Broadcast Four: Inquiries, Truth and Acknowledgement
On a visit to my MP to try and enlist his support for an independent inquiry into the [Lockerbie] disaster his main suggestion was that I should write to the Prime Minister.  I cried with frustration as I walked home.  And as I sat looking at the photographs of the ground where Peter made his last mark when he fell six miles from PanAm 103, I was filled with the sense that above all I owe it to him to find out the truth.

Pamela Dix’s brother, Peter, was one of the 269 passengers on Flight PanAm 103 blown up over Lockerbie, Scotland on 21 December 1988.  What followed was a decade’s controversy concerning the involvement of US military and drugs agencies, a rogue CIA agent and unspecified amounts of heroin and currency carried on the flight. The security services handled the investigation. It was shrouded in secrecy and led to even greater speculation in the media.

For the bereaved the circumstances in which their loved ones died and responsibility for the disaster were not the only issues. Bodies had lain in fields for days. Access to any information had been denied. As they waited for news the sensitivity usually afforded to the bereaved was lost to the bureaucratic and political priorities of state security.  

Years later, following the high profile trial and jailing of a man who continued to proclaim his innocence, an in-depth study concluded that innocent people had been blamed for the bombing while those responsible remained free.

Hello. My name is Phil Scraton and over the next two hours this programme will examine the relationship between state-sponsored government inquiries, the politics of truth and the rights to acknowledgement of those bereaved in controversial circumstances. Over the last three decades I have researched and written about deaths in custody, in disasters such as Hillsborough and in other tragedies such as the killing of 16 children and their teacher at Dunblane Primary School. Today I will be talking about some of this work. Later in the programme I will consider public inquiries in the North of Ireland including an interview two weeks ago with Judge Peter Cory.
The lack of a public inquiry into the Lockerbie disaster was an extraordinary political decision. Pamela Dix vividly testifies that for the bereaved, in their quest for truth, it resulted in ‘a burning sense of shock, anger and betrayal’. Living through the international political intrigue and media coverage surrounding the bombing, families believed that a government inquiry would be automatic. But it seems that risking embarrassing and politically compromising disclosures, particularly as it involved United States’ agencies and the activities of their officers, was a step too far for the British Government to contemplate.

Pamela Dix and the Lockerbie bereaved are not exceptions.  Whenever disaster or tragedy occurs, when people die in controversial circumstances, when miscarriages of justice are revealed and when children are neglected, abused or killed, grief-stricken relatives and survivors immediately demand a public inquiry. 
Understandably they take the words at face value: an inquiry held in public. All facts revealed. All possibilities covered. All questions asked and, where possible, answered.  
In my experience such calls are not simply about revenge or blame.  Of course, responsibility and liability are significant, but they rarely take precedence over ‘knowing’.  Yet for those individuals and institutions who are responsible, there is an obvious interest in masking, deflecting or denying the ‘truth’.

Less than a year after Lockerbie, 51 people were killed on London’s River Thames when the Marchioness pleasure boat was run down and sunk by a dredger.  They too were refused a public inquiry and, remarkably, inquests were abandoned. Physical identification of those who died was denied and bodies were returned to the bereaved in sealed coffins. One mother persuaded the funeral director to open her son’s coffin. To her horror she discovered his hands had been removed.  It transpired that he was not an exception.
Six years after the disaster inquests were eventually held. They returned verdicts of unlawful killing. Yet no prosecutions followed.  The Group’s solicitor, Louise Christian stated that the families were victims of ‘public misinformation’. She said that only a public inquiry would reveal all the available evidence. But there is no legal right to a public inquiry.

In 1999, ten years after the disaster and the discrediting of the Department of Transport’s investigation, John Prescott commissioned a public inquiry.  Four reports were published including a non-statutory inquiry into concerns over the removal of the deceased’s hands and the return of bodies in sealed coffins.  This report revealed that hands, lungs, brains, kidneys, hearts, spleens and tonsils had been removed from the bodies without permission and with no explanation.  
It had taken families a decade to establish basic facts regarding the circumstances of the disaster and what happened to the dead in the aftermath.  
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You are listening to Phil Scraton’s programme on Public Inquiries, truth and acknowledgement on Feile fm. 

