








  A Snapshot of the US Diplomat’s Jamaica

  Politics, power and the Kingston embassy cables

  Research edition · October 2026

  Original synthesis prepared for private reading. Source documents and reporting remain subject to their respective rights.



Contents
	Before the dispatches
	1. The embassy’s working Jamaica
	2. Judging the leaders
	3. The garrison problem
	4. Cleaning house
	5. Golding before the rupture
	6. The Dudus impasse
	7. Oil and room to manoeuvre
	8. What happened beyond the cables
	Chronology
	A route through the archive
	Sources and editorial note



  
    	
      Title Page
    

    	
      Cover
    

    	
      Table of Contents
    

  




Before the dispatches

The American embassy in Kingston kept two conversations going. One was with the Jamaican government. The other was about it.

The second conversation is the subject of this book. In cables to Washington, diplomats described the people they met, the assurances they received and the reasons they sometimes doubted them. They recorded political calculations that rarely appeared in a minister’s public statement. They also passed along rumours, made predictions and wrote with their own government’s interests in mind.

WikiLeaks opened that correspondence to a much larger audience. Cablegate began appearing in November 2010. The Gleaner’s partnership with WikiLeaks followed in 2011, bringing the Kingston material into Jamaican political debate. Familiar controversies could now be read beside the embassy’s private account of them.12

This is a selected narrative of the main political disclosures, rather than a transcript collection or a catalogue of every leak mentioning Jamaica. Its core documents date from 2005 to February 2010. Later records are used where they establish what happened next, especially when a court outcome changes the impression left by a cable. The title’s diplomat is a collective figure: these dispatches were written by different officers under different heads of mission.

The notes distinguish original cables from subsequent reporting. A diplomat’s description of a conversation establishes what the diplomat reported. An accusation recorded in that conversation still needs evidence of its own.




1. The embassy’s working Jamaica

An American official arriving in Kingston in February 2009 could be briefed on the country through a revealing phrase: the United States’ “third border.” In a scene-setter for a visiting congressional delegation, the embassy placed Jamaica inside an extended neighbourhood of American security concerns. Drugs, migration, trade, tourists and the safety of American citizens all gave Washington a practical stake in what happened on the island.3

The same briefing recognised Jamaica’s reach beyond its population. Its diplomats worked through CARICOM, the Group of 77 and other international bodies. Its leaders claimed a voice for small economies. Close relations with Cuba existed alongside substantial ties to the United States. The embassy had to deal with a country that could depend heavily on America while pursuing positions America disliked.3

By the end of 2009, another briefing described severe pressure on public finances, employment and confidence in government. It linked the global recession to weaker bauxite earnings and remittances, and warned about the possibility of unrest. These were forecasts made at a particular moment. They help explain the atmosphere in which officials were operating; they should not be read as a timeless description of Jamaica.4

The embassy’s job shaped its attention. Extraditions and cooperation with American investigators naturally occupied more space than many other parts of Jamaican life. Diplomatic access also determined whose voices reached the page. Ministers, senior police officers, business figures and party insiders could explain events directly to the officers writing about them. Their accounts were useful, but their access did not make them disinterested.

An instructive example appears in the embassy’s reporting on the Trafigura controversy. James Robertson, then an opposition JLP politician, discussed the damage the scandal might do to the PNP and his own party’s difficulty financing a long campaign. The cable’s concluding assessment acknowledged that he was seeking American support. The diplomats could recognise an interested source even while finding his account worth recording.5

That is a useful habit for the reader as well. A private conversation can be unusually frank and strategically calculated at the same time. A politician may tell an embassy something because it is true, because it serves a purpose, or for both reasons. The cables are especially valuable when they let us see that calculation taking place.




2. Judging the leaders

Portia Simpson Miller presented the embassy with a political strength that some of its better-connected sources underestimated. In early February 2006, an aide close to Peter Phillips was confident that Phillips had secured enough delegate support to succeed P. J. Patterson as PNP president. The aide accepted Simpson Miller’s public popularity but doubted it would carry the internal contest. The embassy recorded those claims with qualifications.6

On February 25, Simpson Miller won. The subsequent cable reported 1,775 votes for her against Phillips’s 1,538. It also recognised the class prejudice surrounding the campaign: her humble origins and lack of prestigious academic credentials were being used against her. Diplomats described her rapport with poorer Jamaicans while admitting uncertainty about how she would handle the policy portfolios most important to Washington.7

The sequence is worth reading together. An apparently well-informed insider offered a confident forecast. The result went the other way. The earlier cable remains useful because it records the expectations and prejudices of a faction inside the party, rather than because its prediction was correct.

