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This paper discusses the differences in the liberal secularist and the Islamists’ dis-
courses related to the ‘War on Terror’. These views are crystallised around a number of
issues and their understanding of these differentiates them from each other. These
issues include attitudes towards the nature of the Pakistani and Afghan states and the
place of religion in these; attitudes towards the West in general and the US in particu-
lar, and the support for and criticism of the War on Terror carried out in the name of
freedom, democracy and modernity. The hegemonic discourses of the liberals and sec-
ularists and counter-hegemonic discourses of the Islamists indicate an ideological and
strategic polarisation, as reflected in the condemnation of, or support for, Islamism and
armed resistance by militants in Pakistan and Afghanistan.
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Introduction
The global ‘War on Terror’ (WOT) formally began with the bombing of Taliban strategic
positions in Afghanistan on 7 October 2001 under Operation Enduring Freedom. About
eight years on, the Taliban and their ideological partners, al-Qaeda operatives, continue
to resist the US-led North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) troops in Afghanistan.
On the Pakistani side of the Durand Line (Embree 1977) too, about 70 000 Pakistani
troops are battling an extremely difficult terrain and rough weather and Taliban militants
in coordination with US-led coalition forces in Afghanistan. The Pakistani operations
include ‘surgical strikes’ by air and search-and-destroy operations in the seven tribal
agencies in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA), particularly in Waziristan.
US drone attacks in FATA have increased to an average of one per week.1 The fighting
and reprisals by militants in the form of suicide attacks has now spread from FATA to the
settled areas of the North West Frontier Province (NWFP) which adjoins Afghanistan,
and into the rest of Pakistan, including the major cities of Islamabad, Rawalpindi, Lahore
and Karachi.2

The WOT has many dimensions and is being fought in different ways and in many
places apart from Afghanistan, Iraq and Pakistan, including Indonesia, the Philippines,
Algeria, Egypt, and so on. This war involves continuous and direct armed confrontation,
as in the first three countries, or the use of covert methods and intelligence operation,
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such as in Egypt, or a combination of these methods. In Pakistan the WOT also has
many dimensions and is related in important ways to regional politics and security, and
especially its relations with India, including over the problem of Kashmir. In many ways
the ideology and practice of the WOT may be conceptualised as a continuation of the
colonial project of a civilising mission and as an imperialist one of self-defence against
religio-political ideologies and practices that are anachronistic and threaten ‘Western
values’.

An important dimension of this war is the discourses – and counter-discourses – and
practices that accompany those discourses: this is the way the Western countries in gen-
eral and the US in particular are attempting to control and win the war in Afghanistan and
Pakistan and other Muslim countries by changing Islam from ‘within’, or secularising it.
This attempt is being countered by Muslim scholars and ideologues who provide a critique
of such attempts by the US, but also organise to confront it politically. An analysis of the
discourses and counter-discourses is important because it helps one to understand better
the complexity of issues involved in the area, and the different ways in which the US
WOT is perceived by protagonists in the war, especially the views of the Islamist militants
or insurgents whose views are normally not represented in any systematic manner in the
Western media. Put another way, the hegemonic discourses of the powerful countries on
the WOT attempt to normalise the discourses of the WOT, presenting these as right, just,
scientific and objective – whereas the counter-hegemonic discourses of the Islamists that
challenge these are rooted in individuals and populations who both perceive the WOT dif-
ferently and are opposed to it, but from a less powerful position. So that anti-hegemonic
knowledge and discourse, embedded as it is in asymmetrical power relations with the
hegemon, itself works to create conditions for resistance to a dominating discourse and
points out the way dominating discourses attempt to exclude or silence alternatives
(Milliken 1999, p. 243).

The aim of the present paper is not to present a detailed discussion of the internal dif-
ferences of the liberal and secularist views of the WOT, but to indicate the polarisation of
political discourses in Pakistan between these and the Islamists, in the context of the
WOT. The liberal secular views crystallise a number of issues and their different under-
standing differentiates them from the Islamists. These include attitudes towards the nature
of the Pakistani state and the place of religion in this, and those towards the militants and
the US WOT. Hence, it discusses the discourses on, and issues related to, religion, polit-
ics, secularism, and international relations in the context of the WOT in Pakistan and
Afghanistan. In order to do this, it is necessary to locate the issues in a larger historical and
global context.

The context
The basic assumption of this paper is that the world is structured as a power domain com-
prised of nation states with vastly differing degrees of power and levels of and control
over their sovereignty, and that North/South relations embody asymmetries of power. It
also suggests that Muslim countries, as well as other countries in the South, have to be
conceptualised as post-colonial modernising states3 and societies in order to understand
the WOT and the responses to it. The WOT brings into sharp relief the above characteris-
tics, especially with regard to Pakistan, Afghanistan and other Muslim countries, as well
as the secularist assumptions which provide the ideological/doctrinal justification for the
war. Secularism is an important attribute that in part defines the powerful ‘West’ and is
used as a hegemonic principle – a benchmark by which normal/liberal politics are both
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measured and imposed. Since most of the discursive and physical resistance to the US/
West’s project of hegemony comes from Muslim countries and Islamic organisations,
transformation of the latter along secular lines becomes crucial for the success of that
project. Though, it must be noted, the US/West has/will ally itself in the short run in an ad
hoc manner with secular or religious tendencies that will serve its interests (whether Shi’a
or Sunni traditions or secular organisations)4. But this does not subvert the contention that,
especially in the post-Cold War period, secularism as a principle and practice of the US/
West’s foreign policy provides the ideological and strategic tools for contemporary impe-
rialism.

In this context, many in the US/West think that in varying degrees the strategic use of
violence (including the colonial-type ‘small wars’) has been, and still is, essential to the
spread of freedom, progress and peace (Boot 2003). These arguments are reminiscent of
the civilisational projects of 19th-century colonialism and imperialism, which have now
been resurrected using somewhat different terminology in relation to the Western occupa-
tion of Iraq and Afghanistan and attacks on Pakistan. The West’s desire to change Islam
and Muslims is often hastened by events such as Western antagonism toward Muslim
reactions to the cartoons of the Prophet Muhammad dressed as a terrorist that appeared in
a Danish newspaper in 2005 (Nazir 2007).

The War on Terror: the impact on Pakistan
The US WOT has a genealogy that predates 9/11, though it began systematically after 9/11,
and in particular the events leading up to and after the US attack on Afghanistan on 7 October
2001. From then on, Pakistan’s security was linked to the US more than ever before. Apart
from security of the state (a threat of being attacked by the US), the WOT has had an
impact on the economy, society, politics, and ideology of the country. Pakistani society
became polarised and an undemocratic government was entrenched in power and human
rights violations increased. The Afghan Taliban were relatively easily defeated, but they
regrouped to fight US/NATO forces. In 2004, at the behest of the US, Pakistani forces
entered the FATA to prevent the Taliban seeking refuge in this area, but also to prevent
Pakistani militants from allegedly helping the Taliban. In 2006, US and NATO forces
began to attack insurgents in FATA, and when the insurgency took root in the Northern
area of Swat, the Pakistani Army undertook military action there too. Pakistan began
deploying troops in FATA soon after the US-led Allied Forces occupied Afghanistan,
ousting the Taliban in December 2001.5

Especially since 2004, Pakistan has been racked with suicide bombings which have
gone beyond the NWFP (Pakhtunkhwa) into other parts of the country. Attacks by US
Predator aircraft have increased, targeting militants, but also madrasas, wedding parties
and residential compounds where militants were supposedly hiding. The result has been
the weakening of the Pakistani state and the loss of legitimacy for the government in
power. It is also claimed by experts, including defence analysts such as retired Generals
Hamid Gul and Asad Durrani writing in Pakistani newspapers and journals, that the northern-
west region is awash with the military and intelligence activity of several countries trying
to destabilise Pakistan, whose ultimate aim is to ‘secure’ Pakistan’s nuclear assets – a
euphemism used by US and Britain to mean that nuclear weapons either ought to be taken
away from Pakistan or their control should come under the US so that they will not fall
into the hands of terrorists.

