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GLOSSARY 

American Exceptionalism: It refers to the theory that the United States is 

qualitatively different from other nations with a special role based on liberty, 

egalitarianism, populism and laissez faire, to lead the world. 

Baptism: It means ‘to dip in water’. Baptism, by full immersion, was the ritual of 

admission to the early Christian community.  

Born Again: It refers to a Christian who has made a renewed or confirmed 

commitment of faith especially after an intense religious experience.  

Congregationalism: A Christian movement starting in the late sixteenth century 

in England that emphasized on the independence and autonomy of each local 

church congregation, and as such it eliminated bishops and presbyteries. 

Congregationalists were called independents, who were persecuted by the 

established Church due to which they fled to Holland, others to America with the 

Mayflower in 1620.  

Dispensationalism: It is also known as ‘Dispensational Pre-Millennialism’ which 

maintained that history is divided into distinct periods or dispensations and that 

God dealt differently with humanity in each of these periods. Furthermore, it 

insists that humanity is now moving towards the end of the final dispensation and 

that Jesus would return at any moment.It became popular among Evangelicals in 

the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.  

Dominionism: Dominionists take their desire for a theocratic state to its logical 

conclusion and seek Christian dominion over not just America but the world.  

Episcopal: Episcopacy, in some Christian churches, applies to the office of a 

bishop and the concomitant system of church government based on the three 

orders or offices of the ministry: bishops, priests, and deacons.  

Evangelism: Spreading of Christian Gospel by public preaching or personal 

witness. 



 
 

iv

Fundamentalism: It was a religious movement within various Protestant 

denominations in the twentieth century in the US as a reaction against modernism, 

secularism, Darwinism and strict adherence to traditional interpretation of 

scripture. 

High Church (1687): Tending especially in Anglican worship to stress the 

sacerdotal (priestly), liturgical, ceremonial, traditional, and Catholic elements in 

worship. 

Indulgence: Remission of punishment for sin, a power that was claimed by the 

Roman Catholic Church in the Middle Ages.  

Jihad: The word ‘Jihad’ literally means ‘striving’ or ‘struggle’ and by no means is 

an equivalent of the Western concept of ‘holy war’.  

Left Behind: A series of 16 bestselling novels by Tim LaHaye and Jerry Jenkins, 

dealing with Christian Dispensationalist End Times: Pretribulation, Premillennial, 

Christian eschatological viewpoint of the end of the world.  

Low Church: It refers to minimize emphasis on the priesthood, sacraments, and 

the ceremonial in worship and often to emphasize Evangelical principles.  

Manifest Destiny: American writer John L. O’Sullivan coined the term in 1845. It 

described the American belief of God given mission to expand westward, occupy a 

continental nation, and extend US constitutional government to unenlightened 

peoples. 

Mass: Catholic name for the Eucharist, derived from Latin Missa, to send or 

dismiss, the dismissal ending the liturgy. 

Mennonites: Followers of the Dutch reformer Menno Simons (1496-1561). 

Mennonites have independent congregations and refuse to bear arms or swear 

oaths. Their communities are often called ‘peace churches’ or ‘believer churches’.  

Methodist: The largest of the English Free Churches and third largest American 

denomination. Methodism was a product of the industrial revolution of the 
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eighteenth century, an Evangelistic movement taking the Gospel to unchurched 

communities in the mining and industrial towns. 

Moral Majority: Moral Majority (MM) in the US had an agenda of Evangelical 

Christian oriented political lobbying and through it the founder of MM, Jerry 

Falwell, was able to unite Evangelicals with other fundamentalist Protestants, 

Fundamentalist Jews and the Catholics who had the same views about various 

issues e.g. abortion. 

Neo-Conservatism: It was a political movement in the US in the 1960s among 

conservatives and some liberals, who favoured political, economic and social 

conservatism. The Neo-Conservatives generally advocate a free-market economy 

with minimum taxation and government economic regulation; strict limits on 

government-provided social-welfare programs; and a strong military supported by 

large defense budgets. The Neo-Cons also believe that government policy should 

respect the importance of traditional institutions such as religion and the family. 

Unlike most conservatives of the earlier generations, the Neo-Cons maintain that 

the US should take an active role in world affairs, though they are generally 

suspicious of international institutions.  

Papacy: The office and jurisdiction of the Bishop of Rome who presides over the 

central government of the Roman Catholic Church. 

Penance: It is one of the seven Rituals in medieval and Roman Catholic teaching, 

and includes Contrition, Confession, Satisfaction and Absolution. 

Pentecostals: Modern Evangelical movements that place emphasis on stressing 

gift of the Spirit, especially speaking in tongue and healings.  

Presbyterian: Presbyterianism is a type of church government by elders in the 

reformed tradition, derived especially from Calvin, Zwingli and Knox. 

Proselytize:  To convert somebody.  

Protestantism: The sixteenth century religious movement in Europe that resulted 

in the formation of Protestantism. The Protestants are separated from the Roman 
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Catholic Church and adhere largely to the principles of the Reformation 

Movements. 

Religious Pluralism: It refers to the diversity of religious beliefs coexisting in a 

society. Pluralism is based on interreligious dialogue and for interfaith and  

inter-civilizational dialogue, needed to accept the norms of religious pluralism. 

The aim of religious pluralism is to find ways to be specifically ourselves and still 

be in relation to one another as it assumes both openness and commitment. 

Social Gospel: The Social Gospel stressed social justice and the concomitant duty 

of Christians to use a wide variety of personal and societal mechanisms to address 

the needs of the poor, e.g. widows, orphans, unemployed.  

Suttee: Hindu practice of a widow burning herself on her husband’s funeral pyre.  
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ABSTRACT 

Evangelicals in the US have a significant influence on the US foreign policy 

especially after 9/11 and, hence, Evangelicals have a far reaching impact on the 

US relations with the outside world and particularly with Pakistan between 

September 2001 and November 2007 bringing visible changes in Pakistan’s 

political, economic and social spheres. The main point in understanding 

Evangelical faith is that all aspects of its influence on the US foreign policy, 

whether political or religious, are inter-related. Once the nature of influence in all 

aspects is understood, its impact on relations between Pakistan and the US would 

become quite clear. 

 The study examines various factors where Evangelicals have profoundly 

influenced politics and the manner and extent to which political and religious 

leaders in the US have manipulated religion. It also explores the phenomenon of 

Islamophobia prevailing in the West and Evangelicals’ stance on the Islamic 

extremism in the Muslim world, particularly Pakistan. Pakistan, being an ally in 

the current situation, stands distinct in the US foreign policy. It is the only Muslim 

nuclear country and, hence, is seen as vulnerable to extremists’ activities and there 

is a fear that its nuclear weapons might fall into the hands of militants.  

 The researcher, therefore, identifies major issues of concern for 

Evangelicals with regard to Pak-US relations. It also evaluates the role of 

Evangelical social and religious based organizations, working in Pakistan after 

9/11 for the promotion of interfaith harmony or otherwise. Finally, it determines 

the truth regarding the US Evangelicals efforts/designs through state and non-state 

actors to transfer their religious values in Pakistan and analyzes whether 

Evangelicals have any effect, good or bad, on this relationship. 
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CHAPTER – 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Religion and Politics 

Sociologist Peter Berger argues that religion inthe US reflect a powerful similarity 

between individualistic (freedom from state control) and voluntaristic (church 

should be independent of state and supported by voluntary contribution by its 

members) core of Evangelical Christianity and the voluntaristic impulses of 

American democracy.1 

 Despite the arguments that religion should not dominate politics and 

politics need not control religion, both seem to have intermixed. The role of 

religion in the US politics can also be determined by the fact that greater the 

recourse to faith by political leaders, greater the hopes of attracting popular votes. 

In the US history, John F. Kennedy was the first Catholic to be elected as 

president. During his election campaign, many argued that he should be 

disqualified, as there was a possibility that he might take orders from the Pope 

because of his religious tendencies. This is because candidates are often judged on 

the basis whether they practice their religion in a noticeable way, and pledge to 

follow God in making political decisions.2 

There is a historical relationship between religion and politics. Religion 

provided basis for the political authority in the past and was used by political and 

religious elites for their own advantage. The desire to achieve their goals has, on 

many occasions, resulted in an alliance between religious and political leaderships. 

Religious groups may in their capacity attempt to influence policy matters by 

getting their claims legitimized on religious grounds. In addition, these religious 

groups achieve their objectives through the influence that they may have on the 

people and the political support that they construct and thus assert themselves. 

                                                 
1 Timothy S. Shah. (2009). Born Again in the USA: The Enduring Power of American Evangelicalism. 
Foreign Affairs, 88(5), p. 142. 
2 John Shattuck. (October 23, 2006). Religion and Politics in America. Retrieved on: April 11, 2009, 
from: http://www.jfklibrary.org/NR/rdonlyres/17F20C8C-C1ED-4CD8-8E8E-EF365E60F1EA/35223/ 
RELIGIONANDPOLITICSINAMERICA.pdf 
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Unarguably, there remains an interest of political participation by religious 

elite as a requirement to correct the evil in the society with the support of political 

elite. “For political interests, the hegemonic use of religion and moral virtue are 

present for quite sometime.”3 Religion and politics also deal with socio-political 

matters related to religious, political and other interest groups who are concerned 

with these issues. Therefore, the political institutions, having their own interests, 

would legitimize them in religious terms irrespective of the fact whether these 

relate to religious values and fulfill the needs of the religious population or not. 

Likewise, the secular organizations would validate their behaviour but differently. 

The fact thus is that participation in political arena has influence on religion. 

Similarly, participation by religious groups in politics creates religious elites for 

maximizing the power of political leaders belonging to a particular religious 

group.4However, there were efforts to drive religion out of public sphere. Several 

intellectuals believe that the disconnection between religion and politics has taken 

place since the beginning of Modernity era.5 This disconnection was confronted by 

the church because of the characteristic of freedom of religious expression and 

religious pluralism inherent in it.  

The connection between religion and politics, however, varies in time and 

space. Taking into account the three Abrahamic religions, Judaism, Christianity 

and Islam, their followers worship the same God yet have fought many wars 

against each other. The emergence and expansion of Islam in the late sixteenth 

century and the reaction of Christian Europe to it, set off a series of clashes, 

including the Crusades (1095-1291) between the Islamic and the Christian worlds. 

The Protestant Reformation (1517) divided Christianity. The subsequent rivalry 

                                                 
3 Iftikhar H. Malik. (2006). Crescent Between Cross and Star: Muslims and the West after 9/11. 
Karachi: Oxford University Press, p. vii. 
4 Ben Goldberg. (2003, December). Discourse of Religion on Politics in Israel: Compatibility of 
Judaism and Democracy. Retrieved  May 9, 2009,from 
http://www.politics.as.nyu.edy/docs/4600/goldberg.pdf. 
5 Era of Modernity was a general movement in the late 19th and 20th century that tried to reconcile the 
historic Christianity with the findings of modern philosophical and scientific research. For details, see 
John Bowker. (2005). Oxford Concise Dictionary of World Religions. UK: Oxford University Press,  
p. 381. 
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between Protestants and Catholics was one cause of the Thirty Years’ War (1618-

1648) and other conflicts. 

Both Catholic and Protestants, in the imperial era, besides social welfare 

often promoted and legitimized the political, economic and cultural subjugation of 

local people.  But the conflict between the two sects in Northern Ireland resulted 

in thousands of killings. Religious ideologies led to wars between Israeli Jews and 

Arab Muslims. It is believed that the US and Israel, sharing common interests, are 

now allied in a new war against the Muslims.  

The age-old conflict of Christians, Jews, and the Muslims still persists in 

the Middle East. The past and existing conflicts in the Middle East and the present 

dilemmas, which are unreasonably attributed to Islam, are the result of Pope 

Urban’s first Crusade and the attempts of Western Europe and its church to 

establish themselves after the dark ages. The Holy Wars were a response to human 

sufferings and it was the First Crusade in 1096 that led to the revival of the spirit 

of Jihad that had stood abandoned until the invasion by European Christians.6 

The history of the relationship among the three Abrahamic religions and 

the recently published works in the West have developed a passionate argument in 

the West, which contributes a lot to anti-Muslim sentiment. Islamophobia found in 

the West and how Western media, academia and intellectuals have misrepresented 

the Islamic History in Europe have thereby, established a perception that peaceful 

co-existence between Islam and the West is impossible. 

When religion and political identity become intertwined, the followers of a 

religion may take a number of political actions. Firstly, try to insert their religious 

values and laws into the laws of their country. Secondly, certain individuals may 

also wish to politically support the causes of their co-religionists living in other 

countries or regions. Another view of this relationship is that political conflicts, 

                                                 
6 For details, see Karan Armstrong. (1994). A History of God: The 4000-Year Quest of Judaism, 
Christianity and Islam. New York: Ballantine Books. 
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that divide different faith groups, can grow into religious conflict while religious 

conflicts can change into political conflicts.7 

Religion has caused disintegration of many countries, as is the case of 

Indian subcontinent that was divided between the Muslims and the Hindus. 

Furthermore, religion causes and exacerbates civil wars in countries. For example, 

Yugoslavia disintegrated along religious lines. Likewise, in Bosnia-Herzegovina, 

Catholic Croats, Muslim Albanians, and eastern Serbs were divided into fratricidal 

factions. The cultural division between the Serbs and the Muslim Albanians in 

Kosovo province and between Macedonian and Albanian Muslims in Macedonia is 

again result of religious differences.8 

Religion will continue to play a major role in national and international 

politics because of the fact that religion has been a source of conflict as well as 

peace. Polls from across the world show an increase in religious affiliation and 

political involvement of religious leaders. It is also believed that religion has 

bolstered as well as undermined stable governments. If, on the one hand, it has 

advanced political reforms and human rights then, on the other, it has provoked 

irrationality, persecution, extremism and terrorism.9 

Religion and religious issues have increasingly moved into political and 

public life around the globe. Instead of using religion as a tool for peace and 

stability, it has been used for political and economic purposes also. 

Confrontational religious issues are creating an environment of intolerance that 

leads to conflicts among nations. At the beginning of the 21st century, the world 

has entered into a new phase of the struggle for global hegemony, this time again 

focusing on issues of religion and civilization.10 

                                                 
7 Dalia Mugahed. (2009). The Gallop Coexist Index 2009: A Global Study of Interfaith Relations. 
Gallop Inc. CFR, p. 1. 
8 John T. Rourke. (2002). International Politics on World Stage. New York: McGraw-Hill/Dushkin, 
pp. 180-81. 
9 Thomas F. Farr. (2008, March-April). Diplomacy in the Age of Faith, Religious Freedom and 
National Security. Foreign Affairs, 87 (2), p. 112. 
10 Hans Koechler. (n.d.). After September 11, Clash of Civilization or Dialogue. Retrieved 
December 20, 2010, from http://i-p-o.org/koechler-FORUM%20ONLINE-UPManilaterrorism.htm 
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The debate continues that both are dependent on each other to gain power. 

Hence there is no doubt in stating that religion had and would continue to play an 

important role in international politics.  According to Sociologist Peter Berger: 

The world today is as furiously religious as it ever was, and in some 
places, more so than ever. Iranian Revolution of 1979, the Catholic 
Church’s role in the ‘third wave’ of democratization and the 9/11 
attacks all show that religion has become an important global 
force.11 

1.2 Religion in US 

It took 9/11 to develop religion’s role in international relations, but five years after 

9/11, the topic at a high-level strategic initiatives discussion at the Pentagon was 

still whether religion is significant or not. It surprised many because the US 

military leaders needed to ask the question, particularly given the religiously 

motivated violence in Iraq.12 

Religion has always been part of the US politics. The persecution of 

Protestants in Europe led to their mass migration from Europe to America bringing 

with them bias against the Catholics. Therefore, religion has a special place in the 

colonial America with the idea since beginning that Americans are a chosen nation 

with a millennium goal to be achieved in the world. Protestantism is the majority 

faith in the US having shaped much of its identity. However, the Constitution 

upholds separation of church and the state - a Directive Principle of State Policy 

that has been challenged by religious conservatives on many occasions. 

Religion has played an important role in the US public life, though, there 

exists both secular and religious population. Religion has been part of the US 

politics, policy, identity, and culture. Americans do believe that religion has a 

profound impact on their country’s behaviour. Besides shaping the nation’s 

character, religion has shaped the US self-understanding and its global perception. 

However, religion has been manipulated for self-interest, both by the religious and 

                                                 
11 Thomas F. Farr. (2008, March-April). Diplomacy in the Age of Faith . . . pp. 110-19. 
12 Theoretical Foundation of Interfaith Dialogue & Peaceful Coexistence, the Quran’s Universal 
Perspective, in Mohammad Abu-Nimar & David.W. Augsburger. (Eds.), Peacebuilding By, 
Between and Beyond Muslims and Evangelical Christians. USA: Lexington Books, pp. 136-37. 
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the political elites in the US. 13  Political elites, on important questions, have 

regularly sought religious principles to substantiate their views.  

There is a strong relationship between belief and foreign policy formulation 

in the US. Though there are many forces involved in foreign policy formulation in 

the US but the president sets the tone. The president’s personality and preferences 

are decisive factors in policy formulations and he chooses advisors having views 

compatible with his own.14 Therefore, several US presidents, sharing Evangelicals’ 

views, have used religion in their election campaigns and even during their tenure 

as president.  

Few secular and liberal thinkers see the Religious Rights in the US as the 

‘American Taliban’ and many argue that as the US fights Islamic extremism and 

intolerance abroad, it must also address Christian extremism at home. On the 

contrary, a syndicated Evangelical columnist, Gregory Rummo differentiates 

between fundamentalist Christians and Taliban by declaring the latter as 

misanthropic, misogynistic, anti-modern, anti-Christian, anti-Semitic, terrorist, 

Jihadist and suicidal. On the contrary, Christian Evangelicals, because of their 

religious faith, are supporters of democracy, religious tolerance and peace.15 

Religious leaders like Tim LaHaye, Jerry Falwelland Jerry Vines etc., have 

gone against the mainstream Christian establishment, due to which they are 

regarded by some quarters as religious extremists. Few go a step further arguing 

that even President Bush, driven by Christian faith and possessed of a powerful 

tendency to see the world in terms of good and evil, is a religious extremist despite 

his public respect for all mainstream religions. “A majority in Morocco, Indonesia 

and Pakistanbelieve that the US goal is to spread Christianity in the Middle East. It 

                                                 
13 For details, see David Kuo. (2006). Tempting Faith: An Inside Story of Political Seduction. New 
York: Simon & Schuster.  
14 Joanna Spears & Phil Williams. (1988). Belief System and Foreign Policy: The Cases of Carter & 
Reagan, in Richard Little & Steve Smith, Belief System and International Relations. USA: Basil 
Blackwell Ltd., pp. 190-91. 
15 Neil J. Kressler. (2008). Bad Faith: The Danger of Religious Extremism. New Delhi: Pentagon Press, 
pp. 39-41. 
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is also believed that WoT is either to exploit oil resources or to divide and weaken 

Islam.”16 

The 9/11 incidents developed religion’s role in international relations, 

though even five years after 9/11, the officials at the Pentagon, in a high level 

strategic initiatives, were still discussing whether religion was significant or not. 

This enquiry by the US military leadership was surprising particularly after the 

acts of violence that were motivated by religion in Iraq.17 

The underlying assumption of the study is that Evangelicals, fearing a 

threatto their culture and values, are striving for survival of the Christian identity 

and ideology at home and abroad. The post 9/11 wars against the Muslim countries 

are actually a consequence of that fear. However, now there is a changing sense of 

relationships between how Evangelicals or how converter type of Christianity, 

related their identity to the identity of being American. This leads to the 

interesting evolution that in the beginning thinking of being American is basically 

assumed as being a Protestant Christian, which is not the case. Also with a lot of 

Catholic Christians coming into the country, the general perception developing is 

this that it is a Christian country and not just a Protestant one. It was not until the 

1960 that the Protestants and the Catholics together made it possible to have a 

Catholic elected president.18 

1.2.1 Evangelicals, Evangelism and Islamophobia  

The US religious tradition has included many divergent ideologies and worldviews 

over time. However, three religious groups have been the most influential: a strict 

tradition that can be called fundamentalist, a progressive and ethical tradition 

known as liberal Christianity and a broader Evangelical tradition.19 

                                                 
16 World Economic Forum. (January 2008). Islam and the West: Annual Report on the State of 
Dialogue. Geneva: WEF., p. 141. 
17 Theoretical Foundation of Interfaith Dialogue & Peaceful Coexistence, the Quran’s Universal 
Perspective, in Mohammad Abu-Nimar & David.W. Augsburger. (Eds.), Peacebuilding By, 
Between and Beyond Muslims and Evangelical Christians. USA: Lexington Books, pp. 136-37. 
18 From interview with John Voll, held at Washington DC on June 28, 2010.  
19 Walter R. Mead. (2006, September-October). God’s Country. Foreign Affairs, 85 (5), p. 27. 
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 Evangelicals accept Jesus Christ as their Lord and Savior. They are 

committed to spreading his message of Gospel and share in the belief of 

premillennialism which holds that Christ’s return will come ahead of a thousand-

year reign of peace. Evangelical Protestantism was the dominant form of 

Christianity in the early years of the US and has been a strong part of American 

culture throughout the twentieth century. Many US Evangelicals today, besides 

spreading the faith, are also engaged with other faiths for human welfare.20 

Evangelical Protestants, especially Lutheran School of Protestants, believe 

that the essence of Gospel consists in the doctrine of the salvation by faith and 

denying that either sacrament or good works have any saving efficacy.21 They 

believe in the inerrancy of Bible, the phenomenon of ‘Born Again’ and the 

approach to religious duties and social involvement. 

Evangelicals are considered to be the moderate heir of the fundamentalist. 

Although the fundamentalists have some common beliefs like that of the 

Evangelicals, yet the former refrain from politics while the latter group is 

politically active. Theologian and historian George C. Marsden describes 

fundamentalists as the angry Evangelicals. The fundamentalists often criticize 

Evangelicals for the lack of purity in doctrine but the difference between the two 

has less to do with diverging theological doctrines than with Christian 

fundamentalists’ more aggressive political posture against modernism, especially 

with regard to certain social issues like antiabortion movement, stem cell research, 

gay marriages, besides other political issues.22 

The main organization for Evangelicals is the National Association for 

Evangelicals; they are also found in many different denominations. For example, 

some are among 16.2 million members of the Southern Baptist Convention, while 

many Evangelical churches strongly defend their independence and are built 

                                                 
20 Robert McMahon. (2006, 23-August). Christian Evangelicals and US Foreign Policy. Retrieved 
May 29, 2007, from CFR: http://www.cfr.org/publication/11341. 
21 The Reader’s Digest Great Encyclopedic Dictionary . Vol. 1. (1976), p. 306. 
22 Craig Unger. (2008). The Fall of the House of Bush. London: Pocket Books, p. 20. 
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around particular preachers.23 Evangelicals largely subscribed to dispensationalism 

in the early twentieth century, and many still do today.  Dispensationalists stressed 

on the ability of Christians to use the prophecies in the Bible to predict current 

events. In general, due to dispensationalist and other aspects of fundamentalism, 

Evangelicals in the early twentieth century had been politically quietist, literalist 

and anti-intellectual.24 

Despite having differences, Evangelicalism has gained from the broadening 

and deepening interaction between Evangelicals and other Christians.  

Evangelicals are good witnesses to the personal transformative power of the 

Christian message that is, sometimes, ignored among the mainline denominations. 

Throughout their history, Evangelicals have valued the supernatural, sometimes at 

the cost of natural, social, political and economic issues.25 

It was after World War II and the turbulent years of 1960s and 1970s that 

severe social and moral disorders shook American society. Christian 

fundamentalist forces became active to influence political system that they 

believed was responsible for social and moral disorder. Thus for them it was the 

time to restore traditional moral values which could only be effectively done by 

the inclusion of these forces in the US political system. By establishing various 

institutions, they were able to check illegitimacy, drunkenness and several other 

moral practices.26 Since 1970s, they have become politically active and by 1980s 

made up a large portion of the new Christian Right bringing other Christian 

denominations to fight for common causes under the umbrella of Moral Majority 

(MM) Movement. 

In the politics, one of the interesting things in the past ten to fifteen years is 

a real change in the relationship between Evangelicals and the Christian 

fundamentalist on the one hand and the Catholics on the other. In the middle of the 

                                                 
23 Martin Durham. (2004). Evangelical Protestantism & Foreign Policy in the United States after 
September 11. Patterns of Prejudice. 38 (2), p. 147. 
24 Questionnaire via email from John Musselman on September 5, 2009. 
25 Ibid. 
26 For details, see Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2006). The Cross and the Crescent: The Rise of American 
Evangelicalism and the Future of Muslims. Kaula Lumpur: The Other Press. 
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twentieth century the conservative Protestants were very anti-Catholic. However, 

given the changes in the contemporary world, most of the policy issues, for 

example, abortion, gay marriages, homosexuality etc., important to Evangelical 

Protestants are also important to conservative Catholics.27 

1.2.2 Evangelism / Conversion  

It is believed that Evangelical’s main objective is conversion of people from other 

faiths to Christianity. However, since the Jesuit order, Catholics or the Portuguese 

and Spanish have been working to convert people. Missionaries were sent to Asia, 

Africa and other conquered territories of Catholics empires. The Protestant arrived 

at the colonies under their influence from sixteenth to nineteenth century for 

evangelization. After the end of WWII, many colonial states, after winning 

independence, restricted the movement of these missionaries and limited their 

services to education and heath services. 

 In the US, the missionary aspect of Christians is new but it was in the 19th 

century that the Protestants became more interested in converting the world to 

Christianity. However, that was not distinctively an Evangelical thing because the 

first missionaries of the US that went to the Muslim world for conversion 

purposes, were Presbyterians and Congregationalists, not dispensationalists. 

Nonetheless, after discovering that they cannot convert the world particularly in 

the Middle East, they thought it better to educate the Muslims. Therefore, the 

American University in Beirut and Robert’s College in Istanbul and various other 

institutions were established which helped to train and lead but they were not 

necessarily Evangelical. The missionary kind of Evangelism, that has some 

dispensational staff and organization, was a small part of the missionary 

movements in the beginning. The development of present Evangelical theology 

and Evangelical and fundamentalist movements in the US is relatively a century 

and a half old phenomenon.28 

                                                 
27 From interview with John Voll. op. cit. 
28 Ibid. 
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As estimated that eighty seven percent Evangelical Christians provided 

overt support to the US attacks on Afghanistan and Iraq. Their support is termed to 

be their expectation that it would then be easier to proselytize Muslims in these 

countries.29 There are other Evangelical movements within the US political right 

which are in favour of waging a spiritual warfare against non-Evangelicals around 

the globe. Their aim is to replace secular democracies with Christian theology.30  

There were reports of Evangelism in Africa before 9/11 and later in Iraq and 

Afghanistan but none in Pakistan. Only a few cases of some Afghan refugees’ 

conversion were identified who did so far seeking asylum in the US. 

1.2.3  Islamophobia 

The Islamophobia found in the West and the Western media, academia and 

intellectuals have misrepresented the Islamic History in Europe and have thereby, 

established a fear that peaceful co-existence between Islam and the West is 

impossible. Therefore, it is believed that the US policies are shaped according to 

these biased writings on Islam. 31  Many religious conservatives in the West 

consider Islam as a violent religion and associate all of its followers to be 

extremists. There are various quarters, which advocate reforms in Islamic laws and 

teachings and stress on dialogue between the West and Islam. However, Muslim 

scholars in the West argue that it is not up to the west to reform Islam, but 

Muslims have to be in dialogue with each other about the future of Islam and what 

the role of Islam ought to be. To bridge the gap between the West and Islam US is 

encouraging its soft power* in Muslim world but it is a long and patient work to 

remove centuries old misunderstanding.32 

                                                 
29 A. Rashied Omar. (August 2006). The Right to Religious Conversion: Between Apostasy and 
Proselytization.Occasional Paper. University of Notre Dame: Kroc Institute, p. 10. 
30 For details. See Michael S. B. Reid. (2002). Strategic Level Spiritual Warfare: A Modern 
Mythology? USA: Xulon Press. 
31 For details, see Michael. A. Sells & Emran Qureshi (Eds.). (2005).  The New Crusade: Constructing 
the Muslim Enemy. Karachi: Oxford University Press. 
*A term coined by Joseph Nye to explain the ability to attract and coopt rather than using coercive 
measure as a means of persuasion. 
32 From Interview with Michael Cromartie, held at Washington DC on June 28, 2010. 
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Religion has shaped the US approach to the world and to itself. Likewise, 

there has been a substantial effect of the rise of Christian right on US policies. Due 

to anti-Islam sentiments in the US, there is a need for understanding Islam. An 

analysis of the US politics and strategy reveals that many exploited religious 

fervor to create division and, hence, increase their own power. Religion and 

politics are inseparable but for peace and justice they should be properly 

channelized.33 

Though Evangelicals aligned themselves with other Christian 

denominations and non-Christians to further strengthen conservative beliefs but 

Islamophobia exists as a common factor among them as they have a very negative 

image of Islam and call it a violent religion. 34  However, there are other 

Evangelicals who made efforts to protect the Muslims in the conflict zones like 

Afghanistan, Darfur, Iraq, etc. Nonetheless, the problem is that there are many 

Evangelicals who deny that there is anything called Islamophobia because they 

believe that the Muslims are those who are involved with the religion of 

violence.35 It is believed that the general detestation of Evangelicals towards Islam 

has earned them the allegiance of politicians as it could prove to be a trump card 

that they could use to win votes.  

In the post September 11, 2001 period, the terms extremism and terrorism 

were associated with Islam because the 9/11 perpetrators were from the Muslim 

countries. There is a deep concern in the Muslim world regarding those people 

who have been misrepresenting Islam. The fact, however, remains that one cannot 

blame a religion for the criminal acts of individuals and groups. If certain 

individuals and groups, as are found in Pakistan, distort the image of Islam by 

their radical and extremist acts then the other people would lend their ears to the 

                                                 
33 For details, see Madeleine Albright. (2006). The Mighty and the Almighty: Reflections on America, 
God and World Affairs. USA: Harper Collins. 
34 For details, see John L. Esposito. (2010). The Future of Islam. USA: Oxford University Press. Also 
see Thomas S. Kidd. (2009). American Christians and Islam: Evangelical Culture and Muslims from 
the Colonial Period to the Age of Terrorism. New Jersey: Princeton University Press. 
35 From interview with John L. Esposito, held at Washington DC on June 28, 2010. 
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propaganda against Islam and the Muslims faith might be looked at with 

suspicion.36 

The Bush administration’s decision-makers in Washington had got it 

generally wrong while dealing with the Muslims as part of the so-called WoT 

because of their partial knowledge of Islam. The administration asserted that the 

main problem with Muslims is their rejection of American values such as respect 

for democracy, freedom of speech, rights to women etc. Instead, the Gallup poll 

revealed that the US clash with Islam is more about policy than principle.37 

1.3  Influences on US Foreign Policy 

Evangelicals are the single largest group with increased activism and influence on 

US foreign policy. In the 1960s, after having got access to policy-making circles 

in the government, the Evangelicals started influencing the foreign policy 

formulation on the issues of human rights, environment, religious freedom and 

democracy etc.  

As discussed earlier, Evangelicals were dominant in influencing the 

administration on many domestic issues. This influence on domestic policy 

ultimately led to influence on foreign policy though it is also a fact that all 

Evangelicals do not have the same thinking on many issues. Evangelicals are, 

broadly, divided into those working for human welfare and those having a role in 

policy making. The first kind of Evangelicals concentrate on domestic issues and 

want to have influence in that sphere. The real question is that involvement in the 

domestic policy making subsequently move into international perspective in terms 

of internationalizing issues (such as Israel-Palestine) and also the question of 

foreign missions. Therefore, those Evangelicals who gain strength domestically 

become strong and acquire an influence over the administration. They are 

                                                 
36 From interview with Michael Cromartie. op. cit. 
37 John L. Esposito & Dalia Mugahed. (2007). Who Speaks for Islam: What a Billion Muslims Really 
Think. New York: Gallup Press, p. xi. 
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becoming powerful day by day and it is hard to stop involvement in international 

affairs particularly the influence available to them on foreign policy.38 

American Evangelicals supported the US military campaign in Iraq. They 

are also staunch defenders of Israel and consider standing by Israel as a sacred 

religious value for them. The support is based on the belief that Jesus will rescue 

Israel and its newly converted Christian Jews at his second coming. Evangelicals’ 

idea about the End Time also reflects their views about Islam. Since September 11, 

2001, some conservative writers have even begun to suggest that the Antichrist 

will be a Muslim. Evangelicals, having considerable influence on US Middle East 

policy, have close ties with the Zionist lobby. For example, the American Israel 

Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) that includes both American Christians and 

American Jews seek support for Israel specific policies in the US foreign policy. 

AIPAC is said to have influence on the members of Congress to do reflexively 

whatever it wants.39 

To become politically strong, Evangelicals were able to capture Republican 

Party40 and also aligned themselves with the Neo-Conservative (Neo-Cons) who 

are Jews enjoying influence in policy-making circles. Each President of the US has 

pursued policies in favour of Israel and has faced criticism for involuntary 

supporting Palestinian cause. For example, the US media pressurized Harry S. 

Truman (1945-1953) when he remarked: “we cannot have our foreign policy made 

in Jerusalem.”41 Besides other US presidents, John F. Kennedy (1961-1963) also 

put his bet to go along Jewish lobby. In fact, if today Evangelicals support the 

state of Israel, there are elements among them who support a two state solution for 

the Israel-Palestine conflict.  

In the twentieth century, Evangelicals and Protestants opposed the Jews or 

Catholic person in the Congress and Judiciary but from George W. Bush era, they 

                                                 
38 From interview with John L. Esposito. op. cit. 
39 For details, see Stephen Sizer. (2007). Zion’s Chrisitian Soldiers? The Bible, Israel and the Church. 
Illinois: IVP Books. 
40 Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2007). Religion and Politics in America: The Rise of the Christian 
Evangelist and their Impact. Beirut: Al-Zaytouna Center for Studies and Consultations, pp. 84-90. 
41 From interview with Mansoor U. Khan, held at Peshawar on May 4, 2007. 



 
 

15

do not protest against them. Now, the Evangelicals are no more concerned about 

the influence of Jews in their political issues.42 But since 2001, the Evangelicals 

have been influencing the political process. 

When President George W. Bush took charge of the office, he assured to 

follow the line of Evangelicals. After 9/11, he infused his personal religiosity into 

US foreign policy, hence the Evangelical conception of justice got blended with 

US National Security Strategy. Religion was made a tool for moral justification 

for what is, in effect, a strategy of empire.43 He not only appointed a large number 

of Evangelicals to key positions in administration but also pleased them by making 

legislations acceptable to them. It is important to note here that within days of 

assuming the office, President Bush, through an Executive Order, included Faith 

Based Organizations (FBOs) in US foreign assistance programme which was a 

violation of the US Constitution that advocates the separation of Church from the 

State. It was because of these policies that in 2004 the Evangelicals supported 

Bush in his second term elections that he won. 

The US foreign policy vis-à-vis Pakistan is not free from ideological 

considerations, infact both countries are influenced by ideological factors while 

determining preferences of their respective foreign policies. President Bush’s 

message to Pakistan to change madrassahs syllabus, wipe out Taliban and similar 

messages conveyed to other Muslim countries contain sufficient evidences to 

suggest that religion occupies a key component in the US approach to the outside 

world.  

1.3.1 International Religious Freedom Act (IRFA) 

Evangelicals’ influence on foreign policy can be determined from their efforts in 

getting the law of the International Religious Freedom Act (IRFA) of 1998 passed, 

which, beside other things, declared freedom of religion and conscience a priority 

of the US foreign policy.  

                                                 
42 From interview with John Voll. op. cit. 
43 Andrew J. Becevich& Elizabeth H. Prodromou. (2004). God is not Neutral: Religion and US Foreign 
Policy after 9/11. Orbis, 48 (1), p. 43. 
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The IRF policy explains religious freedom thus:  

In order to be just and stable, states must protect religious liberty 
for both individuals and religious communities. For an individual, 
this freedom includes the right to believe or not, to enter or to exit 
religious communities, to raise one’s children in one’s religious 
tradition, to persuade others that one’s religious claims are true 
and that other should join one’s religious community, and to 
engage in public policy debates on the basis of one’s religious 
belief and practices. For religious communities, religious freedom 
includes inter alia the right to build house of worship, to train 
clergy, to establish and run religious schools, and to persuade 
others that the community’s religious claims are true and that 
others should accept those claims and join the community.44 

Taking the case of religious freedom in the US, the Americans often see 

that the European settlers, who came in pursuit of religious freedom, had founded 

their country. However, the fact is that the seventeen-century settlers came in 

pursuit of wealth and the religious freedom was for themselves only and not for 

all. They soon enacted laws to expel and even execute those who did not share 

their particular religious beliefs. Also, when the US Constitution was adopted, 

majority of the States enforced laws that restricted Catholics from full 

participation in political process. Profound societal prejudices against Catholics 

and Jews persisted till the 1960s.45 Therefore, it negates the notion and importance 

of religious freedom in the US foreign policy.  

One of the reasons for criticism against IRFA is that it is considered to be 

dealing only with religious freedom in the Muslims countries. The fact, however, 

is that various issues are addressed in it. It includes issues such as democracy, 

human rights along with religious freedom and recommends policy measures to 

the State Department for countries where there is gross violation of these issues.46 

Religious element is a critical component of political and social stability 

and security worldwide. When religious extremism is discussed in the West, it is 

believed to be usually nurtured in, and exported from authoritarian regimes. IRFA 
                                                 
44 Thomas F. Farr & Dennis R. Hoover. (2009). The Future of US International Religious Freedom 
Policy: Recommendations for the Obama Administration. USA: Berkley Center for Religion, 
Peace and World Affairs, CFIA & IGE, p. 15. 
45 Berkley Center for Religion, Peace & World Affair. (February 25, 2008). US international 
Religious Freedom Policy. Washington DC: Georgetown University, p. 4. 
46 From interview with Ijaz Khan, held at Peshawar on November 14, 2011.  
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has been a catalyst in the contemporary wave of Evangelical global engagement.47 

Hence, IRFA is important to Evangelicals and especially after 9/11, they focused 

more on the issues of discrimination against religious minorities, in general, and 

Christians, in particular. The emphasis, thus, is on the protection of religious 

minorities abroad through the State Department.  

According to several scholars, US administration has paid only rhetorical 

tribute to religious freedom. The record of IRFA on religious freedom is mixed 

and there is inconsistency in the system’s progress. Some supporters of the IRFA 

favour that it should be advanced through punitive measures like automatic 

sanctions against violators. But many stressed on the promotion of religious 

freedom through diplomacy and negotiation. A case of religious discrimination in 

any country if reported by IRF Commission to the State Department will put that 

country on a ‘Country of Particular Concern’ (CPC) list and, as a result, will face 

sanctions. However, this action can be waived when important national interests 

are invoked.48 

In the case of Pakistan, Evangelicals, since 2002, are trying to put Pakistan 

on CPC list. Though many argue that the US has failed to advance IRFA but it is 

evident that Evangelicals have made religious freedom a central focus of their 

efforts that includes to proselytize and to convert. The studies, conducted so far, 

specify Evangelicals as mainstream and conservative, but on the issue of religious 

freedom and implementation of IRFA, they have remained united though there 

may be some disagreements over the treatment of CPCs. 

1.4 Pakistan: Alliance in WoT 

The history of Pak-US relationship is complex and unique and there have been ups 

and downs in its nature at different times. It is a historical fact that Pakistan has 

always been a good ally of the US but it was abandoned the way US dealt with the 

                                                 
47 Thomas F. Farr & Dennis R. Hoover. (2009). op. cit., p. 12. 
48 Thomas F. Farr. (2009). The Widow’s Torment: International Religious Freedom and American 
National Security in 21st Century. 57 (4) USA: Drake Law School. Also see Thomas F. Farr & Dennis 
R. Hoover. (2009). op. cit., pp. 17-18. 
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Afghan Mujahedeen in the post Cold War period. It shows the pragmatism of a 

global super power that is largely interested in getting things done fast. After 9/11 

incidents, Pakistan has been tactically important for the US interests in 

Afghanistan and the American people see Pakistan through that prism.49 

1.4.1 Theocratic Perspective 

Seen in the theocratic lens, many quarters of the society believed that Pakistan was 

created on the basis of a religious ideology. Hence, religion is deeply enshrined in 

Pakistani politics from the beginning and it has been an instrument for grabbing 

political power. Though the concern of the West has mainly been the lack of 

democracy in Pakistan, but the US has always helped dictators in the country.  

Therefore, due to the lack of commitment for democratic institutions, 

Pakistan has experienced military dictatorship.Out of the four military rulers, 

General Zia-ul-Haq was the one who had started a process to bring Islamic 

injunctions to the political and legal system of Pakistan. Zia drew closer to the 

religious parties because of their religious stance and more particularly to contain 

the secular parties like Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP). He wanted a support base 

from these religious political parties and, in return, the religious parties did not 

hesitate to extend the required support. 

This facilitated an alliance between the religious political parties and the 

army. The major secular platforms such as PPP and Pakistan Muslim League 

(PML-N) leaders, Benazir Bhutto and Nawaz Sharif, have also allied themselves, 

from time to time, with religious parties. Musharraf is said to have been welcomed 

by the religious parties but his inspiration from secular styled Kamal Atta Turk of 

Turkey and his desire to bring Pakistan close to the Turkish model of government, 

alarmed the religious circles. Musharraf did not have the sympathies of religious 

political parties but he knew well that his survival was not possible without having 

some connection with the religious elements in Pakistani society. He used them to 

bring about changes through the Seventeenth Amendment Act in the 1973 

                                                 
49 From interview with Samah Norquist, held at Washington DC on June 25, 2010.  
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Constitution of Pakistan. So there has been an extensive use of religion by both the 

religious leaders and political elites throughout the history of Pakistan. 

1.4.2 Importance of Pakistan in WoT 

Since 9/11 the WoT has significantly changed the geostrategic nature of US 

foreign policy. The traditional preoccupation with South East Asia has given way 

to preoccupation in South Asia. It is likely that the focus would remain on South 

Asia for some time to come to deal with the extremists and target numerous 

stateless zones in the region where terrorists hide and operate from.50 Therefore, 

for her national and global security, the US concern is not limited to fight 

terrorism only but nuclear proliferation, economic and strategic opportunities in 

South Asia, democracy and anti-Americanism in the Muslim world are other 

alarming issues.51 

Pakistan, due to its geostrategic location, was important for the US during 

Cold War and even now in the WoT. After the incidents of 9/11, the US attacked 

Afghanistan and fought Al Qaeda elements with an all out support provided by 

Pakistan. The US kept using all its options to deal with terrorists and considered 

Pakistan as an important ally because the latter plays a pivotal role in international 

affairs than the landlocked and backward Afghanistan. Though Pakistan shares 

long borders with India, Iran, China and Afghanistan, its importance increased due 

to her nuclear capability and the increased threats of extremists and the resultant 

retaliatory measure adopted by Pakistan in the post 9/11 situation. 

According to Farr, the US officials have but marginally understood Islam 

or what moderate Islam is. They failed to approach religion like they do 

economics and politics. The religious motives, like economic and political 

motives, can have constructive as well as destructive impact. For that matter, 

                                                 
50 Current Trends in US Foreign Policy: Implication for the Caspian. (n.d.). Retrieved April 24, 2008, 
from Belfer Center for Science and International Affair: http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/ 
12793/current_trends_in_us_foreign_policy.html 
51 Rudolph W. Giuliani.  (2007, September-October). Towards a Realistic Peace. Foreign Affairs, 86 
(5), p. 4. 
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Pakistan as a major source of Islamic extremism is equally important, as are some 

countries in the Middle East.52 

After 9/11, Pakistan’s internal security situation deteriorated due to the 

close links between Al Qaeda and the Taliban and was faced with internal Islamic 

insurgency. The US feared that if these Islamic extremists were able to destabilize 

the state of Pakistan, there was a probability that its nuclear weapons might fall 

into the hands of Al Qaeda.53  Containing extremism in Pakistan has been one of 

the primary concerns of US foreign policy. The policy-making circles understand 

that the security threat to US is linked with Islamic extremism in Pakistan. 

Therefore, the Islamic extremism needs to be dealt with by engaging it through 

public and official diplomacy.  

1.5 Pak-US Relations after 9/11 

September 11, revealed on the US that though protected by two oceans and having 

an unmatched military might, it was not secure. This time, it was attacked, not by 

a state, but a terrorist organization. President Bush on September 14, announced 

that the US and the civilized world has been attacked by the ‘evil’ who had to be 

pursued till end and handed over to the law, and anyone who helped or harbored 

them had to be punished.54 

In the post 9/11 period of Pak-US relations, the general opinion about 

General Pervez Musharraf in the US was positive but the overall image of Pakistan 

was negative because of the terrorists’ attack on US soil. If the history of 

relationship between Pakistan and the US is examined, it will be observed that 

both Zia (1977-88) and Musharraf (1999-2008) were acceptable to the US because 

they were working according to the real US policy rather than the rhetorical US 

policy.55 In both the periods, Cold War and WoT, the US stressed on democracy 

                                                 
52 Thomas F. Farr. (2008, March-April). Diplomacy in the Age of Faith . . . pp. 114, 120-22. 
53 For details, see Bruce Reidel. (2011). Deadly Embrace: Pakistan, America and the Future of Global 
Jihad. Washington DC: Brookings Institution Press. 
54 Emilio Gentile, et. al. (2008). God’s Democracy: American Religion after September 11.  USA: 
Praeger Publishers, pp. 69-70. 
55 From interview with John Voll. op. cit. 
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but ironically supported dictators in Pakistan and other Muslim countries solely 

for its national interests.  

As discussed, one of the purposes of IRFA was promotion of democracy 

and it was believed that IRFA could help in promoting liberal democracy and civil 

society,56 which, in turn will help in eradicating religious extremism. However, 

various quarters in the US argue that the achievements in this regard have been 

marginal and, as a result, the US democracy promotion moves in various countries 

including Pakistan have suffered from setbacks. Therefore, despite the US 

insistence, democracy could not flourish in countries with powerful religious 

communities on account of the mistrust prevailing there about the US role in 

international affairs.  

After 9/11, many quarters inside Pakistan believe that Evangelicals are 

anti-Muslims and they do influence policies made in Pentagon. There could also 

be economic reasons for moving on that direction but religion is a motivating 

factor. After the Afghanistan and Iraq military adventures there are fears that the 

next US target could be Pakistan.  

However, it is argued that despite Evangelicals’ support for the IRFA, they 

are not monolithic in their approach. They do not have the Pope like Catholics 

who speak for them. Hundred different Evangelicals have different answers on a 

particular issue. The questions about US relations with Pakistan are very complex. 

There are disagreements among the Evangelicals regarding the manner to deal 

with Pakistan and Afghanistan. These differences are not essentially rooted in the 

theology but in credentials, calculations and judgments.57 

September 11, 2001 incidents provided an opportunity to the US to act 

against the extremists not only in Afghanistan but also inside the tribal areas of 

Pakistan. The US, after extending the warning, ‘either you are with us or against 

us’, handed over a list of demands to Pakistani government. Musharraf accepted 

the demands promptly while asserting that ‘Pakistan comes first’. He responded by 
                                                 
56 Thomas F. Farr & Dennis R. Hoover. (2009). op. cit., p. 23. 
57 From interview with Michael Cromartie. op. cit. 
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deploying some hundred thousand troops into the Federally Administered Tribal 

Areas (FATA) for launching a crackdown on Taliban and the Al Qaeda network. 

Musharraf also banned many religious organizations in Pakistan. Key Al Qaeda 

members were arrested, but during military operations many civilians lost their 

lives that resulted in extremist offensives against coalition forces in Afghanistan, 

attacks on army and security personnel along with bombing and attacking civilian 

and military installations in Pakistan. Other factors responsible for increasing 

extremism and anti-American sentiment were the US airstrikes inside Pakistan, 

which prompted various circles to maintain that Musharraf compromised 

Pakistan’s sovereignty. The situation got worse when the US insisted Pakistan on 

‘doing more’ in the WoT. 

Pakistan was identified as the base for extremism with Al Qaeda and its 

associated outfits using its territory as a staging ground for attacks in Afghanistan. 

Many quarters in the West believed these recruits to have received training in 

Pakistani madrassahs (religious schools) and enjoyed wide patronage of Pakistan 

army and its intelligence agency, the Inter Services Intelligence (ISI).  

Being the frontline province in the WoT and facing the terrorist acts more 

than any other province, KP stands significant. Extremism had increased during 

the government of Muttahida Majlis-e-Amal (MMA) – a coalition of six religious 

parties. The alliance was believed to have soft corner for the Taliban that caused 

the spread of extremism in the province.58 Hence, in this challenging scenario, 

eliminating militants was the concern of Evangelicals and the goal of US presence 

in the region. Therefore, with the support of US policymakers, international NGOs 

and FBOs along with local NGOs, efforts were made for religious freedom and 

tolerance including interfaith dialogue as a tool of public diplomacy. During this 

period, various organizations got engaged in public relation diplomacy in the 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (KP) and other provinces.  

                                                 
58 Ahmad Rashid. (1999, November-December). The Taliban Exporting Extremism. Foreign Affairs, 
78 (6). 
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Besides many other NGOs and FBOs active in Pakistan, Institute for 

Global Engagement (IGE) worked with the then Chief Minister, Akram Khan 

Durrani, to involve him on religion, governance and Pak-US relations and signed a 

Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with the provincial government. The target 

of these organizations, with the support of local NGOs was to work for socio-

economic uplift, women empowerment, improvement of health and education 

sector and to involve academic, religious, political and civil society for the 

promotion of tolerance and mutual understanding between the people and 

governments of the two countries.  

Various quarters inside Pakistan were suspicious about the motives of these 

organizations and the US government, though at government level efforts were 

made to foster interfaith harmony and promote good relations with the US. 

Moreover, Musharraf was criticized in Pakistan for the internal unrest, his pro-US 

policies and the continuing US unilateral drone strikes from military bases inside 

Pakistan. Different sources confirmed that a US security agency called 

Blackwater, later renamed as Xe Services with an Evangelical background, carried 

out drone attacks with the permission Pakistani government. Many quarters in 

Pakistan believed that Blackwater’s aim is to destroy the fabric of Pakistani 

society. In this scenario, “in Pakistan, by 2007, support for the US WoT fell to 

sixteen percent and President Bush was seen as a major threat to world order.”59 

Since 9/11, these relations ushered in an era of close ties with shared 

interests, however, there was a perception that the friendship was based solely on 

Pakistani cooperation in the WoT and for that matter the continuity of President 

Pervez Musharraf as ruler of the country. Despite all the efforts, terrorism and 

extremism was rampant, suicide bombing became widespread which did not 

confine to KP but extended to other provinces as well.  

The US government, being dissatisfied with Musharraf’s performance in 

the WoT, exerted pressure on him to do more for curbing extremism. There was 

                                                 
59 Rudolph W. Giuliani. (2007, September-October). op. cit., p. 4. 
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immense pressure on Musharraf both by Pakistani civil society and the West to 

restore democracy. Therefore, the president announced holding of general 

elections on November 8, 2007 but were postponed due to killing of Benazir 

Bhutto in a suicide attack on December 27, 2007. Musharraf handed over the 

command of the army to General Ashfaq Kayani on November 29, 2007, and 

conducted elections in Pakistan on February 18, 2008.  

1.6 Significance of the Study 

This study on Evangelicals’ influence on US foreign is different from other studies 

conducted so far because of the new dimension that the present study adds to the 

subject, i.e. Evangelical influence on US foreign policy and its impact on Pak-US 

relations after 9/11. While knowing the weaknesses associated with the present 

study, the researcher is of the view that the study is an invaluable addition to the 

existing knowledge on the subject. The researcher has, to the extent possible, 

based her arguments on the most relevant and authentic sources of information 

regarding faith and its influence on foreign policy-making. This work will provide 

a basis for further study for the identification of positive and negative impacts of 

religion on US foreign policy making. 

 After 9/11, Pak-US relations have been a burning topic of discussion in 

academia as well as policy-making circles and a lot of work has been produced so 

far covering different aspects of the relations. 60  The present study examines 

various factors where Evangelicals have profoundly influenced politics and the 

manner and extent to which politicians in the US have manipulated religion for 

self interests. It also explores the phenomenon of Islamophobia prevailing in the 

West and Evangelicals’ stance on the Islamic extremism in the Muslim world, 

particularly Pakistan. The study explores Evangelicalism before and after 9/11 and 

investigates whether it has only promoted Christian religious values and social 

welfare or has been active in their evangelization especially in Pakistan. The study 

attempts to highlight the important role played by FBOs and NGOs, as it is 

                                                 
60 Benazir Bhutto. (2008), Bruce Reidel. (2011), Hafeez Malik. (2008), Hassan Abbas. (2005), Husain 
Haqqani. (2005), Lawrence Ziring. (2004), Pervez Musharraf. (2006), Stephen P. Cohen. (2004). 
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believed that Christian fundamentalists are proselytizing and converting Muslims 

through a network of Church-based organizations that deploy missionaries to poor 

and illiterate parts of the Muslim societies.  

 The main point in understanding Evangelical faith is that all aspects of its 

influence on US foreign policy - political or religious, are inter-related. Once the 

nature of influence in all aspects is determined, the impact on relations between 

Pakistan and US would become quite clear. The study also takes into account the 

religious extremism found in both the countries and how the hawks and the doves 

played their role in this situation. This research will give an insight to the 

researchers, policy makers, religious and secular sections of the society to 

understand Evangelicalism in the US and the extremism in Pakistan and how these 

issues can be sorted out vis-à-vis Pak-US relations. Besides this academic 

significance, this study facilitates the task of religious scholars and members of the 

civil society to understand the subject’s negative religious intensity and the role 

they are required to play in the minimization of this intensity for promotion of 

peace and healthy interfaith relations. 

1.7 Objectives of the Study 

This study seeks to achieve the following objectives: 

1. To examine the rise of Evangelicals in the US and their influence on US 

foreign policy;  

2. To evaluate the influence and impact of Evangelicals on the US foreign 

policy towards Pakistan particularly after 9/11;  

3. To pinpoint major issues of concern for Evangelicals with regard to Pak-

US relations;  

4. To identify the role of Evangelical social and religious based organizations 

working in Pakistan after 9/11 for the promotion of interfaith harmony or 

otherwise;  

5. To bring on record the truth regarding the efforts/designs of the US 

Evangelicals through state and non-state actors to transfer their religious 
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values by interfaith dialogue in Pakistan and to analyze whether 

Evangelicals had any effect, good or bad, on this relationship. 

1.8 Hypotheses 

This study also seeks to test the validity of the following hypotheses: 

1. Evangelicalism has had a deep bearing on the formulation of US foreign 

policy particularly after 9/11; 

2. Evangelicals are obsessed with the Holy Land (Israel). They fear a threat to 

Judeo-Christian agenda in the Middle East. Hence, Islamic extremism and 

nuclear capability make Pakistan an important member of the anti-Israel 

camp; 

3. The effect of Evangelicals influence on the US foreign policy towards 

Pakistan is evident from the drastic changes that have taken place in the 

latter’s political, economic and social spheres during the period between 

September 2001 and November 2007.  

1.9 Chapter Structure 

This study is comprised of the following chapters: 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

The chapter introduces allessential aspects of the dissertation. It proceeds with 

some background necessary for the understanding of the issues discussed. This 

includes an outline of the research followed by significance and plan of the study. 

The chapter also includes the methodology used for the conduction of research and 

evaluation of the hypotheses. 

Chapter 2: US Foreign Policy: A Theoretical Perspective 

The theoretical premises of this dissertation are based on the realist-liberal theory. 

The realist approach in the US foreign policy considers national security concerns 

based on increased military strength whereas the liberal approach seeks to promote 

moral values by trying to make the world safe for democracy thus assuming global 

leadership. The task of US foreign policy is very complex as there are diverse 
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factors playing significant role making it difficult to determine the underlying 

reasons for a specific policy. Based on the issues discussed in the study, the 

chapter seeks to assess various levels of analysis through which the foreign policy 

behaviour of states and particularly the US has been examined. After 9/11 both 

realist and liberal sentiments in foreign policy have been visible and have been 

utilized as the aforesaid disastrous event, provided President Bush with an 

opportunity to pursue Evangelicals and Neo-Conservative policy options in 

foreign affairs.  

