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Abstract 

This article analyzes the role of the EU in the negotiations of the Kimberley Process 

(KP) regarding the Marange diamonds from Zimbabwe. As these gems did not comply 

with the requirements of the KP, they were banned from trading in 2009. The 

subsequent discussions between proponents of a hard line towards Zimbabwe and 

advocates of a rapid readmission of these diamonds brought the KP on the brink of 

collapse and it was not before the end of 2011 that an EU-brokered compromise ended 

this crisis. At the same time these diamonds are still on an EU-sanctions list. The article 

explains how the EU tried to find a balance between its normative policies regarding 

human rights violations and being a “force for good”, and aimed to preserve the KP as a 

tool of “effective multilateralism”. It argues that these two objectives are sometimes 

hard to reconcile in a multipolar world.     
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1. Introduction   

Since its beginnings in 2000, the Kimberley Process (KP) has often been hailed as the 

most successful international initiative to break the link between natural resources and 

civil wars. State actors, the industry and civil society established together in 2003 the 

Kimberley Process Certification Scheme (KPCS) that helped to reduce significantly the 

amount of diamonds that were considered “conflict diamonds”. During the 1990s it was 

estimated that about 4-15 per cent of the traded diamonds were financing armed rebel 

groups, but since the creation of the KPCS this share has been diminished to around 0.2 

per cent3. 

Despite these successes the KP faced between 2009 and 2011 a severe crisis that almost 

caused its collapse. Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) reported serious human 

rights violations in the Marange mining zone in Zimbabwe and called for the country’s 

suspension from the KPCS. The participants decided to ban these diamonds temporarily 

from the KPCS, but justified this action with the non-fulfilment of some technical 

requirements. The question of the readmission of these diamonds got increasingly 

politicized and paralysed the KP almost completely. Whereas a group of western 

participants, led by the United States, maintained a very strict line towards Zimbabwe, a 

group of southern African countries allied themselves with Harare and suspected 

political motives behind the exclusion of these diamonds.  

The EU had in these discussions an ambivalent role: on the one hand the Council 

imposed sanctions against the largest state-owned mined company of Zimbabwe, which 

meant effectively that almost no diamonds from the Marange region could enter the 

single market. But on the other hand the EU took in the KP a mediating role and 

managed to broker, together with South Africa, eventually a compromise that permitted 

the reintegration of these diamonds to the KPCS. The consequence is that most 

diamonds from Marange can be traded between the participants of the KPCS, but are 

not allowed to be imported to the EU. This article argues that this situation is the result 

of two conflicting roles of the EU as an international actor. As a self-proclaimed 

                                                           
3 S. Chardon, A Reality Check? The Kimberley Process and Marange, 3.11 Perspectives- Political 

Analysis and Commentary from Africa 23, 23 (2011).  
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potential “force for good”4 the EU felt obliged to act unilaterally on the human rights 

violations in Zimbabwe and to target the diamond production with sanctions. But as the 

EU also sees itself as a promoter of “effective multilateralism” -understood as “the 

development of a stronger international society, well-functioning international 

institutions and a rule-based international order”5- it was afraid that this crisis could 

trigger the collapse of the entire KPCS and therefore worked proactively on a 

compromise solution to prevent this scenario from happening.  

Many authors argue that the EU’s power in trade-related forums is based on its 

economic weight. Meunier and Nicolaïdis have described the EU as a “trade power” as 

“trade is at the very core of such potential or actual power”6. Damro speaks about 

“Market Power Europe”7 and the EU’s often cited “external governance” is also closely 

related to its economic importance8. But, whereas some decades ago the diamond trade 

was dominated by few western actors, global economic shifts are also reflected in 

today’s market shares in this business and have consequently affected the weight 

Europe carries in the KP. Moreover, for some of the emerging powers in the diamond 

world the issue of “conflict diamonds” is less salient as it is for western countries, 

which further complicated the position of the EU in the negotiations. In this sense this 

article is not only about the Kimberley Process but illustrates a more general conundrum 

the EU is increasingly facing: how to act in multilateral forums when systemic changes 

are working to your disadvantage and other actors are less interested in the institution?  

In the second section of this article the role of the EU in the KP will be sketched in 

brief. This section also provides some basic information about this scheme and its 

structure. The third section summarizes the discussions about the Marange diamonds to 

give the necessary empirical background for the analysis. Whereas the fourth section 

discusses the internal considerations of the EU, the fifth section looks on various 

                                                           
4 European Council, A Secure Europe in a Better World- European Security Strategy, 13, Dec. 12, 2003 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf (accessed Apr.23, 2013). 

5 Ibid. 9 

6 S. Meunier & K. Nicolaïdis, The European Union as a Conflicted Trade Power, 13 J. of European Pub. 

Policy 906-925 (2006).    

7 C. Damro, Market Power Europe, 19 J. of European Pub. Policy 682-699 (2012).     

8 S. Lavenex & F. Schimmelfennig, EU Rules Beyond EU Borders: Theorizing External Governance in 

European Politics, 16 J. of European Pub. Policy 791-812 (2009).    
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external factors. The sixth section concludes the article and elaborates briefly on the 

further implications of this study. 

