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In this dialogue between a famous atheist and a former radical, Sam Harris and Maajid Nawaz
invite you to join an urgently needed conversation: Is Islam a religion of peace or war? Is it
amenable to reform? Why do so many Muslims seem drawn to extremism? The authors
demonstrate how two people with very different views can find common ground.
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2015009535Harris Maajid, thank you for taking the time to have this conversation. I think the
work that you’re doing is extremely important. I’m not sure how much we agree about Islam or
about the prospects for reforming the faith—and it will be useful to uncover any areas where we
diverge—but I want you to know that my primary goal is to support you.Nawaz That’s very kind
of you. I appreciate that. As you know, we are working in a very delicate area, walking a tightrope
and attempting to bring with us a lot of people who, in many instances, do not want to move
forward. It is very important that we have this conversation in as responsible a way as
possible.Harris Agreed. I’d like to begin by recalling the first time we met, because it was a
moment when you seemed to be walking this tightrope. It was, in fact, a rather inauspicious first
meeting.In October 2010, I attended the Intelligence Squared debate in which you were pitted
against my friends Ayaan Hirsi Ali and Douglas Murray. We met afterward at a dinner for the
organizers, participants, and other guests. People were offering short remarks about the debate
and otherwise continuing the discussion, and at one point Ayaan said, “I’d like to know whether
Sam Harris has anything to say.” Although I was well into a vodka tonic at that moment, I
remember what I said more or less verbatim. I addressed my remarks directly to you. We hadn’t
been introduced, and I don’t think you had any idea who I was. I said, essentially, this:Maajid, I
have a question for you. It seems to me that you have a nearly impossible task and yet much
depends on your being able to accomplish it. You want to convince the world—especially the
Muslim world—that Islam is a religion of peace that has been hijacked by extremists. But the
problem is that Islam isn’t a religion of peace, and the so-called “extremists” are seeking to
implement what is arguably the most honest reading of the faith’s actual doctrine. So your
maneuvers on the stage tonight—the claims you made about interpretations of scripture and the
historical context in which certain passages in the Qur’an must be understood—appear
disingenuous.Everyone in this room recognizes that you have the hardest job in the world, and
everyone is grateful that you’re doing it. Someone has to try to reform Islam from within, and it’s
obviously not going to be an apostate like Ayaan, or infidels like Douglas and me. But the path of
reform appears to be one of pretense. You seem obliged to pretend that the doctrine is
something other than it is—for instance, you must pretend that jihad is just an inner spiritual
struggle, whereas it’s primarily a doctrine of holy war. I’d like to know whether this is, in fact, the
situation as you see it. Is the path forward a matter of pretending certain things are true long
enough and hard enough so as to make them true?I should reiterate that I was attempting to



have this conversation with you in a semipublic context. We weren’t being recorded, as far as I
know, but there were still around seventy-five people in the room listening to us. I’m wondering if
you remember my saying these things and whether you recall your response at the
time.Nawaz Yes, I do remember that. I’m glad you reminded me of it. I hadn’t made the
connection with you. I’m also grateful you mentioned that although we were not on air, many
others were present. To my mind, it was just as important inside that room as outside it for
people to take what I was saying at face value. In fact, my desire to impact Muslim-minority
societies with my message is just as strong as my desire to impact Muslim-majority societies.
Part of what I seek to do is build a mainstream coalition of people who are singing from the same
page. That doesn’t require that they all become Muslim or non-Muslim. On the contrary, what
can unite us is a set of religion-neutral values. By focusing on the universality of human,
democratic, and secular (in the British and American sense of this word) values, we can arrive at
some common ground. It follows that all audiences need to hear this message. Even inside that
room, therefore, the stakes were high. To lose that audience would be to realize my fear: the
polarization of this debate between those who insist that Islam is a religion of war and proceed to
engage in war for it, and those who insist that Islam is a religion of war and proceed to engage in
war against it. That would be an intractable situation.Now, moving to the specifics of your
question, I responded in the way I did because I felt you were implying that I was engaging in
pretense by arguing that Islam is a religion of peace. If I remember correctly, you said, “It’s
understandable in the public context, but here in this room can’t you just be honest with
us?”Harris Yes, that’s exactly what I said.Nawaz Yes. “Can’t you just be honest with us in
here?” implied that I hadn’t been honest out there. My honest view is that Islam is not a religion
of war or of peace—it’s a religion. Its sacred scripture, like those of other religions, contains
passages that many people would consider extremely problematic. Likewise, all scriptures
contain passages that are innocuous. Religion doesn’t inherently speak for itself; no scripture, no
book, no piece of writing has its own voice. I subscribe to this view whether I’m interpreting
Shakespeare or interpreting religious scripture.So I wasn’t being dishonest in saying that Islam is
a religion of peace. I’ve subsequently had an opportunity to clarify at the Richmond Forum,
where Ayaan and I discussed this again. Scripture exists; human beings interpret it. At
Intelligence Squared, being under the unnatural constraints of a debate motion, I asserted that
Islam is a religion of peace simply because the vast majority of Muslims today do not subscribe
to its being a religion of war. If it holds that Islam is only what its adherents interpret it to be, then
it is currently a religion of peace.1Part of our challenge is to galvanize and organize this silent
majority against jihadism so that it can start challenging the narrative of violence that has been
popularized by the organized minority currently dominating the discourse. This is what I was
really trying to argue in the Intelligence Squared debate, but the motion forced me to take a side:
war or peace. I chose peace.Harris I understand. My interest in recalling that moment is not to
hold you accountable to your original answer to me—and it may be that your thinking has
evolved to some degree. But our conversation broke down quite starkly at that point. I don’t