Chapter 3: Religion in the US Politics & the Rise of Evangelicals 

This chapter discusses the strong role played by the religion in US politics in the 

context of the rise of Evangelicals. The Evangelicals’ perception of responding to 

international affairs by having influence on the US foreign policy is the central 

theme of this chapter. It examines Evangelicals’ political activism and their 

connections with the political elite of US and how they approached the corridors 

of power for influencing policymaking. Also, personal religiosity of political 

leadership and consequential phenomenon of Islamophobia especially after 9/11 is 

examined with reference to its impact on foreign policy, in general, and towards 

Pakistan, in particular. 

Chapter 4: 9/11, Evangelicals and Pak-US Relations  

The Pakistan-US relationship is marred by ups and downs and mutual mistrust. 

This chapter analyzes the history of relationship between Pakistan and the US. It 

consists of events of Evangelical activism influencing US leadership during Cold 

War to contain Communism and in the period following 9/11. The chapter also 

gives a critical view of Islamization process in Pakistan and her alliance in WoT, 

the negative impact on the internal situation of Pakistan and the response of 

Evangelicals to religious extremism in Pakistan.  

Chapter 5: US Foreign Policy: IRFA and the Evangelicals 

The chapter discusses the International Religious Freedom Act (1998) passed in 

the Bill Clinton Administration, a law of the US Congress that envisages 
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democracy, human rights and other social issues including religious freedom. The 

chapter examines the importance of IRFA for Evangelicals who, despite having 

differences, cooperated with non-Evangelicals and other faith groups to facilitate 

the passing of the Act. Besides elucidating Evangelicals’ political activism on the 

issues of religious freedom and religious discrimination abroad, the chapter also 

scrutinizes the details of the Law and Evangelicals response to its violation 

abroad. It also discusses the US foreign policy in the context of the Act and points 

out the critical responses presented in the Muslim world. It also highlights 

Evangelicals’ concerns about human rights abuses, religious intolerance and 

extremism in Pakistan and the US government response to such cases. 

Chapter 6: Evangelicals, Interfaith Dialogue and the US Foreign Policy 

The chapter is important to the study because under the US Constitution there is a 

separation of State and Church and the Constitution prohibits funding to Faith 

Based Organizations (FBOs). These organizations are prohibited from using funds 

to support religious activities. Evangelicals, during Bush administration, 

influenced legislation regarding the funding of FBOs which was a violation of the 

US Constitution. The chapter also explores the role of different state and non-state 

actors within the US in policy-making to address the religious extremism in 

Pakistan and, in this regard, to engage Pakistani society on the issues of religious 

freedom and tolerance including interfaith dialogue as a tool of public relations 

diplomacy for creating understanding of other faiths. The chapter discusses 

various FBOs many of them American and various national and international 

NGOs active in Pakistanfor humanitarian assistance and supposedly missionary 

activities.It deals with the interfaith dialogue and the role played in this direction 

by Pakistani NGOs, national and international faith-based organizations, and the 

civil society in the aftermath of 9/11. It also examines the achievements made in 

promoting interfaith harmony and tolerance and lowering the level of trust deficit 

in Pak - US relations. 
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Chapter 7: The Future Prospects of Pak-US Relations 

The concluding chapter apprises as to how far the Evangelical faith has been 

instrumental in influencing the US foreign policy pertaining to its relations with 

Pakistan. Moreover, it looks into the future of Pak-US relations and an assessment 

of the extent to which policy formulation process can be kept away from the 

influence of non-state actors – conservative Evangelicals in the US and extremists 

fringes in Pakistan. Based on the findings of this study, the researcher proposes a 

framework of Pak-US relations characterizing harmony, understanding and mutual 

respect. 

1.10 Methodology 

The research follows the mixed method-strategy. Both qualitative and quantitative 

methods are used to analyze the impact of Evangelicals influence on the US 

foreign policy towards Pakistan particularly after 9/11. The overall analysis helps 

in identifying the core issues and on the basis, recommendations are made for 

detaching religious sentiments that have created distrust – the single most hurdle 

in the way of harmonious relations between the two countries.  

 Both primary and secondary sources are used. Primary sources comprise of 

field research, interviews and follow up interviews, speeches, statements and 

declassified official documents issued by the Governments of the US and Pakistan. 

The research combines visits to the US (2010 and 2012) and Turkey (2011) for 

several rounds of interviews with notable figures. Those interviewed in the US 

include eminent Evangelical and Muslim scholars and religious and political 

leaders. Moreover, the course of the ‘Study of the US Institute on US Foreign 

Policy (SUSI)’ at the University of Florida, USA also helped in understanding US 

foreign policy from formal and informal discussions, lectures and talks with 

foreign policy experts.  

 The visit in the US included a briefing at the Central Command 

(CENTCOM) at Tampa (Florida), State Capitol at Tallahassee, Tampa Tribune 

News room and meetings with State’s official, lobbyists and specialist in 
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international trade. Reputable institutes like Kennedy School of Government, 

Harvard University, Boston and University of Chicago were also visited.In 

Washington DC, a briefing at the US State Department, meeting with Republican 

Congressmen, Thomas Looney, Edward Royce and Democrat Congressman, Jim 

McGovern at Capitol Hill Washington DC and various think tanks and research 

institutes like, Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), Institute for 

Policy Studies (IPS) and Cato Institute were helpful in having a vision and 

understanding of US politics and foreign policy. The researcher’s visit to Turkey 

to attend a seminar on ‘Religion and Society’ also helped in an in-depth 

understanding and vision of the research by meeting numerous European scholars. 

This study has also benefitted from numerous interviews and informal discussions, 

primarily in Peshawar.  

 Being a female, the researcher faced certain constraints while conducting 

this research. The prevailing security situation in Pakistan further restricted the 

researcher’s mobility inside the tribal areas and visits to selected madrassahs. In 

the US, the researcher was solely dependent on individuals having contacts 

withEvangelicals. Those identified as conservative Evangelicals, could not be 

approached. 

 The secondary sources utilized include books, journals, periodicals, and 

newspapers, published and unpublished documents and statistical reports on the 

subject. The documents consulted appear in the bibliography and many of these 

are cited in the footnotes. The few exceptions are internal reports of NGOs and 

other official organization that were shown to the researcher on the condition that 

these would not be quoted or cited. Most of the qualitative data has been retrieved 

from the websites of national and international think-tanks, policy and research 

institute, for example, Pew Forum, RAND National Defense Research Institute, 

Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), Institute for Policy Studies 

(IPS), Pakistan Institute for Peace Studies (PIPS), Global Terrorism Database 

(GTD), Terrorism Research Center (TRC), South Asian Terrorism Portal (SATP), 

International Crisis Group (ICG). Moreover, Journals and periodical available 

online have also been accessed.  
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CHAPTER – 2 

US FOREIGN POLICY: A THEORETICAL 
FRAMEWORK 

This chapter presents the theoretical framework within which this study has been 

conducted. The theoretical framework helps in analyzing the factors impacting US 

foreign policy and the continuous interaction and role of the US in international 

system particularly after 9/11. The theoretical framework is based on the realist 

and liberal trends in the US foreign policy. The study attempts to examine the 

general patterns of the US foreign policy while discussing sub theories of both 

realist and liberal schools of thought. It also includes various other aspects of the 

theories of foreign policy, such as Idealist approach, and the role of ideology and 

belief system, to look for the factors to determine why and how the US responded 

to international affairs in general and Pakistan in particular before and after 9/11. 

The selection and evaluation of the two theories has been based on the fact that the 

US adopted one or the other approach that best suited its goals at a particular time, 

given its preferences and limitations as has been discussed in the subsequent 

chapters in the form of historical and current issues. 

 In order to comprehend and explain foreign policy of any state, we need 

theory. A theory is a useful tool for understanding a problem and helps in 

examining a wide variety of foreign policy behaviour. Theory helps in possible 

ordering and checking of data and provides a framework for systematic and 

imaginative hypothesizing. Additionally, theory requires that the criteria of 

selection of problems for intensive analysis be made explicit. Therefore, theories 

can be an instrument for understanding not only uniformities and regularities but 

contingencies and irrationalities as well.1 

 Theories explain states and foreign policy behaviour. However, the task of 

foreign policy making of a state is very complex and it is difficult to explain the 

external behaviour of a state as there are various factors involved in foreign policy 

                                                 
1 Kenneth W. Thompson. (September 1955). Towards a Theory of International Politics. The American 
Political Science Review, 49 (3), pp. 19-20. 
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formulation. James N. Rosenau identified five sources that influence a state’s 

foreign policy. The external environment or the international system, the societal 

environment or the internal factors, the governmental structure or setting of a 

state, the bureaucratic role of policy makers and finally the individual 

characteristics of foreign policy elites. However, it is not a full-blown theory and 

can be termed a ‘pre-history’ of foreign policy.2 

In International system there are powerful as well as weak states. We 

examine the above mentioned sources at two levels of analysis, i.e., at external 

factor and domestic factor. States are greatly affected by the events in international 

system and they respond to these events according to the power they possess. Still, 

for a foreign policy decision, there are domestic constraints, for example,in the 

government setting various actors are at play. In some cases the economic or 

political concerns within a state makes them less likely to pursue an aggressive 

policy. The analysis of the bureaucratic role of the decision makers within a state 

examines the way in which bureaucracies pursue different policies. Different 

bureaucratic agencies that are not always in agreement with each other on a particular 

issue, function to influence foreign policy behavior. For an agreed foreign policy 

these agencies bargain with each other to create a foreign policy that is in the interest 

of all.  For example the role and interest of the State Department, Department of 

Defense and CIA in the decision of Iraq war, invasion of Afghanistan and similar 

events after 9/11. Similarly, the personal character, belief and convictions of an 

individual matters in foreign policy formulation, for example, President Bush’s 

foreign policy in the aftermath of 9/11 which is discussed in the following chapters. 

 In the light of above discussion, the current study looks at an internal 

factor, i.e., a religious group which is politically active and their influence on US 

foreign policy. The religious group as an interest group makes their ideas and 

concerns known to elected officials. In the US political system, their relative 

influence is enhanced by the partisan politics. In this scenario, the study also 

attempts to analyze whether the religious thinking is rationalist thinking and it is 

                                                 
2 Brian Schmidt. (2012). Theories of US foreign Policy, in in Michael Cox & Doug Stokes. US Foreign 
Policy (2nd Ed). New York: Oxford Unicersity Press, pp. 6-7. 
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in conflict with national interest or not. Also, whether religious group relate their 

ideas to national interest and if so then how? 

 In international relations various theories are linked with foreign policy. 

However, for a better understanding of US foreign policy, the emphasis in the 

study is on realist and liberal school of thought. Some theories and sub theories of 

the mentioned school of thought, for example, idealist and belief system are also 

discussed to comprehend the nature of US foreign policy under different 

presidents.  

2.1 Realist Approach 

The philosophies of realist school like Thucydides, Machiavelli and Hobbes, 

Reinhold Niebuhr, E.H. Carr, Hans J. Morgenthau, George Kennan etc have 

emphasized on the element of power as the main determinant in international 

relations. In response to the realists, the idealists have always stressed on the 

world system governed by peaceful means. The idealists had been popular during 

the post World War I period. Realism is one of the oldest approaches to the 

understanding of world politics. State is the principle actor in world politics which 

is obsessed by a high sense of security.  

 The realist worldview is based on three main assumptions: international 

politics being dominated by great powers, they influence global politics and lead 

wars; secondly, the structure of global politics mainly shape the foreign policies of 

great powers and lastly, states have competing interests which often lead to war.3 

Realism is further sub-divided in to ‘human nature realism’, ‘defensive realism’ 

and offensive realism.  

 Human nature realism, sometime called ‘classic realism’ is based on the 

idea that security competition is deep rooted in human nature. Human are power 

seeking and that states acts in pursuit of their own national interest and seek 

opportunities to take the offensive and dominate other states. Therefore, human 

nature realists recognize that international anarchy results in worries among states 
                                                 
3 John J. Mearsheimer. (February 2002). Liberal Talk, Realist Thinking. Retrieved: Dec. 16, 2002, from 
University of Chicago Magazine. 94 (3).  http://magazine.uchicago.edu/0202/features/index.htm. 
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about balance of power.4 The assumption from the statement can thus be that since 

long for the lust of power, individuals (policy makers) sought to create fear as an 

effective tool to win support. For example, in recent times the phobia that Iraq has 

weapons of mass destruction and its nuclear pursuit poses a threat to global peace 

and security. 

 Realist school is also criticized on the ground that power politics has been a 

security game in which threats generated counter threats and alliances created 

counter alliances. Security perception has now been more localized and a 

phenomenon in least developed and failed states. In international system it has 

become obsolete.5 Joseph S. Nye Jr. also argues that the present context of power 

is different. He explains that the military power is now unipolar, economic power 

is multipolar and at the transitional level the power is not orderly distributed.6 

2.2 Liberal Approach 

 Liberals believe that it would be possible to transform a world of power 

seeking and war into one in which peace and cooperation in international system 

prevails which as result can produce absolute gains for all. Liberal theory is based 

on the natural goodness of humans and the autonomy of the individual and 

favouring civil and political liberties offered by democratic system of government.  

The critics label liberal theories as,‘utopian and idealist’ at times. Based on 

three core beliefs: first, liberal consider states as the main actors in international 

system. Second, they emphasize that the internal characteristics of states vary 

considerably and these differences have profound effects on state behaviour. 

Third, they believe that calculation about power matter little for explaining the 

behaviour of good states. Other kinds of political and economic calculations 

matter more, although the form of these calculations varies from theory to theory.7 

                                                 
4 John J. Mearsheimer. (February 2002). Liberal Talk, Realist Thinking. Retrieved: Dec 16, 2002, from 
University of Chicago Magazine. 94(3).  http://magazine.uchicago.edu/0202/features/index.htm. 
5 Robert H. Jackson& George Sorensen. (2007). Introduction to International Relations: Theories and 
Approaches. (3rd Ed.). New York: Oxford University Press, p. 90. 
6 Joseph S. Nye Jr. (2003, March-April). Towards a Liberal Realist Foreign Policy: A Memo for the 
Next President. Harvard Magazine. pp. 36-7. 
7 John J. Mearsheimer. (February 2002). op. cit. 
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The most persistent and powerful criticism of realism come from the 

classical liberal tradition, including Immanuel Kant, John Stuart Mill, Richard 

Cobden, Woodrow Wilson, Norman Angell, Joseph Schumpeter and John 

Maynard Keynes. Liberal theory of international relations can be understood 

through various strands in contemporary periods; 

 Republican liberalism argues that democracies tend to be more peaceful 

than other forms of government; 

 Pluralist liberalism holds that international conflicts are the result of deep 

social divisions; 

 Commercial liberalism asserts that economics interdependence create 

incentives for peace and cooperation. 

 Regulatory liberalism asserts that international law and institutions promote 

international accommodation.8 

 Liberals generally oppose the use of force for both moral and practical 

reasons, however, support military intervention for humanitarian and moral ends. 

In the Colonial era, the competition for colonies was at the root of all international 

conflicts. Hence it was believed that the struggle for power is a temporary 

phenomenon and it will disappear once the peculiar historic conditions that have 

given rise to it have been eliminated. Liberals of the nineteenth century argued 

that by replacing absolutism and autocracy democracy and constitutional 

government, power politics and wars could be avoided to achieve permanent 

international peace.9 

2.3 Idealist Perspective  

The foreign policy idealists in the US support the thought of liberals and believe 

that democracy, economic needs and international organizations will ultimately 

lead to peace in international politics.10 Idealists consider that states could work 

                                                 
8 Andrew Moravcsik. Liberalism and International Relations Theory. Paper, 92(6), p. 3. 
9 Stanley H. Hoffmann (Ed.). (1960). Contemporary Theory in International Relations. USA: Prentice 
Hall, pp. 67-8. 
10 Collin Dueck. (2010). Hard Line: The Republican Party and the US Foreign Policy since World War 
II. USA: Princeton University Press, p. 29. 



 
 

36

together for handling of mutual problems, and stress upon international moral 

standards.11 However, various scholars and political elites stress on a balanced 

idealist realist approach in foreign policy. As Giuliani stated: 

Achieving a realistic peace means balancing realism and idealism 
in our foreign policy. America is a nation that loves peace and 
hates war. At the core of all Americans is the belief that all human 
beings have certain inalienable rights that proceeds from God but 
must be protected by the state…preserving and extending 
American ideals must remain the goal of all US policy, foreign 
and domestic. But unless we pursue our idealistic goals through 
realistic means, peace will not be achieved.12 

 Idealism is not only linked with liberalism but is also explained in terms of 

realism. It is also argued that the realism that powered US military resurgence in 

the 1980s was deeply ideological and committed to a fulfillment of American 

purpose in the world. For example, many in Reagan’s administration provided the 

moral and intellectual framework to rationalize Reagan’s Central America policy. 

In doing so, they began the combination of the realist-idealist traditions of the US 

diplomacy into a powerful synthesis.13 

 From the perspective of realist critics, American foreign policy is too often 

marred by a desire for idealistic moralism. The moralism in foreign policy is 

frequently reflected in the rhetoric of presidents, by way of seeking to defend their 

stance toward other countries in the international system. For example Ronald 

Reagan’s description of the Soviet Union as the ‘Evil Empire’ or George W. 

Bush’s speeches on rogue states description as ‘axis of evil.’14 

 Goldberg argues that religion influences political culture and helps shaping 

individual thinking.An important question is how religion, viewed as an aspect of 

culture, influences politics and public policy, and how politics and public policy, 

                                                 
11 Joshua S. Goldstein & Jon C. Pevehouse. (2011). Power Politics. International Relations (8th Ed.). 
India: Dorling Kindersley (Pvt.).  Ltd., p. 43. 
12 Rudolph W. Giuliani. (2007, September- October). Towards a Realistic Peace. Foreign Affairs, 
86 (5), p. 4. 
13 Greg Grandin. (2007). The Imperial Presidency: the Legacy of Reagan’s Central American Policy, in 
Michael J. Thompson. (Ed.). Confronting the New Conservatism: The Rise of the Right in America. 
USA: New York University Press, p. 201. 
14 Corwin E. Smidt. (2005). Religion and American Attitudes Toward Islam and an Invasion of 
Iraq. Sociology of Religion, 66 (3), p. 243. 
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in turn, influence religion. Seen in this perspective, it is believed that participation 

of religious groups in politics creates religious elites for enhancing the power of 

leaders belonging to the particular religious groups.15 

 Malik also noted that, “for political interests, a hegemonic use of religion 

and moral virtue are present for quite sometime.”16 Despite the increasing role of 

religion in the US, it is believed that, “those who conduct foreign policy ignore 

religion at their peril. Religion is being constructed as both the cause of existential 

threat to the US and the solution to that threat, while simultaneously being crucial 

in forming and maintaining national identity”.17 

 Religion and politics may not be separate in the US, particularly where 

most of the fundamentalists Christians consider evangelism important to their 

mission. However, it is a fact the Federalist fathers of the US believed in state 

sovereignty and placed religion, education and local government in such a position 

that could produce virtuous citizenry. 18  This is the feature of classical 

conservatives that they take a pessimistic view of international politics. However, 

the perception of US being a conservative state can be challenged by the fact that 

‘American Exceptionalism’ is also American values in politics. This virtue adds 

classical liberal trends to politics in US.19 

2.4 Role of Ideology and Belief System  

Belief can be understood as a device for understanding a particular aspect of 

physical or social environment. In a sense, it is a personal explanation, which 

enables an individual to comprehend and cope with a particular phenomenon. In 

the US the impact of the personal beliefs of US presidents has been historically 

important. However, the beliefs of presidents are not entirely idiosyncratic in 

                                                 
15 Ben Goldberg. (December 2003). Discourse of Religion on Politics in Israel: Compatibility of 
Judaism and Democracy. Senor Thesis. Department of Political Science, New York University, pp. 2-3. 
16 Iftikhar H. Malik. (2006). Crescent Between Cross and Star: Muslims and the West after 9/11. 
Karachi: Oxford University Press, p. vii. 
17 Lee Marsden. (September 2012). Bush, Obama and a Faith-Based US Foreign Policy. International 
Affairs, 88 (5), p. 954. 
18 Michael J. Thompson. (Ed.) (2007). Confronting the New Conservatism: The Rise of the Right in 
America. USA: New York University Press, pp. 126-7. 
19 Colin Dueck. (2010). op. cit., pp. 26-28. 
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foreign policy. They are the product of an approach to foreign policy and security 

and shared in key foreign policy making group. Presidents may hold personal 

beliefs about foreign policy, but that may not be the sole determinant of the 

policy.20 

 The widespread belief in the US is on its exceptional role as a state. They 

believe American democracy, individual liberty and freedom as ideals for other 

countries and want the spread of these ideals. Friedman states that ‘American 

Exceptionalism’ has a historical link. Since its inception, America was called a 

‘city on the hill’, ‘beacon of liberty’ and role model for the world. The American 

presidents have justified their actions on the premise that the US can make a 

difference between freedom and repression.21 However, this belief is mainly based 

upon military primacy, economic strength and political diversity. It is also argued 

that this exceptional value is because of the liberal character of the US, and it 

hasshaped its foreign policy.22 

2.5 Realists and Liberalist Approach in US Foreign Policy 

There may be a certain amount of agreement between the two schools of thoughts, 

however, the main difference is how they see and approach particular issues and 

hence seek and suggest a solution to address them. Systematic theories, such as, 

defensive and offensive realism claim that the important influence on US foreign 

policy is the international system and the relative amount of power that the US 

possesses. The defensive realists maintain that after the end of the Cold War, the 

US power and interests, both have increased. It has frequently sought 

opportunities to increase its power relatives to other states. Offensive realists, 

however, argue that states are power maximizers, and they frequently seek 

opportunities to gain power relative to other states. Contrary to the above theories, 

                                                 
20 Richard Little & Steve Smith. (Ed). (1988). Belief System and International Relations. USA: 
Blackwell Publishers, pp. 90-91. 
21 Uri Friedman. (2012, July-August). American Exceptionalism: A Short History. Retrieved: Dec 12, 
2012, from Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles /2012/06/18/ 
american_exceptionalism?page=0,0. 
22 Michael Cox & Doug Stokes. (2012). US Foreign Policy (2nd Ed.). New York: Oxford University 
Press, pp. 23-5, 31. 
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for example, liberalism and Marxism stress the influence of domestic factors on 

US foreign policy. However, it is argued that neoclassic realism as a theory of the 

US foreign policy seeks to combine systematic and domestic level factors at the 

same time. Another theory constructivism emphasizes the role of ideas and 

identity in the US foreign policy.23 

 While realists consider national security interests only, liberal seek to 

promote the moral values defined in the US Creed. Realism is the default position 

of US foreign policy but occasionally and more recently Neo-Cons policies have 

sought to export American values. They advocate increased military strength and 

the promotion of American values abroad by democratization and free market. 

Traditionally, The US president have pursued realist foreign policy in liberal or 

moral rhetoric. 24  Liberals believe that the US through its conservative foreign 

policy cannot achieve world peace through military might or acting unilaterally. 

Its unwillingness to form substantial international partnership or by ignoring 

global institutions which deal with military, economic and social problems 

confronting the world, is making the world less safe.25 

 “Because the Americans dislike realism, the public discourse by policy 

elites about the foreign policy in the US is usually expressed in the language of 

liberalism. For example, the US fought fascism in World War II and Communism 

in the Cold War for realist reasons but portrayed them to public as ideological 

conflicts. Furthermore, when power considerations force the US to act in ways that 

conflict with liberal principles, ‘spin doctors’ appear to accord it with liberal 

ideals. For example, the case of Germany, which was an ally in the late nineteenth 

century, became an adversary in the decade before World War I. The same goes 

for Soviet Union during the late 1930s it was an adversary and in the late 1941 

became an ally against Germany.”26 

                                                 
23 Michael Cox & Doug Stokes. (2012). pp. 8-14. 
24 Lee Marsden. (2008). For God’s Sake: The Christian Right and the US Foreign Policy. New York: 
Zed Books, pp. 13-4. 
25 Bob Burnett. (August 15, 2006). A Liberal Foreign Policy.  Retrieved: July 18, 2009, from 
Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/bob-burnett/a-new-liberal-foreign-pol_b_27292.html 
26 Bob Burnett. (August 15, 2006). op. cit. 
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 Liberalism is one of the most prominent domestic theories of the US 

foreign policy. According to liberalism, one of the core objectives of US foreign 

policy is to promote the expansion of individual rights and liberty across the 

globe. It will not only enhance American security but will be beneficial to the rest 

of the world with the presence of likeminded states. Liberals from President 

Wilson to the present have argued that the US must take the lead in actively 

promoting these ideals. This is frequently referred to as liberal internationalism, 

whereby the US as a liberal democracy must take the role of world leadership to 

construct a peaceful liberal order through multilateral cooperation and effective 

organizations.27 

 Liberalism fits neatly with American values. They are prone to believe that 

morality should play a role in politics. Although they oppose war, they support it 

only to fight tyranny. They distinguish between good or bad states and see their 

country as a benevolent force in international system and portray its rivals as bad 

or malevolent.28 

 The realist-liberal blame had lead to a new synthesis that call for liberal 

realist approach in US foreign policy. It suggests understanding of the strength and 

limits of the US power as it can influence but not control other parts of the world 

and military might can address a few of the existential threats. Liberal realist 

policy emphasize on a grand strategy of combination of hard and soft power, i.e. 

to act hard on terrorist but attract the moderates in those societies with soft power. 

It stresses on the provision of security for the US and its allies, to maintain a 

strong domestic and international economy and to avoid environmental disasters.29 

 When it comes to foreign policy implementation, both Republican and 

Democrats share similar views on issues of international expansion and military 

intervention. Republican President McKinley’s 1900s military adventures in Spain 

and later annexation of Philippines presents a realist approach in foreign policy. 

                                                 
27 Michael Cox & Doug Stokes. (2012). op. cit., p. 11. 
28 John J. Mearsheimer. (February 2002). op. cit. 
29 Joseph S. Nye Jr. (2003, March-April). op. cit., pp. 36-8. 
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Similarly Roosevelt favoured strong navy, control over maritime trade routes and 

new naval bases overseas. He attuned to great power politics and believed in US 

military strength as best guarantee for peace. William Taft rejected the notion of 

sphere of influence and favoured peaceful and prosperous world order through 

international law and investment which created a spilt between the progressive and 

conservative wings of Republican Party. Due to conservative strength he moved 

towards them, confirming their control over the Party. Wilson favoured 

international order characterized by democracy, open markets and international 

law. However, majority of the Republicans opposed entry to league of Nations as 

they were committed to a general policy of non-entanglement.30 

 The conservative foreign policy tradition of Republicans in the US are 

characterized by several recurring tensions or dichotomies that help in 

understanding of their variety as well as the understanding of their typical 

distinction from left-liberal approach. Four such leading tensions are ‘realism 

versus idealism’, ‘hawks versus doves’, ‘nationalism versus accommodation and 

‘intervention versus anti-intervention’. The major schools of thoughts in 

conservative and Republican foreign policy thinking are ‘nationalists’, ‘hawks’ 

and ‘realists’. Nationalists emphasize the protection of US sovereignty. Hawks 

emphasize both the moral and the practical arguments for military interventions 

abroad. Realists highlight the careful coordination of force and diplomacy.31 The 

Republican conservatives have never been particularly attracted to realism. The 

touchstone for them has been an intense American nationalism that is in many 

ways quite idealistic.32 

                                                 
30 Colin Dueck. (2010). op. cit., pp. 26-7. 
31 Ibid., pp. 29-31. 
32 Colin Dueck. (2010). op. cit., p. 293. 
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2.5.1 US Grand Strategy 

The grand strategy can be explained as the overall vision of a state’s national 

security goals and determination of the most appropriate means to achieve these 

goals. Since 1940, the US foreign policy has been described by two grand 

strategies. One is that its foreign policy is realist for containment, deterrence and 

the maintenance of global balance of power. The other is liberal in direction, 

designed during World War II by the US for the reconstruction of the world 

economy. The realist grand strategy has been criticized for creating a political 

validation for establishing major security commitments around the world. The 

liberal strategy created a positive agenda for American leadership. However, since 

the start of the Cold War, a new grand strategy is advanced most directly as a 

response to terrorism. According to this new paradigm, the US will use its military 

superiority to manage the global order and play a unilateral and pre-emptive role, 

less bound by global partners and organizations.33 

 The conservative political figures in the US stress that The US grand 

strategy should aim to preserve and extend its ‘imperial position’ as far into the 

future as possible. They stress that the US has to accept responsibility for its 

unique role in preserving and extending international order friendly to its security, 

prosperity and principles. Incase of failure to provide moral framework the  

Pax-Americana will come to an end.34 

 Debates about grand strategy are clearly related to different theories of US 

foreign policy. To secure national security there are different views among 

scholars, “some suggest a grand strategy of ‘primacy’ for preservation of US 

position as the undisputed preeminent power in the international system. However, 

other proponents of the ‘primacy’ such as the Neo-Conservatives in the Bush 

administration supported democracy promotion as a vital component of the US 

grand strategy. Liberal internationalists share this view but through multilateral 

                                                 
33 G. John Ikenberry. (Winter 2001-02). American Grand Strategy in the Age of Terror. Survival. 
43 (4), pp. 20-9. 
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institutions and the promotion of democracy and liberty. Other advocates‘offshore 

balancing’ as a grand strategy for multipolar world and argue that the US must 

exercise greater constraint and shift some of its burden to other states.”35 

2.5.2 Imperialism and Unilateralism in US Foreign Policy 

US ‘Exceptionalism’ has coincided with the US imperialism. This has provided 

justification for overseas expansion and military intervention, whenever needed 

for the pursuance of foreign policy goals. 36  In the present world, the form of 

imperialism has changed. It is now seen in the policies designed in the physical 

subjugation of overseas territories. It is argued that the US wants control over the 

natural resources required for its economic development.37 After the end of Cold 

War, US unilateralism is seen as imperialistic on many counts. The war in Iraq, 

Libya and overall Middle East policy can be seen in this context.  

 The Americans have rejected to accept that the US is imperialist. They 

portray the US as a beacon of democracy and freedom. 38  The US imperialist 

policies, effective role in NATO, control over the International Monetary Fund 

(IMF) and the World Bank, and the recent bypassing of the UN Security Council 

reveal that the world affairs are mainly manipulated by the US for her own 

national interest. 39  The Evangelicals, in this context, have endorsed the above 

mentioned policies. They have opposed the strong role of international 

organizations. Once they referred to UN Secretary General as anti-Christ.  

 Several quarters in the US including Neo-Cons and Republicans support 

unilateralism, to act with out external support, on the issues of national security 

and national interest. In US foreign policy, several possible answers can be drawn 

from existing theories of political science, referring either to, economic interests, 

                                                 
35 Michael Cox & Doug Stokes. (2012), op. cit., pp. 16-9. 
36 Ibid., pp. 21-7. 
37 Campbell Craig. (October 2004). American Realism Versus American Imperialism 1964. World 
Politics, 57 (1), p. 147. 
38 Emilio Gentile. (2008). God’s Democracy: American Religion after September 11. (Jennifer Pudney 
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39 Campbell Craig. (October 2004). op. cit., p. 146. 
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partisan politics, international pressures or the power of policy ideas. 40  That 

reflects the vision of some in the Republican Party’s support for unilateral action 

on the issues of national security. For example, the decision of war in Iraq is based 

on the belief that it is the ability and right of the US to act without external 

support. Most of these thoughts are based on the theories of neorealism and 

realism.  

2.6 Bush’s Foreign Policy 

Still, President Bush is considered to be the most recent idealist whose main 

priority in foreign policy was embracing the so-called ‘democratic peace’ theory, 

which holds that democracies do not fight democracies.41 In October 2000, while 

campaigning for his presidential elections, President George W. Bush projected 

himself to be in favour of a humble and strong nation than an arrogant and over-

reactive. But, as a President, his ‘Doctrine of Preemptive’ strikes made him a 

crusader.42 

 This was a period of the influence of Neo-Cons in the US. The Doctrine of 

‘New American Century’ emerged out of the Neo-Cons’mind, the most prominent 

were Wolfowitz, Richard Pearle etc. The doctrine envisaged support to Israel and 

potential regime change in the Middle East. The Neo-Cons policy was in 

consonance with the Evangelicals, the former support is for political purpose and 

the latter for religious purpose.43 

 After the incidence of 9/11 Bush warned the terrorists and the states 

sponsoring terrorism by stating: 

To our enemies: Do not be joyous. Do not confuse the working of 
our democracy with a lack of will. Our nation is committed to 
bringing you to justice. Liberty and democracy are the sources of 
America’s strength, and liberty and democracy will lift up the 
hopes and the desire of those you are trying to destroy.44 

                                                 
40 Colin Dueck. (2010). op. cit., p. 31. 
41 Richard N. Haass. (May 3, 2009). op. cit. 
42 Jim Willis. (2005). op. cit., pp. 140-41. 
43 From interview with John L. Esposito, held at Washington DC on June 28, 2010. 
44 Bill Sammon. (2007). The Evangelical President: George Bush’s Struggle to Spread a Moral 
Democracy throughout the World. USA: Regnary Publishing Inc., pp. 160-61. 
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 Bush linked the extension of the American principles and ideas to 

religiously inspired mission of the US. He used religious language more than any 

president in the US history. Moreover, his religious tone was set as much by his 

religiosity as by his speeches written by writers from Evangelical community. 

After 9/11, his ‘compassionate conservatism’ and the faith-based initiative as part 

of his administration rapidly gave way to his newly found mission to ‘rid the 

world of evil’. By terming the WoT as a moral battle between good and evil he 

gave a theological nature to US foreign policy. After 9/11, the WoT helped shaped 

his ‘mission in life’ that is to ‘rid the world of evil’. 45  His compassionate 

conservatism was therefore, a winning slogan for elections because of its potential 

appeal to Evangelical Protestants, women, Catholic swing voters and to moderate 

suburbanites all at once.46 

           Three related ideas could be found regularly in Bush’s speeches on foreign 

policy that are rooted in and voiced throughout the US religious history. “The first 

idea is that of the US being ‘God’s chosen nation’. The second is that the US has 

‘a mission or a calling to transform the world’. The third idea is that in carrying 

out this mission, ‘the US is representing the forces of good over evil’. Bush 

declared at the West Point in May 2003, we are in a conflict between good and 

evil, and America will call evil by its name.” 47  The 2002 National Security 

Strategy stated the war on Iraq as their responsibility to rid the world of the 

‘evil’.48 However, it is argued that theology did not have an impact on foreign 

policy, but simply served to bolster an ideology of US moral supremacy. It 

appeared to be the president who attached theology to American power.49 

 This is often observed that President Bush used more religious language 

than other presidents. At the same time, it is observed that some of his 

speechwriters were Evangelicals – the predominant religious group in the US. He 
                                                 
45 Jim Willis. (2005). op. cit., pp. 138-43. 
46 Colin Dueck. (2010). op. cit., pp. 267-68. 
47 Bush Vows to Rid the World of ‘Evildoers’. (September 16, 2001). Retrieved November 25, 2005, 
from CNN.com: http://archives.cnn.com/2001/US/09/16/gen.bush.terrorism/ 
48 John Micklethwait & Wooldridge Adrian. (2009). God is Back. New York: The Penguin Press,  
p. 117. 
49 Jim Willis. (2005). op. cit., p. 142. 
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structured WoT as a moral battle fought between ‘good’, the US lead coalition and 

‘evil’, those who opposed US. Those who were not on the side of the US were on 

the ‘wrong’ side.50 

 Realism in Bush’s foreign policy is seen in his ‘Preemptive Doctrine’ 

whereas, idealism is seen in the claim that he wanted to spread democracy and 

extend support to liberty. Bush’s idealism cannot be compared to that of Wilson’s, 

as Bush had no faith in international organizations. Most observers believed that 

Bush Doctrine was a break from the liberal internationalism of the Cold War 

periods while admitting that it has deep roots in the US political culture.51 

2.6.1  Bush’s National Security Strategy52 

Since 9/11, the world is dealing with a super power that is willing to show its 

might without her allies. The world supported the US in her WoT when it attacked 

Afghanistan on October 7, 2001 but there was resentment to US new approach in 

dealing with regimes like Iraq. As discussed, the Evangelicals wanted a 

likeminded president in the White House and, hence, after 9/11 they endorsed 

Bush as their leader after the White House response to terrorism. According to 

them, ‘God picked Bush to lead America through its crisis’.53 

 When 9/11 incidents took place, President Bush and Neo-Cons, many 

among them Evangelicals, were deciding the direction of international affairs in 

the White House. This paved the way for US foreign policy to be shaped 

according to the preferences of Evangelicals-Neo-Cons alliance. Evangelicals, 

                                                 
50 Jim Willis. (2005). op. cit., p. 149. Also see Bob Woodward. (2010). State of Denial: Bush at War- 
Part III. New York: Simon & Schuster, p. 342. 
51 Greg Grandin. (2007). The Imperial Presidency: The Legacy of Reagan’s Central American Policy, 
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52 In the National Security Strategy of 2002 and in a series of public addresses the same year, President 
Bush clarified that the US reserved the right to take unilateral, preventive military action against 
regimes that might hand over unconventional weapons to terrorists; a strategy that became known as 
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having close relations with the President and his Neo-Conservative advisors, were 

significant element in a unilateralist alliance that dominated US foreign policy.54 

 The 9/11 came as a blessing to the Neo-Cons and Religious Right to set 

their agenda into action with the American force on the move across West Asia – 

the land of Biblical Prophets.55 While Neo-Cons and Evangelicals were fashioning 

foreign policy, CIA also was advising Bush on how to hunt down Al Qaeda. Bush, 

on the request of CIA Director George Tenet, granted authority to carry out covert 

actions to kill or capture Al Qaeda top brass without asking for the President’s 

permission.56  Bush described the Neo-Cons vision of national security thus:  

We seek to shape the world, not merely be shaped by it; to influence 
events for the better, instead of being at their mercy.57 

 The counterterrorism policy of the US in the post 9/11 period suggested 

stern action against terrorists. It envisaged that the terrorists be brought to justice, 

they should be isolated and forced to change their behaviour and finally the US 

would enhance the capabilities of countries working with the US against 

terrorists.58  The US WoT could not remain confined to Afghanistan but it affected 

the whole region. The US increased anti-terror operations all over the world. 

President Bush had declared that his WoT began with Al Qaeda, but it would not 

end unless every terrorist was defeated. 

 There are debates and controversies about the Bush Doctrine as to whether 

it was principles of realism or liberalism. For many it reflects realism because the 

call for the preservation of US primacy, the willingness to use force and act 

unilaterally against adversaries that challenge US interests. However, many 

realists are critical of the Bush Doctrine, particularly about the justification for 

Iraq war and promotion of democracy, a key rational for the invasion. The liberals 

                                                 
54 Duane Oldfield. (March 26, 2004). The Evangelicals roots of US unilateralism. Retrieved: July 28, 
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supported the war as they argued that democracy in Iraq would help to spread 

freedom and liberty throughout the Middle East. Therefore, it is believed that the 

Bush Doctrine was not based on principles of realism but grounded on liberal 

Wilsonianism, which is described by John Mearsheimer as ‘Wilsonianism with 

teeth’.59 

 Bush, in his National Security Strategy, stressed that the US did not use her 

strength for unilateral advantage but, due to general feelings of mistrust and 

dislike among the Muslims, the US National Security Strategy was seen directed 

against the Muslim world, in general, and Pakistan, in particular, as the 9/11 

provided US with an opportunity of physical presence in South Asia and increased 

influence in the region. 

 Evangelicals, with their increasing power within the Republican Party, 

increasingly started interpreting foreign policy in the light of its own expectations 

of imminent ‘Rapture’. Though they breakaway with a few Republican Presidents, 

they never left the engagement in world affairs.60 Bush rallied the Republican’s 

conservative base, particularly the Evangelicals on his side. His appeal to both 

Republicans and the swing voters was based partially on his socially conservative 

stance on social issues, such as same sex marriage. He pleased different elements 

within Republican Party such as economic conservatives, social and religious 

conservatives and conservative national security hawks. However, his stance on 

foreign policy, counter terrorism and national defense cemented the Republican 

coalition and expanding its support, which was unanticipated before 9/11. The 

combination (termed as ‘big government conservatism’) of increased government 

spending, moral traditionalism and an interventionist foreign policy was striking 

one.61 

 Bush faced failure and unpopularity in the last three years in office in his 

second term. However, over all his administration could point to various genuine 
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international and security policy accomplishments as it exited from office.62 The 

Bush administration’s revised foreign policy was often described as 

‘neoconservative’. However, none of the top figures, for example, Dick Cheney, 

Donald Rumsfeld and the President himself could be described as following the 

neoconservative thinking before 9/11. Though many supported action against 

Taliban, there was difference of opinion on invading Iraq as the regime change 

would not result in democracy but chaos Even the voter were not enthusiastic 

about war but supported his WoT.63 

Whether bush was realist, idealist or liberal in his foreign policy approach, 

he is believed to have recognized the threat and dealt with the threat. His 

administration acknowledged his vision for the moral realism of his democracy 

agenda and his preemptive actions. Dick Cheney – the Vice President, lauded 

Bush agenda of democratization. He was convinced that the Bush administration 

was successful in bringing democracy in Iraq, Afghanistan and other Middle 

Eastern countries.64 

Conclusion 

While understand the US foreign policy, one comes to the conclusion that 

bothrealism and liberalism have been the characteristic features of the foreign 

policy. Inthe past and even today, there are elements who desire for 

multilateralism and international organizations. 

 Irrespective of which party is in the government, both realism and 

liberalism remain associated with it. Similarly, President Bush’s foreign policy 

was observed as a mixture of both the theories. For example, in the post 9/11 US, 

its foreign policy was called a realist as the US had invaded Afghanistan an Iraq. It 

was also called liberal because the war was against fundamentalist extremists in 

Afghanistan and dictatorial regime of Saddam Hussein in Iraq. 
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 Similar is the case in Pakistan where the US policy is going through the  

two theoretical frameworks. The unilateralist Neo-Cons take Pakistan as potential 

terrorist hub, where the terrorists could take into custody the nuclear weapons. The  

Bush administration had taken unilateral action by ordering drone strikes in 

FATA, and, on the other hand, supported the military dictatorship of  

President Musharraf in Pakistan. 



 
 

51

CHAPTER – 3  

RELIGION IN US POLITICS AND THE 
RISE OF EVANGELICALS 

This chapter, after examining the role of religion in US politics, attempts to 

explain the origin and history of Evangelicals and their influence on US domestic 

and foreign policy with particular emphasis on Evangelicalism in the post 9/11 

period. One aspect of looking at the War on Terror (WoT) in the post 9/11 wars is 

to see it as a war between Evangelicals and the Muslim world. Therefore, it is 

important to understand Evangelicalism and its meaning and then find its effects 

on US policies at home and abroad. 

3.1 Role of Religion in US Politics  

The US history reveals that religion has had a significant influence on US public 

and political life since the early colonial times when German and English settlers 

came to America in search of religious freedom. 

 In the US, religion and politics have had a historical relationship. American 

public life is neither wholly secular nor wholly religious but an increasingly 

changing mix of the two. History shows that trouble tended to come when one of 

these forces grew too powerful in proportion to the other,1 and the trends in US 

foreign policy clearly show this tendency. 

Patrick Henry, one of the founding fathers of US remarked, “it cannot be 

emphasized too strongly or too often that this great nation was founded not only 

by religionists but by Christians, not on religions but on the Gospel of Jesus 

Christ.”2 Regarding the role of religion in US, James Bryce, an intellectual of the 

British Liberal Party, remarked in 1880 that clergymen were the first influential 

citizens in the US. They not only had authority in churches but also emphasized on 

the moral reformation of the society. They slowly enlarged their sphere of 

                                                 
1 Jon Meacham. (2009, April 04). The End of Christian America. Retrieved May 25, 2009, from 
Newsweek: http://www.newsweek.com/2009/04/03/the-end-of-christian-america.html 
2 Rebecca J. Frey. (2010). Fundamentalism. New Delhi: VIVA Books (Pvt.) Ltd., p. 167. 
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influence beyond their churches; so much that in 1900, around 650 full-time and 

2200 part-time Evangelists were touring the country. 3  Therefore, American 

religiosity was too vigorous a force to be kept within its limits. The US foreign 

policy was never beyond the reach of religious influence.4 Alexis de Tocqueville 

recognized the role of religion in shaping American culture thus:  

This civilization is the result…of two distinct ingredients, 
which anywhere else have often ended in war but Americans 
have succeeded somehow to meld together in wondrous 
harmony; namely the spirit of religion and the spirit of 
liberty.5 

 The US constitution, on the other hand, strongly upholds a separation 

between the church and the state. To begin with, Article 6 of the Constitution says 

that religion will not be a qualification for holding any public office.6 In addition, 

the First Amendment declares, “Congress shall make no law respecting an 

established religion, or prohibiting the free exercise.” This was inserted in the 

Constitution because the founding fathers wanted to avoid the vices associated 

with the established European church. That did not mean to take religion out of the 

public life but to make it apersonal individual undertaking rather than statecraft.7 

The case here again is otherwise which will be discussed later in the text.  

 Nonetheless, the concept of secularism in the Constitution has faced 

challenges in the past from staunch Evangelicals like Pat Robertson and William 

Rehnquist,* former Chief Justice of the US Supreme Court, (1994 to 2005), and 

the Southern Baptist Convention leaders who declared it wrong. 8  In the US, 

religious and political leaders have complimented each other while promoting 

their respective agendas and interests. The religious motivation of the leadership 

in US foreign policy brought them closer to religious right and vice versa.  

                                                 
3 John Micklethwait & Wooldridge Adrian. (2009). God is Back. New York: The Penguin Press, p. 80. 
4 Ibid., p. 76. 
5 Catherine A. Lugg. (2008). One Nation Under God: The Role of Religion and Poltics in American 
Public Life. Retrieved, May 09, 2009.  from http://www.bc.edu/boisi/metaelements/pdf/ f081/Mass_ 
humantities_Symposium_2008.pdf 
6 http://www.senate.gov/civics/constitution_item/constitution.htm#preamble. Retrieved April 11, 2009. 
7 John Micklethwait & Wooldridge Adrian. (2009). op. cit., pp. 62-3. 
*Rehnquist presided as Chief Justice for 19 years. The last years of his term as Chief Justice (1994-
2005) were the second longest tenure of a single unchanging roster to the Supreme Court. 
8 Jimmy Carter. (2005). Our Endangered Values. New York: Simon & Schuster, p. 60. 
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 For more than two centuries, the US has served as a unique laboratory for 

the emergence of new religious groups and movements, partially because of its 

history and partially because of its size.9 Being conscious of its self-righteousness, 

the US considers itself a ‘Chosen Nation’. Different phases of American history 

have manifested this thought. The following framework 10  would help in 

understanding Protestant Millennialism in the US politics, where in each period a 

mission was set up against an adversary. It also shows how Americans approached 

their objectives and the obstacles in the way of their attainment with a religious 

mentality.  

Table – 1 

Protestant Millennialism in the US Politics 

Period Mission Adversary Means 
Pre-revolutionary 
Colonial America 

(1600-1776) 
Millennium Papal Antichrist 

Example as “city on the 
hill” 

Revolutionary and 
Founding Era 
(1776-1815) 

Empire of 
Liberty 

Old world tyranny, 
Hellish fiends’ 

(Native Americans) 

Example, continental 
expansion without 

entangling alliances 

Manifest Destiny 
(1815-1848) 

Christian 
Civilization 

Savages or “children” 
(Native Americans) 

Example, continental 
expansion without 

entangling alliances 

Imperial America 
(1898-1913) 

Christian 
Civilization 

Barbarians and 
savages (Filipinos) 

Overseas Expansion 
without entangling 

alliances 
Wilsonian 

Internationalism 
(1914-1919) 

Global 
Democracy 

Autocracy and 
Imperialism 

International 
organizations and 

alliances 
Cold War 
Liberalism 

(1946-1989) 
Free World Communism 

International 
organizations and 

alliances 
Bush and Neo- 
Conservatism 
(2001-2008) 

Spread of 
Freedom 

International 
terrorism, radical 

Islam 

Unilateral action with 
ad-hoc alliances 

Source: Policy Brief. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Washington DC. 

 The prerevolutionary colonial Americans had espoused the idea that a 

thousand years before the ‘End Time’ would begin a struggle against the English 

tyranny and Catholicism. The second phase is characterized by the effort to guard 

its liberty against the tyranny of the European ‘Old World’ and got territorial 

                                                 
9 Rebecca J. Frey. (2010). op. cit., p. 35. 
10 John B. Judis. (2005). The Chosen Nation: The Influence of Religion on US Foreign Policy. Policy 
Brief. Washington DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, p. 3. 
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expansion. Its third phase starts with the ‘Manifest Destiny’ to bring civilization 

and Christianity to the Native Americans, but the natives were expelled from the 

Black Hills and Texas was occupied. The fourth phase commences with the 

development of the process of American Imperialism in Philippine but blended in 

religious colors as if the savages and barbarian Filipinos ought to be Christianized. 

President Thomas Woodrow Wilson (1913-1921), while extending his support to 

the League of Nations in 1919, said that the US would lead in the ‘redemption of 

the world’. In addition, during World War II, Franklin Dwight Roosevelt (1933-

1945) declared in his 1942 message to the Congress: ‘We, on our side, are striving 

to be true to (our) divine heritage’. This is the manner in which the American 

leaders justified their policies in religious language. Similarly, seen in the present 

context, George Walker Bush did not differ from his predecessors in his 

commitment to Protestant Millennialism. He rejected working with the United 

Nations as his strategy was based on unilateralism.11 

 After analyzing this framework, we see that religion in the US has a 

significant influence on public and political life since the early colonial era. Kevin 

Phillips, a defector Republican, called US as a high technology, Gospel spreading 

super power. Similarly, a British writer Jonathan Raban stated that the US, as the 

greatest military power in history, had shackled its deadly hardware to the rhetoric 

of fundamentalist Christianity.12 The links between Evangelism, missionary work, 

diplomacy and imperialism became stronger as the century wore on. Americans 

felt they had all the qualities like moneymaking, genius for colonizing and 

persistent energy to evangelize the world. Missionaries helped to shape US 

relations with other countries.13 

 It is also believed that the US has chosen to project its power overseas by 

sending American troops to lavish military bases built on every piece of foreign 

                                                 
11 John B. Judis. (2005). op. cit., p.1. 
12 John Micklethwait &  Wooldridge Adrian. (2009). op. cit., p. 112.  
13 Ibid., p. 76.  
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territory it can get its hands on.14 In the Imperial Era, the colonial power would 

have control over the administrative structure, stationing of military and 

subjugation of local population. At present, the nature of imperialism has changed 

to neo-Imperialism. Several analysts deny religion playing any role in the 

formulation of US foreign policy and refer to economic, cultural and military 

factors behind the US approach to world affairs. The US militarism is seen as 

economic and cultural expansion.  

 In the above discussion, one finds that, “three political forces are believed 

to be behind the US support for war:  the oil lobby, the pro-Israel lobby, and the 

advantages of war for the purposes of domestic politics.” 15 However, having 

discussed the economic, political and cultural influences on the contemporary 

wave of imperialism, one cannot deny the role of religion as the former go into 

background because of the nature of war (such as the ongoing WoT) and its 

attribution to a particular religious community.  

3.2 Meaning of the Term Evangelical 

According to Parrinder:  

Evangelical is a term applied to Protestant Reformers from 
their claim to base doctrines on the Gospel. The Lutheran 
Church in Germany is called the Evangelical Church. Since the 
Methodist Movement in the 18th century, the term was applied 
to those who laid emphasis on conversion, experience 
‘evangelism’ and mission. In the nineteenth century, 
Evangelicals were Low Church as opposed to Anglo-Catholics 
and High Church. In the twentieth century, unlike liberals or 
modernists, Evangelicals frequently made a fundamentalist 
interpretation of the Bible.16 

 Evangelicals themselves claim to be the people of Gospel who accept the 

Apostles’ Creed and are dedicated to New Testament Christianity.17  Evangelicals 

emphasize on the prospect for moral progress but they also believe in cooperation 

                                                 
14 Campbell Craig. (2004 October). American Realism Versus American Imperialism 1964. World 
Politics, 57 (1), p. 147. 
15 Ibid., p. 236. 
16  Geoffery Parrinder. (2001). A Concise Encyclopedia of Christianity. New York: One World 
Publication, p. 97.  
17 David K. Bernard. (1999). Fundamentalism and Evangelism. A History of Christian Doctrine: The 
Twentieth Century AD 1900-2000 (Vol. 3). Hazelwood, MO: Word Aflame, p. 4. 
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with non-believers in social welfare works, even though they consider that those 

who reject Christ shall not be united with God after death.18 

 In the past and even today, especially in the Continental Europe and Latin 

America, all Protestants have been referred to as Evangelicals. However, 

Evangelicals are the moderates, less strident and more accommodative heirs of 

fundamentalist Protestants. 19  Timothy states that the term Evangelicalism is 

synonymous with Protestantism. It has its roots from the Greek word ‘Euangelion’ 

meaning Gospel or good news. 20  Zakaullah, on the contrary, explains that all 

Evangelicals are Protestants and can belong to one or another Protestant 

denomination or mainline church but every Protestant is not an Evangelical.21 

However, the primary source to understand Evangelicalism is the 

Evangelical Manifesto, which states that: 

There are three major mandates for Evangelicals. The first 
one is that Evangelicals are Christians who define themselves, 
their faith and their lives according to the Good News of Jesus 
of Nazareth. Moreover, Evangelicals should be defined 
theologically, and not politically, socially or culturally. The 
purpose of Evangelicals is not to attack or to exclude but to 
remind and to reaffirm, and so to rally and to reform… For 
Evangelicals, it is the defining imperative and supreme goal of 
all who would follow the way of Jesus… Evangelicals do not 
typically lead with the name Evangelical in public. They are 
simply Christians, or followers of Jesus, or adherents of ‘mere 
Christianity,’ but the Evangelical principle is at the heart of 
how they see and live with their faith.22 

 An English historian David Babington identifies the following four key 

characteristics of Evangelicalism:  

i. Biblicalism, (a reliance on the Bible as ultimate religious authority);  

ii. Conversionism, (a stress on the New Birth);   

                                                 
18 Walter R. Mead. (2006 September-October). God’s Country. Foreign Affairs.85 (5), p. 34. 
19 David K. Bernard. (1999). op. cit., p. 211. 
20 Timothy Larson & Daniel. J. Trerier. (2007). The Cambridge Companion to Evangelical Theology. 
New York: Cambridge University Press, pp. 2-4. 
21 Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2004). The Rise of Christian Fundamentalism in the United States and 
the Challenges to Understand New America. Occasional Paper. 55. Islamabad: Islamic Research 
Institute. p. 47. 
22 An Evangelical Manifesto. (May 7, 2008). A Declaration of Evangelical Identity and Public 
Commitment. Washington DC: Evangelical Steering Committee, p. 5. Also, from interview with Robert 
Seiple, held at Washington DC on June 24, 2010. 
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iii. Activism, (an energetic, individualistic approach to religious duties and 

social involvement);  

iv. Crucicentrism, (a focus on Christ’s redeeming work as the heart of 

essential Christianity).23  

 The use of the term Evangelical differs among Evangelicals themselves. 

“Some Evangelicals claim this to signify their status as true Christians, mirroring 

many other religious groups that subscribe to hierarchies of belonging. Some use it 

to signify their heritage of being independent from the Orthodox Catholic, and 

even mainline Protestant churches. The term is also often used in negative context 

by non-Evangelicals, that is that Evangelicals express religious value in the realm 

of politics.” 24  However, Robert Seiple’s discourse is, “for Evangelicals, one 

should not create a category that suggests that all Evangelicals think the same 

way.”25 

So far various definitions of Evangelicalism have been examined. 

