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The Planned Killing
Of Benazir Bhutto
by Ramtanu Maitra

The gruesome killing of Benazir Bhutto in the evening hours 
of Dec. 27 in Pakistan’s garrison town of Rawalpindi is yet 
another step in the process of weakening, and eventual break-
up, of Pakistan.

Despite the crocodile tears shed in Washington and Lon-
don over Bhutto’s assassination, it was a disaster waiting to 
happen and therefore, was altogether expected. Those who be-
lieved, naively, that Bhutto’s mission was to reinstate democ-
racy in Pakistan and put its usurpers, the Pakistani military, in 
the background, do not realize why she was inserted into the 
scene, which was already rife with violence. The truth is that 
the British imperial circles, with their stooges in Washington, 
set up Bhutto’s execution, to advance their scheme to break up 
Pakistan, and create chaos throughout this strategic region.

Bhutto, no doubt, was a mass-based political leader, but 
she was a woman (an excuse used by the puppet Islamic jihad-
ists to commit violence against a person), and she was goaded 
into the scene by the United States—perhaps now the most 
hated nation among Muslims in general—to serve Washing-
ton’s purpose, which was to put the Pakistani military on the 
defensive and force it to share power with a democratic politi-
cian. According to the master strategists in Washington, that is 
the best of both worlds—the Pakistani military stays friendly, 
while the United States shakes off its guilt of backing a mili-
tary dictator.

It is not known what transpired in the telephone call be-
tween U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and Benazir 
Bhutto that led to Bhutto’s decision to return. What promises 
were made will not be known unless Rice can shake off the 
national security garb and tell the truth. The one who knew, 
and could tell others, is gone.

The 9/11 event had enticed a weak-in-the-head Bush Ad-
ministration to embark on a journey, the path of which was 
paved by the British colonialists. The vestiges of British colo-
nial aspirations exist not only at Buckingham Palace, but even 
more so in the power of the intrigue and secrecy-ridden City 
of London.

Britain and the Muslims
The  partition  of  India,  and  the  formation  of  Pakistan,  a 

Muslim nation, by the British Raj, was not done because the 
British liked Muslims. They had slaughtered them by the thou-
sands in 1856, when the Hindus and Muslims joined hands un-
der the last Mughal emperor, Bahadur Shah Zafar, to drive out 
the firenghee (white-skinned foreigners). Those who remember 
that untold part of the history of the Indian independence move-
ment, talk of the piles of bodies lying in the streets of Delhi 
slaughtered  by  British  soldiers.  Most  of  them,  like  Benazir 
Bhutto and her colleagues who died on Dec. 27, were Muslims. 
The Muslims were “traitors” aspiring to reinstate the “despica-
ble” and “corrupt” Mughal dynasty, London screamed.

The key to the British Empire’s financial success was its 
ability to manipulate Islam. The British Empire-builders elim-
inated the Islamic Caliphate, created nations out of deserts, 
eliminated some nations, and partitioned others to create Is-
lamic nations. Britain was aware that the oil fields of Arabia 
would be a source of great power in the post-World War II de-
cades.  The  western  part  of  British  India  bordered  Muslim 
Central Asia, another major source of oil and gas, bordering 
Russia and Muslim Afghanistan. British India also bordered 
Islamic  Iran  and  the  Persian  Gulf—the  doorway  to  the  oil 
fields of Arabia. In order to keep its future options open, Balo-
chistan, bordering northeastern Iran, and the tribal Pushtun-
dominated areas bordering Afghanistan, remained as British 
protectorates.

So, when  the break-up of British India was planned by 
Churchill  and  others,  Balochistan  was  not  a  problem.  The 
problem  was  the  Pushtun-dominated  North  West  Frontier 
Province  (NWFP), which was  led by a pro-Congress Party 
leadership, and had voted in the last referendum before parti-
tion, to join Hindu-majority India.

What London wanted was that the large Hindu-dominated 
India must not have common borders with Russia, or Central 
Asia. That could make it too powerful and, worst of all, ener-
gy  independent. Pakistan was  created by  the gamesmen  in 
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London because they wanted a weak Muslim state that would 
depend heavily on the mighty British military. The Cold War 
period held this arrangement in place, to the satisfaction of the 
British. The Kashmir dispute, triggered from London to cut 
off Indian access to Afghanistan, served the  British policy-
makers well.

