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Given the current climate of rampant and gleeful anti-intellectualism that has overtaken the mass media at the present time, both literary and cul​tural interpretive practitioners have more than ample reason to reassess, to reexamine, and to reassert those theoretical concerns that constitute or question the identity of each putatively marginal group. There are dreary reiterations that must be made, and even more dreary navigations between the Scylla and Charybdis so easily identified in journalism as a conflict between the "thought police" on the one hand and the proponents of "multiculturalism" on the other. As readers of mass culture, let us note by way of example the astonishing attention that the media has accorded the academy: the Gulf War took up three months of their time, whereas we have been granted over a year of headlines and glossy magazine news-worthiness. Is our anathema, then, more pervasive than that of Saddam Hussein? In what fashion is the academy now to be read as one of the greatest sources of sedition against the new world order? The moment demands urgent consideration of how the outsideness of cultural criticism is being translated into that most tedious dichotomy that pits the "academy" against the "real world." While I am somewhat embarrassed by the prospect of having to contemplate such a simplistic binarism, this essay seeks to question its own cultural parameters by situating both its knowledge and its ignorance in relation to the devastating rhetoric of "us and them" that beleaguers issues of identity formation today. Grant me the luxury, then, of not having to supply quotation marks around several of the terms employed, and—since the time of life is short—an acknowl​edgement that the "we" to which I am forced to take recourse is indeed very, very wee. [1314] 

 The sustained and trivializing attack on what is represented as academic self-censorship cannot be segregated from current reformulations of cul​tural identities: the former will continue to misconstrue deliberately ques​tions of marginality into solutions of frivolity, or cultural criticism into tyrannical cliches about the political correctness of the thought police. And, if the debate on multiculturalism simply degenerates into a mis​placed desire for the institution of rainbow coalition curricula, its shadow will fall in all heaviness on those disciplines most responsible for produc​ing the kind of rhetoric that is presently castigated for its political recti​tude. Discursive formations that question canonical and cultural censors, in other words, are precisely the ones to be singled out as demonstrative of the academy's spinelessly promiscuous submission to "correctness." The list of public enemies thus produced is hardly surprising: our prostitution is repeatedly characterized by intellectual allegiances to the identity of post-colonialism, of gender, of gay and lesbian studies, and finally, of the body. The academy has subcultured itself out of viable existence, we are told, and the subtextual moral that attends such journalistic cautionary tales is almost too obvious to merit articulation: if they left hand offendeth thee, cut it off. 

Since none of us are partial to being lopped, the only resort appears to be a two-tiered response to the anti-intellectualism that is our "fin de siecle" fate. First—as has been clear for at least the last year—the world lies all before us; we have and must continue to respond. While much of the material that has appeared in the popular press is so low-grade as to disqualify itself as discourse, the academy must persist in making a reso​lute attempt to present some firm alternative opinions within those very columns. On a very simplistic and pragmatic level, if we must be freaks, let us be freaks with a voice. It may well be that this effort at articulation will yield some useful readings of the peculiar identity of the professional aca​demic: how plural are we in our constructions of singularity; and how sin​gular in our apprehensions of the plural? The second tier of any sustained response consists of an attempt to engender within the academy an overdue exchange about the excesses and the limitations that marginal dis​courses must inevitably accrue, even as they seek to map the ultimate obsolescence of the dichotomy between margin and center. For until the participants in marginal discourses learn how best to critique the intellec​tual errors that inevitably accompany the provisional discursivity of the margin, the monolithic and untheorized identity of the center will always be on them. The following readings seek an alignment with the second strategic tier to contain anti-intellectualism—that is, an essay into the methodology through which contemporary academic discourse seeks to decontaminate itself of territorial affiliations and attempts instead to establish the proliferating and shifting locations of the margins of cultural identities. [1315] The specific margin that is my subject is one most virulently subjected to popular parodies and to the label of irrational rectitude: the work con​ducted around theoretical intersections of feminism and gender studies. It would be unproductive to demonstrate that journalists are shoddy readers, or that the "elevation" of Camille Paglia's words to the pages of a soft​core porn magazine is in fact quite apposite with her discourse. An altern​ative margin might be found in the tensions incipient within the critical practice itself: are the easy pieties that emanate from the anti-thought-police press in any way implicit in academic discourse on this keen cultural problem? Is girl talk with a difference, in other words, at all responsible for the parodic replays that it has engendered in the scurrilous imagina​tions of North American magazines? If the academy chooses to be the unseen legislator through which cultural differences is regulated into grouped identities of the marginal, then an urgent intellectual duty would surely be to subject not merely our others but ourselves to the rigors of revisionary scrutiny.

