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  Benazir Bhutto was the Prime Minister of Pakistan from 1988 to 1990 and from 1993 to 1996, and the chairperson of the Pakistan Peoples Party. Born in 1953 in
  Karachi, Bhutto was the first woman ever to lead a Muslim state. She lived in exile since 1999 and had returned to Pakistan in October 2007, two months before her assassination.
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  Note to the Reader


  This book was written under extraordinary circumstances. It was my privilege to work with Benazir Bhutto on this project over the last very
  difficult months. This period of her life included her historic return to Karachi on October 18, 2007, which attracted three million supporters to greet her, and the unsuccessful assassination
  attempt on her in the early minutes of October 19 that killed 179 people. In the midst of all of this tumult Benazir and I collaborated on the book, at times while Benazir was under house arrest by
  the Musharraf regime and under the constraints of emergency rule, tantamount to martial law.


  Despite the events swirling about her and her responsibility of leading Pakistan’s largest political party—the Pakistan Peoples Party—in the parliamentary election campaign,
  Benazir Bhutto remained focused on Reconciliation: Islam, Democracy, and the West. This book was very important to her, and she threw herself into it with the complete attention and
  intensity with which she did so many things in her life. Benazir was convinced that the battles between democracy and dictatorship, and between extremism and moderation, were the two central forces
  of the new millennium. She believed that the message of her cherished religion, Islam, was being politicized and exploited by extremists and fanatics. And she believed that under dictatorship,
  extremism festered and grew, threatening not only her homeland of Pakistan but also the entire world.


  That’s why she wrote this book. That’s why it was so important to her. And that’s why she devoted herself totally to this project, quite literally until the early morning of
  her death, when I received her final edits of the manuscript.


  Although I helped Benazir research and write this book, it is her work from beginning to end: a positive statement of reconciliation among religions and nations; a bold assertion of the true
  nature of Islam; and a practical road map for bringing societies together.


  Benazir Bhutto was the bravest person I have ever known and a dear, irreplaceable friend. She was assassinated on December 27, 2007, in Rawalpindi, Pakistan. I find some solace in knowing that
  the last memory of her will not be the bloody carnage of the murder scene, but rather the legacy of this book, which manifests the strength, optimism, and vision of a great woman.


  MARK A. SIEGEL


  Washington, D.C.


  December 28, 2007
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  The Path Back


  As I stepped down onto the tarmac at Quaid-e-Azam International Airport in Karachi on October 18, 2007, I was overcome with emotion. Like most
  women in politics, I am especially sensitive to maintaining my composure, to never showing my feelings. A display of emotion by a woman in politics or government can be misconstrued as a
  manifestation of weakness, reinforcing stereotypes and caricatures. But as my foot touched the ground of my beloved Pakistan for the first time after eight lonely and difficult years of exile, I
  could not stop the tears from pouring from my eyes and I lifted my hands in reverence, in thanks, and in prayer. I stood on the soil of Pakistan in awe. I felt that a huge burden, a terrible
  weight, had been lifted from my shoulders. It was a sense of liberation. I was home at long last. I knew why. I knew what I had to do.


  I had departed three hours earlier from my home in exile, Dubai. My husband, Asif, was to stay behind in Dubai with our two daughters, Bakhtawar and Aseefa. Asif and I had made a very
  calculated, difficult decision. We understood the dangers and the risks of my return, and we wanted to make sure that no matter what happened, our daughters and our son, Bilawal (at college at
  Oxford), would have a parent to take care of them. It was a discussion that few husbands and wives ever have to have, thankfully. But Asif and I had become accustomed to a life of sacrificing our
  personal happiness and any sense of normalcy and privacy. Long ago I had made my choice. The people of Pakistan have always come first. The people of Pakistan will always come first. My children
  understood it and not only accepted it but encouraged me. As we said good-bye, I turned to the group of assembled supporters and press and said what was in my heart: “This is the beginning of
  a long journey for Pakistan back to democracy, and I hope my going back is a catalyst for change. We must believe that miracles can happen.”


  The stakes could not have been higher. Pakistan under military dictatorship had become the epicenter of an international terrorist movement that had two primary aims. First, the
  extremists’ aim to reconstitute the concept of the caliphate, a political state encompassing the great Ummah (Muslim community) populations of the world, uniting the Middle East, the Persian
  Gulf states, South Asia, Central Asia, East Asia, and parts of Africa. And second, the militants’ aim to provoke a clash of civilizations between the West and an interpretation of Islam that
  rejects pluralism and modernity. The goal—the great hope of the militants—is a collision, an explosion between the values of the West and what the extremists claim to be the values of
  Islam.


  Within the Muslim world there has been and continues to be an internal rift, an often violent confrontation among sects, ideologies, and interpretations of the message of Islam. This destructive
  tension has set brother against brother, a deadly fratricide that has tortured intra-Islamic relations for 1,300 years. This sectarian conflict stifled the brilliance of the Muslim renaissance that
  took place during the Dark Ages of Europe, when the great universities, scientists, doctors, and artists were all Muslim. Today that intra-Muslim sectarian violence is most visibly manifest in a
  senseless, self-defeating sectarian civil war that is tearing modern Iraq apart at its fragile seams and exercising its brutality in other parts of the world, especially in parts of Pakistan.


  And as the Muslim world—where sectarianism is rampant—simmers internally, extremists have manipulated Islamic dogma to justify and rationalize a so-called jihad against the West. The
  attacks on September 11, 2001, heralded the vanguard of the caliphate-inspired dream of bloody confrontation; the Crusades in reverse. And as images of the twin towers burning
  and then imploding were on every television set in the world, the attack was received in two disparate ways in the Muslim world. Much, if not most, of the Muslim world reacted with horror,
  embarrassment, and shame when it became clear that this greatest terrorist attack in history had been carried out by Muslims in the name of Allah and jihad. Yet there was also another reaction, a
  troubling and disquieting one: Some people danced in the streets of Palestine. Sweets were exchanged by others in Pakistan and Bangladesh. Condemnations were few in the world’s largest Muslim
  nation, Indonesia. The hijackers of September 11 seemed to touch a nerve of Muslim impotence. The burning and then collapsing towers represented, to some, resurgent Muslim power, a perverse Muslim
  payback for the domination of the West. To others it was a religious epiphany. And to still others it combined political, cultural, and religious assertiveness. A Pew comparative study of
  Muslims’ attitudes after the attacks found that people in many Muslim countries “think it is good that Americans now know what it is like to be vulnerable.”