 

2. The EU and the Kimberley Process  

The KP was set up at the beginning of the millennium to prevent the financing of rebel 

groups with diamonds. UN resolutions against Angola, Liberia and Sierra Leone had 

been proven ineffective and therefore a more comprehensive approach was required. 

Various civil society organizations9 played a crucial role at this stage pressuring the 

industry to contribute to a solution of this problem10. The value of diamonds is to a high 

extent socially constructed and depends on its aura of romanticism, glamour and 

eternity. The industry had thus a genuine interest to keep the diamond trade free from 

“blood diamonds” that could potentially harm this image. Therefore, diamond giant 

DeBeers’ Andrew Bone even calls the KPCS the “the primary safeguard for the 

diamond industry”, as it gives a consumer the guarantee that he or she can purchase a 

diamond with a good consciousness11. 

In practical terms the KP is basically an export and import control regime for rough 

diamonds, which obliges all participating countries to fulfil certain criteria to assure 

complete transparency of the diamond pipeline from the point where the diamond was 

found until the retailer where consumers buy their jewellery12. The KPCS defines a 

“conflict diamond” as a diamond that “has contributed to the financing of a rebel group 

                                                           
9 The two most active NGOs in this field are Global Witness and Partnership Africa Canada (PAC). 

10 See for example: F. Bieri, From Blood Diamonds to the Kimberley Process: How NGOs Cleaned up 

the Global Diamond Industry (Ashgate 2010); J. A. Grant & I. Taylor, Global Governance and Conflict 

Diamonds: The Kimberley Process and the Quest for Clean Gems, 93 The Round Table, 385-401 (2004); 

I. Smillie, Blood on the Stone: Greed, Corruption and War in the Global Diamond Trade (Anthem Press 

2010).  

11 A. Bone, The Kimberley Process Certification Scheme: The Primary Safeguard for the Diamond 

Industry in High-Value Natural Resources and Post-Conflict Peacebuilding 184 (P. Lujala & S. Aas 

Rustad eds., Earthscan 2012).    

12 The KPCS only covers rough, uncut diamonds. Once they have been cut, a System of Warranties is 

complementary. These warranties are supposed to guarantee to the final consumer that his or her purchase 

fulfils the criteria of the KPCS. 
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or other entity that tries to overthrow an UN-recognised government”13. Participants are 

only permitted to trade with other countries that fulfil these criteria to ensure that 

conflict diamonds cannot enter into this scheme. Each year the participating countries, 

the industry and NGOs meet in working groups and in a plenary session. The KP is 

chaired, on an annually rotating basis, by its participants and does not have a permanent 

secretariat. The state actors take decisions unanimously, which makes the KP usually a 

rather consensus-oriented institution.  

The EU took almost from the beginning an important role in the KP. Several European 

cities such as Amsterdam, London and above all Antwerp are global trading centres. 

Eighty per cent of the world’s rough diamonds are handled in the Belgian city, while 

fifty per cent of all cut diamonds pass through it14. For these reasons the Union has been 

both the largest importer of rough diamonds and its largest exporter in most of the past 

ten years15. Thus the KP served the EU also as safeguard for its diamond industry. 

But besides these economic interests the EU is also engaged in the KP as part of its 

conflict prevention strategy as the Council stated for example in the Göteborg 

Programme16. In 2007 the EU was the chair of the KP and until the present the Union 

chairs the influential Working Group on Monitoring that deals with issues and problems 

related to the implementation of the KPCS by its participants.   

Since 2001 the European Commission represents the EU in the KP as a single actor. In 

the very beginning of the negotiations some EU Member States acted individually, but 

when it became clear that the final result would be a trade scheme the Council 

authorized the Commission “to negotiate an international certification scheme in the 

                                                           
13 Kimberley Process, Kimberley Process Certification Scheme, 3, Nov. 5, 2002 

http://www.kimberleyprocess.com/documents/10540/11192/KPCS%20Core%20Document (accessed 

Apr.23, 2013). 

14 Hoge Raad voor Diamant (HRD) About HRD Antwerp, http://www.hrdantwerp.be/en/hrd-

antwerp/about-hrd-antwerp.aspx (accessed Apr.23, 2013). 

15 Kimberley Process, Public Statistics Area, https://kimberleyprocessstatistics.org/public_statistics 

(accessed Apr.23, 2013). 

16 Council of the European Union, EU Programme for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts, 9537/1/01 

REV 1, June 7, 2001, http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/01/st09/st09537-re01.en01.pdf (accessed 

Apr.23, 2013). 
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framework of a binding international agreement”17. One year later the Council 

confirmed that the Commission would represent the EU as one single participant18. The 

representation can be characterized as “supervised delegation”19: interested Member 

States remain until the present day part of the EU delegation and the single EU 

negotiating positions are usually the result of prior talks between the Commission and 

these countries. To be fair it has to be mentioned that many Member States are not very 

interested in all aspects of this topic due to the insignificance of their diamond industry 

and therefore only a few Member States are really continuously engaged in all 

discussions (e.g. Belgium, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom).  

 

3. The Marange crisis  

The event that triggered the discussions surrounding Zimbabwe was the discovery of 

large unexpected diamond reserves in the Marange fields20 around 200 kilometres in the 

south of the country’s capital Harare. This discovery caused “diamond fever” in the 

impoverished country and within only a couple of months more than 30,000 artisanal 

miners were working with often primitive means in an unorganized and anarchical 

manner in this region.  