The embassy’s assessment of her first Cabinet was more practical. It saw continuity with Patterson’s administration and an effort to preserve party unity. It was relieved that Phillips remained at National Security, where American officials valued his cooperation. Its concern about some of Simpson Miller’s political associates also persisted. Those concerns were suspicions and assessments, not findings of criminal responsibility against her.8

Patterson appears in these records as an experienced political figure whose authority outlasted his premiership. After the PNP’s 2007 election loss, an embassy officer attending its conference watched him intervene in a dispute over whether party officers could remain in place without elections. The report noted his continuing prominence, alongside speculation about his backstage influence. The observed intervention and the speculation are different kinds of information.9

That September report was often impatient with Simpson Miller’s performance. Yet it also warned against writing her off. The officer could see the strength of her following among grassroots delegates, working-class supporters and women. A dismissive account of her presentation coexisted with a recognition of her political durability.9

Golding initially benefited from more favourable expectations. Following the JLP’s 2007 victory, Ambassador Brenda LaGrange Johnson proposed closer engagement with a government she thought might move Jamaica, and perhaps CARICOM, towards American preferences. Her recommendations covered economic reform, policing and defence cooperation. The document reveals Washington’s hopes for Golding as clearly as it describes Golding himself.10

These portraits were working assessments. Officers were deciding whom they could cooperate with, who could deliver an agreement and whose promises might survive a Cabinet meeting or party conference. Personal judgements entered that work, sometimes perceptively and sometimes with the assumptions of the circles in which diplomats moved.




3. The garrison problem

In the cables, a garrison was a community in which party allegiance, local power and armed enforcement could reinforce one another. The term became central to the question of whether elected leaders could exercise authority over people who had helped sustain their political strength.

A January 2007 report recorded Deputy Police Commissioner Mark Shields’s efforts to contain election-year violence. He described taking incidents directly to party leaders and arranging meetings with factional figures when shooting broke out. According to the cable, some recent clashes were between groups affiliated with the same party. The problem could not be explained entirely as PNP supporters fighting JLP supporters.11

That account exposes an uncomfortable practical arrangement. A police officer seeking an immediate end to shooting might have to negotiate with people whose influence rested partly on coercion. Such a negotiation could save lives while leaving their local authority intact. The cable records the compromise involved in managing an emergency; it does not demonstrate that every participant in those talks committed the crimes alleged elsewhere in the dispatch.

Danville Walker offered the embassy another interpretation in May 2007. He argued that dons had acquired economic interests increasingly independent of the politicians with whom they were associated. Violence could interfere with business and the collection of protection money. In his view, politicians had reasons to fear the forces earlier generations had encouraged and could no longer reliably control.12

Walker’s argument complicates the idea that criminal groups were simply party instruments. It suggests a relationship that could change as money and armed strength accumulated outside formal office. It was his analysis, recorded by the embassy, and it should be read alongside the other accounts rather than treated as a complete explanation.

The 2007 election report supplied another necessary qualification. Although it described violent incidents and irregularities, the embassy judged the contest comparatively free, fair and peaceful by the standards of Jamaica’s political history. An account concerned with intimidation also recorded a functioning electoral contest and a change of government.13

In September 2009, Peter Phillips put the question of authority directly to American officials. He acknowledged his own PNP’s connections to garrisons while arguing that Golding’s handling of Coke risked demonstrating that parts of the country were beyond government control. Phillips was an opposition politician and a former national security minister. Both positions shaped the value, and the limitations, of his account.14




4. Cleaning house

The Trafigura affair was already a public scandal when the embassy described it in October 2006. The cable reported controversy over J$31 million, approximately US$475,000 at the time, received from the oil-trading company. PNP officials described the payment as a campaign donation; the company described its dealings as commercial. Colin Campbell resigned as information minister and party general secretary. Simpson Miller said she had not known of the transfer.15

The leaked correspondence therefore added the embassy’s account of an existing controversy. It did not first reveal the payment to Jamaicans. That distinction applies to much of this collection: publication exposed what diplomats thought about events people had already been arguing over.

