmament of RUF forces did not
occur as planned and continued atrocities occurred. However, widespread media
attention to the role of the US in this peace agreement did not emerge until 500 UN
peacekeepers were taken hostage by RUF forces in June 2000.

In this context of an increasingly problematic peace agreement and UN
negotiations that led to the biggest deployed peacekeeping force in UN history,
several high-level officials from the United States and other countries visited the
region. US Secretary of State Madeline Albright visited Sierra Leone as part of a
six-day Africa Tour in October 1999. Her visit to the region can best be explained
by the desire of the Clinton White House to show that Africa indeed was a priority
on the administration’s agenda. The administration’s visits to the continent started
with Hillary Clinton’s trip to Africa in 1997, followed by Albright in 1997 and
President Clinton himself in 1998. “Almost every Cabinet official was to follow
suit by visiting Africa at least once during the administration” (Office of the
Historian, United States Office of Public Affairs, n.d., 13th paragraph).

Albright’s visit to Sierra Leone is best understood as delivering a “tough
message” to abide by the Lome agreement. Albright also reaffirmed the Clinton
administration’s dedication to the region, in light of growing criticism by NGOs
that Clinton was paying only lip service to his Africa commitment. Specifically,
criticism from NGOs held that the war in Sierra Leone was being ignored while
the US was proactive in Yugoslavia. HRW wrote in its letter to Albright before her
trip to Africa, “The commitment to justice shown to Sierra Leone falls far short
of that shown to the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, especially Kosovo and East
Timor, even though the atrocities committed in Sierra Leone match or surpass
anything seen in these crises” (HRW 1999). Over the course of the civil war, 10
percent of Sierra Leoneans, 4.5 million people, fled the country, figures that far
exceed figures from Yugoslavia or East Timor.

The following month, US Congressmen began to show interest in Sierra Leone,
adding new political actors into the debate. Two US Congressmen, Representatives
Tony Hall (Democrat, Ohio) and Frank Wolf (Republican, Virginia), visited Sierra
Leone. Tony Hall took the initiative to organize this bipartisan trip. A former
Peace Corps volunteer and a born-again Christian, Hall had spent much of his
career battling hunger and diseases in Africa. Moreover, he was also compelled to
go to Sierra Leone by a community group in his home district of Dayton, Ohio,
that was active in Sierra Leonean relief efforts. In a later speech, Representative
Hall argued that there were moral reasons for the US to show more leadership in
ending the conflict in Sierra Leone: “The West has taken a lot from Africa over
the centuries. We at least owe it to the citizens of this continent to not allow the
trade in conflict diamonds to continue ... The problems of Africa, the misery of
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Africa, is our misery ... for hundreds of years this continent has been exploited
and the people have suffered more than anyone should have to suffer” (Statement,
Representative Wolf, National Press Club, February 14, 2001).

Linking Sierra Leone to Diamonds

The role of diamonds in funding rebels in Sierra Leone was only mentioned in
passing in media reports. While there were a few key media segments, most
notably the CNN “Cry Freetown” documentary in February 2000, mainstream
news reports did not appear until late summer. Thus public attention largely
lagged increasing political attention that would be given to Sierra Leone in early
2000. Similarly, the United Nations would not impose diamond-specific sanctions
on Sierra Leone until July 2000, after 500 peacekeeping troops were taken
hostage. But in late 1999, the British and United States governments increasingly
associated the war in Sierra Leone with diamonds. One key event creating this link
was a conference on natural resources and the funding of conflict organized by
Britain’s Foreign Affairs department in November 1999. “And that was probably
the key, the very first one [conference] that really got things going and looked at
things ... the British Government. The then State Department was very useful”
(Alex Yearsley, phone interview, October 5, 2005). Of particular importance was
Foreign Affairs Minister Peter Hain, who quickly took up the issue of conflict
diamonds and organized the conference in November. Hain was born in Kenya to
South African anti-apartheid activists and had a long history of involvement with
issues of justice and peace in Africa. Hain had also made numerous visits to Sierra
Leone, which led him to seek solutions to the conflict diamonds problem.

In the meantime, developments in the United States also linked Sierra
Leone with conflict diamonds. Following their visit, Hall (Democrat) and Wolf
(Republican), introduced the CARAT Act (Consumer Access to a Responsible
Accounting of Trade), legislation that sought to require certificates of origin for
rough and polished diamonds. Izhakoff describes Tony Hall’s involvement in the
matter “Tony Hall was one of the first people. He was the Lone Ranger in the
Congress ... when I approach other Congressman and Senators, they say he’s
crazy, he’s a maverick, and things like that, you know, like they didn’t even want
to pay attention to him. But we paid attention to him and I approached him and I
listened to what he had to say and there were very, very few people initially that
subscribed to any revolutionary move on the part of government” (Eli Izhakoff,
President WDC, phone interview, June 24, 2005).