remember how we resolved it.Nawaz (laughing) I don’t remember that we did resolve
it.Harris Well, let’s proceed in a spirit of greater optimism than may seem warranted by our first
meeting, because we have a lot to talk about. However, before we dive into the issues, I think we
should start with your background, which is fascinating. Perhaps you can tell our readers why
you’re in a position to know so much about the problems we’re about to discuss.The Roots of
ExtremismNawaz A comprehensive version of my story is available in my autobiography,
Radical, but I’ll summarize it here. I was born and raised in Essex, in the United Kingdom, and
grew up in what I refer to as the bad old days of racism in my country. A case that changed the
course of race relations in the UK, the murder of Stephen Lawrence, led to a government inquiry
that produced the Macpherson report.2 That report coined the phrase “institutional racism” and
judged that it existed in the police forces of the UK. It was a serious indictment.I came of age at a
time immediately preceding that shift in the collective consciousness. I experienced institutional
racism on multiple occasions and became incredibly disillusioned with mainstream society as a
result. I was falsely arrested on a number of occasions. Such discrimination played out in our
young lives while we witnessed the Bosnian genocide unfolding in continental Europe.Naturally,
my generation became disgruntled, disillusioned, and disconnected from society. Into that grave
identity crisis came the Islamist ideological group that I eventually joined. The group, Hizb ut-
Tahrir, is of the revolutionary variety, remains active across the world, and is still legal in the
West. Founded in 1953 in Jerusalem during an earlier Muslim identity crisis after the creation of
Israel, Hizb ut-Tahrir was the first Islamist group to popularize the idea of creating a theocratic
“caliphate,” or an “Islamic state.” Rather than terrorism, its members use recruiting and winning
over Muslim public opinion, with the eventual aim of inciting military coups in Muslim-majority
countries such as Egypt, Turkey, and Pakistan in order to come to power.I joined this
organization as a deeply aggrieved, perhaps traumatized, sixteen-year-old victim of severely
violent racist attacks. However, my grievances were frozen for a long time by the ideological
dogma that I came to adopt. I choose my words here deliberately. Grievances are not in
themselves sufficient to radicalize somebody. They are half the truth. My meaning is best
summarized this way: when we in the West failed to intervene in the Bosnian genocide, some
Muslims became radicalized; when we did intervene in Afghanistan and Iraq, more Muslims
became radicalized; when we failed to intervene in Syria, many more Muslims became
radicalized. The grievance narrative that pins the blame on foreign policy is only half the story. It
is insufficient as an explanation for radicalization.Harris This topic of foreign intervention and
Muslim grievance is very tricky—and I trust we’ll come back to it. But it seems to me that two
things made the West’s intervention in Bosnia unique—and uniquely inoffensive from a Muslim
point of view. We didn’t have to invade a Muslim country to do it, and the operation entailed
bombing non-Muslims. As we’ve seen from recent conflicts, if either of those variables changes,
a large percentage of Muslims will view the operation as a sacrilege—no matter how evil or
secular the target of Western power happens to be. Saddam Hussein was the perfect example:
he was a universally hated secular tyrant. But the moment a coalition of non-Muslim states