Golding’s arrival in office gave the embassy reason for cautious optimism. A November 2007 cable welcomed investigations and personnel changes, while recognising that resistance could come from within his own party. One concrete problem was money missing from the Financial Investigation Division’s custody. The cable described poor control of vault keys, missing surveillance and inadequate auditing. It credited the division’s director, Christine Chambers, with effective and apolitical management.16

That passage gives the corruption discussion some institutional detail. The diplomats were concerned with the handling of evidence and the safeguards around it. They also identified Jamaican officials they trusted. Their criticism was not a claim that everyone working inside the state was compromised.

The proposed National Independent Investigative Authority raised a related question: could an anti-corruption body investigate senior figures without their permission? An October 2007 cable recorded Trevor MacMillan’s objections to a draft that required Cabinet approval for investigations and lacked arrest powers. He wanted independence and sufficient authority before agreeing to lead it. British and Canadian representatives used Coke as a test of whether the body would pursue politically connected targets. The American representative likewise rejected political favouritism.17

The Daley case requires a longer view. In August 2008 the embassy welcomed the arrest of senior policeman Harry “Bungles” Daley as evidence that a powerful figure could be investigated. In December 2009 it reported his conviction and an eighteen-month sentence, while noting that he remained on bail pending appeal.1819

On March 8, 2013, Jamaica’s Court of Appeal quashed that conviction, set aside the sentence and entered an acquittal. Its judgment examined serious weaknesses in the evidence and the handling of the case. The cable’s enthusiasm cannot substitute for that outcome.20

Reading only the leaked dispatch would leave the case unfinished at precisely the point where the embassy thought it had acquired symbolic importance. The later judgment belongs beside it. It also shows why a historical account must distinguish a prosecution’s promise, an initial conviction and the result after appeal.




5. Golding before the rupture

The June 25, 2008 assessment of Golding’s government is a useful pause before the extradition crisis. Nine months into the administration, the embassy credited it with achievements in tax collection, investigations and changes in senior appointments. It also described violent crime, rising prices, heavy debt and a fragile parliamentary majority. Its personal portrait was of a hard-working prime minister who struggled to delegate.21

The same document criticised decisions that had disappointed Washington, including a declined White House meeting and aspects of Golding’s dealings with Cuba and CARICOM. It nevertheless reported strong operational cooperation, especially in law enforcement. Diplomatic displeasure at the top had not brought ordinary working relationships to a halt.21

One extradition in July 2008 illustrates how much cooperation could involve. A later cable described the removal of Norris “Dido” Nembhard and four other defendants after legal proceedings and urgent coordination among Jamaican and American officials. It recorded defence applications, questions about ministerial hearings, aircraft arrangements and threats against ministers. The embassy ultimately praised the outcome.22

The report also exposed its impatience with delay. It regarded some defence manoeuvres as attempts to buy time, and saw Justice Minister Dorothy Lightbourne as initially giving lawyers too much latitude. A reader can recognise the embassy’s operational concern without assuming that every application made by a defendant’s lawyer was illegitimate. The dispatch was written by people trying to complete the extradition.

By December 2009, officials preparing for an American visitor were describing a government under much greater strain. Their scene-setter warned about fiscal measures, crime and a loss of confidence in both major parties. It also continued to acknowledge cooperation in major narcotics investigations. The Coke dispute occupied a particularly damaging place inside a relationship that still contained substantial joint work.4

In January 2010, the embassy welcomed fiscal progress and Jamaica’s response to the Haiti earthquake. It then raised the possibility that dons and criminal elements had captured the government. That suspicion was among the collection’s most serious assessments. The cable presented it as a possibility, without establishing it as fact.23

The distinction becomes easy to lose once the later crisis dominates the story. The embassy’s relationship with Golding had contained hope, criticism and useful cooperation. The problem was increasingly whether the government would act consistently when a request reached someone with exceptional political connections.




6. The Dudus impasse

Christopher “Dudus” Coke’s power in Tivoli Gardens made the American extradition request politically dangerous for Golding, whose West Kingston constituency included the community. By September 2009, the embassy was receiving private assurances about action alongside requests for patience.

