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Preface

N THE SOUTHERN-hemisphere summer of January 2009, while my wife and I vacationed in Chile

at a cousin’s home by a calm river near the town of Valdivia, I got an urgent call from the office of
United Nations Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon in New York. His chief of staff, Ambassador Vijay
Nambiar, transmitted a request from the secretary-general: Would I be able to lead a commission to
investigate the assassination of former Pakistani prime minister Benazir Bhutto?

Nambiar said that Secretary-General Ban had agreed to constitute the commission at the request of
the Pakistani government, presided over at that point by Benazir Bhutto’s widower, Asif Ali Zardari.
This commission would carry out an inquiry to shed light on the facts and circumstances of the
former prime minister’s murder and would not be an international tribunal with the obligation to
establish criminal responsibilities. There would be two other high-level commissioners, yet to be
determined, but the secretary-general wanted first to announce the creation of the commission and its
chairperson.

I responded that I would have to consult the president of Chile, Michelle Bachelet, as well as
inform the foreign minister. It was highly unusual that a sitting ambassador to the UN would be
entrusted with such a delicate duty. Generally, heads of UN commissions are former presidents, prime
ministers, foreign ministers, or ambassadors. Nambiar requested a response as soon as possible.

I had serious doubts about accepting such high responsibility. The case looked like a lose-lose
situation; any conclusion could leave many sides disappointed or even angry. I could not force
anyone to testify, my powers would be limited, and public expectations would be high. Moreover,
Pakistani political culture is characterized by rumors and conspiracy theories, as Pakistani writer Ali
Sethi suggested in an essay about the terrorist attack in Lahore against the Sri Lankan national cricket
team. While interviewing people in the street about the culprits, he was told that it could have been the
work of “terrorists or criminals. . . . But it could be the agencies. It could be the government. It could

be India also.”’

I had visited the country and read about it, but I was far from being an expert, and I came from a
nation geographically and culturally distant from Pakistan. Then, I reasoned, Chile did not have any
hidden agenda, interests, or prejudices regarding Pakistan—a plus in the eyes of the UN and the
Islamabad government. The task would be dangerous; but the secretary-general had probably taken
into consideration, when offering me this challenge, that I had presided over the Al-Qaida and
Taliban Sanctions Committee of the UN Security Council during 2003 and 2004.

President Bachelet reacted very positively when I consulted her on how to respond to the
secretary-general’s request. “It’s a recognition of your personal trajectory and an honor for Chile,”
she said. “Go ahead and accept.” I thus felt compelled to take on this difficult task.

Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon informed the Security Council on February 2, 2009, that, after
consultations with members of the council and as requested by the government of Pakistan, he had



decided to establish “an international commission in connection with the assassination on 27
December 2007 of former Prime Minister of Pakistan Mohtarma Benazir Bhutto.” The commission,
he stated, would be composed of “a panel of three eminent personalities having the appropriate
experience and reputation for probity and impartiality.” In an addendum, the secretary-general

outlined the functioning conditions and responsibilities of the Commission of Inquiry.2 In a letter
dated February 3, the president of the Security Council “took note” of the decision of the secretary-
general and made mention of the intention to “submit the report of the commission to the Security

Council for information.”3

On February 10, the secretary-general—having just returned from a trip that had taken him,
among other places, to Afghanistan and Pakistan—announced that the UN commission to investigate
the assassination of former prime minister Benazir Bhutto would be headed by me. Ban added that he
had discussed the matter in Islamabad with President Zardari and Prime Minister Yousuf Gilani. My
designation had leaked one week earlier when the ambassador of India to the United Nations,

Nirupam Sen, had revealed to a news agency that I would lead the Commission of Inquiry.4

I recalled having met Benazir Bhutto in the early ’90s, while I was ambassador to the
Organization of American States (OAS), at a seminar on democratic transitions held in the US
Congress. We were on the same panel; she spoke about Pakistan, and I gave a presentation on Chile.
She was the star of the event and seemed poised and confident. We were able to chat for a while. I said
that while doing my PhD at the Korbel School of International Studies at the University of Denver, I
had often discussed her father’s 1977 military overthrow and arrest with my good Pakistani friend
and classmate, Mustapha Kemal Pasha, who attended all the solidarity demonstrations that I organized
against the Pinochet dictatorship and the 1973 coup that had overthrown Chilean president Salvador
Allende. Benazir told me that Zulfikar Ali Bhutto admired Allende and knew perfectly well that the
United States had plotted with rightists in Chile to oust his socialist government. The rest of our
dialogue was a brief exchange of pleasantries during our respective lectures.

Now, almost twenty years later, I would lead the inquiry into the assassination of the charming and
intelligent woman I had met at that seminar in Washington DC. I vaguely remembered having seen on
TV a grainy video of the moment of her assassination. I had then thought that security must have
lapsed, because I recalled her waving to a surrounding crowd without solid protection.

BENAZIR HAD NOT been born a politician. She had always wanted to be a diplomat and preferred
intellectual debates to the corridors or smoked-filled rooms of power politics. But the killing of her
father by the Zia ul-Haq dictatorship changed her. She became a determined daughter ready to take on
the military dictator who had eliminated her father; in the process, she evolved into a political leader
and inheritor of the Bhutto mantle. Benazir Bhutto became, per the title of her autobiography, a
Daughter of Destiny. To be sure, she changed many more times in the coming years, twice becoming
prime minister, facing exile, dealing with the realities of world politics, and negotiating with dictator
Musharraf a deal to return home after more than a decade into her second exile.

Born on June 21, 1953, Benazir was also a daughter of fortune, the eldest of four children in a
well-to-do family in the southern province of Sindh. Her English governess called her “Pinkie,” as
did the rest of her family, and at a young age Benazir enrolled in an elite Catholic school. English was
her first language, her Urdu was less fluent, and she barely spoke any Sindhi. Her world opened up

when she attended Radcliffe College and, in her words, was “forced . . . to grow up.”5 But Benazir
was a woman of contradictions: modern-minded, with degrees from Harvard and Oxford, she



accepted an arranged marriage to scale the ladder of power in the conservative political culture of
Pakistan. One writer characterized her as “a feudal princess with the aristocratic sense of entitlement
that came with owning great tracts of the country and the Western-leaning tastes that such a

background tends to give.”6

Benazir Bhutto was one of Pakistan’s most important political figures, a respected world leader,
and the leading stateswoman in the Islamic world. The West, despite occasional doubts about her
abilities to govern, largely considered her a progressive figure who could advance the cause of
democracy and counterterrorism in her native country. Bhutto was also hated and feared by many in
Pakistan, particularly by the so-called “Establishment”—sections within the army and security
services, certain businessmen, and Islamist extremists. They disliked and distrusted her popularity, her
ties to the West, and her modernizing political agenda. Her political adversaries leveled accusations
of corruption against her and her family, particularly her husband, Asif Ali Zardari, while the media
and other skeptics criticized her lavish lifestyle.

Bhutto’s murder occurred shortly after her return to Pakistan in the midst of an electoral
campaign. The United States and Great Britain had facilitated her return. She knew that she was a
security target but felt compelled to go back despite the dangers and despite the fact that her father,
Zulfikar, and two brothers had died unnatural deaths. There was no shortage of people and groups in
her home country that wanted Benazir Bhutto dead and had the power and means to eliminate her.

Against the backdrop of a Pakistani political history of unconsolidated democracy, betrayals,
corruption, unsolved political assassinations, religious radicalism, and foreign influence—
particularly that of the United States—Benazir returned in order to try, once again, to rally her people
for the cause of democracy, secularism, and moderation. As a proud member of the Bhutto clan—a
family that dates back to grandfather Sir Shahnawaz Bhutto, a Sindhi feudal lord who had been the
dewaan (prime minister) of the state of Junagadh in the Indian colonial government before partition
—she felt she had no other choice; it was her destiny and legacy to return to her homeland. Most
observers believed Benazir would confront an insurmountable challenge in trying to restore
democracy to Pakistan, and friends feared her days were numbered the moment she boarded that
flight home from Dubai on October 17, 2007.

A FEW MONTHS after my designation as chairman of the Commission of Inquiry, the UN completed
the team, naming two additional commissioners: former attorney general of Indonesia Marzuki
Darusman and former deputy commissioner of the Irish Police Peter Fitzgerald. In the process of
investigation, I became good friends with both of them, with our chief of staff, Mark Quarterman, and
the analysts and other members of the team.

This book is based on the behind-the-scenes evidence and experiences we encountered during the
yearlong inquiry, which culminated in the presentation of a report on April 15, 2010, which had an
important international impact. This book makes abundant use of this report in chapters 7 and 8 but
goes well beyond it, supplemented by my own extensive research into the assassination and its context
and by my reflections on larger matters, like the US-Pakistan ties.

In fact, this book is as much about the Bhutto murder investigation as it is about the broader
context of modern Pakistan and the critical US-Pakistani relationship. Benazir’s tragic death is an
entry point for a much bigger story: Pakistan’s postindependence evolution and the influence of key
outside actors, including the United States.

International media pointed to my background as an active opponent of dictator Augusto Pinochet
in Chile, as well as my political and diplomatic trajectory, as a key factor behind my designation and



as a component in producing what was seen as a substantive and unbiased 1rep01rt.7 I would like to
think that my experience prepared me to observe and penetrate the political and social context of
Benazir Bhutto’s assassination and to focus on the substantive drivers of the crime.

This book is an examination of political life and death in Pakistan—not just a look at the narrow
subject matter or a treatment limited to statements by political actors. This is my personal view of the
murder of Benazir Bhutto and her times and in no way compromises or necessarily reflects the views
of the United Nations or those of the members of the Commission of Inquiry. This is a critical
analysis of the assassination of a major political leader, her country, and her circumstances.

Benazir Bhutto on the occasion of her swearing-in as prime minister after her party won the largest bloc of seats in the National Assembly
in the 1988 election. Her coalition government faced tensions with the army and with President Ghulam Ishaq Khan, leading to her
dismissal in November 1990.



A Murder Foretold

T WAS A warm afternoon on August 15, 2007, when Benazir Bhutto arrived at the Council on

Foreign Relations building on East Sixty-Eighth Street and Park Avenue in Manhattan to give a public
talk. It was an unusual meeting as the council rarely schedules activities in the lazy final month of the
New York summer, but Bhutto drew a big audience interested in Pakistan and international affairs.
Moreover, there was great eagerness to know her intentions. Many presumed she would return to her
homeland after a long voluntary exile to lead a process of democratic reconstruction. Scholar and
former US diplomat Richard Haass, the council’s president, introduced Benazir with a personal touch,
recalling that they had met thirty years ago at Oxford, where they had both studied. The former
Pakistani prime minister was relaxed and amicable; she had prepared well for this occasion knowing
that this was an important venue to speak on the record about her political plans to Pakistan and to the
world.

Benazir began by tracing her country’s troubles over the past half century, beginning with the first
military takeover in 1958, and emphasizing that four military dictatorships had ruled her nation in the
last thirty years. She wanted the public to understand the challenges of Pakistan: unconsolidated
democracy, betrayals, corruption, political assassinations, socioeconomic inequality, foreign
influence, and growing religious radicalism.

After her brief introduction, Benazir made a formal announcement to her US audience that was
the product of months of reflection—an announcement that despite the opposition of many of her
closest friends, mostly for security reasons, she felt obliged to carry through: “I plan to return this
year to Pakistan,” she said, “to lead a movement for the restoration of democracy. I seek to lead a
democratic Pakistan which is free from the yoke of military dictatorship and that will cease to be a
haven of international terrorism; a democratic Pakistan that would help to stabilize Afghanistan,
relieving pressure on NATO troops; a democratic Pakistan that would pursue the drug barons and
bust up the drug cartel that today is funding terrorism.” Bhutto added that she would fight for “a
democratic Pakistan that puts the welfare of its people at the centerpiece of its national policy” and
closed her remarks reiterating her determination to confront the “forces of militancy and

extremism.”!

Benazir Bhutto had skillfully hit all the right notes for her attentive American audience. But a
question during the Q&A period revealed some skepticism. Would she be able to tackle delicate issues
that she had been incapable of solving during her two previous terms as prime minister? Her
previous stints in office had been inconclusive, and the country had only become more complicated in
the years since. Would an agreement of “political cohabitation” with ruling dictator General Pervez
Musharraf work?