attacked him, much of the Muslim world was outraged that “Muslim lands” were being invaded
by infidels. Of course, there were many perfectly sane reasons to be against the war in Iraq, but
that wasn’t among them. One of the problems with religion is that it creates in-group loyalty and
out-group hostility, even when members of one’s own group are behaving like psychopaths. I
would add that when we did eventually intervene in Bosnia, for purely humanitarian reasons, we
didn’t get much credit for it.Nawaz Absolutely. I mention it only because where grievances are
relevant is in priming young, vulnerable individuals who are experiencing a profound identity
crisis to receive ideological dogma through charismatic recruiters. Once that dogma has been
received, it frames one’s worldview, the lens through which others are perceived, the vehicle by
which others are recruited; it becomes the language we speak. It is very important to understand
that, because grievances will always exist. They’ve existed from the beginning of time, and they
will exist until the end of time. Other communities face them as well, but this particular
ideological phenomenon has arisen only in certain contexts. For example, people often blame
poverty or a lack of education for radicalization, whereas experts have long known that a
disproportionate number of terrorists come from highly educated backgrounds.3 So at sixteen I
adopted an ideological worldview that froze my sense of grievance and turned it instead into
dogma. I then began recruiting heavily for Hizb ut-Tahrir; I bear my fair share of responsibility for
promoting the notion of a theocratic caliphate.Harris Were you seeking to popularize these
ideas in the UK or globally?Nawaz Globally. The group spread from Jerusalem to Jordan, from
Jordan to Syria and Iraq, and eventually to Egypt. It then spread from the Middle East to the
West, and from the West it spread to Turkey via German Muslims, to North Africa via French
Muslims, and to South Asia via British Muslims of Indian, Pakistani, and Bangladeshi origin.
Becoming an international recruiter, I exported revolutionary Islamism from Britain to Pakistan,
Denmark, and, finally, Egypt.In 1999, midway through my law and Arabic degree at the
University of London’s School of Oriental and African Studies (SOAS), I took a year off and went
to Pakistan on the instructions of Hizb ut-Tahrir to help cofound the Pakistani branch. Pakistan
had just tested its atomic bomb a year earlier, and the global leader of our group aspired to a
nuclear caliphate.Anywhere we laid the foundations of this organization, we very specifically
targeted army officers so that we could incite military coups. In 2000, after my return from
Pakistan, I was personally involved in conversations with Pakistani cadets who had come to
study at Britain’s Sandhurst Royal Military Academy. Since then, Pakistan has witnessed
aborted coup plots by my former organization, some of which have been reported in the
press.4By then, I had resumed study for my degree in London, but I was traveling to
Copenhagen every weekend to found the Danish-Pakistani branch of my group. In 2001, my
studies took me to Egypt for my Arabic-language year. I arrived one day before the 9/11 attacks.
Not fully comprehending the significance of those attacks, I continued recruiting across Egypt for
my cause. In April 2002, my Alexandria residence was raided by Egyptian state security officers.
I was blindfolded, had my hands tied behind my back, and was taken to state security
headquarters in Cairo, where I witnessed other prisoners being tortured by electrocution. I was



