Politics of UN inquiry —Ijaz Hussain 

[image: image1.jpg]


The Musharraf regime could have satisfied the PPP, for example, by enlarging Scotland Yard’s terms of reference to investigate all aspects of the murder and allowing it to proceed independently

The PPP is hell-bent on a UN inquiry into the assassination of Benazir Bhutto. The co-chairman of the party has addressed a letter to the UN Secretary General and PPP delegations are currently contacting US Congressmen, the P5 ambassadors and representatives of EU States for the purpose. 

The Pakistani government is utterly opposed to the idea, as it believes that it has done the needful by involving Scotland Yard in its ongoing probe into the matter. The Bush administration, which holds the key to whether or not the UN will be involved in the investigation, does not appear to favour it. 

What is driving the parties involved in this controversy?

The PPP is insisting on a UN inquiry firstly because it does not trust the Musharraf regime, under whose watch the crime scene was washed and evidence destroyed. The party has pointed out that this was not the first time that the government had done this. The scene of the October 18 bomb blasts at Benazir Bhutto’s homecoming rally in Karachi was also washed soon after the incident. President Pervez Musharraf has explained the washing operation in Rawalpindi as a case of “inefficiency”. 

The PPP has responded by asking why there was inefficiency in preserving evidence related to attempts on Bhutto’s life but not in other cases of suicide bombings.

There are other intriguing questions that highlight the trust deficit between the Musharraf regime and the PPP. 

For example, how did a level cause Bhutto’s death, according to the government’s initial explanation, whereas video footage shows her falling after being hit with an assassin’s bullet? Similarly, how did the assassin get so close to Bhutto’s vehicle if she was provided with the best possible security, as claimed by the government?

The PPP’s distrust of the Musharraf regime goes back to its former chairperson. This comes out from the email that Bhutto reportedly sent to her American lobbyist and friend Mark Siegel in which she said that if she were killed, Musharraf would share some of the blame. Distrust was also expressed in the letter that she addressed to Musharraf two days before returning to Pakistan in which she named certain individuals in his regime who, in her opinion, should be investigated for their sympathy for militants in case she was assassinated. 

However, the Musharraf regime refused to attend to these charges at that time and continues to do so even now.

Secondly, the PPP is seeking a UN inquiry because it does not consider the inclusion Scotland Yard in the ongoing probe being conducted the Pakistani authorities as an acceptable alternative. 

There are two reasons for that. 

First, it believes that the latter’s terms of reference — which are restricted to finding out how Bhutto died, and not who killed her and why — are limited in scope. 

Secondly, the party is refusing to accept Scotland Yard’s assistance as adequate because its role is restricted to making technical inputs into the investigation conducted under the overall supervision of a body appointed by the Musharraf regime, rather than conducting an independent probe.

Given the background of suspicion towards the Musharraf regime, the PPP believes that only an independent inquiry under the UN can unearth the unvarnished truth about Bhutto’s murder.

Examining the Musharraf regime’s motive in opposing a UN probe into the Bhutto assassination, we observe that it is doing so on the ground that it has its own institutions to do the job. 

Besides, it has rejected a UN inquiry into the Bhutto murder on the pattern of the Hariri Commission because, in its opinion, unlike the latter where a third country was involved, this is a purely domestic affair. 

The Musharraf regime could also legitimately contend that the UN’s involvement in the case could give the Security Council a foothold into Pakistan’s internal politics that in turn could provide a permanent member an opportunity to destabilise the country.

There may be merit in the Musharraf regime’s opposition to a UN probe. However, it could meet the PPP’s demand through other means if its heart was in the right place. After all, the basic thrust of the PPP’s demand is to seek an independent inquiry. 

The Musharraf regime could have satisfied the PPP, for example, by enlarging Scotland Yard’s terms of reference to investigate all aspects of the murder and allowing it to proceed independently. 

However, it did not do so. On the contrary, it insisted on a probe by a Pakistani team. If it ultimately agreed to associate Scotland Yard with the probe, it did so in order to neutralise mounting international pressure. 

Besides, it made the latter subservient to Pakistani investigative authorities rather than allowing it to act independently. This has deepened the PPP’s feeling of distrust towards the government.

Finally, inquiring into the Bush administration’s failure to support a UN inquiry, one notes that it is motivated by the desire not to offend Musharraf rather than dig out the truth. This is so because it regards the Pakistani president indispensable in the war against terror. It is so convinced of his indispensability that it has shamelessly supported his illegal rule since 9/11, and has failed to stand by Pakistan’s civil society in its struggle for the restoration of judiciary and democracy, resulting in increasing anti-American sentiment among Pakistanis. 

The Bush administration’s position on the matter may also be influenced by the fear that discovery of the involvement of Pakistan’s intelligence agencies rather than Al Qaeda and the Taliban, could lead to Musharraf’s departure; an outcome that does not suit the US.

As far as the other P5s are concerned, they too do not appear to support the demand for a UN inquiry for different reasons. The British prime minister has praised Musharraf for involving Scotland Yard in the ongoing probe instead of demanding a UN inquiry. The Sarkozy government in France too has failed to support a UN probe. The attitude of both these governments should not be surprising because their political DNA matches with that of the Bush Administration.

Russia has not supported the call for a UN inquiry perhaps because it fears that the West may use the precedent set by this case to meddle in its internal affairs, which, in its opinion, they would love to do. Perhaps the same fear, along with its traditional policy of non-interference in Pakistan’s internal affairs, appears to have motivated China in remaining silent on the issue.

It looks quite unlikely that the PPP will succeed in getting the UN to inquire into Bhutto’s murder. There is an irony in this situation. The war on terror, which gave a new lease of political life to Bhutto as a result of the deal that the Bush administration cobbled together between her and Musharraf, now hinders the latter from opting for a UN probe.

Similarly, the war against terror has turned out to be a saving grace for Pakistan in the sense that in the absence of this factor, the Americans most probably would have opted for a UN inquiry hoping to use the opportunity to lay their hands on Pakistan’s nuclear assets. The present development seems to be a déjà vu situation because the American need for Pakistan in the war against terror also saved the latter from American wrath after the AQ Khan scandal.
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