Yes, the challenges of Pakistan were formidable, Bhutto admitted, but was there a better option
than her for a future of stability and democracy? As for the negotiations with Musharraf, Benazir
candidly explained that while agreements had been reached on several issues and he had “committed
to taking certain confidence-building measures,” tangible proof had not materialized. It remained to

be seen, Benazir added, “if it is just talk or is it going to turn into a walk.”2

Regarding her differences with Musharraf, Benazir postulated that there were “two fault lines:
One between dictatorship and democracy, and the second between the forces of moderation and the
forces of extremism.” While one set of problems dealt with the unavoidable fact that Musharraf had
been a coup leader, Benazir valued his declared intention to follow a moderate path so that moderate

forces could “work together for a transition to democracy.”3 Bhutto complained that Musharraf did
not want her to return to Pakistan before the scheduled December elections: “He says it will be
destabilizing.” But she dismissed this argument: going home might be “destabilizing to the ruling
party,” she said, “but it won’t be destabilizing to the nation.” Making reference to exiled leader Nawaz
Sharif, who was also seeking to return to Pakistan, she added, “Elections cannot be free and fair

unless the leaders of all parties are allowed to contest, and contest freely.”4

About a month after her Council on Foreign Relations speech, Benazir Bhutto wrote in an op-ed
in the Washington Post that she had decided to return to Pakistan after a long exile “to bring change”
to her country. According to Benazir, the central challenge facing Pakistan was “moderation vs.
extremism.” She justified her dialogue with General Pervez Musharraf and expressed her hope that he

“would resign from the army and restore democracy.”S

But while she had stern words for Musharraf, Benazir feared individuals linked to the Pakistani
intelligence agencies. Pakistan has three major intelligence agencies. The Intelligence Bureau (IB),
the main civilian intelligence agency, focuses on domestic intelligence and reports to the prime
minister; it has generally been led by a high-ranking military official. The Military Intelligence (MI)
is the section of the army that specializes in intelligence and reports to the chief of army staff. The
Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) is the preeminent agency among the three. No common intelligence
service, the ISI has actively intervened in political elections, organized political parties and alliances,
and created and managed radical Islamic groups. It draws in the intelligence capacity of the three
military service branches in addition to its own autonomous strength. Formally, the IS communicates
information to the prime minister, but in practice it reports to the chief of army staff. Benazir was
particularly distrustful of ISI officers, who sympathized with religious extremists and viewed her as
an enemy.

“When my flight lands in Pakistan,” she wrote in the aforementioned Washington Post op-ed, “I
know I will be greeted with joy by the people. Once I leave the airport, I pray for the best and prepare
for the worst.” Benazir’s pessimism about her personal safety was evidenced during a private plane
flight to Aspen, Colorado, where she traveled along with the US ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad and
his wife, writer Cheryl Benard, shortly before Bhutto’s return to Pakistan in October 2007. When a
flight attendant offered Benazir some freshly baked cookies, she declined, saying she was trying to
lose weight. But then she called the stewardess back and declared in an expression of black humor,

“Oh what’s the difference, I’ll be dead in a few months anyway.”6

Benazir and her entourage had become particularly worried about her security after official
Pakistani and foreign sources communicated messages about possible militant attacks against her.
The Musharraf government had told her that four suicide bomber squads would attempt to kill her.
Bhutto, in turn, had written a letter to General Musharraf telling him that if militants assassinated her,



it would be due to the hidden hand of close sympathizers of his regime. In the op-ed, she set October
18 as the day of her return, at which point she would assume leadership of her family’s traditional
party, the Pakistan People’s Party (PPP), and its electoral campaign.

Musharraf was furious when Bhutto made her announcement. The general believed that her action
represented “a total breach of the agreement” that Bhutto would wait until after the elections to return.
Benazir apparently was equally stunned by Musharraf’s irate reaction, as she perceived that no hard
and fast agreement had been reached on thes issue. The inconclusive negotiations had stretched back
to July 2007, when the PPP’s Central Executive Committee had decided at their London meetings that
Benazir would continue to head the party and that her participation in the campaign was crucial to
electoral success. When Bhutto announced her decision, Musharraf’s team reiterated their warnings
about her security, as they continued to do after she returned.

Before her prior return to Pakistan in April 1986, Benazir had also received numerous threats and
information about potential assassination plots. At that time, she had flown to Washington DC to hold
meetings with Senators Ted Kennedy and Claiborne Pell, Congressman Stephen Solarz, and others. At
the time, she made her decision to intensify the fight for democracy in the context of the fall of
dictators Ferdinand Marcos in the Philippines and Baby Doc Duvalier in Haiti. She had received
encouraging words of support, although the Reagan administration stood solidly behind dictator Zia
ul-Haq. Mark Siegel, a friend, had bought Benazir a bulletproof vest. The threats in 1986 were real,
but they would become a clear and present danger in the post-9/11 period.

Twenty years later, in 2007, Musharraf and his government also transmitted dramatic warnings to
Benazir, but she received them with misgivings. She understood the risks that she faced. However,
Bhutto felt that Musharraf was using those threats to intimidate her so that, lacking proper security,
she would not return to Pakistan to campaign. Her underlying suspicion of a rigged election drove
her to conduct an extensive and active campaign, with a high degree of public exposure regardless of
the risk.

ON OCTOBER 18, 2007, Bhutto boarded an Emirates Airlines flight from Dubai to Karachi, landing
around 1:40 p.m. at Jinnah International Airport. She had avoided flying on Pakistani International
Airways because Musharraf—who ultimately controlled the state airline—could prevent the aircraft
from landing. After nine years of exile, Benazir was finally returning to her home and her people.
For reasons of security, a deliberate decision was made for her husband and children to remain
behind. Huge crowds greeted her at the airport and along the Shahrah-e-Faisal highway. The throngs
of supporters slowed down her cavalcade en route to the Muhammad Ali Jinnah mausoleum, where
she was to deliver a speech.

Benazir intended to rely on her own jamming equipment to block any cell phone signals that
might trigger roadside improvised explosive devices, but the Musharraf government had refused her
permission to use such equipment, offering instead to provide that service for her. The arrival of
bulletproof vehicles also met with obstacles, so the PPP decided to construct an armor-plated flatbed
truck that put Benazir four meters off the ground to be both protected and visible to the crowds. The
top of the truck had a virtually impenetrable bulletproof acrylic ledge, and the interior was insulated
to ensure survival in case of a bomb attack.

She was in an upbeat mood, as were the members of the caravan and the crowds. A large group of
unarmed, young volunteers holding hands—the Jaan Nisaar Benazir (“those willing to give their lives
for Benazir”)—formed a human shield around the vehicle.

The procession moved very slowly as night fell over Karachi. Benazir observed a curious



phenomenon during the drive. As the truck approached street corners, the streetlights dimmed and
then went off. A trusted aide was dispatched to the utility company KESC to lobby them to switch the
lights on but was not successful. Bhutto’s party colleagues and friends became agitated, as the
jamming devices did not seem to be working; people in the truck were making and receiving calls on
their cell phones. An attempt to contact General Musharraf’s National Security Council adviser to
complain about the jammers failed.

As midnight approached, and after nearly ten hours on her feet, Benazir took a rest and descended
to the lower level of the truck with the former Pakistani ambassador to the United States, Abida
Hussain. Then Bhutto and her political secretary, Naheed Khan, began going over the speech she
would deliver at the Jinnah mausoleum. At that moment, as the truck neared the Karsaz Flyover
Bridge, an explosion blew up a police van escorting Bhutto’s truck, breaching the human security
cordon around it. A second much more powerful explosion followed, rocking the heavy truck. The
explosion perforated Benazir’s eardrum, temporarily deafening her. Fire shot up around the truck.
Blood and burning body parts were strewn everywhere.

Minutes earlier, a man holding up a baby dressed in PPP colors had motioned to Bhutto to take the
baby, but when she asked the crowd to make way for him, he hesitated and instead tried to hand the
baby over to someone in the crowd. “Don’t take the baby; don’t let the baby up on the truck,” a
loudspeaker from an escorting police car warned. By then, Bhutto had gone inside the truck. The
bomb attack resulted in 149 deaths and 402 injuries. It was speculated that the baby’s clothes were

lined with plastic explosives.7

House, her family home.
After the attack, Bhutto stopped short of accusing the government but pointed the finger at

Benazir, unhurt, was whisked away through back streets to Bilawal

individuals who she felt were abusing their positions of power.8 She blamed factions within the
military and the intelligence services of being involved in the assassination plot. Regardless, on
October 21, 2007, she attempted to file a formal complaint in the form of a First Information Report
(FIR) to supersede a Karachi police’s FIR, which she believed to be too narrow in scope.

In her complaint, which was registered only after a protracted court process, she referred to the
threat against her posed by persons she named in an October 16, 2007, letter she had sent to General
Musharraf. Though Bhutto’s complaint did not list these persons, Pakistani and foreign media soon
reported that Bhutto’s letter referred to Lieutenant General (ret.) Hamid Gul, director general of the
MI under the General Zia ul-Haq dictatorship and director general of the ISI during Bhutto’s first
tenure as prime minister; Brigadier (ret.) [jaz Shah, director general of the IB and former ISI official;
and Chaudhry Pervaiz Elahi, Pakistan Muslim League-Quaid (PML-Q) chief minister of Punjab
Province and one of Musharraf’s close political allies. The Ministry of the Interior later denied any
involvement by these men in the attack, while the head of the ruling PML-Q party, Chaudhry Shujaat
Hussain, responded by accusing Asif Ali Zardari, Bhutto’s husband, of arranging the blasts to stir up
public sympathy.9

Benazir demanded publicly that the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) or Scotland Yard be
brought in to assist in the investigation of the attack. The Musharraf government immediately refused,
arguing that bringing in foreign police agencies would constitute a violation of Pakistani sovereignty.
Musharraf had phoned Bhutto to express his “shock and profound grief” and to assure her that a

“thorough investigation would be carried out to bring the perpetrators to justice.”lo After that formal
phone conversation, the two sides stopped talking to each other for several weeks.
Karachi is in Sindh Province, but the Sindh police investigation of the attack never advanced. A



former high-level ISI official told our commission, however, that the ISI conducted its own
investigation and, near the end of October 2007, captured and detained four suspects from a militant
cell; the whereabouts of these four could not be determined by the commission during the time of our
investigation.

Relations between Bhutto and Musharraf degraded further after the general, on November 3,
2007, declared emergency rule, suspended the constitution, and sacked the chief justice of Pakistan. A
few days later, citing security concerns, the government placed Bhutto under house arrest. Benazir
Bhutto was convinced that Musharraf was trying to intimidate her and to prevent her from
campaigning for national elections. Protests, led by Bhutto’s PPP, flared throughout the country,
forcing him to lift the emergency rule on December 16. Despite the close call in Karachi, Bhutto
resumed her electoral campaign almost immediately, requesting adequate security support from the
government, which, she complained, the campaign wasn’t getting. In the meantime, the former prime
minister and her closest advisers continued to receive intelligence about possible bomb attacks
against her in various cities.

On December 27, 2007, Bhutto was scheduled to give a speech at an electoral rally in

Rawalpindi’s Liaquat Bagh,11 a park named after Prime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan, who was
murdered there in 1951. Benazir feared for her life, but she felt she had to campaign for a general
election—only eleven days away—that was widely believed would return her to power and steer the
country to democracy.

WHAT WE KNEW about the day of Benazir Bhutto’s assassination before initiating our investigation
was confusing and contradictory. There were disagreements about basic facts and much controversy
about the assassin or assassins, the cause of death, the former prime minister’s entourage, and what
the behavior of the police had been.

The campaign rally, according to witnesses, was large—in the thousands. Benazir addressed the
rally from a stage, a few meters above the crowd, decorated with large portraits of her father, the
founder of the PPP, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto. The crowded stage, filled with local parliamentary
candidates, national party leaders, and security guards, created an atmosphere of informality and
improvisation.

The police presence was relatively light, although other reports affirmed it was strong. To get in
the park, people supposedly passed through metal detectors and were frisked by the police.