In an intersessional meeting of the KP in mid-2008 Zimbabwe reported these problems 

to the other participants who declared their concern but did not set any concrete steps. 

Later in the same year, in the shadow of the post-election unrests, “Operation 

Hakudzokwi” (Operation No Return) was launched by the Zimbabwean authorities to 

ensure their control over the diamond production. In these violent operations allegedly 

around 300 miners were killed. NGOs stated that these operations were not so much 

                                                           
17 Council of the European Union, Council Common Position on Combating the Illicit Traffic in Conflict 

Diamonds as a Contribution to Prevention and Settlement of Conflicts, 13009/01, Oct. 26, 2001, 

http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/01/st13/st13009.en01.pdf (accessed Apr.23, 2013). 

18 Council of the European Union, Council Regulation Implementing the Kimberley Process Certification 

Scheme for the International Trade in Rough Diamonds, 15328/02, Dec. 16, 2002, 

http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/02/st15/st15328.en02.pdf (accessed Apr.23, 2013). 

19 B. Coeuré & J. Pisani-Ferry, The Governance of the EU’s External Economic Relations: How Many 

Voices?, in Fragmented Power: The EU and the World Economy 31 (A. Sapir ed., Bruegel 2007) 

20 Some publications also speak about the Chiadzwa diamonds. Marange is the name of the fields, 

whereas Chiadzwa is the name of the municipality. 
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conducted to reinstall order in the mining fields, but rather to fasten the grip of the 

ruling elite in Zimbabwe on these diamonds. In their reports these organizations painted 

a grim picture of the situation in the diamond fields and claimed that local police and 

military structurally violated human rights21. 

These accounts also alarmed the EU Member States: the United Kingdom wanted to 

discuss Zimbabwe’s eligibility in the KPCS and an EU-ban on the import of these 

diamonds was considered. Belgium, however, opposed these plans and preferred UN 

sanctions, as it feared a situation in which Antwerp’s economic competitors were able 

to trade in these diamonds, while they were not. Already before the crisis in Marange 

the EU had put various individuals related to Zimbabwe’s government on a sanctions 

list due to a “serious concern about the situation in Zimbabwe and in particular about 

serious violations of human rights by the Government of Zimbabwe”22. This list was 

further expanded by the Commission in January 2009 and also the state-owned 

Zimbabwe Mining Development Corporation (ZMDC) was added23. According to an 

internal KPCS report in terms of value, 93 per cent of the Zimbabwean diamond exports 

in 2008 went to the EU, but all these diamonds came from a well-managed mining plant 

run by the Australian company Rio Tinto in another part of the country. Most of the 

diamonds from Marange were suspected to be traded to the United Arab Emirates24.  

                                                           
21 Global Witness, Return of the Blood Diamond: The Deadly Race to Control Zimbabwe’s New-Found 

Diamond Wealth, June 14, 2010 

http://www.globalwitness.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/return_of_blood_diamond.pdf (accessed Apr.23, 

2013); Partnership Africa Canada, Diamonds and Clubs: The Militarized Control of Diamonds and 

Power in Zimbabwe, June 3, 2010 http://www.pacweb.org/Documents/diamonds_KP/Zimbabwe-

Diamonds_and_clubs-eng-June2010.pdf (accessed Apr.23, 2013).  

22 Council of the European Union, Council Common Position Concerning Restrictive Measures Against 

Zimbabwe, 5951/02, Feb. 15, 2002, http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/02/st05/st05951.en02.pdf 

(accessed Apr.23, 2013); Council of the European Union, Council Common Position Renewing 

Restrictive Measures Against Zimbabwe, 5641/04, Feb. 17, 2004, 

http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/04/st05/st05641.en04.pdf (accessed Apr.23, 2013). 

23 Council of the European Union, Council Common Position Renewing Restrictive Measures Against 

Zimbabwe, 5304/09, Jan. 26, 2009, http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/09/st05/st05304-

ad01re01.en09.pdf (accessed Apr.23, 2013). 

24 Kimberley Process Certification Scheme, Final Report of the KPCS Review Mission to Zimbabwe, 30 

June – 4 July 2009, 20 (2009). 
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In June 2009 an official KPCS review team identified several areas in which Zimbabwe 

was non-compliant with the minimum requirements of the KPCS. Its report detected 

incidences of smuggling, illegal mining, failure to secure the diamond fields and severe 

problems to stop cross-border trade to the non-KPCS participant Mozambique. The 

KPCS review team therefore recommended either a self-suspension of Zimbabwe or, if 

the authorities would not follow its advice, a suspension by the KPCS from rough 

diamond trading until the minimum standards had been met25. As a reaction to these 

findings the KPCS and Harare developed together the Swakopmund Decision and Joint 

Work Plan to implement these recommendations and to bring Zimbabwe’s mines into 

compliance again. Diamonds from the criticized mines were banned from trading, but 

Zimbabwe was promised that once the problems would be solved, it would be permitted 

to export them again. NGOs considered this solution as too soft as it was referring in the 

first place to the above-mentioned compliance issues and did not refer to the detected 

violations of human rights. They called therefore, without success, for a suspension of 

Zimbabwe26. 