Pakistani society has been polarised politically and ideologically as a result of the
WOT, which has provided justification for the US/West’s direct and overt interference in



66 P. Nazir

Pakistani politics. The US brokered a deal before and after the 18 February 2008 general
elections, between the Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP) and General Pervez Musharraf, which
prevented the return of a freer democracy to the country. This polarisation has been fur-
thered exacerbated by the open support Western countries gave to the secular political par-
ties before, during and after the elections.6 This included the US supporting the National
Reconciliation Ordinance (NRO), which allowed the return of Benazir Bhutto to Pakistan,
freeing her husband, Asif Zardari, from jail, and the removal of corruption cases against
the PPP leadership. This arrangement was agreed upon in return for power sharing
between Musharraf as President and Bhutto as Prime Minister in a pro-US government.
Another example includes the US Ambassador to Pakistan coming to London to meet the
leader of the ‘secular’ MQM Party (who is wanted for murder in Pakistan) to facilitate a
coalition government led by the PPP that includes the Awami National Party (ANP – a
mainly Pashtun ‘secular’ political party that supported US toppling the Taliban), the Mut-
tahida Qaumi Movement (United National Movement, MQM), and the Islamist Jama’at e
Ulema e Islam (JUI) of the maverick Maulana Fazlur Rahman. The ‘secular’ in the case of
ANP and MQM refers to the inconsistent claims to secularity that these parties make with
regard to their politics; they often claim to be Islamist, in an opportunistic manner, when it
suits their interests to secure votes and influence public opinion.

In the context of the elections, a senior retired US Department of State official stated:
‘We should support the democratic process and not worry about the outcome as long as
the winners are from Pakistan’s mainstream secular political class’ (Silverstein 2007,
p. 10; emphasis added). What this statement does not say is that many US officials had
stated that if the religious parties won the elections, they might stop aid to Pakistan (Sil-
verstein 2007). Thus, US interference in Pakistani politics takes a number of forms,
including in this context, the directions which these must take, even if it means supporting
those parties that are willing to work with a military dictator, Musharraf. This clearly indi-
cates that at a philosophical level the US/West supports democracy and human rights, but
in practical terms supports dictatorships or ‘constricted’ or obedient democracies in Paki-
stan and elsewhere. Politics without principle are obviously a two-way process between
Pakistan and the West.

With some exceptions, most Pakistanis see the WOT as an ideological mask hiding the
West’s real intent of controlling and subordinating Pakistan and destroying its nuclear
capability. Most Pakistanis also think that the West wishes to weaken Pakistan (and other
Muslim countries) by eroding the Islamic basis of their identity through secularisation or
marginalisation of Islam in their life. The developing US–India relationship, and espe-
cially the nuclear deal between the two countries, is seen as another instance of anti-Pakistan
and anti-Muslim sentiments/practices.

The War on Terror: ideology and strategy
The West’s strategy of conducting the WOT takes a number of forms which conform to
the classic pattern of colonial war and annexation of territory, brute force combined with
intimidation and manipulation. The brute force is reflected in the use of drone attacks
inside Pakistan and Afghanistan, while intimidation and manipulation are reflected in the
constant US proclamations to Pakistan and the Hamid Karzai government in Afghanistan
‘to do more’ in the WOT, which is used as a code to follow US policies or support and lar-
gesse will be withheld. In this context, US government and US think-tank thinking have
overlapped since 9/11. In the context of the WOT this specifically means: first, to elimi-
nate by force (‘kill, capture or destroy’) individuals, Islamic movements, ideologies and
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states that are seen as being obstacles to Western hegemony or serving its strategic interest
– though this action is invariably justified in terms of spreading democracy, freedom and
modernity. These forces are identified as being, in general, Islam as an ideology and, in
particular, Muslim militants and ideologues who articulate this ideology all over the world
including Pakistan and Afghanistan. The Taliban in Afghanistan were seen as epitomising
the ideology and practice of Islam in a particular context (though more ‘modern’ entities
such as Hezbollah, Hamas and Iran are often included in this).

Second, it means curtailing or eliminating institutions such as Islamic organisations
and charities in Pakistan that might support terror, which has often meant having their
funds sequestered. These charities provided education, welfare and work to people that
had been adversely affected by The World Bank’s privatisation policies of the 1970s and
1980s. They also form(ed) an important part of Pakistan’s civil society. The third strategy
of dealing with Islamism is through the long-term transformation of Islam and the Muslim
world through secularisation, to make it compatible with liberal-democracy and the
modern world. This is being done through projects funded by the US (and other countries
such as the UK and Germany), and includes the White House National Security Council’s
2003 Muslim World Outreach programme worth about US$2 billion. The goal of this is to
‘change Islam from within’, that is, an ideological, theological and conceptual restructur-
ing of the Islamic tradition through a combined approach or methodology. This includes
supporting those tendencies (liberal/secular) which already exist in Pakistan and other
Muslim countries, as described in a Rand report. This report suggests:

Devising a judicious approach requires a finely grained understanding of the ongoing ideo-
logical struggle within Islam, to identify appropriate partners and set realistic goals and
means to encourage its evolution in a positive way. [It] is then possible to see which part of
the (Islamic ideological) spectrum is generally compatible with our values, and which is fun-
damentally inimical. . . . To encourage positive change in the Islamic world towards greater
democracy, modernity and compatibility with the contemporary international order, the
United States and the West need to consider very carefully which elements, trends, and forces
within Islam they intend to strengthen; what the goals and values of their various potential
allies and proteges are; and what the broader consequences of advancing their respective
agendas are likely to be. (Benard 2003, pp. iii, xi)7

Change in Islamic thinking through secularising the schools curricula in Pakistan (and
other Muslim countries) in general and that of the madrasas in particular8 is an important strat-
egy advocated by Western governments and think-tanks, as is bringing the traditional madra-
sas under control and regulating them and setting up ‘modern madrasas’ as rival models to the
traditional madrasas, as recommended by the International Crisis Group (ICG) (2004).9 This
of course is ironic given that during the anti-Soviet resistance the US actively supported
madrasas that promoted, and even glorified, jihadi militancy in the educational curricula.10 Of
course, the suspicion that madrasas are the source of inculcating militant ideology in Pakistan
is very much at the forefront of Western and Pakistani discourse on the matter.