However, it does not mean, “the experience that most Evangelicals passed through 

formed a new religion because it sustains British Protestant beliefs, practices and 

moral requirements.”26 Fundamentalists, Liberal Christians and Evangelicals are 

all part of the historical mainstream Protestantism and all were affected by the 

early eighteenth century fundamentalist-modernist controversy.27 

3.3 Evangelicals: Historical Perspective  

 To know the origin of Evangelicals, we have to go back to fifteenth century 

Europe. It was a turbulent period in Christian history as the Catholic Church 

would emphasize on observing sacraments such as Baptism, the Mass and Penance 

along with selling Indulgences. Of these, the practice of buying Indulgences and 

                                                 
23 Mark A. Noll. (2001). American Evangelical Christianity: An Introduction. Oxford: Black Well,  
p. 13. Also, from questionaire via email from John Musselman on September 5, 2009. 
24 John Musselman. op. cit. 
25 From interview with Robert Seiple. op. cit. 
26 Mark A. Noll. (2001). American Evangelical Christianity . . . p. 11. 
27 Walter R. Mead. (2008, July-August). The New Israel and the Old: Why Gentile Americans Back the 
Jewish State. Retrieved 2010, June 05,  from Foreign Affairs:http://www/foreignaffairs.com/articles/ 
64446/walter-russel-mead/the-new-israel-and-the-old 
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the belief that salvation could only be achieved through the Church resulted in the 

exploitation of religion by church officials. The subsequent discontentment from 

Church paved the way for Reformation Movements. 28  A series of movements 

started from fourteenth to seventeenth century against the corruption of medieval 

Church. The theological leaders attempted to return to the purity of primitive 

Christianity. Some of them wanted improvement within the Church, whereas 

others rejected Papacy. Moreover, the political forces of the time sought the 

formation of a national Church, independent of Rome. 29  Two theologians 

emphasized such ideas: German Martin Luther (1483-1546) and French John 

Calvin (1509-1564). Luther rejected the Church’s claim of being the sole source of 

salvation and proposed ‘priesthood of all believers’ stating that every individual 

possessed the power claimed by priests. He also stressed that only the scriptures 

were free of errors and that an individual’s faith was his guide, an idea he put 

forward as ‘justification by faith’.30 

 Protestant Christianity underwent further changes following the Treaty of 

Westphalia in 1648 and the reestablishment of English Monarchy in 1660. The 

religious factor in the change was spiritual renewal i.e., the objection to church 

and clergy domination and appeal for living religion of the heart. The 1720s and 

1730s saw great upheavals in English speaking Protestantism following religious 

awakening led by George Whitefield, John Wesley and Jonathan Edward among 

many others. 31  During these upheavals Evangelicalism, a Protestant Christian 

Movement, started in Great Britain in 1730s and gained popularity in the US 

during eighteenth and nineteenth century.32 In the US, from colonial era to the 

middle of nineteenth century, Protestantism was the dominant faith. In 1790, 

Catholics were one percent of the American population and Jew even smaller in 

                                                 
28 Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2004). Occasional Paper. 55, pp. 6-8. Also see Muhammad A. 
Zakaullah. (2006). The Cross and the Crescent: The Rise of American Evangelicalism and the Future 
of Muslims. Kaula Lumpur: The Other Press, p. 40. 
29 Geoffery Parrinder. (2001). op. cit., p. 203. 
30 Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2004). Occasional Paper. 55. pp. 6-8. 
31 Mark A. Noll. (2001).  American Evangelical Christianity . . . p.10.  Also John Musselman. op. cit. 
32 David. W. Bebbington. (2008). Evangelicals in Modern Britain: A History from the 1730s to the 
1980s. London: Unwin, p. 1. 
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number. Majority of the populations, though not formally member of any 

denomination, were Protestants either in background or conviction and ethos of 

everyday life was Protestant.33 

 In the early twentieth century, Evangelical Protestants by and large 

supported dispensationalism. It stressed on the prediction of existing events by 

quoting prophecies in the Bible. For example, in the 1930s, dispensationalists 

commonly identified Benito Mussolini (1883-1945), dictator of Italy, as the Anti-

Christ (a key evil figure in the book of Revelation in the Bible).34 An important 

principle of Evangelicalism is to ‘proselytize’ (i.e. conversion from one religion, 

belief or opinion to another) and the question whether this principle has been 

applied in letter and spirit needs to be examined. There are two types of 

Evangelicalism: conversion of others and self-conversion. The phenomenon of 

conversion known as ‘Born Again’ lies at the heart of Evangelicalism. The 

conversion is not limited to ones ownself but includes converting others, both 

Christians and non-Christians.35 In this regard, it is believed that Evangelicals are 

converting Catholics who are becoming a minority now.36 Also, there were reports 

of conversion of non-Christians in Iraq, Afghanistan and Sudan. 

 Another important aspect of Evangelicalism is to hasten the Second 

Coming of Christ, and for this miracle to happen, the US missionaries regarded 

Muslims a hurdle in spreading the Gospel. Many organizations were active in the 

Middle East, Asia, and Africa during 1800s and 1900s to evangelize Jews, 

Muslims and nominal Christians. Of these, Muslims were considered as difficult to 

convert and seen as religious rivals for the religious conquest of the world. Their 

target in these areas was, first to evangelize the nominal Christians and then, 

through them, convert others.37 This, to some extent, reaffirms the strong belief 

                                                 
33 James Davidson Hunter. (1989). The Shaping of American Foreign Policy, in Michael Cromartie. 
(Ed.) Evangelicals Foreign Policy: Four Perspectives. USA: Ethics and Public Policy Center, p. 67. 
34 John Musselman. (September 5, 2009). op. cit. 
35 Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2006). The Cross and the Crescent . . . pp. 77-8. 
36 From interview with C. Christine Fair, held at Peshawar on July 24, 2010.  
37 Thomas S. Kidd. (2009). American Christians and Islam: Evangelical Culture and Muslims from the 
Colonial Period to the Age of Terrorism. New Jersey: Princeton University Press, pp. 37-59. 
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among many circles that Evangelicals agenda is to convert people from other 

faiths.  

 Zakaullah argues that Christian fundamentalists’ global agenda to establish 

the Kingdom of God on earth is commitment to converting the masses in the third 

world Muslim countries. These are the fertile grounds for missionary activities 

organized through a vast network of church based non-governmental organizations 

which send missionaries consisting of qualified professionals like health workers 

and teachers etc.38 Until the early 1950s, a majority of the US Protestant missions 

in the Third World were from mainline denominations.However, by the late 1980s, 

ninety percent were Evangelicals. In 2005, the BBC’s Focus on Africa reported 

that Africa is being colonized and Christianized all over again. But the colonizers 

this time are Americans, not Europeans, and the belief that they are bringing to 

Africa is Evangelical Christianity.39 

 Therefore, there is a need to examine both types of conversion and the role-

played by US religious and political elites who used religion to influence foreign 

policy matters. Another question is the change in domestic policies to please 

Evangelicals and how that has altered the course of foreign policy in the United 

States and especially during the Presidentship of George W. Bush.  

3.4 American Evangelicalism  

 The Great Awakening was a religious revival in the US, inspired by the 

preaching of Jonathan Edwards (1703-58) and later by George Whitefield (1714-

70). Jonathan Edwards preaching tours introduced two innovations that 

characterized the later Evangelical and fundamentalist movements.  The first was 

the highly emotional style of preaching and the second was his preaching in 

churches of different denomination, other than his own, that would allow him to 

do so. 40  As far as the US Evangelicalism is concerned, a majority of the 

Evangelicals trace their heritage back to the Protestant Reformation. Though 

                                                 
38 Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2006). The Cross and the Crescent  . . . pp. 156-57. 
39 Asteris Huliaras. (2008-09). The Evangelicals Roots of US Africa Policy. Survival, 50 (6), p. 162. 
40 Rebecca J. Frey. (2010). Fundamentalism. New Delhi: VIVA Books (Pvt) Ltd., pp. 38-9. 
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Evangelicalism started much earlier in the US but after the World War II, it 

unified and revitalized conservative Protestantism. 41 Compared to Protestant 

Reformation, the US Evangelicalism was as different as Protestant Reformation 

and Medieval Catholicism.42 

 The focal point of American Evangelicals is celebrating and sharingof the 

good news of Christ’s victory over death. 43  Nonetheless, Evangelical 

Protestantism is strangely modern religion in the US because among the 

Evangelicals, a born Christian is not adequate; one must be Born Again to meet 

the designation. Therefore, different Evangelical churches were suited to a quickly 

modernizing US.44 

 John C. Green attributed four key beliefs to Evangelicals, in the American 

Religious Report of 2004: 

i. Biblical inerrancy; 

ii. Salvation through faith in Jesus rather than through good works; 

iii. A personal trust in Jesus Christ as savior; and 

iv. A commission to evangelize and to be publicly baptized as an act of faith.45 

 The sixteenth century clashes between Protestants and Catholics caused the 

migration of the former from Europe to the US to avoid persecution. American 

society quickly absorbed them, as it was predominantly Protestant. As a 

consequence, ideas of self-discipline, hard work and personal salvation dominated 

the thoughts and actions of the American society.46 

From 1776 till 1850, a period of Second Great Awakening came with two 

developments in the US. The first was the ‘forging of Evangelical America’ 

because by 1860, Evangelicals were eighty-five percent of the total church going 

                                                 
41 Major B. L. Stuckertin. (2008). Strategic Implications of American Millenialism. Kansas: 
School of Advanced Military Studies, United States Army Command and General Staff College,  
p. 8. 
42  John Micklethwait & Wooldridge Adrian. (2009). op. cit., p. 69.  
43 Chris Seiple. (March 2, 2004). American Evangelicalism: Faith or Ideology. Retrieved February 12, 
2007, from: http://www/globalengage.org/pressroom/ftp450-from-the-president-american-
Evangelicalism-i-or-ideology.html 
44 Timothy S. Shah. (2009). op. cit., p.142. 
45 Craig Unger. (2008). op. cit., p. 20. 
46 Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2004). Occasional Paper. 55, pp. 10-11. 
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population in the US. The second development was the ‘Americanization of 

religion’ where Evangelicals created an American theology shaped by rejection of 

hierarchy and tradition. They were more committed to the Bible and the 

experience of Born Again. These two trends took place in a period of rapid change 

when two million Americans in 1776 became twenty three million in 1850. They 

established various institutions, spread their influence and because of their 

struggle, vices such as illegitimacy, drunkenness declined.47 

At present, the term Evangelicalism is used in three senses. Firstly, to view 

Evangelicals as all Christians, who affirm a few key doctrines and practical 

emphases. Secondly, Evangelicalism is to be regarded as an organic group of 

movements and religious tradition. Taken in this context, Evangelicalism is as 

diverse as Black Baptists and Dutch Reform Churches, Mennonites and 

Pentecostals, Catholic Charismatic and Southern Baptists all come under the 

Evangelical umbrella. A third sense of the term is a self-ascribed label for a 

coalition that arose during the Second World War. This group came into being as a 

reaction to the fundamentalist movements in the 1920s and 1930s.48 

Evangelicalism was extended to any territory that came under the British or 

American influence. White Evangelical Protestants constituted the largest and 

most influential body of religious adherents in the US for a major part of the 

nineteenth century. Methodist, Presbyterian, Congregationalist and some 

Episcopalian shared broadly Evangelical convictions. During this era, 

Evangelicals were the strength of English speaking missionary activity and of 

many movements of social reforms at home and abroad.49 

3.4.1 Split within Evangelicals 

It was in the twentieth century that religion in the US underwent three setbacks 

that reduced its capability to resist secularism and modernism: The American 

                                                 
47 John Micklethwait & Wooldridge Adrian. (2009). op. cit., pp. 62-3 & 70. 
48 Defining the Term in Contemporary Times. (n.d.). Retrieved August 21, 2009, from Institute for the 
Study of American Evangelicals: http://isae.wheaton.edu/defining-Evangelicalism/defining-the-term-
in-contemporary-times. 
49 John Musselman. op. cit. 
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Protestantism got split between Liberals and Fundamentals; The situation was 

exacerbated by the defeat of Fundamentalist Protestants against alcoholic drink 

and Darwinian theory and finally, when political establishment embraced “the 

Judeo-Christian tradition” as a symbol of Americanism after the Second World 

War.50 

Eventually, a divide appeared within Protestantism, with the 

Fundamentalists defending Orthodox Christianity and the Liberals promoting the 

Social Gospel. The Fundamentalists faced threats from industrialization, scientific 

discoveries and technological advancement. Moreover, Darwinism, Marxist 

socialism were not only accepted but were included in the curriculum in the 

American educational institutions. The fundamentalists were not ready to accept a 

defeat despite their declining membership. They put pressure on a number of 

States in the US to pass anti-evolution laws.51 It was on July 10, 1925 that the 

famous Scopes Trial brought embarrassment to Fundamentalists when a 

schoolteacher, John Thomas Scopes, was put on trial for teaching evolution in 

school at Dayton (Tennessee). The Fundamentalists clung to the literal and narrow 

teaching of Bible, neglected the technological advancement and wanted everyone 

to get the old time religion.52 

Hence, Evangelicals got together against the Liberals or Moderates. From 

1910 to 1915, conservative Protestant scholars wrote twelve pamphlets, ‘The 

Fundamentals’, for the defense of key doctrine under attack. The Modernists and 

Neo-Orthodox won the struggle between Fundamentalists and Modernists for the 

control of major Protestant denominations and seminaries. Henceforth, many 

fundamentalists left their denominations to form their own institutions and from 

1919 to 1947 formed various fundamentalist associations.53 

                                                 
50 John Micklethwait & Wooldridge Adrian. (2009). op. cit., pp. 79-80. 
51 Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2004). Occasional Paper. 55, pp. 19-21 & 45-6. 
52 Marvin Olasky & John Perry. (2005). Monkey Business: The True Story of the Scopes Trial. 
Nashville, Tennessee: Braodman & Holman Publishers, p. 15. 
53 David K. Bernard. (1999). op. cit., pp. 199-205. 
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Furthermore, in response to the Supreme Court ruling against racially 

segregated schools in 1954, the fundamentalists formed their own Christian 

Academies, where they accepted only white children and were exempted from tax. 

Moreover, the Court decision to end school-sponsored prayers in 1962, the 

Congress declaring segregation illegal and enforcing integration in 1964 by 

passing the Civil Rights Acts, the Court granting women the right to obtain 

abortions in 1973 and other social, moral and political incidents during 1960’s and 

1970’s added fuel to the frustration of fundamentalists.54 

3.4.2 Political Activism 

All these developments were alarming for Evangelicals. Evangelical literal 

teaching of Bible became more evident with opposition to the Darwin theory, 

claiming it to be incompatible with Christian faith. In general, due to 

dispensationalist and other aspects of fundamentalism, they became politically 

quietist, literalist and anti-intellectual.55 

 Evangelicals realized their intellectual poverty after the Scopes Trial and 

other such developments. The Fundamentalists won the case in court but they also 

realized their lack in intellectual substance. Therefore, they started focusing on 

research and education and established their own schools. Furthermore, to deliver 

the message to the masses directly, radio and TV networks were established which 

increased the number of their audience.56 Special attention was paid to strengthen 

and further develop the performance of vital institutions such as Moody Bible 

Institute, the Bible Institute of Los Angeles (BIOLA) and the Fuller Theological 

Seminary. One thing common among them was that they trained student to serve 

as teachers, ministers and missionaries. Jerry Falwell founded the Liberty 

University in Lynchburg (Virginia) in 1971. Various publications, for example, 

The Christian Beacon, Essentialist, Crusader’s Champion, Kings Business, 

                                                 
54 Muhammad A. Zakaulah. (2006). The Cross and the Crescent . . . pp. 56-9. 
55 John Musselman. op. cit. 
56 Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2004). Occasional Paper. 55, pp. 22-4. 
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Conflict, Defender, Dynamite and A Christian Manifesto were published to 

establish the intellectual superiority of the Christian fundamentalists.57 

Evangelical political thinking got rejuvenated and they showed a renewed 

political activism because of the above mentioned developments during the years 

from1941 to 1973. “The younger leaders sought an intellectually responsible 

expression of their faith by reconnecting with theologically conservative mainline 

Protestants who had sought to hold back the theological modernism in their 

churches. The maturing immigrant communities, e.g., the Hollanders who made up 

the Dutch Reformed Church in the US gradually integrated and offered American 

Evangelicals a heritage of serious academic work and experienced philosophical 

reasoning. The reconnection not only brought together several young talented 

Evangelicals but also became a model of political engagement for Evangelicals as 

a whole.”58 

After 1960, prominent and influential tele-preachers, Jerry Falwell, Billy 

Graham, Oral Roberts, Pat Robertson and Jimmy Swaggart, among many became 

politically active to save American society from the social and moral upheaval. 

“Billy Graham drew national attention to Evangelistic Crusade in 1949 and asked 

for racial integration, as earlier only whites were members of many Evangelical 

associations.”59 He began a ministry in 1947 and, along with other preachers, held 

Evangelistic Crusades in many cities of the US, Europe and Asia including Russia 

and South Korea.60 He was a spiritual advisor to many US presidents and obtained 

his first meeting with President Truman in 1950 and, later on, met Eisenhower, 

Johnson and Nixon to narrow the gap between Church and the State. 61  An 

important success for Evangelicals was during Eisenhower administration in 1954 

that the words ‘Under God’ were added to the pledges of allegiance to the flag of 

the US.62 

                                                 
57 Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2006). The Cross and the Crescent . . . pp. 72-4. 
58 John Musselman. op. cit. 
59 David K. Bernard. (1999).  op. cit . pp. 213-14. 
60 John Musselman. op. cit. 
61 Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2004). Occasional Paper. 55, pp. 38-9. 
62 Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2006). The Cross and the Crescent . . . p. 69. 
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 The Evangelical response to the 1973 Roe v Wade case (the Supreme Court 

case that, in effect, legalized abortion, and placed the power of decision in the 

federal government) marked the beginning of a new assertion in politics.  

Evangelicals like Jerry Falwell, D. James Kennedy, and James Dobson led the 

‘Moral Majority’ (MM) in a new wave of moral activism. MM is usually 

considered the first political manifestation of the Christian Right. The movement 

lobbied politicians and sent direct mailings to voters about issues such as abortion, 

the Equal Rights Amendment, homosexuality and media subversion of the family 

values.63 Evangelicals made their voices heard in domestic debates over abortion, 

homosexuality, drugs, divorce and education and, in a more limited fashion, in 

debates over foreign policy issues, notably the Israeli-Palestinian situation.64 

 American Evangelicals, besides finding common grounds with conservative 

Catholics on a range of social issues, admitted the growing influence of American 

Catholics on the US political thought and practice and that they were the largest 

denominational confession in the US. Three Supreme Court justices including the 

Chief Justice, and the current Vice-President Joe Biden are Catholics. Catholic 

Church is now more attractive to younger Evangelicals. Reconciliation between 

Evangelicals and Catholics reflects the wider rapprochement between Christians 

around the world.65 

 In 1990s, many Evangelical churches allied with Catholic churches on the 

issue of abortion. They were bombing abortion clinics, shooting doctors and are 

still continuing doing so. However, there was a big backlash against that due to 

which they changed their strategy and resorted to legal grounds to stop abortion. 

For that they, with the support of political leadership, are trying to bring their 

representatives in Law Department who have obtained their degrees from the 

religious institutions, which are not recognized.66 
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65 Ibid. 
66 From interview with C. Christine Fair. op. cit. 
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 The anti-Catholic bias of the early Protestants was very much in force in 

America through the 1950s.  But at present, among Evangelicals, there is a 

continuing hostility with regard to the Catholic Church, much indifference and 

some cooperation. 67  The present high level of activity by Evangelicals in the 

American political scene is a change from the early 20th century when 

Evangelicals had distanced themselves from politics due to fundamentalism that 

was, to some extent, a reaction against the social gospel advanced by mainline 

Protestant churches. Therefore, Evangelicalism matured and changed since 1950. 

They became more politically active, more ecumenical (unity between churches) 

and finally more internationally minded.68 

 The power balance in US shifted from Liberal Protestants to the 

Conservative Protestants and, hence, Protestants as a majority faith are having 

impact on US foreign policy. Catholicism is the second largest faith, along with 

other religious groups, but these are less influential in US politics. 

Fundamentalists were divided into separatists and Neo-Evangelicals who dropped 

the prefix and hence known as Evangelicals.69 

3.5 Holy Alliance: Evangelicals, Republican Party & Neo-
Conservatives 

As discussed, Evangelicals political mobilization was in response to various 

incidences in the 1960s and 1970s and after which they never retreated from 

public squares. They approached the political elites including Neo-Conservatives 

(Neo-Cons), and entered in an alliance with them thus complimenting each other. 

3.5.1 Evangelicals and the Republican Party 

In US, there are two major political parties, the Republican Party and the 

Democratic Party. Abraham Lincoln was the first Republican president elected in 

1860. The Republican Party officially held position is on laissez faire economy, 

                                                 
67 Mark A. Noll. (2009). The New Shape of World Christianity. Illinois: IVP Books, p. 44. 
68 John Musselman. op. cit., also, from interview with Robert Seiple. op. cit. 
69 Walter R. Mead. (2006 September-October). God’s Country . . . pp. 26-7. 
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low taxes and social conservative policies. Therefore, Republicans served 

Evangelicals’ agenda better than the Democrats.  

 With their rise in the US, Evangelicals established not only different 

societies but also provided an inspiration to the emerging political system of the 

US. They formed the backbone of Whig Party, which gave birth to the Republican 

Party. The Anti-Masonic Party, which held the first presidential nominating 

convention in 1831, was both an Evangelical reform movement and a political 

party.70 

 Evangelicals became identified with Republican Party because of having 

similar position on various issues. Evangelicals were against theological 

liberalism, therefore, attempted to use politics to restore nation’s Christian 

identity. They identified Republican Party as the party of anti-Communist and a 

Protestant based moral order. They established contacts with Republican 

politicians, especially President Dwight Eisenhower and Vice-President Richard 

Nixon (1953-1961). However, due to their lack of political skills, they could not 

exercise controlling influence on the Republican Party in the first phase of the 

formation of alliance from 1940s through1960s. It was the succeeding years that 

they were able to control Republican Party.71 

 The increasing influence of religion over US politics and foreign policy 

becomes more evident when it comes to the conservative Republican government. 

The alliance with Evangelicals suited the Republican leadership because they had 

traditionally advocated conservatism in domestic and foreign policy areas. They 

were committed to pro-market conservatism but since they were a minority in the 

party, they approached the social radicals, i.e., Evangelicals and entered into a 

holy alliance known as the New Right, with them. Then onwards, from Truman to 

                                                 
70 John Micklethwait & Adrian Wooldridge. (2009). op. cit., p. 70. 
71 Daniel K. Williams. (2010). God’s Own Party: The Making of Christian Right. New York: Oxford 
University Press, pp. 3-4. 
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George W. Bush, Evangelicals have approached every President of the US on 

matters of domestic and foreign policy making.72 

 It might be in this context that Senator Danforth from Missouri (elected for 

three terms, 1976 to 1995) said, ‘I do not fault religious people for their political 

actions. The problem is not with people or with churches. The problem is with a 

party that has gone so far in adopting a sectarian agenda that it has become the 

political extension of a religious movement.’73 

 In the context of the political activism of Evangelicals discussed earlier, the 

political elites in the US also manipulated religion, as votes for them were votes 

for God. Christian leaders have set political agenda as a priority.74 Evangelicals 

voting bloc has had a remarkable impact on elections and religious affiliation is 

always the best predictor even though, in some cases, its effect is little.75 

 Evangelicals did well in wealth and education than the mainline Protestants 

by 1970s, which made them believe that they had the voting power to change 

national politics. The changing demography also favoured Evangelicals because 

the South was a stronghold of the Democrats till 1970s. However, the 

Republicans, by adopting a cultural war rhetoric and more conservative position 

on abortion and other cultural issues, were able to attract votes in the ‘Bible Belt’. 

The GOP (Grand Old Party for Republican Party) became increasingly dependent 

on its Evangelicals constituency, as they accounted for one-third of Republican 

vote in presidential election at the time when Bush junior took office. But the 

political power could not produce substantial legislative gains as at the end of 

Bush presidency abortion and same sex marriage were still legal but school prayer 

was not. As more Americans were supportive of these issues, Evangelicals found 

that they could win elections but not change the culture.76 

                                                 
72 Muhammad A. Zakaullah. (2006). The Cross and the Crescent . . . pp. 77-90. 
73 John Shattuck. (August 23, 2006). op. cit. 
74 David Kuo. (2006). Tempting Faith: An Inside Story of Political Seduction. New York: Simon & 
Schuster, pp. xii-xiii. 
75 Aimee K. Gibbs. (2005). Religiosity and Voting Behaviour. Retrieved June 8, 2008, from 
http://faculty.mckendree.edu/scholars/summer/gibbs.htm 
76 Daniel K. William. (2010). op. cit., pp. 7-9. 
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 Evangelical churches have the tendency of supporting the Republican 

Party, however, the trend in party affiliation is gradually changing. According to 

Pew Research Center, 55 percent of White Evangelicals aged 18 to 29 identified 

themselves as Republicans in 2001 but by 2007, the number reduced to 40 percent. 

However, that does not mean that they are turning into liberal Democrats, but they 

are more loosely linked to the Republican Party.77 

 The Pew Forum survey, details appearing below, conducted in 2007 and 

showing the party affiliation to Evangelical Churches in the US exhibits the 

Evangelicals leaning towards Republican Party thus:78 

Table – 2 

Party Affiliation of Evangelical Churches in the US 

Republican  38% 
Lean Republican  12% 
Independent  9% 
Lean Democratic 10% 
Democratic 24% 
Other/no preference/do not know/refused 7% 

Source: http://religions.Pewforum.org 

 

 Now, there is a shift in Evangelicals thinking, a broadening or maturation 

of Evangelical social concerns beyond the traditional agenda of Religious Right. 

There is also a change in voting trend because in 2008 primaries, a third of white 

Evangelicals voted for Democrats. 79  It is also said that despite using their 

influence together with electoral pressure for the advancement of their agenda, 

Evangelicals neither possess an uneven influence on the US government nor is 

their agenda necessarily cohesive and uniform.80 

                                                 
77 Michael J. Gerson. (February 26, 2008). Faith Without a Home. Retrieved February 24, 2011, from  
Washington  Post: http://washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/content/article/2008/02/26/AR2008022602647. 
html 
78 Pew Forum. (2007, 8 May–13 August). US Religious Landscape Survey. Retrieved January 26, 2009, 
from The Pew Forum on Religion & Public Life: http://www.religion.Pewforum.org/portraits 
79 Ibid. 
80 John Musselman.op. cit. 
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 In this scenario, it is believed that the foreign policy making does not rest 

solely with the US presidents or their administration, but the Congress plays a big 

role and passes resolutions that give the president his powers. Religion plays a role 

when political leaders go to their constituencies for votes. The Congressmen keep 

in mind the wishes of their constituencies who, in turn, hold the power to reelect 

them. That, consequently, is where and how religion plays role in politics.81 

3.5.2 Evangelicals and the Neo-Cons 

Neo-Cons appeared on the political scene in the 1960s with three commonthemes. 

Firstly, that the issues of ‘good and evil’ should be at the core of US foreign 

policy and that the US possesses moral superiority. Secondly, they believe that the 

military strength determines the relationship between nations and supports the 

unilateralism of the US. Finally, they see the Middle East as a key focus of US 

interest abroad.82 

It is believed that there is a connection between Neo-Cons and Evangelicals 

however, the former pursue their goals of Evangelization by military means if 

needed, whereas the latter believe in preaching and see the world through a 

window like God would see the world.83 Beside that, the Neo-Cons are passionate 

about ideas and rely on the military to impose these ideas. They mirror image, 

which can be explained as American Exceptionalism.84 

The Neo-Cons, other than influencing the White House and Pentagon, 

undertook the articulation of Republican foreign policies.85 They knew how to 

identify and destroy enemy while fighting Nazism, Communism and Islamic 

fundamentalism and came up with policies in which military force was the first 

                                                 
81 From interview with Samah Norquist.op. cit. 
82 Stefen A. Halper & Jonathan Clarke. (2004). America Alone: The Neo-Conservative and the Global 
Order. New York: Cambridge University Press, pp. 11-4. 
83 From interview with Joshua T. White, held at Peshawar on September 4, 2008.  
84 From interview with Chris Seiple held at Islamabad on January 14, 2010.  
85 Neo-Conservatism is basically a phobic ideology featuring exclusivist, racist and imperial 
ingredients. It began as a major ideological pursuit and its early proponents were Irving Kristol, 
Norman Podhoretz, Daniel P. Moynihan, Michael Novak, Seymour Martin Lipset, Peter Berger, 
Nathan Glazer and William F. Buckley Jr. See Iftikhar H. Malik. (2006). op. cit., pp. 3-5. 
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resort and not the last.86 As Evangelicals strongly supported fighting Communism, 

during Cold war, Neo-Cons were also not in favour of détente between the two 

super powers because they thought it to be a distraction from an ‘evil’ like the 

Soviet Union. They continued with their support against Communism, as they 

wanted to increase the security of the US from those who threatened that 

security.87 

The Neo-Cons saw the US destiny as ordained by God and believed that 

America’s greatness was founded on universal principles that applied to all men 

and nations and gave America the right to change the world.88 Therefore, different 

lobbies and Neo-cons aligned themselves with Christian Right to achieve their 

respective goals that, at some point, converged as well. 

A question of utmost importance is whether the policies formed under the 

influence of Evangelical faith serve the interests of certain people, and whether the 

US is in search of a new enemy after the end of Communism? This alliance can be 

understood in term of American defense budget that is more than $500 billion.  

Americans encourage free market economy, which is supported by both the 

Republican Party and the Neo-Cons, and for that matter technology is to be used to 

sell or use it and religion is a great way of manipulating all these things.89 

The Evangelicals and Neo-Cons alliance had an impact on the foreign 

policy during the tenures of many US presidents. With regard to links between 

Evangelicals, Neo-Cons and Bush junior administration, there are different views. 

The Evangelicals, interviewed by the researcher during her visit to the US, 

convincingly negated their influence on US foreign policy, but scholars think 

otherwise. All such statements made by different scholars and policy makers 

would be taken into account in the succeeding paragraphs. 

                                                 
86 Craig Unger. (2008). op. cit., pp. 39-41. 
87 Craig Unger. (2008). op. cit., pp. 45-6. 
88 Ibid., pp. 4-14. 
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73

3.6 Evangelicals, Foreign Policy & the US Presidents 

Evangelical churches have varied views about the US role in world affairs. 

According to Pew forum data, thirty six percent of Evangelical churches consider 

that active US role in world affairs is vital for their country’s future.90 

Table – 3 

    Opinion Poll Regarding the US Role in World Affairs 

It is best for the future of our country to be active in 
world affairs 

36% 

We should concentrate on problems here at home 54% 
Neither/both equally 8% 
Don’t know/refused 2% 

Source: http://religions.Pewforum.org 

 There are various religious traditions in the US, the following table shows 

the major religious traditions91 in the US: 

Table – 4 
Major Religious Traditions in the US 

Religious Traditions Among all adults% 
Christian 78.4% 

 Protestant  
 Evangelical churches 
 Mainline churches 
 Hist. black churches 
 Catholic 
 Mormon 
 Jehovah’s Witness 
 Orthodox 
 Other Christians 

51.3% 
26.3% 
18.1% 
6.9% 

23.9% 
1.7% 
0.7% 
.06% 
0.3% 

Other religions 4.7% 

 Jewish 
 Buddhist 
 Muslim* 
 Hindu 
 Other world religions 
 Other faiths 

1.7% 
0.7% 
0.6% 
0.4% 

Less than 0.3% 
1.2% 

Unaffiliated 16.1% 
Do not know/Refused 0.8% 

Source: http://religions.Pewforum.org. 

*From “Muslim Americans: Middle Class and Mostly Mainstream,” Pew Research Center, 2007. 
Due to rounding, figures may not add to 100 and nested figures may not add to the subtotal 
indicated. 
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 At present, Protestantism is a majority faith in the US that has shaped much 

of the country’s identity. Catholicism is the second largest faith but with fewer 

foreign policy implications. Lastly, the remaining other religious groups are 

significantly less influential in country’s politics.92 

 Religion has helped the policy makers to form their ideas as how to 

respond to world affairs. At the same time, the personal religious inclinations of 

US presidents have mattered in the decision-making.  Religious leaders and US 

presidents have complemented each other while promoting their interests. 

Americans are accustomed to the frequent use of religious language by their 

presidents, especially when discussing foreign affairs or security policy. The use 

of religious language and concepts to explain foreign policy is a common element 

of the influence of religion in the US. 

 The US strategy has been shaped by the convergence of several distinct 

schools of thought that compete for dominance in foreign policy issues. Walter 

Russell Mead associates four approaches with four towering figures from 

America’s past; Alexander Hamilton (first Secretary of Treasury 1789-1795) and 

his protectionist attitude towards Commerce, President Thomas Jefferson (1801-

1809) and the maintenance of US democratic system, President Andrew Jackson 

(1828-1837) advocacy of the populist values and military might and President 

Woodrow Wilson (1913-1921) and his overriding sense of moral principles. 93 

Hence, US foreign policy is divided into four traditions; Hamiltonianism, 

Jeffersonianism, Jacksonianism and Wilsonianism. Of these Wilsonianism is based 

upon religiously infused moralism and President George W. Bush fits into this 

tradition. The Iraq war and the administration’s support for Israel are two of its 

unmistakable examples.94 
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Policy. Retrieved June 11, 2008, from Carnegie Council: 
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 The US had a highly structured and well-instituted civil religion. Civil 

religion binds people together giving them an overall sense of spirituality. The 

presidents of the US have served as the prophets and priests of this civil religion, 

using it to unite citizens and for winning their support for specific policies. In this 

regard, all US presidents have referred to divine providence in their inaugural 

speeches irrespective of their personal faith or the audience expectations. They 

frequently asserted that America is a nation chosen and blessed by God.95 Such 

statements show the close connection between American politics and the public 

expression of religious belief. However, there was nothing unusual in a US 

president describing the nation’s role in the world in religious terms. In his 

inaugural address, the second President of the USJohn Quincy Adams (1825-1829) 

thanked an overruling Providence of God that had so protected his country from 

the beginning.96 

 After their revival in the 1970s, Evangelicals were able to bring one kind of 

Evangelical into the White House who replaced another kind. Jimmy Carter (1977-

1981), John Anderson, presidential candidate in 1980 and Ronald Reagan (1981-

1989), all were ‘Born Again’ and witnessing Evangelicals and had the support of 

Evangelicals.97 Since Jimmy Carter’s era, Evangelicals have increasingly occupied 

high offices in the federal, state and local governments.98 Carter, like many other 

American presidents, used religion in his election campaigns and promised 

Evangelicals that he would appoint qualified Evangelicals in the federal 

government.99 Though, later on, he went back on his promises and as a result 

could not achieve their support in the next elections.  

 Though George Herbert Walker Bush disapproved his son’s (George W. 

Bush) policy on Iraq but he had himself gained support of the Christian 

                                                 
95 Gary S. Smith. (August 8, 2008). Civil Religion in America: Christian History and Biography. 
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Evangelicals during his 1988 presidential campaign. However, both Evangelicals 

and Bush senior were suspicious of each other.100 In the same manner Reagan, 

who aimed to protect and promote US supremacy, gained the support of 

Evangelicals in his election campaigns.  

 There was also a similarity between the foreign policy vision of President 

Ronald Reagan and Bush junior. The ideologues, government operatives and the 

New Right in the US carried on the moral certitude and crusading spirit of the 

Reagan era. The foreign policy direction of Bush administration was set as much 

by ideology as by the actual conjunctures of international affairs.101 

 During the Cold War, Reagan, using theological philosophy, denounced the 

Soviet Union as an Evil Empire and that it was his Christian duty to oppose Soviet 

Union. On one occasion, he said: “Americans are urged by Scripture and the Lord 

Jesus to oppose sin and evil present in the world with all their might.” 102   

Likewise, George W. Bush thought himself to be called for the mission by God 

and in his National Security Strategy asked for a crusade against ‘evil’. The 2002 

National Security Strategy affirmed the war on Iraq as their responsibility to get 

rid of the ‘evil’.  

 According to a Gallup survey (1992-98), seventy percent people in the 

South said that religion was important in their lives. Their number increased so 

much that by 2000 they saw George W. Bush as ‘one of us’ who did more than 

any other president in putting forward the Evangelicals’ agenda and, in return, 

provided him the most solid base. Not only various American circles but also 

Europeans saw the Bush theocratic presidency as unfavourable.103 

                                                 
100 Craig Unger. (2008). op. cit., p. 1. 
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Face, Forward March. Retrieved December 23, 2006, from FPIF: http://www.fpif.org/ 
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3.7 Evangelicals, Israel & Islamophobia 

As Israel has a religious importance for Evangelicals, hence it has a special place 

in US foreign policy. The Israel-Palestine issue and the US support to Israel have 

destabilized the whole region. It is also to be noted that Israel has the same 

importance for Muslims as it is for Evangelicals. Israel is such an offence to the 

Muslim world, especially since the Israeli government reclaimed Jerusalem as 

their eternal capital. It lies behind the declared radical intention to drive Israel into 

the sea and the widespread loathing of Americans for their support to Israel, 

enabling her to stay in her promised land.104 Many in the Muslim world see US 

policies as hostile towards them and thus the gulf between the West and Islam has 

widened. There are many quarters of the Western society which include academia 

(religious as well as secular scholars) who disagree with the US foreign policy 

towards the Muslim world and the way it is addressing the global WoT.  

 Due to Evangelical support for Israel and because of Israel’s relations with 

the Muslim world, Islam has been marginalized and stereotyped. Consequently, 

the quagmire of bloodshed in the name of religion and religious identity continues 

and it is not limited to one place at present. Viorst noted that the war between 

Israel and Palestinians is causing regional instability and is a hurdle to any hope of 

reconciliation between the West and Islam.105 

3.7.1 Religious Importance of Israel 

History bears witness that the US has a strong bond with Israel since its birth and 

has influenced US politics. Unger puts it in these words:  

The notion of America as the new Israel was so strong that on 
September 7, 1774, with the declaration of the Revolutionary 
War, George Washington attended the First Continental 
Congress in Philadelphia and heard an Episcopal priest read 
Psalm 35, clearly suggesting that Americans, like Jews, had 
earned the right to be called God’s Chosen People, and that 
God would fight for America just as he had fought for Israel. 

                                                 
104 David Pawson. (2003). The Challenge of Islam to Christians. London: Hodder & Stoughton, p. 60. 
105 Milton Viorst. (2003). The Roadmap to Nowhere. The Washington Journal, 26 (3), p. 177. 



 
 

78

Despite Church and State separation in the US Constitution, 
the Puritans believed in a fundamentalist, theocratic state.106 

 Israel was created on May 12, 1948 on the basis of a Zionist ideology 

because of the support and role played by the Jewish lobby inside the US, which 

influenced Harry S. Truman to recognize Israel within eleven minutes of the 

declaration of independence.107 The support shown by Truman was probably based 

on the thinking that existed in the US since its independence as Americans 

consider themselves to be a redeemer nation. This support for Israel is often 

referred to as Christian Zionism, the belief that the return of Jews to the Holy 

Land is in accordance with Biblical prophecy. Many theologians referred to the 

US as the American Israel.108 It was by the 1960s that many Evangelicals were 

interpreting news from the Middle East through prophetic lenses.109 

 It has been further argued that, “the challenge with dispensationalist 

Evangelicals such as John Hagee and Pat Robertson is that they politicize their 

churches for religious reasons of Israel. They do not care as much about Israel as 

they do about its religious importance, as it is where the Armageddon (Biblical 

battle between good and evil) will happen. So, in the end they will be able to 

evangelize all the Jews.”110 To this aspect of Christian Zionism, Jews also are 

wary of Christian Zionists whose aim is to convert them and consider their support 

to be doing more harm than good because they are making peace initiative in the 

Middle East difficult. Additionally, many churches and Christian organizations 

also criticize the role played by Christian Zionists.111 

Evangelicals and Neo-Cons support US pro-Israel policies. There is also a 

growing influence of interest groups such as American Israel Public Affairs 

Committee (AIPAC) a pro-Israel lobby on US politics. This and various other 

interest groups are said to have influence on US foreign policy making. AIPAC 
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dictates Congressional policies relating to the Arab-Israel conflict. It, along with a 

few allies, has succeeded in imposing complete censorship on both Houses of the 

Congress. Moreover, it has shaped Congress in a way that no Congressman can 

dare to speak against or criticize the pro-Israel policy.112 The pro-Israel, Christian 

Right in the US is very strong and they vehemently oppose all those who criticize 

Israel or defend Palestine. 113 Therefore, the members of the Congress and the 

Administration have to listen to the lobbyist and interest groups than to their 

constituencies.114 

AIPAC has an outright support of American Evangelicals, which includes 

Evangelical leaders like Gary Bauer, Jerry Falwell, Ralph Reed and Pat Robertson 

and former majority leaders in the House of Representatives, Dick Armey and 

Tom DeLay. They believe Israel’s rebirth is part of Biblical prophecy and support 

its expansionist agenda. 115  Because of its religious significance, majority of 

Evangelicals strongly defend Israel and their activism on the issue has been most 

clear in recent years. However, the minority is trying to take a balanced approach 

to the Israeli issue for political and theological reasons, and now supports 

Palestine.116 Chris Seiple argues that though most of the Evangelicals support a 

two state solution for Israel but the Dispensationalist Evangelicals are against this 

idea.117 

 However, today one can find debates among Evangelicals over Israel. 

While Evangelical support, by and large, for Israel is strong, there were a number 

of recent initiatives by prominent Evangelical leaders and thinkers pressing the 

Bush administration to support the two-state solution. There are also programs that 

bring American Evangelicals to Israel and Palestine to show them the harsh 
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realities of Palestinian life and to encourage them to speak out for a just solution, 

one that does not favor Israel.118 

 It is believed that Evangelicals had an influence on President Bush with 

regard to his policy towards Israel and that he designed the Middle East policy 

according to their wishes. However, according to Pew polling 2003, “American 

Evangelicals under Bush were influential and sympathized with Israel. But Tony 

Blair, US ally in the war on terror, was frustrated by Bush’s failure on putting 

pressure on Israel regarding Israel-Palestine issue. Because of such situation, it is 

argued that on Israel-Palestine issue Bush was less influenced by faith than by 

political pragmatism and Texan stubbornness.”119 In this regard, Cromartie also 

opines that despite having certain views about the Middle East, Evangelicals did 

not have any influence on Bush administration.120 

 Therefore, it is believed that American Evangelicals, since nineteenth 

century, were widely involved in politics but they approached the public sphere 

with a populist sensibility rather than a deep and critical theology of politics. 

Today, certain strains of fundamentalism still carry on as Dispensationalist 

Evangelical still support Israel.  The difference is that now Evangelicals are deeply 

engaged in politics on that issue and many others.121 However, it is also a fact that 

since almost the entire Muslim world opposed the creation of Israel, there is a 

continued hostility and conflict between the former, on the one hand, and Israel 

and its supporters, on the other. 

3.7.2 Islamophobia 

The theological connections between Islam and the apocalypse have deep 

historical roots in the US history. After 9/11, the focus on Muslims may have 

made the interpretations of Biblical prophecy more common. So, 9/11 certainly 

did not initiate American Evangelicals’ reflections on Islam, or their speculations 
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about the role of Muslims in the End Times. Eighteenth century Evangelical 

theologian, pastor Jonathan Edwards, wrote that Roman Catholicism and Islam 

would both meet an abrupt end in the last days.122 

 The US Evangelicals have been called Israel’s best friends because of the 

belief of the Second Coming. Their idea about the ‘End Time’ is that “God will 

defeat the Middle Eastern Muslim nations just as they rise up to attack Israel in the 

last days reveals their views about Islam and the Muslims. Since September 11, 

2001, some conservative writers even suggested that the Antichrist would be a 

Muslim.”123 

 Many American Christians and Christians all over have often stereotyped 

Muslims, out of pain and anger. This feeling did not only appear after 9/11 but has 

been there since the colonial era.124 The colonial Americans discussed Islam and 

the Prophet Muhammad (PBUH). Seventeenth-century Americans still lived 

mentally in a European world and were keenly aware of the challenges presented 

by Islam in terms of military and the spread of Muslim religious influence. 

Therefore, Conservative American Christians have always placed Muslims in a 

critical role in Armageddon (Biblical battle between good and evil). 125 

 Therefore, it is unlikely that century old rivalry between the West and 

Islam can decline. Infact, it is becoming bitterer and the hostility appears in 

different manifestations. As M.J. Akbar examines that “the West’s next conflict is 

certainly going to come from the Muslim world.”126 It is also a probability that 

after the end of Communism, the West has sought a new enemy on which to use its 

modern technology.127 It is also interesting to note that few scholars term this 
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conflict as not between Islam and the West but between the fundamentalists in 

Muslim, Christian, Jewish and modern world.128 

 According to McMahon, Evangelicals having a very negative view about 

Islam see the WoT, the war in Iraq, and the struggle against religious persecution 

as a part of general foreign policy thrust to challenge radical Islam.129 As the 

Christian Right has much influence on US foreign policy with regard to the 

Middle East, the ‘Left Behind series by Tim Lahaye and Jerry Jenkins have 

injected a faith into the US government to fulfill the Biblical prophecy. Their 

Agenda calls for a war against Islam.130 

 The hate speeches of Christian Zionists and hardliner preachers against 

Muslims attracted media attention. Evangelicals like Rod Parsley, Jerry Falwell, 

Pat Robertson and John Hagee have demonized Islam, not only through their 

followers but also from their close connections with President Bush and his 

administration. Therefore, many in the Muslim world and in Europe were sure that 

religion was an important factor in the US foreign policy.131 

 A survey based on national sample of leaders of Evangelical organizations, 

ranging from churches and missionary associations to relief agencies and political 

groups, was conducted in the fall of 2002. On April 7, 2003 results were released 

which showed the overall view of Islam as, thirteen percent favoured, ten percent 

were neutral whereas seventy seven percent were unfavourable to Islam. As far as 

their opinions on evangelizing Muslims is concerned, eighty one percent were of 

the view that Muslims abroad should be evangelized, sixteen percent gave it some 

importance and three percent did not think it to be very important.132 

 General William (Jerry) Boykin, the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 

Intelligence under President Bush frequently argued that America was destined to 

win the war against Islam because his God was bigger than that of Islam’s 
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followers. He delivered these talks, wearing his uniform, in various military 

institutions.133 However, the Bush administration distanced itself from these anti-

Islamic statements stating that it is their personal opinion and maintained its public 

stance on Islam as a religion of peace. It is argued that the US administration 

including that of the Bush did not have any problem with the Muslim world, but 

the Congress, on the other hand, definitely had.134 

3.8 International Religious Freedom Act (IRFA) 

Besides political activism, Evangelicals have pressed the administration and the 

Congress to adopt a range of humanitarian and human rights initiatives. An 

important development in Evangelicals’ activism was the success in getting the 

IRF Act of 1998 passed that declared ‘freedom of religion and conscience’ a top 

objective of US foreign policy.135 

 IRFA works for issues such as environment, human rights and democracy 

including religious freedom, religious persecution and discrimination worldwide 

and recommends and implements policies in other countries to develop programs 

and promote religious freedom. Though there are flaws in the US foreign policy on 

the issues of democracy and religious freedom, Evangelicals are concerned about 

the discrimination against religious minorities and Islamic extremism in the 

Muslim world including Pakistan after 9/11. While many Evangelicals believe that 

democracy can help eradicate religious extremism, there are others who ask for 

strict action against the violators of religious freedom and report cases to the State 

Department.  

3.9 Foreign Policy under Bush 

The term Evangelicals came to surface internationally after the events of 

September 9, 2001, because President George W. Bush was an Evangelical, 
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though, he never admitted it. Most of the Neo-Cons in the Bush administration that 

had influence over policies used religion as a mean to justify their actions 

throughout the world. When President Bush took charge of the office, “he 

guaranteed to follow the line of Evangelicals. After 9/11, his personal religiosity 

had a marked effect on US foreign policy, hence the Evangelical conception of 

justice got blended with a set of policy recommendations aimed at transforming 

the US national security strategy.”136 

 During and after his election campaign, President Bush frequently 

highlighted his role as an endowment by God to fix the evil present in the world.  

His speeches went beyond his predecessors in the sheer number of references to 

God. 137  Secretary of State Madeleine Albright (1997-2001) has mentioned his 

Divine Intuition in these words, ‘God wants me to be the President.’ She further 

quotes him “At some point we may be the only ones left, which ok with me 

because we are America.”138  President Bush made the same point during his 

remark at the White House when he termed WoT as Crusade.139 Later on, he 

corrected the word crusade as it sent a wrong message to the Muslim world, which 

saw WoT as a war against Islam. Bush tried to reconcile the Muslims all over by 

praising Islam and stating the WoT is against the terrorists and not against the 

Muslims.  

 President Bush appointed a large number of Evangelical stalwarts. Also, 

the White House appointed a liaison to Evangelicals and made legislations 

acceptable to them, which made it possible for them to have their hands on the 

policy process and, as a consequence, they began to generate significant results.140 

Evangelical Christians became more prominent and were influencing           
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foreign policy due to which President Bush’s policies in Iraq, Afghanistan and 

other parts of the world were condemned worldwide.141 

 There were many Evangelicals in the Bush administration as was 

confirmed by the White House also stating that his administration was the most 

overtly Evangelical in the US history. He appointed John Ashcroft as his Attorney 

General, Condoleezza Rice, who served as National Security Advisor in Bush’s 

first term (2001–2005) and as Secretary of State in the second, (2005-2009) talked 

about her faith in Evangelical churches and occasionally led office prayers. He 

appointed a pro-life candidate as Secretary of Health and Human Services, Rod 

Paige as Secretary of Education. Above all was the president himself who 

frequently discussed his faith and Born Again conversion experience with 

Evangelicals.142 

 As a result of extending support to Evangelicals, in 2004, self-identified 

Evangelicals provided around forty percent of Bush’s total votes. They have been 

playing a major role in Congressional and Senate elections and the number of self 

identified Evangelicals in Congress increased from around ten percent of the 

membership in both Houses in 1970 to more than twenty five percent in 2004.143 

Furthermore, he also appointed Evangelicals to the Department of Justice despite 

the only qualification that they fulfilled was the Christian law schools, which were 

not accredited law schools. Supreme Court and State Judiciary are inundated with 

them but now seem difficult to remove them as that would look like a punitive 

part.144 

 Another interesting development during the Bush era was the funding of 

Faith-Based Organizations (FBOs). After World War II, many secular and faith 

based organizations were established and increased in number but in the US, 

federal funding put restrictions because of constitutional prohibition against 

government establishment of religion. Secular organizations, however, were not 
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affected. Bush ignored this and during 2000 presidential campaign, he publicly 

showed support for government funding of FBOs. Despite opposition from 

Democrats and moderate Republicans, he issued two Additional Executive Orders 

on December 12, 2002 setting the administrative framework for the inclusion of 

FBOs in US foreign assistance programs.145 And that was indeed a victory for 

Evangelicals.  

 Nonetheless, Bush’s religious concepts have not only shaped his ultimate 

objectives but also thinking in which he viewed reality, sometimes to the 

detriment of US foreign policy. Evangelicals remained supporters of the US 

military campaign in Iraq. President Bush’s divine intuition and Evangelicals 

strong influence became clear while taking decision of Iraq invasion when “he did 

not seek his father’s advice who happened to be against it.”146 However, it was his 

overreach on Iraq along with other disasters that deprived him of the support of 

young white Evangelicals in his final years.147 

 During Bush period, Neo-Cons were very influential. Neo-Cons such as 

Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Pearle and others in government and Congress designed 

a game plan called ‘New American Century’ a doctrine that has much to do with 

support to Israel and potential regime change in the Middle East.  Many Neo-Cons 

are Jews who support Israel for political reasons whereas Evangelicals support it 

for religious reason.148 The Neo-Cons had their colleagues in the State Department 

including John R. Bolton, David Wurmser and Elliot Cohen supporting their 

colleagues at the Pentagon.149 

 Therefore, Neo-Cons and the Christian Evangelicals had substantially 

influenced policymaking. It is also believed that Jewish Neo-Cons pushed for US 

military action for change of regime in Iraq and which Evangelicals also 
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supported. Another view is that George W. Bush and Neo-Cons and his 

administration did not base their foreign policy related to Iraq or Afghanistan on 

Evangelicals religious principles. There is a disconnection between what 

Evangelicals think about the future of Middle East in an eschatological way and 

what a realigned administration is thinking about when it comes to national 

security issues related to Iraq and Afghanistan. Therefore, the Bush administration 

was not consulting Evangelicals about the foreign policy.150 

 While in the past Evangelicals were supporters of nineteenth century 

national liberation movements, they also led reform campaigns such as ‘Suttee’ in 

India, foot binding in China, and supported female education in developing world 

and issues relating to Africa. At present, due to Evangelicals influence, under 

President Bush, US aid to Africa rose by sixty seven percent including fifteen 

billion dollars in new spending for the programs to combat HIV and AIDS.151  

Evangelicals have also pressed the administration and the Congress to adopt a 

range of humanitarian and human rights initiatives. As Wald stated: 

They have played a prominent role in crucial issues resolved 
such as the end of Sudan’s North-South civil war (Sudan Peace 
Act of 2000), the Trafficking Victims Protections Act passed in 
2000, Aids, North Korea Human Rights Act of 2004. They were 
influential in lobbying the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 
and the World Bank to cancel the debts of poor countries. 
Another indication of influence of religion on politics in US is 
the hosting of ‘Evangelicals and Foreign Policy Roundtable’ by 
the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR). It aims to identify 
common threads among Evangelicals in terms of foreign policy 
priorities and to explore their practical implications.152 

Conclusion 

Religion has played an important role in politics in the US and throughout history 

the relationship between religion and politics have been mixed and utilized to have 

an impact on society. Religion has been manipulated both by political and 

religious elites for their own interests.  
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 In the US, religious belief has always had its way within the state with 

regard to domestic policies and in relations with other countries. Religion has been 

an important factor in American life and politics from the beginning. Despite the 

Constitutional separation of church and state, there remained a role of religion and 

its manipulation in politics and even more so in presidential electoral process.  All 

US presidents have described nations role in the world affairs in religious terms. 

However, the only difference has been the manner in which each president has 

applied religious injunctions to events.  

 Evangelical Christians have long believed that the US should be a nation 

whose political life is to be based upon and governed by their interpretation of 

Biblical and theological principles. They ask government to outlaw all the 

practices that have been termed as sins by the church, and that the legislature and 

courts of law should tailor their policies and laws accordingly. This demand was 

given due attention by almost all US presidents. Their role in foreign policy was 

felt more with their support and efforts for passing the IRF Act. 

 There are, in fact, different views of scholars on Evangelicals role and 

influence on US foreign policy. However, they agree on one point that they 

became politically active after a brief disengagement from political spheres. The 

reconnection this time was different because now they were concentrating on 

social and other issues. Evangelicals now recognize issues such as poverty, 

hunger, pandemics, environmental degradation and debt as major global problems, 

and the need for the US to respond.   

 Until the late 1970s, Evangelicals did not even vote in presidential 

elections. However, due to many domestic issues and by Republican officials’ 

support, who were looking for new constituencies, the Evangelical presence in the 

US politics increased enormously. Hence, by the late 1990s, Evangelicals were 

considered a recognized voting bloc and Bush mobilized them effectively in the 

2000 presidential elections. After 9/11, if the US had decided to become the 

world’s moral leader and as a force of good in global politics aiming to export 
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democracy and freedom in an unruly world, then Evangelicals clearly had a role to 

play.153 On the contrary, there is another opinion about Bush’s theocratic foreign 

policy. Despite having a strongly religious inner circle, and dressing his foreign 

policy in an unusually strong religious language, it is hard to claim that foreign 

policy under him was theocratic.154 
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CHAPTER – 4 

PAK – US RELATIONS: EVANGELICALS AND 9/11 

This chapter is a summary of the development of Pak-US relations over the years 

with particular reference to the different governments in Pakistan. It highlights the 

approach of US towards Pakistan and the role played by the Evangelicals in 

shaping the relationship. To examine Evangelicals concerns and their interest in 

Pakistan, it is important to review the history of relationship between the two 

countries. While Evangelicals by and large supported US Containment policy 

during Cold War, there are no evidences of their interest in Pakistan except that a 

monotheist country was an ally in the ideological war of the US. However, with 

increase in their religious conservatism and their influence in political circles of 

the US, Pakistan became an important country.  

It is equally important to study the rise of religious conservatism and 

extremism in both countries to analyze the post 9/11 periods of relationship and 

Evangelicals concerns regarding the past and present role of religion in Pakistani 

society and politics. Though Pakistani society as a whole, since the country’s 

creation, was religious but was secular politically and so was the early leadership. 

However, religious emotions and extremism during the Cold War intensified so 

much that since 9/11, these forces are getting out of the control of Pakistani 

government. The chapter discusses the religion as a point of convergence between 

the two countries while sustaining the relationship during Cold War. Religion 

again was used as tool after the Soviet collapse but this time was seen as a threat 

to each other’s interests.  

Looking back at the historical relationship between religion and politics in 

the US, the role of Evangelicals in the Cold, one may assume that the religious 

motivation of Evangelicals and their role in the US foreign policy brought 

Pakistan to the forefront. Pakistan, being a nuclear-armed South Asian country and 

confronting various socio-political issues, has been of strategic interest to the US. 
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The recent cooperation in the WoT did not yield any positive results and to the 

concern of both the countries extremism has increased in the region.  