If you will allow me some further space-clearing generalizations, I would claim that while current feminist discourse remains vexed by ques​tions of identity formation and the concomitant debates between essential-ism and constructivism, or distinctions between situated and universal knowledge, it is still prepared to grant an uneasy selfhood to a voice that is best described as the property of "postcolonial Woman." Whether this voice represents perspectives as divergent as the African-American or the postcolonial cultural location, its imbrications of race and gender are accorded an iconicity that is altogether too good to be true. Even though the marriage of two margins should not necessarily lead to the construc​tion of that contradiction in terms, a "feminist center," the embarrassed privilege granted to racially encoded feminism does indeed suggest a recti​tude that could be its own theoretical undoing. The concept of the post-colonial itself is too frequently robbed of historical specificity in order to function as a preapproved allegory for any mode of discursive contesta​tion. The coupling of postcolonial with woman, however, almost inevitably leads to the simplicities that underlie unthinking celebrations of oppres​sion. elevating the racially female voice into a metaphor for "the good." Such metaphoricity cannot exactly be called essentialist, but it certainly functions as an impediment to a reading that attempts to look beyond obvious questions of good and evil. In seeking to dismantle the iconic status of postcolonial feminism, I will attempt here to address the follow​ing questions: within the tautological margins of such a discourse, which comes first, gender or race? How, furthermore, can the issue of chronology lead to some preliminary articulation of the productive superficiality of race? [1316] Before such questions can be raised, however, it is necessary to pay some critical attention to the mobility that has accrued in the category of postcolonialism. Where the term once referred exclusively to the discur​sive practices produced by the historical fact of prior colonization in certain geographically specific segments of the /world, it is now more of an abstraction available for figurative deployment in any strategic redefinition of marginality. For example, when James Clifford elaborated his position on travelling theory during a recent seminar, he invariably substituted the metaphoric condition of postcoloniality for the obsolete binarism between anthropologist and native.1 As with the decentering of any discourse, however, this reimaging of the postcolonial closes as many epistemological possibilities as it opens. On the one hand, it allows for a vocabulary of cul​tural migrancy, which helpfully derails the postcolonial condition from the strictures of national histories, and thus makes way for the theoretical articulations best typified by Homi Bhabha's recent anthology, Nation and Narration.2 On the other hand, the current metaphorization of postcolo​nialism threatens to become so amorphous as to repudiate any locality for cultural thickness. A symptom of this terminological and theoretical dilemma is astutely read in Kwame Anthony Appiah's essay, "Is the Post-in Postmodernism the Post- in Postcolonial?"3 Appiah argues for a discur​sive space-clearing that allows postcolonial discourse a figurative flexibility and at the same time reaffirms its radical locality within historical exigen​cies. His discreet but firm segregation of the postcolonial from the post​modern is indeed pertinent to the dangerous democracy accorded the coalition between postcolonial and feminist theories, in which each term serves to reify the potential pietism of the other.