Zimbabwe tackled some of the problems of compliance mentioned in the report and in 

the summer of 2010 the EU-chaired Working Group on Monitoring concluded that 

some progress had been made. Zimbabwe was permitted -despite heavy criticism from 

NGOs who questioned some of the findings of the report- to export two supervised 

shipments of diamonds from Marange27. Due to this progress, different major players in 

the diamond world hoped that this problem could finally be solved at the following 

annual plenary meeting of the KP in Jerusalem. However, the arrest of the Zimbabwean 

diamond activist Farai Maguwu a couple of weeks before the meeting provoked great 

indignation among NGOs and western participants and soured the atmosphere. The 

United States participated with a very high-profile delegation and promoted a so-called 

“violence clause” (section 3b) in the draft proposal that stated that any occurrence of 

violence, lawlessness or harassment in the Marange region could result in a new 

suspension of the exports. This unique clause could have already been activated when 

                                                           
25 Ibid. 39-44. 

26 Global Witness, Failure to Suspend Zimbabwe from Blood Diamond Scheme Undermines Efforts to 

End Abuses and Clean up International Trade, Nov. 6, 2009 

http://www.globalwitness.org/library/failure-suspend-zimbabwe-blood-diamond-scheme-undermines-

efforts-end-abuses-and-clean (accessed Apr.23, 2013). 

27 Global Witness, supra n. 18. 
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three countries in the Working Group of Monitoring would have submitted a report on a 

serious breach of the Joint Work Plan commitments. In consequence it would have 

given the United States, together with its closest allies in this matter Canada and 

Australia, the possibility to suspend Zimbabwe at any moment. Zimbabwe retorted that 

it had fulfilled the minimum requirements of the KPCS and therefore must be allowed 

to trade without any more conditions or supervision. This clash of opinions escalated 

until a point that its Minister of Mining – Obert Mpofu – accused the USA of 

imperialism and the KP Chair had to prevent countries from walking out of the final 

session. Also from the EU side the no violence clause was received with some 

scepticism and the Union argued that the Working Group on Monitoring was neither 

prepared nor designed to monitor human rights violations.  

In the following months the negotiations progressed only very slowly and evolved in a 

larger dispute between the North Americans and a group of southern African countries. 

Zimbabwe deliberately pushed a tactic forward to make its case a cause célèbre for all 

Africa and to frame itself as a victim of a western conspiracy28. From the Zimbabwean 

point of view the real issue was not its alleged non-compliance with the KPCS but 

rather the western desire to control the global diamond markets. According to this 

argument, the West was bullying Zimbabwe with some invented accusations and 

double-standards for political motives and to prevent Zimbabwe from influencing the 

world diamond prices with its suspected rich diamond resources29. Zimbabwe’s 

Minister of Mines called for instance the conclusions of the EU-chaired Working Group 

on Monitoring in the summer of 2011 “racist criticism from people with colonial 

attitudes”30. Also other southern African countries increasingly followed this line of 

                                                           
28 S. Nyaira, Diatribe by Zimbabwe Mines Minister Poorly Received at Kimberley Meeting, Voice of 

America Zimbabwe, June 22, 2011 http://www.voazimbabwe.com/content/zimbabwean-mines-minister-

blasts-west-during-kimberley-meeting-124377894/1460050.html (accessed Apr.23, 2013). 

29 The renowned diamond specialist Chaim Even Zohar expects for instance that the Marange diamond 

fields could possible produce 25 percent of the world’s supply by value and 30 percent by volume by 

2015. (Kitco News, Diamond Prices Could Fall In 2012 As Supply, Demand In Balance -- Tacy Ltd, 

Forbes, Jun. 3, 2012 http://www.forbes.com/sites/kitconews/2012/03/06/diamond-prices-could-fall-in-

2012-as-supply-demand-in-balance-tacy-ltd/2/ (accessed Apr.23, 2013) 

30 N. Banerjee & R. Dixon, Conflict Arises over Diamonds from Zimbabwe, Los Angeles Times, June 20, 

2011 http://articles.latimes.com/2011/jun/20/world/la-fg-zimbabwe-diamonds-20110620 (accessed 

Apr.23, 2013). 
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argument. Zimbabwe could celebrate for example the diplomatic success that the 

African Diamond Producers Association, an intergovernmental body of the continent’s 

major actors, vocalized its support for a rapid reintegration of the Marange diamonds 

into the KPCS and accused the more critical participants of the KP of “sinister” 

motives31. 

In these discussions the EU tried to be a bridge builder between the two sides. In its 

function as Chair of the Working Group of Monitoring, the Union had the responsibility 

to make sure that the participants complied with the rules of the KPCS. Therefore, the 

EU focused on “maintaining the integrity of the process”, as a European interviewee 

declared, and concentrated its effort on convincing Zimbabwe to follow the initial 2009 

Swakopmund Decision and Joint Work Plan. However, even despite the Union’s more 

moderate position towards Zimbabwe it was as well occasionally accused of a neo-

colonial agenda.  

In 2011 the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) took the Chairmanship of the 

process. This strengthened to some extent the position of Zimbabwe as it tends to have 

rather good relations with the DRC since the pro-government military intervention of 

Harare in the Second Congo War. A DRC-lead inspection team concluded that the 

Marange diamond fields had met the minimum necessary standards for sales to be 

permitted again. Accordingly the Chairman of the KP, Mathieu Yamba, permitted 

Zimbabwe to sell diamonds from some plants but insisted that monitoring continued. 