On September 8, Audrey Marks met the chargé d’affaires with a message she said came from the prime minister. The cable records a commitment to respond positively, a request for logistical assistance and a plea against public American pressure. It also records fear of unrest. No timetable was offered.24

Phillips, speaking separately that month, warned that delay had lost the authorities the advantage of surprise and predicted violence around any attempt to arrest Coke. His analysis combined a security argument with a political attack on Golding. The embassy itself noted that his access to the government’s deliberations was limited.14

The Jamaican government’s stated objections concerned law as well as security. At a December 1 meeting, Solicitor General Douglas Leys and other officials questioned how wiretap material and Jamaican police evidence had reached American proceedings. They wanted technical discussions about the Mutual Legal Assistance Treaty. Permanent Secretary Evadne Coye framed the issue in terms of sovereignty. The embassy suspected a delaying tactic but recommended direct legal discussions.25

Those positions should both be heard. A small state has a legitimate interest in how its evidence and institutions are used abroad. Whether officials were applying that principle consistently in this case was a separate question, and a central source of American suspicion.

Golding later set out his government’s argument publicly. He said Jamaica’s interception law restricted disclosure and that the material supplied with the request had been obtained or shared contrary to Jamaican requirements. His statement maintained that the dispute concerned treaty compliance rather than Coke’s individual protection. That was the government’s position; it was not an agreed account between the two countries.26

The December 10 cable is especially damaging on political candour. It disputed Golding’s account of an agreement to keep the matter private and his recollection of when he had been briefed. It also said Kenneth Baugh called on December 9, after the December 8 parliamentary debate, to apologise and distance the government from the suggestion that America had breached the treaties. The embassy interpreted the public and private messages as contradictory.27

The dispute spread into interpretations of other bilateral business. In February 2010, Golding asked whether an allegedly hard American position on Jamaica’s IMF application was connected to the extradition delay. The chargé denied a connection. The cable documents the question and the denial; it does not establish that Washington used the loan decision to obtain Coke.28

The legal dispute and the question of political protection continued together. Neither an embassy’s impatience nor a minister’s invocation of sovereignty resolves both. The record has to be read through the actions taken, the explanations offered and the outcomes that followed.




7. Oil and room to manoeuvre

Patterson’s dealings with Venezuela show why American disapproval could not settle Jamaica’s foreign policy choices. In August 2005, Jamaican officials explained the appeal of PetroCaribe in practical terms: the country needed petroleum and favourable payment arrangements. Courtenay Rattray told American diplomats that the agreement’s purpose was economic. Embassy officers asked what political obligations might accompany it.29

The cable also recorded disagreement within the governing party about the risks of becoming closer to Hugo Chávez. Its concluding assessment treated Patterson as aware of the possible costs but willing to accept them for the expected benefits. That is a more complicated portrait than simple ideological loyalty to Caracas.29

The following month’s PetroCaribe summit placed Jamaica’s regional ambitions in public view. Patterson hosted Chávez and Fidel Castro and defended an independent course for Caribbean states. American diplomats were irritated by what they saw as inconsistency between his criticism of US policy and his treatment of those guests. Their report records that irritation and notes their attempts to put American concerns before him.30

There was a material calculation behind the ceremony. A 2006 cable described the financing terms under which Jamaica could defer part of its oil bill over many years. It also discussed announced refinery investment and a proposed highway loan. The embassy questioned whether the package would be delivered on the advertised terms and worried about dependence on Venezuelan policy.31

The distinction between a financing announcement and money actually received is essential here. The cable itself warned that aspects of the highway arrangement were premature. Its headline figure should not be turned into a claim that the full amount reached Jamaica or completed the proposed projects.31

The embassy’s own plans were also political. Its proposed agenda for the new Golding government sought closer policy coordination and a more American-aligned regional posture. Assistance, reform and influence sat together in the same document. Washington was trying to shape outcomes, while Jamaica’s leaders were trying to preserve options.10

CARICOM could help a small country negotiate with larger ones, even when collective positions frustrated bilateral partners. Seen from Kingston, relations with Cuba or Venezuela could offer economic assistance and diplomatic latitude. Seen from the American embassy, those ties could complicate regional priorities. The cables are most revealing when the two perspectives remain visible together.




8. What happened beyond the cables

The principal dispatches discussed here were written before the violence in West Kingston in May 2010. Their eventual publication must be kept separate from the events they help us understand.