After Benazir concluded her speech, she boarded her bulletproof vehicle and began to exit the
park, surrounded by the Jaan Nisaar Benazir—the young male volunteers who formed her human
shield. As her convoy pulled out of the park, press reports affirmed that she emerged from the
vehicle’s sunroof to wave to the crowd. Witnesses told a newspaper that “there was a volley of

gunfire, followed almost immediately by the thunderous blast of the suicide bomb.”12

The New York Times reported that Bhutto had been “shot in the neck or head, according to
different accounts. . . . Seconds later a suicide bomber detonated his bomb.” The news story affirmed
that the attack “bore hallmarks of the Qaida-linked militants in Pakistan,” although, it added,

“witnesses described a sniper firing from a nearby building.”13 Some media quickly changed the
story about Bhutto’s cause of death, blaming shrapnel from the explosion.

A BBC News report quoted Pakistani media that suggested that the police and rangers guarding
checkpoints around the exit gate of Liaquat Bagh had left their posts before Benazir’s vehicle drove

out of the park.14 The BBC News also cited police sources that “confirmed reports Ms. Bhutto had



been shot in the neck and chest before the gunman blew himself up.”15 Farooq Naek, a lawyer and
senior official of the PPP, gave a slightly different version to Agence France Presse: “Two bullets hit

her, one in the abdomen and one in the head.”16

DawnNews TV, a respected Pakistani news organization with a TV channel and a major print and
electronic daily newspaper in English, aired blurry images of an armed assassin wearing sunglasses
opening fire at Bhutto “with remarkable aplomb,” one or two meters away from the vehicle with no
one obstructing him or the vehicle. A “professional sharpshooter” was the way many characterized
the lone assassin. However, other witnesses claimed there were two attackers: a gunman and a suicide
bomber.

Dawn newspaper asserted, based on images telecast by Dawn-News TV, that it was “abundantly
clear that there was no security cordon around Ms. Bhutto’s vehicle . . . giving lie to the government

claim that she had received VIP security.”17 PPP activist Zamurd Khan was quoted by the New York
Times as saying that Benazir had been shot in the head from gunfire that originated from behind her

vehicle “in a building nearby.”18

The Telegraph indicated, quoting a leader of the PPP, that “two shots hit Ms. Bhutto in the neck and
shoulder.” It further reported that “a doctor on the team that attended her said the main cause of death
was a bullet that entered the back of her neck and damaged her spinal cord before exiting the side of

her head. Another bullet pierced the back of her shoulder and came through her chest.”19

Areport by RTT News2V announced that the perpetrator of the assassination had been identified. It
also cited PPP activists who singled out Khalid Shahenshah, one of Benazir’s security guards who had
subsequently gone underground and who had been caught on TV footage making suspicious signals
while standing on the dais next to Bhutto, prior to the exit from the rally where she was murdered.
Shahenshah was positioned to Bhutto’s left during her speech, and he continually glanced to his left
and crouched down several times as if, according to some, to get out of the line of fire, while
appearing to run his fingers across his throat—a universal gesture for death. The same RTT report
mentioned that Bhutto had hired Shahenshah on the recommendation of security adviser Rehman
Malik, minister of the interior at the time of the launching of the UN Commission of Inquiry.

As will be discussed later, the commission heard numerous conflicting accounts of Benazir’s trip
to the hospital. At Rawalpindi General Hospital, doctors tried for thirty-five minutes to resuscitate the
former prime minister without success. Dr. Abbas Hayat declared to the press that Bhutto had wounds
to her head as well as shrapnel injuries. Dr. Muhammad Mussadiq Khan, a top surgeon who attended
Bhutto at the hospital, said that she was “clinically dead” on arrival. No autopsy was performed,
DawnNews TV reported, because the police did not request one. The government replied that Bhutto’s
husband, Asif Ali Zardari, had waived the autopsy.

AFTER THE ATTACK, the scene of the blast was quickly washed with a high-pressure hose by the
local fire company. A day later, Brigadier Javed Cheema of the Interior Ministry gave a press
conference where he informed the media that Bhutto had died of a skull fracture caused by a lever
attached to the sunroof of her bulletproof vehicle. He further announced that intercepted
communications permitted the government to state that Baitullah Mehsud, a tribal leader in
northwestern Pakistan, had ordered the assassination with support from Al-Qaida’s terrorist network.

The CIA came to the same conclusion according to declarations made by the agency’s director,
Michael V. Hayden. Some George W. Bush administration officials outside the CIA who dealt with
Pakistani matters were less confident, with one, according to the Washington Post, qualifying



Hayden’s assertion as merely “a very good assurnption.”21

The controversy surrounding Bhutto’s death forced the Musharraf government to agree to a
narrow probe by Scotland Yard to “support and assist” the Pakistani authorities in establishing the
“precise cause” of Bhutto’s death.

The PPP leaders strongly disagreed with the notion that Benazir had died from an accidental
wound caused by hitting her head against the lever of the sunroof of the vehicle. Sherry Rehman,
spokeswoman for the Pakistan People’s Party, who was with Bhutto in the hospital declared, “She died

from a bullet injury. This was and is our position.”22 Senator Safdar Abbasi, a medical doctor and
longtime friend of Benazir, who was actually in the vehicle with her at the time of the fatal attack
reasoned that “the way she died—an instant death—suggests very sharp sniper fire, a typical

intelligence opelration.”23 His wife, Naheed Khan, who was also a passenger in Bhutto’s vehicle on
December 27, agreed: “There were bullets coming from different directions. . . . There are lots of

high buildings overlooking the area. ... This was a typical intelligence operation.”24

The PPP demanded a United Nations investigation of the assassination. In early January 2008,
widower and now PPP leader, Asif Ali Zardari, wrote in the Washington Post, “I call on the United
Nations to commence a thorough investigation on the circumstances, facts and cover-up of my wife’s
murder, modeled on the investigation into the assassination of former Lebanese Prime Minister

Rafiq-al-Hariri.”25 When Zardari became president of Pakistan on September 6, 2008, the call
became not merely a popular notion but an official request from a United Nations member state to the
secretary-general of the organization. Five months later, Ban Ki-moon’s office called me in Chile and
the investigation began.

Pakistani prime minister Liaquat Ali Khan meets US president Harry S. Truman during a visit to the United States in May 1950. Prime
Minister Khan was assassinated in 1951 at Company Bagh, later renamed Liaquat Bagh, the same location where Benazir Bhutto was
killed in 2007.



An Early History of Instability

N OCTOBER 16, 1951, around 4:00 p.m., Pakistan’s first prime minister, Liaquat Ali Khan,

arrived at Company Bagh (East India Company Gardens) in Rawalpindi for a political rally. A crowd
of about one hundred thousand people had assembled to listen to a public speech by the prime
minister in a meeting organized by the Pakistan Muslim League. Prime Minister Ali Khan was in

good spirits. He had told his wife he was going to make the speech of his life.l

The prime minister had instructed his assistants that only he would address the crowd and that he’d
be alone on the dais, sitting on the sole available chair. There would be no protective canopy above
the platform so that people would have a full view of their leader.

The meeting began at 4:10 p.m. with the recitation of the Holy Quran, followed by brief
welcoming introductions by the president of the municipal committee and by the president of the city
Muslim League, who invited the prime minister to address the multitude.

Prime Minister Ali Khan walked to the microphone and had barely said, “Baradran-i-millat”
(Dear brothers) when two shots from a 9mm pistol rang in the air. The prime minister, hit by a bullet,
staggered and fell on his back, mortally wounded. A few seconds later, another shot rang out,
followed by silence and surprise first, and then by cries and weeping from the crowd as they realized
their leader had been hit.

The assailant who had fired on the prime minister was quickly seized and beaten by people in the
crowd. The killer was a twenty-nine-year-old Afghan by the name of Said Akbar, the son of a tribal
leader of Khost, Afghanistan. Akbar was residing in Abbottabad—the same town that, decades later,
would become famous as the final hideout of Osama bin Laden.

An unconscious prime minister was rushed to the Combined Military Hospital in Rawalpindi,
where all efforts to save him failed. He succumbed to his wounds at 4:50 p.m.

Even though the crowd had overpowered and disarmed the assassin, a police subinspector shot the
man, killing him instantly. Despite having given his subordinate the order to shoot the assailant,
Police Superintendent Khan Najaf Khan rushed from thirteen yards away to fire point-blank at Akbar
five times.

The park where Prime Minister Ali Khan was assassinated became known as Liaquat Bagh—the
same place where Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto would be murdered almost sixty years later. One of
the emergency doctors who attended Prime Minister Ali Khan was the father of Dr. Mussadiq Khan,

one of the doctors who, fifty-six years later, tried to revive Benazir Bhutto .2

The elimination of the assassin Said Akbar by the police only fueled conspiracy theories that are
still around today. Akbar had significant amounts of money at his home in Abbottabad and on his
person, which suggested he might have been a hired assassin. Akbar and his brother had participated



in a failed uprising against the Afghan king’s government in the mid-1940s and had ended up
receiving protection and a pension from Great Britain. In January 1954, the Pakistani government
announced that it intended to request an American FBI investigation into the assassination of Prime
Minister Liaquat, but the request never materialized. Instead, a retired Scotland Yard detective was
hired and produced a report concluding that the murder had been the work of a lone fanatic. Earlier, a
promising Pakistani police investigation was frustrated when the inspector responsible for it

Nawbazada Mirza Aitizazuddin, died in a plane crash on August 26, 1952.3 An article written in 2010
by a Pakistani scholar argues that the Afghan was not really the assassin, as an inquiry commission
appointed by the government concluded, but that he was a scapegoat and that the prime minister had

been killed as part of an obscure and cold-blooded political plot.4

SINCE THE VERY birth of Pakistan, following independence from Britain and the partition of India
in August 1947, the country has experienced a history marked by violence, military rule, and political
corruption. Just months after the partition, the country suffered the untimely natural death in 1948 of
Muhammad Ali Jinnah, the father of the nation and first governor-general. Jinnah had agitated for the
twin goals of independence from British rule and the creation of an independent state for India’s

Muslims, but despite this religious preference, he had intended to build a secular, democratic state.”
His death and the country’s first war with India, over the disputed territories of Kashmir, sidelined
efforts to construct a stable political system and marked the beginning of a cycle of violence, wars,
and enmity that has endured until today.

Moreover, ethnic nationalism would erode the idea of Pakistan as a multiethnic state with equal
rights for all. Despite the stated goal of ethnic equality, there has always been a perception of Punjabi
dominance. At different moments, Baloch nationalists, Pashtun nationalists, Bengalis in East Pakistan,
Sindhis, and Muhajirs have questioned that order and clashed with the central government and each
other, at times seeking greater autonomy through uprisings.

After Jinnah’s death, the country experienced the loss of another leader with the assassination of
Liaquat Ali Khan. Pakistan’s first few years as an independent nation were marked with instability.

During the 1950s, Pakistan had seven different prime ministers, each unsuccessfully attempting to
complete the five-year terms established by law. Amid growing chaos in 1958, General Ayub Khan
seized power from President Iskander Mirza in a bloodless coup d’état. Twenty days earlier, Mirza
had instituted martial law and abrogated the 1956 constitution. From 1958 on, the military’s
entrenchment in Pakistani politics would become the norm.

Self-appointed field marshal Ayub Khan, the only five-star general in Pakistan’s military history,
promised to lift martial law and called on several politicians to join the new government. Benazir’s
father, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, a young highly educated and brilliant politician, was one of those
approached by the military. Despite his reservations about serving a military regime, he joined as
minister of fuel, power, and natural resources.

Pakistan, like all nations at the time, was caught up in the polarization of the Cold War. The
country was becoming a bastion for the United States in the growing East-West conflict, allowing a
large CIA office to be set up in Karachi, permitting U-2 spy planes to fly over the Soviet Union from
an air base near Peshawar, and joining SEATO—the Southeast Asian counterpart of NATO—after
signing a Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement with the United States in May 1954. India and other
countries from the region refused to become part of SEATO. The Central Treaty Organization
(CENTO) followed in 1955 as an attempt to secure US interests in the Middle East; again, Pakistan



joined.

Not sharing the pro-US sentiment of his colleagues, Bhutto negotiated an important oil agreement
with the Soviet Union and began to build an independent power base within the Ayub government,
favoring Third World and nonaligned policies. In 1963 he was named foreign minister and began to
openly disagree with General Ayub’s continuing alliance with Washington. Ayub did not care much
about foreign policy, except to safeguard Pakistan’s alliance with the United States to ensure that
American money would continue to flow to the military. Once Bhutto took the helm of Pakistan’s
foreign policy, the US money dried up.