twenty-four years old.After I was sentenced to five years as a political prisoner in Egypt’s Mazra
Tora prison complex, Amnesty International took the brave step of adopting me as a prisoner of
conscience. Although Amnesty disagreed with what we believed in, its view was that we had
committed no specific crime in Egypt—which was true—and my group was legal in Britain,
where I had joined it. It was in Egypt, in prison with the entire spectrum of Islamists—from the
assassins of Egypt’s former president Anwar Sadat to the now incarcerated global leader of
Egypt’s Muslim Brotherhood, Muhammad Badei—that I began to truly explore the ideology I had
come to adopt and the cause I had embraced with such fervor at sixteen.It was a combination of
my lengthy revisionist conversations with other prisoners and Amnesty’s outreach that started
me on the long journey toward a liberal, human rights–based secular perspective. In 2006, I was
released from prison and returned to London. In 2008, while completing my master’s degree in
political theory at the London School of Economics, I cofounded and went on to chair Quilliam,
the world’s first counter-extremism organization.The Scope of the ProblemHarris In your work,
you make a distinction between “revolutionary Islamists” and “jihadists.” I think we should define
these terms. I would also like to know how you think public opinion is divided in Muslim
communities. I picture several concentric circles: At the center are groups like the Islamic State,5
al-Qaeda, al-Shebab, Boko Haram, and so on. Their members apparently wake each morning
yearning to kill infidels and apostates. Many of them also seem eager to be martyred in the
process. Most of us refer to these people as “jihadists.” Then there is a larger circle of Islamists
who are more politically motivated and appear less eager to kill and be killed. Beyond that is a
wider circle of Muslims who probably support jihad and Islamism—financially, morally, or
philosophically—but are not inclined to get their hands dirty. Finally, one hopes, there is a much
larger circle of so-called moderate Muslims, whether they would label themselves that way or
not, who want to live by more modern values. Although they may not be quite secular, they don’t
think that groups like the Islamic State represent their faith. Perhaps there are also millions of
truly secular Muslims who just don’t have a voice. I’m wondering whether you think my
understanding of these categories is correct, and if so, what percentage of the earth’s 1.6 billion
Muslims you would put into each of them.Nawaz Obviously, this won’t be an empirical answer,
but I’ll give you my gut reaction. Continuing with your concentric-circles imagery, in the center, as
you have rightly said, are the jihadists. Beyond them is a larger group of Islamists. So that there’s
absolutely no confusion for our readers, when I say “Islamism,” I mean the desire to impose any
given interpretation of Islam on society. When I say “jihadism,” I mean the use of force to spread
Islamism.Islamism and jihadism are politicized, contemporary readings of Islam and jihad; they
are not Islam and jihad per se. As I’ve said, Islam is a traditional religion like any other, replete
with sects, denominations, and variant readings. But Islamism is the desire to impose any of
those readings on society. It is commonly expressed as the desire to enforce a version of
shari’ah as law.
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Tarik D. LaCour, “Harris and Nawaz are exemplary in this book. Anyone familiar with Sam Harris
will know that his claim to fame has been in his criticism of religion and in his indirect founding of
the New Atheism which came on the scene after his first book The End of Faith: Religion Terror
and the Future of Reason. Harris has been particularly critical of Islam, saying that its doctrines
are incompatible with the modern world. So,when he sat down with Maajid Nawaz and co-
authored Islam and the Future of Tolerance, those familiar with his work had good reason to be
skeptical that there would be much tolerance in the book since his other books have been
particularly intolerant.Maajid Nawaz is a completely different guy than Harris. A former Islamist,
Nawaz spent several years in Egypt as a prisoner where he had an awakening, politically and
spiritually. After being released from prison, he renounced Islamism and became a secular
Muslim (a Muslim who does not want Sharia law imposed on the world, but still a believer in the
religion). He wrote a memoir, Radical, and established a think-tank to counter terrorism known
as Quilliam. In short, Nawaz began his life in intolerance, but is now an outspoken proponent of
tolerance. Knowing that he would be a more than adequate intellectual opponent for Harris, I
thought this had the makings of a good bout, and I was not disappointed.The book begins, and it
is in dialogue format throughout, with Harris recalling that he first encountered Nawaz when
Nawaz was debating former Muslim and critic of religion Ayaan Hirsi Ali. In the debate, Ali took
the side that Islam was a religion of violence, while Nawaz took the side that Islam was a religion
of peace. After the debate at a dinner that both authors were at, Harris asked Nawaz if he was
being honest when he said he believed that Islam was a religion of peace. Nawaz answered that
he was, and that he would be happy to discuss the matter with Harris further at a later
time.Nawaz then briefly recaps his story of being an Islamist and then becoming a secular
Muslim. He also distinguishes and defines Islam, Islamism, and Jihadism. According to Nawaz,
Islam is a religion, and religions are set of ideas so they are neither peaceful nor violent
necessarily (though certain interpretations of them can be). Islamism is the desire to impose
certain reading or teachings of Islam on society at large. Jihadism is the desire to impose Islamic
teachings on society by force. So, all Jihadists are Islamists, but not all Islamists are Jihadists;
Nawaz himself was a Islamist but because he never used force to accomplish his aims he was
not a jihadist.After clearing up the definitions, Nawaz states that there is no absolute way to
interpret scripture, so no one can be absolute about their religion. Since there is no absolutely
correct way to interpret scripture, this will lead to pluralism about scripture, which will in turn lead
to secularism and humanistic values. If this happens, and it can according to Nawaz, then Islam
can find its place as other religions have in a modern, secular world.Harris, who does most of
the listening, is not as optimistic as Nawaz about this. He reiterates things he said in other books
that it is simply impossible or very unlikely to reform something as long as scripture is respected
because while some may reform there will always be those who can say that it is fine for other
people to interpret scripture as they choose, some people will choose to interpret it in an Islamist