The experiences of the Lockerbie and Marchioness bereaved reinforces a broadly held faith in public inquiries. Understandably, they expect full information to be presented before an independent judge or commission in a form that rises above the adversarial and combative procedures of criminal courts where people are on trial.  
Ten years ago this week, on the 13 March 1996 at 9-30 in the morning, Thomas Hamilton walked calmly into the gymnasium of Dunblane Primary School. He was licensed by the Central Scotland Police to own four handguns, two rifles and over 3,000 rounds of ammunition.  Firing over 105 rounds in just over three minutes he shot dead 16 five and six year old children and their teacher, Gwen Mayor.  He wounded a further 10 children and three teachers.  He then killed himself.  

For fifteen years Thomas Hamilton had been the focus of rumour regarding his self-appointed boys club activities.  Following investigation of parents’ complaints it was decided that Hamilton had been subjected to malicious and unfounded allegations and his activities continued.

Then, in 1991 a Central Scotland Police investigation of his summer camps was critical of Hamilton’s behaviour. The investigating officer judged him as ‘an unsavoury character’ with an ‘unstable personality. He recommended the withdrawal of his gun licences.  The recommendation was rejected by a Deputy Chief Constable and, inexplicably, Hamilton’s licences were extended.

Yet Hamilton wrote letters and telephoned head teachers, local politicians and members of parliament claiming victimisation.  The controversy continued and mounted.  It was in this context that the killings occurred. 
Within minutes of the shootings parents arrived at the school. Those whose children had died were separated from the rest and held in the school’s staff-room. They were not told what had happened, that their children had been shot and killed. Local doctors and clergy, entering the staff-room throughout the day to comfort parents, were forbidden to disclose any information. It was mid afternoon, hours later, when they were called, one family at a time, to be told that their children had died.
Eight days after the tragedy a public inquiry, chaired by Lord Cullen, was established: ‘To inquire into the circumstances leading up to and surrounding the events at Dunblane Primary School … which resulted in the deaths of 18 people and to make recommendations as may seem appropriate’.  
Cullen received over 1600 letters, petitions supported by 33,379 signatures, 123 written submissions, numerous published documents and academic papers. He noted that of ‘most concern to the families in the present case were delays in being informed of the fate of their children’. The delays, he concluded, ‘were entirely unacceptable, especially when combined with the distressing lack of any information’.
But Cullen accepted the police explanation that delays had been caused by ensuring accuracy of information and in briefing family liaison teams.  In fact, he praised the ‘general quality of work’ of the Central Scotland Police.  He also gave the impression that families were satisfied with his inquiry, its scope and its conduct, noting: ‘I and the Lord Advocate had a meeting with the relatives … in order to discuss any concern or anxiety which they had in regard to the taking of evidence at the Inquiry’.  
For the families, the key issues were how Hamilton, given his known personal history, could legitimately acquire what amounted to a private armoury and why families had been forced to endure such appalling treatment in the immediate aftermath. And as the inquiry progressed, further issues of concern emerged.

Mick North, whose daughter Sophie died, stated that after hearing three weeks evidence to the Cullen Inquiry, there ‘no longer appeared to be an obvious structure to the proceedings’.  ‘Naively’, he said, ‘I’d expected that a Public Inquiry would be conducted in a way that would help the public to understand’.  He considered that much of the Inquiry dialogue ‘was almost impossible to follow, the arguments couched in legal language with examples drawn from cases no lay person would know’.  
As the Inquiry neared its end it became clear that the reasons for never taking a case against Thomas Hamilton would not be discussed.  For the families, wanted all relevant evidence to be heard, this was a serious issue. In his excellent book, Dunblane: Never Forget Mick North wrote: ‘Examining the prosecution service in depth was not possible; this was one boundary that the Scottish judicial system would not or could not cross’.

The Dunblane families were profoundly disappointed by the conduct and outcome of Cullen’s Inquiry.  Criticism was not confined to his limited analysis and recommendations regarding firearms control.  Families were given no detailed information or explanation concerning the status of the Inquiry or their entitlement to legal representation.  
In fact, Mick North states that Cullen’s preliminary meeting with families ‘provided an expectation of openness that wasn’t fulfilled’.  And in the selection of evidence there was ‘no clear overview of the strategy being adopted’.  The legal procedures and the language of the Inquiry represented ‘an alien world to many of the families’, denying their ‘full participation in a supposedly public process’.