Relations between Pakistan and China deteriorated under General Ayub, as SEATO was an evident
American instrument aimed at China. Bhutto, however, engineered a rapprochement with China. The
two countries signed a historic border agreement, resumed official trade relations, and, in 1964,
Beijing gave Pakistan an interest-free loan of $60 million to compensate for the loss of US aid.

The United States withheld aid to Pakistan while, at the same time, increasing it to Pakistan’s rival,
India. In 1965 General Ayub was uninvited to visit Washington after Zulfikar Ali Bhutto opposed the
expanding American war in Vietnam.

But the catalyst for the breakup between Bhutto and Ayub came as a result of the 1965 war with
India over Jammu and Kashmir. Surprisingly, the White House cut off military aid to both sides,
disappointing Pakistan, which assumed the United States would be on the side of its SEATO and
CENTO ally. India, by contrast, was supported by the Soviet Union. Only China came out in support
of Pakistan, declaring India the aggressor in the war and issuing an ultimatum to India to withdraw its
military deployment along the China-Sikkim border.

The 1965 India-Pakistan war ended when both accepted a UN Security Council resolution to cease
all hostilities. At the Soviet Union’s behest, General Ayub and Indian leaders met in Tashkent, where
the Tashkent Agreement was signed detailing the withdrawal of troops, the repatriation of POWs, and
the restoration of the cease-fire line. Bhutto opposed the Tashkent Agreement, resigned as foreign
minister, and left the Ayub government. Bhutto’s popularity grew considerably following his
resignation.

Meanwhile, discontent flourished in Pakistan as Mahbub ul-Hag—a distinguished Pakistani
economist who, along with Amartya Sen, conceived the United Nations Development Programme’s
“human development” approach to measure development beyond economic growth—denounced the
increasing concentration of wealth and growing disparities in his own country among individuals and
regions, including East and West Pakistan.

The Ayub regime began to harass the Bhutto family businesses as Zulfikar became a more strident
public critic of the regime. Bhutto then decided to create his own political party, and on November 30,
1967, despite an Ayub regime ban on public meetings, delegates met in the garden of a private house
to found Bhutto’s Pakistan People’s Party. The PPP had a populist message summed up in the slogan,
“Roti, kapra, aur makam” (Bread, clothing, and shelter).

As the Ayub regime progressively lost ground, the PPP grew into the most powerful party in West
Pakistan, while the Awami League, under the direction of Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, surged as the
predominant force in East Pakistan.

The Awami League put forward a six-point program in 1966, in which it demanded significant
degrees of autonomy for East Pakistan, with the federal government only limited to the areas of
defense and foreign policy. Rahman also demanded a complete reform of the political system and the
end of Ayub’s regime. Ayub rejected the six-point program and, in 1968, had Mujibur Rahman
arrested.



Against a backdrop of rising instability and Ayub’s heart ailment, on March 26, 1969, General
Agha Mohammad Yahya Khan, the army’s commander in chief, proclaimed martial law, abrogated
the 1962 constitution, assumed the presidency of Pakistan, surrounding himself with a team of
military advisers, and promised elections for the following year. Ayub left quietly.

Elections were held in December 1970, with twenty-three parties disputing 291 seats in the
National Assembly. As expected, the Awami League won handily in East Pakistan, and Bhutto’s PPP
won the majority of seats in West Pakistan (split into four provinces instead of “One Unit,” as was the
case until then). The military had underestimated the force of Bhutto’s populist platform and
overestimated the support for the religious and conservative parties. In a memoir, former Pakistani
ambassador Jamsheed Marker reveals that the then US national security adviser Henry Kissinger told
him, “Everywhere else in the world elections help to solve problems; in Pakistan they seem to create

them.”®

Negotiations toward an agreement to share power between the Awami League and the PPP were
vetoed by the army in March 1971, and riots broke out in East Pakistan, which, at the time, made up 56
percent of Pakistan’s population.

The military violently repressed the demonstrations in East Pakistan. Talks between General
Yahya Khan, Bhutto, and Mujibur failed, and the army proceeded to ban the Awami League, arrest
Mujibur, and forbid political activities in all of Pakistan. The country plunged into civil war, and the
army massacred thousands of East Pakistani rebels. Within a few months, millions of Bengalis
became refugees, and many of them flowed from East Pakistan to India seeking safe haven.

By the second half of 1971, India began to train and equip a Bengali liberation army. Soon after,
General Yahya Khan announced an all-out war; a provisional government of Bangladesh was formed.
Following Pakistani air strikes across the cease-fire line in Kashmir into northern India in early
December 1971, the New Delhi government launched massive attacks into East Pakistan, controlling
the territory within a few days and recognizing the provisional government of Bangladesh.

On December 16, Pakistani military forces surrendered, and a cease-fire was put in place. General
Yahya Khan had no option but to resign; he handed the presidency over to Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, who
had just returned to Islamabad from the UN Security Council in New York, where he had been sent to
do the impossible: salvage the Pakistani position.

BHUTTO BECAME PAKISTAN’S president and civilian administrator of martial law. He quickly
strengthened relations with China and was able to get from the Chinese a write-off of significant
loans and the cost of new military hardware. Around that time, he initiated Pakistan’s nuclear
program, which was accelerated when, in May 1974, India tested a nuclear bomb. In parallel, Bhutto
negotiated with Indira Gandhi the Simla Agreement that normalized, to a great extent, bilateral
relations between the two countries. The Simla Agreement was considered a big success for Bhutto,
who had traveled to the negotiations in northern India accompanied by his young daughter Benazir,
who became a privileged observer of the negotiations. In 1972, Bhutto also rescinded martial law and
tasked the National Assembly with drafting a new constitution.

Among Bhutto’s major accomplishments was the 1973 constitution, approved by consensus in
August of that year. Under the new constitution, Zulfikar assumed the post of prime minister,
relinquishing the presidency, which was largely ceremonial by then. The 1973 constitution defined
Pakistan as a federal Islamic republic with a parliamentary government. Meanwhile, the PPP
mobilized millions of people in favor of secularism and democracy and against mullahs and the
military.



The Pakistan Muslim League, once the party of the moderate Jinnah, had become the party of the
military, which, in the new constitution, saw its powers curtailed at the hands of the federal
government. Bhutto masterminded domestic industrialization, land reform, and infrastructure works
and pursued an activist foreign policy, which had as its highlight the holding of the Islamic Summit of
the Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC) in Lahore in 1974.

Controlling the levers of power, Bhutto amended the 1973 constitution to allow the federal
government to ban political parties and curb the autonomy of the courts. Fearful of army plots against
him, Bhutto had a group of officers arrested in April 1973. He also removed General Gul Hassan, the
army commander in chief, and Air Marshal Rahim Khan, the air force chief, accusing them of
“Bonapartism” and sending them off in golden exile as ambassadors to Vienna and Madrid,
respectively.

Bhutto had already given in to the pressures of the small religious parties in the 1973 constitution
by declaring that Pakistan was an “Islamic state” in which only a Muslim could become its president
or prime minister, and establishing the Council of Islamic Ideology, charged with the Islamization of
laws. Years later, when embattled and needing political support, he made further concessions to
religious parties by banning alcohol, driving the country’s gambling and entertainment sector
underground, supporting a parliamentary motion to declare the Ahmadis as non-Muslims, and
declaring Fridays the day of prayers, a public holiday.

In 1976, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto named General Zia ul-Haq as army commander in chief, going over
the heads of five senior generals. Zia was perceived as obedient, lacking in political aspirations, and a
religious, unsophisticated individual. He was also the first army commander who was not from the
elite ranks of the military academy.

In the run-up to the national parliamentary elections, the country was rocked by disorder,
boycotts, and strikes organized by an opposition coalition and, according to Bhutto, supposedly
funded by the United States. In July 1977, General ul-Haq overthrew Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, declared
martial law, and appointed himself chief martial law administrator. Prime Minister Bhutto was
arrested.

Bhutto had introduced important social and economic changes, campaigned against the military-
religious alliance that had ruled Pakistan for years, and turned Pakistan into a nuclear country—a
development not welcomed by the United States and other powers. But toward the end of his
administration, Zulfikar had turned into an autocratic ruler, rigged parliamentary elections, and given
in to Islamists in his attempt to hold on to power.

Zulfikar Ali Bhutto was released and rearrested several times until the Zia dictatorship accused
him of conspiracy to murder a political opponent, Ahmed Raza Kasuri. A maverick member of the
PPP, Kasuri had been shot at three years earlier in an incident in which his father died. An initial
inquiry by the High Court had cleared Prime Minister Bhutto of any connection to the crime. After
being denied a slot in the PPP ticket to Parliament, Kasuri decided to cooperate with the military by
once again filing charges against Bhutto.

Despite a vigorous international campaign and appeals by several heads of state to save Bhutto’s
life after a death sentence was handed down by the Supreme Court, the former prime minister was
executed on April 4, 1979. He died in the central jail of Rawalpindi, the garrison city where Pakistan’s
first prime minister, Liaquat Ali Khan, had been assassinated and the same city where Zulfikar Ali
Bhutto’s daughter, Benazir, was to be murdered.



Benazir Bhutto’s family in July 1978. From left to right are Benazir’s mother, Begum Nusrat Bhutto; brother Shahnawaz Bhutto; father
and former prime minister, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto; and Benazir next to her father. Brother Mir Murtaza Bhutto is seated at bottom left and
sister Sanam Bhutto at bottom right. Sanam, who kept a low profile in active politics, is the sole surviving member of the family today.



Violence in the Family and in the Nation

T THE TIME of her father’s death, Benazir Bhutto had no intention of becoming a politician,

because she had seen firsthand the strains of life in politics. Instead, she aspired to become a diplomat
in Pakistan’s Foreign Service. In her late teens, Benazir enjoyed accompanying her father to summits
and state visits, like the one to the United States in 1973 when she was seated next to Henry Kissinger
at a White House dinner or, in February 1974, when the twenty-year-old flew home to join her father
and the rest of the family at the Islamic Summit that the prime minister had convened in Lahore.
Between 1969 and 1973, Benazir attended Radcliffe College at Harvard, where she obtained a
bachelor’s degree, majoring in government. College offered new experiences for the young woman
accustomed to a life of privilege. This was the first time she walked to classes, since in Pakistan a
chauffeur always drove her around and picked her up. Benazir wrote that in the United States, at
Radcliffe, she “experienced democracy for the first time” and that there she had spent “four of the

happiest years of [her] life.”

Bhutto urged his daughter to leave the United States, so as not to put down roots, to attend Oxford
University. She arrived at Oxford in the autumn of 1973 to undertake graduate-level courses in
philosophy, politics, and law; from there, Benazir traveled to Pakistan regularly. “I feel a strange
sensation in imagining you walking on the footprints I left behind at Oxford twenty-two years ago,”

wrote Prime Minister Bhutto affectionately to his daughter as she entered Oxford.? Zulfikar Ali
Bhutto had encouraged his daughter to study the lives of legendary female leaders like Joan of Arc
and Indira Gandhi. At Oxford, Benazir soon demonstrated her talents as a leader by becoming the
first Asian woman to head the prestigious Oxford Union debating society. During her time at Oxford,
Benazir also reconnected with her younger brother Mir Murtaza, who began his first year there in
1976.

Benazir was twenty-four years old when she returned to Pakistan in 1977, after completing her
studies at Oxford. She was excited about her homecoming. Her father had arranged for her to work at
the prime minister’s office during the summer and at the Inter-Provincial Council of Common
Interests. In September Benazir would be part of the Pakistani delegation to the United Nations
General Assembly debates, and she would return to Pakistan in November to take her foreign
ministry exams in December. But when she returned to her country in June of that year, it was to
witness the downfall of her father and to face house arrest and imprisonment under the Zia
dictatorship.

Zulfikar Ali Bhutto’s death, by order of the Zia-controlled judiciary, was a defining moment for
Benazir. She decided to become a politician in order to take on the military dictator and to preserve
her father’s legacy. She inherited the mantle of leadership of her father’s PPP, although Zulfikar’s



wife, Begum Nusrat Bhutto, had been named acting chairperson. Benazir’s youngest brothers, Mir
Murtaza and Shahnawaz, went into exile to attempt to organize a resistance against the Zia
dictatorship. In Pakistan, Nusrat and Benazir spent time in jail, while the Zia regime arrested and
tortured thousands of opposition activists, banned politics, censored the media, and introduced new
Islamic laws that victimized non-Muslim minorities and women.