or Jihadist way, so the problem will always be there. Nawaz agrees that this can be a problem,
but recalls the Golden Age of Islam and points out that Islamism and Jihadism are modern
phenomena and that the past shows that Muslims can in fact be tolerant. Harris retorts that Islam
was imposed and spread from the start by violence, even by the Prophet Muhammad (may
peace be upon him). Nawaz does not disagree with this, but points out that there have been eras
where Islamism and Jihadism were not significant problems, so it is possible for Muslims to
assimilate.The book ends with Harris and Nawaz agreeing that the battle to save the world from
Islamism and Jihadism must be fought on multiple fronts. For starters, we cannot be afraid to
say, as former U.S. President Barack Obama was, radical Islam. If we are fighting against
something, we need to be very clear what it is we are fighting against. Second, we cannot
exclude Ex-Muslims and non-Muslims from the fray; we are all in this together. Third, we must all
regard pluralism and secularism as the end goals, if everyone can share these values then there
is a chance we can win this fight. In the end, this is a war of ideas, and the secularists have
better ideas than the Islamists and the Jihadists.The book is well-written and shows thoughtful,
informed conversation on both sides. In short, this book is itself a testament of what we are
looking for; those of different faiths or no faith at all sharing a seat at the table and talking about
their differences openly and clearly with no thought of violence, i.e pluralism and secularism.I do
have one criticism of the book, and it is aimed at Nawaz. He states several times that there is no
correct reading of scripture, and this is not a view that many religious people will accept. While
we may not always agree all the time about a given passage, that does not mean that the
passage is therefore meaningless. This is an appeal to mysticism, and the Abrahamic religions
in particular shun mysticism (though there Sufism does embrace mysticism). It would be better
to say that there are things in religious texts that are not compatible with western society, but that
these need to be taken in context of the times and that we need to do careful exegesis in order
to get to the bottom of what a text is saying, but it is simply erroneous to say that there is no
correct way to read texts, and believing that will not lead to pluralism, secularism, or tolerance.
Good argument and a willingness to listen lead to those values.We are going to be dealing with
Islam, violence, and the conversation of how to be tolerant for the rest of our lives. Harris and
Nawaz' book is a good start in talking about how to have that conversation, and evidence that it
can in fact be done. I recommend this book to Muslim, and non-Muslim, because we must solve
this problem if the human race wants to live in a tolerant manner.”

Alfonso Gilbert, “A Must Read for ALL American Leaders in the Private, Public, and Religious
Sectors. Neuroscientist Sam Harris and former radical Islamist Maajid Nawaz engage in an
insightful discussion about the current state of Islam. This short book is extremely helpful in
understanding a global view of the Muslim world. Sam Harris asks probing questions that we are
all asking, and Nawaz is obliged to answer forthrightly and honestly with humility and
transparency. Nawaz's responses alone are worth the price of the book. He categorizes the four
different levels of Islam and explains the intentions of each: jihadists, Islamism, conservative



(moderate), and liberal Muslims.But Maajid Nawaz also describes his intentions to reform Islam.
As a former extremist, he is the founder of the first counter-extremism organization in the world.
He is incredibly intelligent and articulate, and as a first-hand participant, Nawaz is on the front
lines of understanding the problem of Islam and its 1.6 billion adherents. This is a problem we
can't ignore as American's, and one that requires not simply our attention but our participation
for the sake of our children and grandchildren. I highly recommend this book to all American
leaders in the private, public, and religious sectors.”