  One billion Muslims around the world seemed united in their outrage at the war in Iraq, damning the deaths of Muslims caused by U.S. military intervention without U.N. approval. But there has
  been little if any similar outrage against the sectarian civil war, which has led to far more casualties. Obviously (and embarrassingly), Muslim leaders, masses, and even intellectuals are quite
  comfortable criticizing outsiders for the harm inflicted on fellow Muslims, but there is deadly silence when they are confronted with Muslim-on-Muslim violence. That kind of criticism is not so
  politically convenient and certainly not politically correct. Even regarding Darfur, where there is an actual genocide being committed against a Muslim population, there has been a remarkable
  absence of protests, few objections, and no massive coverage on Arab or South Asian television.


  We are all familiar with the data that pour forth from Western survey research centers and show an increasing contempt for and hostility to the West, and particularly the United States, in
  Muslim communities from Turkey to Pakistan. The war in Iraq is cited as a reason. The situation in Palestine is given as another reason. So-called decadent Western values are often part of the
  explanation. It is so much easier to blame others for our problems than to accept responsibility ourselves.


  The colonial experience has obviously had a major impact on the Muslim psyche. Colonialism, resource exploitation, and political suppression have affected Muslims’ attitudes toward the
  West and toward themselves. No one doubts that the record of the West in majority Islamic nations is not a pretty one. But what outsiders did in the past does not exclusively account for the
  quality of Muslim life today. There are a rush and an ease to condemn foreigners and colonizers, but there is an equally weighty unwillingness within the Muslim world to look inward and to identify
  where we may be going wrong ourselves.


  It is uncomfortable but nevertheless essential to true intellectual dialogue to point out that national pride in the Muslim world is rarely derived from economic productivity, technical
  innovation, or intellectual creativity. Those factors seem to have been part of the Persian, Mughal, and Ottoman past but not the Muslim present. Now we see Muslim pride always characterized in the
  negative, derived from notions of “destroying the enemy” and “making the nation invulnerable to Western assault.” Such toxic rhetoric sets the stage for the clash of
  civilizations between Islam and the West every bit as much as do Western military or political policies. It also serves as an opiate that keeps Muslims angry against external enemies and allows
  them to pay little attention to the internal causes of intellectual and economic decline. Reality and intellectual honesty demand that we look at both sides of the coin.


  The burning twin towers have become a dual metaphor for both the intra-Islamic debate about the political and social values of democracy and modernity and the looming potential for a
  catastrophic showdown between Islam and the West. And for both of these epic battles, my homeland of Pakistan has become the epicenter—the ground zero if you will—of either
  reconciliation or disaster.


  Few on the airplane that carried me from Dubai to Karachi on that fateful day in October 2007 knew that in my briefcase I carried with me the manuscript of this book exploring the dual crises
  confronting the Islamic world—both internal and external. Within hours of my reaching Pakistan, some of the pages of this book would be symbolically charred by fire and splattered with the
  blood and flesh of disembodied innocents thrown up by devastating terrorist bombs. The carnage that accompanied the joyous celebration of my return was a horrific metaphor for the crisis that lies
  before us and the need for an enlightened renaissance both within Islam and between Islam and the rest of the world.


  When I had returned to Pakistan in 1986 after two years abroad, I was greeted by enormous crowds swelling to one million in Lahore, the capital city of Pakistan’s most populace province,
  the Punjab. The size of those crowds was interpreted as an indicator of the support of the Pakistan Peoples Party standing up to the military dictatorship of General Zia-ul-Haq. The tremendous
  outpouring of people from every cross section of Pakistani society—urban and rural, poor masses and middle-class businesspeople, academics, civil society leaders, students—was seen in
  Pakistan and all over the world as an affirmation of the forces of democracy against the brutal dictatorship that had terrorized my nation for almost a decade. Twenty-one years later, I knew,
  flying from Dubai to Karachi, that the size of my welcome home in 2007 would be compared to that of 1986. I knew that those around General Pervez Musharraf were chomping at the bit to proclaim that
  a tepid response to my return would be a legitimization of their authoritarian rule. I did not know what to expect when I stepped off that plane on October 18.


  What I encountered on that day exceeded my wildest dreams and expectations. Even in an authoritarian state, literally millions of people had traveled from far and wide to greet me, and to greet
  the return of democracy. It was truly breathtaking, and it was covered live on Pakistani television and in real time by the BBC and CNN all over the globe. The whole world was watching, and what
  they saw was the rebirth of a people.


  The enormity of the response did not really hit me until we left the airport on the road to Karachi. We were already far behind schedule because of the unexpectedly huge crowds at the airport
  itself, and the sun was setting as we crossed the Star Gate leading from the airport. As I looked down the Shar-e-Faisal highway, I saw huge numbers of people on both sides of the road, packed ten
  and twelve deep in a line stretching as far as the eye could see. From the beginning of the caravan, a marvelous group of brave unarmed young men in white T-shirts, volunteers who came to be known
  as “Jaan Nisaar Benazir” (“those willing to give their lives for Benazir”), surrounded my truck and held hands, making a human shield to protect me with their
  bodies. The security of the caravan had been a great concern of ours and a major priority for my husband as we planned my return to Pakistan. Asif had ordered bulletproof vehicles imported into the
  port of Karachi, but the government had denied our request. Asif had ordered jamming equipment to protect our cars and trucks from roadside improvised explosive devices (IEDs), but we were told the
  government would not allow us to import it. Instead we were promised that the government would provide this service itself. Having learned from the experiences in Iraq and in parts of Pakistan, we
  knew that these lethal devices were most often triggered by a signal from a cell phone, thus ensuring that perpetrators of terror could survive an attack by exploding their devices from a distance
  and then melding into the crowd.


  What my husband did manage to construct to protect my safety was a raised armor-plated flatbed truck where I would be four meters off the ground and thus could be seen by the crowds even from a
  distance. Around the perimeter of the top of the truck where I would be standing was a four-foot-high, impenetrable bulletproof acrylic ledge that was said to be able to withstand a direct hit from
  even the most lethal sniper rifles. The interior of the truck was also insulated in a way that was meant to ensure that it could survive even a direct bomb attack.


  The mood of the caravan was joyous. It was truly a caravan of democracy, a way for an astounding three million Pakistani citizens—including huge numbers of women and children—to come
  out and express their support for the PPP. Their presence was also a symbol of their support for the democratic process and their vocal opposition to the forces of dictatorship. Music pulsated from
  boom boxes, blasting the traditional anthems of thirty years of Peoples Party campaigns interspersed with the latest Pakistani rock music. Supporters danced around the vehicles, throwing rose
  petals and cheering my return and the return of democracy. People were hanging on from the trees and from telephone and electricity poles, attempting to catch a glimpse of me and the other PPP
  leaders who stood on the flatbed truck. It was a remarkable feeling for me after so many years abroad, years of dreaming of Pakistan, of our people, of our towns and villages, of our food and
  music, of the smell of basmati rice wafting from outdoor kiosks, of the sheer joy of the sound of people free and happy. I could not really believe that I was home at last and that the reception
  was so large and enthusiastic. The message to the world about the democratic spirit of the people of Pakistan could not have been clearer.