While it would be some time before Congress and US foreign policy adopted
their concerns with conflict diamonds, Tony Hall and the co-sponsors of the bill
were putting conflict diamonds on the agenda of the US government and the US
industry. The Carat Act was significant as it was the first piece of legislation in the
world (except for the UN Angola Certificate of Origins) that specifically focused
on the issue of conflict diamonds. The introduction of this legislation was followed
by intense lobbying efforts, the introduction of other bills, and a heightened level
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of discussion and coverage of the issue of conflict diamonds in the United States.
Industry representatives went out in full force to lobby against the Carat Act and
it never stood a chance of passing. Hall likely did not actually expect to get the
bill passed, but he wanted to put the issue of conflict diamonds on the agenda of
the US Congress. Hall’s spokesperson is quoted as saying, “If the industry doesn’t
want the Carat Act, it better come up with a better solution” (Bates 2000).

The Carat Act also provided an institutional context for NGO and industry
activities in the United States. NGOs in the United States, most notably Physicians
for Human Rights, endorsed this and a subsequent, revised version of Hall’s bill.
Their campaign activities would come to revolve around congressional activities
on conflict diamonds, but these efforts did not get coordinated until May, 2000.
Campaigners outside the US, Global Witness and Partnership Africa Canada
in particular, did not lend their direct support or endorsement. While Hall’s
legislation was surely a welcome endorsement of their campaign efforts, NGOs
closely involved in the campaign (none of them American) did not perceive the
introduction of the Carat Act as a critical contribution to the overall campaign.
Most important, they sought international solutions rather than lobbying efforts at
the national level.

The Carat Act and its revised version, the Clean Diamond Act, further
encouraged debate and discussion on the topic within the diamond industry. With
the threat of state regulation of the diamond trade, the stakes became clearer to the
previously unengaged industry. More industry players, especially in the United
States, began to realize that the issue could no longer be ignored. This reaction was
well illustrated in an article called “Blood Money”, written in response to the launch
of Fatal Transactions and the introduction of the Carat Act, by Martin Rapaport,' a
major United States diamond dealer and influential figure in the diamond industry.
He described Global Witness as a “feisty little troublemaker” with a simplistic
campaign logic: “no diamond sales, no money for guns, no war”. The article called
upon the industry to respond to the campaign by declaring industry-wide standards
and definitions about what he refers to as “war diamonds”. Although Rapaport
acknowledged potential harm to the industry from a consumer campaign, he wrote
that of much greater concern is state regulation. He questioned the motivations
of both NGOs and states in singling out diamonds rather than the arms trade and
expressed outrage that NGOs and some states were defining moral and immoral
industry behavior. “No one has the right to dictate morality to the diamond industry
... We should not allow political organizations to establish our moral positioning”.
Moreover, “we shouldn’t be listening to NGOs ... Our industry is strong enough,

1 Martin Rapaport is seen in the industry as something of a maverick, due to his past
efforts to commoditize diamonds and his outspoken criticism of De Beers practices. In the
late 1970s he started publishing the Rapaport Diamond Report, which includes benchmark
price lists for wholesale diamonds and served as a quite effective measure to inhibit price
manipulations.
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honest enough and smart enough to take the correct positions and enforce them
through our trade organizations”.

Interpreting the Sierra Leone Effect

While the United Nations Sanctions Committee on Angola ensured that the issue
would stay on the UN agenda for some time to come, the expansion to Sierra
Leone prompted more state and industry representatives and NGOs to push to get
conflict diamonds on the global agenda. Thus, while the link between diamonds
and Angola provided important political opportunities in the UN, conflict-diamond
links to Sierra Leone expanded those opportunities by getting the United States
and Britain involved and by making the threat to the industry of expanding public
attention more credible — even though media coverage of conflict diamonds lagged
behind political efforts unfolding in this stage.

Several factors made Sierra Leone a better “candidate” for putting conflict
diamonds on the agenda of several states. For one thing, Sierra Leone is a small,
English-speaking where many western aid organizations had been involved
over the years. Many relief organizations did not operate in Angola because of
its enduring civil war that was embroiled in Cold War politics; it was nearly
impossible to offer any services without appearing to be either pro-MPLA or
pro-UNITA. Moreover, in Sierra Leone the RUF tactic of chopping off limbs of
innocent men, women and children certainly provided powerful images for the
media and the campaign. Similarly, the growing refugee crises added to the sense
of urgency to act on Sierra Leone. In the United States, the Clinton administration
was increasingly confronted with critics contrasting its involvement in the former
Yugoslavia with its inaction in Africa. The administration had promised to put
African issues high on its priority list but appeared to value African lives much less
than European lives. This erosion of legitimacy with regard to the administration’s
humanitarian concerns, along with the specific Sierra Leone factors discussed
above, led to several high-level governmental visits. One visitor, Congressman
Tony Hall, introduced the first national legislation concerning conflict diamonds
upon his return from Sierra Leone.