The US and other Western governments and organisations have been funding and
sponsoring Pakistani television programmes, talk shows, films and dramas that promote
the virtues of secularism and liberal democracy, and show religion and tradition in a bad
light. The approach includes identifying and supporting Muslim reformist thinkers such as
Jawed Ghamdi in Pakistan, and other Muslim thinkers including Serif Mardin and El Fadl
(Ghamdi 2004, El Fadl 2004), and movements/schools (‘Muslim Luthers, Sufis and
Barelvis in contradistinction to Wahabi/Ahle Hadith) that would provide role models and
promote ‘modern secular’ outlook. And most contentiously, to encourage reading the
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Qur’an as a historical, rather than a divine, text; and looking upon the Prophet Muhammad
as a historical figure and social reformer, rather than as the messenger of God as Muslims
believe. Saba Mahmood summarises this project to reform Islam from within:

[T]he United States has embarked upon an ambitious theological campaign aimed at shaping
the sensibilities of ordinary Muslims whom the State deems to be dangerously inclined
toward fundamentalist interpretations Islam. As such it is the ideological arm of an otherwise
military campaign to subdue and discipline the vast population of Muslims who, in their reli-
gious beliefs and lifestyles, are judged to be the recruiting ground for more extremist and fun-
damentalist forms of Islamic opposition to US strategic interests and what are now loosely
termed ‘Western values’. [In] this . . . undertaking, the US government has an indigenous ally
in the form of moderate or liberal Muslims who . . . are most open to a ‘Western vision of civ-
ilization, political order, and society’. [In] this understanding, the US strategists have struck a
common chord with . . . secular liberal Muslim reformers [who wish to] refashion Islam along
the lines of the Protestant Reformation. (Mahmood 2006, p. 329)

This endeavour of the US, illustrated so clearly by Mahmood, is applicable to the Muslim
world general, but is especially relevant to the dynamic related to the WOT in Pakistan
and Afghanistan.

Islamist counter polemics
The US/Western discourses accompanying or justifying war in terms of spreading free-
dom, democracy and modernity has a mirror image in the Islamist discourse which cri-
tiques the imposition of secularity and democracy through aspects of Islamism. These
‘counter-polemicists’ and thinkers (comprised of public intellectuals, religious scholars, aca-
demics and leaders of Islamic political parties) are popular and have significant followings.
They write columns and articles in newspapers and magazines, and have their own websites,
but their views are broadcast much more broadly in Pakistan’s mainstream television chan-
nels political and religious programmes.11 According to one Islamist Pakistani writer:

Secularism puts itself in a dialectical relationship with others making it aggressive and totalis-
ing in its world view. [This] secular intolerance . . . becomes obscene when it seeks to replace
Allah’s wisdom with the wisdom of the secular elite. [H]owever [this] does not mean secular-
ism has no gods. . . . Materialism and conspicuous consumption assume the hallowed image
of modern icons. . . . (Jan 2004, pp. 14–15)

Moreover:

[S]ecularism is the major exportable item of the West as well as of India to deconstruct Mus-
lim society and reshape it. It is here in this power context that the United States–India stra-
tegic partnerships can be understood. The reincarnation of neo-colonialism would not have
been possible without a secular ideological plank or a thought content. . . . The [Pakistani]
nation by itself is on the verge of paralysis because secularism has begun to sap its original
motivation. (Jan 2004, pp. 16–17)

For the same writer, secularism has several dimensions as noted above, and particu-
larly its use of the concept to subvert Pakistan’s ideology and society. Even the promotion
of democracy is seen as subversive, because:

It seems that the modern West and its clones in the East are not prepared to concede freedom
to the Muslims to bypass the occidental values. Even democratic dispensation is unacceptable
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to the West if does not promote Western social values, its economic models, and political
interest. (Jan 2004, p. 221)

An earlier work (Koreshi 1995) also discusses issues related to secularism, terrorism, and
the West’s portrayal of Islam and the Muslims. He asserts that:

Secular countries are as much prone to violence and extremism as others. Even after the
ascendance of secular culture in the modern West, bloodshed in the name of religion is not
non-existent. What is happening in Ireland, Serbia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Croatia today is
proof of the horrors to which man can resort to despite centuries of secularism. (pp. 7–8)

Moreover, contrary to the criticism of Islam as a religion and Muslims as a people, and
the West’s attempts to secularise these, Koreshi (1995) states that no one ‘in the West con-
demns mixing of politics with religion in Poland, Eastern Europe, Israel or Latin America’
(p. 184). For Koreshi, the West’s antagonism towards Islam, Islamism, and fundamental-
ism is not a mere academic exercise. It is a political campaign with a definite target to
counteract Islam’s resistance against Western colonialism. And to paint Islam in bad col-
ours, as if it is a demon, is to garner domestic support for possible adventure against Mus-
lim nations (p. 185). In this context, for this author, the term ‘terrorism’ was re-coined
from an earlier usage to blunt the liberation movements in the Muslim countries, and the
American attempt to equate Islamism with terrorism is at best devious.

With regard to the West’s representation of Islam and the Muslim world, for many
Islamists including Tarik Jan mentioned above, Professor Khurshid Ahmad, chairman of a
major think-tank, the Institute of Policy Studies in Islamabad, and Hamid Zaid, head of the
Ibn Khaldun think-tank in Islamabad, the items that constitute liberal democracy (equal-
ity, individualism, human rights, pluralism, and so on) are not necessarily ‘Western val-
ues’ and claim to have their analogues within the Islamic tradition, such as, for example,
the existence of plurality in society and tolerance of non-Muslim populations in pre-British
India and the Middle East. And that the absence of democracy ought not to be equated
with incapacity for change within the Islamic tradition to forms which are in essence
democratic, such as the institutions and concepts of shura (assembly), majlis (parliament),
ijma (consensus), ijtihad (independent reasoning), and so on.

Many, including those mentioned above, that is Hamid Gul and Tarik Jan, but also
Hamid Zaid and Qazi Hussain Ahmed (former leader of the Jamaat e Islamisi, a main-
stream religious party in Pakistan, view the Islamist resistance as a reaction to and the mir-
ror image of the Western military and ideological assault against the Muslim world and
Islam. In relation to this, Islamists have alternative visions to living one’s life. The leftists
and liberals have different routes to the one Rome; Islamists claim they have a different
goal altogether. The leftists aim for a modern secular egalitarian state and liberals aim for
a secular modern state modelled on Western liberal democracies; both are overlapping
visions. Islamists wish to have a modern state in which shari’a forms the basis of the
country’s constitution and where citizens live in accordance with Islamic tradition.12

Pakistani perspectives on the War on Terror
In order to understand the different Pakistani perspectives on the WOT, it is necessary to
locate these within the context of US responses to 9/11. In the main, Pakistani responses to
the WOT are both reactive and derivative in the sense that it is US discourses and prac-
tices that initiated and elicited Pakistani responses to these actions.
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Even a cursory analysis of the speech made to the US Congress on 20 September 2001
by the President George W. Bush after the attacks brings to light certain tendencies and
values that emerged as clear symbols in the thinking of the US leader (Bush 2001). His
words became the foundation for future US policies towards Pakistan, Afghanistan, Iraq,
Syria and Iran. In the speech, Bush stated that the attackers were terrorists, and their inten-
tion was to impose radical beliefs based on an extreme interpretation of Islam; in fact, they
have distorted the peaceful teachings of Islam. The President represented a view shared by
many in the West that the terrorists’ agenda is to ‘kill Christians and Jews, to kill all
Americans’ (Bush 2001).

The US linked the 9/11 attacks to Afghanistan, and the demands it made to the Taliban
regime ruling that country, that is, to hand over Osama Bin Laden and the al-Qaeda lead-
ership to the US, were neither up for discussion nor negotiation. Although he made a
clear distinction between peaceful Islam and terrorists, the President himself blurred
these boundaries when he declared that terrorists wish to disrupt and end a way of life.
Bush stated:

we are not deceived by their pretences to piety. We have seen their kind before. They are the
heirs of all the murderous ideologies of the 20th century . . . [t]his is civilisation’s fight. This
is the fight of all who believe in progress and pluralism, tolerance and freedom.