  I kept looking around me in amazement, remembering other rallies and other campaigns. I also remembered past tragedies as well as past triumphs. As I gazed out from my truck, I saw the vibrant
  black, red, and green flags of the Pakistan Peoples Party everywhere, a sea of party colors. I also saw thousands upon thousands of pictures, but they weren’t pictures of just me; there were
  huge portraits of my father, Prime Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, on my left and right, in front of me and in back of me. I had an overwhelming sense that he was with me on that truck as we slowly
  rolled through these millions of supporters. And I also knew that the same elements of Pakistani society that had colluded to destroy my father and end democracy in Pakistan in 1977 were now
  arrayed against me for the same purpose exactly thirty years later. Indeed, many of the same people who had collaborated with an earlier military junta in the judicial murder of my father were now
  entrenched in power in the Musharraf regime and the intelligence apparatus. There could have been no more dramatic statement to me than General Musharraf’s recent appointment as attorney
  general: Malik Qayyum, of the son of the man who had sent my father to the gallows. It was not a subtle message.


  We had, of course, been discouraged from returning. Musharraf had told me in our private meetings and conversations that I should come back only after the elections. And when it was clear that I
  would not postpone my return, he sent messages to my staff that I should have no public demonstration or rally and I should fly directly by helicopter from the airport to Bilawal House, inside
  Karachi. He said that he was concerned about my security and my safety, but his supporters did very little to provide the protection we needed: jammers that worked, streetlights that worked, roads
  that had been cleared of empty cars that could carry improvised explosive devices (although these were not what we were expecting). This was protection to which I was entitled as a former prime
  minister. The general, it seemed, was quite keen to choke off any possibility that the country and the world would see the level and enthusiasm of my support. What he of course knew is that his
  King’s Party, his private PML (Q), couldn’t gather a hundred people voluntarily at a rally even at lunchtime.


  I had become aware, through messages sent by General Musharraf, that suicide squads might be sent from the North-West Frontier Province and Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) to try to
  assassinate me immediately on my return. I had actually received from a sympathetic Muslim foreign government the names and cell phone numbers of designated assassins. General Musharraf’s
  regime knew of the specific threats against me, including the names and numbers of those who planned to kill me, and the names of others—including those in his own inner circle and in his
  party—who we believed were conspiring. Despite our request, we received no reports on what actions were taken before my arrival on the material provided as a follow-up
  to these warnings. Even as we landed, the general’s people were calling to stop me from returning, stop me from giving a speech at the tomb of the Quaid-e-Azam (“The Great
  Leader,” Mohammad Ali Jinnah), to cancel my cavalcade from the airport to the mausoleum. But I knew that those who believed in democracy and my leadership were awaiting me in the streets of
  Karachi and that they had come from all over the country, spending their own money and taking time off from work, to show their support for my party and for our cause of freedom and human dignity.
  After what they were doing for me, I thought it wrong to slip away behind their backs and skulk secretly home. I hadn’t come this far in my life to abandon my people at the moment when they
  waited for me. And I couldn’t break my word to them that I would return on October 18, 2007, return to our common hearth, home, and soil.


  As the sky darkened and we progressed almost by inches through the growing masses, I began to notice a curious and disturbing phenomenon. Strangely, as we approached street corners, streetlights
  began to dim and then go off. After seeing that this was not an isolated incident but a clear pattern, I asked my staff to contact as many electronic and print news outlets as they could locate and
  inform them that streetlights were seemingly deliberately being turned off as we approached, creating a very dangerous situation. I hoped that if the situation were reported, the police authorities
  would take some action to keep the lights on and ensure our safety. One of my party’s senators went to the utility department to press for switching the lights on. Later a supporter would
  tell me that a call had come to have the “lights switched off to stop the TVs giving her so much publicity.” The PPP’s communications secretary was able to contact at least five
  television outlets, and they broadcast the story almost continuously for hours. Despite our appeals, the lights were never turned back on. It was ominous. I said to a friend who was next to me,
  “Have you noticed the streetlights? Each one we approach goes off, so the road is in darkness and the guards can’t see anything. Someone is doing this. We’ve had information they
  might try a shooting.”


  There was another very troubling warning that something was amiss. The jamming equipment that was supposed to be blocking cell phone signals (which could be used to detonate IEDs or suicide
  bombs, or even remote controlled toy planes filled with explosives) for 200 meters around my truck did not seem to be working. My husband, who had been watching the live coverage on the BBC in
  Dubai, called one of his friends who was with me on the truck and was helping to provide security. Asif was agitated because he was observing on television that people on my truck were talking on
  cell phones. He knew that if the jammers were actually working, there would be no cell phone reception anywhere near my vehicle. He demanded to know why the jammers were not working. My security
  advisor tried to reach Tariq Aziz, General Musharraf’s National Security Council advisor, but he could not get through. Asif was concerned not only about bombs but about snipers, and he
  begged me to get behind the bulletproof glass and not to expose myself directly to the crowd. I said no, that I must be in front and greet my people.


  I must confess I felt safe in the enormous sea of love and support that surrounded me. Moreover, I thought that the assassins would try to hit the bulletproof glass, where they expected me to
  be, rather than the front of the truck, where I was standing. We had been expecting attacks by snipers and by suicide bombers. We had not been expecting a car bomb. Our security was waving handheld
  lights, attempting to spot a suicide bomber, who would be wearing a heavy jacket or a shawl.


  As midnight approached, and knowing that we were still many miles and many hours from the mausoleum, I went down into the interior of the truck with a former ambassador to the United States,
  Abida Hussain. Abida had been a prominent supporter of an opposition party but had recently joined the PPP with great enthusiasm. My feet had swollen up after standing in one place for ten hours,
  and my sandals were hurting after so much time on my feet.


  I unstrapped and loosened them. A little while later my political secretary, Naheed Khan, and I went over the speech that I would be delivering later at the tomb. I considered this speech to be
  one of the most important of my life. This was the speech—both in substance and in symbol—that would show the world that the people of Pakistan wanted, even demanded, a transition to
  democracy as soon as possible, and rejected the politics of dictatorship.


  As my caravan approached the neighborhood of Karsaz, the crowds had grown even larger than ever before and all around me expressed amazement. We were stunned by the overwhelming show of support,
  realizing that this was truly history in the making and people would forever cherish this night in the history of Pakistan. I read over the speech to Naheed, wanting to make sure that every word
  was right, every nuance strong and definitive. We had just finished the speech. I was saying that perhaps we should mention my petitioning the Supreme Court to allow political parties in the tribal
  areas to organize as part of our plan to counter extremists politically. As I said the word “extremist,” a terrible explosion rocked the truck. First the sound, then the light, then the
  glass smashing, then the deadly silence followed by horrible screams. I knew it was a bomb. My first thought was “Oh, God, no.”