The EU and the United States fiercely criticized this decision. The High Representative 

for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy of the EU, Catherine Ashton, stated that the text 

circulated by the KP chair was not agreed on by consensus, and was therefore not valid 

under its rules and procedures32. Civil Society organizations even issued a symbolic 

“vote of no-confidence” in the KP and left the Assembly demonstratively as a reaction 

to its “perceived inability to tackle the problems with countries that repeatedly break the 

                                                           
31 Mail & Guardian Online, Diamond Producers Slam Watchdog on Zim Gems, Nov. 20, 2010 

http://mg.co.za/article/2010-11-20-diamond-producers-slam-watchdog-on-zim-gems (accessed Apr.23, 

2013). 

32 European External Action Service, Statement by the Spokesperson of HR Catherine Ashton Following 

the Intersessional Meeting of the Kimberley Process, 20 to 24 June 2011, Kinshasa, June 24, 2011 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/EN/foraff/123113.pdf (accessed 

Apr.23, 2013). 



-11- 
 

rules and to guarantee that diamonds are not fuelling violence and human rights 

violations”33. In the subsequent months the negotiations continued in the working 

groups and the USA dropped eventually its demands for the controversial “violence 

clause”.  

In November 2011 the KP reached an agreement at the annual plenary session in 

Kinshasa. Zimbabwe was allowed to export diamonds from the mining operations of 

two companies34 and within two weeks later a third plant35 was planned to be examined 

whether it was KPCS compliant36 (this mine was subsequently also permitted to export 

again). In the endgame the EU and South Africa operated together as mediators for the 

USA and Zimbabwe and achieved a compromise between them. In sum, the final 

compromise permitted Zimbabwe to export its diamonds from Marange but included 

also some caveats37. The USA admitted that it absented in the decisive vote for the most 

part only to end the stalemate and keep the KP alive38. Moreover, the United States 

aspired to chair the KP in 2012 (which they eventually did) and knew that this was not 

possible against African opposition. Zimbabwe’s state-owned newspaper Herald 

therefore trumpeted “Zimbabwe's decisive victory in the struggle against Western 

economic hegemony was the product of African solidarity”39.  

One month later Global Witness, one of the most prominent NGOs, left the process, 

declaring that the KP’s “refusal to evolve and address the clear links between diamonds, 

                                                           
33 Global Witness, Civil Society Expresses Vote of No Confidence in Conflict Diamond Scheme, June 23, 

2011 http://www.globalwitness.org/library/civil-society-expresses-vote-no-confidence-conflict-diamond-

scheme (accessed Apr.23, 2013). 

34 Marange Resources and Mbada Diamonds 

35 Anjin 

36 World Diamond Council, World Diamond Council Welcomes Agreement in Kinshasa Enabling Export 

of Rough Diamonds from Marange Region, Nov. 1, 2011 

http://www.worlddiamondcouncil.org/download/press/2011/WDC%20Press%20Release%20%281-11-

2011%29.pdf (accessed Apr.23, 2013). 

37 Such as a Local Focus Point for the NGOs to do their monitoring work in the region. 

38 V. Nuland, Daily Press Briefing of the US Department of State, Nov. 2, 2011 

http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/dpb/2011/11/176589.htm (accessed Apr.23, 2013). 

39 B. Malaba, Marange Diamonds Get KP Greenlight, The Herald, Nov. 2, 2011  

http://www.herald.co.zw/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=25487 (accessed Apr.23, 

2013). 
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violence and tyranny has rendered it increasingly outdated”40. The EU lifted its 

sanctions against Zimbabwe for a couple of persons in February 2012, but decided to 

keep the ZMDC on the list of sanctioned entities due to its “association with the ZANU-

PF41 faction (sic)” of Mugabe42. In spring 2013 the EU Foreign Ministers agreed, also 

due to Belgian pressure, on a compromise under which the sanctions against ZMDC 

would be lifted within one month if the general elections in summer 2013 would be 

conducted in a fair and peaceful way. 

 

4. Internal considerations of the EU  

As mentioned earlier the EU is represented – also after the Lisbon Treaty – by the 

Commission in the KP. In principle, the issue is handled by the Unit FPI.2 - Stability 

Instrument Operations (Crisis Response and Peace-Building) of the Foreign Policy 

Instruments (FPI). However, due to the “particular prominence, and a particularly 

political dimension not only for Zimbabwe but for the wider region”43 -as Lady Ashton 

explained to the European Parliament- the EEAS and its Africa directorate also got a 

prominent role in the internal elaborations about the Marange diamonds. Moreover, 

responsible officials from interested Member States, such as the United Kingdom, were 

frequently consulted. The cooperation worked very well and the responsible 

                                                           
40 Global Witness, Global Witness Leaves Kimberley Process, Calls for Diamond Trade to Be Held 

Accountable, Dec. 5 2011 http://www.globalwitness.org/library/global-witness-leaves-kimberley-process-

calls-diamond-trade-be-held-accountable (accessed Apr.23, 2013). 