4.1  Historical Development of the Relationship 

An analysis of the history of Pak-US relationship reveals that due to geo-strategic 

location of Pakistan the US took advantage of it whereas Pakistan as a newly 

independent state was hoping to secure security as well as support against India. 

So, it chose the US over USSR and hence, a series of treaties (May 1954: US-

Pakistan Mutual Aid, September 1954: membership of South East Asia Treaty 

Organization (SEATO), September 1955: membership of Central Treaty 

Organization (CENTO) were signed between them. These treaties gave an air of 

security and protection to the former.  

 These pacts, along with some domestic governance constraints, introduced 

military as a component with some durability in the political system of Pakistan.1 

Throughout the Cold War, Henry Truman, Dwight D. Eisenhower and Richard 

Nixon, all considered Pakistan strategically important than India and, therefore, 

assisted Pakistan with arms and enhanced intelligence cooperation between the 

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the Inter Services Intelligence (ISI).2 

 However, Pakistan was marginalized during Indo-China war in 1962 when 

the US gave military assistance to India and in 1965 and 1971 wars between India 

and Pakistan as no military assistance was provided to the latter. This made 

Pakistan to withdraw from SEATO in 1972 and CENTO in 1979 and joined Non-

Aligned Movement (NAM) the same year.  

 The 1965 war with India was a disappointment in terms of Pakistan’s 

relations with the US but due to its role in US-China rapprochement in 1971, the 

relations were at its peak. It was the time when US President John F. Kennedy 

accepted Durand Line as an international boundary between Pakistan and 
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92

Afghanistan.3 As Pakistan was an ally, US appeased her during Indo-Pakistan war 

as Nixon ordered CIA to tell Jordan and Iran to supply arms to Pakistan along with 

those that were supplied by Washington though standing neutral herself.4 

 During the ideological conflict between the two super powers, Pakistan, 

besides gaining political and economic advantages also received criticism. The 

alliance in fighting Communism resulted in an increased hostility between 

Pakistan and India, on the one hand, and gave rise to the suspicions of many Arab 

countries from Pakistan, on the other.5 

 However, after the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan on February 15, 

1989, Pakistan’s importance diminished as US lost interest both in Pakistan and 

Mujahidin. Consequently, there had been a radicalization of parts of Pakistan’s 

internal polity as a result of deliberate policy by the then rulers, to some extent, 

and partly as an unavoidable consequence of steps taken to support the Afghan 

Jihad against the Soviets. The US also drew closer to India and imposed economic 

sanctions on Pakistan disapproving Pakistan’s hidden nuclear weapons program. 

In October 1990, the US blocked the delivery of F-16 fighter jets to Pakistan.  The 

sanctions heightened the internal problems of Pakistan.  

 Analyzing the relations, one finds that while Dwight Eisenhower, Richard 

Nixon and Ronald Reagan administrations maintained good relations with Pakistan 

whereas in the periods of John F. Kennedy, London B. Johnson, Jimmy Carter, 

George H. Bush, and Bill Clinton, the bilateral relations were not very warm. The 

two tenures of President George W. Bush (2001-2008) were mostly marred by 

suspicions, mainly due to the WoT.6 Moreover, the six decades of relationship 

indicates that if, on the one hand, the US strengthened Pakistan’s defense 

potentials and capability for economic development then, on the other, also 
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greeted undemocratic elements in the corridors of power.7 Eqbal Ahmad rightly 

predicted in 1981: 

…US military assistance will surely exacerbate Pakistan’s internal 
crisis. It may also provide the external pressures that will cause 
Pakistan’s disintegration. In return for military aid, Zia promises 
Washington greater cooperation in assisting the Afghan rebels. If 
he does, Afghanistan may retaliate by supporting Pakistan’s 
increasingly militant dissidents in the Balochistan and Pakhtun 
regions. The seeds of armed hostilities in the area are being sowed, 
and the harvest may be greater power confrontation.8 

 Hence, the above prediction proved correct with regard to internal 

problems in Pakistan. The 9/11 brought Pakistan to a point where it had to decide 

its options for protection against internal and external threats. Pakistan’s domestic 

politics was shaped by its security and foreign policy concerns. The continuing 

hostility with India ensures that the Pakistan army will indefinitely remain at the 

center of Pakistani politics. The army remains concerned about India’s encircling 

influence in Afghanistan, and there are strong tribal ties between Pakistani and 

Afghan Pakhtuns, which means that the US policy has to deal with both sides of 

the border to ensure stability in Afghanistan.9 

 As has been discussed earlier in the study, the US is mainly concerned over 

the spread of Islamic radicalism in Pakistan. Although an important ally in WoT, 

Pakistan is still looked at with suspicion in the US and is frequently asked by the 

US administration to stop supporting militant Islamic groups operating in 

Afghanistan, India and other countries. Washington has to eradicate the root cause 

that breed the malaise of radicalism in Pakistan and thus protect it from becoming 

a nuclear-armed terrorist state.10 
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4.2 Communism: A Common Ideological Opponent 

Owing to the rejection of religion by the Communists in USSR, the Evangelicals 

in the US would call Communists as ‘antichrist’. This added an ideological 

perception to the Cold War, though religion did not wholly determine the US 

foreign policy but it did shape the policy towards India and Pakistan during the 

Cold War period. Religious color in the foreign policy can be seen from the 

various monographs of the time, i.e. the word ‘Crusade’ itself refers to a long 

religious war. From 1947 to 1964, three Secretaries of State in the US had been 

adherents of the Protestant faith and who added their religious fervor to the foreign 

policy.11 

 Religion had been one of the factors that cemented Pak-US ties against the 

communist aggression on Afghanistan. The US leadership would consider 

Pakistani leadership as closely attached to Islam who had outrightly rejected 

Communism. This was important for Evangelical US to align Pakistani religious 

sentiments against the Communist ‘evil’.12 

 Besides enhancing its security needs against India, religion was also one of 

the main factors that brought Pakistan and the US closer to fight the so-called 

infidels during the Cold War. In her quest for security, Pakistan became a partner 

in the great game of Cold War with the US and Arab countries, especially Saudi 

Arabia, due to the mutual convergence of strategic, political and ideological 

interests.  
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Figure – 1 

The Converging Interest (Religion) against Communism 

 

During the Cold War in their foreign policies, the convergent interest of the 

three main actors, the US, Pakistan and Saudi Arabia, in the alliance was the 

propagation of their respective ideologies against Communism. The religio-Neo-

Cons elements in the US wanted to fight Communism, an infidel with Islam on 

their side. Pakistan became a partner in crime in the name of Islam whereas Saudis 

strived for the expansion of their brand of Islam, i.e. Wahabism.  

 The US regarded Pakistan as a fellow monotheist that would willingly 

support fight against Communism and, therefore, the US welcomed Pakistan’s 

position to stand with the West in their crusade against Communism. It was, thus, 

her Islamic character that made Pakistan to offer her resistance against 

Communism.In this partnership, the secular Muslims who led Pakistan through the 

early decades of Cold War tried to give their pronouncement and policies a 

properly Islamic shape without surrendering themselves entirely to theological 

statecraft.13 Still, Pakistani leaders praised US insistence on standing against ‘evil’ 

and pledged to support the Capitalist world against Soviet Communism.  

 As Evangelicals strongly opposed Communism, their leaders like Billy 

Graham played a key role during the Cold War in bringing the Evangelicals out of 
                                                 
13 Andrew J. Rotter. (2000). Comrades at Odd . . . pp. 221-24, 236 & 248. 
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isolation that they undertook since Scope Trial and supported US in her fight 

against Communism. The war in Afghanistan gave the Islamists in Pakistan a 

defined enemy and permitted them to join hands with those across the Muslim 

world who shared their narrow interpretation of the scripture as well as their 

willingness to confront an identifiable enemy. Linkages between Pakistan’s 

military establishment and the militant Islamists were forged in the unresolved 

Kashmir dispute14 who were now confronting another infidel – the US. 

 Currently, though Religious Right in the US are uncomfortable with 

Islamic radicals, but during the Cold War, the Reagan administration (1981-89) 

was not worried about the consequences of these elements because they were the 

best fighters in Afghanistan and were a threat to the USSR but not to the US.15 The 

House of Representatives in the US also highlighted the importance of military 

alliance with Pakistan. They believed that being a Muslim state, Pakistan could 

prove an effective advocate of the Western policies and could exercise a 

moderating influence on the extreme nationalism and anti-Western attitudes of 

Muslim countries and afro-Asian bloc.16 

 The convergence of interests ended with the demise of USSR that ended 

the Cold War period. The threat of Communism was eliminated and the US shifted 

its geopolitics to other corners of the world. Pakistan and the Afghan Mujahidin 

were left to their own fate and the former faced sanctions from the US for its 

covert nuclear program in 1990s. Pakistan’s status as ‘the most allied ally’ got 

changed into ‘the most sanctioned’ state. However, later developments proved that 

if the US policy of disengagement left Pakistan to deal with Islamic 

fundamentalist movement led by Osama Bin Laden (OBL) in close collaboration 

with the Taliban, then the US also paid a heavy price for this policy in the shape of 

                                                 
14 Lawrence Ziring. (2004). Pakistan: At the Crosscurrent of History. UK: One World Publications, 
p. 264. 
15 Liam Collins. (May 16, 2008). United States Diplomacy with Pakistan following 9/11: A Case Study 
in Coercive Diplomacy. Retrieved April 28, 2009, from Princeton University: http://www.princeton. 
edu/research /cases/coercivediplomacy.pdf 
16 Safdar Sial. (June 26, 2007). op. cit. 
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9/11 tragedies.17 The outcome of this policy is that the onetime popular Jihad got 

turned into an unholy war of suicide bombings, hostage taking and broad based 

terror.18 

4.2.1  ISI – CIA Nexus 

The Jihad in Afghanistan was carried on with mutual understanding of the 

intelligence agencies of both Pakistan and the US. The relationship between Inter-

Services Intelligence (ISI) and Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) grew fast after 

Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. There is no denial in the fact that both have played 

a major role in the promotion of religious extremism in both states over the years. 

During different phases of relationship, there had been either military or military 

controlled governments in Pakistan, whereas in Washington the policy towards 

Pakistan had largely been in the control of the White House, Pentagon and the 

CIA.19 

 CIA agenda was to contain Communism but it alone could not have 

achieved that goal. During Cold War, ISI was the recipient of most of the funds 

delivered by CIA and Saudi General Intelligence Directorate (GID) for anti-Soviet 

resistance in Afghanistan. Though the three intelligence agencies worked together, 

they spied on one another and pursued independent political agendas.20 Therefore, 

the religious war against communism owes its success mainly to these intelligence 

agencies.  

 The Afghan war bolstered the role of ISI, which established direct links 

with militant religious and Jihadist groups. The ISI created resistance groups in 

Afghanistan headed by Gulbadin Hekmatyar, Professor Dr. Zabihullah Mujadidi, 

Burhan-ud-Din Rabbani, Pir Gillani and Abdul Rab Rasool Sayyaf and built strong 

links between ISI and CIA. The CIA provided finances and latest technology to 

                                                 
17 Hafeez Malik. (2008). US Relations with Afghanistan and Pakistan. New York: Oxford University 
Press, p. 77. 
18 John L. Esposito & Dalia Mogahed. (2007). Who Speaks for Islam: What a Billion Muslims Really 
Think. New York: Gallup Press, p. 65. 
19 Qadar B. Baloch. op. cit., p. 44. 
20 Steve Coll. (2004). Ghost Wars: The Secret History of the CIA, Afghanistan and Bin Laden, From 
the Soviet Invasion to September 10, 2001. London: Penguin Books, pp. 72, 86. 
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ISI and as a result the later became eyes and ears of Zia. The ISI became so 

influential that by 1989 it was a deciding force in Pakistan’s political and foreign 

policy matters.21 Thus the assumption is that if, on the one hand, ISI was directed 

at keeping Zia in power, on the other, it supported and assisted Jihad in 

Afghanistan. 

 The fact, however, is that Afghan Jihad, supported by CIA had spawned 

dozens of fundamentalist movements across the Muslim World. These movements, 

led by militants, did not have many grievances against the Americans but were 

frustrated with their own corrupt, inept regimes.22 The ensuing fundamentalism or 

the radical version of Islam after the end of Cold War, at present, appears to pose a 

greater threat. As Paul Berman, an American commentator, suggests, “the richest 

Saudis, brainiest Egyptians and bravest Afghans, suitably helped by intelligence 

agencies, such as those in Pakistan and similar other clusters, will keep on 

promoting the death culture by causing more terror,23 thus putting the blame on the 

‘radical version of Islam’ that was utilized during Cold War.  

 The CIA played an effective role along with ISI in recruiting radical 

Muslims from around the world to come to Pakistan and fight Communists in 

Afghanistan. Both Pakistan and the US, at that time, had their interests in 

supporting the idea. Zia aimed to cement Islamic unity and turn Pakistan into a 

leader of the Muslim world, whereas the US wanted to show that the entire 

Muslim world was fighting USSR.24 The links between ISI and Islamic extremists 

are obvious but their origins have sometimes been misunderstood. The Islamists 

were initially intended to be tools, not allies to further Pakistan’s national interests 

against India. Hence, the purpose was not to bring about an Islamic revolution but 

to advance Pakistan’s national interests.25 

                                                 
21 Ahmed Rashid. (2009). Taliban: Militant Islam, Oil and Fundamentalism in Central Asia (New 
Revised Ed.). London: I.B. Tauris, p. 184. 
22 Ahmed Rashid. (2009). Taliban: Militant Islam . . . p. 135. 
23 Iftikhar H. Malik. (2006). Crescent Between Cross and Star: Muslims and the West after 9/11. 
Karachi: Oxford University Press,  p. 154. 
24 Ahmed Rashid. (2009). Taliban: Militant Islam . . . p. 129. 
25 Anatol Lieven. (2011). Pakistan: A Hard Country. London: Penguin Books, p. 185. 
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 Because of the important role of ISI in Pakistan’s Afghan and Kashmir 

policy and the external security threat, Bernard-Henri Levy criticized, “… 

Pakistan is crazy and lives under the watch of the secret services, which really are 

paranoid.”26 The US suspicion of these links is rooted in thirty-two documents 

compiled by the US Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) of Pentagon in September 

1999 and placed for public scrutiny in 2002.27  Despite the US administration’s 

suspicions of ISI association with Islamic fundamentalists, it is a fact that during 

the Cold War, Pakistan army’s connection with extremist elements was ignored by 

the US, as her aim was to defeat the ideological adversary. The alliance arose the 

possibility of sharing the nuclear weapons capability with Islamic militants.28 

 This Military-Mullah nexus, however, was strengthened during the Cold 

War with the support of US. Later on, religious political partied also drew closer 

to this partnership. The religious political parties like Jamiat Ulema-e-Islam (JUI) 

did not suspend their contacts with the Taliban after the Soviet withdrawal. JUI 

also established strong ties with army and ISI in 1993 while being a coalition 

partner in government with Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP). After the downfall of 

Gulbadin Hekmatyar’s government in Afghanistan in 1995, the Taliban 

established a hardline government and handed over control of training camps in 

Afghanistan to JUI.29 

 After 9/11, The US accused ISI of facilitating Taliban in Afghanistan but 

the Bush administration closed their eyes to it because of Pakistan’s alliance in 

WoT. The US is still suspicious that within ISI several elements are maintaining 

contacts with Haqqani group, Mullah Omar, Hekmatyar and several Pakistani 

militant outfits. 30 

                                                 
26 Lawrence Ziring. (2004). op. cit., p. 125. 
27 Imtiaz Gul. (2009). The Most Dangerous Place: Pakistan’s Lawless Frontier. London: Penguin 
Books, p. 160.  
28 Lawrence Ziring. (2004). op. cit., p. 265. 
29 Ahmad Rashid. (1999, November-December). The Taliban Exporting Extremism. Foreign Affairs, 
78 (6), p. 22. 
30 Imtiaz Gul. (2009). op. cit., pp. 159-61. 
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4.3 Political Use of Islam: General Zia and Beyond 

Since Pakistan’s inception, Islam has been the cementing force creating a national 

identity in a state which, otherwise, stands divided along ethnic, provincial, 

cultural, religious, class, and linguistic lines. 31 It is believed that Islam was 

imposed to hold together an artificially constructed nation of feuding ethnic 

groups.32 Hence, Pakistan was meant to be but never became a nation state. A 

divided people at the beginning, Pakistan remained a divided country.33 Civilian 

and military leaders have used Islam to legitimize their rule and as a tool of state 

policy, thus, strengthening the role of religious parties in politics and society.  

 Since Cold War against the Soviets in Afghanistan and the Pakistani 

army’s continued support to Islamic militants, Islam has taken a radical turn in 

Pakistan.Similarly, Pakistan’s political leaders, knowing the potential power of 

religious leaders, have always been trying to appease them by taking different 

religious measures for their own interests. In the process, very few have been 

successful, whereas those failing to deliver face the opposition of military-mullah 

nexus.  

 Hence religion was there from the onset but religious extremism took pace 

in Pakistan during the 80s. Throughout the 1980s, war crime after the refugees’ 

influx into Pakistan and urbanization process generated an intolerant religiosity.34 

It is not in the US alone that religion plays an important role in policy making, but 

it is also true of Pakistan. Politicians of all shades in Pakistan have manipulated 

religion and used it to increase their political stature. One such example is that of 

an outstanding secular leader Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto who, in his attempt to 

appeasedthe religious right in the country, resorted to the use of Islam.35 

                                                 
31 Jayshree Bajoria. (2011, May 05). Islam and Politics in Pakistan. Retrieved August 18, 2011, from 
http://www/cfr.prg/pakistan/islam-politics-pakistan/p24728 
32 Robert D. Kaplan. (2001). Soldiers of God: With Islamic Warriors in Afghanistan and Pakistan. New 
York: Vintage Books, p. 109. 
33 Lawrence Ziring. (2004). op. cit., p. 259. 
34 Robert D. Kaplan. (2001). op. cit., p. 240. 
35 Pervez Musharraf. (2006). In the Line of Fire: A Memoire. UK: Simon & Schuster, p. 58. 
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 Though the process of Islamization began from the time of Objectives 

Resolution (1949), it was institutionalized during Zia’s rule (1977-1988) with the 

formation of the Council of Islamic Ideology (CII) and other provisions such as 

Hudood Ordinance, Zakat, interest-free banking and the establishment of Federal 

Shariat Court. Zia, unlike his predecessors such as Ayub Khan (1958-1969) and 

Agha Muhammad Yahya Khan (1969-1971), was the only military ruler to adopt 

Islamic agenda to rule Pakistan.36 Accountability of his opponents and prolonging 

his rule was justified in the garb of Islamization of Pakistan and, for this purpose, 

he brought the higher judiciary under his control. Zia was also known as a 

practicing Muslim more due to force of habit than temperament. After removing 

Bhutto on July 5, 1977, Zia in his address to the nation asserted that Pakistan was 

created in the name of Islam and its survival lies in following Islam.37 

 Zia initiated his process of Islamization in which the religious parties 

including Jamaat-i-Islami (JI) supported him. The JI had supported Zia out of its 

own interest, as the party could not secure power by ballot.38 Not only that Zia 

aligned himself with JI but he also took steps to Islamize the army.39 Many ruling 

generals under him declared themselves to be Islamic conservatives in their 

orientation and came closer to political groups of the right. The army role was 

redefined as not to be merely the defenders of the borders but also of Pakistan’s 

ideological frontiers.40 

With Zia’s encouragement, Saudis built hundreds of madrassahs along 

Afghan border. 41 The madrassah network provided Mujahidin for Jihad in 

Afghanistan. The degrees of these madrassahs were recognized equivalent to 

college degrees and the degree holders were pronounced fit to preside Qazi courts. 

These courts were set up as a step towards Islamization along with introduction of 

                                                 
36 Naeem Ahmad. (2001). State, Society and Terrorism: A Case Study of Pakistan after September 11. 
Unpublished PhD Dissertation . University of Karachi, pp. 25-7. 
37 Hassan Abbas. (2005). Pakistan’s Drift into Extremism: Allah, the Army and America’s War on 
Terror. New Delhi: Pentagon Press, pp. 92-5. 
38 Ibid., pp. 100-01. 
39 Steve Coll. (2004). op. cit., p. 20. 
40 Hassan Abbas. (2005). op. cit., pp. 97-8, 101. 
41 Steve Coll. (2004). op. cit., pp. 85-6. 
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the Blasphemy Law (1986). Zia’s support to Mujahidin was crucial for the 

continued spread of fundamentalism. The Cold War, besides prolonging and 

legitimizing his government, also gave Zia an opportunity to extend his influence 

beyond Pakistan’s border. Islamization was the powerful weapon in the clash of 

arms with Soviet Union in Afghanistan.42 

 During Zia’s era, the alliance of the state and the religious political parties 

provided the latter an opportunity to spread their influence in the society through 

the madrassahs and student organizations in educational institutions. Taliban were 

the product of these madrassahs run by two religious political parties, Jamiat 

Ulema-e-Islam of Maulana Fazl-ur-Rehman (JUI-F) and JI. 43  The Taliban got 

financial support from Saudi Arabia and their investment in establishing 

madrassahs alongside Pak-Afghan border finally paid off because Taliban, being a 

religious movement, had strong Evangelical leaning as they encouraged Saudi 

Wahabism.44 

 On many counts Zia can be similarized with President George W. Bush in 

bringing about religious activism in domestic and foreign policy as “he wanted to 

purify Pakistan and repeatedly expressed his conviction of fulfilling a God given 

mission.” He believed in the idea of Islamic revival through political means and 

saw the ‘Hand of Providence’ supporting him in doing so. His idea of national 

unity was in the name of Islam that was to be taken care of by military and 

intelligence agencies.45  Hence, from the beginning, using Islam for their strategic 

and political goals motivated both military and the religious political parties in 

Pakistan. This nexus, having domestic and political objectives for the 

establishment of an Islamic rule in Pakistan and extending Islamic influence to 

neighbouring Afghanistan and India, could be said to have lasted till 2001 when 

Pakistan changed its policies vis-à-vis Taliban regime and afterwards India. This 

                                                 
42 Lawrence Ziring. (2004). op. cit., p. 262. 
43 Naeem Ahmad. (2001). op. cit., p. 65. 
44 Khalid Aziz. (December 10, 2007). Insurgency and Development in the North West Frontier 
Province and Tribal Areas of Pakistan. Peshawar: Riport, p. 15. 
45 Husain Haqqani. (2005). Pakistan: Between Mosque and Military. Lahore: Vangaud Books,  
p. 131-3. Also see, Hassan Abbas. (2005). op. cit., pp. 92-100. 
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convergence of interest between military and religious parties was at the expense 

of democracy.46 

4.3.1  Sectarian Extremism 

Islamic radicalism in Pakistan has been basically an urban phenomenon and the 

rural population can occasionally be used on the slogan of ‘Islam is in danger’. 

However, two radical forces, the Sunni sectarian extremists of the central and 

southern Punjab against Shias, and the Taliban in parts of the Tribal Areas of 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (formerly North Western Frontier Province - NWFP) have 

now established their presence.47 

 One dimension of religious extremism in Pakistan is the schism between 

Shia-Sunni Muslims. The Cold War caused a new wave of sectarian violence in 

Pakistan because Saudi Arabia and Iran provided radicals with financial support. 

The 1979 Iranian revolution had empowered the Shia Islamic radicals who had 

ideological tussle with the Sunni radicals. In Pakistan, General Zia had tried to 

introduce his brand of Islamization which was not only opposed by the Shia 

community but also ignited sectarian violence.  

 Under Zia, Pakistan became a symbol of both despotism and Islamization. 

During Shia-Sunni clashes in Zia period, Shia dissidents began receiving support 

from Iran while inside Pakistan, Zia and ISI started supporting anti Shia groups 

like Sipah-e-Sahaba.48 The partiality of Zia to fundamentalist ideology of political 

parties like JI became a point of concern for Christians as well as Shia Muslims in 

Pakistan.49 

 The Sunni attacks on Shia mosques and killing of a large number of Shia 

Muslims during 1989 and later assassination of an Iranian diplomat and several 

Iranian Air Force Cadets in 1990, resulted in tension between Iran and Pakistan 

and harmed the fifty years good relationship. Iran saw Pakistan as the collaborator 
                                                 
46 Naeem Ahmad. (2001). op. cit., p. 20. 
47 Anatol Lieven. (2011). op. cit., pp. 127-28. 
48 Bruce Reidel. (2011). op. cit., p.22. 
49 Carollee Bengeldorf, et. al.  (Eds.). (2006). General Zia is Now the Law. Selected Writings of Eqbal 
Ahmad. Karachi: Oxford University Press, pp. 436 & 440. 
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of Taliban.50 In the coming decades, all these developments resulted in severe 

sectarian clashes in Pakistan in which thousands lost their lives. The Zia elements 

(ISI, religious political parties and radicals) still carry out their agenda of 

interfering in the government machinery, one way or the other.51 

 Prior to 9/11, Pakistan had a weak institutional structure, an ineffective 

political process followed by the 1999 coup, a weak economy, a poor educational 

system and the rise of religious extremism. According to the World Bank, Pakistan 

was in a “position of extreme vulnerability” due to its immense debt and weak 

economy and thin public education system resulting in forty four percent literacy 

rate, which helped spur the rise of religious extremism.52 

 When General Pervez Musharraf took over on October 12, 1999, he 

announced the continuation of foreign policy of the previous government of 

extending support to Jihadi groups in Kashmir and Taliban regime in Afghanistan. 

However, weeks before September 2001, his approach changed due to the 

resurgence of sectarian violence as the Jihadist and the sectarian groups appeared 

to have developed close relations with each other.53 

4.3.2 Suicide Bombings 

The religious extremism that was supported by Americans and Arabs during the 

Cold War intensified so much that its remnants today do not hesitate to blow 

themselves up in the name of religion. The history of suicide bombing in Pakistan 

goes back to 1995 with first suicide attack and the second happened in 2002. After 

9/11, religious leaders without condemning or justifying suicide bombing in 

Pakistan, linked the menace with Musharraf’s pro-US policies. 54  The religious 

extremists though are said to be handful but the amount of human and material 

damages that they inflicted on the society was unbelievable.  

                                                 
50 Hafeez Malik. (2008). pp. 89-90. 
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52 Liam Collins. op. cit. 
53 Naeem Ahmad. (2001). op. cit., p. 54. 
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 Because of anti-Americanism found in Pakistan, in 2005, 25 percent people 

compared to 41 percent in 2004, supported suicide-bombing and other acts of 

violence in defense of Islam.55There were twenty two suicide attacks between 

2002 and 2006 at which point the current epidemic began.56 Since then suicide 

bombing inPakistan increased at an alarming rate.57 

 According to Gul, suicide bombers get funds from Arab countries including 

Saudis who believe that Jihad in Afghanistan and Pakistan is lawful. The extremist 

thinking in Pakistan has reached to a level that, while following the thought behind 

Al-Qaeda’s suicide bombing campaign, the suicide bombers believethat killing 

Americans through suicide bombing will not convert Americans to Islam, but 

killing co-nationals through suicide bombing will result in Pakistan becoming a 

stricter adherent of Islam.58 

4.3.3 Pakistan’s Status Before 9/11 

Pakistan has suffered heavily from the religious and sectarian terrorism for many 

years due to the nature of Taliban ideology, resulting in the creation of local 

Taliban and their sympathizers in tribal areas of Pakistan. The anti-US elements 

opposed pro-US policies and saw Pak-US relations as short-lived and unstable. 

Pakistan is a strategically important country and one of the world’s largest Muslim 

states. Pakistan was criticized and sanctioned for its nuclear aspirations as evident 

from the five successful nuclear tests conducted on 28 May 1998. It also supported 

the Taliban and was one of the very few countries that recognized Taliban rule in 

Afghanistan. 

 The situation further worsened when, on October 12 1999, Pakistan Army 

Chief, General Pervez Musharraf overthrew the elected government of Prime 

                                                 
55 Neil J. Kressel. (2008). Bad Faith: The Danger of Religious Extremism. New Delhi: Pentagon Press, 
p. 58. 
56 Imtiaz Gul. (2009). op. cit., p. 135. 
57 There were six suicide attacks in 2006. In 2007 suicide bombing increased to fifty-six killing 419 
security officials and 217 civilians and 3962 injured 2007 and, in 2008 sixty one suicide attacks took 
2116 lives, including 558 law enforcement personnel. See Ahmed Rashid. (2008). Decent into Chaos: 
Pakistan, Afghanistan and the Threat to Global Security. USA: Penguin, p.379. Also see Imtiaz Gul. 
(2009). op. cit., p. 129. 
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Minister Nawaz Sharif in a coup. Musharraf assuming office of the President, with 

the support extended by religious parties especially JI, had complete freedom to 

run the affairs of the state without fearing opposition from other parties, as 

Benazir Bhutto and Sharif were in exile and prison respectively and the MQM 

leader secluded in London. It also gave leverage to religious parties over others.59 

 The military coup was strongly condemned by international community 

andwas subjected to automatic coup-related US sanctions. President Bill Clinton 

visited Bangladesh and India from 19 to 24 March 2000 but on his way back spent 

a few low profile hours in Islamabad showing US discontent. All these measures 

brought Pakistan on its knees and besides leaving it alone on international scene, 

added to the collapse of its economic structure. Furthermore, the strategic 

partnership of US with India angered anti-US elements within the Pakistan 

military. The anti-US sentiments of those, backing Islamist groups, e.g. former ISI 

chief Lt. General Hamid Gul and former Chief of Staff, General Aslam Beg, are 

also shared by many secular and liberal figures in Pakistan.60 In that scenario, had 

Pakistan opted for not becoming an ally in the WoT, India would have moved in to 

extend support, which Pakistan would have not been able to afford. 

4.4 Religious Extremism in Pakistan after 9/11 

Religious extremism was never part of Pakistani society before the beginning of 

anti-Soviet war in Afghanistan. Pakistan’s creation is said to have based on a 

religious ideology, very much like that of Israel, however, the people had been 

moderate having largely secular governments with religious freedom. However, 

over the time, radical fundamentalist groups gained in both strength and number.61 

 The anti-US sentiments found today in Pakistanis were not present in the 

beginning. The first outburst of anti-Americanism was in 1965 due to the US role 

in Pak-India war. Then, after 1967 Arab Israel war, the anti-Israel emotion took 
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root in Pakistan that eventually extended to the US. The Palestinian Intifada also 

inspired the extremist fringes to fight the adversary.62 The extreme right wing 

militant organizations in Pakistan, though divided on many issues, were equally 

anti-Western and specifically anti-US and anti-Israel who they saw as two sides of 

the same coin.63After 9/11, along with the perception that US is anti-Islam, many 

Muslims detest US because of the war in Iraq, the civilian causalities in Pakistan, 

support for Israeli occupation of Palestine, and the blockade of Gaza. US policies 

towards the Muslim world and the reports of Islamophobia make the appeal of 

Jihad attractive to youth.64 

4.4.1 Links between Religious Political Parties and Extremists 

A strong perception in the US is that a few religious parties have linkages with 

religious extremists and support suicide bombings in Pakistan. In this regard, JUI, 

which is part of the powerful Deobandi sect and controls 65 percent of madrassahs, is 

said to have links with extremists. The party is also associated with Harakat-ul-

Mujahidin the first ever Pakistani group placed on the US list of terror organizations. 

Among the students, approximately 15 percent at madrassahs are foreigners.65 

 These Taliban leaders were the product of madrassahs in Pakistan and 

majority of them were Pakhtuns. The JUI has a large component of ethnic Pakhtuns to 

which Taliban belong and both groups have strong ties to the Taliban. 66  The 

increasing waves of terrorism led to suspicions that the government sponsors 

terrorism in Pakistan but others have an opposite view pointing to the complexity of 

the issues of terrorism, Talibanization and insurgency. However, a majority views that 

Pakhtuns, as an ethnic group, is not the only victim as the issue is not ethnic in 
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nature,nor it is confined to the tribal areas of Pakistan, but has affected the whole 

country.67 

 In Pakistan, Islamist parties, though having a role in politics, have never been 

able to attract the masses and the modern educated class, as their religious culture is 

not familiar to most of them.68 Religious political parties are mostly popular in rural 

areas where they claim votes in the name of Islam. In 2001-02, Pakistan was home to 

fifty-eight religious parties and twenty-four armed religious militias. The later is 

popularly known as Jihadi group.69 

4.4.2 Links between Army and Religious Extremists 

The Objectives Resolution gave birth to Military-Mullah nexus, however, it was 

strengthened during the Cold War with the support of US, China, Arab countries 

and Europe by extending help to Pakistan in containing Soviet Union. The 

Mujahedeen from Chechnya, Uzbekistan, Sin Kiang and other part of the world 

came to Afghanistan during Taliban rule but after 9/11 came to FATA, are 

operative in the central Punjab such as Muridke.70 

 Religious extremism in Pakistan is mostly traced back to General Zia in 

whose era generals got promotions by adopting an Islamic façade. This is not 

absolutely true in that the careers of General Jahangir Karamat and General Pervez 

Musharraf indicate that secular officers also reached to the top slot. Musharraf 

rolled back most of the Zia’s measures to Islamize army. However, there is no 

denying the fact that military is tied to Pakistan’s security vis-à-vis India and not 

to the dreams of Islamic radical’s ‘Universal Muslim Ummah’.71 

 From the beginning, army’s active role and continued intervention played 

an important role in Pakistani politics, thus, ailing the country. Because of an 

alliance between armed forces and the more rabid elements, religion became a 
                                                 
67 Published proceedings of two days National Workshop held at Department of International 
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unifying principle thus hampering democracy in Pakistan.72 President Musharraf in 

an interview to an American television on October 1, 2006, also affirmed the 

linkages between Pakistan military establishment and religious parties supporting 

Taliban. He told the interviewer that some retired top officials of Pakistan’s ISI 

might be providing assistance to the Taliban. However, two former ISI chiefs 

rejected Musharraf’s claim as baseless.73 The fact, however, is that Pakistan army 

dare not confront them, knowing their strength and suspecting they may have 

sympathizers within its own ranks.74 

4.4.3 Musharraf’s Dealings with Extremist  

After 9/11, Pakistan’s alliance in war on terror has resulted in extremism that 

started from FATA and soon KP adjoining settled areas and Punjab were under 

attack. This wave of extremism pushed Pakistani state to the brink of civil war. If 

seen in the social and economic context, both KP and FATA lack basic facilities, 

have poor education infrastructure and dismal employment opportunities. These 

make the areas an ideal place for Islamic militants seeking young warriors. Hence, 

they are able to bring together teenagers, pumped with zeal for Jihad.75 

 Due to increase in suicide bombings, attacks on civil and military 

installations and personnel, Musharraf took strict measures to counter the 

miscreants. Musharraf’s crackdown on militant groups was regularly praised by 

the US authorities including Bush, but on the ground Musharraf faced stiff 

resistance. If stock of the situation is taken, Musharraf was seen as a liberal and 

moderate leader, indispensible for war on terror by the West. Despite his 

‘enlightened moderation’ slogan not only Pakistan’s domestic politics suffered but 

Islamic extremism also prospered.  

 It is true that Musharraf, faced with internal challenges of religious 

extremism, sought to strike a peace deal with Taliban to cool down the wave of 
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terrorism but that could not prove fruitful. After the September 6, 2006, peace 

agreement in North Waziristan, the ranks of suicide bombers swelled significantly. 

The deal, in the preceding months, provided Taliban an opportunity to recover 

from their losses at the hands of the military and to reorganize themselves and 

enlist new recruits for their battle and suicide squads.76 

 Musharraf was personally moderate but he was strategically indecisive and 

in political decline. He sent on exile a leading opposition political figure, co-opted 

with some corrupt elements of Pakistani society and aligned with the Islamists. 

His survival strategy was to meet external pressure from the US, China, and India 

with minimal concessions. However, he systematically alienated most segments of 

Pakistani society at a later stage and infuriated his friends, both at home and 

abroad.77Though Musharraf showed ample courage in fighting religious extremism 

and terrorism but failed to institutionalize his policies. A credible democratic setup 

could have strengthened him.78 

4.4.4 The Rise of Muttahida Majlis-e-Amal (MMA) 

Like in the past, a secular Musharraf encouraged religious parties in 2002elections 

against his archrivals Benazir Bhutto and Nawaz Sharif by offering to withdraw 

lawsuits against MMA candidates,79 and once again used religion for personal 

gains. Musharraf banned Benazir Bhutto and Nawaz Sharif from participating in 

elections though he could have defeated them easily. Musharraf perceived that 

Benazir was secular than Nawaz Sharif who was an anti-American, right wing and 

close to religious parties.80 This meant that he was not ready to transfer power 

through elections to both of them. This created an opportunity for MMA and even 

they manipulated religion when their candidates went to the electorate asking 
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whether they wanted to vote for Quran or the US.81 In October 2002 general 

elections, the MMA polled 11 percent of the vote, giving it control of 20 percent 

of Pakistan’s parliament. It governed the NWFP (KP) and shared power in 

Balochistan province.82 

 It is believed that the MMA came to power in NWFP (KP) with the support 

of army and ISI, sidelining major secular parties including Sharif’s Pakistan 

Muslim League (PML-N) and Bhutto’s Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP). It brought a 

pro-army faction of Muslim League i.e., PML (Q) to power at the center.83These 

religious political parties never enjoyed such a heavy vote bank in the history of 

Pakistan. Not only the internal situation helped them rise in elections but also the 

undesirable remarks by Religious Rights in US about Islam and about the person 

and character of Prophet Muhammad (S.A.W).  

4.5 Religious Extremism in the US after 9/11 

Religion in the US has remained a vital force in politics. In the past, along with 

many politicians, several US scholars including Bernard Lewis and Samuel P. 

Huntington also identified ‘the primary causes of the global conflict in the 

differences of beliefs and values’. These theories created an intolerant atmosphere 

in the US while dealing with communities from other faiths, especially Islam. 

4.5.1 Anti-Islam Sentiments 

In the aftermath of 9/11 attacks, a new wave of anti-Islam sentiment got 

established in the US. The appearance of Taliban, their rapid conquests, 

imposition of harsh punishments and uncompromising commitment to their 

interpretation of Islam brought to the surface in the West all stereotypes about 

Islam. 84  Islam and the whole Muslim societies were being associated with 

fundamentalism, radicalism and terrorism. Islam is considered as a religion, where 
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core belief shapes religious extremism and is directly shown similar with 

terrorism. However, the fact remains that terrorism is not supported by most 

Muslims and, in no way, represents Islam. It, however, represents a fundamentalist 

part of Islam that cannot be ignored or denied. It may be true that this is a religious 

war but not between Islam, on the one hand, and Christianity and Judaism, on the 

other, but a war of fundamentalism against all faiths that support freedom and 

modernity.85 

 The Religious Right in the US such as Jerry Falwell, Pat Robertson, former 

Southern Baptist Convention President Jerry Vines and Franklin Graham, see 

Islam as essentially an evil religion. Whereas the other side of the coin according 

to the Washington-based Pew Research Center, is that many Muslim countries 

favored Osama Bin Laden (OBL) than President Bush.86 The attack and counter 

attack is thus making no space for reasoning or lessening the tension between the 

two communities. Rhetoric by many Evangelicals including those in Bush 

administration, sent entirely wrong messages to the Muslim world, especially 

Pakistan as it was the frontline state in WoT and Pakistanis were already skeptical 

about the US motives and intentions.  

 After 9/11, the wave of Islamophobia could be relevant to the fretfulness of 

many Evangelicals because the religious extremists, waging Jihad against the 

West, considered Afghanistan and Pakistan as the center stage for waging war 

against infidels to bring about the End Times.87 Both, the Evangelicals and Islamic 

extremists, seem to bring about the End Times according to the interpretation of 

their respective scriptures. The End Times prophesy has a role in the conflict 

between Islam and Evangelicals. For the prophecy to be fulfilled, the hardliner 

Evangelical circles believe that the confrontation with non-Christians is essential. 

The hardliner Evangelicals setting a foundation for US foreign policy, are trying to 
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bring about the end of world and can push for a war with the Muslim world.88 This 

affirms the belief found in Pakistan about US interests in the region. 

 Throughout 2002 and early 2003, Evangelical leaders sarcastically 

criticized Islam in the US which was strongly protested by the Muslims who 

regarded it a sort of propaganda against Islam in the US. However, Evangelicals 

declined to be anti-Islam in their statements and expressed their legitimate 

concerns about terrorism. However, the anti-Islamic statements after 9/11 showed 

their concern to reassert and sharpen the differences between the teachings of 

Christianity and Islam.89 

 In the US, “a right-wing politico-religious, with a global reach, is engaged 

in practices such as destroying religious and cultural artifacts as a key aspect of its 

ideology of Strategic Level Spiritual Warfare (SLSW).90 Until recently a fringe 

Evangelical movement of spiritual warfare is rapidly positioning itself within US 

mainstream political right. The ultimate goal is to replace secular democracy, both 

in the US and around the world, with a Christian theocracy, an ideology known as 

‘Dominionism’. The supposed purpose is to purify the world for Christ’s return 

which is visibly similar to the Taliban’s belief, but is also by far at odds with more 

common, long-standing Christian beliefs. They are committed to replacing 

democracy with a religious dictatorship, which it sees as a necessary prelude for 

Christ’s return to earth.”91 

                                                 
88 Sarah Posner. (May 21, 2006). Pastor Strange Love. Retrieved August 21, 2010, from The American 
Prospect: http://prospect.org/cs/articles?articleId=11541 
89 Ibid. 
90 SLSW is seen as a method of promoting spirituality in individual Christians. It has been widely 
promoted as a vital new tool in Evangelism. It is promoted as a ‘new way’ of addressing spiritual 
problems. It involves such practices as warfare prayer/strategic level intercession, prayer marches, all 
night intercessory prayer, prolonged fasting, pulling down spirit over nations, taking cities, spiritual 
mapping, identificational repentance, and the aggressive use of tongue (glossolalia). The basic premise 
underlying such technique is the belief that the demon and cosmic powers have established stronghold 
in people and/or regions, which must be brought down before the message of salvation can be preached 
effectively. See Michael S. B. Reid (2002). Strategic Level Spiritual Warfare: A Modern Mythology? 
USA: Xulon Press, pp. 17-8.  
91 Paul Rosenberg. (July 28, 2011). America’s Own Taliban. Retrieved August 15, 2011, from 
Aljazeera: htpp://english.aljazeera.net/indepth/opinion/2011/07/20117259426336524.html 



 
 

114

4.6 Pak – US Relations after 9/11 

The rise of the Religious Right in US is a much-debated topic among various 

American circles and they criticize them for their extreme position on Biblical 

prophecies for which they have aligned themselves with political elites.  

Therefore, it was paramount to the interest of many Evangelicals to address the 

growing extremism in Pakistan in terms of their influence on US foreign policy 

formulation. Conservative and mainstream Evangelicals interests in Pakistan vary 

in their attitude but both view Pakistan as a Muslim nuclear state that is becoming 

a safe haven for extremists. The terrorists who launched attack on US soil had 

links with extremist network in Pakistan. Hence, Pakistan has a significant place in 

WoT for the US policy makers and the Christian Right.  

 The US claims to bring democracy, development and free trade to the 

world to eliminate poverty and weak institutions that makes states vulnerable to 

terrorist networks. Contrary to the US perception, a poll conducted by Pew 

Research Center, 2007 showed that a majority of forty three out of forty seven 

nations including Muslim countries, and sixty three percent of Americans believed 

that the US promotes democracy mostly where it serves its interest.92 For example, 

in Pakistan military coups were a recurring feature and the US has failed to 

promote democracy in Pakistan because military rulers best suited Washington’s 

interest.  

 In the WOT there was an understanding between Pakistan and the US on 

curbing extremism but the unilateral approach inherent the US foreign policy was 

seriously felt and condemned in Pakistani circles. Pakistan though gained 

economically but her internal situation deteriorated, extremism increased along 

with suspicions of US ulterior motives in the region. Pakistan as an ally took 

measures to play an effective role but US demand to do more increased. 
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4.6.1 Role of Private Mercenary  

The increase in religious extremism was also felt in WoT with the undertaking 

assigned to private contractors by the US. Their role cannot be ignored particularly 

in countries where US is engaged and cannot undertake military operations within 

the borders of a nation against which the US has not declared war,93 as in the case 

of Pakistan. Soon after 9/11, Rumsfeld and his allies drew Pentagon’s new policy 

of relying on private contractors, which reflected ‘Rumsfeld Doctrine’ that said, 

“We must promote a more entrepreneurial approach - one that encourages people 

to be proactive, not reactive, and to behave less like bureaucrats and more 

likeventure capitalists.”94 

 Blackwater, a private security company has a special role in WoT and is 

owned by an Evangelist, Erik Prince, who views himself as a Christian crusader 

tasked with eliminating the Muslims and the Islamic faith from the globe.95 Prince, 

like most hardliner Evangelicals having the support of Jewish lobby in US, has 

served as a major bankroller of election campaigns of Bush and his allies and 

many of his company’s senior executives are former CIA officials.96 Since 9/11 

Blackwater has undertaken operations that CIA, Pentagon or State Department 

could not themselves carry out due to Congressional restrictions. 

 Due to its unlawful activities, Blackwater was renamed as ‘Xe Services 

LLC’ and has played a crucial role in the American wars in Iraq, Afghanistan and 

Pakistan in collaboration with CIA, US Joint Special Operations Command 

(JSOC), Pentagon and State Department in conducting a variety of operations.97 In 

2006, the US and Pakistan struck a deal that authorized JSOC to enter Pakistan to 
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hunt OBL with the understanding that Pakistan would deny it had given 

permission.98 Despite Pakistan’s denial, Erik Prince admitted that the organization 

does work in Pakistan.99 

Blackwater is assisting in gathering intelligence and working for CIA and 

JSOC on drone bombing program in Pakistan.100 The task was given to Blackwater 

because US feared that due to anti-American sentiments, Pakistan might close its 

Shamsi airbase from where drones fly. In this scenario, CIA opened a secret base 

in Jalalabad (Afghanistan), to strike in Pakistan.101  All these activities nurture 

strong feeling among the people and the media that Blackwater is involved in 

supporting the agenda of destroying the fabric of Pakistan’s nationhood through 

suicide bombings, fanning religious extremism and supporting nationalist and 

separatist movements, using local Pakistanis. 102  This information proves that 

Blackwater is secretly operating in Pakistan. This can further deteriorate the 

already tense relations marred by suspicion and mistrust.  

4.6.2 Pakistan: An Important Ally in WoT 

Pakistan acquired this status because of her geo-strategic location and the 

Islamicextremism that was taking its roots in the country. President Bush 

administration knew very well that by offending Muslims around the world, the 

US could not win the WoT. It was impossible without the assistance of Muslim 

countries, particularly the neighbouring countries of Afghanistan. As Islamic 

extremism was spreading to the regional countries, it was necessary to stop 

Islamic fundamentalists in Pakistan, Uzbekistan and so forth.103 

 Since Afghanistan is a landlocked country, the US required airspace, bases 

and logistical support to launch an attack. The US, despite having a large 
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coalition, desperately needed Pakistan’s support, because of the latter’s close ties 

with Taliban and her influence in Afghanistan. The US held the view that the 

deteriorating situation in Afghanistan could not be effectively tackled unless the 

sanctuaries of Taliban in FATA are eliminated. Bush described FATA as ‘wilder 

than the Wild West’ and put pressure on Musharraf to do more.104 

 The US concern was how to persuade or force Pakistan to cease and desist 

from engaging in policies such as supporting some forms of militancy, that are 

inimical to the US interests. They view Pakistan’s intentions and security 

perceptions as the crux of Pakistan’s problem. 105  Though the top US officials 

praised Pakistan for its cooperation, but there were still doubts about Islamabad’s 

commitment to some core US interests in the region. Pakistan was identified as a 

base for terrorist groups and their supporters operating in Kashmir, India and 

Afghanistan.106 

 However, despite a military government in Pakistan, the 9/11 Commission 

Report termed Musharraf’s government a sine-qua-non for stability in Pakistan 

and Afghanistan, and recommended support to Pakistan so long as its government 

remained committed to combating extremism and to a policy of enlightened 

moderation.107 Nonetheless, the US sought to help Pakistan transform itself into a 

stable, prosperous, democracy that is capable of curbing Islamist militancy inside 

and outside its borders, commits to a secure Afghanistan, and actively works to 

mitigate prospects for further nuclear proliferation.108 The Congress, by passing 

the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 (P.L.108-458), 

broadly endorsed the recommendation and sought to encourage Pakistan’s 

transition to full democracy.109 
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4.6.3 Pakistan’s Nuclear Arms 

In a report by the terrorism experts in 2011, Pakistan was selected as the country 

that posed the greatest threat to the West at present, and also as the country most 

likely to have its nuclear weapons end up in the hands of terrorists.110 Therefore, 

Pakistan is an important country to the future of the US relationship with the 

Muslim world. It has also the fastest growing nuclear arsenal in the world and may 

soon have the fourth largest in the world, outgunned by only the US, Russia and 

China.  Therefore, no country is more important to US with respect to nuclear 

arms control, nuclear proliferation and nuclear war.111 President Bush and his team 

believed that the primary cause of trouble did not originate in Afghanistan or Iraq 

but it came from the nuclear-armed Pakistan. 112  The 2002 National Security 

Strategy expressed the US concern thus: “the gravest danger our nation faces, lies 

at the crossroads of radicalism and technology. Our enemies have openly declared 

that they are seeking weapons of mass destruction, and evidence indicates that 

they are doing so with determination.”113 

 Therefore, the worst nightmare of the West is Pakistan’s drift to extremism 

and becoming a Jihadist state, which would have the support of those elements 

within army who are sympathetic to Jihadists and religious political parties. In 

such a scenario, Pakistan as a nuclear state would not only destabilize the region 

but would become a threat to the whole globe which would then be difficult for the 

US to control.114 It is because of West’s fear that many in Pakistan believe that the 

US wants to wrest Pakistan off its nuclear arms. Also, the US cannot ignore the Al 

Qaeda’s quest for nuclear arms.  
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4.6.4 US Demands to Pakistan 

After 9/11 attacks on US, Pakistan faced the Neo-Cons ultimatum that Pakistan 

should become an accomplice in the American military intervention in 

Afghanistan or else face the consequences. On September 13, 2001, Secretary of 

State Colin Powell called President Musharraf and made to decide whose side was 

he on. He presented a list of nonnegotiable demands, including condemning the 

9/11 attacks, denying Al Qaeda safe haven in Pakistan, sharing intelligence, 

granting over flight rights to the US and breaking diplomatic relations with the 

Taliban. 115  Whereas, in Washington D.C. Deputy Secretary of State Richard 

Armitage called Mahmud Ahmad, the Director General ISI and threatened that if 

Pakistan did not side with the US and chose the terrorists then Pakistan should be 

prepared to be bombed back to the Stone Age.116 

 Nonetheless, the US never directly threatened the use of force, her officials 

threatened to add Pakistan to a State Department’s list of seven terrorist-

sponsoring nations (Cuba, North Korea, Sudan, Libya, Iran and Syria), which 

indicated the possibility of use of force. 117  Having no choice to maneuver, 

Musharraf in a meeting with senior Army officers, assured support to the US in the 

war on terror and said: “I wish to assure President Bush and the US government of 

our unstinted cooperation in the fight against terrorism.”118 

4.6.5 Pakistan’s Response  

Despite possible Pakistani domestic pressure against joining the coalition, 

onSeptember 16, 2001, Pakistan announced joining the global war on terror. 

Pakistan broke relations with Afghanistan’s Taliban government, against the 

wishes of various quarters in Pakistan and allowed the US to use its air space and 

granted over land access to Afghanistan. 
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 On September 19, 2001, Musharraf in his national address identified four 

critical concerns: Pakistan’s security and stability from an external threat, the 

revival of the economy, its strategic nuclear and missile assets and the Kashmir 

cause. He said that ‘Pakistan comes first, everything else is secondary’. Pakistan 

deployed 25,000 troops to the FATA bordering Afghanistan and engaged its army, 

police and paramilitary forces to capture Al Qaeda activists.  

 Pakistan also took measures to stop cross border movement into 

Afghanistan besides ensuring to grip religious extremism in Pakistani society. 

Though, the regime succeeded in securing Pakistan from external threats on its 

Eastern and Western borders, due to pro-US policies and reversal in Afghan 

policy, a rift developed between the state and religious parties. With regard to 

Kashmir policy, Musharraf in May 2002, under enormous US pressure, instructed 

the ISI to convey to Jihad outfits in categorical terms to stop their activities in 

Kashmir. The Jihadi groups resented and blamed Musharraf to have betrayed them 

after ditching the Taliban.119 

 In the first five months after 9/11, over 28,000 sorties overflew Pakistani 

airspace from carriers stationed in the Indian Ocean. It provided the US access to 

numerous military bases and helped establish a number of facilities including 

Intermediate Staging Bases at Jacobabad, Pasni, Dalbandin and Shamsi; Predator 

basing at Jacobabad and Shamsi, and access to other bases used by over 50 aircraft 

and 2,000 coalitions military personnel accommodated at these areas. Pakistan 

provided over 35,000 troops to protect these coalition bases and increased border 

security that resulted in the reportedly capture of 420 high profile Taliban and Al 

Qaeda fugitives.120 

 Pakistani forces, besides netting hundreds of terrorists, arrested Khalid 

Sheikh Muhammad, Abu Zubaydah and Abu Faraj al Libbi. Musharraf also 

arrested Dr. A.Q. Khan for selling components from the country’s nuclear program 
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on the black market. In fighting WoT more than 1400 Pakistani soldiers were 

killed.121 

 The WoT concentrated in KP and FATA which, as a result, became 

breeding grounds for extremists. The government started a crackdown on religious 

groups who were once active during Afghan Jihad and Kashmir and banned many 

organizations. The Taliban and foreign militants fleeing Afghanistan took refuge 

in the tribal belt of Pakistan and attacks on military and paramilitary forces 

became a daily routine while at the same time they started targeting government 

officials in the adjacent settled areas.  

4.6.6 Pakistan’s Internal Situation 

The WoT commenced with the assistance from Pakistan as an important player. 

Pakistan, though benefitted from this alliance, also suffered as a casualty equal to 

Afghanistan from the WoT. Though many factors add to its deteriorating political 

and security situation, the US anti-terror policies have compounded its 

problems.122 

 One of the factors contributing to its instability is the lack of democratic 

setup over the time. As mentioned earlier, despite US claims of promoting 

democracy around the globe, she has always supported dictatorship in Pakistan the 

militants against whom the US launched a global war were based in northern 

Pakistan adjacent to the Afghanistan borders. Pakistan was faced with political 

crises pushing her to the brink of failure. Having the second largest Muslim 

population of 180 million, Pakistan seemed ready to become a Jihadist enclave.123 

 “The war in Afghanistan brought Al Qaeda into Pakistan along with the 

Taliban, Haqqani network, and Hekmatyar’s forces. Besides that, Pakistan faced a 

combination of separatist pressures in Balochistan and Sindh along with foreign 

and domestic neo-Salafi threats that have strong ties with the Al Qaeda. 
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Theinsurgency, continuing violence in FATA and the neighboring KP increased 

despite more vigorous Pakistani military operations. Though some success in 

counter insurgency was achieved in certain tribal agencies, but the results seemed 

short-lived. Several root causes of militancy remained unaddressed, including 

political, administrative and economic stagnation.”124 

 As discussed earlier, extremism increased under MMA’s rule in KP and 

their continuous assistance and support to the Taliban’s guerrilla war against the 

US and the Afghan government forces in Afghanistan. In the province, MMA 

ordered compulsory prayers for the population and created a Taliban-styled 

Department of Vice and Virtue to enforce their rules.125  Moreover, MMA adopted 

a Sharia Bill in June 2003 to bring judicial, educational and economic systems of 

the province in consonance with the injunctions of Islam as interpreted by them. 