  When the first explosion went off exactly parallel to where I was, I physically shook with the truck, as did the others on top of the truck and inside the truck. A piercing pain tore inside my
  ear from the force of the blast. The heroic PPP anthems that had been pulsating from the truck suddenly stopped. An eerie silence descended that fit this moment of disbelief. Then the second
  explosion—much louder, larger, and more damaging—went off. Almost simultaneously with the two blasts, something hit the truck, which rolled from side to side. This was an armored truck,
  but it rolled back and forth. Later I saw that there were two dents clearly visible on the left side of the truck, where I was.


  A European reporter and others would later tell me that sniper fire had occurred as well. Certainly the bulletproof glass where I was to have been standing had cracked where it had been pierced
  by either a bullet or shrapnel. The Leader of the Opposition Sindh Assembly and others would tell me of the huge orange burst, probably from a flamethrower, that they saw go up in the
  forty-five-second interval between the blasts. Fire shot up around the truck. Blood and burning flesh and body parts seemed to be everywhere. Our wonderful boys in their white T-shirts holding
  hands and forming a human shield around my truck to protect me were the first to be mowed down. They, who only minutes before had been full of life, dancing, smiling, passing food and drinks up to
  the top of the truck, were now dead and dismembered. It was a massacre. It was the worst sight I had ever seen, and I’m sure the worst sight that I will ever see as long as I live.


  Bodies of the dead and injured lay in the silence of the street, crumpled, the streets stained with the blood of innocents. I do not know whether the lights went on or came from the burning
  policemobile and car bomb, but later on a DVD I would hear the injured say in a faint voice as life ebbed from them, “Jeay Bhutto”—“Long live Bhutto.” Three
  people who were on my truck died in the blasts. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition of the Sindh Assembly received pellet and ball-bearing wounds. Others were drenched in blood and gore. I believe
  that the only reason we survived this assassination attempt was the dauntless courage of those young men making a human shield around the truck, thus keeping the bomb, bombers, devices, and
  grenades away from the base of the truck. They stopped the bombers from getting any closer to my truck and in doing so gave their lives to the cause of Pakistani democracy. Of the 179 people who
  died as a result of these attacks, more than 50 were these brave young men who had so much to live for. They gave their lives, leaving behind shattered loved ones.


  I did not want to leave the truck guarded by the PPP security for the streets. But after eight minutes we evacuated. There was fear that the burning policemobile would trigger a fire in the
  truck’s fuel tank. General (Ret.) Ahsan Saleem Hayat, the security chief of the procession, sent me the car he was traveling in. He was wounded, too. I was whisked away to Bilawal House,
  going through backstreets to evade snipers waiting for us to leave. Bilawal House is the name of my home in Karachi, which I had not seen for more than eight years. As we drove toward Bilawal House
  in a jeep that security boys were again clinging to, providing a human shield around me, we knew we were unarmed. We wondered whether assassins might have a backup plan to kill us, knowing we had
  to reach Bilawal House. This is where in 1993 Ramzi Yousef had tried to plant a bomb that he could detonate as I left home. Finally, we decided that the fortified house was the place where my
  safety could best be ensured.


  I entered the house that my husband had built for us after our marriage, which was named in honor of our eldest child, our son, Bilawal. Going up the stairs, I saw the pictures of my three
  children peering back at me, and I realized the absolute terror they must be experiencing, not knowing if I were dead or alive. I had been traumatized by my father’s arrest, imprisonment, and
  murder, and I know that such mental scars are permanent. I would have done anything to spare my children the same pain that I had undergone—and still feel—at my father’s death.
  But this was one thing I couldn’t do; I couldn’t retreat from the party and the platform that I had given so much of my life to. The enormous price paid by my father, brothers,
  supporters, and all those who had been killed, imprisoned, and tortured, all the sacrifices made, had been for the people of Pakistan. Without realizing it, I was in shock. I saw the reality, and
  yet I did not see it. I thought instead of all that had to be done for the dead and for the wounded, and to find out what had happened to those on the truck with me. Despite my pleas not to expose
  themselves to harm on account of me, the entire leadership of the party had insisted on standing there with me shoulder to shoulder, never shirking the dangers. I spoke to my husband and assured
  him that I was not injured. I could not speak to my children to assure them that I was all right. Thankfully they had gone to bed and had not seen the blast on television. My daughter told me later
  she went to bed happy thinking of the warm reception I was getting, only to wake to a text message from a friend: “Oh, my God, I am so worried. Is your Mother all right?” With her heart
  pounding, she ran to the room of her father, who gathered her in his arms, reassuring her, “Your mother is fine.”


  It was 6:00 A.M. before I went to sleep for a few fitful hours, only to wake to a bitter reality. As the plotters had probably intended, the story of the massacre had
  replaced the story of the three million who had greeted me on my return. Despite the fact that the hospitals of Karachi were overflowing with eyewitnesses to the assassination attempt, the police
  were apparently not conducting an investigation. There were no forensic teams collecting evidence at the bombing site, and with every passing minute, potentially critical evidence was disappearing
  from the scene. Instead of the site being cordoned off to protect evidence, it was scrubbed clean within hours and the evidence was destroyed. No one from the police or the government was
  collecting testimony from the victims of the attack. A cover-up seemed to be under way from the very first moments of the attack. The provincial government announced that it had been a suicide
  attack.


  Clearly this was meant to appear to be an Al Qaeda–style suicide attack, more Muslim-against-Muslim violence linked to the so-called struggle between theology and democracy. But in
  Pakistan things are almost never as they seem. There are always circles within circles, rarely straight lines. This was meant to look like the work of Al Qaeda and the Taliban, and I do not doubt
  that they were involved. But the sophistication of the plan—the multiple explosions, the flamethrower, the gas in the air, the dents in the truck, and the unreported fact that snipers had
  fired high-powered long-distance bullets—suggested a larger conspiracy. Elements from within the Pakistani intelligence service had actually created the Taliban in the 1980s, and certain
  elements sympathized with Al Qaeda ideologically and theologically. Some had recruited for or worked with it. I had identified those I suspected in my letter to the general before my return.


  At first the government put someone in charge of the investigation who had actually been involved in the torture and near death of my husband, Asif, in 1999. Adding insult to the gravest injury,
  the president’s ruling PML clique, playing its usual blame-the-victim game, publicly claimed that the attack had been staged by the PPP to generate sympathy.