41 Zimbabwe African National Union – Patriotic Front 

42 Council of the European Union, Council Decision amending Decision 2011/101/CFSP Concerning 

Restrictive Measures Against Zimbabwe, L 47/50, Feb. 17, 2012, http://eur-

lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2012:047:0050:0063:EN:PDF (accessed Apr.23, 

2013). 

43 C. Ashton, Answer Given by High Representative/Vice-President Ashton on Behalf of the Commission 

(Subject: Kimberly (sic) Process — Responsible Institution, E-000660/2012, Feb. 17, 2012, 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getAllAnswers.do?reference=E-2012-000660&language=EN 

(accessed Apr.23, 2013). 
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Commission official spoke in a press conference about “the EU post-Lisbon working at 

its best”44. 

Already before the diamond crisis the situation in Zimbabwe had been highly 

internationalized45. Since its independence the economic and social situation in the 

country had deteriorated continuously for various reasons, while at the same time the 

ruling ZANU-PF party had become increasingly authoritarian46. As a result the EU also 

took a more critical position towards the government and imposed from 2002 “smart 

sanctions” against individuals and institutions. But in general the concept of 

conditionality did not achieve much success with Zimbabwe47.  

In the Marange crisis the EU emphasised that its external policy towards Zimbabwe and 

the KP were two separate issues. This strategy explains also the, on first sight, 

somewhat inconsistent present situation. The EU sanctions were thus justified as a 

reaction to human rights violations, whereas the EU stance in the KP was allegedly only 

concerned with compliance issues. Yet this line was occasionally blurred and some 

influences between these two dimensions could be detected. The main reason was the 

political motives brought forward by some Member States.  

In particular the United Kingdom, the former colonial power, has a special interest in 

the situation in Zimbabwe48. When the problems in Marange became more public, they 

drew a lot of attention from the British public and media. In August 2011, the renowned 

documentary programme BBC Panorama broadcasted for example an episode called 

“Mugabe’s Blood Diamonds”, in which it exposed torture camps in and near the 

Marange diamond fields. Besides larger political considerations, this pressure from 
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domestic constituents, MPs and NGOs caused the United Kingdom to introduce some 

political aspects to the EU’s position and it emphasized in particular the issue of 

revenue transparency. 

To understand this aspect it is probably helpful to take a brief look at the political 

situation in Zimbabwe at that time. Since 2008, after strong international pressure, the 

ZANU-PF party shared its power with coalition partners and formed an “inclusive 

government”. Its largest coalition partner, the Movement for Democratic Change- 

Tsvangirai (MDC-T) of Prime Minister Morgan Tsvangirai, was considered to be the 

"favourite" of the West. However, turf wars and mistrust between the coalition partners 

were frequent and a significant share of the diamond revenues did not arrive in the 

public purse. In July 2011 the Minister of Finance Biti (MDC-T) declared in the 

Zimbabwean parliament that there was “no connection between Zimbabwe’s income 

from diamonds, its output and international prices”49. This situation led to concerns 

from western countries and NGOs that President Mugabe and his political allies were 

using the diamond revenues to strengthen their own political position and were 

preparing themselves for another campaign of violence against the opposition ahead of 

the next elections. A 2012 Global Witness Report showed that senior officials of the 

army and the police are on the boards of the largest mining companies active in 

Marange50.  

Although neither the USA nor the EU seeks a radical change in the country (out of fear 

that this could result in a civil war and destabilize the entire region), they hope for a 

consolidated, strong opposition that could form a political alternative in a post-Mugabe 

Zimbabwe. In the short term one objective was therefore to get more transparency in the 

Zimbabwean diamond industry in order to strengthen the position of the MDC-T 

Ministry of Finance and to allow him to transfer more funds to the MDC-T-held 

ministries. An important part of the agreement in Kinshasa was consequently that 

Zimbabwe’s Ministry of Mining (in ZANU-PF hands) had to report its accounts 
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thoroughly to the KP, which would make it possible for the Ministry of Finance to get 

some insight into them.  

Whereas the United Kingdom devoted more attention to the political dimension of the 

Zimbabwe case, for Belgium the economical dimension also played an important role 

and it wanted to avoid competitive disadvantages for its own companies in Antwerp. 

But it accepted nevertheless the extension of the sanctions to the ZMDC, both for 

normative reasons and due to the fact that it would have been rather isolated in its 

opposition as most other Member States shared in general lines the viewpoint of the 

United Kingdom. The Commission focused on the compliance issue and coordinated 

the regular discussions between the involved parties before the meetings of the KP. 

Moreover, there was frequent contact with the involved NGOs. In sum, the EU Member 

States preferred a strict line towards Zimbabwe as response to the situation in the 

Marange fields. But several external factors complicated these ambitions in the KP. 

 

5. External factors in the discussions  

As the KPCS defines “conflict diamonds” as diamonds that have financed rebel groups, 

the gems from Marange legally speaking did not fall into this category. Already before 

these discussions NGOs had proposed to amplify the definition of the term in a way that 

it would also include human rights violations. From their point of view the purpose of 

the KPCS was to guarantee consumers that their purchase had not contributed to 

violence and therefore the definition should not only consider rebel groups but also 

cover violence committed by states. Western media reports highlighted frequently the 

human rights violations and financial benefits for Mugabe51 and even though many of 

these issues were thus technically beyond the scope of the KP these reports created 

some public pressure on western participants to maintain a tough position in the 

discussions (in particular in the USA, which is still the largest consumer market for 

diamonds).  