For grief-stricken families there was no time to prepare, to gain advice and information or to grasp fully the realities or potential of the process.  As the families later argued, an official inquiry cannot deliver a detailed and thorough examination of all relevant evidence if time and opportunity have not been given for all available information to emerge.
In my interviews with bereaved families the issue of their distress in the immediate aftermath was of particular concern. According to a bereaved father police evidence to the Inquiry amounted to ‘a concerted attempt to make out we had not been left waiting for news of our children as long as we had’.  Another bereaved relative was ‘stunned … the police just stood there and lied on oath - sticking to bizarre time-scales’.  

Another bereaved parent claimed that her social worker ‘was subjected to tougher cross-examination than most police officers in order to verify the police story’.  Yet ‘no police officer was called to explain the discrepancy between hers and their evidence’.  
Another parent concluded, ‘it was us who were made to feel that we were the ones that were lying’.  Mick North was unequivocal: an inquiry governed by a ‘pre-determined agenda’ of ‘damage limitation or finding a scapegoat’ had been reduced to ‘little more than a piece of theatre’. 

It was a real indictment of the role and function of public inquiries that while significant change to gun laws and school security followed directly as a result of Dunblane, the most important questions raised by bereaved parents concerning the circumstances surrounding the brutal deaths of their children remained unanswered. 
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In contrast to ordinary courts, public inquiries are assumed to be less partisan, more independent, open, thorough and searching; free from the often theatrical and procedural constraints of prosecution.

Usually triggered by specific events, state-sponsored inquiries are supposed to address questions of profound public concern regarding the functioning of state agencies or corporate bodies.  Invariably, a particular ‘case’ signifies a deeper institutional crisis in public confidence.
The political tension surrounding public inquiries becomes evident from the moment they are initiated. Invariably they are set up to satisfy the Government’s need to restore public confidence in state institutions. They are restricted to investigating only those matters defined in their terms of reference by the relevant Government minister. Terms of reference are selective, defining the boundaries and limiting the scope of inquiry. 

Chaired by judges or lawyers, assisted by professional ‘experts’, they are expected to establish and interpret ‘facts’, apportion responsibility, propose remedies and make recommendations. 

While the ‘great and the good’ chair and assist public inquiries they are supposedly independent of direct political influence. They are drawn from mainstream public life. In background and political ideology, however, their interests are usually consistent with those of the established order.

Their work is serviced, staffed and resourced by government departments, plumbed into the ideological “ways of seeing” and political “ways of doing” that constitute the routine expressions of civil service practice.  

Recent official inquiries into state institutions, public bodies and their employees include: prison security and prison protests; sexual and physical abuse of children in families and care homes; medical care and organ retention; train and underground disasters; the conduct of criminal investigations and miscarriages of justice; and civil and military intervention in the North of Ireland. 

In the aftermath of the Cullen Inquiry into the shootings at Dunblane Mick North wrote felt that the entire process of investigation had ‘appeared unwilling to challenge the status quo’. This begged question ‘which public do inquiries serve?’  

Nowhere has this question been more significant than in the history of British State inquiries in Ireland.
On 1 February 1972, Prime Minister Edward Heath, the Chancellor - Lord Hailsham, and the Lord Chief Justice - Lord Widgery met at the Prime Minister’s residence.  Two days earlier, 13 civilians had been shot dead, a further 14 injured, by British soldiers during a civil rights protest in Derry.  
The meeting was to confirm Lord Widgery as the chair of an official inquiry into what was to become known internationally as Bloody Sunday.  At the meeting Heath instructed Widgery ‘we are in Northern Ireland fighting not only a military war but a propaganda war’. In this context Widgery requested that his inquiry be limited ‘to what actually happened in those few minutes when men were shot and killed … to confine evidence to eyewitnesses’. 
Such a narrow focus meant that any investigation of the police-military planning leading to the deployment of the Parachute Regiment against civil rights demonstrators was eliminated.

Widgery’s report drew heavy criticism from the nationalist/republican communities throughout the North or Ireland.  Today it gathers dust, discredited. As Don Mullan stated in his book Eyewitness Bloody Sunday, Widgery ‘failed to resolve conflicting evidence; he failed to give evidence appropriate weight; he failed to recognise the unreliability of the forensic evidence; he incorrectly applied the law on lethal force; and he failed to reach conclusions justified by the facts’. 
Effectively, the truth was laundered. And as our research into the history of British Government inquiries in Ireland demonstrates, the laundry had a history. Adding insult to injury, Widgery recorded his admiration for the ‘demeanour’ of the soldiers giving evidence, praising their ‘confidence’ under the pressure of cross-examination. It contrasted with his criminalisation of those who took part in the march.