In the context of contemporary feminist discourse, I would argue, the category of postcolonialism must be read both as a free-floating metaphor for cultural embattlement and as an almost obsolete signifier for the his​toricity of race. There is no available dichotomy that could neatly classify the ways in which such a redefinition of postcoloniality is necessarily a secret sharer in similar reconfigurations of feminism's most vocal articula​tion of marginality, or the obsessive attention it has recently paid to the racial body. Is the body in race subject or object, or is it more dangerously an objectification of a methodology that aims for radical subjectivity? Here, the binarism that informs Chandra Mohanty's paradigmatic essay, "Under Western Eyes: Feminist Scholarship and Colonial Discourses," deserves particular consideration. Where Mohanty engages in a particular critique of "Third World Woman" as a monolithic object in the texts of Western feminism, her argument is premised on the irreconcilability of gender as history and gender as culture. "What happens," queries Mohanty, "when [an] assumption of 'women as an oppressed group' is situ​ated in the context of Western feminist writing about third world women?" What happens, apparently, begs her question. In contesting [1317] what she claims is a "colonialist move," Mohanty proceeds to argue that "Western feminists alone become the true 'subjects' of this counter-history. Third World women, on the other hand, never rise above the debilitating generality of their 'object' status."4 A very literal ethic under​lies such a dichotomy, one that demands attention to its very obviousness: how is this objectivism to be avoided? How will the ethnic voice of womanhood counteract the cultural articulation that Mohanty too easily dubs as the exegesis of Western feminism? The claim to authenticity— only a black can speak for a black; only a postcolonial subcontinental feminist can adequately represent the lived experience of that culture— points to the great difficulty posited by the "authenticity" of female racial voices in the great game that claims to be the first narrative of what the ethnically constructed woman is deemed to want.

This desire all too often takes its theoretical form in a will to subjec​tivity that claims a theoretical basis most clearly contravened by the process of its analysis. An example of this point is Trinh Minh-ha's trea​tise, Woman, Native, Other,5 which seeks to posit an alternative to the anthropological twist that constitutes the archaism through which nativism has been apprehended. Subtitled Writing Postcoloniality and Feminism, Trinh's book is a paradigmatic meditation that can be essentialized into a simple but crucial question: how can feminist discourse represent the cate​gories of "woman" and "race" at the same time? If the languages of feminism and ethnicity are to escape an abrasive mutual contestation, what novel idiom can freshly articulate their radical inseparability? Trinh's strategy is to relocate her gendering of ethnic realities on the inevitable territory of postfeminism, which underscores her desire to represent dis​course formation as always taking place after the fact of discourse. It further confirms my belief that had I any veto power over prefixes, post-would be the first to go—but that is doubtless tangential to the issue at hand. In the context of Trinh's methodology, the shape of the book itself illuminates what may best be called the endemic ill that effects a certain temporal derangement between the work's originary questions and the narratives that they engender. Woman, Native, Other consists of four loosely related chapters, each of which opens with an abstraction and ends with an anecdote. While there is a self-pronounced difference between the preliminary thesis outlined in the chapter "Commitment from the Mirror-Writing Box" to the concluding claims in "Grandma's Story," such a dis​cursive distance is not matched with any logical or theoretical consistency. Instead, a work that is impelled by an impassioned need to question the lines of demarcation between race and gender concludes by falling into a predictable biological fallacy in which sexuality is reduced to the literal structure of the racial body, and theoretical interventions within this tra​jectory become minimalized into the naked category of lived experience. When feminism turns to lived experience as an alternative mode of [1318] radical subjectivity, it only rehearses the objectification of its proper subject. While lived experience can hardly be discounted as a critical resource for an apprehension of the gendering of race, neither should such data serve as the evacuating principle for both historical and theoretical contexts alike. "Radical subjectivity" too frequently translates into a low-grade romanticism that cannot recognize its discursive status as pre- rather than post. In the concluding chapter of Trinh's text, for example, a section titled "Truth and Fact: Story and History" delineates the skewed idiom that marginal subjectivities produce. In attempting to proclaim an altern​ative to male-identified objectivism, Trinh-as-anthropologist can only produce an equally objectifying idiom of joy:

Let me tell you a story. For all I have is a story. Story passed on from generation to generation, named Joy. Told for the joy it gives the storyteller and the listener. Joy inherent in the process of storytelling. Whoever understands it also understands that a story, as distressing as it can be in its joy, never takes anything away from anybody. 

