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Work in the Field: 
My study juxtaposes two ongoing debates that affect Pakistan’s standing in the war 
against terror, and then analyzes their practical consequences, keeping in particular view 
that the war is now being fought on Pakistan’s own soil. The first debate, which is the 
more widely recognized of the two, is the one between the realists and pacifists of the 
United States, both applying conflicting approaches in dealing with the terrorists. 
Pakistan’s case has often been dragged into this realist-pacifist argument, though 
participants in the debate largely remain uninformed about the ‘localized’ (and not 
always ‘global’) nature of militancy inside the tribal belt of Pakistan. This local 
phenomenon forms the subject of a second, distinctive debate within Pakistan. It is a 
debate between the militants and the state authorities, but it is also a direct outcome of the 
debate that continues to rage between fundamentalists and traditionalists.  
 
In this doctrinal debate, militants propound two religious or moral arguments in favour of 
jihad. Firstly, the militants challenge the concept that jihad is solely a ‘state 
responsibility’, arguing that they are faced with governments who are either unwilling or 
incompetent to take up the cause of jihad. This argument is most often used as a silencing 
rebuttal, though most scholars and policymakers contend that it is not clear where 
responsibility for jihad rests when the state is unwilling to take it up. The ‘moral’ nature 
of the accusation that Pakistan, as a state, is unwilling to stand up to the US is used to 
provide grounds to fight not simply the US but also the Pakistani authorities.  
 
Secondly, a further ‘moral’ justification for waging jihad against Pakistan is found in the 
failure of the state in delivering social justice, which is viewed as a corollary to peace. 
This second argument questions the very ideological basis of the creation of Pakistan, 
demanding the delivery of social justice via the enforcement of Sharia law. The failure of 
the state in providing social justice is interpreted by these militants as a breach of the 
social contract which was made at the creation of Pakistan. In this view, the entire state 
apparatus must be replaced by a Sharia based system that provides quick and easy access 
to justice.  
 
The impact of both of these arguments, well beyond militant circles, creates a debate 
which is markedly distinct from the realist-pacifist debate. Contrary to common media 
characterizations of this theatre of war, Pakistan currently faces a dilemma in which its 
position is transformed from that of a ‘frontline ally’ to that of a ‘conflict manager’: the 
difference between the two roles being that Pakistan as a state is not simply engaged on 
one side of this war, it now stands between two rival camps: while it is at war with 



militants of a localized nature, it also has to justify its need for negotiations before the 
international coalition. 
 
This study shows that the ground reality faced by Pakistan is far from the kind of 
simulated war game in which the enemy can be clearly defined as an isolated ‘other’. It 
focuses on the religiously-oriented doctrinal issues that fuel the jihadist campaign, and on 
the additional complications that arise from the fact that here the non state actors are very 
much a part of the state and its society, and not a foreign element. It reflects upon the 
internal Pakistani security debate, and suggests a focus on neutralizing the arguments that 
fuel militancy and on reconciling differences that threaten the social contract. It shows 
some of the disastrous effects which have arisen as a result of Pakistan’s violation of 
peace accords whenever pressure is exerted by the international coalition. It is here that 
Pakistan’s dilemma exposes a major weakness in the alliance against terror, so long as 
this alliance fails to take account of the impact of the doctrinal questions raised by the 
militants, questions that it will be shown here can be answered both by policy makers and 
scholars. 
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Interests in the field: 
 
Pacifist ethics in Islam, particularly the Islamic concept of ‘peace with justice.’ 
The realist pacifist debate on war, negotiations and the politics of compromise.  
The concept of just war when invoked for legitimizing rebellion against an unjust ruler or 
state. 
The debate between Islamic traditionalist scholars and fundamentalists, particularly over 
the issue of Jihad as a state instrument.  
 
 
 