On May 17, Golding apologised for failing earlier to acknowledge the JLP initiative involving Manatt, Phelps & Phillips. He said the justice minister would sign the authority allowing the extradition process to begin. In his explanation of the lobbying arrangement, he maintained a distinction between the political party and the government.32

His parliamentary account said he had sanctioned the party initiative and that Harold Brady’s firm retained the American lawyers. It also acknowledged that Manatt had understood itself to be acting for the Jamaican government, a description Golding disputed. The controversy concerned that blurred boundary as well as the extradition itself.33

The subsequent security operation brought a human cost that the diplomatic correspondence cannot fully convey. Amnesty International and Jamaicans for Justice later described almost seventy civilian deaths during the state of emergency declared on May 23. Those deaths belong at the centre of the aftermath, rather than as a passing detail in a story about relations between governments.34

Coke was arrested on June 22 and arrived in the United States on June 24, 2010. On August 31, 2011, he pleaded guilty to racketeering conspiracy and conspiracy to commit assault with a dangerous weapon in aid of racketeering. A federal judge sentenced him to twenty-three years on June 8, 2012. Those are established outcomes in his criminal case. They do not establish every claim made about Jamaican politicians in the cables.35

The 2011 Manatt–Coke commission also needs to be distinguished from the later inquiry into the West Kingston operation. Contemporary Gleaner commentary summarised the earlier commission as finding errors and inappropriate involvement but no misconduct under its adopted definition. It also reported the conclusion that the JLP had engaged Manatt and the recommendation that such diplomatic matters belong with the foreign service. Opposition lawyers strongly rejected the report’s reasoning.3637

In June 2016, the West Kingston commission’s report was tabled in Parliament. Jamaica Information Service reported recommendations for an apology, counselling, compensation and stronger accountability for the use of force. The questions had moved well beyond whether an extradition request was properly handled. They concerned the state’s conduct towards the people living in the area where it sought to enforce its authority.38

WikiLeaks made a private diplomatic record available for public scrutiny. The Gleaner made parts of that record part of a national argument. Their publication gave readers evidence of what American officials were being told, whom they trusted and where they believed cooperation was failing. It also exposed the judgement of those officials to scrutiny.

The Daley acquittal, the failed forecast of Phillips’s 2006 victory and the disagreement over wiretap evidence are reasons to keep reading beyond the most memorable sentence. Each changes how an earlier dispatch should be understood. The source notes that follow offer a route back through those records, including the ones that complicate the story.




Chronology

August–September 2005. Patterson’s government concludes a bilateral PetroCaribe agreement with Venezuela and hosts a regional summit. The embassy records Jamaica’s economic explanation and its own political reservations.2930

February–March 2006. Simpson Miller wins the PNP leadership contest on February 25 and is sworn in as Jamaica’s first woman prime minister on March 30.739

October 2006. The Trafigura controversy brings Campbell’s resignation and an opposition no-confidence motion. The government survives the motion.1540

September–November 2007. The JLP wins the general election after eighteen years in opposition. The embassy develops proposals for closer engagement and watches Golding’s initial anti-corruption measures.131016

June–July 2008. The embassy delivers a mixed assessment of Golding’s first nine months. Nembhard and four other defendants are extradited in July.2122

August–December 2009. The United States requests Coke’s extradition. Private exchanges, legal objections and parliamentary arguments follow. The December 10 cable records Baugh’s reported call of December 9.242527

January–February 2010. The embassy welcomes fiscal progress and Haiti relief work while voicing suspicions about politically connected criminals. It records a denial of any connection between the IMF loan vote and Coke’s case.2328

May–June 2010. Golding announces that the authority to proceed will be signed. The West Kingston operation follows. Coke is arrested on June 22 and transferred to the United States on June 24.323435

November 2010–2011. Cablegate publication begins; the Gleaner’s Jamaican partnership follows in 2011. The Manatt–Coke commission reports that year.1236

2011–2016. Coke pleads guilty in August 2011 and is sentenced in June 2012. Daley is acquitted on appeal in March 2013. The West Kingston commission’s report is tabled in June 2016.352038




A route through the archive

The Public Library of US Diplomacy is the principal archive used here. The JCVignoli mirror provides another route to the Cablegate documents. Search by the full identifier, such as 09KINGSTON753. A reference beginning with two digits gives the year, followed by the originating post and document number. Use the document’s displayed date when ordering your reading.