Widgery’s report came as no surprise to the republican/nationalist communities or human rights lawyers and campaigners. Just months earlier, Sir Edward Compton had reported on the use of internment in the North of Ireland. His Inquiry, held in secret, concluded that internees had experienced ‘physical ill-treatment’ but that allegations of brutality had been unfounded.  
At his Inquiry, detainees were refused legal aid. Following protests, they were eventually granted a lawyer but without funding.  Yet the police and military witnesses were legally represented.  All but two detainees boycotted the Inquiry. Compton consulted 95 army personnel, 26 police officers, 11 prison officers, 5 regimental medical officers, two medical staff officers and 4 civilian doctors.  
He refused to accept that hooding, forced standing on toes, ‘white noise’, food and sleep deprivation amounted to torture or even inhuman and degrading treatment. Knighted by the British State, Compton had been a Unionist government Ombudsman. 
Widgery had held high office in the military.  The proposition that down the years official inquiries have been used selectively to deflect criticism, legitimate unacceptable levels of state intervention and recover confidence regarding the abuse of power, was brought into sharp relief by their use in Ireland.

Official inquiries into events in the North of Ireland, invariably involving matters of state security, represents the sharp end of a continuum at which the state’s interests are protected and served at the expense of those caught up in events.  In winning the ‘propaganda war’ it was inconceivable to the government of the day, and its appointees, that the truth could be revealed.  In such circumstances official inquiries have been staged, managed and manipulated to obstruct disclosure and promote accounts in keeping with a broader political agenda.
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27 years after Bloody Sunday, the Labour Government commissioned Lord Saville to chair a new inquiry to compensate for the failings of Widgery. From the outset, the Saville Inquiry was steeped in controversy regarding its split location - Derry and London, anonymity of military personnel giving evidence and the ‘loss’ of documents, statements, photographs and army weapons.  Persistent use by the State’s lawyers of judicial review to challenge Saville’s rulings was a continuing frustration for families keen to establish the facts of the case so long after the event.  

Campaigners for public inquiries are aware that achieving full disclosure, accessing all available evidence and gaining positive outcomes often constitute unrealistic objectives. For many who campaigned for the Saville inquiry into Bloody Sunday, for example, it has become remote and institutionalised, a lawyers’ forum rather than a testimony to community empowerment. 
With the eventual cost estimated at £200 million, its outcome may well offer both vindication to campaigners and solace for the State. And whatever else, the Saville inquiry is a repudiation of Widgery’s conclusions. In commissioning Saville, the British State at least conceded and acknowledged a key demand of the campaign: that the victims of Bloody Sunday were unarmed civilians. 

The spectre of the Saville inquiry hangs over other current campaigns, not simply because of its excess, but because of the thorny question of independence. While the campaign for a new inquiry into Bloody Sunday met with persistent political resistance, this dissipated once Saville was announced. 
The British Government appears prepared for the possibility that Saville will be critical. Politically, however, this can be accommodated. First, the inquiry is headed by a British judge. However he interprets his formal independence from the state, from the Government’s position, his criticisms will not be unreasonable. 
Second, the inquiry has taken a sanitised and legalistic form. Criticism of the state is likely to be tempered by criticism of other, non-state actors, including the IRA and the Northern Ireland Civil Rights Association. 
Third, over three decades have passed. Much criticism of individuals will relate to those no longer alive or in power.

More recent demands for inquiries into the killing of lawyers Pat Finucane and Rosemary Nelson, of loyalist Billy Wright, and of Robert Hamill (each murdered in the North), as well as Lord Judge Gibson and his wife, and RUC members Robert Buchanan and Harry Breen (both murdered in the South) were likewise resisted. 
Eventually Judge Peter Cory was appointed to investigate the cases. He recommended official public inquiries in all cases. The British Government is committed to establishing inquiries into three of the cases in its jurisdiction and has announced that they will be chaired by senior or retired judges from outside Ireland. 

To establish and sustain credibility these official inquiries will require autonomy and independence from British State interests while maintaining a commitment to the interests of the bereaved.  This is likely to be problematic, particularly in the case of Pat Finucane. 