[WNO, p. 119]
Given that I find myself in a more acerbic relation both to the question of the constitution of specific postcolonialisms and of a more metaphoric postcolonial feminism, such a jointly universalist and individualist "joy" is not a term that I would ordinarily welcome into my discursive lexicon. On one level, its manipulation of lived experience into a somewhat fallacious allegory for the reconstitution of gendered race bespeaks a trans​cendence—and and attendant evasion—of the crucial cultural issues at hand. On a more dangerous level, however, such an assumption serves as a mirror image of the analyses produced by the critics of political rectitude. For both parties, "life" remains the ultimate answer to "discourse." The subject of race, in other words, cannot cohabit with the detail of a feminist language. 

Trinh's transcendent idiom, of course, emanates from her somewhat free-floating understanding of "postcoloniality": is it an abstraction into which all historical specificity may be subsumed, or is it a figure for a vaguely defined ontological marginality that is equally applicable to all "minority" discourses? In either case, both the categories of "woman" and "race" assume the status of metaphors, so that each rhetoric of oppression can serve equally as a mirrored allegory for the other. Here, Woman, Native, Other is paradigmatic of the methodological blurring that dictates much of the discourse on identity formation in the coloring of feminist discourse. To privilege the racial body in the absence of histori​cal context is indeed to generate an idiom that tends to waver with impres​sionistic haste between the abstractions of postcoloniality and the [1319] anecdotal literalism of what it means to articulate an "identity" for a woman writer of color. Despite its proclaimed location within contempor​ary theoretical—not to mention post-theoretical—discourse, such an idiom poignantly illustrates the hidden and unnecessary desire to resuscitate the "self."

What is most striking about such discursive practices is their failure to confront what may be characterized best as a great enamorment with the "real." Theories of postcolonial feminism eminently lend themselves to a reopening of the continued dialogue that literary and cultural studies have—and will continue to have—with the perplexing category known as realism, but at present the former discourse chooses to remain too precari​ously parochial to recognize the bounty that is surely its to give. Realism, however, is too dangerous a term for an idiom that seeks to raise identity to the power of theory. While both may be windmills to the quixotic urge to supply black feminism with some version of the "real," Trinh's musings on this subject add a mordantly pragmatic option to my initial question:

"what comes first, race or gender?" Perhaps the query would be more finely calibrated if it were rephrased to ask, "What comes first, race, gender, or profession?" And what, in our sorry dealings with such realisms, is the most phantasmagoric category of all?

According to Woman, Native, Other, such a triple bind can be articu​lated only in order to declare that bonding is all. An opening section of that text is in fact titled "The Triple Bind"; it attempts to outline the alternative realism still to be claimed by the postcolonial feminist mental​ity:

Today, the growing ethnic-feminist consciousness has made it increasingly difficult for [the woman of color who writes] to turn a blind eye not only to the specification of the writer as historical subject . . . but also to writing itself as a practice located at the intersection of subject and history—a literary practice that involves the possible knowledge (linguistical and ideological) of itself as such.                                      [WNO, p. 6]

Here the text evades the threat of realism by taking recourse to the "peaceable" territory of writing, on which all wars may be fought with each discursive contingency in deployment. While writing may serve as a surrogate for the distance between subject (read self) and history, Trinh unwittingly makes clear her academic appreciation of alterity: the female writer, or the third person "she" that haunts her text, "is made to feel she must choose from among three conflicting identities. Writer of color? Woman writer? Or woman of color? Which comes first? Where does she place her loyalties?" (WNO, p. 6). The hierarchy of loyalties thus listed illustrates the danger inherent in such cultural lists: the uneasy proclama- [1320] tion with which Woman, Native, Other sets out to be the "first full-length study of post-feminism" (according to the book's jacket) is a self-defeating project, for feminism has surely long since laid aside the issue of an indi​vidualized female loyalty as its originating assumption. If race is to compli​cate the project of divergent feminisms, in other words, it cannot take recourse to biologism, nor to the incipient menace of rewriting alterity into the ambiguous shape of the exotic body. 