In his words, Bush declared that the fight against the terrorists and the Taliban was a cru-
sade. In spite of a later disclaimer, the use of the word ‘crusade’ was not unintentional but
a mindset of the West, which perceived this particular act of terrorism in religious–histor-
ical imagery. Many in Pakistan (and other parts of the Muslim world) saw in these words a
clear message that from now onwards the West would regard Muslims in general as antag-
onistic towards Christian (Western) interests. Bush further elaborated his by now familiar
views as to ‘why do they hate us?’ And answered by saying, ‘they hate . . . democratically
elected government. These terrorists kill not merely to end lives, but to disrupt and end our
way of life’.

As is familiar, the US belief in ‘moderation’ was set aside and President Bush pre-
sented a stark choice to the world:

Every nation, in every region, now has a decision to make. Either you are with us, or you are
with the terrorists. From this day forward, any nation that continues to harbour or support ter-
rorism will be regarded by the United States as a hostile regime [a]nd though the course of
this conflict is not known, yet its outcome is certain.

The language used by the US caused further resentment in the Muslim world in gen-
eral, and Pakistan in particular. The 9/11 attacks were viewed as attacks on freedom and
democracy by the US, but were seen in Pakistan as being attacks on the icons of com-
merce, military power, government and foreign policy.

Pakistan and the Taliban regime: a strategic about turn
In Pakistan, US foreign policy has been perceived as a bundle of contradictions. During
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in the 1980s, the US supported the Afghan jihadi
resistant organisations against the Soviets. The US poured resources into the war against
the Soviet-backed regime in Kabul, at a time when girls could go to school and women to
work. It was with US encouragement that the whole concept of jihad was universalised.
Furthermore, the mujahideen were armed and trained by the US and UK intelligence
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services (the CIA and M16) as Afghanistan turned itself into a wasteland. It is well known
that at the end of the Soviet occupation, the US abruptly lost interest in the region, thus
leaving a power vacuum where warlords, tribal leaders, and different ethno-linguistic and
religious groups fought each other for power, but also as in the case of al-Qaeda, resorted
to militancy at the global level. Bin Laden had turned against his US sponsors, while US-
backed Pakistani intelligence agencies had shaped the Taliban. To punish the latter for
aligning with al-Qaeda, the US forced through a United Nations-legitimated sanctions
regime against Afghanistan, which brought 4 million of its citizens to the brink of starva-
tion, while Afghans fanned across the world as refugees (The Guardian 2001).

After 9/11, Pakistan came under immense internal and external pressure to formulate
its policies, both foreign and domestic, in accordance with a global dispensation that is
overwhelmingly under the influence of the US. Specifically, this meant dissociating itself
from, and even helping to remove, the Taliban regime in Afghanistan that it had helped to
come to power. The Taliban were Pakistan’s strategic allies and abandoning them created
massive consternation among an overwhelming majority of Pakistanis.13 The latter held
the view that the Taliban were not involved in the 9/11 attacks. Moreover, the Taliban,
who are mainly Pashtun and who formed the majority of the Mujahideen, had been, with
the assistance of US and Pakistani secret services, instrumental in removing the Soviets
from Afghanistan. That is, they had done the US a favour by avenging US defeat in Viet-
nam. The US attacks on and removal of the Taliban regime was seen as a betrayal of erst-
while allies, if not friends. The majority of Pakistanis believed that the causes of 9/11 were
to be sought in US foreign policy in general and towards the Muslim countries in particu-
lar, especially in the context of the ‘New World Order’.

The set of ‘global values’ also referred to as, and often interchangeable with, ‘Western
values’ (a clear case of the universalisation of the latter into the former) imposed by the
‘New World Order’ in the early 1990s could not prevent the terrorist attacks on the US.
Whatever the intentions of the attackers might have been, there is no denying that the 9/11
attacks on the World Trade Centre and Pentagon were interpreted as symbolic attacks on the
economic power, the free market, and the military capabilities of the US. This forced a chain
of readjustments in global, regional, and national trends along the lines suggested by the new
policies and implemented by the coalition led by the US and its allies in Europe. These
changes and their modalities continue to be a key topic of discussion and dispute in Pakistan.

Pakistan’s strategic options and constraints
Since the US President left little room for any policy option for Pakistan (‘either you are
with us or you are with the terrorists’), the response of the Pakistani military regime under
Musharraf was simply to align itself with US policy and strategy in the region. It readily
accepted all the demands put to it by the US in the context of its war against the Taliban
(Jalazai 2002, Woodward 2002).14

Musharraf justified backing the US in the war against Afghanistan both because of
fear – the alleged telephone call from a US official to Musharraf that it would bomb Pakistan
into the Stone Age if it did not support the US in the Afghan war. And also because,
according to Musharraf:

Compliance with the relevant UN Security Council Resolutions by the Taliban government
would have saved Afghanistan from the damage it is suffering since 7 October. We grieve for
the innocent victims. We regret that the government of Afghanistan jeopardised the interests
of millions of its people. Our decision to support the international campaign against terrorism
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in all its manifestations is based on principles. The extraordinary session of the OIC (Organi-
zation of Islamic Conference) Foreign Ministers held on 10th of October has endorsed this
position. It has also denounced the minority and fringe voices that try to cause harm to Islam
and the Muslims. I emphasised to Secretary Powell that the root causes of most acts of terror-
ism lie in political oppression and denial of justice. In order to achieve durable results, the
current War on Terror must address and eliminate its causes. (Dawn 2001)

Following his assurance of ‘unstinted cooperation’ to Washington in the fight against ter-
rorism, Pakistan closed its airspace for several hours to enable the US to prepare to deploy
a small group of forces at northern military bases in Pakistan. There were five reasons
Musharraf gave for doing an about turn in the support for the Taliban.

First, to secure Pakistan’s strategic assets, the country’s nuclear weapons, which the
US and its allies might decide to seize or destroy if Pakistan did not join the US in the War
on Terror. Second, it was to safeguard the Kashmir issue. It was feared that if Pakistan did
not ally itself with the US, then the Pakistani-backed militants fighting against Indian rule
in Kashmir would also be branded as terrorists. Third, it would follow that the Kashmiri
militants’ backer, Pakistan, would be included in the list of states sponsoring terrorism
(along with Iran and Syria); joining the US-lead effort would prevent Pakistan from being
declared a terrorist state. Fourth, by joining the US-led WOT, Pakistan would have some
influence over US policy in Afghanistan, especially in preventing an anti-Pakistan and
pro-Indian government from coming to power in Kabul after the ousting of the Taliban.
Fifth, joining the US would enable Pakistan to re-emerge as a responsible and dignified
nation state after sanctions had been imposed on it after the nuclear explosions in the sum-
mer of 1998. It should also be mentioned that by joining the coalition, Musharraf was
implicitly legitimising his rule which had been imposed on Pakistan in a coup in October
1999, and which was not recognised by many Western nations as legitimate.

Response of the Pakistani people to the War on Terror
Many Pakistanis felt that US policy on Afghanistan and its coercion of Pakistan to follow
suit had double standards and was self-serving and not based on a set of principles. It was
(is) a commonly held belief among Pakistanis that the US makes no distinction between a
terrorist action and a genuine war of liberation, such as the one in Indian-held Kashmir.
US hostility towards the democratically elected government of Hamas in Palestine, which
it attempted to overthrow through various means, is further evidence of this. There was
also a widespread belief that if the US was concerned about the 2800 deaths in the World
Trade Center, it should also show similar concern about the killings in Kashmir, Palestine,
Chechnya and Bosnia, and other places around the world.