The importance of Sierra Leone in putting conflict diamonds more firmly onto
the global agenda can be understood through both rational actor and constructivist
frameworks. Rational actor theories find support in the fact that the Sierra Leone
case involved more powerful states, Britain and the United States, in the issue of
conflict diamonds. Moreover, in the United States there were several domestic
constituencies pressing for more US involvement in Sierra Leone. Black Caucus
members were involved in early peace brokering and accusations grew that the
administration was not living up to its commitment to the African continent.
These developments fit rational actor predictions for agenda setting. Nonetheless,
Sierra Leone continued to be unimportant for any powerful state with respect to
geopolitical or material concerns. Rational actor models would predict much greater
involvement of the US in Angola rather than Sierra Leone because Angola is one
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of the largest oil exporters in Africa. Sierra Leone did indeed continue to receive
little US attention or commitment, especially compared to other international
matters at the time. However, it helped bring conflict diamonds under the spotlight
within the US and globally.

The “Sierra Leone effect” also supports cultural constructivist predictions.
For instance, Hall and Wolf both sought to represent much more than just
their districts’ constituencies. They thought of themselves and their country as
responsible for the conflicts unfolding in Sierra Leone. Fowler, Hall, and Hain
all had long careers as world citizens, not only representing their constituencies
but expanding their concerns to problems affecting distant places and people.
Fowler had long been concerned with peace in Africa. Hall, a former Peace Corps
volunteer and born-again Christian, had long worked to reduce hunger in Africa
through his seat in Congress. Hain had his roots in the anti apartheid struggle.
Their personal histories and their visits to war torn Sierra Leone led them to guide
their respective organizations into the campaign. Their roles are best understood
in cultural constructivist terms: Hall, Hain, and Fowler were shaped by principled
ideas and felt morally obligated as responsible global citizens to take on this issue
that violated so many global norms.

These observations about Sierra Leone yield important insights into the
significance of norm entrepreneurs and the motivations that guide them. First,
they show that norm entrepreneurs emerged in several sectors: the NGO sector (as
evident in the first Global Witness and PAC reports), the UN (Fowler), and states
(Hall in the US and Hain in Britain). Second, several of these individuals already
had histories and identities as moral leaders before taking up this cause. Third,
the first-hand visits to Sierra Leone engaged these individuals in a critical way.
According to Keck and Sikkink (1998), a short chain of responsibility and a clear
understanding of victims and villains increases campaign effectiveness. Sierra
Leone in particular exhibited these characteristics and thereby magnified moral
responsibilities of various actors. The brutal realities of the war, observed by some
politicians first-hand, prompted more actors to urge action on conflict diamonds.

The Campaign Goes Global and the Industry Gears Up

On January 2, 2000, Partnership Africa Canada (PAC) published “The Heart of
the Matter”, a lengthy study of the role of diamonds in Sierra Leone’s war, which
also revealed the fraudulent nature of diamond trading in Antwerp, Belgium.
The release of the report (PAC, January 2000) was simultaneous in Europe,
North America, parts of Asia, and Sierra Leone. The authors of the report and
PAC representatives gave interviews on radio and TV programs and ensured the
dissemination of the report in many countries. Demand for the report was so high
that it was reprinted twice in the first month (Smillie and Gberie 2001). In Sierra
Leone, what was supposed to be a phone interview with a reporter actually turned
out to be a live radio show that was broadcast countrywide. De Beers was invited
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to a press conference in Ottawa that marketed the release of “The Heart of the
Matter”. Smillie recalls:

When we did our first report, “The Heart of the Matter”, we spoke to them quite
a bit to try and understand what De Beers was. I don’t know whether we ever
contacted them in London but we spoke at length to the guy’s who was head of
their Canadian office. It was in Vancouver at the time ... And we sent them an
advance copy of our report. I think we sent it to them a day or two in advance,
not enough for them to do anything but enough so that they had the courtesy of
knowing that their name was gonna be in the newspapers, we hoped. And they
actually asked if they could come to our press conference and we said sure. And
on, I think two-days’ notice they flew from Vancouver ... You know they came
to our press conference and they were very polite. They said something. I forget
what they said, but not much. I think they knew that probably in front of the
media it would be better to be quiet at that point. They put out their own press
release and put it on their website. They were actually quite gracious because
we had made a couple of mistakes about them, factual mistakes that they could
have used to, you know to squash us. They could have said this whole thing
is bogus and totally unreliable and here’s some examples. But they never did
that. They pointed out the errors but they didn’t make a big deal out of it so that
was, you know I think they decided softly was better than going head to head.
It’s interesting because they are quite litigious (Ian Smillie, interview, July 5,
2006).