The body that serves as testimony for lived experience, however, has received sufficient interrogation from more considered perspectives on the cultural problems generated by the dialogue between gender and race, along with the hyperrealist idiom it may generate. Hazel Carby helpfully advocates that black feminist criticism [should] be regarded critically as a problem, not a solution, as a sign that should be interrogated, a locus of contradictions. Black feminist criticism has its source and its primary motivation in academic legitimation, placement within a framework of bourgeois humanistic discourse.6  

The concomitant question that such a problem raises is whether the signifi​cation of gendered race necessarily returns to the realism that it most seeks to disavow. If realism is the Eurocentric and patriarchal pattern of adjudicating between disparate cultural and ethnic realities, then it is surely the task of radical feminism to provide an alternative perspective. In the vociferous discourse that such a task has produced, however, the question of altemativism is all too greatly subsumed either into the radical strategies that are designed to dictate the course of situated experience, or into the methodological imperatives that impell a work related to Woman, Native, Other such as bell hooks's Talking Back: Thinking Feminist, Think​ing Black.

While the concept of "talking back" may appear to be both invigorating and empowering to a discourse interested in the reading of gendered race, the text Talking Back is curiously engaged in talking to itself; in rejecting Caliban's mode of protest, its critique of colonization is quietly narcissistic in its projection of what a black and thinking female body may appear to be, particularly in the context of its repudiation of the genre of realism. Yet this is the genre, after all, in which African-American feminism con​tinues to seek legitimation: hooks's study is predicated on the anecdotes of lived experience and their capacity to provide an alternative to the dis​course of what she terms patriarchal rationalism. Here the unmediated quality of a local voice serves as a substitute for any theoretical agenda that can make more than a cursory connection between the condition of postcolonialism and the question of gendered race. Where hooks claims to speak beyond binarism, her discourse keeps returning to the banality of [1321] easy dichotomies: "Dare I speak to oppressed and oppressor in the same voice? Dare I speak to you in a language that will take us away from the boundaries of domination, a language that will not fence you in, bind you, or hold you? Language is also a place of struggle."7 The acute embar​rassment generated by such an idiom could possibly be regarded as a radical rhetorical strategy designed to induce racial discomfort in its audi​ence, but it more frequently registers as black feminism's failure to move beyond the proprietary rights that can be claimed by any oppressed dis​course. 

As does Trinh's text, hooks's claims that personal narrative is the only salve to the rude abrasions that Western feminist theory has inflicted on the body of ethnicity. The tales of lived experience, however, cannot func​tion as a sufficient alternative, particularly when they are predicated on dangerously literal professions of postcolonialism. Yearning: Race, Gender, and Cultural Politics, hooks's more recent work, rehearses a post-colonial fallacy in order to conduct some highly misguided readings of competing feminisms within the context of racial experience. She estab​lishes a hierarchy of color that depressingly segregates divergent racial perspectives into a complete absence of intellectual exchange. The competition is framed in terms of hooks's sense of the hostility between African-American and Third World feminisms:

The current popularity of post-colonial discourse that implicates solely the West often obscures the colonizing relationship of the East in relation to Africa and other parts of the Third World. We often forget that many Third World nationals bring to this country the same kind of contempt and disrespect for blackness that is most frequently associated with white western imperialism. . . . Within feminist movements Third World nationals often assume the role of mediator or interpreter, explaining the "bad" black people to their white colleagues or helping the "naive" black people to understand whiteness.... Unwittingly assuming the role of go-between, of mediator, she re-inscribes a colonial paradigm.