The Pakistani public reaction to the US drone attacks in Pakistan and Afghanistan cap-
tures the relationship between perceptions of anti-Muslim sentiment of the US, anti-West-
ern feelings in Pakistan, and the reasons for the increase in militancy in Afghanistan and
Pakistan. One of the most influential and authoritative journalists on the Pashtun-domi-
nated North West Frontier of Pakistan and Afghanistan, Rahimullah Yusufzai asks the
question: do these lives matter? (Yusufzai 2009).15 He states:

Attacking wedding parties, funerals, caravans and weekly village fairs with its deadly arsenal
of missiles and killing civilians isn’t something new for the US armed forces in Afghanistan.
. . . [T]he same practice that has made the Afghan war unwinnable for the US is now being
gradually extended to Pakistan. On June 23 (2009), the funeral of a Pakistani Taliban
commander . . . in South Waziristan was attacked by the US drones in the hope of getting
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someone important like Baitullah Mehsud. Instead, up to 70 people, mostly non-combatants
were killed and scores of others were injured. [T]he US and its allies should have learnt their
lessons in Afghanistan where the defeated Taliban have become resurgent primarily due to
the growing animosity towards the presence of foreign forces. Instead, they are repeating their
mistakes in Pakistan’s tribal areas and pushing the common people further into the arms of
the militants. And by not taking effective steps to make the US realise its blundering mission
in the region, the Pakistan government is making its own task of stabilising its turbulent tribal
borderlands even more difficult.

An important response of the Pakistani public to the WOT in Pakistan was the victory of
the Mutahida Majlis-i-Amal (United Action Forum), a coalition of five Islamist parties in
the October 2002 general elections, when for the first time in Pakistan’s history these par-
ties won a substantial number of seats in Parliament, particularly from constituencies in
North West Frontier Province (NWFP) bordering Afghanistan.16 The MMA formed the
government in NWFP and was a partner in the government of Baluchistan province. The
decline in the number of seats won by the religious parties in the February 2007 general
elections in Pakistan is due more to technical factors than a decline of religious predisposi-
tions of the voters.17

The Islamist political response
The Islamist political parties and groups, representing differing attitudes towards armed
resistance and ideological confrontation in the context of WOT, are vehemently opposed
to the Pakistani government’s alliance with Washington.18 They strongly criticise previ-
ous US policies in the region and the way the US has used Afghans and Muslims from
around the world to achieve its own interests during the Cold War period. They maintain
that the transformation and reconstitution of the Afghan/Muslim Mujahideen from anti-
Soviet to anti-US militants took place because the policy-makers in Washington aban-
doned them at the end of the war and the US further made special efforts to disarm and
disperse them. Islamists condemned Musharraf’s policy of supporting the US and
expressed disquiet over the government’s one-sided pro-US stance that promoted the lat-
ter’s interest and hegemony in the region. After the US attack and occupation of Afghanistan,
sentiments among Islamists ran high against the perceived crusade against Islam, and they
believed that US policies in Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, Iran, Pakistan, and other Muslim
countries are merely an excuse to colonise or hegemonise Muslim countries and exploit
their resources.

There was and is resentment towards the West in general, and the US in particular,
which is reflected in anti-US/Western discourses in the media, as well as in public protests
and propagation of religious identity and symbols that apparently counter what is per-
ceived to be the West’s secularist agenda. Some of the Urdu press in Pakistan in particular
condemn US policy in Afghanistan and the WOT in general, as pushing an agenda of
hatred towards Muslims. This is exemplified, it is asserted, in claiming that the loss of
civilian lives in US attacks is considered ‘collateral damage’ – to which the Western
media give little or no attention, while the loss of US lives becomes ‘a global loss’ which
requires a declaration of war on ‘terrorism’. Further, it is questioned as to why terrorism
by states such as India and Israel is condoned, but individual terrorist acts are exploited to
label and persecute the whole Muslim community as a people, and Islam as a religion.

There has also been a huge expansion of Islamist women’s organisations as part of
mainstream Islamist political parties, such as the Jamat e Islami, women’s Quran reading
circles, and the adoption and practise of rituals and dress. Whilst there is no systematic
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study of this phenomenon to parallel that observed in Egypt by Saba Mahmood (Mahmood
2006), there is enough evidence to suggest similar trends in Pakistan, as indicated by, for
example, the website of the Women’s Wing of the mainstream Jamat e Islami.19 One
researcher suggests that there has been a large increase in women members or sections of
some of the Islamist Jihadi organisations since 9/11, including membership of banned
organisations such as the Lashkar e Tayyaba (Ali 2007). The reason for this is the result of
women’s shared sense of identity with the jihadi cause, as well as their familial connection
to male jihadis (Ali 2007).

In turn, according to this researcher, the allure of Islam can be explained by the US
WOT that has fuelled resentment toward, disillusion with, and hatred of US foreign policy
across the Muslim world. Thus, according to Islamist women’s websites, including that
indicated above, Islamist women share similar views as held by men. According to this
website, most Pakistanis (Islamist or otherwise) consider women to be symbols of cultural
authenticity and identity. Their status is defined within the religious and social parameters
of society and their public role is heavily dependent upon the definition of what is socially,
culturally, and religiously acceptable in a given period of time. In the post-9/11 period,
women in Pakistan, those perceived as traditional and modern, are rapidly reconfiguring
their identities towards more Islamic orientations. This rapid change is attributed to the
problematisation of Islam as a direct result of US policy and the WOT.

After 9/11, Osama became a fashionable name in Pakistan (and throughout the Mus-
lim world). It became a symbol of anti-American resistance, a voice of the Muslim and the
oppressed of the world. Graduates from various religious and non-religious schools cher-
ished Osama’s ‘heroic’ role and aspired to become martyrs. Women graduating from reli-
gious and non-religious schools advocated domestic life and glorified motherhood, as
against a public role for women; they began to observe Islamic rituals fervently and to
question the validity of Western ideals and life styles. The Urdu, and to a lesser extent
the English, language press in Pakistan provided an approving coverage of the events
and ideals.

The Western media played up the whole situation showing selective images which are
often out of context. For instance, CNN Asia presented a different version of the news
from that telecast in the US: the picture of a woman holding her baby son whom she had
named Osama was repeatedly shown on CNN to portray a stereotypical image of Muslims
as militants, intending to participate in jihad against the US as suicide bombers.

The US print media was also nationalistic – even jingoist – particularly, dailies such as
the New York Times and The Washington Post. These are considered to be ‘liberal’ and not
natural supporters of the Bush Administration, yet they supported Bush’s war, reflecting
perhaps the narrow interpretation of the WOT which had taken precedence over all other
political considerations in the US. Weeklies such as Time and Newsweek, with a total
readership of between 7–10 million, were no less nationalistic. The impact of their editori-
als in particular, and their general news policy, resulted in the spread of disinformation
through the wider American community about the role of the US in global politics, but
particularly in the Muslim world.

For example, the Western media’s paranoia about the growing influence of religious
schools (madrasas) in Pakistan reaffirmed the misperception about the sources of mili-
tancy in Pakistan. The media exaggerated the funding of huge sums of money for the reli-
gious schools and organisations, which they depict as the breeding grounds of religious
fundamentalism, hostility, and intolerance towards the ‘Christian West’. The media did
not acknowledge the role of the Western attacks on, and occupation of, Muslim countries,
and the role of the Western media in this, and in spreading militancy throughout the
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Muslim world in general and Pakistan in particular.20 In fact, the vilification of Islamists
by the US government and media went so far as to criticise the work of Islamic organisa-
tions in relief work in the earthquake-affected areas of Pakistan in 2006 (ICG 2004). This
report both reflected the thinking of and was used by Western governments and media to
downgrade the work of Islamist relief organisations, and in fact, to have them banned
from doing such work:

To counter particularly jihadi propaganda and build upon the swell of public goodwill, the
UN and Western donors and humanitarian organisations should reject [Pakistan] government
guidelines if they translate into assisting Islamist organisations and choose instead to work
with secular NGOs in identifying the most appropriate reconstruction schemes. By focusing
on education, a key demand of local communities, donors could also help prevent the affected
areas from turning into fertile grounds for the spread of religious extremism. [To] prevent
especially jihadis from exploiting most vulnerable segments of the affected population, par-
ticularly households headed by women, donors should consider micro-credit schemes and
other means of sustainable income generation. Donors and influential actors such as the US
and the European Union also urge Musharraf to end the practice of allowing banned jihadi
organisations to operate under changed names. (ICG 2004, p. 13; emphasis added)

The response of the Islamist groups has been equally critical of Western and Western-inspired
human rights and relief organisations, imputing to them ulterior motives such as spreading
Western ideology and influence under the guise of humanitarian work (ICG 2004).