The Zia dictatorship engaged in a tight alliance with the United States to carry out joint actions
against the recent Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. More importantly, Zia, a highly religious man,
deepened Sunni-led Islamization of Pakistan and of the army. In his first public statement following
the coup in July 1977, Zia declared, “Pakistan, which was created in the name of Islam, will continue
to survive only if it sticks to Islam.” He viewed the Islamic system as “an essential prerequisite for the

Country.”3 Government offices were instructed to allow both time and space for daily prayers, which
heads of departments were expected to lead. The dress code of the bureaucracy changed from ties and
three-piece suits to achkans, shalwars, and waistcoats. Public displays of piety began to be considered
good form. The rituals changed in army officers’ messes, with the disappearance of formal dinner
nights at which port wine traditionally concluded the evenings’ meals. During the holy month of
Ramadan, restaurants and food concessions were ordered to close from sunrise to sundown. Smoking
cigarettes, drinking water, or eating in public during Ramadan became punishable by arrest. Zia’s
Shariat courts issued the Hudood Ordinances under which, for example, four Muslim men were
required as witnesses to prove a woman’s charge of rape. Without such evidence, a woman claiming
she had been raped could be charged with adultery. Despite professional women’s protests, in 1984
the Law of Evidence was passed, under which a woman’s testimony was made worth only half that of
a man’s testimony.

Maulana Maudoodi, the leader of the extremist religious party Jamaat-e-Islami, became the
spiritual father of the dictator and a major supporter in Zia’s efforts to raise funds for the Afghan
mujahideen. Allied with the Reagan administration, Zia increased the size of the ISI agency to
organize and support the mujahideen in their battle against the Soviets. The ISI channeled about $8
billion from the US government to the Afghan fighters and trained the Taliban troops.

General Zia made the works of Maulana Maudoodi compulsory reading in the armed forces.
Maudoodi, who had strong ties with the Saudi clergy, considered Ali Jinnah, the founder of Pakistan,
a “nonbeliever” and also declared Zulfikar Ali Bhutto and Benazir to be nonbelievers. Maudoodi,
together with the ISI and the army, became key pillars of Zia’s dictatorship.

Deobandi madrassas flourished under Zia ul-Hag. The Deobandi movement was rooted in a
school of thought originating from the Dar ul-Ulum madrassa in 1867 in Deoband, India, the
members of which were as conservative as the Wahhabis in Saudi Arabia. The power of the civil
courts declined as Sharia courts and military tribunals gained ground, supported by Zia. He created
the International Islamic University in Islamabad to gather leading Wahhabis and the Muslim
Brotherhood. In December 1984, Zia held a referendum on Islamization, with voters having to choose
between a “yes” vote in favor of Islamic laws and General Zia ul-Haq staying in power or a “no”
vote. Zia got 98 percent approval in his referendum.

In 1981, nine political parties, including some that had opposed Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, united into
the Movement for the Restoration of Democracy (MRD), demanding the holding of “free, fair, and
impartial elections.” When the Zia regime refused, the MRD took its opposition to the streets. Benazir,
just twenty-eight at the time, would become the leader of the movement.

The Zia regime repeatedly arrested Benazir or kept her under house arrest for nearly six years.
The press was banned from printing the Bhutto name. Benazir was severely affected by her father’s



death, and in prison she suffered ear infections and other ailments. In 1984, thanks to international
pressure on her behalf, she was released from jail for medical treatment and allowed to travel to
London; from there, she began to lobby throughout Europe and the United States for Pakistani
democracy.

With her mother Nusrat’s support, and while her two younger brothers were in exile trying to
mount a movement of armed resistance to the dictatorship, Benazir formally supplanted Nusrat and
assumed the title of chairperson of her father’s party, which she already controlled. In 1986 she
decided to return to Pakistan. On April 10, 1986, she arrived in Lahore to a welcome by hundreds of
thousands of Pakistanis. Thereafter, Benazir became the face of Zia ul-Haq’s opposition.

In May 1988, General Zia dismissed his handpicked prime minister Muhammed Khan Junejo,
dissolved Parliament, and called for elections. A few weeks later, in June, Zia announced that Sharia
law was now the supreme law of the land. He also announced that the elections would be held on a
political partyless basis and that there would be no party symbols on the ballots. Benazir went to the
Supreme Court to challenge Zia’s election rules, hoping for free and fair elections.

On the morning of August 17, 1988, General Zia ul-Hag, accompanied by five other generals, the
US ambassador to Pakistan, Arnold Raphel, and the American military attaché, flew to Bahawalpur,
about 330 miles south of Islamabad; they then headed by helicopter to a test site to watch a
demonstration of an American-made battle tank, which the Pentagon was pressing Pakistan to
purchase. With the tests over, Zia and his entourage returned to Bahawalpur for lunch. After the meal,
Zia excused himself to say his prayers, and soon after, the party boarded the presidential plane, a
Lockheed C-130, to fly back to Islamabad.

The C-130 took off from Bahawalpur on schedule at 3:46 p.m. Soon after takeoff, the presidential
plane failed to respond to the control tower. Witnesses saw the aircraft plunging and exploding into a
ball of fire as it hit the ground at 3:51 p.m. The mystery surrounding the plane crash has never
dissipated.

A joint Pakistani-US investigation of the crash never came to a conclusion. A separate Pakistani
inquiry yielded a 365-page secret report—of which only a 27-page summary was released—ruling
out mechanical failure as causing the crash and concluding that it had been the result of an act of
sabotage. Although no firm evidence of an explosion in the aircraft was discovered, the Pakistani
report asserted that chemicals that could be used in small explosives were found in mango seeds or

peels on board and on a piece of rope in the aircraft4 General Mahmud Ali Durrani, the officer in
charge of the tank tests, had loaded two boxes of local mangoes on the plane. He had ordered the
mangoes to be thoroughly checked, although more had been loaded at the Bahawalpur Airport over
which he claimed he had no control. The report added that the “use of a chemical agent to incapacitate

the pilots, and thus perpetrate the accident, [remained] a distinct probability.”5 However, no autopsies
were performed on the crew to ascertain if they had been poisoned by gas.
Many theories emerged about the crash. Hamid Gul, the director of the ISI at the time, told the

Times that Zia ul-Haq had been killed in a conspiracy involving “a foreign power.”6 The suggestion
was that the CIA had carried out the assassination, even though high American officials were among
the victims. Another version blamed the KGB acting in retaliation against Zia for his strong support
of the Afghan mujahideen insurgency against the Soviets.

The US Congress held a number of hearings about the crash, but no official report was ever made
public. The FBI was kept away from the case for a year, under orders from the Pentagon, and its
eventual investigation came too late to examine critical evidence. Although the US Air Force



concluded that the crash had been caused by a mechanical problem common to the C-130 aircraft,
John Gunther Dean, then US ambassador to India, pointed the finger at the Mossad, the Israeli
intelligence agency. He believed they orchestrated Zia’s assassination in retaliation for Pakistan’s
having developed nuclear weapons to counteract India but eventually use against Israel, and to disrupt

the Pakistani-American alliance.”
Former deputy director of the CIA Vernon Walters wrote in his autobiographical book, The
Mighty and the Meek, that the plane crash that killed Zia “may or may not have been caused by

sabotage.”8 Another theory, with little supporting evidence, pointed to some dissatisfied army
generals and even to the pilot of the C-130 plane, who, supposedly, had confided to an associate that
he hated Zia for his repression of the Shia religious leaders. Zia ul-Haq’s son Ijaz ul-Haq, in an
interview with New York Times reporter Barbara Crossette a year after the crash, said that he was “101
percent sure” that the armed resistance group of Mir Murtaza Bhutto had been responsible for

blowing up the plane.9

Despite the enduring mystery, Zia’s death reopened the window to democracy in Pakistan. Ghulam
Ishaqg Khan, president of the Senate, assumed the role of acting president and, knowing where power
lay, immediately asked the new head of the army, General Mirza Aslam Beg, what he wanted to do
with the country. General Beg opted for democratic elections in the fall of 1988. Benazir decided to
compete for a seat in Parliament.

Elections were held in November 1988, and Lieutenant General Hamid Gul, the director general
of the IS], played an active role in vote rigging and manipulation. Great swaths of ISI money helped
create a right-wing coalition of nine Islamic parties and the Muslim League—the Islamic Democratic
Alliance. Despite the interference of the ISI, Benazir and the PPP emerged triumphant, beating Zia’s
protégé, Nawaz Sharif.

BEFORE THE ELECTIONS, in December 1987, Benazir had married Asif Ali Zardari in Karachi.
Prior to that, being in her thirties and single, she decided that it wasn’t proper to aspire to become
prime minister as an unmarried woman. The Pakistani public was barely ready for a modern, highly
educated female leader, let alone a single woman. Benazir feared that few men would accept her as a
serious political figure in an Islamic society. Zardari, an avid polo player who had his own squad, a
lover of living the high life (young Zardari reportedly had set up a disco in his house), and a member
of the land-owning Zardari tribe from Sindh Province, did not have that problem, though he was
clearly her inferior. Bhutto’s mother and an aunt arranged the marriage, which Benazir justified by

comparing it to computer dating.10 She recognized that her friends in the West would find it difficult
to understand the peculiar cultural and political circumstances that had led her to an arranged

marriage.11

Benazir had grown progressively apart from her two brothers, Mir Murtaza and Shahnawaz, who
disagreed with her realpolitik approach to Pakistani public life and Zardari’s growing political
influence. Mir had urged his father to resist the Zia coup, but Zulfikar had responded that one must
never resist a military coup. On their father’s instructions, Mir and Shahnawaz reluctantly left for
England and Switzerland, respectively. Benazir stayed behind in Pakistan to help her father with his
defense and to maintain popular support in the streets. Schooled in English, Benazir had to be tutored
in Urdu so she could speak on her jailed father’s behalf. Benazir toured the provinces coached by her
father.

Mir and Shahnawaz left their studies and dedicated themselves full-time to the cause of gathering



international support for their imprisoned father. Playing the role of the responsible eldest sibling,
Benazir wrote to Mir to pass on instructions from her father to avoid a lavish lifestyle abroad and to
refuse interviews with Indian and Israeli papers, for they could be politically misconstrued in
Pakistan. After their father’s death, Mir and Shahnawaz went into exile to organize an armed
resistance against the dictator, first from neighboring Afghanistan and later from Syria.

In the summer of 1985, the Bhuttos decided to hold a family reunion in Nice, France. Shahnawaz,
the youngest of Benazir’s brothers, had decided to live in the open, abandoning Syria and ceasing to
organize armed resistance and violence against Zia’s dictatorship.

Nusrat, Benazir’s mother, traveled from Geneva, Mir Murtaza from Damascus, and Benazir and
sister Sanam from London. The extended family, including children, spent happy days at the beach
practicing sports, organizing barbecues, and dining out.

Benazir recalled in her autobiography that Shahnawaz seemed happy, except for the fact that he
intended to divorce his wife, Rehana, from whom he had separated twice already, reconciling each

time because of their daughtelr.12 Shahnawaz, whom the family called “Shah,” was concerned about
Benazir’s security and took her shopping for a bulletproof vest. Shahnawaz was also considered a
target of the Zia dictatorship, particularly because he was the military leader of the two brothers,
while Mir was the politician. Mir told his sister that both brothers carried vials of poison wherever
they went in case they were caught by Zia agents—thus opting for death instead of prison.

On the morning of July 18, Mir received a phone call from Shah’s wife, who asked him to
urgently come and see his brother. “Something is wrong” with Shahnawaz, Rehana declared. Upon
entering Shah’s apartment, they found him lying face down on the living room floor. He was dead.
Mir told the police who arrived on the scene that he suspected that his brother had been poisoned,
adding that Shah had already survived four attempts on his life; but no immediate proof could be
found to support that assertion. Subsequent police investigation did reveal, however, that there was a
strong poison in his system.