In principle the demands for a broader definition of “conflict diamonds” were met with 

sympathy by the EU and other western actors, but participants such as China, Russia 
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and many African states were not too keen on much human rights language in the 

KPCS. This caused for example the opposition of many participants to the proposed 

“violence clause” as they feared that it would shape a precedent for similar provisions in 

the future. In general, the NGO strategy to link the issue of Zimbabwe to an 

introduction of human rights language did not work out, or as some interviewees 

formulated it, perhaps “they overplayed their hand” by asking for too much in a difficult 

environment. Despite its principal support, also the EU remained rather cautious about 

the feasibility of such plans; answering a question of a Member of the European 

Parliament, Catherina Ashton declared that “civil society's proposals to extend the remit 

of the Kimberly (sic) Process raise a number of issues, both technical and political, and 

have proved to be controversial and unlikely to gain the necessary consensus for a move 

in that direction”52. For these reasons the EU strategy focused for the moment on the 

compliance dimension and – as one interviewee said – the Union preferred to “stretch 

the existing rules as far as it could” to exert pressure on Zimbabwe.  

 

Whereas most western participants thus favoured a rather strict line regarding the 

Marange diamonds, Zimbabwe achieved to gather southern African countries around its 

positions53. This group was formed by both ideational and practical motives. Since the 

failed negotiations in Jerusalem, Zimbabwe played increasingly the neo-colonial card 

and depicted itself as a victim of a western plot. This message was picked up by other 

countries in the region (e.g. Namibia and Angola) that echoed it in the meetings of the 

KP. In the west President Mugabe is often depicted as the prototype of a corrupt African 

dictator, but he nevertheless still enjoys a significant popularity and moral standing in 

southern Africa due to its role in the liberation struggle against the white regime in 
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Rhodesia54. Furthermore, many African diamond producing countries were eager to 

demonstrate their political and economic emancipation and that they were not willing to 

let themselves be dominated by an allegedly western dominated diamond establishment 

anymore. In more practical terms, various African countries also feared that this case 

could set a precedent regarding human rights language and stricter compliance control 

and took for these motives Zimbabwe’s side.  

 

The actor that carried the most clout in this African group was South Africa, whose 

position shifted somewhat during the negotiations. In the beginning the Department of 

International Relations and Cooperation took a middle-of-the-road position, but when 

the competences were transferred to the Department of Mineral Resources, South Africa 

moved closer to Zimbabwe. South Africa is well connected with key players in 

Zimbabwe and its policy in respect to their small neighbour tends to be a bit ambiguous: 

on the bilateral level Pretoria frequently exerts pressure on Harare to reform itself, but 

in multilateral forums it usually defends Zimbabwe55. Some interviewees stated that the 

same pattern occurred in the KP: South Africa wanted to pressure Zimbabwe to remain 

stable and preserve the “inclusive government” and in return it kept its northern 

neighbour’s back free in the KP. In the end, South Africa was the first country to break 

the lines and declared already before the Kinshasa Agreement that it would allow its 

companies to trade in Marange diamonds in 2011, which further increased the pressure 

to find a solution56. 

This creation of an African block, which was rather motivated by political motives than 

by compliance issues, also affected the EU position. Due to this emerging block it found 
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itself in a position in which it was accused of double-standards, neo-colonialism and 

even racism by some participants. Moreover, it created a situation in which Zimbabwe 

could not be isolated anymore and the African countries had to be more actively 

involved in the solution. As a consequence of these circumstances it was important for 

the EU to engage South Africa in its mediation efforts, as it could provide an “African 

voice” in the compromise finding and had the capacity to influence Zimbabwe. 

Therefore, the EU brought the topic up in top-level discussions between EU and South 

African politicians/ officials that were not only looking on the KP dimension to frame 

this issue in a larger context.  

Looking on the discussions about the Marange diamonds, probably the most important 

factor was the systemic changes in the diamond world. The economic rise of countries 

in Eastern Asia gives them both as producers and as consumers more weight in the KP. 

Some of these countries seek to establish themselves as alternatives for the polishing of 

diamonds, whereas India is already by far the world’s largest diamond cutting and 

polishing centre. Other actors, such as the United Arab Emirates, are gaining 

importance as trade centres due to their favourable location between Europe, Africa and 

Asia57. 

As in many other places in Africa, in particular China is a major investor in Zimbabwe 

and has constructed several large infrastructural projects, primarily to facilitate the 

transport of natural resources58. Facing increasing pressure from the West, Mugabe had 

politically oriented Zimbabwe more towards China with its “Look East” policy since 

the beginning of the millennium. The Chinese-Zimbabwean joint venture Marange 

Anjin Investments was one of the principal investors in the Marange mining fields and 

only one month after the Kinshasa Agreement it could sell in an auction more than 2 

million carats of diamonds59. China has the ambition to compete with India as the 

world’s leading place for diamond polishing and as a consequence it is looking 

everywhere in the world for rough diamonds that are not yet controlled by economic 
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competitors. Besides its opposition to human rights language, Beijing also had these 

economical motives to favour a rapid reintegration of the Marange diamonds. 