Pat Finucane’s murder, in 1989, is closer in time than Bloody Sunday and goes to the heart of the dirty war operationalised by undercover police and army. It was a war sanctioned by officials still in office, in the police, army and political life. 
The Special Branch that thwarted Stalker, the ‘force within a force’ of which he complained, remains intact despite police reforms. The Ministry of Defence, ultimately responsible for the undercover army unit, the Force Research Unit - implicated in the murder of Pat Finucane, actively resisted the Saville inquiry. 
Just days before the inquiry sat, it destroyed 14 of the 19 army rifles fired on Bloody Sunday. The Saville team demanded the retention of the remaining five rifles yet a further two were destroyed. All photographs taken on Bloody Sunday by ten military photographers were also destroyed. Throughout the inquiry the MOD has stalled proceedings by initiating judicial reviews. This is a flavour of the resistance future inquiries will face from powerful state interests.
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On 12 February 1989 Pat Finucane was murdered in his home by two Loyalist gunmen. He was shot 14 times in front of his wife, Geraldine, and their three children. I remember my immediate, shocked reaction to his murder. 

He was a prominent and principled lawyer who had worked tirelessly to challenge the injustices suffered by many Republicans including representation of those on hunger strike in Long Kesh. Undoubtedly he made enemies within the police, the military and security services but the assumption always was that lawyers, whoever they represented, were not targets.

However, a month before he was murdered a Home Office Minister in Thatcher’s Government, Douglas Hogg, stated in Parliament that in the North of Ireland there were ‘a number of solicitors who are unduly sympathetic to the cause of the IRA’ (Irish Republican Army).

It seemed no coincidence that the Loyalist organisation that claimed responsibility for the murder alleged that Pat Finucane was an officer in the Provisional IRA. The police responded that there no evidence existed to suggest he was an IRA member. Effectively, the Home Office Minister’s statement made Pat Finucane a target.

What emerged over time was a direct involvement by the police, the military and the security services in his murder, in protecting the killers, in initiating a cover-up and in undermining investigations. 

In September, at Queen’s University, Geraldine Finucane presented the opening address to the European Group for the Study of Deviance and Social Control. She quoted from the US Lawyers Committee for Human Rights report Beyond Collusion published in 2002 on the 13th anniversary of Pat Finucane’s death. It was the most recent in a series of reports spanning a decade.
The evidence that has emerged over this period extends far beyond isolated acts of collusion by individual members of the security forces and implicates the very foundations of the government’s security policy in Northern Ireland. There are many allegations that units within both the British Army and the RUC were involved at an institutional level in the murder and subsequent cover-up.

The report concludes:
The Lawyers Committee believes that in order to demonstrate its commitment to truth and accountability and restore public confidence in the criminal justice system, the UK must immediately establish a full, independent public inquiry into the murder of Patrick Finucane. No other avenue is legitimate, given the many credible allegations of deep-seated security force involvement in the case… Indeed, we believe that a public inquiry in Finucane’s case is an important part of the peace process in Northern Ireland. The government must confront its past and reveal the full scope of security force involvement in the murder and subsequent cover-up. Genuine peace can only be built upon the foundations of democratic accountability.

A year later the former Metropolitan Police commissioner, Sir John Stevens presented a severely edited report for public consumption. In it he stated that his inquiries had found clear evidence of collusion, a wilful failure to make and retain records, withholding of evidence and intelligence and, he stated ‘the extreme of agents being involved in murder’. He concluded that ‘these serious acts and omissions have meant that people have been killed or seriously injured’.
In her address Geraldine Finucane said: 

The highest ranking Police Officer in Britain confirmed in plain, unambiguous language, that collusion happened. That it was real. That it is real. Sir John Stevens confirmed that collusion with paramilitaries was institutionalised, that it was entrenched, that all of the rumours and accusations, claims and counter-claims made over the years, were absolutely true. That it was part of British State policy in Ireland and may even have prolonged the conflict.

Geraldine Finucane continued:

If there was ever any doubt whatsoever in the eyes of the world about whether the accusations made against the British State could be true, then that doubt was erased forever by the delivery of Stevens’ report. It revealed something to the world about the British State in a way that it had never been revealed before. It forced the British to face up to something they had never had to face before. This report wasn’t just about Pat Finucane. It was about us, our home and our lives. And it was about them and how they sought to control us, and when they couldn’t control us anymore, how they sought to get rid of us.