Anglian Traveller, “A punchy, intelligent & informative dialogue between two smart people. This
book is the 128-page transcript of a long-form conversation between Sam Harris and British-
born Majid Nawaz, a reformed radical Islamist and now the founding chairman of Quilliam, “a
globally active organisation focusing on matters of integration, citizenship & identity, religious
freedom, immigration, extremism and terrorism”.The result is less an argument between two
adversaries pushing their world-view; rather it’s two smart insightful guys engaging in an
informative and wide-ranging dialogue, genuinely seeking to understand the alarming influence
of “Islamism” on the modern world and how to deal with it.Nawaz helpfully clarifies the
distinctions between jihadists (globalists like IS or Al Qaida, and regional jihadists like Hamas
and Hezbollah); the various types of Islamists (revolutionary or political) who cannot be
categorised as jihadists; and the much larger group of conservative moslems worldwide who
occasionally sympathise with one or more of the jihadi or Islamist factions but are just as often
openly opposed to them. These various groups in certain circumstances intersect and overlap in
Venn-diagram fashion, so it is a mistake to think of them all in the same way.Nawaz advocates
an Islamic reformation such as that endured by Christianity between the 14th and 17th centuries
and an end to the stranglehold of Islamist theocratic dogma, which he sees as anathema to the
progressive secular liberal values which increasingly characterise the modern world. Harris
argues that this laudable ambition may prove to be idealistic and probably untenable in the face
widespread Islamic dogmatism rooted in scriptural literalism: he makes the point repeatedly
(and in different ways) that the jihadists may be essentially more honest in their literalist
interpretation of the Koran and the Hadith, that a literal reading of the Koran makes Islam
fundamentally unreformable without outright repudiation of its essential tenets of belief, i.e.
apostasy.This is a valuable, informative and insightful dialogue between two very smart people
about an important subject, a world away from the dumbed-down banter aired in TV and internet
debates or the ideologically obsessive “alternative” media which is invariably even
worse.Overall: excellent. My only possible gripe would be that the book is too short and the
asking price rather high, but on the other hand proofreading and presentation of this smart
pocket-sized hardcover volume are first-class.”

lewism109, “A Much Needed Dialogue!. Islam and the future of tolerance is an open dialogue
and collaboration between Sam Harris and Maajid Nawaz, who both discuss the problems of a



subsection of extremists in the name of Islam and provide some eloquent solutions. 128 pages
long, both Sam and Maajid suggest excellent points to provide to the debate. Often you'll find in
the discussion, both Sam and Maajid will agree on what the other one is saying, providing a
much needed progressive dialogue that usually frequently ends up with both sides not agreeing
on the middle grounds. As anyone familiar with the recent situations, the topic is taboo or more
modestly, controversial. But this book is certainly needed to instigate a much needed discussion
between the public, to ensure no misinformation could potentially misguide some people's
decisions and thoughts. Finally, this book has made me more open minded to the discussion at
hand and hopefully lots more people who are reading the dialogue.”

Eddie Starlink, “Educational and addictive reading. If you want easy one-liner glib answers to
today's difficult questions, don't read Sam Harris. For he takes the trouble to analyse difficult
questions and to suggest answers not everyone will like.What makes Harris' involvement in this
project so impressive is that he is prepared to defer to Nawaz who has the greater and most
specific knowledge. I already knew Harris' thoughts on most of these issues but reading Nawaz
taught me a lot. I didn't agree with all that Nawaz said. In particular, with one slight exception, I
found his suggestion that the literal reading of the Qu'ran is just one of several to involve the kind
of disingenuous mental gymnastics that plays into the hands of his opponents. When one has to
try so hard to discern reasonableness in a religious text, it should alert one to the implausibility
of the premise that the text has a divine author. Even so, Nawaz has a lot to say and is well
worth reading.If I had a gripe, it would be that the price tag does not match the slenderness of
the volume.”

L Beck, “The Qur'an cannot be questioned, but the Qur'an must be questioned.. Sam Harris is
an atheist and a critic of religion who wrote an excellent book, "Letter to a Christian Nation".
Maajid Nawaz (so far as I understand) still calls himself a Muslim, but he stands out as one who
believes Islam needs a serious reformation. He is an ex-fanatic who left the Jihadist cause and
now fights against Islamist extremism, and for liberal democracy. This short book is a discussion
between Harris and Nawaz on religious belief in general and the threat from Islamist extremism
in particular. It is an excellent read.”

Ebook Tops Reader, “Intelligent, honest discussion. Sam Harris and Maajid Nawaz embark on a
civilised, honest debate about the religion of Islam without any pre-conceived hatred for the
other. This dialogue includes sections where both authors agree with one another and those
where the two have disagreements. Neither author misrepresents the other nor do they indulge
in ad hominem attacks against the other. It is a dialogue that was thoroughly needed given the
current political climate and will, I'm sure, help towards initiating debates and discussions,
especially in regions such as the Middle East where these are desperately needed.”



The book by Sam Harris has a rating of  5 out of 4.6. 702 people have provided feedback.
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