  The interior minister, who had crossed over from my party and joined Musharraf in 2002, and who thus had a vested interest in the political status quo, assumed overall responsibility for the
  investigation. I publicly demanded that the FBI’s and Scotland Yard’s forensic teams—universally considered the best in the world—be brought in to assist in the
  investigation. Minister Aftab Sherpao immediately refused, claiming it was a violation of Pakistani sovereignty. Of course, there were several precedents for seeking outside technical help on
  investigations. Pakistan had asked the FBI for assistance in the investigation of the bombing of the Egyptian Embassy in Islamabad. It had also asked for FBI forensic assistance in the
  investigation of the death of then–Army Chief of Staff Asif Nawaz in 1993. I asked international detectives for assistance in the investigation of the death of my brother Murtaza in 1996. And
  both the FBI and Scotland Yard were brought in to do forensic analysis on the plane on which General Zia-ul-Haq and Ambassador Arnie Raphel had died in 1988. There was one precedent after another,
  spanning three different Pakistani administrations, which would have allowed for forensic assistance in the investigation of the mass murders of the early hours of October 19. Yet the Musharraf
  military regime refused. If there were nothing to hide, I reflected, why the insecurity and refusal to facilitate the investigation?


  To this day, I have not been asked to give testimony on the events of that night.


  The terrorist assassination attempt against me on October 19, 2007, underscores the issues troubling me about internal strife within the Islamic fold and the intersection of Islam and democracy.
  The Muslim-on-Muslim massacre that took place in Karachi in October is consistent with the Muslim-on-Muslim fratricidal sectarian violence that is raging in Baghdad and other parts of Iraq in the
  early twenty-first century. The Talibanization of the Federally Administered Tribal Areas of Pakistan and the growth of extremism within the North-West Frontier Province of my country highlight my
  central concern and the reason for writing this book. The potential exists for the radicalization of Muslims around the world in a political environment of dictatorship and authoritarianism. If
  extremism and militancy thrive under dictatorship and cannot be contained by a one-man show relying on military might, the democratic world would have a strong rationale—if not for moral
  reasons then at least for reasons of self-interest—in helping to sustain democratic governance in the nations of the Muslim world.


  It is with this in mind that I will recall the record and history of the West in promoting or discouraging the growth of democratic institutions through three centuries in predominantly Muslim
  nations. I will argue that the fundamentals of democratic governance are part of the Islamic value system and debunk the myth that Islam and democracy are mutually exclusive. I know from my own
  experience that democracy is an integral part of Islam. The core of my being as a Muslim rejects those using Islam to justify acts of terror to pervert, manipulate, and exploit religion for their
  own political agenda. Their actions are not only antithetical to Islam but specifically prohibited by it.


  The central message I would like to convey in this book is of the two critical tensions that must be reconciled to prevent the clash of civilizations that some believe looms before us. There is
  an internal tension within Muslim society, too. The failure to resolve that tension peacefully and rationally threatens to degenerate into a collision course of values spilling into a clash between
  Islam and the West. It is finding a solution to this internal debate within Islam—about democracy, about human rights, about the role of women in society, about respect for other religions
  and cultures, about technology and modernity—that will shape future relations between Islam and the West. But both clashes can be solved. What is required is accommodation and
  reconciliation.


  To that end, I make a small and humble contribution in writing this book to share a modern Muslim woman’s view.


  


  2


  The Battle Within Islam: Democracy Versus Dictatorship, Moderation Versus Extremism


  When Al Qaeda hijacked airplanes to attack the United States on September 11, 2001, it tried to hijack the message of my religion—the
  religion of Islam—as well. In doing so it ignited the great battle (which some have called a global war) of the new millennium. The murder of almost three thousand innocent people in the name
  of jihad is not only antithetical to the values of the civilized world but contradictory to the precepts of Islam. The terrorists exploited images of savagery and brutality for political advantage,
  just as demagogues before them manipulated Islam for political gain.


  Adopting the philosophy of the dialectic—that to effect change, things must first dramatically deteriorate—Al Qaeda desperately tried to provoke the notorious clash of civilizations
  that had been prophesized years before. In doing so it twisted the values of a great and noble religion and potentially set the hopes and dreams of a better life for Muslims back a generation. The
  damage was not limited to New York, Washington, and Pennsylvania. Muslims, and the Muslim world, became their victims, too.


  It is the tradition of Islam that has allowed me to battle for political and human rights, and this same tradition strengthens me today. Islam denounces inequality as the greatest form of
  injustice. It enjoins its followers to combat oppression and tyranny. It enshrines piety as the sole criterion for judging humankind. It shuns race, color, and gender as the
  basis of distinctions within society.


  Islam is committed not only to tolerance and equality but to the principles of democracy. The Quran says that Islamic society is contingent on “mutual advice through mutual discussions on
  an equal footing.” Islam condones neither cruelty nor dictatorship. Beating, torturing, and humiliating women are inconsistent with its principles. Denying education to girls violates the
  very first word of the Holy Book: “Read.” According to our religion, those who commit cruel acts are condemned to destruction.


  Islam is not the caricature that is often portrayed in Western media. Rather, it is an open, pluralistic, and tolerant religion—a positive force in the lives of more than one billion
  people across this planet, including millions in the growing Islamic populations of Europe and the United States. It is a religion built upon the democratic principles of consultation
  (shura); building consensus (ijma); finally leading to independent judgment (ijtihad). These are also the elements and processes of democratic institutions and democratic
  governance.


  During the darkness of the Middle Ages in northern Europe, when barbaric hordes raped and pillaged at will, Islam was building the great libraries and universities of the world, developing the
  arts, sciences, and humanities. When women were viewed as inferior members of the human family and treated as property belonging to men all over the globe, the Prophet Mohammad accepted women as
  equal partners in society, in business, and even in war. Islam codified the rights of women. The Quran elevates the status of women to that of men. It guarantees women civil, economic, and
  political rights.


  Later to become the Prophet’s wife, Bibi Khadijah, the rich and successful businesswoman, hired the Prophet Mohammad when she heard of his reputation for honesty and his upstanding nature.
  When the Prophet Mohammad received his first revelation from God and had doubts and fears, it was Bibi Khadijah who believed that his experience truly was divine; she comforted and encouraged him.
  She became the world’s first Muslim. The world’s first person to embrace Islam was a woman!


  Throughout the Holy Quran, there is example after example of respect for women as leaders and acknowledgment of women as equals. Again, the first word of the Holy Book is “Read.” It
  does not say, “Men Read”; it says, “Read.” It is a command to all believers, not just to men. For in the religion of Islam in which I was brought up, there is only
  equality.


  Those who would pervert Islam by committing crimes against the innocent have continued their war on civilization since the attacks on America. They have attacked the innocent in Madrid, in
  London, in Riyadh, and in Bali. And the extremists and fanatics struck against my people and me on October 19, 2007, in Karachi, staining the streets of my hometown with the blood of 179 martyrs to
  democracy, most of whom were supporters of the Pakistan Peoples Party and party security guards who lost their lives protecting me.