MMA members in Balochistan were fast catching up with this. These signs were 

significant steps towards the Talibanization of Pakistan.126 

 Encouraged by its successes, the MMA also declared that it would demand 

the government to impose Sharia throughout the country. Many Evangelicals in 

the US, and those visiting Pakistan, felt concerned about the rise of extremism 

under MMA. Initially, MMA did well but later on failed to fulfill their promise in 

delivering education, health facilities, and elimination of poverty and 

unemployment. The number of unemployed youth increased in joining the 

extremists because they were offering a good sum of money to them. Law and 

order situation deteriorated and things seemed increasingly going out of control.127 

 By 2007, the pent-up religious groups grievances against government 

policies and the US air strikes inside Pakistani territory spread to Swat, Kohat, 

Swabi, Bannu, and Dera Ismail Khan apart from several in the province of Punjab. 
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126 Hassan Abbas. (2005). op. cit., p. 229. 
127 Ahmed Rashid. (2008). Decent into Chaos . . . pp. 383-84. 
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In the Lal Masjid (Islamabad) 128  incident, 102 students and militants and ten 

soldiers were killed. Those who fled vowed to become suicide bombers and joined 

hands with al Qaeda and Pakistani Taliban killing 167 people including 120 

soldiers and policemen in twenty one attacks including twelve suicide attacks. 

These developments showed that Al Qaeda focus was then on Pakistan trying to 

create a civil war like situation, which was admitted by official, sources as well.129 

4.6.7 Economic and Military Assistance to Pakistan 

The 9/11 terrorists’ attacks on the US and Musharraf’s resulting withdrawal of 

support for the Afghan Taliban regime greatly reduced Pakistan’s international 

isolation.130 Pakistan was re-enlisted as an ally, this time in the global war on 

terror and was designated a major non-NATO ally. On September 22, 2001, the 

US lifted the economic and military sanctions that had been imposed against 

Pakistan under the Pressler, Glenn, and Symington Amendments and Section 508 

of the Foreign Assistance Act. Bush waived all sanctions under the authority of 

Brownback II. Consequently, after 9/11, Pak-US relations once again moved to an 

upward trajectory. In the first three years, the US extended one billion dollars in 

grants, wrote off one billion dollars in debt, provided $1.2 billion in arms-sales, 

reinstituted a military training program, and provided $3 billion for economic aid 

and security assistance.131 Between fiscal years 2002 and 2008, the US spent more 

than $11.2 billion, presumably to further the aforesaid goals. The FY 2009 budget 

requestincluded another $1.2 billion.132 

                                                 
128 Two brothers Maulana Abdul Aziz and Abdul Rashid Ghazi who demanded the government to 
impose Sharia in Pakistan operated Lal Masjid and the JamiaHafsa Madrassah complex in Islamabad. 
They wanted the overthrow of Musharraf led government and started violent protest against the 
government, which resulted in the siege of mosque by the government. Meanwhile negotiations failed, 
army captured the complex, and during operation, Maulana Ghazi along with more than 150 people 
was killed and many militants arrested. The result of this operation was grave for Pakistan as 
extremism reached its height. For details, see Noor ul Haq & Fahat Akram Mughal. (Eds.). (October 
2007).  Lal Masjid Crisis. IPRI Factfile. Islamabad: IPRI, pp. 3-19. 
129 Ahmed Rashid. (2008). Decent into Chaos . . . pp. 382-83. 
130 K. Alan Kronstadt. (2005, September). Pakistan’s Domestic Political Development . . . p. i. 
131 Liam Collins. (May 16, 2008). op. cit. 
132 Susan B. Epstein & K. Alan Kronstadt. (October 4, 2012). Pakistan: US Foreign Assistance. 
CRS Report for Congress, p. 6. 
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 Many in the US perceive the American assistance to Pakistan in the WoT 

hopeless, as US has not achieved most of its objectives. To them, Pakistan is more 

insecure since the new partnership in the WoT. Pakistanis appear to be more 

distrustful of the US than they are of Al Qaeda. According to an opinion poll, 

about eighty percent of Pakistanis believed that Al Qaeda’s principle aim is 

standing up to the US, and fifty seven percent support that goal. Moreover, more 

than fifty two percent blamed the US for the violence wracking the country, 

compared to fifteen percent who blamed various militant groups.Every second 

Pakistani believed that Al Qaeda and the Taliban operating in Pakistan pose a 

serious problem, and many Pakistanis do not object to negotiation with the 

militant groups and oppose military action to eliminate them.133 

4.6.8 Opposition to Musharraf 

Discarding the Taliban and Kashmiri Jihadists was a hard decision in terms of 

backlash. However, Gen. Pervez Musharraf remained steadfast in his ‘Enlightened 

Moderation’ approach and to hold on to power. America turned a blind eye to the 

military dictatorship in Pakistan and Musharraf was given complete political and 

diplomatic support by the West. It is, however, a fact that under Musharraf, 

Pakistan’s democratic politics weakened and Islamic extremism became ever 

stronger.  

 That worst decision by Musharraf was the suspension of Chief Justice (CJ) 

of Pakistan, Iftikhar Chaudhry, on May 9, 2007, on the advice of hawkish 

generals. Already fed up with his policies, the suspension of CJ It brought lawyers, 

journalists, and women activists to the streets against Musharraf. The result was 

that the Supreme Court bench reinstated Chaudhry on July 20, 2007.The Lal 

Masjid event was also an example of these reactions and ransacking of judges 

added more fuel to the situation. While all this was happening, Bhutto returned on 

October 18, 2007 under National Reconciliation Ordinance (NRO). However, 

Musharraf fearing that the Supreme Court could be a hurdle in his reelection, so 

                                                 
133 C. Christine. Fair. (2009, April). Time for Sober Realism . . . p. 149. 
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on 3 November 2007 he declared a state of Emergency in the country. He 

suspended the constitution and sacked all the judges of Supreme Court including 

Chaudhry. This brought the masses from all sections of society on the streets and, 

as a result, Musharraf lifted the Emergency on December 15, 2007.134 

 Benazir Bhutto terminated her self-exile and returned to Pakistan on 18 

October 2007 through an agreement135 and, while struggling against Musharraf’s 

policies was assassinated on December 27, 2007 after she was returning from a 

rally in Rawalpindi. There was unrest in the country, economy was destroyed and 

extremism increased. Therefore, Musharraf doff uniform on 28 December 2007, 

handing over command of army to General AshfaqKayani. Elections were held in 

February 2008 and PPP came out as the winner winning 120, the PML-N 90 seats 

and PML-Q won 51 seats. More significant was the decline of Islamic parties who 

won only six National Assembly seats.136 Pervez Musharraf was under increasing 

pressure to quit and fearing a vote of no confidence from the new coalition 

government, he resigned as the President on August 18, 2008. 

Conclusion 

Pakistan and the US have a history of estranged relationship. The two countries, 

though on many occasions were in close partnership, suffer from a deep-rooted 

mutual suspicion and mistrust. The international relations maxim “there are no 

permanent friends only permanent interests” fits right for both as national interests 

were at the core of relationship between them.  

 While focusing on security, religion has been used as a tool for seeking 

legitimacy and public support in Pakistan. Four military dictators, who set a 

tradition for democratic intolerance, have ruled Pakistan, however, there was 

democracy from time to time. But the fact remains that the rulers used religion as a 

                                                 
134 Ahmed Rashid. (2008). Decent into Chaos . . . pp. 380-88. 
135 According to the deal between Bhutto and Musharraf mediated by US officials, she was to 
accommodate the later after coming to power but on her return she changed her stance sensing that the 
elections would be rigged by the ISI and Musharraf did not seem to carry out his side of bargain. See 
Ahmed Rashid. (2008). Decent into Chaos . . . op. cit., pp. 376-77. 
136 Ibid., pp. 389-90. 
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policy tool, irrespective of their civilian and military credentials, and helped 

export radical religious ideology in pursuit of their goals. Both empowered clergy 

against democratic forces by increasing the nuisance value of the former and 

leaving less or no space for liberal forces. Under Zia, the right wing religious 

parties got encouraged and under Musharraf, these parties established themselves 

altogether. This did exhibit Musharraf’s duplicity of highlighting ‘Enlightened 

Moderation’ and cracking down on radicals under the US pressure, on the one 

hand, and courting the same forces by giving them political legitimacy, on the 

other.  

 Pakistan had been a frontline state during Afghan Jihad and once again, has 

been at the forefront after the 9/11 terrorist attacks on the US. Although the 

problem of terrorism in Pakistan began during the Cold War, yet during the 

conflict with the Soviets, the US turned a blind eye to the religious extremism. The 

elements that were given support during Cold War became by the US a threat to its 

national security. The 9/11 events gave an opportunity to the US to act against it 

with support extended by Pakistan.  However, Washington views Pakistan as 

unwilling to dismantle the Taliban and Al Qaeda network. It also suspects that the 

army and the ISI are either helping the Taliban or are turning a blind eye to them. 

Nevertheless, Pakistan denied these accusations on many occasions. Alliance in 

the WoT has earned Pakistan the wrath of Al-Qaeda, the Taliban and other 

extremist Islamic organizations.  

 Initially this new partnership to hunt down Al Qaeda went smoothly but 

US, realizing the situation, demanded Pakistan to do more as Taliban and Al 

Qaeda started carrying out suicide bombing against coalition forces in Afghanistan 

and security forces in Pakistan. The mistrusts remain, as the US fears that 

strengthening Pakistan military potential will result in its nuclear adventurism 

whereas Pakistan fears that the US will abandon her as usual and is, therefore, 

keeping its options open on other fronts. Pakistan is trying to maintain cordial 

relations with other regional countries like Russia, Iran and China etc.  
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 As discussed, an important issue for Evangelicals is the religious 

intolerance and discrimination against religious minorities in Pakistan. Religious 

Right in the US, having fears of Islam, was concerned about the Islamic 

extremism. Through the IRFA, they attempted to put Pakistan on the CPC list so 

as to put pressure on the State Department to act against Pakistan. However, there 

are moderate Evangelicals who emphasize on addressing the extremism through 

public diplomacy and mutual understanding. In this regard, various organizations 

are involved in eliminating the difference present on both sides for the promotion 

of religious tolerance.  
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CHAPTER – 5 

US FOREIGN POLICY: IRFA AND THE 
EVANGELICALS 

Freedom of religion is a much-debated subject and the International Religious 

Freedom Act (IRFA-1998), holds an important place in any discussion regarding it. 

This chapter is significant in assessing the role of Evangelicals in US foreign 

policy. It also highlights the IRFA as a core objective of US foreign policy. 

Furthermore it explains the importance of IRFA to Evangelicals who despite 

having differences cooperated with other non-Evangelical Christians and other 

religious groups to facilitate the passing of the International Religious Freedom 

Act into a law in 1998 during President Bill Clinton administration.  

Evangelicals’ role for religious freedom in the US foreign policy is evident 

where the religious views had been in a chaotic situation. In this regard, 

Evangelicals have played a vital role on the issues of religious persecution in other 

countries, particularly during the administration of George W. Bush. Similarly, 

Catholics and Evangelicals have now been collectively trying to raise the issue of 

Christian’s persecution in China and other countries.1 

Nevertheless, it is argued, “while Evangelicals were critical in the early 

stages, their leaders pushed them to broaden their social and political engagement 

beyond domestic culture war matters to include issues like global human rights 

and public health. Hence they raised awareness of international religious 

persecution and helped support the legislative campaign with a broad coalition that 

included liberal Evangelicals, Jewish organizations, the Conference of Catholic 

Bishops, the Episcopal Church, Tibetan Buddhists, Bahai’s and others. Hence 

IRFA has been a catalyst in the contemporary wave of Evangelical global 

engagement.”2 Therefore, “Evangelicals were successful in aligning themselves 

                                                 
1 From interview with John Voll, held at Washington DC on June 28, 2010. 
2 Thomas F. Farr & Dennis R. Hoover. (2009). The Future of US International Religious Freedom 
Policy: Recommendations for the Obama Administration. USA: Berkley Center for Religion, Peace 
and World Affairs, CFIA & IGE, pp. 11-2. 
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with the ‘domestic enemies’ i.e., with other Christian groups to support the 

passage of IRFA.”3 

It is commonly believed in many quarters of the West that Muslim states 

severely limit religious freedom and curtail freedom of thought and expression. As 

Farr observed, “overall, most of the roughly seventy nations with the highest 

restrictions on religious freedom are non-Western, Muslim majority nations. Of all 

the religious groups subject to harassment, Christian came on top. They are 

harassed in 130 countries, with Muslim majority at 117.4 

In the middle of the nineteenth century, Charles Grandison Finney, an 

Evangelist, argued that the great business of the church is to reform the world and 

put away every kind of sin. He said that Christians are bound to exert their 

influence to secure a legislation that is in accordance with the Law of God.5 To 

this affect, there are certain fundamentalist Christian organizations that want to 

have a direct influence on US foreign policy by passing a law that would make 

Congress responsible for protecting Christians worldwide. Michael A. Sells wrote: 

The influence of Jacques Ellul and Bat Ye’or has extended beyond 
Serbian nationalists and their sympathizers in French-speaking 
Europe to North America.  Their writings have become central to 
what might be called the ‘Global Persecution of Christian 
Awareness Movement’, an attempt by the religious right in the US 
to make the protection of Christians and Christian evangelization 
around the world a congressional mandated aspect of US foreign 
policy.  Through such efforts, the Christian Awareness Movement 
works assiduously to supplement the traditional right with an 
equally developed anti-Muslim position.6  

5.1 International Religious FreedomAct 

The Law established an office to monitor religious persecution abroad and place 

sanctions on any violator country. The Congress established the Department of 

                                                 
3 Kenneth D. Wald & Allison C. Brown. (2006). Religion and Politics in the United States. (6th Ed.) 
USA: Rowman & Littlefield, p. 175. 
4 Thomas F. Farr. (May 2012). Rising Threats to American Religious Freedom: Framing the Problem. 
Retrieved: November 21, 2012, from http://berkleycenter.georgetown.edu/rfp/publications/rising-
threats-to-american-religious-freedom-framing-the-problem 
5 Jon Meacham. (April 4, 2009).The End of Christian America. Retrieved: May 25, 2009, from 
Newsweek, http://www. Newsweek.com/ 
6 Emran Qureshi & Michael.A. Sells (Eds.) (2005). The New Crusade: Constructing the Muslim 
Enemy. Karachi: Oxford University Press, pp. 365-66. 
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State’s Office of International Religious Freedom under the IRFA. It is headed by 

an Ambassador at Large for International Religious Freedom. The members of US 

Commission on International Religious Freedom (USCIRF) appointed by the 

president and Congressional leaders of both parties include: two Catholics, two 

Evangelicals Protestants, one Southern Baptist, one Orthodox Christian, one Jew 

and one Muslim, with one vacancy.7 Religious freedom is explained thus:Our first 

freedom, part of our history and identity as a free nation and enshrined in our First 

Amendment; 

 A core human right recognized by international law and treaty; 

 A necessary component of our nation’s foreign policy and commitment to 

defend democracy and freedom globally; 

 A vital element of our national security, critical to ensuring a more 

peaceful, prosperous and stable world.8 

 The promotion of religious freedom guarantees security and hence peace. 

“The states that are engaged in religious persecution are more likely to become a 

national security threat to the US. Religious persecution as a factor in national 

security seems to manifest in three categories of actors: Jihadist terrorism, 

theocratic regimes and authoritarian powers. In case of the last two, such states 

fear religion and the inclusion of religious leaders in the political system. 

However, states, which are not theocratic, for example Pakistan that face 

significant internal pressure in that direction are just as worrisome.”9 

The IRF laws made by the US Congress and strongly backed by the 

Evangelicals recommend and implement policies to the State Department, against 

those countries where Christian and other minorities suffer. The stated mandate of 

the International Religious Freedom Act is as follows: 

                                                 
7 Michelle Boorstein, (February 17, 2010). Agency that Monitors Religious Freedom Abroad 
Accused of Bias. Retrieved: November 18, 2012, from Washington Post. 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/ wp-dyn/content/ article/2010/02/16/AR2010021605517.html. 
8 For details, see United States Commission on International Religious Freedom. Retrieved: November 
18, 2012, from http://www.uscirf.gov/ 
9 William Inboden. (October 2, 2012). Religious Freedom and National Security. Policy Review. 
Retrieved: November 22, 2011, from http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-
review/article/129086. 
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To express US foreign policy with respect to, and to strengthen 
US advocacy on behalf of, individuals persecuted in foreign 
countries on account of religion; to authorize US actions in 
response to violations of religious freedom in foreign countries; 
to establish an Ambassador at Large for International Religious 
Freedom within the Department of State, [and] a Commission on 
International Religious Freedom.10 

 On passing of IRF Act, Evangelicals’ stance is that “as it was passed 

unanimously, there was a positive momentum to do more in other areas by 

working together with secular elements to create legislature and by extension 

foreign policy in Congress. But, according to Robert Seiple, that is the limit and 

contribution of Evangelicals in US foreign policy.”11 

 In the post 9/11 periods, IRFA is important to Evangelicals, as it has raised 

issues pertaining to the Christian minorities and Islamic extremism in the Muslim 

world in general and Pakistan in particular.Moreover, US administration, policy 

makers, think tanks, religious scholars and elites have been increasingly seeking to 

highlight the significance of religious freedom as a source of peace and 

understanding among different faith communities in recent periods.   

5.1.1 Countries of Particular Concern (CPC) 

The IRFA demands that each year the President designate each country the 

government of which has engaged in or tolerated violation of religious freedom as 

a ‘Country of Particular Concern’ (CPC). The State Department, on the annual 

reports of the commission, designates a state as CPC and, if found guilty, imposes 

sanctions against that particular country. Private groups or organizations have 

strong role in identifying the cases related to religious discrimination. However, it 

is argued in various quarters of the West, “IRFA does not affect the execution of 

the foreign policy on the religious discrimination grounds. The US government 

does criticize or report the cases to the violators, but it does not affect the US 

relations vis-à-vis any country in terms of friendship or enmity.”12 

                                                 
10 Lauri Cozad. (2005).  The United States’ Imposition of Religious Freedom: International 
Freedom Act & India. India Review, 1(4), p. 60. 
11From interview with Robert Seiple held at Washington DC on June 24, 2010. 
12 From interview with Samah Norquist held at Washington DC on June 25, 2010 
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 However, Lauri argued that in terms of inconsistent IRF policy making, 

there is a biased treatment of few states, for example, Israel has been ignored with 

regard to religious persecution.13Similarly, there is criticism by various circles in 

the US, on the enforcement of IRF Law by the US administration. The internal 

debate in the US is that the administration has not been successful in promotion of 

religious freedom due to inconsistent and imbalanced treatment of Countries of 

Particular Concern (CPC). Therefore, there is difference of opinion on advancing 

the IRFA, some favour strict actions like sanctions and others favour religious 

freedom and democracy through quiet and public diplomacy and negotiation.14 

 As far as the implementation of IRFA is concerned, North Korea and Sudan 

were listed as CPCs for discrimination against religious minorities in 2001 and 

were thus eligible for US diplomatic and economic sanctions. Pakistan, Saudi 

Arabia, Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan were listed among those nations where the 

state is hostile to certain religious minorities and implements policies designed to 

threaten certain religious groups, compelling their adherents to convert to another 

faith, or forcing their members to flee. It is also argued that the US is reluctant to 

take action against these countries because of being allies in the War on Terror 

(WoT) and their religion, i.e. Islam.15 Therefore, despite legislative arguments, it 

is unlikely that the designation will have much impact on US policy towards these 

countries. 

 According to Samah, the only case where the religious freedom argument 

was used in terms of influence on foreign policy was in Sudan. The Christian 

lobby was instrumental in highlighting the religious dimension of the conflict. 

Conversely, some counter voices were against it and termed it to be an economic 

conflict and not a religious one.16 

                                                 
13 Lauri Cozad. (2005). op. cit., pp. 66-7. 
14 Thomas F. Farr & Dennis R.Hoover. (2009). The Future of US International Religious . . . pp. 17-8. 
15 Steven Wales. (2002). Remembering the Persecuted: An Analysis of the International Religious 
Freedom Act. Houston Journal of International Law, 24 (3), pp. 365-66.  
16 From interview with Samah Norquist, held at Washinton DC on June 25, 2010. 
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5.2 IRFA: Democracy Promotion 

“Democracy is a system of conflict regulation which allows open competition over 

values and goals that the citizens want to advance. In strict democratic sense, this 

means that as long as groups do not use violence, do not encroach upon the rights 

of other citizens, and advance their interests within the rules of the democratic 

game, all groups, including religious groups are granted the right to advance their 

interests both in civil and political society.”17 

 One of the purposes of IRF was promotion of democracy and the 

supporters of the Law generally believed that IRFAcan help in promoting liberal 

democracy and civil society,18 which as a result will help in eradicating religious 

extremism. Michael Gerson, the speech writer of President Bush thus opines, 

“freedom of conscience is not only an expression of respect for human; it is 

essential t o the consolidation of democratic institution. Nations that honour 

religious freedom are far more likely to respect other rights. Nations that allow or 

encourage the oppression of religious minorities are enabling and rewarding 

extremism.19 

 While many in the West believe that democracy can help eradicate 

religious extremism, there are others who insist upon strict action against the 

violators of religious freedom. Despite always making claims of promoting 

democracy and eradication of extremism, the US has hardly shown any concern 

for democracy and has always supported dictatorship in Pakistan and similar 

authoritarian regimes in the Arab world. Therefore, so long as there is mistrust 

about the US role in international affairs, it cannot achieve the desired goal in its 

foreign policy with regard to religious freedom and democracy. 

                                                 
17 See, Alfred Stepan. (November 3, 2009). Comment. Report of the Georgetown Symposium on 
Religion, Democracy & the Foreign Policy of the Obama Administration.  A Project of the Berkley 
Center for Religion, Peace & World Affairs & the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Services at 
Georgetown University, p. 4. 
18 Thomas F. Farr & Dennis R. Hoover. (2009). The Future of US International Religious . . . 
p. 23. 
19 Michael Gerson. (March 8, 2011). A Blow to Religious Freedom in Pakistan. Retrieved: August 10, 
2012, from Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2011/03 
/07/AR2011030703198.html 
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Many associated with the IRF policy formulation wanted to put it on the 

CPC list but the US might have ignored the issue as Pakistan is serving its 

interests in the region and fighting Al Qaeda. Such behaviour is considered by 

many in the West and the Muslim world as double standards and thus increases 

doubt about lack of trust.  

It is argued and as pointed out by Esposito, “some Evangelicals believe in 

the use of soft power but there are many supporters of hard power among them as 

well who have agreed with the military actions. Moreover, America has Manifest 

Destiny to spread democracy and save the world so Evangelicals will be 

supportive of hard power. Many Evangelicals have a military background and they 

strongly support military power and strength.”20 This points to one of the problems 

and challenges faced by Pakistan where both, hard and soft powers have been 

used, directly and indirectly. In addition, the US has remained suspicious of 

Pakistan’s role in curbing the terrorist elements and of actively supporting Taliban 

leadership in Afghanistan.  

 IRFA has attracted a lot of debates all over the world. Many quarters in the 

West believe that religious extremism is nurtured in authoritarian and 

undemocratic societies and “the US fear Islamic extremism as a threat to its 

national security.”21To this aspect of democracy it is maintained, “the US policies 

have been often based on the belief that the only fruitful solutions to Islamic 

extremism are either democracies that send Islam to the private sphere or 

authoritarian governments that control religion. However, such policies have 

proven at best ineffective.”22 Therefore, it is suggested that, “a policy of greater 

pressure towards democratization, the inclusion of religious freedom in 

democratization, and the constructive engagement of religious actors might well 

promote democracy, stability, and the reduction of terrorism better than an 

                                                 
20 From interview with John L. Esposito held at Washinton DC on June 25, 2010. 
21 Thomas F. Farr. (May 2006). The Diplomacy of Religious Freedom. Retrieved February 24, 2010, 
from http://www.firstthings.com/print/article/2008/02/003-the-diplomacy-of-religious-freedom. 
22 Thomas F. Farr & William L. Saunders, Jr. (Summer 2009). The Bush Administration &America’s 
International Religious Freedom Policy. Harvard Journal of Law & Public Policy. 32 (3), p. 965. 
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unreflective presumption for alliances with the authoritarian regimes who suppress 

their religious citizens.”23 

 It is also deliberated in the West that “the foreign governments do not see 

IRFA as a long-term initiative connected to the US interests because the State 

Department has not seriously advanced IRF policy. Therefore, it was proposed that 

a refurbished IRF policy could overcome many problems and contribute to the 

welfare of other governments and US national security. The US foreign policy on 

religious freedom directly contributes to the rooting of democracy and, hence, in 

containment of religious radicalism.”24 

Bush administration’s emphasis was on promotion of democracy but as the 

aspect ofdemocracy that they ignored was that it could bring in religious parties in 

the leadership in the Muslim world. The local governments do not deliver to the 

people so they look for other alternatives, which make these religious political 

parties more popular.25 The argument stands true in case of Pakistan when MMA 

became the ruling party after 2002 elections. However, it is also a fact that due to 

resentment towards the government post 9/11 policy, the religious political parties 

were able to obtain the vote bank, which they had never enjoyed before. 

 Another view is that despite the US insistence on democracy it cannot 

flourish in countries with powerful religious communities. Thomas Farr argues 

that the problem is “the secularists/liberals views of separation of religion from 

politics who consider religion as a danger to democracy. Therefore, the US must 

engage religious communities, Muslim scholars, religious parties and jurists, who 

can help in molding a civil society and provide the moral underpinning of any 

democratic state.”26 

The term democracy, for President Bush, has “the connotation of Western 

values rather than universal values, which was believed essential for national 

                                                 
23 See Daniel Philpott. (November 3, 2009). Report of the Georgetown Symposium on Religion, 
Democracy & the Foreign Policy of the Obama Administration . . . p. 14. 
24 Thomas F. Farr. (2009). The Widow’s Torment: International Religious Freedom and American 
National Security in 21st Century. Drake Law review, 57 (4), pp. 862-65  
25 From interview with Samah Norquist.op. cit. 
26 Thomas F. Farr. (May 2006). The Diplomacy of Religious Freedom. Retrieved February 24, 2010, 
from http://www.firstthings.com/print/article/2008/02/003-the-diplomacy-of-religious-freedom. 
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security strategy. President Bush did not enter the White house with a democracy 

promotion agenda, rather existing programmes continued. However, after 9/11, 

Bush foreign policy changed due to realization that the US was in direct conflict 

with radical Islam. To counter the threat emanating from radical Islam, it was 

necessary to encourage democracy throughout the Middle East. Bush often 

referred to Nathan Sharansky, a Christian Zionism’s hero, who argued that the best 

democracy is one in which one can declare his views without fear of punishment 

or reprisal. The Christian Right supported the idea believing that democracy could 

bring pro-American, pro-free market democrats and even Christians being elected. 

IRFA also provided Evangelicals an access to the formerly restricted areas to 

promote their message of salvation, and hence, proselytization.”27 

 The central feature of foreign policy vision, as anticipated by President 

Bush, was promotion of democracy and freedom abroad.28 Therefore, freedom of 

religion was considered as crucial for democracy as pointed out by President 

Bush: 

The most powerful weapon in the struggle against extremism is 
not bullets or bombs – it is the universal appeal of freedom. 
Freedom is the design of our Maker, and the longing of every 
soul. Freedom is the best way to unleash the creativity and 
economic potential of a nation. Freedom is the only ordering of 
society that leads to justice. And human freedom is the only way 
to achieve human rights.29 

 The US had been supporting dictators like Hosni Mubarak, Saddam 

Hussein and Pervez Musharraf whose countries were listed as supporting the 

Islamic extremists but who themselves had secular views. Similarly, the US 

simply ignored the human rights violation in Indian held Kashmir, China’s 

violation of human rights in Tibet and so on, but supported the above mentioned 

leaders’ stance on terrorism simply because there were Muslims involved.  

5.3 IRFA: A Threat to Cultural and Communal Identity 
                                                 
27 Lee Marsden. (2008). For God’s Sake; The Christian Right and the US Foreign Policy. USA: Zed 
Book, pp. 85-92 
28 Joseph S. Nye, Jr.  (2006, July-August).Transformational Leadership & US Grand Strategy. Foreign 
Affairs, 85(4), p. 147. 
29 Lee Marsden. (2008). For God’s Sake . . . p. 85. 
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Many see IRF policy as an attack on their religious traditions or a threat to 

communal identity. It is also seen as a cultural imperialism designed to undermine 

a majority of religious communities by foreign states. A majority views US 

unilateralism as imperialistic on many counts especially after the end of Cold war. 

The US, on the contrary considers itself as “a democratic nation, founded on the 

principles of liberty, equality, and happiness as the indisputable rights of human 

beings, bestowed on all of them by the Creator at birth. Hence, Americans reject to 

call their country an empireand resentfully deny it to be imperialist.”30 

 If the argument holds true and is to be believed, serious attention is needed 

to examine the US policy after the end of Cold War. After the fall of Communism, 

a few Western scholars very narrow-mindedly criticized Islam as a threat to Judeo-

Christianity civilizations. In the post 9/11 period, Islam is highlighted as a religion 

that is intolerant, and a threat to the West in general and US national security in 

particular, hence leaving no space for dialogue. One among such scholars, Samuel 

P. Huntington in his Clash of Civilization theory explored Islam as: 

The underlying problem for the West is not Islamic 
fundamentalism. It is Islam, a different civilization whose people 
are convinced of the superiority of their culture and are obsessed 
with the inferiority of their power.31 

The following survey conducted and reported in 2007-2009 shows the 

views about how Muslims are seen as intolerant of other faiths. Muslims, 

therefore, feel misunderstood and denounced as terrorists. There are also 

suspicions in the Muslim world about the US intentions of imposing its values on 

the rest of the world. 

 

Figure – 2 

                                                 
30 Emilio Gentile. (2008). (Jennifer Pudney and Suzanne D. Jaus, translators).God’s Democracy: 
American Religion after September 11. London: Praeger,  p. 2. 
31 Samuel P. Huntington. (1998). The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order. USA: 
Simon & Schuster, p. 217. 
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Data reported from 2007 and 2009 
Source: www.gallup.com 

 

 As will be detailed below, the Islamic laws, including Blasphemy Laws, are 

also a burning issue in the West. The criticism against these laws is not 

appreciated in the Muslim world. It is often discussed that “the US has not sought 

to counter the widespread perception that its democracy and religious freedom 

policies are designed against non-Western majority religious communities and to 

empower US missionaries. Pakistani society is not alone in having these fears but 

rather Russian orthodox, Afghan Sunnis and Indian Hindu nationalists, among 

others, share the same concerns that it is paving the way for American missionary 

efforts.”32 

 “The critic repeatedly targeted Bush’s Evangelical worldview, the known 

influence of the Christian Right (the red-states Evangelicals) and the Neo-Cons 

approach to democratization policy. It is argued, however, that Neo-Cons do not 

focus on religion, similarly Bush’s red-state fundamentalism against AL Qaeda is 

irrational.”33The Christian Right organizations, such as, ‘International Christian 

Concern’ and ‘Christian Freedom International’ compiled a list of persecutors, 

                                                 
32 Thomas F. Farr & Dennis R. Hoover. (2009). The Future of US International Religious . . . pp. 
23-6. 
33 Thomas F. Farr. (May 2006). The Diplomacy of Religious Freedom. op. cit.  
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which also included Pakistan. In doing so, they seek to use religious freedom to 

develop a sense of shared persecution among Christians and highlight their 

allegations of an Islamic threat to Judeo-Christian civilization.34 

 This is how US policy in the Muslim world and particularly Middle East is 

perceived and understood. The question is who is gaining from this conflict, the 

military industrial complex, and the religious bigots on either sides or the US 

itself? As far as its national security is concerned, that can be debated but the US 

has failed to engage the leadership, citizen and clergy on both sides. Therefore, the 

need for US is “to engage religious communities in the democratic process by 

exercising and defending religious freedom. It is also argued that if issues like 

democracy and human rights are not integrated with religion then it would be a 

problem for US foreign policy. The US acting unilaterally can be counter-

productive, therefore, it is underlined that the US should act through the United 

Nations and promote religious freedom as part of their human rights agenda.”35 

5.4 IRFA: Tool for Evangelism 

Another concern in the Muslim world is that IRFA is a tool for the Christian Right 

in the US. John Shattuck in a discussion at Pew Research Center also identified 

these fears in the Muslim world, stating, “the legislation represents the interests of 

missionary religions, interested in proselytizing and changing religious views in 

other countries. Hence the US is trying to export a uniquely American brand of 

religion.” Similarly Thomas Farr at the same forum expressed that the “US policy 

has been one of opposing religious persecution and not of promoting religious 

freedom.”36 

  

                                                 
34 Lee Mersden. (2008). For God’s Sake . . . pp. 121-23. 
35 Thomas F. Farr. (2009). The Widow’s Torment . . . pp. 862-65 & 874-75. 
36 International Religious Freedom: Religion and International Diplomacy. (May 8, 2007). 
Retrieved: November 18, 2009, from http://www.Pewforum.org/Politics-and-Elections/ 
International-Religious-Freedom-Religion-and-International-Diplomacy.aspx 
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In the post 9/11 periods, the urge for spreading Evangelicalism has gained more 

momentum. The Muslims are apprehensive of Evangelicals missionaries and fear a 

threat to their religion. The Christian communities of these Muslim countries are 

also wary of these activities. In the Evangelical school of thought, both Muslims 

and Christians need their reformation. For the Christians, Evangelicals are posing 

a new challenge as Evangelism is historically a new development of Christianity, 

one that even wants non-Evangelical Christians to convert. However, such sort of 

activities have become counter productive in the Muslim world. Because of the 

Evangelical missionaries and their mode of action, Muslims have been hostile 

towards Christian communities within their countries and differences have 

cropped up between the two.37 

 What is more is that there is a widespread perception among various 

quarters of the West and the Muslim world that US policies on democracy and 

religious freedom are designed against non-Christian communities to empower US 

missionaries and appears to privilege certain religious groups over others. The 

IRFA was supported by Evangelical groups and among them the ‘Christian 

Coalition.’ The original Bill focused mainly on the persecution of Christians. 

However, the Episcopal Church, later on, supported the alternative Bill, which 

includes all religious groups. It is also held that to further the cause of religious 

freedom, a number of Evangelical groups have quietly sponsored Congressional 

members who were involved in the Bill.38 

 IRFA, to some extent, has facilitated the contemporary wave of global 

engagement of Evangelicals. As argued by Esposito “the Evangelicals advocate 

IRFA for two reasons. Many of them come from a background that requires 

religious freedom to preach and convert. Moreover, they want the countries that do 

not welcome them to be open for them to go to and convert people. This is visible 

in the Evangelical’s attitude after the US invasion of Iraq. Their entry opened Iraq 

for Christianity with a religious vision that believe not only in Born Again 

                                                 
37 From interview with John L. Esposito. op. cit. 
38 Lauri Cozad. (2005). op. cit., pp. 63-4. 
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phenomenon but in the Second Coming of Christ, which is tied to pro - Israel 

agenda. However, there are many Evangelicals who have moved into a new 

position but that is relatively a recent phenomenon.”39 

 In India, which is termed as one among CPCs, the protection of the right to 

proselytize is viewed as a scheme to convert low caste Hindus for the purpose of 

spreading neo-colonial power. Furthermore, certain aspects of the State 

Department and Commission reports are seen as an indication that the US 

government is engaged in crusading or proselytizing on behalf of the Christian 

religion.40 

 For many in the West religious freedom includes ‘the right to convert’.41 

As far as conversion from Islam is concerned, the Muslim scholars, on the other 

hand, stress that the US should consider the restraints in IRFA. Similarly, scholars 

in the 19th World Congress of International History of Religions, held in March 

2005 in Tokyo, “advocated for changing the existing formulation of the freedom 

of religion clause in the UDHR believing that it favours those religions that 

proselytize.” 42  For that matter, the IRFA is criticized in many quarters of the 

Muslim world and is thought to be associated only with religious freedom in 

Muslim countries. 

5.4.1 Religious Freedom: A Fundamental Part of UDHR 

The US administration and Evangelicals advocated that religious freedom is a 

universally acknowledged right enshrined in various international covenants and 

declarations, for example, the United Nations Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights (UDHR). Majority of the world governments have committed themselves 

through these covenants and agreements to respect and protect the individuals’ 

right to religious freedom within their respective borders. However, there are 

countries, which despite their commitments put restriction on the worship and seek 

                                                 
39 From interview with John L. Esposito. op. cit. 
40 Lauri Cozad. (2005). op. cit., p. 65. 
41 From interview with Michael Cromartie held at Washington DC on June 28, 2010. 
42 A. Rashied Omar. (August 2006). The Right to Religious Conversion: Between Apostasy and 
Proselytization. Occasional Paper. Kroc Institute, p. 3. 
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to control thought and expression of minority religious groups. There are also 

instances where governments are silent in taking action against the perpetrators of 

religious discrimination. 

Although the US is the harbinger of religious freedom in the world, yet the 

Christian leaders, as has already been discussed, would use this leverage to spread 

Christianity in the Muslim countries. Though, conversion may be an acceptable 

norm in the West, conversion from Islam is ‘Irtidad’ (apostasy).43 The US has 

been accused of interfering in the internal affairs of other countries in the name of 

religion. There are also debates in the Muslim world and especially Pakistan about 

the annual report related to religious persecution in a country.  It is believed that 

the US designates a country as a CPC on the reports reported by organizations and 

media, which are rarely subjected to verification. Furthermore, it ismaintained that 

regardless of the religious, cultural, economic and political realities and 

differences, the US shows no respect for the religious practices of other faiths and 

impose its own values and standards. The US defends its position by maintaining 

this freedom to be a part of the UDHR. At the same time, the US is asserting that it 

is not imposing its values on the rest of the world.  The Article 18 of UDHR on 

religious freedom states; 

Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience, and 
religion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or 
belief, and freedom, either alone or in community with others and 
in public or private, to manifest his religion or belief in teaching, 
practice, worship and observance.44 

 The World Evangelical Alliance Religious formed the ‘World Evangelical 

Alliance Religious Liberty Commission (RLC)’ with the purpose to highlight 

freedom of religion. It stresses on Article 18 of UDHR to be in accordance with 

the Scripture. Its aim is to help all people especially Protestant Christians to 

exercise freely their faith without fear of oppression and discrimination.45 

                                                 
43 From interview with Qari Roohullah Madani held at Peshawar on January 22, 2012. 
44 US International Religious Freedom Policy…  p. 7. 
45 Religious Liberty Commission. Retrieved: October 2, 2012, from http://www.worldEvangelicals.org/ 
commissions/rlc/ 
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5.4.2 IRFA: Muslim Scholars Response 

Despite clear mention of religious freedom in the constitutions of majority of the 

Muslim countries, it is generally argued in certain quarter of the Western societies 

that these countries have failed to advance this right and protect religious 

minorities. It is also maintained that other laws and policies of the Muslim states 

restrict religious freedom and the government generally enforces these restrictions. 

The Muslim scholars and philosophers stance is that “in Islamic states all 

minorities and their social protection are the responsibility of the state. Secondly, 

the Prophet Muhammad’s (PBUH) life also illustrates religious freedom for 

minorities and accepting the right to religion, life and their property confirm that 

Allah and His Prophet are their guarantors.”46 

 It is again emphasized, “the Holy Quran recognizes both Jews and 

Christians as people of the Books, having special status, who could live and 

practice their faith after they pay Jizya (a certain tax for religious minorities 

instead of other taxes meant for Muslims). The reformers in the Muslim world 

have made an attempt to redefine and broaden traditional theological notions of 

religious pluralism and put their emphasis on equality of humanity but the major 

obstacle is the resistance that they face from conservatives and fundamentalists.”47 

 The Islamophobia and marginalization of Islam in the West is a concern in 

the Muslim world. A section in the Muslim world believes that the ReligiousRight 

have a role in spreading misinformation about Islam and in promoting 

Islamophobia in the US. Also, the rightto freedom of expression enshrined in 

IRFA is contested in the Muslim world*as it upsets the religious feelings of 

Muslims. Therefore, the reformers face resistance from the fundamentalists in the 

Muslim societies.  

                                                 
46 From interview with Qari Roohullah Madani. op. cit. 
47 John L. Esposito. (2010). The Future of Islam. USA: Oxford University Press. pp. 175-76. 
*For example, ‘Satanic Verses’, the book written by Salman Rushdie and the recent examples are the 
Danish cartoons caricaturing the Holy Prophet in 2005 and 2006, the blasphemous movie ‘Innocence of 
Muslims’ produced by an Israeli American were termed as freedom of speech and expressions by many 
quarters in the West. 
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 Interestingly, religious intolerance towards minorities is not acceptable to 

all and has become a pressing concern both in the West and the Muslim world 

despite the US imperialist and unilateralist approach in foreign policy. Having said 

that, the US concern about religious freedom is perceived to be related to religious 

persecution in the Muslim world. This is, however, not true as the US is as much 

concerned about the Muslims minorities in China as it is about the Christians. 

Similarly, in Burma, the recent incidents of violence between Buddhists and 

Rohingya Muslims in Rakhine region, the US has taken notice of Muslim 

massacre. Both countries are listed as CPCs. 

 On the other hand though, where democracy, human rights and religious 

freedom is concerned, many quarters in the Muslim world implicitly criticized the 

double standards of the US. The US has failed to address these issues at home, for 

example the arrests in the recent protests against the government in ‘Occupy Wall 

Street Movement’ is violation of civil and political rights and clearly show the 

duplicity of the US. Similarly, Human Rights watch reported that “international 

human rights treaties, such as, Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 

Discrimination against Women (CEDAW), Convention on the Rights of the Child 

(CRC), Convention for the Protection of all Persons from Enforced Disappearance, 

Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD), Mine Ban Treaty, 

Convention on Cluster Munitions, Optional Protocol to the Convention against 

Torture, have yet to be ratified and only two, CEDAW and CRC have been signed 

by the US.”48 

 With regard to conversion or the right to convert, Muslim scholar 

emphasized that IRFA enforcement is not possible in Muslim states because 

religious conversion is not allowed in Islam nor is embracing one religion after 

another. A Muslim or Islamic state cannot force a non-Muslim to convert to Islam 

But after conversion to Islam, if that individual intends to leave Islam then he is an 

apostle and his punishment is death. Therefore, the West should consider the 
                                                 
48 United States Ratification of International Human Rights Treaties. (July 2009). Retrieved: August 
28, 2011, from http://www.hrw.org/news/2009/07/24/united-states-ratification-international-human-
rights-treaties 
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limitations of IRFA as far as conversion is concerned.49 Lastly, the IRFA can be 

beneficial if it is mobilized in the right way and that is when it pushes for the 

freedom of every religion in every way on equal footing. The political 

mobilization of IRF is not good and it can quite possibly create more trouble.50 

5.5 Evangelicals and IRF Policy towards Pakistan 

Overcoming the intolerance and religious extremism need a greater understanding 

of the issues confronting the world. According to Moll, “in the US, Evangelicals 

and other religious groups tend to focus on specific issues, rather than more 

general policy debates. Religious freedom is good, along with addressing other 

issues like HIV and disaster relief, but the Evangelicals need to be engaged in 

addressing other challenging issues.”51 If this is achieved, it will lead to a more 

pragmatic approach in Evangelicals’ circle and thus policymaking sphere with 

regard to the US relations with Pakistan. 

 The human rights situation was never at its best in Pakistan and 

deteriorated further after 911 due to military operations in Federally Administered 

Tribal Areas (FATA). This has led to discomfort and distrust in government 

agencies as far as the inhabitants of the tribal and settled areas of North West 

Frontier Province (NWFP) (later renamed Khyber Pakhtunkhwa – KP) are 

concerned as War on Terror (WoT) was mostly fought in these areas. The tribal 

territories have remained a constant source of disturbance for the adjacent settled 

districts of the province.  

 A report prepared for the members and Committees of Congress by 

Congressional Research Center focused on the various issues by concluding, 

“Pakistan is the setting for serious perceived human rights abuse, some of them 

perpetrated and/or sanctioned by the state. According to the State Department, the 

Pakistani government is known to limit freedoms of association, religion, and 

                                                 
49 From interview with Qari Roohullah Madani. op. cit. 
50 From interview with Imam Yahya Hendi held at Washington DC on June 25, 2010. 
51 Rob Moll. (September 2008). The Father of the Faith-based Diplomacy, Doug Jhonston is Going 
Where Few Foreign Policy Experts have Gone Before. Retrieved: October 18, 2010, from Christianity 
Today: http//www.christianitytoday.com 
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movement, and to imprison political leaders. Notable recent abuses have been 

related to violent attacks on religious minorities, indefinite government detention 

of detainees related to anti-terrorism efforts, and alleged extrajudicial execution 

perpetrated by the Pakistani military in conflict areas. Most recently, US 

government attention to human rights abuses in Pakistan have centered on press 

freedom, abuses perpetrated by security forces and religious freedom threatened 

by Pakistan’s Blasphemy Law (1986).” 52  Furthermore, Pakistan has received 

criticism for its lack of democratic institutions, the unsatisfactory response to 

sectarian and religious violence, its failure to protect minorities, and the highly 

abused Blasphemy Law.53 

 Pakistan has suffered great blows to the opinion it holds in the world due to 

cases of religious radicalism and discrimination against minorities. Although 

Pakistan is at war with extremists, recent instances have raised questions and 

renewed concerns about its commitment to the cause. Pakistan’s intelligence 

agency (ISI) was also blamed for the alleged links with the extremist elements.54 

 In a State Department’s reportit is mentioned that laws like these and the 

Hudood Ordinance give birth to the violence against Christian, Hindus and 

members of the Muslim offshoots factions, such as Ahmadi and Zikri in 

Pakistan. 55  Under Pakistan’s anti-Blasphemy Law, desecrating the Quran is a 

capital offence punishable by death. The Gojra incident, the case of Asia Bibi and 

the recent one against an eleven years old Christian girl, Rimsha Masih, who has 

learning difficulties, and many other cases of alleged blasphemy are glaring 

examples which have raised controversy over these Laws. Additionally, the killing 

of Punjab’s Governor Salman Taseer and Minister for Minorities Affairs, Shahbaz 

                                                 
52 K. Alan Kronstadt. (January 13, 2011). Pakistan: Key Current Issues and Developments. CRS Report 
for Congress, p. 73.  
53 Report submitted to the Committee on International Relations, US House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, US Senate by the Department of State in accordance with Section 
102 of the International Religious Freedom Act of 1998. See Annual Report on International Religious 
Freedom 2001, p. 526. 
54 US Commission on International Religious Freedom Hearing on Religious Extremism in Pakistan. 
(March 2009). Retrieved August 1, 2011, from http://www.uscirf.gov/images/transcript-final.pdf 
55 Report submitted to the Committee on International Relations, US House of Representatives . . .  
p. 639. 



 
 

147

Bhatti, for criticizing the Blasphemy Law as well as the support these killings 

received in some circles is all very disturbing. Recent killing of Shia minorities 

also highlight the marginalization of religious minorities in Pakistan. Also raising 

apprehension are the harsh restrictions on the equal rights of women freedom of 

thought, conscience and religion. In fact, most have likened the atmosphere 

prevailing in Pakistan under these laws and the resulting intolerance to a return to 

the Middle Ages.56 

 The widely held perception among scholars of the West as well as the 

Muslim world is that the “Blasphemy Law was used as a pretext to attack 

minorities.”57 The fact, however, is that “there have been more than 1500 cases 

registered under Blasphemy Law in Pakistan. In these cases Christians, Ahmadis, 

Hindus and Muslims of other sects were arrested. However, many Christian and 

Ahmadi victims of the Blasphemy Law were killed by extremists and in all these 

cases, no one was arrested to guarantee law.” 58  Under Blasphemy Law, 10 

Christians are awaiting trial for Blasphemy charges whereas the number of 

Muslims charged with Blasphemy is 289 since 1986 and 59 of those are still 

awaiting court proceedings. 59  One thing becomes clear here that the West 

perception that Blasphemy Law is used against non-Muslim is not quite correct as 

Muslims charged with blasphemy are also awaiting penalty. 

 A few liberal intelligentsias and civil society consider the Blasphemy Law 

as hostile and discriminatory in Pakistan and most often the allegations are false. 

Furthermore, extremist groups and mullahs violate these Laws for vindictive and 

political purposes resulting in an increase in violence against religious minorities. 

 It is also debated among various quarters that these accusations against 

Pakistan have the backing of US Evangelicals who are staunch supporters of Israel 

                                                 
56 Jeff M. Sellers. (October 2004). Ordinary Terrorist: Muslim Extremists in Pakistan do not Always 
Belong to Dangerous Groups. Retrieved June 15, 2010, from Christianity Today: 
http://www.chritianitytoday.com/ct/2004/october/43.102.html?start=2 
57 Hassan Abbas. (2005). Pakistan’s Drift into Extremism; Allah, the Army and America’s War on 
Terror. Delhi: Pentagon Press, pp. 103-06. 
58 UN intervention to end genocide of Pakistani Christians. (n.d.). Retrieved October 15, 2011, from 
http://www.pakistanchristiancongress.org/content.php?section_id=78. 
59 Jeff M. Sellers. (October 2004). op. cit. 
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and want to keep Muslim countries under pressure through the US foreign policy. 

However, despite the human rights issue and influence of Evangelicals, the US 

government has not put Pakistan on the list of CPC and has to a great extent 

avoided raising human rights issues related to Pakistan.60 Evangelicals in the Bush 

administration attempted to designate Pakistan as a ‘Country of Particular 

Concern’ (CPC) and oppose its Blasphemy Laws through IRFA. The moderate and 

mainstream Evangelicals attempt to bridge the gap by removing suspicions for 

tolerance between Islamic and Western societies. Dr. Chris Seiple at the Institute 

for Global Engagement (IGE) requested inquiry into a case of religious 

discrimination in Peshawar61 as it was leaving a negative impression of Islam and 

Pakistan and that he had to justify his claim that very few such incidents have 

taken place in Pakistan.  

 The reports about domestic violence against Christian workers in Pakistan 

are rife, which are reported by NGOs, operating in Pakistan, to IRFA Commission. 

It is also true that because of the influence wielded by the perpetrators, in many 

cases minimal or no actions is taken against them. However, saying that the 

government has a role to play in all such cases would be an exaggeration. Still, as 

the Taliban extremism reached to its height, they increasingly attacked Shias and 

Ahmadis as well as Sufi shrines of the Barelvis, who follow a more moderate 

interpretation of Islam. 62  It is incorrectly believed that all the incidents by 

religious extremist against Christians in Muslims states took place due to religious 

prejudice; the fact is that kidnappings or killing of Christian missionaries or 

foreign aid workers by the extremists was because of the US post 9/11 policies 

                                                 
60 Duane Oldfield. (March 26, 2004). Evangelicals Roots of American Unilateralism. Retrieved: July 
28, 2010, from Asia Times Online: http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Front_Page/FC26Aa01.html 
61 In connection with discrimination against religious minorities, the researcher during her visit to the 
US in June 2010 received an email on 26 June 2010, from the Evangelical organization, IGE, in which 
the President of the organization enquired about an assault on a Christian teacher. The teacher, 
according to him, was a Psychology professor at the University of Peshawar. Reportedly, the Students 
attacked the Christian professor after he refused their demand to convert to Islam. Upon verification by 
a senior police officer, a journalist of the Daily Times newspaper and an administrator of the University 
of Peshawar, the report was found baseless.  
62 Jayshree Bajoria. (October 7, 2009). Pakistan’s Education System and Links to Extremism. 
Retrieved: September 27, 2010, from Foreign Affairs: http://www.cfr.org/pakistan/pakistans-
education-system-links-extremism/p20364#p4. 
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towards the Muslim world. As expressed by an official on the condition of 

anonymity, “the US policies of democracy and human rights are nothing but 

pretense.”  

 The Evangelicals’ flagship magazine, ‘Christianity Today’ reported stories 

of the risks faced by minorities in Swat where the Taliban announced enforcement 

of Sharia and the Pakistan government surrendered all governance of Swat Valley 

to Taliban forces.63 Religious radicalism, causing discrimination againstminorities, 

has substantially eroded Pakistan’s image and shaped a negative world opinion. As 

hinted previously, the blasphemy law, Hudood Ordinance, Islamic code of 

punishment, demand for imposition of Sharia by MMA government and non state-

actors like Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan–Swat (TTP–Swat) were dangerous 

developments proving to be counter productive. Pakistan government’s approval 

of any such development would be an invitation to US to act against it.  

 The situation has not been helped by Pakistan Government’s apparent 

willingness to accommodate certain violent extremist as for example, in Swat 

Valley. The IRF Commission has also expressed concern over the alleged role of 

Pakistan’s madrassahs in providing ideological training to religious extremists and 

in creating an atmosphere of intolerance in which abuse of religious freedom is 

more likely to occur.64 The 9/11 Commission Report, released in 2004, exposed 

that some of the Pakistani madrassahs served as ‘incubators for violent 

extremism.’65 

 Pakistan government has shown its willingness and cooperation in fighting 

religious extremism. In this regard, President Musharraf advocated greater 

tolerance between different sects of Islam in society in his June 5, 2001 speech to 

a group of Muslim clergy and banned two sectarian groups. Musharraf also 

introduced ‘Pakistan Madrassah Education Board Ordinance – 2001 ‘to introduce 

scientific curriculum and the ‘Voluntary Registration and Regulation Ordinance – 

                                                 
63 Christians in Swat Valley Brace for Taliban Rule. (May, 2009). Retrieved :May 30, 2011, from 
Christianity Today: http://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/2009/may/4.13.html 
64 US Commission on International Religious Freedom Hearing on Religious Extremism … 
65 Jayshree Bajoria. (October 7, 2009). op. cit. 
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2002 to control and check the enrollment of foreigners. Musharraf’s attempt to 

introduce reforms in madrassah curriculum came to a halt with the Operation 

Silence of Lal Masjid in Islamabad. Despite claiming to be an ally in WoT, he did 

nothing about it until July 2007 Operation Silence when Western perception about 

madrassahs link to terrorism proved correct.66 

 The flawed public policy and unwillingness on the part of the government 

and institutions in Pakistan to isolate certain hostile elements of the society are 

also worrisome. Therefore, it is argued, that the discriminatory policies and 

legislation continued to cause problems for religious minorities. Though 

minorities’ representation in parliament was ensured, members of religious 

minorities were relegated to a separate electorate system, which meant that the 

lawmakers representing the majority had no accountability to minorities. 67 

Expressing their concern, the US law makers in 2009, submitted a ‘House 

Resolution 764’ to the Committee on Foreign Affairs to repeal the Blasphemy Law 

and urged the Government of Pakistan to review other legislations that restrict the 

right to profess, practice and propagate religion or that constitutes discrimination 

on the basis of religion in order to bring Pakistani law into conformity with 

international human rights standards.68 

Conclusion 

Religious intolerance and persecution usually takes place in authoritarian and 

theocratic states which are a threat to the national security of the US. The countries 

in which religious freedom is severely restricted, either by the government or non-

state actor are a major concern for the US. Therefore, it is suggested that religious 

communities, moderate Muslim organizations and civil societies in the Muslim 

                                                 
66 Amir Mir. (2009). Talibanization of Pakistan: From 9/11 to 26/11. New Delhi: Pentagon Security 
International, pp. 180-81. 
67 Report submitted to the Committee on International Relations US House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, US Senate by the Department of State in Accordance with Section 
102 of the International Religious Freedom Act of 1998. See, Annual Report on International Religious 
Freedom 2001. p. xviii. 
68 Resolution H. Res. 472 Presented to House of Representatives on September 23, 2009. Retrieved: 
September 17, 2012, from http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/BILLS-111hres764ih/pdf/BILLS-
111hres764ih.pdf 
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world must be engaged in countering radical forces and decrease the pool of 

potential recruits for militant organizations.  

 While religion cannot be separated from politics, IRFA has become 

increasingly important for Evangelicals and US foreign policy establishment. For 

national security, religious freedom is deemed vital. Critiques of IRFA argue that 

there are inconsistencies in the mechanism of its implementation as far as the 

CPCs are concerned. It is also argued among Muslim scholars that many of IRFA 

clauses are in conflict with the Islamic laws, hence, it needs evaluation.  

 However, it is believed that Evangelicals’ strategy for evangelism, support 

for Israel and Islamophobia are the main objectives behind the support for the Law 

to keep Muslim world under the US pressure through its foreign policy. Banking 

on IRFA, Evangelicals want to protect Christian minorities abroad and evangelize 

non-Christians. However, the US has always been concerned about issues related 

to religious freedom, human rights and democracy and above all the Blasphemy 

Laws in Pakistan. Still, the US, from time to time has ignored these issues and 

remained in close contact and a supporter of military dictatorship. For this the 

political leadership of Pakistan is equally responsible because due to their political 

weaknesses, decline and unpopularity, the US had been developing ties with the 

military.  
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CHAPTER – 6  

EVANGELICALS, INTERFAITH DIALOGUE  
AND THE US FOREIGN POLICY 

Promoting a true dialogue among civilizations and religions is 

perhaps the most important political instrument that can be 

used to reach out across borders and build bridges of peace 

and hope. 1 

Sheikh a Haya Rasheed Al Khalifa, 
President, UN General Assembly  
(61st Session) June 8, 2006. 