But the post-Cold War days are different. China is rising in 
the north and seeking entry into the Persian Gulf and Central 
Asia through the western part of Pakistan bordering Afghani-
stan. China has a long-term plan to build, and build, and build, 
infrastructure in this area, to bring resources into its vast but 
thinly populated western sector that extends from bordering 
areas of Kazakstan under the shadows of the Tien Shan moun-
tains in the West, to the Shaanxi province deep inside China.

What is the connection of this history to the gruesome in-
cident that happened in the darkening shadows of Liaquat Ali 
Bagh in Rawalpindi? It is important for the Pakistanis, as well 
for the other citizens of the Indian subcontinent, to know and 
assimilate.

Britain  wants  another  partition  of  Pakistan.  Whether 
Washington wants it, or not, it is playing second fiddle to this 
absurd policy. This time, a new nation is supposed to emerge—
a weak and disoriented nation, born out of violence, just like 
the partition of British India. This nation will consist of Push-
tun-dominated North West Frontier Province (NWFP), Feder-
ally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA), and Balochistan—all 
situated west of  the  Indus River and bordering  the British-
drawn disputed Durand Line that allegedly separates Afghan-
istan from Pakistan.

Why Bhutto?
The purpose of inserting Benazir Bhutto into the scene, after 

eight years of self-imposed exile, at a time when law and order 
had completely broken down, and even the Pakistani military 
was coming under serious attacks from the Islamic militants, was 
two-fold. The first objective, which Bhutto achieved in no time, 
was to put the Pakistani military on the defensive and generate 
demands in the street for the military to get back to barracks.

It is understood by the majority of Pakistanis, that despite 
the corruption that envelops the military, it is the only force in 
the nation that could, in the short term, maintain law and or-
der, and fight the secessionists.

Once  she  put  the  Pakistani  military  on  the  defensive, 
Benazir did not become irrelevant. She became the designat-
ed qurbani (sacrifice). The killing of Benazir Bhutto has al-
ready unleashed domestic violence. In the midst of grieving 
Pakistan People’s Party (PPP) activists and workers, who feel 
betrayed and orphaned, will be the killers whose objective is 
to challenge the military and postpone the Jan. 8 elections. 
They would provoke the military to shoot at the people.

It is to be noted that the international Islamic radicals, who 
dip  heavily  into  the  British  and  other  foreign  intelligence 
sources, have infiltrated over the years into the Pakistani In-
ter-Services Intelligence (ISI) and the lower echelons of Pak-
istan’s military. That makes the task of keeping Pakistan to-
gether even more challenging.

The death of Bhutto was a step to breaking up Pakistan. 
She, however, wanted to unify the country. The Pakistani peo-
ple must see to it that her death was not in vain.

LaRouche Assails British
Role in Bhutto Murder
Within hours of the Dec. 27 assassination of former Paki-
stani  Prime  Minister  Benazir  Bhutto,  Lyndon  LaRouche 
offered the following blunt assessment.

LaRouche characterized the assassination as a “chaos 
operation,” and emphasized that he sees the British intelli-
gence hand all over it, citing, for example, recent revela-
tions of MI6 operators negotiating with Taliban leaders in 
Afghanistan, behind the backs of the U.S. and the Karzai 
government. The British, LaRouche elaborated, are operat-
ing within many groups—in all factions, on all sides of the 
conflict. They work towards both parallel and contradicto-
ry objectives, to maintain maximum leverage.

LaRouche  emphasized  that  the  motives  behind  the 
Bhutto assassination are global, not regional. There are fac-
tions of the British oligarchy who are out to make the entire 
global situation into an unwholesome mess. This has more 

to do with the global financial crash than anything internal 
to the politics of Southwest or South Asia. There are factions 
in the City of London and allied financial oligarchy, who 
understand that the present financial system is doomed—is 
already collapsing at an accelerating rate. They see this as 
endgame, and are committed to determining who survives, 
and who goes down. They are using terrorism as a weapon 
of chaos, to secure their survival through the collapse, and to 
pave the way for dictatorship in many regions.

LaRouche explained that he is not referring to the House 
of Windsor. The issue is the London-centered Anglo-Dutch 
financial oligarchy, which is out to consolidate its imperial 
control over the world, under conditions of a total breakdown 
crisis. The issue is: Who will come out of the crash intact?

To unearth the specific British assets behind the Bhutto as-
sassination, the appropriate question is: Which British assets 
in the South Asia region hate the prospect of any rational out-
come to the situation? That is the starting point. As early evi-
dence indicates, the Bhutto assassination was an “inside job,” 
run through British and allied operatives within the inner circle 
of Mrs. Bhutto, including within her security entourage.