Theories about his death spread quickly. Some said that he had committed suicide, a hypothesis
denied by the closest relatives and the circumstances of the Bhutto family get-together. Others
asserted that Shahnawaz had been murdered over arguments about family assets stashed away in
Switzerland. The Zia-controlled press reported that Shah had been a suicidal gambler. The police
investigated Rehana because nine hours had passed before the family and police had been summoned
to the scene and because the couple had a stormy relationship. Benazir and Mir Murtaza filed a
murder case against unknown persons. The police arrested Rehana under the charge of not having
aided her dying husband, but they eventually released her and allowed her to leave France.

Benazir personally accompanied Shah’s body to Pakistan on August 21, 1985, after the Zia regime
reluctantly agreed to allow his burial in Larkana. She was arrested five days later in Karachi and
remained under house arrest—despite expressions of “dismay” by the Reagan administration—until
November 3 when she was allowed to leave for France to give her deposition on the death case of her
brother.

The theory that General Zia had ordered the hit on Shahnawaz’s life gained ground with time. But
the case was never solved, and no responsible party was ever identified.13
ON DECEMBER 2, 1988, at the age of thirty-five, Bhutto was sworn in as the democratically elected
prime minister, the youngest person and first woman in history ever elected to head an Islamic state.
Bhutto’s party had won the largest number of seats in the National Assembly but had not secured a
clear majority. She had defeated Nawaz Sharif, the ISI-backed candidate who, following his



supporters’ recommendation, secured the post of chief minister of Punjab Province instead of
holding a seat in the National Assembly. Hamid Gul, the ISI director general, and General Asad
Durrani, ex—ISI chief and, at the time, MI director, prided themselves on Nawaz Sharif’s loyalty to the
legacy of Zia ul-Haq who had returned to Sharif the family-owned steel mill business, nationalized by
Zulfikar Ali Bhutto. They believed that although he had been defeated on this occasion, Sharif could
exercise power in Punjab, beyond Benazir’s reach. Nawaz supporters affirmed that Benazir would
functionally be the prime minister of the capital only—not in the rest of the country.

The army initially refused to allow Bhutto to assume her duties as prime minister, but Washington
stepped in to broker a deal: Benazir would leave foreign policy and the nuclear program in the hands
of the army and she would agree not to interfere in the military or defense sector budget and
promotions. Also, several Zia supporters would continue in government functions.

Bhutto introduced various modernization reforms. She lifted bans affecting labor unions and
student associations, ordered the release of political prisoners, removed constraints on the
functioning of nongovernmental organizations, favored uncensored media reporting, and sought to
improve ties with India. Benazir reversed some policies introduced by her father, including returning
Pakistan to the British Commonwealth and privatizing some industries that her father had nationalized
or placed in the public sector. Accused of favoring Westernization, the new prime minister decided to
cover her head with a white dupatta, which her father had once recommended she wear when visiting
the conservative tribal areas. She was the first woman in the Bhutto family to hide her hair, apparently
a political move to keep the support of Islamic groups and leaders.

Five months after she became prime minister, she dismissed General Hamid Gul from his
position as director general of the ISI, which controlled the Pakistani participation in the ongoing
Afghan war, because she had learned that Gul was conspiring with the opposition to oust her from
power. Hamid Gul and the army were so powerful that Benazir could not retire the general but only
transfer him to another important post. She named a retired general as head of the ISI, a move that
bothered army commander General Beg. Consequently, he isolated the ISI and instructed the MI to fill
the void.

Osama bin Laden appeared in the Pakistani political landscape in late October 1989 when,
according to Benazir Bhutto, he provided $10 million to fund a no-confidence vote in Parliament
against the prime minister. The objective was to buy out supporters of Bhutto in the National
Assembly so as to overthrow her government and install, with the help of ISI officers, a theocratic

regime in Pakistan.14 Benazir phoned US president George H. W. Bush to let him know that Pakistani
military hardliners who had supported the mujahideen now were attempting to bring down her
government with the help of foreign money. She also relayed to Bush that the Saudi King’s advisers
had informed her that the funds for the no-confidence vote—which was defeated by twelve votes—
had come from a Saudi businessman called bin Laden.

During Benazir’s time as prime minister, Zardari and some associates were accused of benefiting
from kickbacks, which earned him the nickname “Mr. Ten Percent.” In a 2002 interview Bhutto
admitted that her husband was “not an angel.” He “associated with certain people, which gave him a
bad name. I think my husband also had a different view about patronage than what is now acceptable,”

she declared; at the same time, she defended him, denying he had broken the law or stolen money.15
Benazir was also accused of being a deficient manager and indecisive. Her disagreements with the
president and the army over personnel matters led to the perception that she was not in charge.

Her government was dismissed in August 1990 by President Ishaq Khan under a controversial



Eighth Amendment provision to the constitution, which dated from the Zia era, giving the president
the power to dismiss the prime minister. Benazir was charged with corruption—for which, however,
she was never tried—and for the inability to maintain law and order in the face of ethnic and sectarian

violence. “The Military Intelligence was conspiring against my government from the first day,”16
declared Benazir in a press conference the day after her demotion. This was becoming the norm of
politics in Pakistan: presidents dismissing prime ministers on corruption charges and ousted leaders
accusing intelligence agencies of interference in governmental affairs.

Nawaz Sharif came to power in the 1990 elections, backed by the Islamic Jamhoori Ittehad (IJI),
an alliance of conservative and religious parties created and funded by the ISI. Benazir became leader
of the opposition. Sharif’s government was more pro-business than Benazir’s, and he, as a Zia
loyalist, continued giving significant political space to Islamic groups. He publicly declared that the
army should have nothing to do with politics, but the prime minister sought to influence army matters
surreptitiously. More importantly, Sharif attempted to reduce the president’s powers, and in April
1993, President Khan dismissed him as prime minister, again under the Eighth Amendment provision,
for the usual reasons: corruption and misadministration. Surprisingly, a month later, the Supreme
Court overturned the president’s decision and reinstalled Nawaz Sharif as prime minister. A couple of
months later, the army forced both Sharif and President Khan to resign.

BENAZIR RETURNED TO power in the October 1993 elections, retaking her unfinished reform
agenda as prime minister. Critics objected to Bhutto’s designation of her husband, Asif Ali Zardari, to
a cabinet post in the government.

An assassination attempt befell Benazir in the fall of 1993. Ramzi Yousef, a terrorist with ties to
the ISI and nephew of Al-Qaida leader Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, placed a bomb in front of
Benazir’s house with the intention of activating it by remote control as she drove out of her garage.
The attempt was frustrated as passing policemen drove Yousef away. Benazir recalled in her
autobiography that a more elaborate plan involving Yousef, Al-Qaida, and the intelligence agencies—
which failed for logistical reasons—“was based on assassinating me and making it look like my

brother [Mir Murtaza] was responsible.”17

The relationship between Benazir and her brother Mir Murtaza had been growing strained for
years. Benazir considered her brother a political novice. While she was in jail, Benazir learned of her
brother’s role in the hijacking of a Pakistani passenger plane in which a passenger had been shot. The
Al-Zulfikar group, an organization led by Mir Bhutto, claimed responsibility. Benazir criticized the
incident. She felt it played into Zia’s strategy of heightened confrontation to offset growing domestic
dissatisfaction with the dictatorship.

Benazir and Mir Murtaza strongly disagreed on anti-Zia tactics. “Only violence can answer
violence,” Mir advocated, while Benazir favored peaceful struggle and mobilization to enable
elections. In 1993, Mir rejected the conditions imposed by the military on the PPP government to stay
out of defense sector decisions and not meddle with the ISI, while Benazir saw that there was no other
choice and that realpolitik dictated the need to accept such limitations to her government’s powers.
Their differences were so marked that they had decided not to discuss politics during family

gatherings.18

Mir Murtaza was still in exile, anxious to return to Pakistan. Benazir opposed the idea, however,
because it would raise political problems for her, since her brother still faced judicial charges
brought against him by the Zia regime. The prime minister told Mir that it was unknown how many



cases were still open against him, as she had been informed that the ISI had “lost his file.”19

Benazir saw her future aligned with the West, while domestically she would have to get along with
the powers that be, including the ISI, the religious groups, and the entrepreneurial class—that is, the
so-called establishment.

Bhutto became an active and founding member of the Council of Women World Leaders, a
network of current and former prime ministers and presidents. Despite voicing concern for women’s
social and health issues, she failed to propose domestic legislation to empower women. Benazir’s
relations with the Supreme Court became strained when it reversed her appointment of twenty new
judges to the Punjab High Court, some of whom were known as her party sympathizers. Benazir’s
political rival Nawaz Sharif hardened his opposition to the prime minister when her government
jailed Sharif’s aged father on charges of fraud.

By 1993, Mir Murtaza decided he had to return to Pakistan. Benazir had refused to give him and
his group slots to run for congressional elections on the PPP ticket and had recommended that he

“leave Syria, a rogue state in her estimation, and settle in London for a few years.”20 She had spoken
to Margaret Thatcher about the possibility of him moving to London, and the British leader had
agreed. But Mir had been reluctant to move. Instead, he had decided to run for office as an
independent, and won. By then Mir had become an open critic of his sister’s government and of the
corruption associated with Benazir’s husband, Asif Ali Zardari.

When Mir Murtaza landed in Karachi, after flying from Damascus via Dubai (as the government
of Islamabad initially refused to allow the Syrian presidential plane carrying him to land), he was
arrested and ended up spending eight months in jail. The charges included crimes related to the 1981
hijacking case of the Pakistan International Airlines plane that had left one passenger dead. He was

now an opponent to the government led by his sister Benazir.21

Mir was eventually released, although cases against him remained active in court, which forced
him to constantly appear at hearings. He toured Pakistan, speaking on his usual topics—namely, the
corruption of the PPP. Benazir, in turn, saw her brother as an immature radical, even portraying him
as a “terrorist,” particularly when he spoke against the government repression on ethnic Muhajirs in
Sindh—a population that speaks Urdu as opposed to Sindhi and is supported by the ultra-nationalist
Muhajir Quami Movement—in the context of growing ethnic violence.

Benazir and Mir Murtaza did not see each other after his return to Pakistan until May 1996. In
1995, Mir set up his own party, which he named the PPP (Shaheed Bhutto). Benazir left her brother
untouched by the state apparatus, but she had many of his followers thrown in jail. The ISI made it
clear to Mir’s supporters that if they changed sides, they would be freed.

Mir Murtaza blamed Benazir’s husband for his persecution. According to Raja Anwar, a former
student leader and guerrilla companion of Mir in exile, Mir was convinced that “Benazir’s negative
attitude towards him was the result of Asif’s influence. Mir had nothing but contempt for his brother-

in-law, whom he considered unworthy of his sister.”22
One time, during an informal meeting with brother-in-law Zardari, Mir and his guards grabbed
Benazir’s husband and shaved off half of his iconic mustache, forcing Zardari to shave off the other

half, to the delight of Mir’s friends and the media.23 Just before his death, Mir had happened to be
with Zardari on the same flight from Islamabad to Karachi. After arriving at the airport, Mir’s armed
guards followed and harassed Asif, aiming their automatic weapons from their cars at the prime
minister’s husband. Zardari was terrified and, instead of going to his house, changed direction and
went to his father’s home. Once inside, Zardari phoned Abdullah Shah, chief minister of Sindh, and



gave him hell for improper protection. He then learned that the police had been looking for one of

Mir’s top lieutenants.24

Mir Murtaza died in front of the Bhutto house at 70 Clifton in Karachi on the night of September
20, 1996, after being shot by policemen who had supposedly come to arrest him. The streetlights had
been turned off. Gunfire broke out, with the police killing three of Mir’s guards and wounding
several others. Mir was shot several times. Two policemen were injured, though by their own actions,
as forensic examinations later proved. The only spent ammunition came from police-issued weapons.
Fatima Bhutto, Mir Murtaza’s daughter, describes the last moments of her father’s life in her moving
memoir, Songs of Blood and Sword: “The last shot, Papa’s autopsy showed, was fired into his jaw at
point-blank range. . . . The street outside our house was hosed clean; all the blood and glass was [sic]
washed away. By the time Mummy and I left the house at around 8.45, some fifteen minutes later, the

police had removed all the evidence.”2>

The prime minister flew that same night from Islamabad to Karachi and went to the hospital where
her brother had been taken for the autopsy, accompanied by a couple of police officers who had been
at the scene of the shooting. She was weeping and barefoot, a sign of respect for her deceased brother.
In her autobiography, Benazir claimed that she was particularly “distraught because [they had] just

reconciled after some years of political estrangement.”26
Considering the widespread rumors and accusations implicating Benazir and her husband in the

gangland-style execution of Mir Murtaza,2’ the prime minister invited a team of former Scotland
Yard detectives, led by Roy Herridge, to conduct their own independent investigation of the case. The
interim report found evidence of a police conspiracy and of an unidentified gunman at the scene. The
Herridge team was paid and invited to leave Pakistan by President Farooq Leghari after he had
removed Benazir as prime minister. With Benazir out of office, the government no longer made
deciphering Mir’s assassination a priority.