The Chapter explores many questions about the paramount importance of an 

interfaith dialogue and the objective to be achieved between various faiths 

particularly after 9/11. While discussing interfaith, it is vital to understand its 

importance and the role played by Evangelicals to influence US foreign policy 

with regard to Pak-US relations. Pakistan is an important country in the War on 

Terror (WoT) and so is interfaith dialogue within Pakistan. Interfaith dialogue 

might initiate moderate trends in behaviour of Pakistani society but the question 

remains whether or not it would change the US attitude towards Pakistan. 

 While analyzing the economic, political and cultural influences of the 

contemporary imperialism, one cannot deny the strong role played by religion. The 

aforementioned factors go into background because of the nature of the global 

WoT and its attribution to a particular religious community, i.e. Islam. If seen in 

the Pakistani context, there are suspicions towards International Religious 

Freedom Act (IRFA) and other US supported interfaith initiatives in the post 9/11. 

There was mounting discontent and frustration amongst the Pakistanis about how 

things turned about after 9/11 incidents, which resulted in suspicions regarding 

reconciliation, dialogue and interfaith harmony. Adding to these doubts was the 

                                                 
1 David Smock. (February 2008). Religion in World Affairs: Its Role in Conflict and Peace. Special 
Report 201. Washington DC: USIP, p. 8. 
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engagement of many faith-based organizations that started operating in Pakistan 

after 9/11. 

 While discussing interfaith dialogue and religious freedom it is important 

to review the International Religious Freedom Act (IRFA) of the US. The IRFA, 

supported by Evangelicals, emphasizes on religious pluralism and for that 

interfaith dialogue is important to understand others religion, which results in 

religious competition peacefully and without making recourse to the state for 

special protection or privileges.2 Thus, one of the tools of public diplomacy and 

negotiation can be interfaith dialogue. Thinkers, politicians, statesmen and citizens 

in all walks of life, therefore, have come to a common conclusion that the 

prevailing situation of intolerance and anti religious sentiments must be negated. 

As a result of this the IRFA has become highly relevant in recent times.  

The supporters of IRFA argue that while introducing a bill regarding any 

kind of religious discrimination against minorities, the US has failed to 

incorporate it into its foreign policy. Similarly, it is believed in the Muslim world 

that interfaith dialogue will open up the Muslim countries for Evangelicals to 

spread the message of Gospel rather than creating religious harmony and hence 

peace and security around the globe. In this regard, exchange program and talks do 

make a difference in attitude towards each other. So much so that many will 

favour moving away from hard power to soft power as peace and stability do not 

happen with bullets and guns but it needs patience and persistence, which is 

possiblethrough an interfaith dialogue.3 

As discussed earlier, both conservative and mainstream Evangelicals’ 

interests in Pakistan vary – from a Muslim nuclear state to one that is becoming a 

safe haven for extremists. The terrorists who launched attack on US soil had links 

with extremist network hiding in Pakistan. Hence Pakistan has a significant place 

in the War on Terror (WoT) for the US policy makers and the Christian Right, and 

                                                 
2 Thomas F. Farr & Dennis R. Hoover. (2009). The Future of US International Religious Freedom 
Policy: Recommendations for the Obama Administration. USA: Berkley Center for Religion, 
Peace and World Affairs, CFIA & IGE, pp. 24-5. 
3 From interview with Imam Yahya Hendi held at Washington DC on June 25, 2010. 
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their concern is how to curtail Islamic terrorism in the country. The conservative 

Evangelicals believe in the use of force against those countries that are committing 

religious persecution, particularly of Christians. They believe that the US has 

manifest destiny to spread democracy and save the world so they are supportive of 

hard power. Many Evangelicals have a military background and tend to be strong 

on military power and strength.4  They have supported the military actions of the 

US, for example, in Iraq. On the other hand, the moderates emphasize on the use 

of soft power and seek venues for cooperation and understanding for which 

interfaith dialogue become pertinent. 

6.1 The Fear of Civilizational Conflict  

It is significant to understand that a civilization can only fully develop itself if it is 

able to relate to other civilizations. Civilizational dialogue is, therefore, based on a 

non-subjectivist philosophy of the realization of one’s own self, in the individual 

and collective sense, through the encounter with different traditions, cultural 

expressions, value systems and life-styles. Since the beginning of the 21st century, 

the world has entered into a new phase of the struggle for global hegemony, again 

centered on issues of religion and civilization.5 Religion and religious issues have 

increasingly moved into political and public life around the globe. Instead of using 

religion as tool for peace promotion, it has been manipulated for political and 

economic purpose. Confrontational religious issues are creating an environment of 

intolerance that lead to conflicts among civilizations. 

 US foreign policy after the Cold War, and specifically following 9/11, has 

provoked the Muslim world. In the post 9/11 US foreign policy, the message of 

indisputable civilizational supremacy has been the rhetoric spread and supported 

by President Bush and his allies. Their message of democracy and women’s rights 

                                                 
4 From interview with John L. Esposito held at Washington DC on June 28, 2010. 
5 Hans Koechler. (n.d.). After September 11, Clash of Civilization or Dialogue. Retrieved 
December 20, 2010, from http://i-p-o.org/koechler-FORUM%20ONLINE-UPManila-
terrorism.htm 
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etc. is seen as a threat to the Islamic insularity and consequently has created more 

recruits for Al Qaeda.6 

According to Koechler, “After 9/11 the West led by the US has exploited 

the recent developments claiming its right and duty, to pacify the Muslim world 

according to Western standards of humanity and secularism. Because of the events 

of September 11 and their attribution to Muslims, the ongoing global debate on a 

dialogue between civilizations, and between Islam and the West in particular, has 

become extremely emotional, at times even irrational. Therefore, it is important to 

probe the basic causes of civilizational conflict with an attitude that takes into 

account the actual escalation of inter-Civilizational tensions, but at the same time 

is detached from the level of mere agitation.”7 

 Huntington’s thesis of the universal threat to Western civilization has got 

currency. Evangelicals’ endeavors in the interfaith dialogue can be assessed 

carefully because 9/11 attacks brought terror to the US that it had never suffered 

before. It exposed the depth of ignorance of believers causing mistrust and often 

hostility between communities of different faiths. President Bush’s use of the word 

‘crusade’ in the immediate post 9/11period and other careless statements issued 

elsewhere by the Western media further created Islamophobia.8 Here emerges the 

need of the interfaith dialogues. 

6.2 Importance of Interfaith Dialogue 

Interfaith dialogue is a matter of understanding people of other faiths with a desire 

to establish common ground between religions to prevent tension that may arise 

between and among religious communities. Nevertheless, some scholars term it as 

‘religious syncretism’ which means that through an interfaith dialogue, religious 

                                                 
6 Michael Schuer. (2008). Marching Towards Hell: America and Islam after Iraq. New York: 
Simon & Schuster, pp. 148-49. 
7 Hans Koechler. (n.d.). After September 11, Clash of Civilizations . . . 
8 Jonathan Magnot. (2003). Talking to the Other: Jewish Dialogue with Christians and Muslims.  
London: I.B. Tauris, pp. 1-2. 
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differences have been compromised to attain unity.9 However, this is not the case 

as revealed from the analysis in the succeeding paragraphs. 

 The term interfaith or inter-religious dialogue is defined as a, “conversation 

in which each party is serious in its approach both to the subject and the other 

person, and desires to listen and learn as well as to speak and instruct.”10 Thus, 

interfaith dialogue is interaction between people of different religious faiths with 

the aim to develop mutual understanding of values and a common ground between 

religions. While respecting the diversity of beliefs, it allows different religions to 

understand and appreciate the individuality of each other. Thus dialogue between 

faiths has become an instrument that advances a better understanding and 

promotes peaceful co-existence.   

 Therefore, it is essential to be fully aware of the relationship between the 

Muslim world and the West, the rising inter and intra-religious conflicts, 

particularly in Pakistan since 9/11. It is important to engage and get engaged in a 

thoughtful dialogue for religious harmony while making efforts to find a way 

forward in building a culture of tolerance and mutual understanding. What is more 

important is to know whether it is a monologue or a dialogue in its true sense? 

Understanding this requires building a solid foundation for a valuable and lasting 

dialogue for which a common language is to be adopted to facilitate discussions 

and resolve differences for mutual understanding.  

 Dialogue is also important, particularly as Interfaith interaction is about 

how life should be conducted between people of different religious faiths in this 

era of extremism on all fronts. As pointed out by Esposito, “the terrorist minority 

must be distinguished from the mainstream Muslims in the same way as Christian 

or Jewish terrorists are separated from the mainstream. Religious extremists have 

                                                 
9 Zoran Brajovic. (2005). Potential for Inter-religious Dialogue. Peace Building and Civil Society 
in Bosnia-Herzegovina: Ten Years after Dayton. Berlin: Lit Verlag, p. 187. 
10 Zoran Brajovic. (2005). op. cit., p. 187. 
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appropriated their theological world view to demonize others and justify their acts 

of terror.”11 

 Therefore, the need for interfaith dialogue was felt in this time of 

intolerance and emotionally charged atmosphere, and especially more after 

Huntington’s thesis of a universal threat to Western identity. The old perceptions 

of a threat emanating from the Muslim world are revived. 12  This threat is 

perceived to be emanating from terrorists within the Muslim states or those, 

which, supposedly, are supporting and have become breeding grounds for 

terrorism.  

 Interfaith dialogue can be instrumental in religious peacemaking as it 

defuses interreligious tensions, which may produce future conflict or derive from 

previous conflict. Interfaith dialogue is expanding even in places where 

interreligious tensions are the highest. Not occasionally, the most contentious 

interfaith relationships can provide the context for the most meaningful and 

productive exchanges.13 

 Interfaith dialogue, as deemed in the above discussion, has to be made part 

of all interactions between and among communities of different faiths as it can 

contribute to creating common grounds. Furthermore, interfaith dialogue serves as 

a useful tool to create tolerance, an important element for the promotion of better 

understanding among different faiths in a pluralistic society. Therefore, dialogue 

has to be “consensual and it proceeds best when people begin by saying, ‘we agree 

to disagree.’ Dialogue should not be based on giving up convictions but it has to 

be living in freedom, and it has to be honest, truthful and fair-minded. Real 

dialogue helps resolve each other’s differences in a civil fashion and educates both 

parties to live together.”14 

 There may be differences between Muslims and Evangelicals on many 

issues regarding interfaith dialogue. However, interfaith dialogue is defined as 
                                                 
11 John L. Esposito. 2010. The Future of Islam. New York: Oxford University Press, p. 167. 
12 Hans Kochler. (n.d). After September 11, Clash of Civilizations . . . 
13 David Smock. (February 2008). op. cit., p. 1. 
14 From interview with Michael Cromartie held at Washington DC on June 28, 2010. 
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different from Evangelism and Christian Mission and its primary function is of 

social solidarity, joining hands in equality and respect to fashion a better 

world.15As the Roman Catholic priest Richard John Neuhaus remarked: “It is the 

will of God that the people of God do not kill each other over their difference 

about the will of God.”16 

 It is also believed that interfaith dialogue is good and can help in bringing a 

positive thinking among the followers of different faiths. This thinking was absent 

in the US ten years ago, but in the last decade many imams, rabbis and priests 

have changed their views about religion, politics and political recourse.  They 

understand the need to love, listen to and learn from each other because all faiths 

are same but religions are different.17 

 While many in the Muslim countries believe that the West has little desire 

to improve relations with the Muslim world, there is a majority on both sides that 

wants good relations and sees interaction as beneficial rather than a threat. The 

trust deficit between the two presents an important opportunity for a greater 

dialogue. Having said that, education and rethinking is as necessary as reducing 

the power of terrorists. In this regard, the important task is the attempt to eliminate 

the injustices, poverty and despair that breeds the desperation that consequently 

leads to terrorism.18 

6.3 Ethics of Dawah and Mission 

In the Christian church, the term interfaith dialogue often referred to Evangelism 

programs created to reach out to other cultures with the gospel message. However, 

the term is somewhat more pluralistic in nature at present and suggests embracing 

                                                 
15 A. Rashied Omar. (August 2006). The Right to Religious Conversion: Between Apostasy and 
Proselytization. Occasional Paper. Kroc Institute, p. 7. 
16 From interview with Michael Cromartie. op. cit. 
17 From Interview with Imam Yahya Hendi. op. cit. 
18 Jonathan Magnot. (2003). Talking to the Other: Jewish Dialogue . . . p. 2. 
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members of other religions for the purpose of finding common ground in the 

values and goals shared by believers of all faiths.19 

 An important element in a true dialogue between the Muslims and the 

Christians is to take notice of and discuss various issues confronting both faiths. 

Beside other things, the issue of Christian Mission and the Muslim Dawah are the 

subject that religious scholars and leaders on both sides do not agree on. The 

Chambesy Conference in Switzerland had provided an opportunity in 1976 to the 

two religions to discuss the missionary issues. Issues like conversion of faith and 

the ethics of Christian Mission and the Muslims Dawah were discussed. 

Expressing the Muslim concerns, a Pakistani economist and thinker, Professor 

Khurshid Ahmad threw light on the activities of Muslim Dawah, which is a call 

for embracing Islam and discussed the methods used by Muslim Dawah. He also 

put forward that there was misuse of ‘Diakonia’ by the churches and missionaries 

operating in the Muslim countries. Christian Scholars also blamed the Muslim 

Dawah for the use of money to get converts to Islam.20 

 The reemergence of the themes of religious conversion and the ethics of the 

Mission and Dawah are critical issues, which have not been resolved. Moreover, 

there is also a wide gulf between well-intentioned and compassionate statements 

of interfaith consultation and living realities on the ground. These challenges are 

important because after US led wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, Muslims were 

annoyed by the contentiousness of certain Christian aid agencies in these areas.21 

 Therefore, it can be assumed that dialogue does not seek to bring others to 

ones own point of view, but to cooperate with each other in creating fresh 

insight. 22  The spirit of interfaith dialogue ends there and then if there are 

disagreements over the critical issues. Moreover, dialogue is not just a rendezvous 

                                                 
19 Lynne Thompson. When No One is Wrong: A Response to the Interfaith Movement. Retrieved: 
October 4, 2011, from http://www.focusonthefamily.com/faith/christian_worldview/why_is_a_ 
christian_worldview_important/when_no_one_is_wrong.aspx 
20 A. Rashied Omar. (August 2006). op. cit. pp. 2, 5-6. 
21 Ibid., pp. 8-9. 
22 World Economic Forum. (January 2008). Islam and the West: Annual Report on the State of 
Dialogue. Geneva: WEF., p. 12. 
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to tell others to give up everything that they believe in.23 While recognizing full 

liberty to convince and be convinced, dialogue should not be aimed at conversion 

but at sharing, challenging and being challenged.24 

6.3.1 Evangelism / Conversion 

For their missionary purpose, the Evangelicals and Evangelist carry different 

meanings. While researching the subject, the researcher removed her confusion by 

asking an Evangelical scholar. According to him, Evangelist is a person who 

speaks in order to convert people and Evangelicals believe in the authority of the 

scripture and said that all would be Evangelicals but few would be Evangelists.25 

Dr. Chris Seiple, however, explained that Evangelist, in common, is just a 

preacher, responsible for prayers. They would travel for preaching, for example, 

and the best example is Billy Graham.26 

While understanding the Evangelicals thinking about the missionary 

activities, an Evangelical was asked by the researcher about the reaction to a 

person’s conversion. He replied that Islam has gained many followers, which 

disturbs Evangelicals. He said that they would be pleased if a Muslim converts to 

Christianity but are disturbed when Christians become Muslims. 27  Another 

response was:  

Conversions are often made on the basis of an infatuation that can 
blind the person to the richness of their own tradition. Also, this is 
a two-way street. An Evangelical or Catholic leaving their 
Churches must explore their traditions in more detail before 
joining or leaving Churches so that the things they are looking for 
can be found within their own tradition.28 

 It is a fact that convincing people to leave their long held religious belief is 

not an easy task. However, it is alleged that some missionaries attempt to 

camouflage their faith as Islam. Such techniques are considered as a necessary 
                                                 
23 From interview with Michael Cromartie. op. cit. 
24 Religious Freedom, Community Rights and Individual Rights: A Christian Muslim Perspective. 
(n.d.). Retrieved October 04, 2010, from http://www.wcc-coe.org/wcc/what/interreligious/cd34-
19.html 
25 From interview with Joshua T. White held at Peshawar on September 4, 2008. 
26 From interview with Chris Seiple held at Islamabad on January 14, 2010. 
27 The respondent’s name is not identified for security reasons. 
28 From questionaire via email from John Musselman on September 5, 2009. 
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presentation of new ideas in a known phrase. Knowing that they cannot invite 

them to convert, they have to pretend to be Muslims.29 If these attempts are to be 

believed, it visibly shows the history of the Crusade and the colonial mentality 

where those having influence on US politics want to reach out to the Muslim 

world for their own political, economic, religious and cultural interests. 

 Therefore, reality on the ground is that dialogue does not seek to bring 

others to one’s own point of view, but to cooperate with each other in creating 

fresh insight.30 The spirit of the interfaith dialogue ends immediately if there are 

disagreements over the critical issues. While recognizing full liberty to convince 

and be convinced, dialogue should not be aimed at conversion but at sharing, 

challenging and being challenged. 31  Hence, it can be assumed that either the 

message is not understood or the statements of religious leaders are the reasons 

that invoke suspicions. 

 However, Meads argues that besides having worked with Catholics and 

with both religious and secular Jews to support Israel, Evangelicals could reach 

out to Muslims as well. Because for more than a century they had close and 

generally cooperative relations with the Muslims throughout the Arab world and 

are concerned about global poverty and oppose secular ideas. Both believe that 

religious figures and values should be treated with respect in the media and neither 

like the glorification of casual sex in popular entertainment. Both Islam and 

Evangelicals are democratic religions without a priesthood or hierarchy.32 Looking 

back at the recent history, the Evangelicals were eager to stand beside the Muslims 

to fight Communism in the Cold War. They ignored the human rights violations or 

the Islamic laws that now attract their attention. They seem to have failed in 

addressing various issues of concern for building a relationship with the Muslims 

in Pakistan. 
                                                 
29 David Van Biema. et.al. (n.d). Religion; Missionary under Cover. Retrieved September 4, 2011, 
from Time Magazine: http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1005107-2,00.html 
30 World Economic Forum. (January 2008). Islam and the West . . . p.12. 
31 Report from the Consultation on” Religious Freedom, Community Rights and Individual Rights: 
A Christian-Muslim Perspective” Retrieved: from http://www.wcc-coe.org/wcc/ 
what/interreligious/cd34-19.html 
32 Walter Russell Mead. (September- October 2006). God’s Country. Foreign Affairs. 85 (5), p.42. 
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 After the end of the Cold war, Evangelicals had marginalized Islam as their 

new rival. Franklin Graham visited Iraq for missionary purpose when the US 

attacked and occupied Iraq in 2003. It is believed that some missionaries operated 

in the garb of aid workers and spread their belief. The ‘International Bible 

Society’ and ‘Discipling a Whole Nation’ concentrate on the spread of their belief 

in Iraq and elsewhere.33 The Evangelicals who are busy in Iraq advocate that they 

are not only providing for the material things but also focus on the spiritual needs 

of the Iraqi Muslims. By this they mean that Iraqi Muslims need to be 

proselytized. By providing material aid and spreading Evangelical belief, these 

missionaries claim that they have been sharing Christ with the Muslims in deeds 

and words.34 

6.4 Engaging Religion 

Reformers in the Muslim world define the idea of religious pluralism through 

Quranic interpretations that highlights the equality of all human beings. God has 

created and divided human into different nations, ethnicities and tribes for the sole 

purpose that all people should try to understand each other and follow God’s 

will.35 

Here again, the interpretation of God’s will is different for the followers of 

different faiths. What is more important is to understand God’s will through 

interaction with other faiths. The promotion of a viable interaction or dialogue can 

happen with moderates having a broader vision of religion. Because, interfaith 

dialogue is, generally, supported by the liberal and moderate Christians as well as 

Muslims. The conservatives, on both sides, would not compromise on their faith 

for the sake of a relationship.  

 As Esposito identifies that moderate Muslims, for some in the West, are 

those who advocate secular liberalism and whether they approve the US foreign 

                                                 
33 David V. Biema, et. al. (n.d.). op. cit. 
34 A. Rashied Omar. (August 2006). op. cit., p. 18. 
35 John L. Esposito. (2010). The Future of Islam . . . p. 176. 
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policy in Palestine-Israel, Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Kashmir or Chechnya.36 

The conservative Muslims do not share the same outlook. Similarly, the 

conservative Christians are nervous about interfaith dialogue because they think 

that they have to give up their distinctiveness. In the past interfaith dialogue often 

meant relaxing of religious difference to such an extant that core convictions are 

lost. Accordingly, for them religious accommodation is not real.37 

 A vital factor that developed fear of Islam in the West is the overt support 

of the US to Israel and the Muslims’ opposition to it. The US right wing is mainly 

Evangelical and in the administration of President Bush they had incredible 

influence on the foreign policy. This was the period in which the Muslims were 

targeted the most. One comes to the conclusion that Islam is misrepresented in the 

West and there is a great need of an interfaith dialogue for understanding each 

other. Interfaith dialogue fosters understanding between religions. With regard to 

the Muslim-Christian relations, one finds that the rivalry is traced back to the 

Arab’s conquests and expansion, and to the time of the Crusade wars. However, 

there has always been a need for a dialogue between the Christians and the 

Muslims. 

 As far as the Evangelicals in the US are concerned they have considered 

Islam as a threat to Christianity and US national security which developed a 

negative image of Islam. The evil and wicked description of Islam by 

Conservative Evangelicals is generally believed. Diplomatically, President Bush 

had described Islam as a religion of peace; however, the US wars against 

Afghanistan and Iraq were overwhelmingly supported by Evangelicals.“John 

David Ashcroft’s (the US Attorney General from 2001 to 2005) earlier debates 

involved issues like domestic and civil liberties. However, later he presented Islam 

as a religion in which it is God’s assigned duty to carry out suicide attacks, 

whereas he presented Christianity as a religion in which it is God’s assigned duty 

                                                 
36 Ibid., pp. 168-69. 
37 From interview with Michael Cromartie. op. cit. 
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to serve humanity.”38 The comparison made states that Islam is a religion in which 

God requires one to send his son to die for Him, whereas Christianity is a faith in 

which God sent His son (Jesus Christ) to die for fellow human beings. 

Accordingly, such statements not only undermine interfaith dialogue but also leave 

no space for religious freedom.  

 The views expressed by a Muslim religious scholar in Pakistan is, “those 

who have little knowledge about human rights establish NGOs and so is the case 

with supporter of religious freedom, as many do not know what religious freedom 

is. It is further stressed that the Muslims believe in religious freedom but they 

differ with others on its particulars. First, those who do not believe in religion and 

do not consider religion as important, generally raise the slogan of religious 

freedom. Second, there are others who believe that all religions are same and there 

is no difference in them. Finally, there are those who believe in religion and ask to 

seek common grounds in all religions. Therefore, it is elucidated that the Muslims 

do not believe in it, rather they believe that new religion replaces old ones, like 

Judaism was replaced by Christianity and Christianity in turn by Islam. 

Furthermore, religious freedom to Muslims is that people of a faith can preach but 

they cannot ask Muslims to convert to any other religion.”39 

 For the west, the statements expressed above, are worrisome. In the West, 

the belief of Muslims in the basic teachings of Islam leads to marginalization of 

Muslims and, on many occasions, they have been associated with religious 

extremist and conservative school of thought. What is ignored is that the 

Christians’ belief in the fundamentals and traditions of Christianity is much more 

similar to the Muslims thinking on their own beliefs. However, it does not mean 

that all Christians consider Muslims as terrorist. As Esposito pointed out that the 

Muslim should not be marginalized and the terrorist minority must be 

distinguished from the mainstream Muslims in the same way as Christian or 

Jewish terrorists are separated from the mainstream. Religious extremists have 

                                                 
38 From interview with John L. Esposito. op. cit. 
39 From interview with Qari Roohullah Madani held at Peshawar on January 22, 2012. 
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appropriated their theological worldview to demonize others and justify their acts 

of terror.40 

 As discussed earlier, to have mutual understanding among different faith 

and for peace and security, religion cannot be separated from politics. Therefore, it 

is important that religion and religious communities are to be included in the 

process of policy making. “Engaging religion is needed in order to communicate 

that global peace is a virtuous and submissive effort before God.  This does not 

mean that religion has no ability to solve a contemporary problem. As religion has 

sacred values, therefore, these religious forums are an alternative approach to 

complementing other methods.”41 In promoting peace and reconciliation, religious 

leaders and organizations play an important role in mobilizing different 

communities for the promotion of reconciliation among them.42 

 These efforts would lead towards creating more space for mutual 

understanding around the globe. Hence interfaith dialogue has gained momentum 

not only in Pakistan but also at the global level. Furthermore, the involvement of 

political and religious leaders made other actors to engage in interfaith dialogue. 

Still there are anti-American sentiments in the Muslim world and they call the 

global WoT as a crusade launched against Islam by the US and other Western 

countries.43 To remove suspicions, both the Muslim world and the US require a 

great deal of dialogue with each other on these troublesome issues. To quote 

Graham E. Fuller: 

An analysis of the problem cannot take place only at the level of 
relations with friendly pro-US autocrats, but needs the 
participation of Muslim social leaders who enjoy widespread 
respect within their society even though (or possibly because) they 
are outside the ruling circles of those societies. The US can begin 
to engage the overseas Muslims vigorously, including those 
Islamic clerics who enjoy great respect and authority as men of 
integrity. Both sides will benefit from a dialogue that initially will 

                                                 
40 John L. Esposito. (2010). The Future of Islam . . . p. 167. 
41 M. Hilaly Basya. (June 27, 2008). The Role of Religion in Creating Global Peace. Retrieved: 
September 19, 2009, from The Jakarta Post, http://www.thejakartapost.com/news/2008/06/27/the-
role-religion-creating-global-peace.html 
42 David Smock. (February 2008). op. cit., p. 4. 
43 From interview with Qari Roohullah Madani. op. cit. 
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reveal deep fissures in thought and approach but that over time 
may begin to bridge numerous gaps. Many of these clerics 
represent undeniably moderate forces within the political Islam, 
but their own understanding of the West, though far from 
uniformly hostile, is flawed and often initially unsympathetic. 
Many could learn from visits to the US and dialogue with 
Americans—if ever they were granted visas.44 

Through such efforts they understood that all the Muslims are not bad and 

that there are common grounds for the interest of peace and of US security. It is a 

fact that the US cannot fight 1.3 billion people among whom many are trying to 

build bridges with more radical voices like in Pakistan and Afghanistan.45 

6.5 Faith Based Initiatives 

Faith based organizations and NGOs have played a special role in humanitarian 

and missionary works in the Third World countries. Since 9/11, their activities 

have increased in the war trodden areas like Iraq and Afghanistan including 

Pakistan. While FBOs were mainly involved in religious related issues, NGOs 

were encouraged to organize against human rights abusers and those who generate 

religious intolerance. 

 In international relations, the role of FBOs is important as it can work 

towards promotion of global peace. In this regard, several US based FBOs have 

taken up citizen diplomacy for the creation and promotion of understanding and 

cooperation. Besides bridging differences to bring citizens of the US and other 

countries together, these organizations bring people together by providing 

opportunities for cultural exchanges, interfaith dialogues, religious education, and 

service projects to promote harmony and understanding.46 

 Among the inter-civilizational and interfaith initiatives created after 9/11 

include: the World Economic Forum’s Council of 100 leaders (C-100), the UN 

Alliance of Civilizations, the Archbishop of Canterbury’s Building Bridges 

project, the Vatican-al-Azhar Dialogue, the Parliament of the World’s Religions, 
                                                 
44 Graham E. Fuller. (2004). The Future of Political Islam. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, p. 164. 
45 From interview with Samah Norquist, held at Washington DC on June 25, 2010. 
46 Faith Based Organizations Task Force. (November 16–19, 2010). Washington DC:  US Center 
for Citizen Diplomacy & US Summit & Initiative for Global Citizen Diplomacy, p. 1. 
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and the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (OIC).47 The positive aspect of these 

efforts is that people from all faiths see religious plurality as a necessity, a matter 

of faith and citizenship. This interaction is producing new ideas and actions, and 

dialogue and exchange programs are set for mutual respect and understanding. In 

the US, Prince Al-Waleed bin Talal Center for Muslim-Christian Understanding at 

the Georgetown University and the Hartford Seminary’s Duncan Black Macdonald 

Center for the study of Islam and Christian-Muslim Relations are joined by 

numerous new centers and international initiatives dedicated to promoting 

interreligious understanding.48 

 Since 9/11, the Christian Right has become increasingly involved in the 

foreign affairs. There are two types of organizations: those that are eager to apply 

for faith-based-initiative funding to deliver humanitarian assistance abroad while 

evangelizing and, others who have sought to highlight issues of religious freedom, 

campaigned in support of Israel, or used the WoT to advance their own agendas. 

However, there were others who undertook social issues.49 In US there are faith-

based groups with broad constituencies and international service capacities who 

play a critical role in developing civil society institutions, alleviate poverty and 

support the middle class that opposes the extremist fringes of the Taliban.50 

 Many Evangelical organizations operating in the Muslim countries took up 

the task of humanitarian assistance program, however, there were suspicions 

regarding the covert agenda of these organizations. “It was revealed that the funds 

were awarded to less Muslim organizations and more Evangelicals Christian 

organizations operating within the Muslim majority states. Despite having a clear 

proselytization agenda, federal funds continued to flow to them. Many 

organizations, for example, ‘Partner Worldwide’, whose literature is clearly 

                                                 
47 John L. Esposito. (2010). The Future of Islam . . . p. 182. 
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evangelistic, identifies and equips the Christian business people to help the poor 

and each other. Their idea of helping Muslims is first to convert and then join 

them to gain benefits.”51 

 Under President Bush, Faith Based Organizations (FBOs) were included in 

Federal funding. He introduced faith-based initiative programmes across the state. 

“He was idealistic about the effectiveness of faith-based initiatives and believed in 

their ability to transform individuals from the inside out. The move was criticized 

on the ground that it contravened the clause of the US Constitution stipulating the 

separation of church and state. The number of departments working with FBOs has 

grown since Bush established the Office of Faith-Based Community Initiatives 

(OFBCI) and the process of secular and religious grantees subcontracting work to 

other religious organizations has been encouraged.”52 

 The funding for FBOs during fiscal years 2001-2007 is important as it 

highlights the Bush administration’s focus on faith-based initiatives. The 

following Audit Report (No. 9-ooo-o-oo-P) to the Office of the Inspector General 

in 2009 shows the audit of USAID’s faith based community initiatives.53 

 
Table – 5 

USAID Contracts with Faith-Based Organizations 

FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 Total 

$247 m $260 m $420 m $419 m $375 m $552 m $586 m $2859 m 

Source: Boston Global, October 8, 2006. 

 

Nonetheless, through different channels in the US, efforts have been made 

to move towards reconciliation with the Muslim world. At present, a committee 

suggested to the Obama administration that faith-based groups could contribute 

ideas to the administration and the Congress on how to restructure US policy 
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towards Pakistan. Many of the groups represented at the briefing are currently 

engaged in policy advocacy aimed to rewrite the existing budget for foreign aid. 

They believe religious organizations can incorporate Pakistan into advocating and 

supporting legislation and other policies that would expand the US economic and 

development assistance to Pakistan. The faith-based leaders can advance a broader 

understanding and knowledge in their own communities and organizations about 

the challenges in Pakistan and can respond to the humanitarian crisis and civilian 

casualties in the region. In addition, faith-based groups can develop partnerships 

with organizations in Pakistan to provide human services and strengthen cross-

cultural partnerships.54 

6.5.1 Suspicions towards NGOs /FBOs 

 Besides the visible achievements in the development and human rights, 

there are many negative perceptions attached to NGOs. Claims that all Christian 

aid organizations are proselytizing is a disservice to the humanitarian efforts by 

these workers, as many Evangelical missionaries respect Muslims and do hope to 

replace Islam. 55  The US Administration, however, does not see it that way. 

Government officials admit the existence of proselytizers but the majority of 

missionaries are often helping people, and not simply because they want to convert 

them. Moreover, Muslims are happy with the aid provided by these 

organizations.56 

 Many Evangelicals are engaged in humanitarian activities besides bringing 

the two sides closer through mutual respect and understanding. However, as seen 

in Afghanistan, those few that do aim to convert create problem for other 

humanitarian groups. Not only the Muslims but also the local Christian 

communities are wary of such Evangelicals as they gave an impression of 

Christianity being nonexistent in Iraq and other places. They saw them as someone 

whose agenda is to convert non-Evangelical Christians as well. It is because of 
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these kinds of Christian ministers that Muslims have become more anti-Christian 

which is becoming a problem in terms of the Muslims reaction in general and 

Muslims-Christians relations, in particular.57 

 The Time Magazine in 2003 reported that Evangelical missionaries have 

been using a variety of means to gain converts to Christianity. Some provide 

money and time to the needy and poor Muslims while others are accessed through 

the electronic media if living in the remote areas. There are countries that would 

deny visa to any person spreading Evangelicalism, but the missionaries approach 

these countries in the guise of secular aid workers and by making local contacts 

pave the way for spreading their belief. 58  Even a European scholar, on the 

condition of anonymity, expressed his deep concern about the missionary activities 

of Evangelicals. He suspected that these organizations approach the Muslim 

countries in the garb of relief, aid workers and peace builders on the basis of 

interfaith dialogue. It is also believed, “the US based organizations working in 

Afghanistan and Iraq are working more on the spread of the belief than on relief 

and aid.”59 

 In April 2003, when Iraq was attacked, the US organizations (including 

Franklin Graham’s Samaritan’s Purse) were waiting on the Jordon-Iraq border for 

a green signal from the US military command to enter Iraq. Franklin Graham was 

one of the staunch supporters of Iraq war. He had no other intention but to preach 

Christian Gospel in Iraq and get converts.60 This is not the only example. The 

Federal Government in US issued funds to US based aid groups through USAID. 

Center for Faith-Based and Community Initiatives set similar conditions for the 

issuance of any funds. Many organizations founded in part to spread a Christian 

message, have been extremely careful to separate humanitarian activities from 

religion but accusations of proselytizing persist. In Somalia, a US based relief 

agency, World Vision, US-based Adventist Development and Relief Agency and 
                                                 
57 From interview with John L. Esposito. op. cit. 
58 David V. Biema, et. al. (n.d.). op. cit. 
59 Scoot Neumann. (n.d.). Christian Groups Tread Lightly in Muslim World. Retrieved: Septerber 23, 
2011, from NPR: http://www//npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyid=129155780 
60 A. Rashied Omar. (August 2006). op. cit., pp. 14-5. 
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Sweden-based Diakonia were blamed for missionary activities and were, therefore, 

expelled from the country.61 

 In Pakistan’s tribal areas, NGOs are perceived as the agents of the US, 

European countries and Israel, trying to distract people away from Islam, destroy 

the existing traditional set up and spoil the prevailing culture of piousness. It 

happens more so when any NGO claims to work for women related issues. Many 

incidents of kidnapping the NGO personnel, snatching vehicles and attacking their 

offices have taken place. It is particularly more difficult and objectionable for 

female NGO workers. 62  Moreover, FBOs in Pakistan, for instance, “World 

Witness and Evangelistic International Ministries, involved in running hospitals 

and helping earthquake victims were reported to have been overtly proselytizing 

and it was found that they even received grants from USAID. These organizations 

distributed seven hundred Bibles in Pakistan and brochures for the Christian 

Hospital in Sahiwal boasting that the ‘Jesus Film’, a proselytizing tool is shown to 

patients, and believe that terrorism will be eliminated in Pakistan through 

Christ.”63 

 Christian organizations are often viewed with suspicions in the Muslim 

states and face threats and violence that make humanitarian work difficult to be 

carried on. In 2001, Taliban accused a German aid agency, Shelter Now, for 

promoting Christianity under the cover of humanitarian work and charged eight of 

its members in Afghanistan. Though they were released under US pressure but 

Christian organizations publicized it as the lack of religious freedom in Muslim 

countries.64 

 The missionary organizations use different nomenclature and identity in the 

Muslim world. But these aid workers and organizations are viewed with suspicion 
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in the Muslim countries, particularly after 9/11. Aid is considered as an instrument 

of the US foreign policy and religion is considered as a part of that policy. The 

intensity of missionary Christian activities can be judged from the fact that 

between 1982 and 2001 about fifteen thousand and somewhere even twenty seven 

thousand Christian missionaries visited the Muslim countries. One out of every 

two of these missionaries was American and one out of every three was 

Evangelical among them.65 

 Evangelicals’ organizations emphasizing on religious freedom and 

persecution in Pakistan represent a very different aspect of the evangelical world. 

Many focus on a Pakistan specific policy directly, others do not focus exclusively 

but do occasionally. Institute for Global Engagement (IGE) is interested in 

engagement and mutual respect and has Muslim staff and has worked in Pakistan. 

Another organization, the Voice of Martyrs is one of the largest Evangelical 

‘Christian Solidarity’ organization that champions the rights of Christian minority 

in Pakistan. It is not involved in direct lobbying but raises awareness. ‘Open 

Doors’ is another example that advocates for Christian minorities and has issued 

reports or joined hearings on Pakistan. Similarly, International Christian Concern 

advocates the same cause. A UK based organization, ‘Jubilee Campaign’ with a 

Washington office, though identified as a non-sectarian group, actually is more 

Evangelical in the background. Advocate International is a moderate Evangelical 

network of lawyers that has Pakistani members and has taken on Pakistani 

issues. ’Barnabas Aid’, a UK based group with a major office in the Washington 

DC area, is more aggressive in developing the argument about the Islamic threat to 

Christian minorities, and Pakistan has figured in that work. Its leaders are linked 

with anti-Islamic activists and think tanks in the US. A more classic Christian 

Right Evangelical activist is Gary Bauer, head of ‘American Values’, also inveighs 

against Islamic radicalism. Though he has not talked much about Pakistan per se, 
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he does want a more aggressive US foreign policy posture towards the Muslim 

majority countries.66 

 Besides the visible achievements in development and human rights, there 

are many negative perceptions attached to NGOs. Due to suspicions, these 

Christian organizations face threats and violence that make humanitarian work 

difficult to be carried on. Because of the suspicions, the Taliban in Pakistan and 

Afghanistan targeted many NGOs, international aid agencies and their workers.  

 In Pakistan’s tribal areas, NGOs are perceived as the agents of the US, 

European countries and Israel, trying to distract people away from Islam, destroy 

the existing traditional set up and spoil the prevailing culture of piety. It is more so 

when any NGO claims to work for women related issues. Many incidents of 

kidnapping the NGO personnel, snatching vehicles and attacking their offices have 

taken place. It is particularly more difficult and objectionable for female NGO 

workers.67 

 In February 2006, an Afghan national, Abdul Rehman who converted to 

Christianity in 1990, was arrested and charged with apostasy. He was subsequently 

released when few Western countries intervened.68 The Taliban also kidnapped a 

female worker and driver of Khwendo Kor (Sisters Home), a local NGO which has 

been working in KP (formerly NWFP) since 1993.69 

 NGOs came under immense pressure during the government of MMA that 

called for streamlining NGOs and were asked to follow strict screening and 

registration processes. MMA Provincial Minister, Hafiz Hashmat, is reported to 

have said on one occasion:  
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The activities of all NGOs will have to be monitored because of 
grassroots concern about a hidden agenda that could undermine 
Islamic values and cultural traditions.70 

 With the increase in violence many organizations suspended their 

operations and left Pakistan. Since 2006, most of the violence has occurred in 

Afghanistan, Sudan, Somalia and Pakistan. In February 2008, four aid workers of 

the British-based group, Plan International were killed in similar attack in 

Mansehra.71 Due to aversion and suspicions towards the West, the Taliban killed 

the workers of International Assistance Mission (IAM) in August 2010 in the 

northern Badakhshan province of Afghanistan by claiming that the medical 

workers were trying to convert Muslims. In March 2010, six Pakistani Muslim 

staff members including four women, and one Western aid worker were killed in 

an attack on the office of World Vision in the northwestern Pakistan by the 

militants. 72  Though it is believed that all the incidents by religious extremists 

against the Christians in the Muslims states took place due to religion but 

kidnappings or killing of the Christian missionaries or foreign aid workers by the 

extremists was not because of their being Christians but because of the US post 

9/11 policies towards the Muslim world.  

6.6 Faith Based Initiatives in Pakistan 

Because of Pakistan’s overall instability the American scholars visiting the 

country urged to put in efforts for peace building and prosperity in Pakistan, not 

only by the US government or military but the US foreign assistance organizations 

and NGOs and faith based groups as well. These are encouraged to focus on 

developing true partnership with Pakistani networks that will strengthen state 

resiliency and build social and cultural infrastructures to counter extremist groups 

like the Taliban.73 
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 An Evangelical association, Pakistan Fellowship of Evangelicals Students 

(PFES), was established in August 1969 to reach university and college students 

with Gospel of Jesus Christ and to send them into the world to bear witness to 

Christ and his teaching. It emphasizes on students initiative in evangelism and 

stress the importance of spiritual growth and the development of Christian 

character. It is affiliated with the International Fellowship of Evangelical Students 

(IFES). PFES has its staff in ten cities of Pakistan.74 

 After 9/11, militants flooded the adjoining areas of FATA. They remained 

active in various cities, which became the hotspot for extremists. The wave of 

extremism spread gradually to other parts of Pakistan creating space for 

international organization to address the issues that breed extremism. Many local 

and foreign FBOs and NGOs took up the task of humanitarian assistance and trust 

building and tolerance among different faith communities in Pakistan after 9/11.  

 These organizations launched humanitarian projects to facilitate areas like 

poverty, low-level of education, lack of health facilities and development schemes. 

In addition, international faith-based groups continue to provide humanitarian and 

livelihood assistance to thousands of displaced people in Pakistan, and in doing so 

they also create cross-cultural and interfaith partnerships that could help empower 

local communities to deter the violent ideologies adopted by the extremist fringes 

of the Taliban, an important element to peace and prosperity in Pakistan. 75 

Similarly, efforts were made for inter-religious dialogue in Pakistan by initiating 

‘Faith and Friends’ – a program of Pakistan’s World Religions Council to 

encourage dialogue between the Muslims and the Christians in KP.76 

 After 9/11, the mainstream Evangelical organization, Institute of Global 

Engagement (IGE) that works for interfaith cooperation through dialogue, became 

active partner with Faith and Friends. In 2005, IGE invited KP Chief Minister 

(CM) Akram Khan Durrani to visit the US and, later on, their representatives 
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visited KP and signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the 

provincial government to work together for socioeconomic advancement and 

religious tolerance among the people of KP.77 

 IGE was particularly concerned that the NWFP (now KP) would come 

under Talibanization, 78  which eventually will lead to religious intolerance and 

extremism. The important element of the visit as termed by IGE was sharing of 

faith by the Evangelicals and Dawah by the Muslims. Both did not give up the 

sharing of faith and Dawah, but it was a mutual sharing where each was to prosper 

and not impose, as more things are possible when one shares.79 

 The MMA government though did not make any policy change but they 

helped renovate two churches, one at the Peshawar University and the other at 

Nathiagali, a small hill station in KP. For the West and the US, such interaction 

with Pakistani society is important, as Pakistan is a frontline state in WoT and KP 

(NWFP) is a frontline province. The government of MMA wanted to improve its 

image. They did some efforts in minimizing the impression that religious parties 

were against minorities or their rights.80 

 Another Evangelical faith based organization, the International Center for 

Religion and Diplomacy (ICRD) sees religion as a channel for peacemaking, 

instead of a basis for conflict. The ICRD believed that “ the Muslims will listen 

more closely to a Christian than to a typical secular Westerner.” 81  A Muslim 

despite having suspicions would get involved in a constructive debate with a 

follower of another faith than a Western secular but still would not compromise on 

his religion. Mufti Taqi Usmani states that interfaith dialogue is good but not if 

asked to make changes in our religion.82 
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 One of the important projects that the ICRD undertook was to include 

developing teacher-training and certification programs for the male and female 

madrassah teachers at key Pakistani universities. They trained madrassah leaders 

to train other madrassah leaders for building relationships with their counterparts 

in Western and other Muslim countries and to explore the best practices in Islamic 

education overseas. Also, another effort is to explore collaborative programs with 

partners in the Government of Pakistan and the Ittehad-i-Tanzeemat-i-Madaris 

Pakistan (ITMP). The outcome of this engagement is that madrassah leaders have 

been able to become powerful agents for educational development and for peace 

and stability, from initiating their own interfaith and peace building programs to 

negotiating the release of Christians (Korean origin) held hostage by the Taliban in 

Afghanistan in 2007.83 

 As suggested by Imam, “there is a need for more cooperation, coordination 

and exchange visits to shape that agenda on both sides. The engagement of clergy 

of politicians, students and scholars is required from both sides. Moreover, 

Pakistan is to be represented well by its representative at Washington D.C. and he 

should be capable enough to support interfaith dialogue. However, again the 

mullahs should be changed and that can be done by the people of Pakistan with 

education and not violence.”84 

Conclusion 

Religion is at the center of international affairs and because of various intra and 

inter- religious conflicts, the need for interfaith dialogue is felt. There have been 

many efforts by the US and Pakistani civil societies, religious and political leaders 

to promote interfaith harmony but it still remains a serious challenge. 

 However, involving political, civil society and media in faith-based 

dialogue can foster economic growth and enhance job opportunities. Business 

leaders can advance corporate cultures attentive to growing cultural and religious 
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diversity in both Muslim majority and the non-Muslim majority countries. As 

active corporate citizens, business leaders bring a vital, result-oriented philosophy 

to the challenges of Muslim-West dialogue. 85 Also, by involving these 

communities of the West and the Muslim world, way can be paved for greater 

understanding and cooperation among them.  

 Pakistan was thought to be good ally of the US during the Cold War, 

however, as an ally in WoT, she is being viewed with suspicions for not doing 

enough. The Pak-US relations have remained fluctuating, which should not be the 

case. Though the US views her relationship with Pakistan as a sovereign, dignified 

and respectful nation, the former has to be honest about the issues confronting the 

latter. On the other hand, Pakistan has to change because of the worst situation in 

the last few years due to the impact of clergy. Also, for new relationship and new 

dynamics, there has to be a change in directions from both sides.  

 

                                                 
85 Graham E. Fuller. (2004). op. cit., p. 9. 
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CHAPTER – 7 

THE FUTURE PROSPECTS OF PAK-US 
RELATIONS 

This Chapter is an account of the Evangelicals’ role and influence on US foreign 

policy and it impact on Pak-US relations during the eight years of Bush presidency 

(2000-2008). During this period, Gen. Pervez Musharraf – a military dictator, 

ruled Pakistan from 1999 till 2008. Owing to the 9/11 scenario and the US 

invasion of Afghanistan, not only Pakistan’s political and economic condition 

deteriorated but religious and sectarian extremism also increased. As a result, 

Pakistan became the most dangerous country and a breeding ground for local and 

regional militant groups. It became difficult to deal with militants’ activities as 

they were challenging the writ and the very existence of the state. This research 

highlights the present policy of the US for Pakistan and points out the areas 

meriting more emphasis and recommends policy shifts for both the US and 

Pakistan for a mutually trusted and sustained relationship.  

Religion has played an important role in politics throughout the history. 

The combination of the two has been used by both secular and religious elites for 

their own interests. Seen in the contemporary international politics, it is argued 

“religion has also been used by extremists as a catalyst for conflict and a mean of 

escalating tension with religious communities.”1 There are many instances where 

religion has been used to achieve selfish and biased goals. Relationship between 

the state and religion has been a burning issue in the West. It was after a long 

drawn struggle that the separation between the two took place. Many attempts to 

separate the two have been challenged despite the phenomenon of globalization. It 

is also important to note “opinion polls from across the world show an increase in 

religious affiliation and political involvement of religious leaders. If religion, on 

                                                 
1 Lee Marsden. (September 2012). Bush, Obama and a Faith-Based Foreign Policy. International 
Affairs. 88 (5), p. 955. 
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the one hand, has advanced political reforms and human rights, it has induced, on 

the other, irrationality, persecution, extremism and terrorism.”2 

7.1 Evangelicals’ Influence on Foreign Policy 

Role of religion in the US is evident since early colonial era and religion has 

remained a constant and important factor shaping political thinking throughout its 

history. Although the First Amendment of the Constitution clearly separates the 

institutions of Church and the State, yet the religious and political leaders, to 

further their causes, have manipulated it. Almost every US president has described 

the US role in international affairs in religious terms and considers it as a 

redeemer nation. They have increasingly emphasized on the issues related with 

religion in presidential electoral process and during their tenure in the White 

House. For example, Bush turned to Reverend Kirbyjon Calwell for prayer before 

undertaking presidential candidate elections. 3  Barack Hussein Obama also 

delivered a speech on faith and importance of faith-based initiatives during his 

election campaign. 4  Recently, Mitt Romney, the Republican presidential 

candidate, because of the use of religious language in the elections, seemed to 

have made significant ground among Evangelicals, the key part of the Republican 

coalition.5 

As discussed in the preceding chapters, Evangelicals believe in Gospel, 

conversion or born again phenomenon and their individual approach to religious 

duties of social involvement. Evangelicalism took root in Europe but its 

prominence in the US is visible with Evangelicals belief in the moral role of the 

US. In twentieth century a split took place between the fundamentalist and the 

liberal Evangelicals. The conservative were resisting secularism and modernism 
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4 Obama Delivers Speech on Faith in America. (July 1, 2008). Retrieved: July 10, 2012, from New York 
Times: http://www.nytimes.com/2008/07/01/us/politics/01obama-text.html?pagewanted=all 
5 Tobin Grant. (January 10, 2012). Romney, Santorum Tied for Lead among Evangelicals in New 
Hampshire. Retrieved: Jan 12, 2012, from Christianity Today: http://blog.christianitytoday.com/ 
ctpolitics/January 10, 2012. 



 
 

181

whereas the liberals were promoting social gospel. However, the Watergate 

scandal, Vietnam War and immorality in US society brought them to rethink their 

strategies. For that matter, they increased their political activism and left 

isolationism. 1960s and 1970s were the decades when Evangelicals turned their 

attention, first, to domestic politics, and later on, to foreign policy issues. They 

focused on research and education and established their own institutions. This was 

the only way to reach political stage which resulted in seizing political elite and, 

hence, a role in policy making. They urged that in US the political life should be 

based on and governed by Christian principles and saw US as a redeemer nation to 

respond to world affairs and which needed their influence over legislation. 

According to Hunter, Evangelicalism may seem irrelevant to the shaping of 

foreign policy and foreign policy is absolutely irrelevant to Evangelicalism but it 

has been Evangelicals passion for quite some time.He further states: 

For Evangelicals, foreign policy is relevant mainly at two levels. At 
an abstract level as to how Evangelicals can contribute to setting 
the moral boundaries of foreign policy debate. At practical level as 
to what pressure Evangelicals can bring to bear on particular 
issues that involve the interests, values and commitments of the 
larger religious and moral community. At both levels, Evangelicals 
have a stake in the outcome.6 

To have access to the corridors of power, not only education was necessary 

but they also needed partners who had influence in politics. Therefore, they made 

Holy Alliance with the Neo-Cons and Republican politicians. They also developed 

strong contacts with lobbies, especially the Zionist lobby. Evangelicals strongly 

support Israel from a theoretical grid. They are dispensationalists who believe for 

Israel in maintaining a role in God’s redemptive purpose. However, many 

Evangelicals distanced themselves from the hardliners and now support a two state 

solution for Palestine-Israel conflict. The Neo-Cons manipulated the religious 

obsession of the Evangelicals with the Holy Land. Also, Evangelicals shared the 

moral issues with Neo-Cons and their interests in the Middle East. This similarity 
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was visible in their approach in containing communism. With similar interests and 

goals, different lobbies and Neo-Cons drew closer to Evangelicals.  

Republican Party in the US is more conservative than the Democratic 

Party. They advocate conservatism in domestic and foreign policy. Therefore, the 

Republican platform was the best option for Evangelicals to pursue their agenda. 

For example Ronald Reagan pledged to fulfill their agenda and “brought the 

Christian Right to Republican Party. He encouraged pastors to sign up 

Evangelicals on the voter rolls, which led to Evangelical presence in the 

Republican Party activities during 1980 and 1984 campaigns.”7 The Republican, 

sharing similar view with Neo-Cons and Evangelicals on various issues, played an 

important role during the Cold War to contain the Soviet Union’s strategic and 

ideological expansion.  

The Wilsonian school of thought to which George W. Bush fitted well also 

complimented the alliance. While Wilsonian believe in religiously infused 

moralism, the militaristic approach of Neo-Cons was felt when Bush attacked 

Afghanistan and later Iraq. Attack on Afghanistan was in response to 9/11 to 

defeat Taliban who had sheltered Osama Bin Laden (OBL); the Iraq war can be 

explained as American Exceptionalism; a belief in US role in world in religious 

terms, and an active role in world affair for future security of the US. 

Albeit, Evangelicals’ appearance earlier was to convert sinners, teach pro-

family, pro-life, their liberal counterparts were focusing on peace and welfare 

issue around the globe. Most of the Evangelicals at present are doing charitable 

work with out asking for conversion. Also, the trend in party affiliation is 

changing at present as Evangelicals are approaching Democrats to extend 

influence on policy making while the later are in government. After 9/11, their 

activism increased by addressing not only religious issues but also concentrated on 

issues such as poverty, hunger, pandemics and environmental degradation.  
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As assessed, Evangelicals are extremely conservative on social issues. 

They want morality reflected in political figures and value the government 

considerate efforts in moral issues. Despite the fact that there are various factors 

contributing to foreign policy making, the president sets the tone of foreign policy 

in the US. However, “the political motivation to change public policy was not as 

effective as it became during the eight years of Bush administration. The Christian 

Right captured American public life.”8 Hence, Evangelicals acquired a convincing 

role in policy making as Bush appointed them to important positions in the State 

Department.  

Evangelicals were successful in getting the International Religious 

Freedom Act (IRFA-1998) passed during Bill Clinton’s presidency. Though there 

are suspicions about the Law, its main focus is on religious freedom, human rights, 

environment and democracy abroad and recommends and implements policies in 

other countries through the State Department.  It is also important to note that both 

the mainline and conservative Evangelicals supported the IRFA, the difference, 

however, is the implementation of the Law on the violators. During Bush’s tenure 

they were further able in getting much of the legislation passed that was contrary 

to the US Constitution. They influenced Bush on faith-based initiatives to give 

religious inspired groups more federal grants to provide for services like 

education, health care and other humanitarian assistance to the poor third world 

countries. Besides this, it is important to state that Evangelicals have positively 

contributed by pressing the administration and the Congress to adopt a range of 

humanitarian initiatives. They played a significant role to resolve crucial issues 

such as North and South Sudan’s civil war, the passage of Trafficking Victims 

Acts (2000), combating HIV and Aids, and North Korea Human Rights Act of 

2004. They also lobbied for cancelling the debt of poor countries by the World 

Bank and the IMF. 

By pleasing Evangelicals, Bush was able to effectively mobilize 

Evangelicals as a recognized voting bloc in the 2000 presidential elections. 
                                                 
8 Kenneth D. Wald & Allison C. Brown. (2006). op. cit., pp. 220-21. 
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Though there is a difference of opinion on the level of influence of religion and 

Evangelicals on Bush administration, many believed that religion was an 

important factor in the US foreign policy. Bush, during his election campaign and 

while in office, projected the foreign policy by emphasizing his role as an 

endowment by God to fix the evil in the world. The events of 9/11 gave Bush an 

opportunity to justify the US role as a ‘God’s chosen nation whose mission was to 

defeat the ‘forces of evil’.  

With regard to their influence on foreign policy, the opinion of Evangelical 

Christians in the US is that they are concerned more about domestic issues, such 

as abortion, gay marriages and homosexuality, thus emphasizing on domestic 

policies only. Therefore, they claim to be committed to and involved in 

humanitarian work at home and abroad. The Conservative Evangelicals, as 

numerous research findings suggest, wanted an effective role in foreign policy.  