We could see at last the horrifying truth that had been concealed. It was not the fact that the State was responsible for murdering its citizens that was so shocking; it was the extent to which they had been doing it that caught the breath in your throat. The extent allied to the precision, the cold, clinical precision, with which it was carried out.

What we had suspected, what we had feared, what we had perhaps hoped could not be true, was absolutely so. The murder of Pat Finucane is not just about the killing of one man: it is a documented example of a British Government policy in action: state-sponsored murder. It is a prominent example; perhaps the most prominent we have yet witnessed, of State collusion, the State’s policy of murder by proxy using Loyalist assassins as the killers. Pat’s case is the very definition of an everyman crime because his murder was something that could have happened to any of us if the whim or ‘interest’ of the State decreed it.

In September 2004 the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland, Paul Murphy stated that the ‘Government is determined that where there are allegations of collusion the truth should emerge’. This included the Pat Finucane case. 
Murphy continued: ‘steps should now be taken to enable the establishment of an inquiry’ uncovering ‘the full facts of what happened’ through ‘all the powers and resources necessary’. To this end, he said, and taking ‘into account the public interest, including the requirements of national security, it will be necessary to hold the inquiry on the basis of new legislation’. 
The Finucane family and a range of civil liberties groups immediately expressed their profound concerns regarding any restrictions on the ‘public’ nature of an inquiry.
Their fears were heightened when a UK Government official told the Human Rights Commission in Geneva that a ‘large proportion’ of the inquiry ‘would probably have to be held in private’.
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The Inquiries Bill was met with profound and broad criticism regarding: lack of accountability; tightened control of terms of reference; lack of independence and transparency in appointments; government discretion over access, disclosure, procedure and publication of evidence and reports.
In March 2005 Judge Peter Cory rejected the proposed legislation because the UK Government was unfairly ‘changing the ground rules’. He stated that his initial report had envisaged a ‘true Public Inquiry’. The new Act, passed in April 2005, ‘would make a meaningful inquiry impossible’. It was, he said, an ‘Alice in Wonderland situation’. He recommended that, if invited, all Canadian judges should ‘decline an appointment’. 
As the debate unfolded the former Conservative minister, Michael Heseltine, told the Public Administration Committee, ‘No government wants inquiries. They are usually held in circumstances where the government is in trouble, where it is felt that there is something to be found beneath the bland spin-doctoring of national politics … if they have to have them …reach your conclusion and then choose your chairman’.

And the fears of the Finucane family were exacerbated further when a UK Government representative told the Human Rights Commission in Geneva that a ‘large proportion’ of the inquiry ‘would probably have to be held in private’. 
As a consequence, the family stated they were ‘highly unlikely to take part in this inquiry’ concluding that the legislation demonstrated that the ‘defence of the realm was more important than publicly and independently inquiring into state run death squads’.
Two weeks ago Judge Peter Cory was in Belfast. What follows is an exclusive interview for Feile FM in which Bill Rolston discusses with him his personal reflections as well as political role. 
Bill Rolston Interview with Peter Cory
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Hello again. I’m Phil Scraton and you have been listening to my programme for Feile Fm on state-sponsored inquiries and the politics of truth. Concluding her talk, The Long Road to Freedom, to a packed hall in Belfast last September Geraldine Finucane said:
We are supposed to be entering a new age of peace, reason and understanding here in Ireland. Am I not therefore entitled to ask – to demand – that the British Government lives up to its obligation to reveal the truth? Are we not, as a community, entitled to the catharsis that was first suggested so many years ago? Are the many that have gone ahead of us not entitled to the truth, those who have paid so dearly because of what the British State did? I believe that I am so entitled. I believe that we are all of us so entitled. I believe that we have earned it. 

I welcome the inquiries that have been established already and I am pleased for the Hamill, Nelson and Wright families. I hope that the process proves fruitful for them and that they will get to the truth behind the murders of their relatives. 
It remains to be seen how much control the State will seek to exercise over the manner in which the inquiries are conducted. It is vitally important that the families are consulted about their inquiries and that they should have confidence in the panel that oversees them. If that happens then the truth stands a chance of emerging and as a citizen who is concerned about the truth, I would like to know what happened in the cases of Robert Hamill, Rosemary Nelson and Billy Wright. 

There are many citizens like me, except they have a fourth inquiry to be interested in, that has not yet been established, that is still being fought and resisted by the British Government. 