In November 1996, several converging storms sank the Bhutto administration. First, corruption
scandals involved Zardari, which eventually landed him in jail. Second, ethnic violence flared
between native Sindhis and the Muhajir refugees from India and their descendants. Then, the
hypothetical imposition of an agricultural tax, agreed by the Bhutto government and the International
Monetary Fund, met with the strong opposition of the powerful landed elite. Mir Murtaza’s
scandalous murder was the last straw. President Farooq Leghari, a PPP member, invoked the Eighth
Amendment to dismiss Benazir as prime minister, while rejecting her accusation—which she later
denied—that both the army and the presidency were behind Mir’s murder.

The Mir Murtaza case was never solved. One version of the events stated that his guards had fired
first and killed Mir Murtaza accidentally in the alleged cross fire. Benazir’s government opposed
Mir’s relatives’ intention to file a criminal case against the police and, instead, set up a judicial
inquiry into the case. The tribunal, although not empowered to pass sentences, established that there
had been no shootout or cross fire and that the police had used excessive force and left the injured to
die on the street.

Former interior minister general (ret.) Naseerullah Babar said that the ISI was involved in the
murder of Mir Murtaza Bhutto. He affirmed that he had formed a commission to probe into the ISI
role in the case but that pressure had mounted against the inquiry until it was dropped. Mir Murtaza’s
lawyers filed a criminal case in 1997 against Asif Ali Zardari, Abdullah Shah—the chief minister of
Sindh Province—and two policemen for conspiracy to murder. Zardari was acquitted, and to this day,
Mir Murtaza’s death remains shrouded in mystery.



After Bhutto was deposed as prime minister, Nawaz Sharif returned to power following a decisive
victory by his party in the February 1997 parliamentary elections. This time he moved quickly to
curtail the powers of the presidency and the judiciary. The Parliament approved an amendment that
removed the president’s Eighth Amendment powers to dismiss the government.

Bhutto left Pakistan for Dubai in 1998 on a self-imposed exile. She kept her job as leader of the
PPP during the following nine years. An important part of her activities during this long exile abroad
was to fight the corruption charges leveled against her in Pakistan, as well as in Spain and
Switzerland, and to secure the release from a Pakistani jail of her husband, who faced charges both
for corruption and for his alleged involvement in the murder of Mir Murtaza Bhutto. Despite the
documented accusations against Zardari—which were abundantly covered in numerous press reports,

including a 1998 New York Times article entitled “House of Graft: Tracing the Bhutto Millions”28—
she felt loyal to the father of her three children and her political partner. Some close advisers
recommended abandoning him for the sake of her political career, but Benazir refused, standing by
the man who had “presented her on their engagement with a ring engraved with the words: ‘Until

death do us part.”’29After all, some observers reflected, corruption was endemic in Pakistan, where
government officials at the federal and local levels, generals, policemen, and business people all
participated, to varying degrees, in corrupt practices.

In April 1999, a two-judge Ehtesab (accountability) Bench of the Lahore High Court convicted
Benazir and her husband of corruption and sentenced them to five years in prison, fined them $8.6
million, and disqualified them from holding public office. The Ehtesab Bench had been set up by
Nawaz Sharif—who made a businessman friend of his its president. Two years later, Pakistan’s

Supreme Court ruled that Benazir Bhutto’s 1999 conviction had been biased and ordered a retrial.30

IN OCTOBER 1999, General Pervez Musharraf seized power from the democratically elected
government of Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif in a dramatic coup d’état. Tension had been brewing
between Sharif and the army ever since Musharraf had sent Pakistani mujahideen across the Line of
Control in north Kashmir. The Kargil offensive, as it was known, provoked a forceful armed reaction
from India, which threatened to escalate to full-out war. After the crisis subsided, the Sharif
government announced Musharraf’s dismissal, and on October 12, 1999, as the military chief flew
back to Karachi from an official mission to Sri Lanka, they decided to keep him in exile by impeding
his plane from landing at the Karachi airport.

At about 6:45 p.m., Pakistani International Airlines (PIA) flight 805 carrying Musharraf was
informed that it would have to leave Pakistani airspace, even though it had only one hour and ten
minutes of fuel remaining. Given the limited fuel, the plane had no option but to attempt to land in
hostile India, and it was not at all clear that the plane would make it there safely. After several
moments of extreme tension, Major General Malik Iftikhar Ali Khan, the commander of an army
division in Karachi, rebelled and radioed the pilot, telling him that everything was all right and asking

him to “tell the chief to come back and land in Karachi.”3! The army then arrested Sharif and several
senior government officials, and the PIA flight finally landed in Karachi, with Musharraf as the new
de facto leader of Pakistan.

Sharif, the deposed prime minister, was convicted in April 2000 on charges of hijacking an
aircraft and treason and sentenced to life imprisonment. But after a year in jail, he was pardoned and
sent off into exile to Saudi Arabia at the request of the Saudi royal family. Sharif was disqualified
from public office for twenty-one years and was required to forfeit about $9 million in properties.



The Musharraf regime also pursued renewed corruption investigations against Bhutto and Zardari.
Nawaz Sharif and Benazir Bhutto, now both in exile, formed an alliance of opposition parties, the
Alliance for the Restoration of Democracy, which held protest rallies in Pakistan that were brutally
repressed. Musharraf referred to Bhutto and Sharif as “useless politicians.” Bhutto responded from
London that the Pakistani army was “infected by extremists.” By disqualifying the mainstream
political leaders, she added, “the army plans a vacuum which can be filled by extremists linked to the

Taliban.”32
In June 2001, General Musharraf dismissed the president and assumed the presidential post
himself while retaining the chief executive position and adding the new role of chief of army staff. He

justified this dictatorial action as being “in the supreme national interest.”33

In 2002, the general amended Pakistan’s constitution to ban prime ministers from serving more
than two terms, thus disqualifying both Bhutto and Sharif. With the opposition out of the way,
Musharraf won the election of October 2002, legitimizing his rule. Beyond his electoral support,
skewed though it may have been, General Musharraf had the backing of what is known in Pakistan as
the Establishment—the de facto power structure whose permanent core is the military high command
and intelligence agencies, in particular the powerful, military-run ISI, as well as the MI and the
Intelligence Bureau (IB). He had agreed with a coalition of Islamic parties to leave the army by
December 31, 2004, and with such a promise, he mustered a two-thirds majority in Parliament to pass
an amendment that retroactively legalized his 1999 coup and other decrees, although the general
reneged on his word and kept his army post. The Parliament obliged by passing a bill enabling him to
keep both offices.

By the time Musharraf took over, the post of prime minister had been suspended five times in
Pakistan due to martial law or another form of military intervention, and no elected civilian prime
minister had ever served a full five-year term. The military had been directly ruling the country for
three of the six decades since independence.

The commissioners and staff of the UN Commission of Inquiry at the exact site at Liaquat Bagh, Rawalpindi, where Benazir Bhutto was
killed, inspecting the area and interviewing senior policemen about the facts and circumstances of the assassination.



4

On the Road to Islamabad

« . HE BHUTTO COMMISSION communications have been intercepted by an unknown party,”

Chief of Staff Mark Quarterman told me nervously a few hours before we were due to depart on our
first visit to Pakistan. “A Pakistani government source has urgently contacted me to convey to you this
information,” Quarterman said. “Whoever intervened with our electronic mail knows about our
agenda in Islamabad.”

“We have to tell the UN Department of Safety and Security and seek their opinion,” I replied.

When we contacted the department, known as the DSS, they asked us to consider suspending the
trip. I felt this was overly cautious.

“Look, anyone could be interested in finding out about our communications—not just Pakistanis,”
I told our chief of staff. “I intend to go ahead.”

It was July 14, 2009. Since we were scheduled to leave for Pakistan that day, we decided to revisit
the issue with the DSS during our stopover in Dubai en route from New York to Islamabad.

At the Dubai airport, after our long and tiring trip, the DSS agreed that we should proceed to
Pakistan but advised us not to leave the security perimeter in Islamabad known as the “red zone.”
Because any hotel or place of public access would represent a high security risk for the
commissioners, we would be staying at the Sindh House, a residence for high officials from Sindh
Province during their journeys to Islamabad. The Ministry of the Interior had been able to secure that
venue for our commission during our visits. The Sindh House wasn’t the ideal safe house available—
the better-equipped one was the Punjab House—but Sindh offered the best security conditions
according to an advance team that had evaluated the options. On every mission, newspapers in
Pakistan reported that “strict security measures were in place at the Benazir Bhutto International

Airport (in Islamabad) as the U.N. team arrived.”!

The strong recommendation by the DSS not to leave the “red zone” of Islamabad was highly
problematic. For reasons inherent to the nature of the inquiry, as well as for symbolic motives, we
needed to visit the site of Benazir’s assassination in Rawalpindi, a suburb of the Pakistani capital. I
decided we had to go to Rawalpindi. Decoy plans—different times of departure for Rawalpindi, as
well as different means of transportation—would be made to deceive anyone interested in harming us.

The mission we were embarking upon was particularly difficult because we didn’t know what we
were up against. Certainly, there were some political actors openly opposed to our investigation. We
also anticipated possible resistance and obstruction within sectors close to the army and the ISI secret
service.

An article in the Guardian summarized the challenge we were facing: “The three-man unit . . . will
find themselves plunged into a murky work of conspiracy theories, power politics and conflicting



agendas..”2 Indeed, Bhutto’s assassination was steeped in controversy. But the Guardian did not go far
enough. The commission soon encountered a country deeply skeptical of authority and the justice
system because of widespread corruption, abundant behind-the-scenes political deal making, and the
regular impunity that had met previous unsolved political assassinations.

UPON OUR ARRIVAL in Islamabad in the early hours of Thursday, July 16, the Pakistani
government prepared a hospitable reception at our safe house and deployed for us a heavy
antiterrorist security detail. Several UN policemen accompanied the commissioners for “close
protection.” During our first few hours in Islamabad, I was shocked to learn that our affable non-
English-speaking cook at the Sindh House knew in detail our agenda in the Pakistani capital. I
complained to our chief of staff and to an aide to the minister of the interior who acted as our contact
person in the Pakistani government. No convincing explanation was ever given, except that the cook
had to be aware about when we would be around to prepare the daily meals.

The work of our inquiry commission had begun in early July 2009, when the three
commissioners and the full staff had gathered in New York for planning sessions and meetings with
high UN officials and with the ambassador of Pakistan to the United Nations, Abdullah Haroon, and
his aides. Our priority had been to firm up our program for the first visit to Pakistan from July 15 to
18, 2009. We had entrusted administrative and logistic details to our able staff.

The first visit to Islamabad began with a meeting with our chief contact in the Pakistani
government and one of the principal advocates of the investigation, Interior Minister Rehman Malik.
He was the key interlocutor in our investigation not only as the official point of contact in the
government but also as the ex—security adviser of Benazir Bhutto and one of the close aides who had
accompanied her on the day of the murder.

Malik was born in 1951 in a town north of Lahore, had earned a doctorate in criminology, and
had spent nearly three decades in the Federal Investigation Agency, rising to the top during Bhutto’s
second term as prime minister. Sacked and jailed by the Nawaz Sharif government in 1998, he had
emerged as Benazir’s principal security adviser while both were in exile in London. According to
one source, Malik became a business partner of Benazir, and both were investigated by a Spanish
court, which was looking into a company they were associated with called Petroline FZC, “which had

made questionable payments to Iraq under Saddam Hussein.”>

Rehman Malik resembled an Italian actor from a B movie. Graced with jet-black curly hair and
sporting a mustache, he dressed sharply in impeccable suits—colorful ties, silk handkerchiefs
regularly adorning the front jacket pocket—and pointed leather shoes. His capacity for hard work
impressed us. On several occasions, we met with him at midnight, conversed until two or three in the
morning, and saw him again at breakfast by eight, where he appeared fresh and ready while we
struggled with jet lag and exhaustion due to lack of sleep.