For a first reading, these six documents cover the main arguments:

06KINGSTON402 — February 27, 2006. The report on Simpson Miller’s leadership victory. Read it after 06KINGSTON230 to compare the result with an insider’s earlier expectations.76

07KINGSTON1400 — September 14, 2007. The embassy’s proposed agenda with the new JLP government. It makes American policy objectives unusually explicit.10

08KINGSTON571 — June 25, 2008. The nine-month assessment of Golding. It places criticism beside achievements and continuing operational cooperation.21

09KINGSTON749 — December 3, 2009. The detailed account of the wiretap and mutual-assistance dispute. It preserves the Jamaican officials’ arguments inside an American report.25

09KINGSTON753 — December 10, 2009. The parliamentary clash and reported private apology. Paragraph 12 supplies the December 9 date for Baugh’s call.27

10KINGSTON84 — January 22, 2010. The report that praised recent policy successes while entertaining the possibility of criminal capture. Its praise and suspicion should be read together.23

Cable headings help establish what kind of record you are reading. “CONFIDENTIAL” describes classification, not the certainty of an allegation. “SBU” marks sensitive but unclassified material. “Post” usually means the embassy. A chargé d’affaires leads the mission in the absence of an ambassador. “Reftel” points to another telegram; “septel” means a separate one.

Some archive records are expressly partial extracts. The 2005 documents used here carry that warning. A reference to an earlier cable is not a substitute for reading it, and a missing section should remain missing rather than be filled with an assumption.




Sources and editorial note

This edition was compiled on October 31, 2026. It is an independent synthesis, with no affiliation to WikiLeaks, the Gleaner or either government. No interviews were conducted for it. Descriptions of meetings come from the cited records, rather than reconstructed scenes or invented dialogue.

Most sources are original diplomatic documents. The Gleaner retrospective establishes its publication partnership and supplies context; contemporary Jamaican reporting is identified where it is used. Government statements establish what officials publicly said. Judicial records and the US sentencing announcement establish the specific legal outcomes described.

The narrative concentrates on politics, corruption, organised crime and foreign relations. It does not claim to inventory every Jamaica-related disclosure. Allegations have not been treated as convictions, announcements as completed projects, or diplomatic suspicions as adjudicated facts. The links permit a reader to inspect the underlying wording and its qualifications.


Source notes

	
Matthias von Hein, “WikiLeaks ‘Cablegate’ 10 years on,” Deutsche Welle, November 28, 2020. Used for the publication start date. WikiLeaks’s PlusD search page identifies Cablegate as a collection of 251,287 cables, mostly from 2003–2010.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
The Gleaner, “Assange’s Wikileaks and America’s exposed views on Jamaican politicians,” June 26, 2024. Retrospective reporting; it dates the Gleaner partnership to 2011. Its description of the timing of Baugh’s call is less precise than paragraph 12 of 09KINGSTON753.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 09KINGSTON113, “Jamaica: Scene-Setter for CODEL Engel,” February 12, 2009, especially paragraphs 3, 5 and 9. This book does not adopt every statistic in the briefing; several figures and formulations require separate checking.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 09KINGSTON1190, “Jamaica: Scene-Setter for DAS Reynoso’s Visit, January 11–13,” December 30, 2009, especially paragraphs 1–3, 8, 12 and 19. Its warnings are contemporaneous forecasts.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 06KINGSTON2020, “Jamaica: Trafigura Scandal May Affect Timing of General Elections,” October 12, 2006, especially paragraphs 2–6. Robertson’s assessments and the embassy’s commentary are separately attributed in the original.

Return to text: 1  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 06KINGSTON230, “‘A Two-Horse Race’: Phillips Aide Handicaps February 25 Internal PNP Election to Succeed PM Patterson,” February 3, 2006, especially paragraphs 1–4 and 8. A source close to one candidate supplied the confident forecast.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 06KINGSTON402, “Portia Simpson Miller Wins PNP Race to Succeed Prime Minister Patterson,” February 27, 2006, especially paragraphs 1, 3 and 5–7. Reports the vote and discusses class prejudice, popularity and policy uncertainty.