As discussed earlier, Evangelicals were supportive of Iraq war even during 

Bush senior’s term in office but when he pulled back US forces from Iraq, he was 

criticized and many believed that 9/11 would not have happened, had he taught 

Saddam a lesson at that time. After 9/11, the direction of US foreign policy was 

towards the moral leadership in the world aiming to promote democracy and 

liberty, which gave Evangelicals a well-defined role in international affairs. While 

the focus of Bush’s foreign policy was to promote the spread of freedom, it also 

emphasized on challenging international terrorism and Islamic radicalism with the 

support of ad-hoc alliances. 

Though many believe that Bush in White House appeased Evangelicals, 

there are others who hold the view that despite his Evangelical leanings, the 

president did not formulate foreign policy according to their wishes. Evangelicals 

disagree to term his foreign policy a theocratic one. The simple explanation is that 

his outreach in Afghanistan and Iraq was a focal point even before his election as 

president. Moreover, Bush foreign policy was not formulated overnight but it was 

an extension of his predecessors. The first belief is to some extent, correct because 
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by pleasing them and using the Evangelicals’ theological language, he was able to 

get himself elected in 2000 elections. With Evangelicals’ support in Florida– one 

of the most conservative ‘swing state’,*Bush secured a victory in Electoral College 

by a narrow margin and defeated Democratic Party’s nominee, Albert Al Gore.  

7.2 Israel and Islamophobia 

To know Evangelicals role in the US politics, it is equally important to understand 

their emotional attachment with Israel and the Islamophobia present in the West. 

Islam, Christianity and Judaism were the effected faiths of the 9/11 incidents. Of 

these, Islam was described as an evil religion with a violent ideology. The history 

of rivalry between Islam and Christianity is very much alive in the US politics 

with conservative Christians’ negative opinion of Islam and the Muslims. The 

theory of ‘Clash of Civilization’ got endorsement after 9/11 and the statements of 

Christian Right in the media helped create Islamophobia. The statements of 

prominent Evangelical leaders reflect their views about Islam who consider 9/11 

attacks by the followers of Islam on the US. While a majority of Muslims do not 

support this analysis, there are others who see it as a threat and conspiracy against 

their religion. The presence of staunch Evangelicals in Bush’s administration 

raised the concern in the Muslim world that Bush was at war with Islam. 

Because of anti-Islam statements and Evangelicals understanding with 

Bush and his administration, many in the Muslim world see his policies as anti-

Islamic. The negative description of Islam by Evangelical Pastors, for example, 

Pat Robertson, Jerry Vine, Franklin Graham, has triggered anti-US sentiments in 

the Muslim world. The post 9/11 wars in Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya and the US 

policy towards Iran, Syria, Yemen and other Muslim states, are seen as war 

against Islam. Soon after 9/11 Bush’s determination to start a crusade against the 

‘evil doers’ alarmed the Muslim world though, later on, he corrected his statement.  

                                                 
*Swing state or battle ground state in the US is one where the two major political parties have similar 
levels of support among voters. It is viewed as important in determining the overall results of a  
presidential election. 
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Bush and his administration tried to keep distance from these quarters. 

However, US policies in the Middle East, war in Afghanistan and Iraq made the 

Muslims as target. Pakistanis shared the same sentiments and feared that after the 

Iraq and Afghanistan adventure, the US next target is Pakistan. Anti-US 

sentiments were seen in the shape of attacks on US personnel and citizen in the 

conflict zones. These elements were also attacking their own governments, which 

were supporting US global WoT. The US unilateralism was seen as a greater 

threat. It was criticized that it is taking action against the Muslim states but is 

silent on the brutalities of Israel against the Palestinian.  

Evangelicals favour US policy to support Israel. This support for Israel is 

often referred to as Christian Zionism. Evangelicals believe that return of Jews to 

Israel, according to the Biblical prophecy, will hasten the Second Coming. Israel is 

as important to the Muslims as it is to Evangelicals. Due to Evangelicals support 

and US relations with Israel, the Muslims and Islam have been marginalized. 

Israel has a religious place in Evangelicals’ belief who judge that God will curse 

those who do not protect it. Various quarters in the US believe that the 

conservative Evangelical leaders politicize their churches for religious reasons of 

Israel and strongly oppose all those who criticize Israel or support the Palestinian 

cause. Evangelicals and Neo-Cons (most of them are Jews) support US pro-Israel 

policies. The Evangelicals outrightly support the American Israel Public Affairs 

Committee (AIPAC), a pro-Israel lobby, and have been able to stop any policy, 

which they think in conflict with the interests of Israel.  

7.3 Pak-US Relations: Convergence & Divergence 

Before analyzing the role of Evangelicals on the US foreign policy towards 

Pakistan it is important to evaluate the history of relationship between the two 

countries. This evaluation helps in assessing Evangelicals’ interests in Pakistan. 

As observed, there was convergence and divergence of interest between the two 

states during the two important eras of the Cold War and post 9/11. The 

Evangelicals played a dominant role in the US foreign policy during these two 
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phases of relationship. Nevertheless, their emphasis during Cold War was on 

containing an infidel and ‘Evil Empire’ and less on Pakistan. Religion played as a 

converging point between the two countries in fight against Communism. After 

9/11, religion again played a role but diverging the interests of both. Evangelicals, 

while influencing policy-making focused on Pakistan to contain Islamic 

extremism, criticized the undemocratic institutions, its nuclear weapons capability 

and their proliferation.   

 The Pak-US relations have been marked by mutual mistrust. There were 

periods of engagement and disengagement. The military dictators, for the most 

part of its history, have ruled Pakistan, which damaged the democratic system. The 

US has collaborated with the two military regimes in Pakistan i.e., Zial-ul-Haq and 

Pervez Musharraf, who were not very popular while ruling the country. While 

Gen. Zia was religiously conservative, Musharraf projected ‘Enlightened 

Moderation’ in domestic and foreign policy. These rulers supported the US in 

order to benefit from it economically, militarily and to prolong their rule. Out of 

the four dictators, Zia can be said to have used religion for attaining national and 

international leadership. He made political use of Islam. Though personally 

religious, he became a source of sectarian and religious extremism. Secular leader 

like, Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto used religion for political gains when he declared 

Ahmadis as non-Muslims. Benazir Bhutto, who was seen as a liberal politician by 

the West, her administration became the patron of Taliban in Afghanistan to gain 

strategic influence there. The ideological conflict with Soviet Union resulted in 

religious extremism that brought devastations to Pakistani society. 

Pakistan sided with the US in the fight against Communism and in return 

was able to gain military and economic assistance. The Central Intelligence 

Agency (CIA) and the Inter Services Intelligence (ISI) also facilitated the Cold 

War. Besides that, the religious political parties in close collaboration with 

intelligence agencies also helped the Afghan war by recruiting madrassah students 

in the war. It is also on record that Afghan Jihad bolstered ISI’s role in Pakistan 

politics. Army, once very liberal force, bore religious motivated officer during Zia 
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era. As discussed in the previous chapters, the US has been suspicious of Pakistani 

intelligence agencies and religious political parties of having close links to and 

supporting militant groups, which was ignored earlier. The findings of the research 

suggest that the Cold War caused a new wave of religious and sectarian extremism 

that resulted in alliance between the Jihadi and sectarian groups. General Zia’s 

domestic and foreign policies resulted in religious extremism, sectarianism, drug 

culture and automatic weapons that eventually turned Pakistan into an 

international Jihadi abode. The war apparatus of Afghan Jihad in the succeeding 

decades was diverted to advance Pakistan’s national interests in India. 

 After the collapse of Soviet Union, there was a period of disengagement 

between the two countries. Pakistan had to deal with the Cold War religious 

cohorts, face economic sanctions for its nuclear programme and lack of democratic 

institutions added to its problems. The US won the war against Communism that 

resulted in the disintegration of Soviet Union with the support of Pakistan but left 

Pakistan to battle with the remnants of Afghan Jihad.  It can be argued that despite 

the history of fusion of religion and politics in Pakistan, militancy and extremism 

were not the consequence of Mullah-Military nexus as expressed in the West. The 

fact remains that the Afghan Jihad gave a whole new flavour and momentum to 

the threats of militancy and extremism. It is also a fact that the activities of ethnic 

and sectarian outfits, Jihadi groups inspired by the Al Qaeda and Taliban all 

constitute a challenge to the very existence of Pakistan.  

Hence, the US desires to defeat the elements that were created during 

Afghan Jihad when President Reagan supported Mujahedeen. In doing so, the US 

supported a military ruler once again who inflicted irreparable damage to 

democracy in Pakistan. The US, instead of opening up the way for democracy, 

extended support to the undemocratic forces in Pakistan as it served her interests. 

Musharraf played well on this policy. By supporting the WoT albeit under US 

duress, he launched a crackdown on the extremists. In the process, he 

systematically dismantled democratic institutions. Attempts to bring democracy 

were corrupted, however, Pakistani society as a whole desired democracy. The 
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civil society movement against the military dictatorship of Gen. Pervez Musharraf 

was a clear example of this desire. It also indicates that the US support to 

Musharraf was not reasonable. 

7.4 Pakistan: Cost of Being an Ally  

Prior to 9/11, Pakistan was one of the three countries that recognized the Taliban 

regime in Afghanistan. However, after the US ultimatum, ‘either you are with us 

or the terrorist’, Pakistan took a U-turn in its Afghan policy. After 9/11 the much-

needed support in WoT made Pakistan the frontline state once again. Pakistan 

provided logistic support to the US forces. With the fall of Kabul, Taliban crossed 

over to the tribal areas of Pakistan. Local Taliban joined them and from there they 

started launching attacks on the US and NATO forces.  

In due course of time, Pakistan received military and economic assistance 

but the cost of being an ally has proved to be higher. Pakistan’s political and 

economic state of affairs deteriorated and it is bearing its share of human cost of 

fighting the WoT. The threat perception vis-à-vis India persists even today and the 

quest for strategic depth has left Pakistan with the deployment of around 140,000 

troops along its western border. The writ of the government does not run in the 

Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA), which became safe haven for 

extremists and other criminals. These elements easily took refuge in these areas 

and conducted attacks against government operatives.  

Pakistan’s military, after exhausting other channels, launched military 

operations against the local Taliban in Waziristan to curb terrorists. Thousands of 

Pakistani troops and civilians have been killed and wounded in WoT and the 

number of causalities increased with each passing day (Fig. 3 & 4).  

Militancy, acts of violence and terrorism increased in all its forms and 

engulfed not only KP but other provinces as well. Different factions of Taliban are 

fighting against the state.  Pakistanis have remained victims of violence carried out 

on them by their own people who were driven by their own ideology and religious 

agendas. The religious elements, in conflict with the government and their attack 
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against the state, has caused enormous damage to the social fabric of the society, 

not to mention the material cost.  Suicide attacks on civil and military installations 

and officials increased. The following tables show the number of incidents and 

death and injuries from 2007 to 2010.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“It is estimated that, between July 2007 and July 2010, 3433 Pakistanis 

were killed in 215 suicide attacks. According to a report, the number of people 
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killed in suicide attacks in the four provinces and FATA increased from the years 

2002 till 2010. The data till August 8, 2010 reveals a total of 243 suicide attacks in 

which, KP has the highest number of death toll followed by the Punjab, FATA, 

Balochistan and Sindh respectively.”9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

One of the policy options adopted by the Government of Pakistan during 

Musharraf regime and later during Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP) government was 

the signing of peace dealswith the militant outfits in Tribal Areas and KP. These 
                                                 
9 Pakistan Assessment 2012. Retrieved: September 2, 2012, from http://www.satp.org/satporgtp/ 
countries/Pakistan 
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experiments, however, failed appallingly. The sectarian outfits like Sipah-e-

Sahaba Pakistan (SSP), Lashker-e-Jhangvi (LeJ) and Jandullah etc., have gone out 

of control. The public frustration against the policies of Gen. Musharraf resulted in 

bringing to power an alliance of religious political parties MMA, partly in 

Balochistan and in the entire Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (KP). It is believed that ISI 

rigged the 2002 general elections which resulted in the victory of MMA. It is also 

argued that the rise in extremist tendencies in KP is the outcome of MMA 

government’s wrong policies. 

7.5 The US Unilateral Actions 

There existed resentment against the US due to its post-Cold War policies towards 

Pakistan. This antagonism is further perpetrated by the US unilateral action, which 

includes drone strikes and the cross border attacks on militants inside Pakistan, for 

example, the first known ground assault on Salala check post. The drone strikes 

are condemned for the ‘collateral damage’ and as a clear violation of Pakistan’s 

territorial and political sovereignty. As observed ever since the onslaught of drone 

strikes, the ‘collateral damage’ of civilian causalities has made it easier for the 

militants to recruit youth from families who became victims of these attacks. 

However, many in Pakistan including the dwellers of tribal areas believe that these 

drones are effectively killing the militants in targeted areas, which have become 

no-go areas for the law enforcement agencies of Pakistan.  

 Drone attacks started since 2004 and continued with more intensity during 

President Barack Obama’s term. From 2004 to 2012, the number of drone strikes, 

reached to 350 and out of that 298 occurred during the administration of Obama, 

which shows the consistency in US foreign policy. The foreign policy of US 

remains consistent regardless of who or which party is in the office. As stated by 

Imam Yahya, “it is not easy to move from one generation and administration to 

another. Bush designed a foreign policy agenda during his eight years, which was 

not easy to change in the subsequent years. President Obama’s policy to end Iraq 

war has been achieved. He gave a deadline for pulling out US forces from 
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Afghanistan in 2011, but the deadline has now been extended to 2014. Moreover, 

unlike Bush, Obama did not use the terms, ‘Islamic terrorism’ and ‘Islamic 

extremism’ etc., in any of his speeches. Despite all the attacks from the right wing, 

Obama continued to engage the Muslims. The overall foreign policy outlook is 

positive and he is moving forward with a different agenda that is not shaped by 

right wing Christian or Jewish or Muslim group.”10 

The following figures reveal the number of drone strikes during Bush and 

Obama periods respectively.11 

Figure – 5 

 Drone Strikes 2004-2008 

 
Source: http://www.thebureauinvestigates.com 

 

 The Obama administration, not satisfied with its performance in WoT, 

intensified its cross-border attacks on militants inside Pakistan, which triggered 

outrage across the country. The following table shows the intensity of drone 

strikes under Obama administration from the year 2009 to 2012. 

                                                 
10 From interview with Imam Yahya Hendi held at Washington DC on June 25, 2010. 
11 Retrieved: February 28, 2012, from http://www.thebureauinvestigates.com/2011/10/14/grim-
milestone-as-300th-cia-drone-strike-hits-pakistan/  
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Table – 6 

CIA Drone Strikes: 2009-2012 

Total number of strikes 350 

Number of strikes duringObama’s first term 298 

Total number of reported deaths 2595 – 3378 

Number of innocent civilians reported killed 474 – 885 

Number of innocent children reported killed 176 

Number of people reported injured  1248 – 1397 
Source: http://www.thebureauinvestigates.com 

 

During a discussion, a researcher in the US expressed that in case of any 

further unwillingness by Pakistan to stop insurgency, “the US will not hesitate to 

drop a few bombs on Pakistan as it is already doing that in the shape of drone 

strikes.” 12  The unilateral actions including drone strikes have resulted in an 

opinion that Pakistan has not benefited from the cooperation as much as US did. 

The following figures show the public response to Pakistan’s alliance in WoT in a 

Gallup Survey conducted in October 2008. Among the question raised, the 

important ones were: Do you think the cooperation in the last few years between 

Pakistan and the US in their WoT has mostly benefited Pakistan, mostly benefited 

the US, both equally? 

 

Figure– 6 

Who Benefits from Cooperation in the War on Terror 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: http://www.gallup.com 

  

                                                 
12 Sameer Lalwani during a talk held at George Washington University, Washington DC on July 20, 
2012. 
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In another survey, conducted the same year, the questions raised were: do you 

think the US presence in Afghanistan poses a threat to Pakistan? 

 
Figure– 7 

Does US Military Presence in Afghanistan Pose a Threat to Pakistan? 

 

 

 
 

Source: http://www.gallup.com 

 

Despite the US assurance of support for Pakistan’s sovereignty and 

increased cooperation, Pakistanis see the US military presence in Afghanistan as a 

threat to Pakistan. This mood by 2008 was due to the increase in militancy and the 

government failure to fight terrorism.13 

7.6 IRFA: Religious Freedom & Interfaith Dialogue   

The IRFA declared freedom of religion and conscience a top objective of the US 

foreign policy. The Committee of IRFA recommends policies to the State 

Department for application in countries where there is gross violation of these 

issues. Some supporters of the IRF favor that it should be advanced through 

punitive measures like automatic sanctions against violators. On the other hand, 

others stress on diplomacy and negotiation. Moreover, since religious extremism is 

believed to take root in undemocratic societies, it is argued that IRF can help in 

                                                 
13 Retrieved: Dec 1, 2011, from http://www.gallup.com/110926/Few-Pakistanis-Perceive-Benefits-
From-Alliance-US.aspx. 
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promoting democracy which, as a result, will help in eradicating religious 

extremism.  

With regard to IRF, it is argued that it is concerned with the condition of 

Christian minorities abroad. There are, in fact, organizations that are working 

together with their Muslim counterparts to address the problems related to 

humanitarian and religious discrimination. As discussed earlier, an important issue 

that the Evangelicals are concerned about is the status of minorities in the Muslim 

Countries. However, the Muslim scholarship and religious leaders disagree with 

certain clauses in the IRFA. The situation of religious minorities in Pakistan came 

to the forefront after 9/11 with an increase in religious extremism. Though the 

religious leaders agree to work together with the West to promote religious 

tolerance, they disagree on the issue of freedom of a Muslim to change religion. 

They do not support the IRFA stance that this right is part of Universal Declaration 

of Human Rights (UDHR) and condemn the renouncer of Islam as ‘murtad’* for 

whom the punishment is death. 

In recent years, the need for religious freedom ‘as a universal human right 

and source of stability’14 has mounted due to religious intolerance seen all over 

among the followers of different faiths. Since 9/11, the world has seen a spike in 

bigotry and prejudice. September 11 became the day the world got divided on 

religious lines and even individuals began to view each other as ‘Us’ and ‘Them’. 

Consequently, it began affecting international relations. Today, no one knows when 

this divide will come to a peaceful end. How do we cross the bridge from ‘divided’ 

to ‘united’?  

There is enormous amount of respect for the Prophet of Islam Hazrat 

Muhammad (SAW) and any kind of remarks in guise of freedom of speech and 

expression is considered as an attack on the person of the Prophet and against 

Islam and falls within the domain of blasphemy. Religious political parties have 

been able to bring masses to streets on such sensitive issues. The hate speeches of 

                                                 
*In Islam, Murtad is a person who leaves his religion and conspires against it. 
14 Lee Marsden. (September 2012). op. cit., p. 955. 
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Religious Right, based on their antagonism towards Islam, are the reason that the 

efforts of the mainline Evangelicals are doubted who are resisting strict against the 

violators. Recently, the Religion and Foreign Policy Group through the Advisory 

Committee on the Strategic Dialogue with Civil Society, recommended religious  

engagement to the State Department. The White Paper15 issued for the purpose, 

stressed on religious engagement by world leaders.  

In a report compiled by the Chicago Council on Global Affairs Task Force, 

it was suggested, “to respond effectively to the increased role of religion in 

international affairs, effective engagement with religion and religious communities 

is necessary. This engagement has to take place between the state and religious 

actors in civil society abroad and even those religious political parties that 

disagree with the US foreign policy. It asked the US officials to avoid pejorative 

religious terminology; a reaffirmation by the officials of the US commitment to 

religious freedom; and working with multilateral organizations and international 

institutions to expand and deepen the engagement with religious actors.”16 

Pakistan has received criticism for its lack of democratic institutions, the 

unsatisfactory response to sectarian and religious violence, failure to protect 

minorities, and the highly abused Blasphemy Law (1986) by certain quarters. The 

Blasphemy Law is considered as hostile and discriminatory and most often the 

allegations are false. Furthermore, extremist groups and mullahs violate it for 

vindictive and political purposes resulting in an increase in violence against 

religious minorities. It can be argued that laws like these and the Hudood 

Ordinance give birth to the violence against Christians, Hindus and members of the 

Muslim offshoots factions such as Ahmadis and Zikris in Pakistan. The cases 

against minorities under Blasphemy Laws, as discussed earlier, have raised 

apprehensions in the US that these laws are aiding religious extremism. 

                                                 
15 The White Paper represents a strategic snapshot of how governmental and faith leaders in America 
have tried to conceptually and bureaucratically wrestle with the implications of the baseline facts. A 
White Paper of ‘Religion and Foreign Policy Working Group’ of the Secretary of State’s ‘Strategic 
Dialogue with Civil Society’ in Washington DC on October 16, 2012. Received via email on October 
25, 2012 from Dr. Chris Seiple of IGE. 
16 Lee Marsden. (September 2012). op. cit.,  p. 995. 



 
 

198

As discussed, under Bush Faith-Based initiatives were encouraged. He 

included FBOs in the Federal Budget. Grants were allocated to FBOs through 

different agencies. Many of these grants went to Evangelical organizations, which 

were overtly engaged in Proselytizing. However, such reports were rejected by 

those Evangelical organizations. Conversely, there has been significant criticism 

of faith-based initiatives both in the US and abroad.  

After 9/11, it is said that many Evangelicals were waiting on the border of 

Iraq in 2003 to enter Iraq with US forces with the sole purpose of evangelization. 

There were Christian organizations (for example Pat Robertson’s Samaritan’s 

Purse) that were believed to have been involved in evangelization of the Muslims 

in the conflict and war zone regions such as Iraq and Afghanistan. The Muslim 

world suspiciously questioned such motives. While it is believed that Evangelicals 

have a negative opinion about the Muslims and Islam, it is not that all 

Evangelicals have the same analysis of both. If the conservative ones labeled the 

Muslims as terrorists, the mainline Evangelicals accept Islam as a peaceful 

religion and have worked with the Muslims on many issues. Therefore, it can be 

argued that religious extremists on both sides have held their religious views to 

portray the other as evil.  

After 9/11, one of the positive disclosures was the importance of intense 

interfaith efforts that sought to bring different faith communities for mutual 

respect, understanding and dialogue. The result of the interfaith was the 

development of positive attitude among religious leaders and people because the 

Muslim, Christian and other religious communities were increasingly willing to sit 

together and deliberate on issues that were causing tension between them. The 

point of agreement was that dialogue amongst the faith followers is the need of the 

day. 

The NGOs and FBOs, religious leaders and secular societies have an 

important role in promoting peace and reconciliation. In this scenario, many 

liberal Christians wanted to end this situation of confrontation, antagonism and 
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accusations between the followers of the two faiths. However, there were 

suspicious about their efforts. These organizations, which attempted to bring them 

to dialogue for mutual respect, understanding, and tolerance faced criticism and 

threats in the countries that they were working in. Foreign NGOs addressing 

human rights and religious issues were dubbed to be pursuing covert agenda of 

conversion and advancing Western agenda of colonializing Pakistan. They were 

accused that in the garb of humanitarian work they are serving the US agenda. 

Therefore, several organizations were expelled from the Muslim countries. 

Moreover, the local humanitarian organizations, working along with foreign ones 

for social welfare projects were targeted. 

Many Evangelicals and other Christian organizations were engaged in 

humanitarian assistance programs, human rights related issues including 

persecution of marginalized sections of society in Pakistan. After 9/11, many 

organizations were directly working in Pakistan or directly and indirectly focusing 

on Pakistan. These organizations advocated for Christian minorities and have been 

able to issue reports or join in hearings on Pakistan. Many amongst them are 

moderate Evangelical groups whereas some are aggressive in developing their case 

about the Islamic threat to Christian minorities in Pakistan. The Taliban attacked 

the aid workers of these and many other organizations and, as a result, many of 

them closed down their offices.  

There is no doubt that militancy increase in Pakistan after 9/11. Pakistan 

was criticized for supporting religious extremism and undemocratic institutions. It 

is also a fact that Pakistan has suffered because of these militants. Since the 

Taliban were the products of the religious schools in Pakistan, these madrassahs 

were believed to be the training centers for religious extremists. Various 

organizations working closely with government and non-government organizations 

strived for introducing reforms at Madrassah. The US government also stressed on 

the issue, which was ultimately taken up during Gen. Musharraf era. Notable 

Evangelical organizations worked closely with the Muttahida Majlis-e-Amal 

(MMA) and it was assumed that policies were adopted to accommodate 
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Evangelicals’ covert agenda. The fact, however, is that the MMA wanted to 

improve their image and in this regard supported their cause of promoting 

religious tolerance and mutual understanding.  

During the MMA rule, religious elites and scholars collaborated with the 

NGOs operating in KP. The NGOs are looked at with suspicion and those in 

partnership with them are treated similarly. Religious scholars of these religious 

political parties helped in reducing the tension that had developed after incidents, 

for example, the Gojra incidence.17 A few churches in KP were renovated but there 

was no policy change in the MMA government with regard to any religious issue 

that is considered against Islamic Law. 

7.7 The US Concerns 

It is important to comprehend that “the key goal in WoT to be achieved is to bring 

security and stability to Afghanistan but that could be absolutely impossible at the 

cost of Pakistan, a country already in crisis. It is the worst case scenario for the 

coalition forces in Afghanistan.”18 Democracy in Pakistan has not progressed well. 

The various circles including the Evangelicals in the US associate the rise of 

religious extremism to undemocratic norms in Pakistan. The Western scholars like 

Bruce Reidel expressed the concern, “Pakistan is the most dangerous country in 

the world today from which the threats of nuclear proliferation, drug smuggling, 

military dictatorship and international terrorism emanate. It is a victim of terrorism 

as well as a major sponsor of terrorism. It has been the scene of terrorist acts 

including murder of Benazir Bhutto in December 2007 and has been one of the 

most prolific state sponsoring terror aimed at advancing its security interests.”19 

                                                 
17 The incident took place on August 1, 2009 when a mob, over reports of desecration of the Holy 
Quran, killed eight Christians, set on fire several houses and a church in Christian colony at Gojra, a 
town in Punjab. For details, see Arif Ghias. The Alleged Desecration of Holy Qura’an. The News  
International, (August 2, 2009). Pakistan. 
18 Con Coughlin.  (March 5, 2009). If We Win the War in Afghanistan, We Could Lose a Battle in 
Pakistan. Retrieved: August 17, 2011, from http://www.telegraph.co.uk/comment/columnists/ 
concoughlin/4945286/If-we-win-the-war-in-Afghanistan-we-could-lose-a-battle-in-Pakistan.html 
19 Bruce Riedel. (2008). Pakistan and Terror: The Eye of the Storm .The ANNALS of the American  
Academy of Political and Social Science. 618: 31, p.31. Downloaded from ann.sagepub.com by 
Minhas Majeed on October 4, 2010. 
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The Taliban’s activities in FATA and adjacent areas, the emergence of 

Punjabi Taliban and their demands for imposition of Sharia were worrisome 

developments. The US policy makers and Evangelicals feared that the nuclear-

armed Pakistan was becoming a safe haven for extremists. There are also concerns 

about “Pakistani militants linkages to a range of international terror plots, for 

example the July 2005 bombings in London, the foiled 2006 plot against 

transatlantic flights, the foiled plots in Germany and Denmark in 2007 and the 

arrest of terrorist suspects in 2008 in Spain.”20 

 The Evangelicals and various circles in Pakistan hold the view that the 

situation has not been effectively handled by Pakistan as is evident from the 

government’s strategy to accommodate certain violent extremists, as, for example, 

in Swat Valley. 21  The IRF Commission has also expressed concern over the 

alleged role of Pakistan’s madrassahs in providing ideological training to religious 

extremists and in creating atmosphere of intolerance in which abuses of religious 

freedom is more likely to occur. The flawed public policy and unwillingness on 

the part of the government and institutions in Pakistan to isolate certain hostile 

elements of the society are also worrisome. 

7.8 Recommendations 

In international relations, economic interests shape the current and future relations 

among sovereign states. “In this globalized world, for the pursuit of power 

politics, based on the notion of ‘national interest’, issues of cultural or 

civilizational identity, particularly the use of religion should be avoided. These 

may intensify conflict of interests which otherwise could be controlled reasonably. 

Therefore, intellectuals should not give weight to the ‘Clash of Civilizations’ 

which has been nurtured among the less informed. The civilizational legitimization 

                                                 
20 Seth G. Jones. (2008). Counter Insurgency in Afghanistan. RAND Corporation, USA, p. xiv. 
Retrieved: October 14, 2012, fromwww.rand.org.  
21 These apprehensions were raised after the government’s Peace Agreement with Tehrik-e-Taliban 
Pakistan (Swat) when President Asif Ali Zardari signed a measure to impose Islamic Law in Swat 
which was seen as a surrender to Taliban in the Valley. For details see, (April 14, 2009). Islamic Law  
now Official for a Valley in Pakistan. Retrieved: May 19, 2011, from New York Times, 
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/15/world/asia/15pstan.html 
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of mainly economic ‘clash of interests’ may give to an otherwise clearly defined, 

though undesirable conflict, a ‘metaphysical’ aspect the dynamics of which may 

be hard to confine to the original set of conflicts. Therefore, the real danger is in 

the propagation of the ‘Clash of Civilizations.”22 

 Evangelicals are influential religious group having a say in policy-making. 

However, this influence is distinct in the sense that the conservative Evangelicals 

want to have a tough stance towards Pakistan on issues of religious freedom, 

human rights and democracy whereas the mainline Evangelicals stress on dialogue 

on all issues. Also, extremism both in Pakistan and the US need to be addressed by 

the secular as well as religious leaders jointly. To achieve the task, both religious 

and political leaders are to be engaged to lessen the friction that is emerging due to 

ideological conflict widening the gap between the West and Islam.  

So far the case of religious extremism in Pakistan is concerned, the religious 

conservatives in Pakistan believe that Islam as a religion will loose its influence 

and control in Pakistan because the liberals have become too involved with the 

Western culture. The liberals and seculars are proving to be a hurdle in the 

implementation of Sharia in Pakistan. The rural populace can easily be enticed by 

the rhetoric of the religious conservatives in the name of religion. The situation can 

get worst unless there is willingness on the part of the government and people of 

Pakistan to deal with the underlying problem of increasing religious radicalization 

of society. Therefore, based on the findings, the following policy options for the 

US and Pakistan are recommended: 

7.8.1 Policy Options for the US 

There are serious challenges like poverty, illiteracy, disease and unbalanced 

growth, which have caused social and political distortions in Pakistan. On the one 

hand it has led to conflict within states and, on the other, has prevented the zenith 

of the regions potential. While Evangelicals have greatly influenced the US  

                                                 
22 Hans Koechler. (n.d.). After September 11, Clash of Civilizations or Dialogue. Retrieved December 
20, 2010, from http://i-p-o.org/koechler-FORUM%20ONLINE-UPManila-terrorism.htm. 
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foreign policy, the policy options need to be weighed with regard to the 

contentious issues like Blasphemy Laws, religious freedom and democracy 

promotion. Religious extremism in both countries will have perilous results if not 

dealt with ecumenism and right policies. The history and track record of 

Evangelicals confirm their role in policy making, however, if this role and 

influence is channelized in the right direction, it will have a positive impact on 

relations between the US and the Muslim countries particularly Pakistan. As it is 

believed, “the government’s failure to end corruption, geopolitical weakness after 

the Afghan war pressures from India, sectarian violence, and lack of leadership 

may well turn Pakistan to religious parties as an alternate in time of crisis. Another 

possibility is that a military leader could appoint a religious leader to head the 

government. The badly deteriorating situation in Pakistan contributes to the rise of 

more extreme Islamic groups there.”23 

The fraught history between Pakistan and the US, the anti-American and 

the public opposition to drone attacks can further destabilize Pakistan. “An 

unstable Pakistan is a danger over which the US has only limited influence. What 

is needed is that the US should make sure that the aid given to Pakistan is utilized 

for countering Islamic insurgency and is not diverted to the maintenance of 

military counterbalance to India, graft and patronage or even support to groups 

that are seen as potential allies against India. It is important that the US should 

help support democracy and must also be prepared in case of unwillingness of 

Pakistan to cooperate in securing its future and that of the region.”24 

Since 9/11, Pak-US relationship has been a difficult one. The aid that 

Pakistan received, has been considerably short of the cost it has been suffering in 

the war. But the US has been exerting pressure and continuously demanding 

Pakistan to do more. As evident from the history of Pak - US relationship, 

Karamat argues that  “this relationship has to be on equal footing. It should not be 

based on a ‘master-client’ but has to be a people ‘centric relationship’ of 
                                                 
23 Graham E. Fuller. (2004). The Future of Political Islam. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, p. 188. 
24 C. Christine Fair. (April 2009). Time for Sober Realism: Renegotiating US Relations with Pakistan. 
The Washington Quarterly. 32 (2), pp. 149-50. 
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equality.” 25  Pakistan’s ex-Chief of Army, Gen. Jahangir Karamat, in a talk to 

Brookings Institution, expressed: 

Pakistan has immensely suffered being an ally in WoT. However, it 
has moved from its policy of interference, confrontation and 
hostility towards Afghanistan and India to a policy of dialogue and 
conflict management. It is also moving towards containing 
religious extremist elements. Also from a clandestine nuclear 
program with proliferation consequence, it is moving to a regime of 
command, control and international cooperation. It is also working 
for a sustainable democracy and political stability. Therefore, 
instead of looking at its past, the US should appreciate Pakistan’s 
efforts.26 

There is a lot of criticism on the American foreign policy by notable 

scholars in the US. It is also voiced on various social networks, such as Twitter 

and Facebook. The US has been accusing Pakistan of supporting insurgencies in 

Afghanistan. Similarly, the US strategic partnership with India and its continued 

rhetoric of India’s importance and interests in the region while ignoring Pakistan’s 

interests will have counter productive results. The need of the time is that the US 

adopts a policy towards Pakistan where it gives credit to the latter for what it has 

done in the WoT. The US intellectuals, think tanks, media and political leadership 

has to think of the carrot and stick policy and realize that how deeply their policy 

can offend Pakistani populous. Therefore, it is also important that the US 

reconsiders its policy towards Pakistan and adopts an accommodative policy. 

Pakistan is an important ally in the WoT and stability in Pakistan will result in 

security and stability in Afghanistan. The change in the US mood will help in 

reducing anti-Americanism because after the drone saga, Pakistanis see their 

country’s cooperation in WoT as a futile exercise.  

At present, after the death of OBL, Al Qaeda leadership and organizational 

structure stands disrupted in Pakistan. Whatever has left of Al Qaeda, has shifted 

                                                 
25 Karamatullah K. Ghori. (January 3, 2010). Revisiting the Pakistan-US Relations. Retrieved: Oct 
19, 2010,fromhttp://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/in-paper 
magazine/encounter/revisiting-the-PakistanUS-relations-310 
26 General Jahangir Karamat was Pakistan’s Ambassador to the US from 2004 to 2006. He 
delivered a Lecture at Brookings Institution in that capacity on Pakistan-US Relations: The Next 
Step, the Idea of Pakistan on December 15, 2004. Retrieved: Oct 19, 2010, from 
http://www.brookings.edu/events/2004/1215south-asia.aspx 
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its focus to other regions, such as Yemen and Africa. Currently the Taliban 

factions are a threat to the region that the US is fighting. There is no question 

about the existence of Taliban operating in Afghanistan and Pakistan. These are 

extremist forces with their interpretation of Islam and who need to be 

marginalized. The US needs to facilitate Pakistan in dealing with them. The 

offensive use of force by the US killing civilians, will result in increase in 

religious extremism which will result in radicalizing the whole region. As stated 

by Karamat: 

For a sustained and enhanced relationship between the two 
countries, the US must continue its support in giving access to 
international financial institutions. The US must also help in 
building up conventional defense capability to maintain balance of 
power in the region which will help in dialogue process with India. 
These steps will help in changing public opinion about the US and 
will work towards poverty reduction and indirectly help in the 
WoT.27 

Economic ties with Pakistan have to be strengthened in order to restore 

trust. It will give boost to Pakistan’s economy and will help in containing 

extremism and terrorism in Pakistan. This consequently will shape the future 

relations between the two countries. Though Pakistan achieved economically, it 

lost credibility due to her weak policies. The US is negotiating with the Taliban 

but Pakistan is not part of it. The elements that were once given support are a new 

threat to her own security and stability, therefore, Pakistan deserves to be included 

in these talks. 

The freedom of expression and speech is widening the gap between the 

West and Islam. The US takes notice of this right in other parts of the world, for 

example the Blasphemy Laws in Pakistan but when the Muslims react against such 

incident then it upholds the right to freedom of expression. It should draw a red 

line so that the feelings of other faith followers are not hurt. The International 

Religious Freedom Act (IRFA) can be beneficial if it is mobilized in the right way 

and that is when it pushes for the freedom of every religion in every way on equal 

footing. A fear expressed by Hendi, “The political mobilization of IRFA is not 
                                                 
27 Jahangir Karamat. (December 15, 2004). op. cit. 
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good and it is important to know how IRFA is manipulated, understood and pushed 

for. If it works for one religion alone it can do little good and can quite possibly 

create more troubles. Unfortunately, that is how it is being used today, for example, 

while it is working for building churches in Saudi Arabia, it remains silent about 

minarets issue in Switzerland.”28 To justify its IRF policies, the US needs to focus 

on issues such as democratization, human rights, good governance and poverty 

reduction. To eliminate religious extremism and intolerance and to promote 

democracy, the US should play a positive role in the socio-economic uplift and 

institutional development in Pakistan. 

7.8.2 Policy Options for Pakistan 

The 9/11 has greatly affected Pakistan, as the Taliban after the disruption of Al 

Qaeda and death of OBL, are now active in the length and breadth of Pakistan. 

The lack of knowledge and proper education, research, political use of religion by 

religious and political elites, besides sectarianism, has affected Pakistan. In the 

beginning, the WoT concentrated mainly in KP, however, as pointed out, “this fire 

will not be limited to the KP but soon will encircle all of Pakistan. At present, one 

must not disregard the menace of Talibanization of Pakistani society. The mullah-

culture and the looming social retrogression is a serious threat.”29 The observation 

stands correct in the scenario that, “the sectarian violence, separatist movements in 

Balochistan and Sindh added to its problems. Despite military operations in the 

tribal areas, violence engulfed FATA and KP with very few successes in 

counterinsurgency efforts in certain Tribal Areas like Mohmand and Bajaur. These 

gains may also be short lived if the root causes of militancy are not addressed. 

Also, if the continued political, administrative and economic stagnation are 

discounted, all the efforts will go waste.”30  

                                                 
28 From interview with Imam Yahya Hendi. op. cit. 
29 Mobeen Chughtai. (2007). Talibanisation of NWFP. Retrieved: May 15, 2007, from: 
http://redtribution.wordpress. com/2007/08/22/talibanisation-of-nwfp-by-mobeen-chughtai/ 
30 Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke &VarunVira. (July 6, 2011). Pakistan: Violence and 
Security: A National Net Assessment.  USA: CSIS, p. iv.  
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In this scenario, Pakistan has to realize that it cannot have strategic depth in 

Afghanistan through the Taliban. The government needs to generate adequate 

measures to overcome religious extremism and terrorism by taking it as a national 

security matter. Pakistan’s policy makers must focus on its internal problems that 

are distorting her image as a sovereign state. Correct policies and will of 

implementation is the only way to fight against the menace of terrorism.  

Media, academia, religious as well as secular scholars, and faith-based 

organizations can function as powerful warrants in creating mutual respect and 

understanding and help in the promotion of democratic pluralism. Various quarters 

in Pakistan blame the US for the undemocratic norms in the country. However, the 

point raised by the scholars in the US stands valid that “unless and until there is 

willingness and sense of responsibility on the part of Pakistan and its people, no 

progress can be achieved in this regard. It is in the Quran, ‘Allah does not change 

people who do not change themselves’. The best American doctors are Pakistanis 

but Pakistan itself does not have a good health system. The problem is that those 

who do, are not doing it for themselves. Every country has a right to defend its 

interests; the problem is those who can, are not doing for themselves.31 

To meet the challenges that Pakistan face today, the religious scholars 

should play their due role. All the proscribed organizations may be kept under 

watch and their activities be monitored regularly. After the suicide phenomenon, it 

is very difficult for the law enforcing agencies to carry out body search. Scientific 

advances have been made with regard to technologies for the detection of 

explosives used by suicide terrorists. In addition to that, Ulema may be taken into 

confidence and persuaded to condemn suicide attacks, targeting innocent citizen. 

This may be declared haram (illegal/prohibited by Islam). Juma (Friday) 

congregations are better forums and may have saluting effects. 

The government must initiate dialogue with ethnic, political groups and 

youth to redress their genuine complaints. The education system be reformed with 

                                                 
31 From interview with Imam Yahya Hendi. op. cit. 
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special focus to discourage fanaticism, fundamentalism, extremism and 

sectarianism. The seeds of extremism, militancy and terrorism can be curbed by 

engaging civil society and progressive political organizations to raise awareness 

about the elements that threaten the very existence of Pakistan. At present, the 

civil society is actively criticizing the government’s domestic and foreign policy. 

The so-called madrassah activities should be kept under observation and 

violent sectarian groups should be banned. It is a fact that the mushroom growth of 

madrassahs in Pakistan has proved to be a hub of militancy. Though efforts have 

been made time and again for madrassah reforms, the efforts have been 

halfhearted or failed to prove fruitful. It is high time that these madrassahs are 

properly monitored. The registration of all madrassahs should be made mandatory 

with proper audit of their accounts as these get massive donations from 

philanthropic and religious minded people. It has been noted that the madrassahs 

have become, more or less, business ventures due to which they are springing up 

in the rural areas on massive scale. Moreover, it should be ensured that the new 

curriculum devised for them is adopted by all madrassahs which could make its 

students eligible for other professions. Further, those teaching in the madrassahs 

should be given training on regular basis. Additionally, there should be exchange 

program for the students and teachers for promotion of interfaith harmony and 

dialogue so that religious extremism and conflicts can be minimized. Besides these 

efforts to be undertaken by Pakistan Government, the US administration should 

also support exchange programs and offer stipends for the students of these 

madrassahs.  

As stated previously, the Blasphemy Law, Hudood Ordinance, Islamic code 

of punishment, demand for imposition of Sharia by religious political parties and 

non state-actors like Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan are seen by the Evangelicals and 

the US administration as dangerous developments which could prove to be counter 

productive. Pakistan government’s approval of any such development would be an 

invitation to the US to act against it. On the other hand, support for religious 

freedom and related human rights in Pakistan will help ensure the future of 
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Pakistan as a free, strong, and vibrant society, one with enduring stability in which 

religious freedom flourishes. As far as religious tolerance is concerned, one size 

really does not fit all, and what is right for Pakistan is right for the whole world. It 

will take sacrifices, compromises and concessions from all sides, but it is a task 

that must be accomplished. 

Since 9/11, thinkers, politicians, statesmen and citizens from all walks of 

life have come to a common conclusion that this situation of intolerance and anti 

religious sentiments must be negated. As a result of this, the International 

Religious Freedom Act (IRFA) has become highly relevant in recent times. With 

regard to Blasphemy Law, Sherry Rehman, a PPP Parliamentarian, proposed in 

2010 that the cases under the Law should be reported to a senior police officer 

instead of the Station House Officer of a police station and be heard in higher 

courts rather than lower courts for speedy justice. 

Political reforms may be introduced in FATA and PATA and the political 

parties be allowed to operate in these areas. It is also important to engage tribal 

elders of FATA and other terrorism affected areas so that terrorists can be isolated. 

Moreover, development of these areas should be seriously pursued to address the 

root causes of militancy and extremism. By providing employment opportunities 

for the youth, they will not fall prey to militants who offer them monetary support 

in return for terror acts. 

Correct policies and the will to implement is the only way to fight against 

these menaces. Pakistan has an advantage of its strategic location; this card can be 

used and bargained astutely. For Pakistan to be a stable state in the comity of 

nations, it has to realize how to take benefit from the other available options in 

terms of its relations with other regional countries such China, Russia and Iran in 

view of its strained relations with the US. Pakistan must also work with regional 

countries to supervise a peaceful transition in Afghanistan after the US forces 

withdraw. It is also important that Pakistan fully utilizes its strategic position not 

only to ensure the withdrawal of forces from Afghanistan but also to meet her 



 
 

210

security interests. It will be appropriate for Pakistan to make its support in WoT 

conditional and draw clear red lines to safeguard its sovereignty and its role in 

Afghanistan. 

 The present government under President Asif Ali Zardari is approaching 

Iran and Russia besides the all weather friend China. In the course of doing that it 

has to exclude Indo-centric foreign policy so as to explore economic venture by 

extending trade relations with Afghanistan, China, India, Iran and, most 

importantly, the Central Asian Republics (CARs) to give boost to her economy. 

The only solution to the problematic situation is to come out of the state of denial 

and accept the challenging settings inherent in failed and inconsistent policies. At 

present, various think tanks and many Republican Representatives in the US are 

rarely fretful or concerned about any attempt by Pakistan to seek other options to 

minimize the US pressure.32 

Conclusion 

The US most propagated claim has been the liberation of citizens and protection of 

democracy and this is the main justification behind the foreign policy formulated 

in the post 9/11 scenario. However, this has emerged as an excuse for the more 

expanded and strengthened global role for taking control of precious natural 

resources. For instance, it is believed among many circles in the Muslim and 

Western societies that the US is eyeing Lithium in Afghanistan, Iraqi oil and 

Libyan oil. The US has similar designs for Libya and Syria. Another factor that 

strongly supports such opinions about US foreign policy designs is the 

overwhelming support to Israeli interests in the region. Israel has also a special 

role in the religious thoughts of the Evangelicals. 

However, it is also a fact that due to the pluralistic nature of US society, the 

policy makers face resistance. Moreover, where there is a question of US interest, 

the administration will have support of the public and political parties, irrespective 

of their religious background. Some Evangelicals, politicians, scholars or the 
                                                 
32 Republican Congressman, Thomas Rooney expressed his views during a discussion with the 
researcher at Capitol Hill, Washington DC, on July 19, 2012. 
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common Americans that the researcher met during her two visits to the US, not 

only have a negative image of Pakistan and its people but also, disapprove the US 

unilateral policies particularly the drone policy abroad. They are of the opinion that 

the US foreign policy is persistent whenever andwherever there is a threat to her 

interests, irrespective of the fact whether a Republican or a Democrat president is 

in the White House.  Many quarters in the West view Pakistan as a nuclear armed 

and areligiously conservative state where the people, particularly women are 

denied certain categories of civil rights and liberties. The US should project 

through the media that all Pakistanis do not think or act like religious extremists 

which is also true in the case of US.  

 The prospects of peace are being marginalized by the Religious Right who 

have been strongly influential in Washington. They not only pose a threat to the 

development of liberal democracy, propagated by the US, but also to the global 

peace. They are allegedly facilitating the ‘Clash of Civilizations’ theory. However, 

Evangelicals are less likely to focus on Pakistan other than the questions of 

religious freedom and discrimination against religious minorities. Having said 

that, one cannot ignore their support and strength in the Republican Party. The 

conservative members of the party have strict stance on issues like democracy, 

nuclear proliferation, terrorism and Islamic extremism. A pragmatic approach in 

the US foreign policy will be a clean break from religiously driven and outmoded 

definitions of foreign policy. It will play a critical role in tackling with these 

challenges and will also ensure common security, promote democracy and increase 

economic opportunities around the globe. 

There may be different factors related to the US interests in Pakistan, for 

example, containing China, encircling Iran and keeping an eye on Russia so as to 

extend its influence to the oil rich Central Asian Republics (CARs).  Though there 

was immense Evangelicals’ influence on the US foreign policy under President 

Bush, the question warranting consideration is what could be their interests in 

Pakistan? First, that it was a nuclear-armed Muslim state and, due to internal 

instability, its nuclear arms could fall into the hands of Al Qaeda and the Taliban? 

What possible role could the Evangelicals play on this relationship?  The only 



 
 

212

answer to these questions could be summarized, as Alan Kronstadt put it that the 

Evangelicals are very obsessive about the ‘Holy Land’, Israel and the Jews as the 

facilitators of Biblical Prophecy there. There is no particular attitude of 

Evangelicals towards South Asia beyond the general linkage of all Muslims as 

largely being opponents of the Judeo-Christian agenda for the Middle East. 

Therefore, Pakistan plays a role only as a fairly distant but important member of 

that opposing (anti-Israel) ‘camp’ while predominantly Hindu India being 

‘ordinary heathen’ might play a useful role as a fellow opponent of Islam. 
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Annexure – II 

PAKISTAN RELATED RESOLUTION 
 

111th CONGRESS  
       1st Session    

H. RES. 764 

Expressing the sense of the House of Representatives on the importance of inter-religious dialogue 
and the protection of religious freedom and related human rights for persons of all faiths and 

nationalities in the Islamic Republic of Pakistan. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

September 23, 2009 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for himself and Mr. MCGOVERN) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

RESOLUTION 
 

Expressing the sense of the House of Representatives on the importance of inter-

religious dialogue and the protection of religious freedom and related human 

rights for persons of all faiths and nationalities in the Islamic Republic of Pakistan.  

Whereas the Islamic Republic of Pakistan is a multi-religious society comprised of 

Muslims, Christians, Hindus, Ahmadis, Parsis (Zoroastrians), Sikhs, Buddhists, 

Baha’is, and others; 

Whereas support for religious freedom and related human rights of Pakistan will 

help ensure the future of Pakistan as a free, strong, and vibrant society and that 

enduring stability in Pakistan will come from an active civil society in which 

religious freedom flourishes; 

Whereas there is a correlation between the lack of religious freedom protections 

for all, the persecution of religious minorities, and the rise of religious extremism, 

which threatens Pakistan’s national security and ultimately United States national 

security interests; 

Whereas Muhammad Ali Jinnah, the founding father of Pakistan, envisioned a 

nation of religious plurality and equality; 

Whereas while Islam is the state religion, the Constitution states that ‘subject to 

law, public order and morality, every citizen shall have the right to profess, 
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practice, and propagate his religion’ and that there shall be no discrimination in 

rights based on religion in the provision of government services, property rights, 

education and public access; 

Whereas the government of President Asif Ali Zardari and Prime Minister 

YousafRazaGillani appointed the first cabinet-level official on religious 

minorities, Minister of Minorities Affairs Shahbaz Bhatti, on November 3, 2008, 

to protect the rights of minorities as envisioned under the 1973 Pakistan 

Constitution; 

Whereas the Government of Pakistan allocated a quota of five percent of all 

federal jobs for members of minority religious groups through a law passed ad 

implemented on May 26, 2009; 

Whereas, in 2008, the Government of Pakistan for the first time reorganized the 

holidays of minority religious groups in addition to Muslim holidays; 

Whereas, on August 11, 2009, President Zardari declared August 11 as ‘Minorities 

Day’ to celebrate and reorganize the rote that Pakistan’s minorities played in the 

country’s independence and development; 

Whereas the parliament unanimously passed a resolution denouncing the August 1, 

2009, attacks against Christians in Gojra, Punjab, and affirming that their rights 

should be protected in accordance with the vision of the founder of Pakistan; 

Whereas the US commission on International Religious Freedom has found that a 

number of Pakistan’s laws, including those criminalizing blasphemy and 

restricting the rights of Ahmadis, frequently result in imprisonment on account of 

religion or belief and/or violence against the accused; 

Whereas blasphemy allegations, which often are false and for which due process is 

lacking, result in the lengthy detention of and sometimes violence against 

Muslims, as well as Christians, Ahmadis, Hindus, and members of other religious 

minorities; 
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Whereas extremist groups have used the blasphemy laws to trigger sectarian 

violence, intimidate members of religious minorities and other with whom they 

disagree, and exploit these laws for their own political ends; 

Whereas Prime Minister Gilani has expressed support for reviewing the blasphemy 

laws for which prescribed penalties include life imprisonment and the death 

penalty, saying ‘a committee will review the laws detrimental to religious 

harmony to sort out how they could be improved’’ 

Whereas education is major vehicle for the transmission of ideas, attitudes, and 

beliefs, and some madrassas (religious education institutions) in Pakistan have 

taught extremist doctrine in support of terrorism; 

Whereas interfaith dialogue reflects the multi-religious nature of Pakistan and the 

vision of Pakistan’s founder; 

Whereas the foreign policy of the United States is to promote internationally the 

right of everyone to freedom of thought, conscience, and religion in accordance 

with international human rights standards and the United States Government 

supports interfaith dialogue among persons of all faiths and nationalities;  

Whereas reducing extremism and related violence is a key goal of the United 

States in its relations with Pakistan; and  

Whereas Minister of Minorities Affairs Bhatti has launched an initiative on 

interfaith dialogue, which promoted inter-religious respect and tolerance at the 

national level, and establishes at the district and local levels interfaith councils 

designed to promote respect among different religious communities and counter 

religiously motivated enmity and violence: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House of Representatives that the United 

States should— 

(1). Ensure the promotion of inter-religious dialogue and protection of religious 

freedom and related human rights are key components of the United States 

engagement strategy with the Islamic Republic of Pakistan by--  
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(A) Clearly articulating a concern for upholding religious freedom and related 

human rights as an essential element of United States engagement with 

Pakistan; 

(B) Supporting efforts by the Government of Pakistan to foster inter-religious 

dialogue by using its civilian financial assistance to strengthen initiatives 

by the Ministry of Minorities Affairs to promote inter-religious respect and 

tolerance at the national level, and to establish at the district and local 

levels interfaith councils designed to promote respect among different 

religious communities and to counter religiously motivated enmity and 

violence; 

(C) Supporting Pakistani civil society institutions that work to uphold and 

guarantee religious freedom and related human rights and ensuring that 

nonmilitary assistance emphasizes respect for human rights, religious 

freedom, civil society, constitutional processes, and democratic institutions,  

(D) Using its nonmilitary financial assistance to Pakistan to strengthen 

institutions crucial to Pakistan’s democratic development, particularly the 

judiciary and police; 

(E) Expanding programs leading to the sustained engagement of the United 

States with the Pakistani people, such as Fulbright Program, the 

International Visitor Program, and other exchanges for professionals, 

students, and religious and civil society leaders from all Pakistan’s diverse 

communities; 

(F) Urging the Government of Pakistan to set national textbook and curriculum 

standards that actively promote respect for the religious beliefs of others; 

and  

(G) Ensuring that the United States Embassy and the United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID) mission support these initiatives; 

(2). Support efforts by the Government of Pakistan to protect the religious 

freedom of all Pakistanis and prioritize the prevention of religious motivated and 

sectarian violence and the punishment of its perpetrators by-- 

(A) Investigating acts of religiously motivated and sectarian violence, and 

punishing perpetrators in a timely manner; and  

(B) Repealing the blasphemy laws; and  
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(3). Urge the Government of Pakistan to review other legislation that restricts the right 

to profess, practice, and propagate religion or that constitutes discrimination on the 

basis of religion or belief in order to bring Pakistani law into conformity with 

international human rights standards. 
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Annexure – III 

INTERNATIONAL RELIGIOUS FREEDOM ACT - 1998 

H. R. 2431 

One Hundred Fifth Congress  
of the 

United States of America 

AT THE SECOND SESSION 

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Tuesday, the twenty-seventh day of 
January, one thousand nine hundred and ninety-eight 

AN ACT 
To express United States foreign policy with respect to, and to strengthen United 

States advocacy on behalf of, individuals persecuted in foreign countries on account 

of religion; to authorize United States actions in response to violations of religious 

freedom in foreign countries; to establish an Ambassador at Large for International 

Religious Freedom within the Department of State, a Commission on International 

Religious Freedom, and a Special Adviser on International Religious Freedom within 

the National Security Council; and for other purposes. 

 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as the ‘‘International Religious Freedom Act of 

1998’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of contents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

Sec. 2. Findings; policy. 

Sec. 3. Definitions. 

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF STATE ACTIVITIES 

Sec. 101. Office on International Religious Freedom; Ambassador at Large for 

International Religious Freedom. 

Sec. 102. Reports.  

Sec. 103. Establishment of a religious freedom Internet site. 
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Sec. 104.  Training for Foreign Service officers. 

Sec. 105. High-level contacts with nongovernmental organizations. 

Sec. 106.  Programs and allocations of funds by United States missions abroad. 

Sec. 107. Equal access to United States missions abroad for conducting 

religiousactivities. 

Sec. 108. Prisoner lists and issue briefs on religious freedom concerns. 

TITLE II—COMMISSION ON INTERNATIONAL RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 

Sec. 201. Establishment and composition. 

Sec. 202. Duties of the Commission. 

Sec. 203. Report of the Commission. 

Sec. 204.  Applicability of other laws. 

Sec. 205.  Authorization of appropriations. 

Sec. 206.  Termination. 

TITLE III—NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL  

Sec. 301. Special Adviser on International Religious Freedom. 