Response of Pakistan human rights groups
Human rights groups, both with religious affiliation and secular, and including especially
the secular Human Rights Commission of Pakistan, have a history of struggle for demo-
cracy and civil liberties in Pakistan. Their response to the post-9/11 situation was two-
fold: on the one hand, they did not support the military regime of Musharraf in Pakistan;
and on the other hand, they have been very critical of the erosion of the rule of law in gen-
eral, and of US bombing and occupation of Afghanistan and depriving people and organi-
sations of civil liberties in the name of WOT, in particular.21

Although many human rights and feminist groups have taken inspiration from Western
intellectual traditions, they have nevertheless emphasised the relevance of international
human rights dialogue within the local context and taking the sensibilities of the latter into
consideration. Many of these organisations feel that the West has conferred a new religious
or Islamic identity on all Muslims, considering them a homogeneous group, even though
they have been at loggerheads with the ‘fundamentalists’ or Taliban interpretation of Islam
for a long time. In other words, the desperate attempt to fight Islamic militancy has brought
into the net groups of ‘secular’ Muslims who do not have an identity of interests with the
militants, but are affected by the West’s actions and attitudes because they are Muslims.

The situation is complex, as many human rights groups such as the Human Rights
Commission of Pakistan have been receiving funding and financial help from Western
donor agencies and support groups, and are very wary of their intentions and operations,
as for example in the case of Dr Afia Siddiqi.22 Many of these non-governmental organi-
sations in Pakistan are considering other options for affiliation, including quitting their
work rather than receive funds from sources which supposedly support the cause of demo-
cracy, just civil society, human rights, women, children and oppressed sections of society.
Because, and to the extent, that they are witnessing the fallout from US policies in
Pakistan, Afghanistan, Iraq, and the WOT in Muslim countries, the activists from these
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‘moderate’ non-governmental organisations (NGOs) feel they have entered a new era of
relations with the West, where on the one hand an identity is being imposed on them along
with all other Muslims, and on the other hand the implications for them are that in order
not to be bracketed with the militants and fundamentalists, they must renounce their Mus-
lim identity.

Pakistani secular and liberal responses to the War on Terror
Pakistani secular and liberal views on the WOT and on the relationship between religion
and politics are not homogeneous. Some wish there to be a complete separation of religion
and politics in the country and to make religion a strictly private matter. Others see some
place for religion in the Pakistani polity, but only what they term ‘moderate’ Islam, and
not the Islam of the ‘extremists’. Though opinions differ with regard to the WOT, most
support the fight against the Pakistani and Afghan Taliban; some even bracket these
groups with the sectarian (anti-Shi’a, anti-Sunni) groups in Pakistan. In general, like many
Western ideologues and military personnel, Pakistani liberals and secularists’ views con-
verge regarding Islam and Islamist militants in the contemporary world: both implicitly or
explicitly term these as backward, medieval, violent, intolerant and opposed to modernity.
An article in the influential liberal newspaper Daily Times (2009b) states:

[T]he ongoing battle for Pakistan reflects a contestation between two opposite narratives: on
the one hand, Pakistan as a modern democratic Muslim state spurred on by an egalitarian
spirit of Islam as envisioned by Jinnah (the founder of Pakistan); on the other, Pakistan as a
launch pad for a theoretic Islamic caliphate envisioned by a trinity of Arab terrorists. . . . In
the long battle that lies ahead, it is imperative to rally round Jinnah’s legacy to confront jihadi
terror, which has wormed its way into Pakistan and destroyed Afghanistan.

The same writer attempts to clinch the argument by stating:

Islamic militancy and terrorism are the most serious threats to Pakistan’s internal security and
stability. The groups based mainly, but not exclusively, in the tribal areas want to paralyze
and undermine the Pakistani state in order to create an administrative domain to pursue their
agenda. The government has extended full support to the army to conduct operations against
these elements; the ANP government in NWFP and the MQM (two secular political parties)
both support this policy.

A more ‘theoretical’ propagation of secularism is proposed by a prominent defence
analyst and retired army officer, Ikram Saigol, who states:

I would like to make the following points in defence of [e]stablishing a secular state within
Pakistan as one of several possible resolutions to its myriad problems: 1) It may limit the pos-
sibility of sectarian strife; 2) It is likely to engender equality among all citizens irrespective of
religion; 3) It has the potential to reduce discrimination against women; 4) It may generate
greater tolerance of difference and reduce religious extremism; 5) It has the potential to coun-
ter state and non-state terror. (Saigol 2008)

However, as discussed in this paper, for the Islamists it is precisely the failure of the secu-
lar West to secure the above five points that precludes the adoption of a secular model of
state and society in Pakistan – in addition to the use of secularism as an instrument to blunt
resistance to US and Western hegemony in Pakistan and the Muslim world in general. But
it is probably the human rights abuses carried out in the name of the WOT by US and
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other Western countries, as well as by Pakistan and Afghanistan governments, and the
identification of these abuses with the secular and modern West and their Af/Pak allies,
that most Pakistanis and Afghans turn away from the secularist project.

Conclusion: implications for the future
Eight years after the attack and invasion of Afghanistan, the War on Terror (WOT) in
Pakistan and Afghanistan has increased. There are now regular US/NATO military opera-
tions in Afghanistan and drone attacks on Pakistan’s tribal areas. Taliban resistance to the
occupation of Afghanistan has also intensified. In Pakistan, militancy has increased,
including suicide bombings and attacks on the state apparatus, particularly in the areas
bordering Afghanistan. Evidence suggests that for every ‘terror network’ that is rooted
out, another has emerged. Among the reasons outlined in this paper for the increase in mil-
itancy in Pakistan and Afghanistan, foremost is Western occupation of Muslim countries
and the perceived double standards of the powerful countries in dealing with national, reli-
gious, and human rights in the Muslim countries. The coming to power of the Democratic
Party under President Barack Obama has so far signalled continuity rather than change
from the policy of the Bush Administration.