We met Minister Malik at his office in a compound of government buildings. Instead of a working
meeting across a table, Minister Malik received us in a formal setting of two rows of chairs—us on
one side, his advisers on the other—with the minister in the middle.

On this first meeting at the Ministry of the Interior, Malik expressed his satisfaction with the
United Nations having agreed to conduct this investigation and with our personal commitment to
carry out this challenging duty on behalf of Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon. Much to our
astonishment, Minister Malik informed us that their own internal investigation had made great strides,
that the police had confessions from four individuals accused of Benazir’s murder, and that they were
in custody.



“I think your work will be made easy when you read this document,” Minister Malik said as he
handed me a bound report entitled Summary of Investigation and Trial Conducted So Far for UN Fact-
Finding Commission. The seventy-page report was dated June 20, 2009, signed by the Ministry of the
Interior, and labeled “Restricted.”

“Thanks; I’'m sure this will be very useful,” I responded while I quickly leafed through a few
pages and saw that the index included annexes such as witness statements, a summary of the Scotland
Yard report, a list of seized articles at the crime scene, names of court judges, special prosecutors,
defense lawyers, and so forth.

“This is very complete,” Malik added. “This is your own report ready to be issued, of course, with
the changes and additions that you may see fit.”

Ilooked at my fellow commissioners in puzzlement. The interior minister was handing us what he
expected would be the draft final report of the Commission of Inquiry. In short, his message was that
our investigation could very well conclude there and then; we did not have to bother with any detailed
inquiry. It was a sign of things to come.

Our relationship with Minister Malik was rocky. He never satisfactorily answered our questions
about his role and actions during the moments surrounding Bhutto’s assassination. Our insistence on
checking details—for example, the distance between his vehicle and the scene of the crime at the
moment of the attack—clearly made him uncomfortable. Malik informed us that he had received
important information from a “brotherly country” about serious threats to Benazir Bhutto and
himself; but despite our requests, he never furnished the details of those threats. On other occasions,
he would provide us with incomplete information to be developed at a next conversation.

The minister was always cordial and courteous, dispensing gifts after every visit, which, as we
told him, we could not accept due to United Nations ethics rules. He insisted, and those fine gifts
ended up in the care of the UN Ethics Office in New York City.

We had a disagreement with the Ministry of the Interior about the quality of our protection during
our second visit when the antiterrorist police contingent was replaced by nonspecialized security
troops who would point their automatic rifles at our vehicles, instead of upwards or at the floor, when
riding in the protection trucks in front of us. Our complaints were generally accommodated; but a
few months after the start of our work, we did not feel as warmly welcomed as we did at the outset.

On our first day of work, we paid a visit to Benazir Bhutto’s widower and president of Pakistan,
Asif Ali Zardari. He had been named cochairman of the PPP after Benazir’s murder and had
immediately demanded a UN probe into the crime.

After the PPP leader’s assassination, the parliamentary elections scheduled for January 8, 2008,
for which she was campaigning, were postponed to February 2008. The PPP allied with the Pakistan
Muslim League-Nawaz (PML-N), led by Nawaz Sharif, and emerged victorious. The new coalition
put forth Yousuf Raza Gilani as prime minister. Musharraf’s position became increasingly untenable,
and he resigned the presidency in August to avoid impeachment procedures in Parliament. Zardari
was then thrust from being an operator behind the scenes, and a political partner of his wife, to
president of Pakistan after winning the electoral college contest in September 2008. In the meantime,
the Pakistani government had officially contacted the UN secretary-general to request the
establishment of a commission to probe Bhutto’s assassination.

During that July 2009 visit to Zardari, heavy security slowed our access to the presidential palace.
Despite a courteous treatment by presidential staff, we had to leave our cell phones at a guard station
for security reasons. Later, a high official apologized, explaining that in our case such
overzealousness had been unwarranted.



The commissioners and our chief of staff sat in a row of chairs across from a row with several
key ministers and Bhutto and President Zardari’s children. In the middle was the presidential chair.
Zardari was cordial and appreciative about the establishment of the commission and our personal
involvement. He explained the importance of our investigative work for his family and for Pakistan.
The president reminded us that from the very beginning, immediately after the assassination of his
wife, he had requested an impartial investigation conducted by the United Nations.

Much of the conversation was general, as the formal context did not allow for any in-depth
queries about the facts we were interested in. I outlined our program of interviews, which included
policemen, witnesses, authorities, and representatives of civil society. I told the president that we
intended to visit the scene of the crime in Rawalpindi. The children, including PPP chairman Bilawal,
followed the dialogue attentively but did not intervene.

We requested a private conversation with President Zardari to inquire about key facts relevant to
our work. He accommodated us on at least two further occasions; our interviews included a lengthy
and emotionally charged question-and-answer session at his suite at the InterContinental Hotel in
Manhattan during his attendance at the September 2009 General Debate of the UN General Assembly
in New York.

VISITING THE SCENE of the crime was complicated. As it involved leaving the “red zone,” we
made fake arrangements to go by helicopter the following day—Friday, July 17—in the afternoon.
We even put the details in our updated agenda. Instead, we left at 5:00 a.m. in a caravan of vehicles to
avoid detection by anyone interested in blocking our work or harming us and to avoid the press that
followed us everywhere.

The roads to Rawalpindi had little traffic, and they actually looked deserted, as the police blocked
cross streets along our route for us. At Liaquat Bagh, the park where Benazir was assassinated, we
expected to meet senior Rawalpindi police officers who had firsthand information about the events of
December 27, 2007.

When we arrived at Liaquat Bagh, we found that the police had cordoned off a two-block
perimeter. As we got out of our vehicles, I noticed a small crowd about two blocks away, behind
police barriers. Peter Fitzgerald, the Irish commissioner, pointed out what was going on: “It’s the
press, Heraldo. There are bunches of them.” In fact, we could see the cameras and telephoto lenses
pointed toward us. Someone had tipped off the press about the exact time we would be at Liaquat
Bagh.

The senior police officers guided us along the course that Benazir had taken to enter the parking
lot and the back of the platform from where she had addressed the crowd. We went up the wooden
steps, and I walked around where the dais would have been located that day. From there I commanded
a good view of the entire park and the adjacent buildings. I saw sharpshooters on nearby rooftops
who had been posted for our security. A Thai UN policeman in charge of my close protection
promptly asked me to leave the platform. “This is not safe. You are too exposed,” he said.

We descended into the parking lot and walked the path Bhutto had followed out of Liaquat Bagh
and stopped at the exact spot of her assassination. We asked many questions: Why had she turned right
instead of left as originally planned? Why was the access to the left blocked? What preventive work
had been done before her arrival? How many policemen and police vehicles were escorting her?
Why were there so many people around her vehicle? Our staff took abundant notes. The policemen
gave ample explanations that attempted to show they had done their job. Our retired Irish deputy
police chief, Peter Fitzgerald, was skeptical. If everything had been so perfect, why then had the prime



minister been assassinated? he asked me. We announced to the Pakistani officials that we needed to
interrogate the Rawalpindi police officers separately during our visit.

Local media provided abundant coverage of our visit to Rawalpindi. The newspaper The Nation
wrote that “amid tight security,” the UN commission team “parked a vehicle as was used by Benazir
Bhutto at the time of assassination and examined the killing scene.” Then, the news story continued,
“the team also examined the nearby buildings and trees at Liaquat Bagh. The U.N. officials took snaps
of the site and made sketches, and also examined the stage where Benazir Bhutto had delivered her

last address.”#

We found many witnesses of the crime—politicians, diplomats, friends of Benazir Bhutto, and
members of civil society—more than willing to cooperate, providing us with their testimony,
opinions, and hypotheses about the murder. Military officials and policemen tended to be cautious
and, in some cases, were visibly edgy about speaking to the commission. But some active and retired
intelligence officials were much more forthcoming. At the Sindh House, where we conducted the
more sensitive interviews, we saw high uniformed officials become agitated and perspire profusely
as they attempted to answer our queries. One fellow commissioner, former Indonesian attorney
general Marzuki Darusman, was particularly calm about asking incisive questions and pointing out
contradictions. The Rawalpindi policemen’s behavior shifted from initial arrogance and self-
assuredness to defensive nervousness as we pressed them with detailed questions. “This guy is lying,”
our former Irish cop announced at one point when Police Chief Saud Aziz repeatedly changed parts
of his testimony or suddenly recalled facts he had claimed to have forgotten only after we presented
him with evidence we already possessed.

Toward the end of the first visit, the commission’s media adviser, Ben Malor, counseled us to give
a press conference to satisfy media curiosity and avoid speculation. The press conference, held at the
Serena Hotel, attracted about six dozen journalists from media outlets around the world. As chairman
of the commission, I gave a brief statement explaining the nature of our mandate. I hoped to lower
expectations somewhat. The odds were against us that we would be able to identify culprits. As I told
the journalists, our plan was to conduct interviews on a voluntary basis in Pakistan and abroad as
needed. Then I described our agenda of official meetings during that first visit, thanked the
government for providing us with detailed materials, and emphasized that since ours was not a
criminal investigation, it was up to the competent Pakistani institutions to establish responsibilities in
the crime. I also stressed that our work would be guided by objectivity, independence, and
professionalism. Many questions were posed, some that revealed skepticism about the eventual
outcome of the commission’s inquiry. Only one or two questions suggested a veiled hostility,
including one about whether we would interview fugitive Taliban leader Baitullah Mehsud.

SECURITY ISSUES SURROUNDED our visits to Pakistan. After the July visit, I had a conversation,
accompanied by our commission’s chief of staff, with UN under-secretary-general for security and
safety Gregory Starr, who analyzed our task with cold-blooded realism: “You have the best possible
security, but nothing is fail-safe,” he said. “The bulletproof car that is being provided for you in
Pakistan is an armored B6 level vehicle, which will resist high-powered rifle fire. But, of course, if a
suicide bomber with an explosives jacket wraps himself around your car, there is no protection that
will keep you safe.”

Between our second and third visit to Pakistan, on October 5, 2009, a suicide bomber wearing an
improvised explosive device and dressed in a uniform of the Frontier Constabulary, a Pakistani
paramilitary force, made his way past the security perimeter and into the offices of the UN World



Food Program (UNWEFP), where he detonated his device. Five UNWFP employees were killed and six
others were injured. The Tehrik-i-Taliban Pakistan (TTP), the same group that had successfully
attacked the Pearl Continental Hotel in Peshawar in June using a vehicle-borne improvised explosive
device, later claimed responsibility for the attack.

Not only was our mission controversial and dangerous in the eyes of some Pakistani sectors, but
jihadist leaders had been targeting the United Nations as an infidel organization. In an April 2008
speech, Al-Qaida’s second-in-command, Ayman al-Zawahiri, had declared, “The United Nations is an
enemy of Islam and Muslims. It is the one which codified and legitimized the establishment of the

state of Israel and its taking over of the Muslims’ lands.”

As the work of the commission progressed, some interests in Pakistan apparently came to view it
as menacing. Prior to our third visit in February 2010, our invitation to use the Sindh House was
withdrawn, supposedly due to a request by the governor of Sindh. After we protested to Minister
Malik, the house was again placed at our disposal. Commissioner Marzuki Darusman’s flight via
state-owned Pakistan International Airlines from Jakarta to Islamabad was canceled, causing him to
miss that third visit; some Pakistanis interpreted the cancellation as having been intentional.

In early February 2010, as we prepared to wind down our investigative work, we received a
disquieting message from a credible friendly source in Pakistan: “The commissioners’ security may
be in danger. These people are thugs and they are capable of anything if it fits their interests. Besides,
they are parochial and don’t know how the world operates.” We never learned who “these people”
referred to, but we had an idea and took due note of the warning.

Information leaks plagued our work. After the October 2009 suicide attack on the UNWEFP offices,
the UN Department of Safety and Security strongly advised that we postpone our third visit scheduled
for November. We decided to follow the department’s advice and, to our surprise, a detailed article
about the suspension of our visit appeared in the Pakista