I have spent the last sixteen years fighting to expose the truth behind the murder of my husband. I believe that the truth will remain hidden until a fully independent public judicial inquiry is established to investigate all of the circumstances. It will not be easy to achieve such an inquiry, not least because it will have to be fought for every inch of the way. 
I can see delay and obstruction ahead as the British Government continues its policy of postponement, but I will not stop until I get what I set out to achieve. They may have taken Pat’s life, but they did not stop him. Having taken that life, his family will ensure that they never do. So will his friends, his colleagues, his admirers and supporters, in Ireland and right across the world. 
They will not stop any of us who believe that it is right to stand up to be counted in the quest for the truth behind the murder of Pat Finucane. If justice denied anywhere diminishes justice everywhere, then the millions who have watched the attempts to deny justice to Pat Finucane and his family by the British Government will not allow themselves to be diminished without responding. 
Perhaps this is my husband’s most enduring legacy: that he continues to inspire people to stand up and demand the truth and not to allow themselves to be diminished by the State. His legacy preserves the way things ought to be in a true democracy: that the Government fears the will of the people and not the other way round.

Geraldine Finucane spoke these words quietly, calmly and without a hint of indignation in her voice. Her integrity was matched by a solemn dignity and cast-iron will to truth. She spoke for many, always reminding her audience that the death of her husband is not one in isolation.

For seconds that seemed like minutes a silence fell on the hall. It was a silence for Pat Finucane, for his family and for all who remain bereft of their loved ones, bereft of the truth and bereft of acknowledgement from those individually and institutionally responsible for taking life. 
As Geraldine intimated several times throughout her talk for those bereaved there is no hierarchy of death in the conflict. But there is difference. The deliberate targeting of people by state institutions and orchestrated collusion with loyalist paramilitaries is of a different order. For the deaths they commissioned were delivered in our name. 
In researching controversial deaths it soon becomes apparent that official inquiries, criminal investigations and many inquests within democratic states are powerful mechanisms used, often cynically, to legitimate self-serving versions of truth. The political dynamics that frame the conduct of inquiries and investigations into controversial deaths dehumanise and demonise, often vilify, the dead and those who seek justice for them. Within these dynamics the marginalised, the excluded, the ‘appeasers’, the ‘enemy within’ or at the frontier, are portrayed as outsiders, as traitors, as subversives. State institutions cast aside their critics through denials and rationalisations; their actions neutralised and their condemners condemned.

The ‘factual’ and ‘public’ truth of controversial deaths is reconstructed through criminal investigations, inquests, inquiries, and the limits placed on evidence through the rules of disclosure and manipulation of evidence. 
Information is managed through public relations and media industries more concerned with news manufacture than fact. The key issue arising from the range of cases discussed today is the abuse of institutional, discretionary powers with impunity followed by inadequate, partial investigation. 
As the bereaved, survivors and campaigners are silenced, their accounts are disqualified and ridiculed, there is a profound, almost obsessive, refusal by state institutions to acknowledge responsibility. Such persistent denial of a broader moral culpability undermines and weakens their authority. It prevents the bereaved and survivors from coming to terms with the pain of their loss, exacerbating the suffering of ‘not knowing’.

Establishing ‘what actually happened’ and ‘who was responsible’ – individually and institutionally – is central to any process of reconciliation. 
While ‘truth’ might be effective in ‘releasing the dead from silence’ it would be as unacceptable as it is difficult to convince victims that ‘justice’ should be sacrificed for ‘truth’ by granting amnesty to perpetrators who have become ‘truth-givers’. 
The bereaved and survivors continually reiterate their desire for truth, their demands for accountability, and their need for acknowledgement. This should not be perceived as vengeful or punitive. Nor should it be interpreted as an abandonment of the rule of law and the due process of the courts. 
Reconciliation, as truth commissions have shown, can be attempted only if ethical responsibility is established in the context of recognisable due process. A human rights and social justice framework, recognising and responding to those bereaved by or surviving state violence, institutionalised brutality, gross negligence or neglect, would provide an alternative to flawed inquiries and inadequate inquests. 
It would challenge directly the State’s monopoly on truth. It would record and register the testimonies, concerns and aspirations of the bereaved and survivors. Only then can the humanity so clearly expressed in the words of Geraldine Finucane and in the interview with Judge Peter Cory be realized.
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