For most Pakistanis, the WOT has added another dimension to the belief that the US
wishes to hegemonise the Muslim world in general and Pakistan in particular (with the
help of India), and to transform and control it to serve its strategic interests through sup-
porting subservient regimes. In other words, for most Pakistanis the WOT in Afghanistan
and Pakistan is designed to destabilise the latter with the ultimate objective of seizing its
nuclear assets, on the ostensible excuse that these may fall into the hands of militants. The
continuing WOT is perceived as a threat to Pakistan’s security, especially in relation to
Obama’s recent Af/Pak policy of twinning Afghanistan and Pakistan to fight the WOT.23

For one Pakistani analyst (a retired Army chief of Pakistan), in response to the threat to
Pakistan’s security, the formation of the ‘Union of three neighbouring countries – Pakistan,
Iran and Afghanistan – becomes mandatory to defeat all [US] machinations in the regions by
making the three countries a bastion of power to repel aggression’ (Baig 2009).24 Another
analyst (Quraishi 2009) suggests that the US and India are directly involved in destabilising
Pakistan by arming militants fighting the Pakistani military inside Pakistan.25 All of this sug-
gests that the use of ‘hard’ power to further US interests has trumped any attempt at winning
‘hearts and minds’; unless, of course, winning hearts and minds through the use of hard
power is the real strategy, and the use of ‘soft power’ is only a mask to facilitate the former
(Nazir 2009).26 The use of violence and awesome firepower has trumped any other US strat-
egy in Afghanistan (and to a certain extent Pakistan government’s strategy in Pakistan). This
includes the attempts by both countries to split the militants by talking to the ‘moderate’
Taliban, a strategy that has not yielded any useful results so far (Anon. 2009).27

Notes
1. The day General David Petraeus assumed leadership of the US Central Command on 31 October

2008, US drones fired missiles on targets in North and South Waziristan, killing 32 people. Two
missiles hit a pickup truck and a house in North Waziristan killing 20 people. Two further
missile attacks fired from a US drone in South Waziristan killed twelve people. The same day a
suicide bomber killed about ten people in Mardan; two days later another suicide bomber in
South Waziristan killed and injured several security men. The continued rain of drone-fired
missiles by the US into FATA and the militants’ response to these has set in train a tit-for-tat
violence in Pakistan which shows no signs of abating (Weekly Pulse 2008b).
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2. South Asia Terrorism Portal, a major think-tank, reports that there were 1825 bomb blasts and
suicide attacks in Pakistan in 2008, which resulted in the death of 2116 people and injuring
3962; these went up from 1482 such attacks in 2007, killing 967 people (South Asia Terrorism
website: http://www.satp.org/satporgtp/Countries/Pakistan/index.htm/). Pakistan officials respons-
ible for keeping an eye on militants in FATA say that increased Pakistan military presence and
greater coordination with the US-led Coalition troops across the border in Afghanistan have
forced the militants to turn their attacks on the settled areas of the NWFP such as Swat. In
Afghanistan in the first six months of 2008, 698 civilians were killed, 255 of them by foreign
and Afghan forces (see http://www.satp.org/satporgtp/Countries/Pakistan/index.htm).

3. ‘Postcolonial modernising states’ refers to former colonies or semi-colonies of Western colonis-
ing or imperial states, and which are attempting to modernise their state structures and societies
along ‘modern’ or even Western modalities, but are still in an unequal power relationship with
the former colonial or imperial powers.

4. The ambiguous or dual role of the US in Pakistani politics is provided by Mushtaq (2007), who
writes: ‘The United States has been directly involved in this process of Islamisation and milita-
risation of Pakistan. From General Ayub Khan to General Zia and Musharraf, every military
ruler has received almost unqualified backing of Washington. Pathological fears of communists
and now terrorists have been proffered as an excuse to pop up dictatorial regimes. Whereas
Washington helped the Jihadis during the cold war, in the era of anti-terrorism the Bush Admin-
istration has turned its attention to making Pakistan Islam moderate. This, again, comes at the
expense of secular sections of Pakistani society’.

5. Pakistan has currently deployed 70 000–80 000 troops along the border with Afghanistan and
set up close to 1000 posts, of which 100 are located in North Waziristan.

6. For example, post-February 2008 General Elections in Pakistan, the Voice of America (online)
of 28 February 2008 had a caption: ‘US Urges Pakistan’s Moderate Political Parties to Work
Together’; and that ‘the United States has launched an ambitious aid plan in an effort to counter
militancy in Pakistan’s tribal areas . . . over the next five years US officials plan to spend $750
million each year to create jobs, open schools, build roads and improve literacy’.

7. The Report goes on to suggest that modernist trends among Muslims should be supported, includ-
ing the publication and distribution of the modernists’ work at subsidised cost; positioning secular-
ism and modernism as a ‘counterculture’ option for disaffected Islamic youth; giving the
modernists a public platform; and making the modernists’ opinions and judgements on fundamen-
tal questions of religious interpretation available to a mass audience in competition with those of
the fundamentalists and traditionalists who have websites, publishing houses, schools, institutes,
and many other vehicles for disseminating their views (Benard 2003, p. xi). After the modernists,
the traditionalist Muslims should be supported against the fundamentalists, including by publicis-
ing traditionalist criticism of fundamentalist violence and extremism; discouraging alliances
between traditionalists and fundamentalists; educating the traditionalists to equip them for better
debates with fundamentalists; increasing the presence and profile of modernists in traditionalist
institutions; discriminating between different sectors of traditionalism, and encouraging those with
a greater affinity to modernism such as the Hanafi law school, weakening the Hanabali/Wahabi
interpretations; and encouraging the popularity and acceptance of Sufism (Benard 2003, p. xii).

8. There are no reliable statistics on the number of Madrasas in Pakistan. An estimate based on a
number of sources suggests that there are between 12 000 and 15 000 Madrasas, with an enrol-
ment of between 1.5 million and 2 million students. In contrast, there are about 15 000 govern-
ment schools in Pakistan, with an enrolment of around 16 million; 35 000 secular private schools
with an enrolment of 6 million; and 25 000 Auqaf or mosque schools (not Madrasas) with an
enrolment of around 1.5 million (Daily Times 2009a). My own research and sources from princi-
pals of Madrasas suggest the number is well over 20 000, perhaps between 25 000 and 30 000.

9. International Crisis Group (ICG) (2004) states that there has been a ‘failure to deliver to any substan-
tial degree on pledges to reform the madrasas and contain the growth of jihadi networks means that
religious extremism in Pakistan continues to pose a threat to domestic, regional and international
security. [T]he Government has done very little to implement tougher controls on financing of either
madrasas or extremist groups despite obligations under UN Security Council Resolution 1373’. It
goes on to recommend to the Pakistan Government numerous measures to deal with the problem.

10. Dawn (2005) reminds us that during the 1980s, the US allocated millions of dollars producing
fanatical schoolbooks which were then distributed in Afghanistan and the border region of
Pakistan among 1000 or so Madrasas. The textbooks were filled with talk of jihad and featured
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drawings of guns, bullets, soldiers and mines. Even the Taliban regime used these American-
produced textbooks, though they scratched out human faces in keeping with their strict funda-
mentalist code. The texts, mainly in Pushto and Dari, began with Hamd (poems in praise of
God) and Na’at (poems in praise of the Prophet Muhammad) followed by praise of the four
‘righteous’ Caliphs; but also mentioning mujahids (those carrying out jihad), guns, bullets,
atheism, martyrdom, and so on.

11. The programmes include Capital Talk on GEO News Network, one of Pakistan’s major televi-
sion channels. This programme is hosted by Hamid Mir, a pro-Islamist journalist who in the
past has interviewed Osama bin Laden. Other similar programmes are on the country’s other
major television channels such as Prime TV, ARY Digital, and Aaj, among others.

12. Of course, there are several and competing visions among Islamists as to what exactly consti-
tutes an Islamic state and society. The important point is that differences and disagreements
among Islamists on this point are still based within the interpretive Islamic tradition derived
from the Qur’an and the Sunna (sayings and doings of the Prophet Muhammad.

13. Pakistan supported the Taliban because they were pro-Pakistan. Pakistan saw Afghanistan under
the Taliban as providing a ‘strategic depth’ for Pakistan’s security in relation to India. In addi-
tion, the Taliban were Sunni/Hanafi and mainly Pashtun. The latter number about 15 million in
Afghanistan and form the majority population there. In Pakistan the Pashtun number over 30 mil-
lion and constitute the second largest ethno-linguistic group in Pakistan (Kilcullen 2009).