Return to text: 1  2  3  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 06KINGSTON758, “The New Prime Minister’s Cabinet,” April 19, 2006, especially paragraphs 1 and 3–7. Cabinet analysis and diplomatic assessments, including concerns about associates.

Return to text: 1  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 07KINGSTON1423, “Jamaica: The Future of the People’s National Party,” September 18, 2007, especially paragraphs 2, 4 and 7. An officer’s account of the PNP conference, with distinctly opinionated commentary.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 07KINGSTON1400, “Jamaica: A Suggested U.S. Agenda with the New Government,” September 14, 2007. Proposals for American engagement, rather than evidence that every proposal was adopted or completed.

Return to text: 1  2  3  4  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 07KINGSTON110, “Jamaica’s Election-Year Violence,” January 23, 2007, paragraphs 1–4. Used for Shields’s account of containing violence; the separate criminal allegations in the commentary are not adopted here as findings.

Return to text: 1  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 07KINGSTON637, “Jamaica: Election Violence and Political Party Leadership: Who Really Made a Mistake?” May 2, 2007, especially paragraphs 2–8. Records Walker’s interpretation of changing relationships between parties and dons.

Return to text: 1  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 07KINGSTON1336, “Jamaica: Bruce Golding’s Opposition Labour Party (JLP) Wins Closest Election in National History,” September 4, 2007, especially paragraphs 1–3 and 7. An early report written while recounts were still proceeding; provisional seat figures should not be treated as final results.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 09KINGSTON699, “Jamaica: Former National Security Minister and Key Opposition Figure Slams PM as ‘Indecisive’ in ‘Dudus’ Extradition Request,” September 18, 2009, especially paragraphs 3, 6–13 and 16. Phillips’s warnings are qualified by the embassy’s account of his limited access.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 06KINGSTON2021, “Jamaica: A Trafigura Scandal Primer,” October 12, 2006, especially paragraphs 1 and 4–6. Describes the payment controversy and the differing explanations then offered.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 07KINGSTON1681, “Jamaica: Beginning to Clean the Augean Stables?” November 19, 2007, especially paragraphs 1 and 9–11. Used for early expectations, evidence-handling weaknesses and the assessment of Chambers.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 07KINGSTON1585, “Jamaica: Appointment of Well Known Anti-Corruption Fighter to Ministry of Finance,” October 24, 2007, especially paragraphs 1 and 3–5. Discussion of the proposed investigative authority and the conditions international partners attached to their support.

Return to text: 1  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 08KINGSTON707, “Jamaica: Police Superintendent, Charged with Extortion and Corruption, Is Granted Bail,” August 5, 2008, especially paragraphs 1 and 3. An arrest-stage account. Read with the 2013 appeal judgment below.

Return to text: 1  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 09KINGSTON1118, “Jamaica: Senior Police Superintendent Sentenced to 18 Months Hard Labor,” December 16, 2009. Reports the initial conviction and pending appeal. The archive subject misspells “sentenced.”

Return to text: 1  


	
Court of Appeal of Jamaica, Harry Daley v R, [2013] JMCA Crim 14, March 8, 2013. See especially paragraphs 54–59; paragraph 59 allows the appeal, quashes the conviction, sets aside the sentence and enters an acquittal.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 08KINGSTON571, “Jamaica: Prime Minister Bruce Golding’s Government at Nine Months: Great Expectations, Checkered Performance, and Serious Constraints,” June 25, 2008. The full archived text, including paragraphs 3–7, is more extensive than the opening summary visible in some extractions.

Return to text: 1  2  3  4  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 08KINGSTON677, “Jamaica: Extradition of Drug Kingpin Nembhard — Not as Easy as It Looked,” July 28, 2008, especially paragraphs 1, 4–12. Reports the July 11 extradition and the embassy’s interpretation of the preceding manoeuvres.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 10KINGSTON84, “Jamaica: A Good Week for Golding, but Daunting Challenges Remain,” January 22, 2010, especially paragraphs 1, 4–5 and 7. The suggestion of government capture is expressly framed as a possibility.

Return to text: 1  2  3  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 09KINGSTON680, “Jamaica: Prospective Ambassador to U.S. Says GOJ Will Act ‘Positively’ Regarding Coke Extradition, Requests USG Patience and Technical Assistance,” September 8, 2009, paragraphs 1–4. This cable uses August 26 for the request, while other records use August 25; this book uses “August 2009.”