  The perpetrators of these crimes against humanity are those the Quran describes as “going astray from the right path.” There are those who claim to speak for Islam who denigrate
  democracy and human rights, arguing that these values are Western values and thus inconsistent with Islam. These are the same people who would deny basic education to girls, blatantly discriminate
  against women and minorities, ridicule other cultures and religions, rant against science and technology, and endorse brutal totalitarianism to enforce their medieval views. These people have no
  more legitimate relationship to Islam than the people who bomb women’s health centers in America have to Christianity or the madmen who massacre innocent Arab children at the tomb of Abraham
  in Palestine have to Judaism. Throughout history, the greatest crimes against humanity have been those carried out in the name of God, fanaticizing religious values to justify unspeakable acts
  against civilization.


  The battle for the hearts and soul of Islam today is taking place between moderates and fanatics, between democrats and dictators, between those who live in the past and those who adapt to the
  present and plan for a better future. In the resolution of this conflict may in fact lie the direction of international peace in the twenty-first century. For if the fanatics and extremists
  prevail—if those who attacked America, Spain, Britain, Indonesia, Afghanistan, and Pakistan and then attacked my supporters and me in Karachi on October 19, 2007, succeed—then a great
  fitna (disorder through schism or division) could sweep the world. Here lies their ultimate goal: chaos.


  The case—the very strong case—for a pluralistic and modern Islamic society is made directly in Islamic scriptures’ references to violence, terrorism, intercultural relations,
  interreligious relations, the place of women in society, and science and technology. Despite the protestations and assertions of some, and despite skepticism outside our own community, the vast
  majority of the billion Muslims in the world embrace a peaceful, tolerant, open, rational, and loving religion that codifies democratic values. It is a religion that sanctifies the traditions of
  the past while embracing the hope for progress in the future. This is the interpretation of Islam that my father, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, and my mother, Nusrat Bhutto, embraced and practiced and
  taught my brothers, Mir Murtaza and Shah Nawaz, my sister, Sanam, and me. This is the true Islam, in contrast to the perversion that has been espoused by extremists and militants and the caricature
  that is too often accepted in the West. The greatest and purest source is the words of the Prophet himself. And when the Prophet speaks of “Allah,” he is speaking of God, the same
  monolithic God of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam. “God” is a translation of the Arabic word “Allah,” not just the God of Islam but rather the God of monotheism, the God of
  all who believe in Him and believe that He is the Creator of the Universe, of this world and the hereafter.


  •


  I believe there is great confusion around the world about whether violence is a central precept of Islam because of a basic misunderstanding of the meaning of the term
  “jihad.” Because terrorists call their murderous acts jihad, much of the world has actually come to believe that terrorism is part of an ordained, holy war of
  Islam against the rest of humanity. This perception must be dispelled immediately.


  Many people around the world think that the word “jihad” means only military war, but this is not the case. As a child I was taught that jihad means struggle. Asma Afsaruddin, a
  well-regarded scholar of Islam, explains the correct meaning well: “The simplistic translation of jihad into English as ‘holy war,’ as is common in some scholarly and
  nonscholarly discourses, constitutes a severe misrepresentation and misunderstanding of its Quranic usage.” Jihad instead is the struggle to follow the right path, the “basic endeavor
  of enjoining what is right and forbidding what is wrong.”


  The importance of jihad is rooted in the Quran’s command to struggle (the literal meaning of the word “jihad”) in the path of God and in the example of the Prophet Mohammad and
  his early companions. In fact, some in the Muslim world believe holy war against the West is warranted in a new global conflict.


  Clearly there are some Muslims today who believe that the conditions of their world require a jihad. They look around them and see a world dominated by corrupt authoritarian governments and a
  wealthy elite, a minority concerned solely with its own economic prosperity rather than national development. They see a world awash in Western-dominated culture and values in dress, music,
  television, and movies. “Western governments are perceived as propping up oppressive regimes and exploiting the [Islamic world’s] human and natural resources, robbing Muslims of their
  culture and their options to be governed according to their own choice and to live in a more just society.”


  A small, violent minority of Muslims associated with the defensive Afghan jihad of the 1980s against the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan believe they defeated one superpower and can defeat
  another. They plan to mobilize an offensive “holy” army to fight the West in either Afghanistan or parts of Pakistan using terrorist attacks against Muslim and non-Muslim civilians,
  which will somehow liberate Muslims everywhere from the yoke of decadence and Western domination. A discussion of jihad is critical to the world and critical to this book. If
  jihad is indeed about offensive holy war against other religions and Muslim sects, then surely Muslims will have trouble living in a democratic world, let alone forming their own functioning,
  pluralistic democracies.


  If this is the case, then my thesis—that democracy and Islam are not only compatible but mutually sustaining—will fail. Therefore, it is important to show the true meaning of jihad:
  as an internal and external struggle to follow the right and just path. Jihad involving armed conflict must be constrained by the standards of just war, just as Christianity sets similar standards.
  I will substantiate, with theological backing, the idea that terrorism cannot be supported by reference to the Holy Book.


  In the history of Islam, there are two different constructs of the term “jihad.” First there is the internal jihad, a jihad within oneself to be a better person, to resist the
  temptations of the soul. This is a struggle centered on eradicating character flaws such as narcissism, greed, and wickedness. This is the greater jihad. The second form of jihad is personal
  conduct at a time of war or conflict. The Prophet is said to have remarked when he came home from a battle, “We return from the lesser jihad to the greater jihad.” This shows the
  importance of the constant internal struggle that we all face within ourselves. It is nonviolent struggle that makes us become better people. The greater, internal jihad is seen as more important
  than the lesser, external jihad.


  The concept of the lesser jihad is mentioned many times throughout the Quran, and the Quran gives it multiple meanings. A closer look at the Quran will show that the concept evolved according to
  the context in which the suras (chapters of the Quran) were revealed. When the Prophet began revealing God’s word in Mecca, it was a city of violence, of tribal warfare and personal vendetta.
  It was a city based exclusively on tribal allegiance. The primary religion in Mecca was paganism. Thus, when the Prophet began preaching the Quran, he brought forth new ideas
  and a universal system of laws that surpassed the traditional tribal law, which he rejected. His new community of Muslims became a persecuted minority that could not assert itself, that was
  oppressed and attacked. The quranic revelations received at this time reflect the period in which they were revealed. Thus, the definition of jihad that emerged is almost exclusively defensive and
  nonviolent. As is written in the Quran: “And the recompense of evil is punishment like it, but whoever forgives and amends, he shall have his reward from Allah; surely He does not love the
  unjust. And whoever defends himself after his being oppressed, these it is against whom there is no way (to blame).” The Holy Book continues: “And whoever is patient and forgiving,
  these most surely are actions due to courage.” Jihad seems to be limited to defensive fighting only, and even in defense, the above verse seems to preach a nonviolent solution over a violent
  solution when possible.