14. These demands were (Jalazai 2002, p. 17): providing the US with logistic support, sharing
intelligence, access to air space and military bases, and help in identifying vital targets, includ-
ing Taliban command-and-control positions. Woodward (2002, pp. 58–59) gives a more com-
prehensive account of the demands and their acceptance: ‘stop Al-Qaeda at your border,
intercept arms shipments trough Pakistan and end all logistical for Bin Laden; blanket over
flights and landing rights; access to Pakistan, naval bases, air bases and borders; immediate
intelligence and immigration information; condemn the September 11 attacks, curb all
domestic expressions of support for terrorism against the United States, its friends or allies; cut
of all shipments of fuel to the Taliban and stop Pakistani volunteer from going into Afghanistan
to join the Taliban; should the evidence strongly implicate Osama Bin Laden al-Qaeda net-
work in Afghanistan and should Afghanistan and the Taliban continue to harbour him and his
network, Pakistan will break diplomatic relations with the Taliban government, end support
for the Taliban and assist us in the aforementioned ways to destroy Osama Bin Laden and his
al-Qaeda network’.

15. Yusufzai adds: ‘It is not that the US military is the only one to be accused of bombing
mosques, medressahs and funerals. Taliban militants have been accusing the Pakistan Army
also of attacking medressahs in its recent operations in the Frontier Region Bannu and some
other tribal areas such as Orakzai, Hangu and Waziristan. [Pakistan] Government officials
sometimes justify this by pointing out that the Taliban take refuge in Medressahs and mosques
and use the places of worship while attacking security forces’.

16. The MMA won 60 seats in the 2002 elections out of a total of 345. Their success was due to a
number of reasons including the anti-Western sentiment in Pakistan after the invasion of Afghan-
istan, and the formation the coalition under the umbrella of the MMA. Historically, the vote for
religious parties has been weak in Pakistan, in part because religious parties of different denomi-
nations have often competed with each other and thus split the vote (Hagerty 2005, p. 143).

17. Research suggests that the main reason for the decline in the vote and seats of religious parties,
particularly in NWFP, was due to the split in the MMA and the boycotting of the elections by
one of the MMA’s major coalition partner, the Jamat e Islami.

18. The parties include most of the mainstream Islamist parties which take part in electoral politics
but do not directly take up armed struggle, such the Jamat e Islami, Jamat e Ulema e Islam,
Jamat e Ulema e Pakistan, as well as the various Jihadi organisations such as the Tehreek e
Taliban Pakistan and the Tanzim e Nafiz Shariat Muhammadi.

19. See http://www.jamaatwomen.org/.
20. The US print and electronic media continues to project veiled women as motivated by a mili-

tant and conservative Islamic ideology and both oppressed and anti-Western. The social and
political significance of the veil as a symbol of resistance against imperialism, commoditisa-
tion and Western cultural hegemony has largely been ignored. Although the number of young
women wearing hijab, attending religious organisations and practising ritual has been on the
rise, there is no strong evidence to suggest that this is the cause of militancy in Pakistan. In
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many situations, the veil has become instrumental in securing a socially and culturally
approved active public role for women. This is the case in Pakistan and most other Muslim
countries, though it has not become a requirement for participating in public life as in Iran.

21. Weekly Pulse (2008a) states: ‘After a two-week investigation into alleged murders and impris-
onments, [a] United Nations Special Envoy for summary, arbitrary, and extra-judicial execu-
tions, denounced the use of “death squads” composed of “irregular Afghan militias” by foreign
occupying forces to fight a dirty war against Taliban guerrillas. [A]fghanistan and in particular
the Bagram Air Force Base near Kabul became a transit point for prisoners captured by the
United States and destined for Guantanamo Bay, secret CIA prisons, or US–allied countries
that practice torture. [. . .] That a country like USA, which champions democracy and funda-
mental human rights should work in cahoots with Pakistani and Afghan intelligence and army
establishments in flagrant violation of law is extremely regrettable. [E]xtra judicial detentions
and murders are a stigma for all those advocating democracy’.

22. Siddiqi, a woman of Pakistani nationality, was captured, separated from her son and interned
in Afghanistan by US forces. Her whereabouts were unknown. She was taken to the US in
2007 where she is standing trial on terrorism charges. Many Western and international human
rights organisations showed relatively little enthusiasm in defending her in US courts.

23. ‘[T]he centre of gravity of the war from Afghanistan was successfully transferred to Pakistan
and this was accompanied by US cacophony how our nukes could fall into the hands and so
on. Issues were raised about our command and control despite the fact that so far only the US
has displayed a total collapse of command and control of its nukes (the B52 incident). There
were rumours that of the US having gained some access to our nuclear sites and security codes,
especially when Obama declared that “I am confident that we can make sure that Pakistan’s
nuclear arsenal is secure . . .”. There has also been the disturbing news that Pakistan may have
agreed to send its enriched uranium to the US and now we have seen India restart a campaign
against our nukes, seeking US help to cap our arsenal . . . [this reflects] a deep seated anti-
Muslim prejudices that underlie the anti-Pakistan nuke stance . . .’ (Mazari 2009).

24. The same article continues: ‘The most dangerous move under this (Af/Pak) strategy is “to
reverse the Afghan war on Pakistan”. While building up pressures on Pakistan, and to force it
to accept the terms of the new engagement they want (Pakistan extending its war against the
militants in Pakistan’s North West Frontier region of Swat and Dir) in return for Pakistan
keeping its nuclear weapons. We were expecting that with the coming of Obama to power,
Pakistan will find some relief on its North Western borders with Afghanistan and peace pro-
cess with India would begin, but it didn’t happen. On the contrary, Obama reneged on the
promise to help solve the Kashmir issue, and closed his eyes and lips to Israeli atrocities on
Hammas, thus lowering his own image of a leader of substance. Now he has spelled out the Af/
Pak strategy and in pursuit of its objectives, he has confronted Pakistan, with the demand for
“shifting the Centre of gravity of the Afghan war, to Pakistan”’.

25. Quraishi (2009) writes: ‘There is a growing body of evidence that the US is supporting terror-
ism in our region to further its strategic interests. In Iran a secretive sectarian group is trying to
rally the people of Iran’s Sistan–Baluchistan province for secession from Teheran. In Pakistan’s
Baluchistan, an ethnic group has risen from the dead to campaign for secession. The only thing
in common to both groups is that they emerged after the US landed in Afghanistan and turned
that poor country into a source of region-wise destabilisation. So much for fighting terror.
[T]he weapons that the terrorists – the fake Pakistani Taliban – are using to kill Pakistanis are
coming primarily from the US and India. To avoid embarrassment, Washington has “leaked” a
story that the US weapons meant for the Afghan Army have reached insurgents. The timing of
the leak conveniently coincides with the Pakistan Army catching the American double game
pants down’.

26. The strategies for winning hearts include understanding and using Afghan cultural norms in
wrenching away militants from insurgency; this is done by employing a Human Terrain Sys-
tems approach by the US military with the help of social scientists, especially anthropologists
(Kilcullen 2009).

27. The article states that ‘even if the United States opted for taking with Taliban members, it is
more likely that those Taliban members would be talking to Afghan officials, rather than
directly to Americans. But there is a growing belief, particularly among experts who have been
advising the Obama administration on Pakistan–Afghan policy, that it is important to peel
away some lower members of the Taliban, in sort of a divide-and-conquer strategy’.
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