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 09KINGSTON749, “Extradition Jamaica: Christopher Michael Coke,” December 3, 2009, especially paragraphs 1 and 3–9. Meeting account dated December 1, with Jamaican arguments and American objections concerning technical legal discussions and the Mutual Legal Assistance Treaty.

Return to text: 1  2  3  


	
Bruce Golding, “Statement to Parliament … on the US Extradition Request,” Jamaica Information Service, 2010. Primary statement of the government’s legal position; not an independent adjudication of it.

Return to text: 1  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 09KINGSTON753, “Jamaica: Opposition Grills Prime Minister in Parliament on Coke Extradition Delays,” December 10, 2009, especially paragraphs 5, 8 and 12–13. Paragraph 12 dates Baugh’s reported call to the evening of December 9.

Return to text: 1  2  3  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 10KINGSTON9, “Jamaica: Coke Extradition Case; IMF Agreement,” February 10, 2010, paragraphs 1–4. Records the February 9 meeting, Golding’s question and the chargé’s denial of a link to the American loan vote.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 05KINGSTON2026, “Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez Visits Jamaica,” August 29, 2005, especially paragraphs 3, 6 and 8–12. The archive identifies the record as a partial extract. Used for the oil agreement, Jamaican explanations and diplomatic concerns.

Return to text: 1  2  3  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 05KINGSTON2083, “Jamaica Hosts PetroCaribe Summit in Montego Bay,” September 7, 2005, especially paragraphs 1, 3 and 8. The archive identifies the record as a partial extract. Describes the September 6 summit.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 06KINGSTON1592, “Venezuela/Jamaica: USD 563 Million Assistance,” August 15, 2006, especially paragraphs 7, 13–16 and 20–21. Its own cautions distinguish announced projects and financing from completed delivery.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
Jamaica Information Service, “PM Apologises, Says Extradition Authorization Will Be Signed,” May 17, 2010. Reports Golding’s national address and the announcement that the extradition process would proceed.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
Bruce Golding, “Statement to Parliament … on the Extradition of Christopher Coke and the Engagement of US Law Firm Manatt, Phelps,” Jamaica Information Service, 2010. Primary account of his position on the party initiative, Brady and the disputed representation of the client.

Return to text: 1  


	
Amnesty International and Jamaicans for Justice, “Jamaica: State of Emergency 2010 — Ten Things the Government Must Learn, and Ten Things It Must Do,” June 27, 2016, AMR 38/4337/2016. Uses “almost 70 civilians” for the deaths; casualty figures in different accounts should not be combined without reconciling their scope.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Attorney’s Office, Southern District of New York, “Jamaican Drug Lord Christopher Michael Coke Sentenced in Manhattan Federal Court to 23 Years in Prison,” June 8, 2012. Used for arrest, transfer, guilty-plea and sentencing dates and for the exact offences of conviction.

Return to text: 1  2  3  


	
The Gleaner, “Here I Stand on Manatt Report,” June 19, 2011. Contemporary commentary quoting and summarising the commission’s findings. This book relies on that published account for these findings; the old JIS link to the complete 2011 report was not retrievable during compilation.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
H. G. Helps, “PNP Shreds Dudus/Manatt Report,” Jamaica Observer, June 30, 2011. Reports the opposition lawyers’ objections; their criticism is not presented here as an adjudicated finding.

Return to text: 1  


	
Latonya Linton, “West Kingston Report Tabled,” Jamaica Information Service, June 16, 2016, reporting the June 15 tabling and principal recommendations. The publicly indexed article text was consulted; direct retrieval was intermittently restricted.

Return to text: 1  2  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 06KINGSTON645, “March 30 Inauguration of Portia Simpson Miller as Prime Minister of Jamaica,” April 3, 2006, paragraphs 1–3.

Return to text: 1  


	
US Embassy Kingston, 06KINGSTON2065, “Jamaica: Government Defeats No-Confidence Motion,” October 18, 2006.

Return to text: 1  





EPUB/media/file0.png
TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT

A Snapshot
of the US
Diplomat’s

Jamaica

Politics, power and the
Kingston embassy cables

2005-2010

With a later account of the aftermath