  In A.D. 622 the Prophet Mohammad and his community of Muslims left the persecution of Mecca and established the world’s first Islamic political system in Medina.
  From this new position they fought three wars with the Meccans and many other skirmishes. The revelations of the Quran that were given to Mohammad during this time delineate the criteria for a
  permissible, or “just,” war. This first verse reflects the more violent period in which it was received: “Permission (to fight) is given to those upon whom war is made
  because they are oppressed, and most surely Allah is well able to assist them.” Clearly, war is justified when it is a defensive war. Additionally, this next verse is explicitly
  against aggressive warfare: “And fight in the way of Allah with those who fight with you, and do not exceed the limits, surely Allah does not love those who exceed the limits.”


  Some of the verses dealing with war and violence during this time period seem to be more lenient as to when violence would be permitted and condoned. They are referred to as the “sword
  verses”:


  
    
      
        So when the sacred months have passed away, then slay the idolaters wherever you find them, and take them captives and besiege them and lie in
        wait for them in every ambush, then if they repent and keep up prayer and pay the poor rate, leave their way free to them; surely Allah is Forgiving, Merciful.

      

    

  


  At first glance this verse seems to advocate violence against unbelievers. But its context is a specific battle in Medina occurring at the time of its revelation, a battle against idol
  worshippers, not people of the Book, not believers in monotheism. It commands that violence cease if the offenders repent. The second sword verse is as follows:


  
    
      
        Fight those who do not believe in Allah, nor in the latter day, nor do they prohibit what Allah and His Messenger have prohibited, nor follow the religion of truth,
        out of those who have been given the Book, until they pay the tax in acknowledgment of superiority and they are in a state of subjection.

      

    

  


  Although this verse may appear superficially problematical, a close reading shows that it does not advocate violence against people of the Book, only those who reject God and his teachings
  outright. (Let us always be sensitive to the fact that the word “Allah” is simply the Arabic translation of the English word “God” or the Hebrew word
  “Jehovah.”) And as a later verse (2:193) shows, the offenders should be fought only until they cease hostilities toward Muslims, implying that those not initiating hostilities cannot be
  targeted. And last, if an enemy requests peace, it must be given: “And if they incline to peace, then incline to it and trust in Allah; surely He is the Hearing, the Knowing.”


  A contemporary scholar, Majid M. Khadduri, gives a good explanation of bellum justum (“just war”) in Islamic tradition. Jihad as just war is defensive by nature. However, as
  in the Christian and Roman traditions, there are certain other justifications that can be used for going to war. According to Khadduri, changes were made in Islamic bellum justum theory as
  time went by. There was often a need by Muslim states to make peace, and not on their own terms. Therefore, Muslim jurists began to reinterpret law and to justify the
  suspension of jihad. They agreed on the necessity of peace. Some said that jihad as permanent, external struggle was now obsolete and no longer compatible with Muslim interests; this did not mean
  the abandonment of jihad duty, just its suspension.


  This shift in the conception of jihad from active to dormant also reflected the end of the territorial expansion of Islam and the revival of intellectual and philosophical Islam (ca.
  A.D. ninth century). For thinkers like Ibn Khaldun the change in the character of the state from a warlike one to a peaceful one meant movement toward a civilized state. As
  Khadduri explains, “In both Islam and ancient Rome, not only was war to be justum but also to be pium [holy], that is, in accordance with the sanction of religion and the
  implied commands of gods.”


  Yet jihad is not one of the Five Pillars of Islam (except in Khariji theory), reflecting the theological level of importance attached to just war. War, as in many religious traditions, can be
  justified in Islam when necessary but is not seen as a continuous religious duty, as some uninformed Western sources would have one think. Islam was able to regulate war in a region that
  experienced constant warfare. War existed in pre-Islamic Arabia, but, as Khadduri notes, “Islam outlawed all forms of war except the jihad, that is, the war in Allah’s
  path.”


  Additionally, external jihad as an individual duty is also regulated. Khadduri argues that if one part of the community participates in justified external jihad when necessary, the rest of the
  community is absolved of its responsibility to participate in the external jihad. This of course shows the Islamic basis for external jihad as an instrument of the state. Regulated armies
  seem to be preferred to irregular elements of society participating in jihad in an unorganized (and usually ineffective) manner:


  
    
      
        Jihad is a collective obligation of the whole Muslim community (fardlkifaya). . . . If the duty is fulfilled by a part of the community it ceases to
        be obligatory on the others; the whole community, however, falls into error if the duty is not performed at all. Imposition of jihad on the community rather
        than on the individual is very significant and involved at least two important implications. In the first place, it meant that the duty need not necessarily be fulfilled by all the believers.
        . . . In the second place, the imposition of the obligation on the community rather than on the individual made possible the employment of jihad as a community and, consequently, a
        state instrument.

      

    

  


  Certainly, the Quran and the hadith argue for dying for a just cause. Two hadith examples are illustrative. Muslim ibn al-Hajjaj (d. 875 C.E.) and Ibn Maja (d. 887) gave
  reports that claim that God forgives martyrs for all sin but debt. Abd al-Razzaq al-San’ani (d. 826) quotes the Prophet: “When one of you stands within the battle ranks, then that is
  better than the worship of a man for sixty years.” These verses do support God’s forgiveness for those who die in just causes. However, later jurists and extremists who allege
  that the Quran supports the actions of terrorists who take their life to kill innocents do not have textual support. Suicide-murder is specifically and unambiguously prohibited in the Holy Book: On
  that account:


  
    
      
        For this reason did We prescribe to the children of Israel that whoever slays a soul, unless it be for manslaughter or for mischief in the land, it is as though he
        slew all men; and whoever keeps it alive, it is as though he kept alive all men; and certainly Our messengers came to them with clear arguments, but even after that many of them certainly act
        extravagantly in the land.

      

    

  


  Thus, in the Quran, preserving life is a central moral value. The Quran once again shows God’s preference for life over death in this next verse: “He who disbelieves in Allah after
  his having believed, not he who is compelled while his heart is at rest on account of faith, but he who opens (his) breast to disbelief—on these is the wrath of Allah, and they shall have a
  grievous chastisement.”


  The Quran holds saving one’s life in such high regard that it allows one to renounce his faith if he is under duress, as long he keeps his true faith in his heart
  (that is, he does not actually renounce it).


  These verses demonstrate the value the Quran puts on life; it does not permit suicide but demands the preservation of life: “And spend in the way of Allah and cast not yourselves to
  perdition with your own hands, and do good (to others); surely Allah loves the doers of good.” The Holy Book goes on to give another specific prohibition of suicide (although on the group
  level): “O you who believe! do not devour your property among yourselves falsely, except that it be trading by your mutual consent; and do not kill your people; surely Allah is Merciful to
  you.” The Quran is thus explicit in denying the validity of murder-suicide in its teachings.