TITLE IV—PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS 

Subtitle I—Targeted Responses to Violations of Religious Freedom Abroad 

Sec. 401. Presidential actions in response to violations of religious freedom. 

Sec. 402. Presidential actions in response to particularly severe violations 

ofreligious freedom. 

Sec. 403. Consultations. 

Sec. 404. Report to Congress. 

Sec. 405.  Description of Presidential actions. 

H. R. 2431—2 

Sec. 406. Effects on existing contracts. 

Sec. 407. Presidential waiver. 

Sec. 408. Publication in Federal Register. 

Sec. 409.  Termination of Presidential actions. 

Sec. 410.  Preclusion of judicial review. 

Subtitle II—Strengthening Existing Law 

Sec. 421. United States assistance. 
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Sec. 422.  Multilateral assistance. 

Sec. 423. Exports of certain items used in particularly severe violations of 

religious freedom. 

TITLE V—PROMOTION OF RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 

Sec. 501. Assistance for promoting religious freedom. 

Sec. 502. International broadcasting. 

Sec. 503. International exchanges. 

Sec. 504.  Foreign Service awards. 

TITLE VI—REFUGEE, ASYLUM, AND CONSULAR MATTERS 

Sec. 601. Use of Annual Report. 

Sec. 602. Reform of refugee policy. 

Sec. 603. Reform of asylum policy. 

Sec. 604. Inadmissibility of foreign government officials who have engaged 

inparticularly severe violations of religious freedom. 

Sec. 605. Studies on the effect of expedited removal provisions on asylum 

claims. 

TITLE VII—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Sec. 701. Business codes of conduct. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS; POLICY. 

(a) FINDINGS. Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) The right to freedom of religion undergirds the very origin and existence of 

the United States. Many of our Nation’s founders fled religious persecution 

abroad, cherishing in their hearts and minds the ideal of religious freedom. 

They established in law, as a fundamental right and as a pillar of our Nation, 

the right to freedom of religion. From its birth to this day, the United States 

has prized this legacy of religious freedom and honored this heritage by 

standing for religious freedom and offering refuge to those suffering religious 

persecution. 

(2) Freedom of religious belief and practice is a universal human right and 

fundamental freedom articulated in numerous international instruments, 

including the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the International 
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Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the Helsinki Accords, the Declaration 

on the Elimination of All Forms of Intolerance and Discrimination Based on 

Religion or Belief, the United Nations Charter, and the European Convention 

for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. 

(3) Article 18 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights recognizes that 

‘‘Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience, and religion. This 

right includes freedom to change his religion or belief, and freedom, either 

alone or in community with others and in public or private, to manifest his 

religion or belief in teaching, practice, worship, and observance.’’ Article 

18(1) of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights recognizes 

that “Everyone shall have the right to freedom of thought, conscience, and 

religion. This right shall include freedom to have or to adopt a religion or 

belief of his choice, and freedom, either individually or in community with 

others and in public or private, to manifest his religion or beliefin worship, 

observance, practice, and teaching’’. Governments have the responsibility to 

protect the fundamental rights of their citizens and to pursue justice for all. 

Religious freedom is a fundamental right of every individual, regardless of 

race, sex, country, creed, or nationality, and should never be arbitrarily 

abridged by any government. 

(4) The right to freedom of religion is under renewed and, in some cases, 

increasing assault in many countries around the world. More than one-half of 

the world’s population lives under regimes that severely restrict or prohibit the 

freedom of their citizens to study, believe, observe, and freely practice the 

religious faith of their choice. Religious believers and communities suffer both 

government-sponsored and government tolerated violations of their rights to 

religious freedom. Among the many forms of such violations are state-

sponsored slander campaigns, confiscations of property, surveillance by 

security police, including by special divisions of ‘‘religious police’’, severe 

prohibitions against construction and repair of places of worship, denial of the 

right to assemble and relegation of religious communities to illegal status 

through arbitrary registration laws, prohibitions against the pursuit of 

education or public office, and prohibitions against publishing, distributing, or 

possessing religious literature and materials. 
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(5) Even more abhorrent, religious believers in many countries face such severe 

and violent forms of religious persecution as detention, torture, beatings, 

forced marriage, rape, imprisonment, enslavement, mass resettlement, and 

death merely for the peaceful belief in, change of or practice of their faith. In 

many countries, religious believers are forced to meet secretly, and religious 

leaders are targeted by national security forces and hostile mobs. 

(6) Though not confined to a particular region or regime, religious persecution is 

often particularly widespread, systematic, and heinous under totalitarian 

governments and in countries with militant, politicized religious majorities. 

(7) Congress has recognized and denounced acts of religious persecution through 

the adoption of the following resolutions:  

(A) House Resolution 515 of the One Hundred Fourth Congress, 

expressing the sense of the House of Representatives with respect to 

the persecution of Christians worldwide. 

(B) Senate Concurrent Resolution 71 of the One Hundred Fourth Congress, 

expressing the sense of the Senate regarding persecution of Christians 

worldwide. 

(C) House Concurrent Resolution 102 of the One Hundred Fourth 

Congress, expressing the sense of the House of Representatives 

concerning the emancipation of the Iranian Baha’i community. 

(b) POLICY.—It shall be the policy of the United States, as follows: 

(1) To condemn violations of religious freedom, and to pro- mote, and to assist 

other governments in the promotion of, the fundamental right to freedom of 

religion. 

(2) To seek to channel United States security and development assistance to 

governments other than those found to be engaged in gross violations of the 

right to freedom of religion, as set forth in the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 

in theInternational Financial Institutions Act of 1977, and in other 

formulations of United States human rights policy. 

(3) To be vigorous and flexible, reflecting both the unwavering commitment of 

the United States to religious freedom and the desire of the United States for 
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the most effective and principled response, in light of the range of violations 

of religious freedom by a variety of persecuting regimes, and the status of the 

relations of the United States with different nations. 

(4) To work with foreign governments that affirm and protect religious freedom, 

in order to develop multilateral documents and initiatives to combat violations 

of religious freedom and promote the right to religious freedom abroad. 

(5) Standing for liberty and standing with the persecuted, to use and implement 

appropriate tools in the United States foreign policy apparatus, including 

diplomatic, political, commercial, charitable, educational, and cultural 

channels, to promote respect for religious freedom by all governments and 

peoples. 

H. R. 2431—16 

SEC. 402. PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS IN RESPONSE TO PARTICULARLY 
SEVERE VIOLATIONS OF RELIGIOUS FREEDOM. 

(a) RESPONSE TO PARTICULARLY SEVERE VIOLATIONS OF 

RELIGIOUS FREEDOM. 

(1) UNITED STATES POLICY.—It shall be the policy of the United States— 

(A) to oppose particularly severe violations of religious freedom that are or 

have been engaged in or tolerated by the governments of foreign 

countries; and 

(B) to promote the right to freedom of religion in those countries through 

the actions described in subsection (c). 

(2) REQUIREMENT OF PRESIDENTIAL ACTION.—Whenever the President 

determines that the government of a foreign country has engaged in or 

tolerated particularly severe violations of religious freedom, the President shall 

oppose such violations and promote the right to religious freedom through one 

or more of the actions described in subsection (c). 

(b) DESIGNATIONS OF COUNTRIES OF PARTICULAR CONCERN FOR 
RELIGIOUS FREEDOM.  

(1) ANNUAL REVIEW. 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than September 1 of each year, the 

President shall review the status of religious freedom in each foreign 

country to determine whether the government of that country has 
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engaged in or tolerated particularly severe violations of religious 

freedom in that country during the preceding 12 months or since the 

date of the last review of that country under this subparagraph, 

whichever period is longer. The President shall designate each country 

the government of which has engaged in or tolerated violations 

described in this subparagraph as a country of particular concern for 

religious freedom. 

(B) BASIS OF REVIEW.—Each review conducted under subparagraph 

(A) shall be based upon information contained in the latest Country 

Reports on Human Rights Practices, the Annual Report, and on any 

other evidence available and shall take into account any findings or 

recommendations by the Commission with respect to the foreign 

country. 

(C) IMPLEMENTATION.—Any review under subparagraph (A) of a 

foreign country may take place singly or jointly with the review of one 

or more countries and may take place at any time prior to September 1 

of the respective year. 

H. R. 2431—25 

TITLE V—PROMOTION OF RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 
SEC. 501. ASSISTANCE FOR PROMOTING RELIGIOUS FREEDOM. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) In many nations where severe violations of religious freedom occur, there is 

not sufficient statutory legal protection for religious minorities or there is not 

sufficient cultural and social understanding of international norms of religious 

freedom. 

(2) Accordingly, in the provision of foreign assistance, the United States should 

make a priority of promoting and developing legal protections and cultural 

respect for religious freedom.  

(b) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR INCREASED PROMOTION 

OFRELIGIOUS FREEDOMS.—Section 116(e) of the Foreign Assistance Act 

of 1961 (22 USC. 2151n(e)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, including the right to 

free religious belief and practice’’ after ‘‘adherence to civil and political 

rights’’. 
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SEC. 502. INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING. 

Section 303(a) of the United States International Broadcasting Act of 1994 (22 USC. 

6202(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (6); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of paragraph (7) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(8) promote respect for human rights, including freedom of religion.’’ 

SEC. 503. INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGES. 

Section 102(b) of the Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 (22 

USC. 2452(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ after paragraph (10); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of paragraph (11) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(12) promoting respect for and guarantees of religious freedom abroad by 

interchanges and visits between the United States and other nations of 

religious leaders, scholars, and religious and legal experts in the field of 

religious freedom.’’ 

SEC. 504. FOREIGN SERVICE AWARDS. 

(a) PERFORMANCE PAY.—Section 405(d) of the Foreign Service Act of 1980 

(22 USC. 3965(d)) is amended by inserting after the first sentence the 

following: ‘‘Such service in the promotion of internationally recognized 

human rights, including the right to freedom of religion, shall serve as a basis 

for granting awards under this section.’’. 

(b) FOREIGN SERVICE AWARDS.—Section 614 of the Foreign Service Act of 

1980 (22 USC. 4013) is amended by adding at the end the following new 

sentence: ‘‘Distinguished, meritorious service in the promotion of 

internationally recognized human rights, including the right to freedom of 

religion, shall serve as a basis for granting awards under this section.’’ 
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Annexure – IV 
 

 

 
 

ENSURING THE OPPORTUNITY 
FOR MUTUAL COUNSEL AND COLLABORATION 

A White Paper of the Religion and Foreign Policy Working Group of the  
Secretary of State’s Strategic Dialogue with Civil Society  

October 16, 2012 

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

The civil society representatives of the Working Group present four recommendations 

to the US Secretary of State through the Federal Advisory Committee on the Strategic 

Dialogue with Civil Society: 

1. Urge that a National Capacity be Created to Guide on this Issue. 

Advise that a mechanism, preferably seated at the National Security Council, be 

created to: 

 Design a national strategy for religious engagement;  

 Interface with various US government agencies and civil society organizations at 

home and abroad, assisting the interagency in its capacity to assess, analyze, and 

advise on religious engagement;  

 Coordinate a real-time “reach-back” resource for immediate and long-term issues 

and situations facing the US government;  

 Direct the development of awareness, training, and education classes, including 

simulation exercises;  

 Steward relationships worldwide with key religious leaders, ensuring sustained 

dialogue and the possibility of mutual insight; and,  

 Develop and oversee the vetting process for US government-wide consideration of 

advisors or partners on religion-related issues.  
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2. Direct the State Department to Develop Products for Improved Engagement 

with Religion. 

Instruct that key products be developed, in collaboration with faith-based civil society 

or religion experts, to assist in improved engagement with religious communities and 

understanding of religious dynamics. These include:  

 Guidelines for civil society on complying with the Establishment Clause; 

 Improved training modules, to include the establishment of a religious 

engagementcompetency among core competencies required of all foreign and civil 

service officers;  

 A review of opportunities for improved engagement with women, including how 

better to understand and partner with women religious leaders as necessary to 

sustainable solutions;  

 Creation and engagement of international fora to bring together governments and 

faith- based civil society;  

 The development of specific “toolkits” and “roadmaps” toward sustainable 

religious freedom in particular contexts;  

 A review of counterterrorism requirements including the Partner Vetting System, 

to determine how to satisfy security requirements without weakening the 

effectiveness of private voluntary organizations in carrying out vital relief, 

development and conflict mitigation activities;  

 Strategies and tools for engaging religious leaders and communities in conflict 

mitigation; and,  

 A compilation of best practices and lessons learned resources on engagement with 

religion in foreign policy.  

3. Establish an Official Mechanism Within State. 

Create an institutionalized mechanism through which the State Department and 

religious communities worldwide might better communicate and potentially 

collaborate, and that will improve understanding of religious dynamics relevant to 

foreign policy. The White Paper outlines several bureaucratic options for this 

mechanism, to be evaluated on the extent to which they can integrate across the State 

Department, provide for appropriate access, address all relevant issues, incorporate 

religious freedom, and prove cost-effective. Primary functions are to: 
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 Record, advise on, and integrate all State Department religious engagement;  

 Oversee religious engagement education and training;  

 Manage the process of vetting religious organizations with which the State 

Department will partner;  

 Connect government officials with relevant advisors from a standing pool of faith-

based civil society experts in order to develop real-time solutions to specific issues 

and situations, both in Washington and at posts overseas;  

 Catalyze, when appropriate, collaborative partnerships; and,  

 Promote the establishment of religion and foreign policy working groups in other 

countries.  

4. Institutionalize the Religion and Foreign Policy Working Group. 

Continue the group as a non-partisan, religiously diverse advisory committee in order 

to:  

 Provide a flexible and safe space to further discuss, develop, and implement the 

above recommendations; and,  

 Serve as a model for—and, as requested, an advisory body on—the creation of 

similar mechanisms worldwide.  

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

249

Annexure – V 

PROFILE OF INTERVIEWEES 

John L. Esposito 

John L. Esposito is Professor of Religion and International Affairs and of Islamic 

Studies at the Georgetown University. He is the Founding Director of the Prince 

Alwaleed Bin Talal Center for Muslim-Christian Understanding in the Walsh School 

of Foreign Service. 

Mr. Esposito has served as consultant to the US Department of State and other 

agencies, European and Asian governments and corporations, universities, and the 

media worldwide. A former President of the Middle East Studies Association of 

North America and of the American Council for the Study of Islamic Societies, Vice 

Chair of the Center for the Study of Islam and Democracy, and a member of the 

World Economic Forum’s Council of 100 Leaders, he has remained Vice President 

(2011) and President (2012) of the American Academy of Religion and a member of 

the E. C. European Network of Experts on De-Radicalization and the Board of C-1 

World Dialogue and an ambassador for the UN Alliance of Civilizations.  

Mr. Esposito is recipient of the American Academy of Religion’s Martin E. Marty 

Award for the Public Understanding of Religion and of Pakistan’s Quaid-i-Azam 

Award for Outstanding Contributions in Islamic Studies and the School of Foreign 

Service, Georgetown University Award for Outstanding Teaching.  

Mr. Esposito is Editor-in-Chief of Oxford Islamic Studies Online and Series Editor of 

the Oxford Library of Islamic Studies, Editor-in-Chief of The Oxford Encyclopedia of 

the Islamic World (6 vols.); The Oxford Encyclopedia of the Modern Islamic World 

(4 vols.), The Oxford History of Islam, The Oxford Dictionary of Islam, and the 

Islamic World: Past and Present (3 vols.). His more than 45 books and monographs 

include: Islamophobia and the Challenge of Pluralism in the 21st Century, The Future 

of Islam, Who Speaks for Islam? What a Billion Muslims Really Think (with Dalia 

Mogahed), Unholy War: Terror in the Name of Islam, The Islamic Threat: Myth or 

Reality?, Islam and Politics; What Everyone Needs to Know About Islam, World 
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Religions Today and Religion and Globalization (with D. Fasching & T. Lewis), 

Asian Islam in the 21st Century, Geography of Religion: Where God Lives, Where 

Pilgrims Walk (with S. Hitchcock); Islam: The Straight Path; Islam and Democracy 

and Makers of Contemporary Islam (with J. Voll); Modernizing Islam (with F. 

Burgat) Political Islam: Revolution, Radicalism or Reform?, Religion and Global 

Order (with M. Watson), Islam and Secularism in the Middle East (with A. Tamimi); 

Iran at the Crossroads (with R.K. Ramazani); Islam, Gender, and Social Change and 

Muslims on the Americanization Path and Daughters of Abraham (with Y. Haddad); 

and Women in Muslim Family Law. Esposito’s books and articles have been 

translated into more than thirty five languages. 

John O. Voll 

John O. Voll is Professor of Islamic History and Associate Director of the Prince 

Alwaleed bin Talal Center for Muslim-Christian Understanding at the Georgetown 

University. He taught Middle Eastern, Islamic, and World History at the University of 

New Hampshire for thirty years before moving to Georgetown in 1995. He graduated 

from Dartmouth College and received his Ph.D. from the Harvard University. He has 

lived in Egypt, Lebanon, and Sudan and has traveled widely in the Muslim world. The 

second edition of his book Islam: Continuity and Change in the Modern World 

appeared in 1994. He is co-author (with John L. Esposito) of Islam and Democracy 

and Makers of Contemporary Islam and is editor, author, and co-author of six 

additional books. He is a former president of the Middle East Studies Association and 

also of the New England Historical Association. He has served on the Boards of 

Directors of the American Council of Learned Societies, the New Hampshire 

Humanities Council, the New Hampshire Council on World Affairs, and the Sudan 

Studies Association. He was the chair of the program committee for the 1999, annual 

meeting of the American Historical Association. In 1991 he received an Egyptian 

Presidential Medal in recognition for scholarship on Islam. He has published 

numerous articles and book chapters on modern Islamic and Sudanese history. 
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Imam Yahya Hendi 

Imam Yahya Hendi is the Muslim Chaplain at the Georgetown University, the 

firstAmerican University to hire a full-time Muslim chaplain. Imam Hendi is also the 

Imam of the Islamic Society of Frederick, Frederick, Maryland and is the Muslim 

Chaplain at the National Naval Medical Center in Bethesda, Maryland. 

He also serves as a member of the Islamic Jurisprudence Council of North America. 

He has served as an adjunct faculty member for Zanvyl Krieger School of Arts and 

Science and Osher’s Lifelong Learning Institute of John Hopkins University, 

Fordham University and Hartford Seminary. Imam Hendi also teaches a very popular 

course at Georgetown University called: Inter-religious Encounter.Mr. Hendi’s 

undergraduate education was in Islamic Studies and his Master’s and PhD education 

were in Comparative Religions with interest in Christianity, Judaism, comparative 

religions and inter-religious dialogue and relations. He has written numerous 

publications on many topics, including women in Islam, women and gender relations 

in Islam, the second coming of the Messiah, Islam and biomedical ethics and religion 

and Islam in the United States. A sought-after speaker, Imam Hendi has presented a 

multitude of interfaith and general lectures in the USA, Asia, Africa, Europe, Central 

Asia, Eastern Europe, Australia and the Middle East over the past 10 years and has 

been to more than 63 countries and forty five US states for conferences. 

 Mr. Hendi was one of the Muslim leaders who met President Clinton during 

his Presidency. He also met President Bush in the aftermath of the September 11 

tragedy and continued to meet him many times during his presidency. He often visits 

and lectures at churches and synagogues hoping to create a new positive relationship 

between the followers of the three Abrahamic religions. In his lectures, Imam Hendi 

focuses on issues related to gender relations, domestic violence, world peace, social, 

economic and political justice, and inter-religious and interfaith issues. 

 Imam Hendi appeared on many national and international television and Radio 

shows as an expert on interfaith dialogue and on Islam and Muslims (i.e. CNN, ABC, 

Fox, Kuwait TV, Nile TV, Pakistan Channel-II, RAI, MSNBC and Al-Jazeera). He 
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recently engaged nationally and internationally on raising awareness on various issues 

of the 21st century. Mr. Hendi serves on national and international interfaith councils 

such as the Appeal of Conscience, the National Inter-religious Leadership Initiative 

for Peace in the Middle East. He is the founder and the Secretary General of Clergy 

beyond Borders and the founder and the president of the newly founded organization, 

Imams for Universe, Dignity, Human Rights and Dialogue. In May 2002, Imam was 

chosen by Hartford Seminary to receive its annual “James Gettemy Significant 

Ministry Award” for his dedication to his Ministry and for his work to promote peace 

building between people of different religions. In February 2009, Imam Hendi was 

honored by the Baltimore field office of the FBI for fighting terrorism, drugs and 

violence in America. He also offers inter-religious and Muslim retreats, and leads 

Juma (Friday Prayers) and counsels students on academic, professional and social 

issues. Imam Hendi is sought after expert on Islam and conflict resolution issues.  

Michael Cromartie 

Michael Cromartie is Vice President at the Ethics and Public Policy Center, where he 

directs the Faith Angle Forum and the Evangelicals in Civic Life programs. He is also 

a senior advisor to the Pew Forum on Religion and Public Life, a Senior Fellow with 

the Trinity Forum, and an adjunct at Reformed Theological Seminary. Mr. Cromarie 
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participated in several high-level US-Pakistan Track II Strategic Dialogues; and 
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Annexure – VI 

AN EVANGELICAL MANIFESTO 

A Declaration of Evangelical Identity and Public Commitment 

May 7, 2008; Washington, D.C. 

Copyright©2008 by the 

Evangelical Manifesto Steering Committee 

A Declaration of Evangelical Identity and Public Commitment 

Keenly aware of the hour of history in which we live, and of the momentous 

challenges that face our fellow humans on the earth and our fellow Christians around 

the world, we who sign this declaration do so as American leaders and members of 

one of the world’s largest and fastest growing movements of the Christian faith: the 

Evangelicals.
i
 

Evangelicals have no supreme leader or official spokesperson, so no one speaks for all 

Evangelicals, least of all those who claim to. We speak for ourselves, but as a 

representative group of Evangelicals in America. We gratefully appreciate that our 

spiritual and historical roots lie outside this country, that the great majority of our 

fellow- Evangelicals are in the Global South rather than the North, and that we have 

recently had a fresh infusion of Evangelicals from Latin America, Africa, and Asia. 

We are therefore a small part of a far greater worldwide movement that is both 

forward looking and outward reaching. Together with them, we are committed to 

being true to our faith and thoughtful about our calling in today’s world. 

The two-fold purpose of this declaration is first to address the confusions and 

corruptions that attend the term Evangelical in the United States and much of the 

Western world today, and second to clarify where we stand on issues that have caused 

consternation over Evangelicals in public life. 

As followers of “the narrow way,” our concern is not for approval and popular 

esteem. Nor do we regard it as accurate or faithful to pose as victims, or to protest at 

discrimination. We certainly do not face persecution like our fellow-believers 

elsewhere in the world. Too many of the problems we face as Evangelicals in the 

United States are those of our own making. If we protest, our protest has to begin with 

ourselves. 



 
 

261

Rather, we are troubled by the fact that the confusions and corruptions surrounding 

the term Evangelical have grown so deep that the character of what it means has been 

obscured and its importance lost. Many people outside the movement now doubt that 

Evangelical is ever positive, and many inside now wonder whether the term any 

longer serves a useful purpose. 

In contrast to such doubts, we boldly declare that, if we make clear what we mean by 

the term, we are unashamed to be Evangelical and Evangelicals. We believe that the 

term is important because the truth it conveys is all-important. A proper 

understanding of Evangelical and the Evangelicals has its own contribution to make, 

not only to the church but to the wider world; and especially to the plight of many 

who are poor, vulnerable, or without a voice in their communities. 

Here we stand, and why it matters 

This manifesto is a public declaration, addressed both to our fellow-believers and to 

the wider world. To affirm who we are and where we stand in public is important 

because we Evangelicals in America, along with people of all faiths and ideologies, 

represent one of the greatest challenges of the global era: living with our deepest 

differences. This challenge is especially sharp when religious and ideological 

differences are ultimate and irreducible, and when the differences are not just between 

personal worldviews but between entire ways of life co-existing in the same society. 

The place of religion in human life is deeply consequential. Nothing is more natural 

and necessary than the human search for meaning and belonging, for making sense of 

the world and finding security in life. When this search is accompanied by the right of 

freedom of conscience, it issues in a freely chosen diversity of faiths and ways of life, 

some religious and transcendent, and some secular and naturalistic. 

Nevertheless, the different faiths and the different families of faith provide very 

different answers to life, and these differences are decisive not only for individuals 

but for societies and entire civilizations. Learning to live with our deepest differences 

is therefore of great consequence both for individuals and nations. Debate, 

deliberation, and decisions about what this means for our common life are crucial and 

unavoidable. The alternative — the coercions of tyranny or the terrible convulsions of 

Nietzsche’s “wars of spirit” — would be unthinkable. 

We ourselves are those who have come to believe that Jesus of Nazareth is “the way, 



 
 

262

the truth, and the life,” and that the great change required of those who follow him 

entails a radically new view of human life and a decisively different way of living, 

thinking, and acting. 

Our purpose here is to make a clear statement to our fellow-citizens and our fellow-

believers alike, whether they see themselves as our friends, bystanders, skeptics, or 

enemies. We wish to state what we mean by Evangelical, and what being 

Evangelicals means for our life alongside our fellow citizens in public life and our 

fellow humans on the earth today. We see three major mandates for Evangelicals. 

1. We Must Reaffirm Our Identity 

Our first task is to reaffirm who we are. Evangelicals are Christians who define 

themselves, their faith, and their lives according to the Good News of Jesus of 

Nazareth. (Evangelical comes from the Greek word for good news, or gospel.) 

Believing that the Gospel of Jesus is God’s good news for the whole world, we affirm 

with the Apostle Paul that we are “not ashamed of the gospel of Jesus Christ, for it is 

the power of God unto salvation.” Contrary to widespread misunderstanding today, 

we Evangelicals should be defined theologically, and not politically, socially, or 

culturally. 

Behind this affirmation is the awareness that identity is powerful and precious to 

groups as well as to individuals. Identity is central to a classical liberal understanding 

of freedom. There are grave dangers in identity politics, but we insist that we 

ourselves, and not scholars, the press, or public opinion, have the right to say who we 

understand ourselves to be. We are who we say we are, and we resist all attempts to 

explain us in terms of our “true” motives and our “real” agenda. 

Defined and understood in this way, Evangelicals form one of the great traditions that 

have developed within the Christian Church over the centuries. We fully appreciate 

the defining principles of other major traditions, and we stand and work with them on 

many ethical and social issues of common concern. Like them, we are whole-

heartedly committed to the priority of “right belief and right worship,” to the 

“universality” of the Christian church across the centuries, continents, and cultures, 

and therefore to the central axioms of Christian faith expressed in the Trinitarian and 

Christological consensus of the early church. Yet we hold to Evangelical beliefs that 

are distinct from the other traditions in important ways — distinctions that we affirm 
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because we see them as biblical truths that were recovered by the Protestant 

Reformation, sustained in many subsequent movements of revival and renewal, and 

vital for a sure and saving knowledge of God — in short, beliefs that are true to the 

Good News of Jesus. 

Evangelicals are therefore followers of Jesus Christ, plain ordinary Christians in the 

classic and historic sense over the last two thousand years. Evangelicals are 

committed to thinking, acting, and living as Jesus lived and taught, and so to embody 

this truth and his Good News for the world that we may be recognizably his disciples. 

The heart of the matter for us as Evangelicals is our desire and commitment, in the 

words of Richard of Chichester and as Scripture teaches, to “see him more clearly, to 

love him more dearly, and to follow him more nearly.” 

We do not claim that the Evangelical principle — to define our faith and our life by 

the Good News of Jesus — is unique to us. Our purpose is not to attack or to exclude 

but to remind and to reaffirm, and so to rally and to reform. For us it is the defining 

imperative and supreme goal of all who would follow the way of Jesus. 

Equally, we do not typically lead with the name Evangelical in public. We are simply 

Christians, or followers of Jesus, or adherents of “mere Christianity,” but the 

Evangelical principle is at the heart of how we see and live our faith. 

This is easy to say but challenging to live by. To be Evangelical, and to define our 

faith and our lives by the Good News of Jesus as taught in Scripture, is to submit our 

lives entirely to the lordship of Jesus and to the truths and the way of life that he 

requires of his followers, in order that they might become like him, live the way he 

taught, and believe as he believed. As Evangelicals have pursued this vision over the 

centuries, they have prized above all certain beliefs that we consider to be at the heart 

of the message of Jesus and therefore foundational for us — the following seven 

above all: 

First, we believe that Jesus Christ is fully God become fully human, the unique, sure, 

and sufficient revelation of the very being, character, and purposes of God, beside 

whom there is no other god, and beside whom there is no other name by which we 

must be saved. 

Second, we believe that the only ground for our acceptance by God is what Jesus 

Christ did on the cross and what he is now doing through his risen life, whereby he 
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exposed and reversed the course of human sin and violence, bore the penalty for our 

sins,credited us with his righteousness, redeemed us from the power of evil, 

reconciled us to God, and empowers us with his life “from above.” We therefore bring 

nothing to our salvation. Credited with the righteousness of Christ, we receive his 

redemption solely by grace through faith. 

Third, we believe that new life, given supernaturally through spiritual regeneration, is 

a necessity as well as a gift; and that the lifelong conversion that results is the only 

pathway to a radically changed character and way of life. Thus for us, the only 

sufficient power for a life of Christian faithfulness and moral integrity in this world is 

that of Christ’s resurrection and the power of the Holy Spirit. 

Fourth, we believe that Jesus’ own teaching and his attitude toward the total 

truthfulness and supreme authority of the Bible, God’s inspired Word, make the 

Scriptures our final rule for faith and practice. 

Fifth, we believe that being disciples of Jesus means serving him as Lord in every 

sphere of our lives, secular as well as spiritual, public as well as private, in deeds as 

well as words, and in every moment of our days on earth, always reaching out as he 

did to those who are lost as well as to the poor, the sick, the hungry, the oppressed, the 

socially despised, and being faithful stewards of creation and our fellow-creatures. 

Sixth, we believe that the blessed hope of the personal return of Jesus provides both 

strength and substance to what we are doing, just as what we are doing becomes a 

sign of the hope of where we are going; both together leading to a consummation of 

history and the fulfillment of an undying kingdom that comes only by the power of 

God. 

Seventh, we believe all followers of Christ are called to know and love Christ through 

worship, love Christ’s family through fellowship, grow like Christ through 

discipleship, serve Christ by ministering to the needs of others in his name, and share 

Christ with those who do not yet know him, inviting people to the ends of the earth 

and to the end of time to join us as his disciples and followers of his way. 

At the same time, we readily acknowledge that we repeatedly fail to live up to our 

high calling, and all too often illustrate the truth of our own doctrine of sin. We 

Evangelicals share the same “crooked timber” of our humanity, and the full catalogue 

of our sins, failures, and hypocrisies. This is no secret either to God or to those who 

know and watch us. 
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Defining features 

Certain implications follow from this way of defining Evangelicalism: First, to be 

Evangelical is to hold a belief that is also a devotion. Evangelicalsadhere fully to the 

Christian faith expressed in the historic creeds of the great ecumenical councils of the 

church, and in the great affirmations of the Protestant Reformation, and seek to be 

loyal to this faith passed down from generation to generation. But at its core, being 

Evangelical is always more than a creedal statement, an institutional affiliation, or a 

matter of membership in a movement. We have no supreme leader, and neither creeds 

nor tradition are ultimately decisive for us. Jesus Christ and his written word, the Holy 

Scriptures, are our supreme authority; and whole-hearted devotion, trust, and 

obedience are our proper response. 

Second, Evangelical belief and devotion is expressed as much in our worship and in 

our deeds as in our creeds. As the universal popularity of such hymns and songs as 

“Amazing Grace” attests, our great hymn writers stand alongside our great 

theologians, and often our commitment can be seen better in our giving and our caring 

than in official statements. What we are about is captured not only in books or 

declarations, but in our care for the poor, the homeless, and the orphaned; our 

outreach to those in prison; our compassion for the hungry and the victims of disaster; 

and our fight for justice for those oppressed by such evils as slavery and human 

trafficking. 

Third, Evangelicals are followers of Jesus in a way that is not limited to certain 

churches or contained by a definable movement. We are members of many different 

churches and denominations, mainline as well as independent, and our Evangelical 

commitment provides a core of unity that holds together a wide range of diversity. 

This is highly significant for any movement in the network society of the information 

age, but Evangelicalism has always been diverse, flexible, adaptable, non-

hierarchical, and taken many forms. This is true today more than ever, as witnessed 

by the variety and vibrancy of Evangelicals around the world. For to be Evangelical is 

first and foremost a way of being devoted to Jesus Christ, seeking to live in different 

ages and different cultures as he calls his followers to live. 

Fourth, as stressed above, Evangelicalism must be defined theologically and not 

politically; confessionally and not culturally. Above all else, it is a commitment and 

devotion to the person and work of Jesus Christ, his teaching and way of life, and an 
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enduring dedication to his lordship above all other earthly powers, allegiances and 

loyalties. As such, it should not be limited to tribal or national boundaries, or be 

confused with, or reduced to political categories such as “conservative” and “liberal,” 

or to psychological categories such as “reactionary” or “progressive.” 

Fifth, the Evangelical message, “good news” by definition, is overwhelmingly 

positive, and always positive before it is negative. There is an enormous theological 

and cultural importance to “the power of No,” especially in a day when “Everything is 

permitted” and “It is forbidden to forbid.” Just as Jesus did, Evangelicals sometimes 

have to make strong judgments about what is false, unjust, and evil. But first and 

foremost we Evangelicals are for someone and for something rather than against 

anyone or anything. The Gospel of Jesus is the Good News of welcome, forgiveness, 

grace, and liberation from law and legalism. It is a colossal Yes to life and human 

aspirations, and an emphatic No only to what contradicts our true destiny as human 

beings made in the image of God. 

Sixth, Evangelicalism should be distinguished from two opposite tendencies to which 

Protestantism has been prone: liberal revisionism and conservative fundamentalism. 

Called by Jesus to be “in the world, but not of it,” Christians, especially in modern 

society, have been pulled toward two extremes. Those more liberal have tended so to 

accommodate the world that they reflect the thinking and lifestyles of the day, to the 

point where they are unfaithful to Christ; whereas those more conservative have 

tended so to defy the world that they resist it in ways that also become unfaithful to 

Christ. 

The liberal revisionist tendency was first seen in the eighteenth century and has 

become more pronounced today, reaching a climax in versions of the Christian faith 

that are characterized by such weaknesses as an exaggerated estimate of human 

capacities, a shallow view of evil, an inadequate view of truth, and a deficient view of 

God. In the end, they are sometimes no longer recognizably Christian. As this sorry 

capitulation occurs, such “alternative gospels” represent a series of severe losses that 

eventually seal their demise: 

First, a loss of authority, as sola Scriptura (“by Scripture alone”) is replaced by sola 

cultura (“by culture alone”); 

Second, a loss of community and continuity, as “the faith once delivered” becomes 



 
 

267

the faith of merely one people and one time, and cuts itself off from believers across 

the world and down the generations; 

Third, a loss of stability, as in Dean Inge’s apt phrase, the person “who marries the 

spirit of the age soon becomes a widower;” 

Fourth, a loss of credibility, as “the new kind of faith” turns out to be what the skeptic 

believes already, and there is no longer anything solidly, decisively Christian for 

seekers to examine and believe; 

Fifth, a loss of identity, as the revised version of the faith loses more and more 

resemblance to the historic Christian faith that is true to Jesus. 

In short, for all their purported sincerity and attempts to be relevant, extreme 

proponents of liberal revisionism run the risk of becoming what Søren Kierkegaard 

called “kissing Judases” – Christians who betray Jesus with an interpretation. 

The fundamentalist tendency is more recent, and even closer to Evangelicalism, so 

much so that in the eyes of many, the two overlap. We celebrate those in the past for 

their worthy desire to be true to the fundamentals of faith, but Fundamentalism has 

become an overlay on the Christian faith and developed into an essentially modern 

reaction to the modern world. As a reaction to the modern world, it tends to 

romanticize the past, some now-lost moment in time, and to radicalize the present, 

with styles of reaction that are personally and publicly militant to the point where they 

are sub- Christian. 

Christian Fundamentalism has its counterparts in many religions and even in 

secularism, and often becomes a social movement with a Christian identity but 

severely diminished Christian content and manner. Fundamentalism, for example, all 

too easily parts company with the Evangelical principle, as can Evangelicals 

themselves, when they fail to follow the great commandment that we love our 

neighbors as ourselves, let alone the radical demand of Jesus that his followers forgive 

without limit and love even their enemies. 

Seventh, Evangelicalism is distinctive for the way it looks equally to both the past and 

the future. In its very essence, Evangelicalism goes back directly to Jesus and the 

Scriptures, not just as a matter of historical roots, but as a commitment of the heart 

and as the tenor of its desire and thought; and not just once, but again and again as the 

vital principle of its way of life. To be Evangelical is therefore not only to be deeply 
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personal in faith, strongly committed to ethical holiness in life, and marked by robust 

voluntarism in action, but to live out a faith whose dynamism is shaped unashamedly 

by truth and history. 

Yet far from being unquestioning conservatives and unreserved supporters of tradition 

and the status quo, being Evangelical means an ongoing commitment to Jesus Christ, 

and this entails innovation, renewal, reformation, and entrepreneurial dynamism, for 

everything in every age is subject to assessment in the light of Jesus and his Word. 

The Evangelical principle is therefore a call to self-examination, reflection, and a 

willingness to be corrected and to change whenever necessary. At the same time, far 

from being advocates of today’s nihilistic “change for change’s sake,” to be 

Evangelical is to recognize the primacy of the authority of Scripture, which points us 

to Jesus, and so to see the need to conserve a form behind all re-form. 

We therefore regard reason and faith as allies rather than enemies, and find no 

contradiction between head and heart, between being fully faithful on the one hand, 

and fully intellectually critical and contemporary on the other. Thus Evangelicals part 

company with reactionaries by being both reforming and innovative, but they also 

part company with modern progressives by challenging the ideal of the-newer-the-

truer and the-latest-is-greatest and by conserving what is true and right and good. For 

Evangelicals, it is paradoxical though true that the surest way forward is always first 

to go back, a “turning back” that is the secret of all true revivals and reformations. 

In sum, to be Evangelical is earlier and more enduring than to be Protestant. Seeking 

to be Evangelical was the heart of the Protestant Reformation, and what gives the 

Reformation its Christian validity for us is its recovery of biblical truth. In some 

countries Evangelical is still synonymous with Protestant. Yet it is clear that the term 

Evangelical, and the desire to be biblical, both predate and outlast the Protestant 

project in its historical form, for the word protest has increasingly lost its original 

positive meaning of “witnessing on behalf of” (pro-testantes), and the term Protestant 

is more and more limited to a historical period. Other labels come and go, but the 

Evangelical principle that seeks to be faithful to the Good News of Jesus and to the 

Scriptures will always endure. 
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2. We Must Reform Our Own Behavior 

Our second major concern is the reformation of our behavior. We affirm that to be 

Evangelical or to carry the name Evangelicals is not only to shape our faith and our 

lives according to the teaching and standards of the Way of Jesus, but to need to do so 

again and again. But if the Evangelical impulse is a radical, reforming, and innovative 

force, we acknowledge with sorrow a momentous irony today. We who time and 

again have stood for the renewal of tired forms, for the revival of dead churches, for 

the warming of cold hearts, for the reformation of corrupt practices and heretical 

beliefs, and for the reform of gross injustices in society, are ourselves in dire need of 

reformation and renewal today. Reformers, we ourselves need to be reformed. 

Protestants, we are the ones against whom protest must be made. 

We confess that we Evangelicals have betrayed our beliefs by our behavior. 

All too often we have trumpeted the gospel of Jesus, but we have replaced biblical 

truths with therapeutic techniques, worship with entertainment, discipleship with 

growth in human potential, church growth with business entrepreneurialism, concern 

for the church and for the local congregation with expressions of the faith that are 

churchless and little better than a vapid spirituality, meeting real needs with pandering 

to felt needs, and mission principles with marketing precepts. In the process we have 

become known for commercial, diluted, and feel-good gospels of health, wealth, 

human potential, and religious happy talk, each of which is indistinguishable from the 

passing fashions of the surrounding world. 

All too often we have set out high, clear statements of the authority of the Bible, but 

flouted them with lives and lifestyles that are shaped more by our own sinful 

preferences and by modern fashions and convenience. 

All too often we have prided ourselves on our orthodoxy, but grown our churches 

through methods and techniques as worldly as the worldliest of Christian adaptations 

to passing expressions of the spirit of the age. 

All too often we have failed to demonstrate the unity and harmony of the body of 

Christ, and fallen into factions defined by the accidents of history and sharpened by 

truth without love, rather than express the truth and grace of the Gospel. 

All too often we have traced our roots to powerful movements of spiritual revival and 
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reformation, but we ourselves are often atheists unawares, secularists in practice who 

live in a world without windows to the supernatural, and often carry on our Christian 

lives in a manner that has little operational need for God. 

All too often we have attacked the evils and injustices of others, such as the killing of 

the unborn, as well as the heresies and apostasies of theological liberals whose views 

have developed into “another gospel,” while we have condoned our own sins, turned a 

blind eye to our own vices, and lived captive to forces such as materialism and 

consumerism in ways that contradict our faith. 

All too often we have concentrated on great truths of the Bible, such as the cross of 

Jesus, but have failed to apply them to other biblical truths, such as creation. In the 

process we have impoverished ourselves, and supported a culture broadly careless 

about the stewardship of the earth and negligent of the arts and the creative centers of 

society. 

All too often we have been seduced by the shaping power of the modern world, 

exchanging a costly grace for convenience, switching from genuine community to an 

embrace of individualism, softening theological authority down to personal 

preference, and giving up a clear grasp of truth and an exclusive allegiance to Jesus 

for a mess of mix-and-match attitudes that are syncretism by another name. 

All too often we have disobeyed the great command to love the Lord our God with 

our hearts, souls, strength, and minds, and have fallen into an unbecoming anti- 

intellectualism that is a dire cultural handicap as well as a sin. In particular, some 

among us have betrayed the strong Christian tradition of a high view of science, 

epitomized in the very matrix of ideas that gave birth to modern science, and made 

themselves vulnerable to caricatures of the false hostility between science and faith. 

By doing so, we have unwittingly given comfort to the unbridled scientism and 

naturalism that are so rampant in our culture today. 

All too often we have gloried in the racial and ethnic diversity of the church around 

the world, but remained content to be enclaves of separateness here at home. 

All too often we have abandoned our Lord’s concern for those in the shadows, the 

twilight, and the deep darkness of the world, and become cheerleaders for those in 

power and the naïve sycophants of the powerful and the rich. 

All too often we have tried to be relevant, but instead of creating “new wineskins for 
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the new wine,” we have succumbed to the passing fashions of the moment and made 

noisy attacks on yesterday’s errors, such as modernism, while capitulating tamely to 

today’s, such as postmodernism. 

We call humbly but clearly for a restoration of the Evangelical reforming principle, 

and therefore for deep reformation and renewal in all our Christian ways of life and 

thought. 

We urge our fellow-Evangelicals to go beyond lip-service to Jesus and the Bible and 

restore these authorities to their supreme place in our thought and practice. 

We call our communities to a discerning critique of the world and of our generation, 

so that we resist not only their obviously alien power but the subtle and seductive 

shaping of the more brilliant insights and techniques of modernity, remembering 

always that we are “against the world, for the world.” 

We call all who follow Jesus to keep his commandment and love one another, to be 

true to our unity in him that underlies all lesser differences, and to practice first the 

reconciliation in the church that is so needed in the wider world. In a society divided 

by identity and gender politics, Christians must witness by their lives to the way their 

identity in Jesus transcends all such differences. 

We call for an expansion of our concern beyond single-issue politics, such as abortion 

and marriage, and a fuller recognition of the comprehensive causes and concerns of 

the Gospel, and of all the human issues that must be engaged in public life. Although 

we cannot back away from our biblically rooted commitment to the sanctity of every 

human life, including those unborn, nor can we deny the holiness of marriage as 

instituted by God between one man and one woman, we must follow the model of 

Jesus, the Prince of Peace, engaging the global giants of conflict, racism, corruption, 

poverty, pandemic diseases, illiteracy, ignorance, and spiritual emptiness, by 

promoting reconciliation, encouraging ethical servant leadership, assisting the poor, 

caring for the sick, and educating the next generation. We believe it is our calling to 

be good stewards of all God has entrusted to our care so that it may be passed on to 

generations yet to be born. 

We call for a more complete understanding of discipleship that applies faith with 

integrity to every calling and sphere of life, the secular as well as the spiritual, and the 

physical as well as the religious; and that thinks wider than politics in contributing to 
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the arts, the sciences, the media, and the creation of culture in all its variety. 

Above all, we remind ourselves that if we would recommend the Good News of Jesus 

to others, we must first be shaped by that Good News ourselves, and thus ourselves be 

Evangelicals and Evangelical. 

3. We Must Rethink Our Place in Public Life 

We must find a new understanding of our place in public life. We affirm that to be 

Evangelical and to carry the name of Christ is to seek to be faithful to the freedom, 

justice, peace, and well-being that are at the heart of the kingdom of God, to bring 

these gifts into public life as a service to all, and to work with all who share these 

ideals and care for the common good. Citizens of the City of God, we are resident 

aliens in the Earthly City. Called by Jesus to be “in” the world but “not of” the world, 

we are fully engaged in public affairs, but never completely equated with any party, 

partisan ideology, economic system, class, tribe, or national identity. 

Whereas fundamentalism was thoroughly world-denying and politically disengaged 

from its outset, names such as John Jay, John Witherspoon, John Woolman, and 

Frances Willard in America and William Wilberforce and Lord Shaftesbury in 

England are a reminder of a different tradition. Evangelicals have made a shining 

contribution to politics in general, to many of the greatest moral and social reforms in 

history, such as the abolition of slavery and woman’s suffrage, and even to notions 

crucial in political discussion today, for example, the vital but little known 

Evangelical contribution to the rise of the voluntary association and, through that, to 

the understanding of such key notions as civil society and social capital. 

Neither privatized nor politicized 

Today, however, we Evangelicals wish to stand clear from certain positions in public 

life that are widely confused with Evangelicalism. 

First, we Evangelicals repudiate two equal and opposite errors into which many 

Christians have fallen recently. One error has been to privatize faith, interpreting and 

applying it to the personal and spiritual realm only. Such dualism falsely divorces the 

spiritual from the secular, and causes faith to lose its integrity and become “privately 

engaging and publicly irrelevant,” and another form of “hot tub spirituality.” 

The other error, made by both the religious left and the religious right in recent 
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decades, is to politicize faith, using faith to express essentially political points that 

have lost touch with biblical truth. That way faith loses its independence, the church 

becomes “the regime at prayer,” Christians become “useful idiots” for one political 

party or another, and the Christian faith becomes an ideology in its purest form. 

Christian beliefs are used as weapons for political interests. 

Christians from both sides of the political spectrum, left as well as right, have made 

the mistake of politicizing faith; and it would be no improvement to respond to a 

weakening of the religious right with a rejuvenation of the religious left. Whichever 

side it comes from, a politicized faith is faithless, foolish, and disastrous for the 

church – and disastrous first and foremost for Christian reasons rather than 

constitutional reasons. 

Called to an allegiance higher than party, ideology, and nationality, we Evangelicals 

see it our duty to engage with politics, but our equal duty never to be completely 

equated with any party, partisan ideology, economic system, or nationality. In our 

scales, spiritual, moral, and social power are as important as political power, what is 

right outweighs what is popular, just as principle outweighs party, truth matters more 

than team-playing, and conscience more than power and survival. 

The politicization of faith is never a sign of strength but of weakness. The saying is 

wise: “The first thing to say about politics is that politics is not the first thing.” 

The Evangelical soul is not for sale. It has already been bought at an infinite price.  

A Civil rather than a Sacred or a naked public square 

Second, we Evangelicals repudiate the two extremes that define the present culture 

wars in the United States. There are deep and important issues at stake in the culture 

wars, issues on which the future of the United States and Western civilization will 

turn. But the trouble comes from the manner in which the issues are being fought. 

In particular, what we as Evangelicals lament in the culture warring is not just the 

general collapse of the common vision of the common good, but the endless conflict 

over the proper place of faiths in public life, and therefore of the freedom to enter and 

engage public life from the perspective of faith. A grand confusion now reigns as to 

any guiding principles by which people of different faiths may enter the public square 

and engage with each other robustly but civilly. The result is the “holy war” front of 

America’s wider culture wars, and a dangerous incubation of conflicts, hatreds, and 
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lawsuits. 

We repudiate on one side the partisans of a sacred public square, those who for 

religious, historical, or cultural reasons would continue to give a preferred place in 

public life to one religion which in almost all most current cases would be the 

Christian faith, but could equally be another faith. In a society as religiously diverse 

as America today, no one faith should be normative for the entire society, yet there 

should be room for the free expression of faith in the public square. 

Let it be known unequivocally that we are committed to religious liberty for people of 

all faiths, including the right to convert to or from the Christian faith. We are firmly 

opposed to the imposition of theocracy on our pluralistic society. We are also 

concerned about the illiberalism of politically correct attacks on evangelism. We have 

no desire to coerce anyone or to impose on anyone beliefs and behavior that we have 

not persuaded them to adopt freely, and that we do not demonstrate in our own lives, 

above all by love. 

We repudiate on the other side the partisans of a naked public square, those who 

would make all religious expression inviolably private and keep the public square 

inviolably secular. Often advocated by a loose coalition of secularists, liberals, and 

supporters of the strict separation of church and state, this position is even less just 

and workable because it excludes the overwhelming majority of citizens who are still 

profoundly religious. Nothing is more illiberal than to invite people into the public 

square but insist that they be stripped of the faith that makes them who they are and 

shapes the way they see the world. 

In contrast to these extremes, our commitment is to a civil public square — a vision of 

public life in which citizens of all faiths are free to enter and engage the public square 

on the basis of their faith, but within a framework of what is agreed to be just and free 

for other faiths too. Thus every right we assert for ourselves is at once a right we 

defend for others. A right for a Christian is a right for a Jew, and a right for a 

secularist, and a right for a Mormon, and right for a Muslim, and a right for a 

Scientologist, and right for all the believers in all the faiths across this wide land. 

The way of Jesus, not Constantine 

There are two additional concerns we address to the attention of our fellow-citizens. 

On the one hand, we are especially troubled by the fact that a generation of culture 
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warring, reinforced by understandable reactions to religious extremism around the 

world, is creating a powerful backlash against all religion in public life among many 

educated people. If this were to harden and become an American equivalent of the 

long-held European animosity toward religion in the public life, the result would be 

disastrous for the American republic and a severe constriction of liberty for people of 

all faiths. 

We therefore warn of the striking intolerance evident among the new atheists, and call 

on all citizens of goodwill and believers of all faiths and none to join with us in 

working for a civil public square and the restoration of a tough-minded civility that is 

in the interests of all. 

On the other hand, we are also troubled by the fact that the advance of globalization 

and the emergence of a global public square finds no matching vision of how we are 

to live freely, justly, and peacefully with our deepest differences on the global stage. 

As the recent Muslim protests and riots over perceived insults to their faith 

demonstrate, the Internet era has created a world in which everyone can listen to what 

we say even when we are not intentionally speaking to everyone. The challenges of 

living with our deepest differences are intensified in the age of global technologies 

such as the World Wide Web. As this global public square emerges, we see two equal 

and opposite errors to avoid: coercive secularism on one side, once typified by 

communism and now by the softer but strict French-style secularism; and religious 

extremism on the other side, typified by Islamist violence. 

At the same time, we repudiate the two main positions into which many are now 

falling. On the one hand, we repudiate those who believe their way is the only way 

and the way for everyone, and are therefore prepared to coerce others. Whatever the 

faith or ideology in question communism, Islam, or even democracy, this position 

leads inevitably to conflict. 

Undoubtedly, many people would place all Christians in this category, because of the 

Emperor Constantine and the state-sponsored oppression he inaugurated, leading to 

the dangerous alliance between church and state continued in European church-state 

relations down to the present. 

We are not uncritical of unrestrained voluntarism and rampant individualism, but we 

utterly deplore the dangerous alliance between church and state, and the oppression 
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that was its dark fruit. We Evangelicals trace our heritage, not to Constantine, but to 

the very different stance of Jesus of Nazareth. While some of us are pacifists and 

others are advocates of just war, we all believe that Jesus’ Good News of justice for 

the whole world was promoted, not by a conqueror’s power and sword, but by a 

suffering servant emptied of power and ready to die for the ends he came to achieve. 

Unlike some other religious believers, we do not see insults and attacks on our faith as 

“offensive” and “blasphemous” in a manner to be defended by law, but as part of the 

cost of our discipleship that we are to bear without complaint or victim-playing. 

On the other hand, we repudiate all who believe that different values are simply 

relative to different cultures, and who therefore refuse to allow anyone to judge 

anyone else or any other culture. More tolerant sounding at first, this position leads 

directly to the evils of complacency; for in a world of such evils as genocide, slavery, 

female oppression, and assaults on the unborn, there are rights that require defending, 

evils that must be resisted, and interventions into the affairs of others that are morally 

justifiable. 

We also warn of the danger of a two-tier global public square, one in which the top 

tier is for cosmopolitan secular liberals and the second tier is for local religious 

believers. Such an arrangement would be patronizing as well as a severe restriction of 

religious liberty and justice, and unworthy of genuine liberalism. 

Once again, our choice is for a civil public square, and a working respect for the rights 

of all, even those with whom we disagree. Contrary to medieval religious leaders and 

certain contemporary atheists who believe that “error has no rights,” we respect the 

right to be wrong. But we also insist that the principle of “the right to believe 

anything” does not lead to the conclusion that “anything anyone believes is right.” 

Rather, it means that respect for differences based on conscience can also mean a 

necessary debate over differences conducted with respect. 

Invitation to all 

As stated earlier, we who sign this declaration do not presume to speak for all 

Evangelicals. We speak only for ourselves, yet not only to ourselves. We therefore 

invite all our fellow-Christians, our fellow-citizens, and people of different faiths 

across the nation and around the world to take serious note of these declarations and 

to respond where appropriate. 
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We urge our fellow-Evangelicals to consider these affirmations and to join us in 

clarifying the profound confusions surrounding Evangelicalism, that together we may 

be more faithful to our Lord and to the distinctiveness of his way of life. 

We urge our fellow-citizens to assess the damaging consequences of the present 

culture wars, and to work with us in the urgent task of restoring liberty and civility in 

public life, and so ensure that freedom may last to future generations. 

We urge adherents of other faiths around the world to understand that we respect your 

right to believe what you believe according to the dictates of conscience, and invite 

you to follow the golden rule and extend the same rights and respect to us and to the 

adherents of all other faiths, so that together we may make religious liberty practical 

and religious persecution rarer, so that in turn human diversity may complement 

rather than contradict human well-being. 

We urge those who report and analyze public affairs, such as scholars, journalists, and 

public policy makers, to abandon stereotypes and adopt definitions and categories in 

describing us and other believers in terms that are both accurate and fair, and with a 

tone that you in turn would like to be applied to yourselves. 

We urge those in positions of power and authority to appreciate that we seek the 

welfare of the communities, cities, and countries in which we live, yet our first 

allegiance is always to a higher loyalty and to standards that call all other standards 

into question, a commitment that has been a secret of the Christian contributions to 

civilization as well as its passion for reforms. 

We urge those who share our dedication to the poor, the suffering, and the oppressed 

to join with us in working to bring care, peace, justice, and freedom to those millions 

of our fellow-humans who are now ignored, oppressed, enslaved, or treated as human 

waste and wasted humans by the established orders in the global world. 

We urge those who search for meaning and belonging amid the chaos of 

contemporary philosophies and the brokenness and alienation of modern society to 

consider that the gospel we have found to be good news is in fact the best news ever, 

and open to all who would come and discover what we now enjoy and would share. 

Finally, we solemnly pledge that in a world of lies, hype, and spin, where truth is 

commonly dismissed and words suffer from severe inflation, we make this declaration 

in words that have been carefully chosen and weighed; words that, under God, we 
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make our bond. People of the Good News, we desire not just to speak the Good News 

but to embody and be good news to our world and to our generation. 

Here we stand. Unashamed and assured in our own faith, we reach out to people of all 

other faiths with love, hope, and humility. With God’s help, we stand ready with you 

to face the challenges of our time and to work together for a greater human 

flourishing. 

THE END 

i The terms Evangelical and Evangelicals should be spelled with an upper case as are 

the terms Roman Catholic, Orthodox, and Protestant, or Christian, Jew, and Muslim. 