Smillie is referring to De Beers’ reaction to two other campaigns. Janine Roberts
wrote a book on De Beers (Glitter and Greed. The Secret World of the Diamond
Cartel, 2003) and was involved in making a movie about the company but De
Beers sued her successfully, banning the film and the book in Britain. De Beers also
legally challenged Survival International, an NGO protesting the removal of a few
hundred San Bushmen in Botswana due to planned diamond extractions. Given
this track record with other critics, it is quite surprising how De Beers reacted
to PAC’s report. Andrew Bone from De Beers noted that the company sought
to work with NGOs rather than limit its collaboration to states and the United
Nations: “Certainly in the beginning we took the view that what we had to do was
engage with these organizations and establish the imperatives. And we could not
ignore them. And we could not say that we were working with the United Nations,
therefore we don’t need to talk to NGOs. It was new to us. We’d never really
experienced anything like this before, so we were very much feeling our way. And
we were in those early days taking every day as it came along. The engagements |
think instinctively were felt as the right thing to do in everyone’s interest, and we
did that” (Andrew Bone, phone interview, July 7, 2005). According to De Beers,
the NGOs, while harmful and annoying, had a legitimate claim to engage in agenda
setting, which squares with cultural constructivist predictions.
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“The Heart of the Matter”, named after Graham Greene’s 1948 novel about
Sierra Leone, was published at a time when Sierra Leone and conflict diamonds
already had achieved issue prominence politically, among states and NGOs and
in the media. This context facilitated wider coverage and dissemination of the
report. “The Heart of the Matter” is significant in several ways. It reconfirmed
that, first, NGOs had done diligent research and developed expertise on the
matter and, second, and of particular relevance to the industry, the attention to
conflict diamonds would not go away anytime soon. Also, it marked a further step
of internationalizing both the issue and the campaign against conflict diamonds
by organizing a global media launch and targeting all continents, producer and
consumer countries alike. Nonetheless, Smillie recalls that consolidation of a solid
campaign had not yet occurred: “So then we were sort of off to the races. You
know we still didn’t see a campaign. You know it took us until, almost another
year until 2001 to actually put together a plan and go and get more money so we
could really do this properly. It wasn’t until about 2001 that we really got rolling
and that’s when we started doing other occasional papers and studies and things”
(Ian Smillie, interview, May 4, 2005).

By January 2000, it became clear to policy leaders and others engaged in
relevant policy circles, including NGOs, that the problem of conflict diamonds was
not Angola-specific and that diamonds were responsible for warfare, instability,
and conflict in large parts of West Africa, including Angola, Congo, Liberia, Sierra
Leone, and Cote d’Ivoire. The media and public discourse were still largely silent
on the matter, however. To policy makers, on the other hand, it was increasingly
obvious that solutions would need to encompass both consumer and producer
countries and the industry. But what role NGOs would have remained unclear:
would they be watchdogs, troublemakers, experts, or partners in the months and
years to come?

The CNN Effect

Sierra Leone’s war prompted increased activity in several states, particularly the
United States and Britain, in the fall of 1999, though it was not until the following
year that the war would receive significant mainstream media attention. A powerful
documentary, Cry Freetown, which subsequently won several journalistic awards,
aired on CNN in February 2000. This 30 minute film was created by Sorious
Samura, a native Sierra Leonean. The movie received widespread attention and
Samura was invited to various talk shows.

Media attention is important for NGOs to get an issue onto the global agenda
(Keck and Sikkink 1998; Smith et al. 1999). Through mainstream news coverage,
information can be disseminated to a wide audience and powerful images on
television may encourage action (Cohen 1963). This is frequently referred to
as the “CNN Effect”. Some scholars have questioned the significance of media
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reports for agenda setting, however, finding that media attention follows broader
discourse on issues rather than leading it (Schudson and Waisbord 2005).

Cry Freetown, along with other visual reports on Sierra Leone, included
powerful stories and images of amputees who had lost their legs, arms, or ears in
the rebels’ violent raids. Mark Van Bockstael, head of the Belgium High Diamond
Council, described the significance of the shift from Angola to Sierra Leone in
terms of the “CNN Effect™:

I’m still not very sure what would have happened if there had only been Angola.
Mind you, Savimbi had been the hero of the Western world for two decades.
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