  Let us look specifically at the issue of terrorism. Muslim jurists developed a specific body of laws called siyar that interprets and analyzes the just causes for war. Part of the law
  indicates that “those who unilaterally and thus illegally declare a call to war, attack unarmed civilians and recklessly destroy property are in flagrant violation of the Islamic juristic
  conception of bellum justum. Islamic law has a name for such rogue militants, muharibun. A modern definition of muharibun would very closely parallel the contemporary
  meaning of ‘terrorists.’ The acts that these muharibun commit would be called hiraba (‘terrorism’). Thus all terrorism is wrong. There is no ‘good
  terrorism’ and ‘bad terrorism.’ ” Osama bin Laden’s creed that “the terrorism we practice is of the commendable kind” is an invented rationalization for
  murder and mayhem. In Islam, no terrorism—the reckless slaughter of innocents—is ever justified.


  Given the importance of the concept of terrorism to this book, it is essential to review how some of the most influential thinkers in the Islamic reform movement have dealt with this issue. The
  Islamic reform movement is the term used to describe the group of Muslims in the last two centuries that have sought to reformulate some Muslim ideologies by following a literalist, more text-based
  interpretation of Islam. These are the sources to which many extremists look for guidance and support. The medieval scholar Ahmad Ibn Taymiyya advocated a return to the
  ideals of the first Muslim community at Medina. He drew a sharp line between Muslims and nonbelievers and asserted that “Muslim citizens thus have the right, indeed duty, to revolt against
  them [nonbelievers], to wage jihad.” His dictum would be copied by many groups, such as the Egyptian Islamic Jihad (the assassins of former Egyptian president Anwar Sadat) and Osama
  bin Laden’s Al Qaeda. They make a sharp distinction between what they see as truth and untruth, and those who do not believe in their truth are branded as unbelievers; in their eyes, a call
  for jihad is thus warranted against those unbelievers.


  Maulana Maudoodi, the founder of the extremist group Jamaat-i-Islami (JI) in South Asia, believed that Muslim identity was threatened by the rise of nationalism in South Asia during the first
  half of the twentieth century. He saw nationalism as a Western ideology unilaterally imposed upon Muslims to weaken and divide the community by replacing the idea of a worldwide Muslim community
  with individual nationalisms based on language, ethnicity, and locality. He believed that Islam can overcome these obstacles, “and so Maudoodi sees Muslims as an international party organized
  to implement Islam’s revolutionary program, and jihad as the term that denotes the utmost struggle to bring about an Islamic revolution.”


  One of the strongest intellectual forces behind Islamic extremism was Sayyid Qutb, a twentieth-century Muslim activist from Egypt’s Muslim Brotherhood. He used the term
  “jahiliyyah” (the term used in the Quran for the pre-Islamic world, a period of ignorance) to describe the modern world. He was disgusted with the culture of the West and the
  dictatorial governments of the Muslim world. He saw the West as a historical enemy of Islam (as exemplified by the Crusades, colonialism, and the Cold War) and also saw the elite ruling class of
  Muslims as corrupt. Given the authoritarian nature of most governments in the Islamic world, Qutb believed that minor changes within the current systems in the Islamic world were insufficient.
  Instead he believed and proposed that offensive, violent jihad was the only way to impose his view, that of a new Islamic world community, on the world.


  These three reactionaries represent a type of thinking currently popular in parts of the Islamic world. The adherents to these views want to see a return to what they claim to be the
  fundamentals of Islam. They see the West as corrupting Islamic countries with the collusion of Muslim elites. Using mistaken interpretations of the Quran, they believe that they can justify acts of
  violence against innocents, people of the Book, and even fellow Muslims in order to achieve their goals. Clearly, the Quran does not support the teachings of these reactionary clerics. They may
  provide an intellectual infrastructure for the terrorist movement, but it is a house of false cards and twisted logic. Fanatics will use every rationalization to justify their terror, and this has
  traditionally been true for religious extremists.


  Let us look at the most infamous contemporary terrorist, Osama bin Laden, to prove this point. In a 1998 interview, he claimed: “We do not have to differentiate between military or
  civilian. As far as we are concerned, they are all targets.” Bin Laden unilaterally violated the principles laid down by the Quran to serve his own narrow-minded political ends. As we saw in
  the quranic text, the Quran places high value on the sanctity of human life and permits the use of violence only in extreme situations, such as in the defense of one’s community against
  invaders. Bin Laden’s utter disregard for the value of human life, especially his doctrine of including innocents in the senseless carnage, is un-Islamic. Indeed, in addition to putting value
  on all human life, the Quran puts a special value on the lives of innocents: “So they went on until, when they met a boy, he slew him. (Musa) said: Have you slain an innocent person otherwise
  than for manslaughter? Certainly you have done an evil thing.”


  Bin Laden is not representative of Islam, or any civilization, for that matter. Of course, this problem of religious fanatics hijacking religious values to serve their own violent interests is
  not a problem limited to Islam. I have long compared bin Laden’s attempt to exploit, manipulate, and militarize Islam to terrorist acts by other religious fanatics—whether Christian
  fundamentalists’ attacks on women’s reproductive clinics or Jewish fundamentalist attacks on Muslim holy sites in Palestine. All the children of the Book have suffered from those who
  would use force in God’s name to achieve political objectives.


  •


  Some may question whether Muslims can use ancient texts for explanation and guidance in the modern world. But certainly those who are followers of any religion accept the
  universality of its respective doctrine. The Old Testament, the New Testament, and the Quran were not texts meant only for the times of their revelation but texts for all time, meant to guide
  through the ages.


  But some would question whether looking at the Quran or any other Abrahamic text now (in the modern world) for ideas such as pluralism and individual autonomy is merely forcing modernist notions
  of human rights and other democratic ideals on a message revealed in another era. For issues not explicitly discussed in the Quran, one turns to modern religious jurists for interpretation. These
  scholars can evaluate the historical context at the time the Quran was received and interpolate universal principles that can be applied to contemporary issues. The message of Islam is subject to
  ijtihad and ijma. In every age, reason is applied to its constant principles to arrive at a consensus of interpretation for that age.


  There has been a raging debate within Islam on how Islam relates to other cultures and other religions. Islam has actually embraced other cultures and religions in ways much more accepting and
  respectful than any of the other great monotheistic religions of our time in their early periods. Islam may now have the image of being closed and intolerant, but nothing could be further from the
  truth, as much as extremists would like the world to think otherwise.


  Islam accepts as a fundamental principle the fact that humans were created into different societies and religions, and that they will remain different: “And if your
  Lord had pleased He would certainly have made people a single nation, and they shall continue to differ.” And: “And if your Lord had pleased, surely all those who are in the earth would
  have believed, all of them; will you then force men till they become believers?” God did not will everyone on earth to be adherents of one religion or members of one culture. If He had wanted
  this, He would have ordained it so. This means that God created diversity and asked believers to be just and to desire justice in the world. Thus it flows that God wants tolerance of other
  religions and cultures, which are also created by him.


  The Quran reveals that God sent 120,000 prophets.
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