But the emerging economies are not only gaining weight in the supply chain of 

diamonds but also on the demand side. The economic bonanza in these countries has led 

to the creation of a larger upper- and middle class that can afford luxury goods. Asia 

(without Japan), in 2010 already accounted for more than a fifth of the worldwide 

demand and its growth rates are astonishing; in the same year the market grew 25 per 

cent in China and 31 per cent in India60. Studies by DeBeers predict that these two 

countries together will surpass the United States as the largest jewellery market in the 

next years61. However, there still exists less consciousness about the social implications 

of “blood diamonds” among consumers in these emerging economies and there are no 

Asian NGOs represented in the KP. Almost all NGOs are either western-based 

organizations or relatively small, local African groups. Moreover, the existing NGOs 

tend to have less informal contacts with Asian countries, than with their western 

counterparts, which limits their informal influence on them. In general, most Asian 

participants see the KP in the first place as a rather technical trade-scheme and not too 

much as a tool of conflict prevention.   

These factors have weakened the position of NGOs inside the KP. Their power is, to a 

large extent, their moral support to the scheme or, to put in other words, their ability to 

withdraw this support. Fear of boycott campaigns had been one of the main triggers to 

initiate this process at the beginning of the millennium. But these mechanisms work 

obviously only when the consumers do care about the origins of their jewellery. The 

growing importance of markets where consumers are less conscious about the problem 

of “blood diamonds” has therefore affected the NGOs’ influence negatively. To quote a 

diamond trader: “The industry doesn’t have to care about these issues anymore, because 
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consumers in India and China don’t”62. Although this statement is somewhat 

exaggerated – the USA still remains for the foreseeable future the largest individual 

market – it reflects the climate of opinion among some parts of the diamond industry 

and producing countries. Zimbabwe’s Minister of Mining stated explicitly that the 

western countries “do not constitute the entire market of diamonds. We will sell our 

stones to countries where they are welcome. We have countries like Russia, China, 

India and other Asian countries where we can market our diamonds”.63  

These changes in the diamond world also affected the possibilities that the western 

countries had to pressure Zimbabwe. Some years ago US- and European sanctions could 

have shut down almost all export opportunities for a diamond producing country, but 

nowadays these countries have alternative markets. As a consequence the EU looked for 

a solution within the existing KP framework to keep these new actors involved. 

Moreover, Zimbabwe had another powerful weapon in its arsenal: it knew that it could 

harm the KPCS severely by simply issuing KP certifications for its Marange diamonds 

and moving them in large quantities to the market. Despite its flaws the KPCS has been 

considered as a success by the EU for it almost erased the initial problem of “conflict 

diamonds” (following the scheme’s definition), formed a safeguard for the diamond 

industry and guaranteed some structure in this market. As a promoter of “effective 

multilateralism” the EU therefore wanted to make sure that the KP would survive this 

crisis without losing its integrity completely.   
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6. Conclusion  

A couple of weeks after the compromise in Kinshasa, Mark van Bockstael, a KP veteran 

who is currently co-head of the Marange Control Mission of the Process, summarized 

the events as following: “(…) it was the realisation within the European Union that 

further freezing of a decision and the risk of losing the whole process for the sake of this 

one problem was too high a price to pay. Once that realisation sank in, the EU really 

became engaged, and the rest is history”64.  

Avoid losing the entire KPCS was the top priority of the EU. Systematic changes, such 

as the growing role of the emerging markets in the diamond world with (allegedly) less 

socially conscious consumers have made it more difficult for western countries and 

NGOs to promote human rights or similar provisions in the KPCS. In its withdrawal 

message Global Witness declared frustration that the KP had “proved beyond doubt that 

voluntary schemes are not going to cut it in a multi-polar world where companies and 

countries compete for mineral resources”65. 

This has complicated the prospects of success for actors like the EU that seek to 

promote more normative objectives. To adapt Maull’s definition, in the short run the 

Union therefore aimed rather on a “thin” order to create some arrangement of 

governance, instead of a “thick” order of more normative objectives66. As a 

consequence its strategy to focus on the compliance issue in the KP and to keep the 

human rights dimension at the EU level gave the Union more room for manoeuvre and 

brought it into a pivotal role as a bridge builder. Instead of being a preachy “force for 

good” that no one listens to, the EU focused itself on the promotion of “effective 

multilateralism” and adjusted its strategy to a new situation in the global diamond 

markets and the reality that it had not the “market power” anymore it used to have some 

years ago. In order to create some market pressure on the more sceptical parts of the 
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diamond world the EU suggested voluntary, supplementary schemes with higher ethical 

standards (“Kimberley Process Plus”) as a more feasible option67. As a result of its 

pragmatic approach the EU could push some caveats in the final compromise that were 

related to its political objectives. Moreover, even critics admit that the human rights 

situation in the Marange fields has improved due to the pressure from the KP, and the 

Annual Plenary 2012 in Washington commended Zimbabwe for its progress in this 

regard68. Hence, in sum the EU appears to have taken the correct decisions to achieve its 

objectives in the KP. Nevertheless remains the larger question from what point can the 

objective of “effective multilateralism” degenerate into the simple preservation of 

hollow existing institutions and to what extent such compromises can be compatible 

with the ambition of being a “force for good”. One lesson that therefore can be drawn 

from this case study is that it is sometimes hard to reconcile these two objectives 

entirely in a more multipolar world.     
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