What is astonishing about such a claim is its continued obsession with a white academy, with race as a professional attribute that can only reconfig​ure itself around an originary concept of whiteness. Its feminism is necessarily skin deep in that the pigment of its imagination cannot break out of a strictly biological reading of race. Rather than extending an inquiry into the discursive possibilities represented by the intersection of gender and race, feminist intellectuals like hooks misuse their status as minority voices by enacting strategies of belligerence that at this time are more divisive than informative. Such claims to radical revisionism take refuge in the political untouchability that is accorded the category of Third [1322] World Woman, and in the process sully the crucial knowledge that such a category has still to offer to the dialogue of feminism today.

The dangers represented by feminists such as hooks and Trinh is that finally they will represent the profession as both their last court of appeal and the anthropological ground on which they conduct their field work. The alternative that they offer, therefore, is conceptually parochial and scales down the postcolonial condition in order to encompass it within North American academic terms. As a consequence, their discourse cannot but fuel the criticism of those who police the so-called thought police, nor is it able to address the historically risky compartmentalization of otherness that masquerades under the title of multiculturalism. Here it is useful to turn to one of the more brilliant observations that pepper Gayatri Spivak's The Post-Colonial Critic, In concluding an interview on multiculturalism, Spivak casually reminds her audience that if one looks at the history of post-Enlightenment theory, the major problem has been the problem of autobiography: how subjective structures can, in fact, give objective truth. During these same cen​turies, the Native Informant [was] treated as the objective evidence for the founding of the so-called sciences like ethnography, ethno-linguistics, comparative religion, and so on. So that, once again, the theoretical problems only relate to the person who knows. The person who knows has all of the problems of selfhood. The person who is known, somehow seems not to have a problematic self.9
Lived experience, in other words, serves as fodder for the continuation of another's epistemology, even when it is recorded in a "contestatory" position to its relation to realism and to the overarching structure of the profession. 

While cultural criticism could never pretend that the profession does not exist, its various voices must surely question any conflation of the pro​fessional model with one universal and world historical. The relation between local and given knowledge is obviously too problematic to allow for such an easy slippage, which is furthermore the ground on which the postcolonial can be abused to become an allegory for any one of the pigeonholes constructed for multiculturalism. Allow me to turn as a con​sequence to a local example of how realism locates its language within the postcolonial condition, and to suggest that lived experience does not achieve its articulation through autobiography, but through that other third-person narrative known as the law. 2

I proffer life in Pakistan as an example of such a postcolonial and lived experience. Pakistani laws, in fact, pertain more to the discourse of a [1323] petrifying realism than do any of the feminist critics whom I have cited thus far. The example at hand takes a convoluted postcolonial point and renders it nationally simple: if a postcolonial nation chooses to embark on an official program of Islamization, the inevitable result in a Muslim state will be legislation that curtails women's rights and institutes in writing what has thus far functioned as the law of the passing word. The Huddood Ordinances in Pakistan were promulgated in 1979 and legislated in 1980, under the military dictatorship of General Mohammad Zia-ul-Haq. They added five new criminal laws to the existing system of Pakistani legal pro​nouncements, of which the second ordinance—against Zina (that is, adul​tery as well as fornication)—is of the greatest import. An additional piece of legislation concerns the law of evidence, which rules that a woman's tes​timony constitutes half of a man's. While such infamous laws raise many historical and legal questions, they remain the body through which the feminist movement in Pakistan—the Women's Action Forum—must orga​nize itself.

It is important to keep in mind that the formulation of the Hudood Ordinances was based on a multicultural premise, even though they were multicultural from the dark side of the moon. These laws were premised on a Muslim notion of Hadd and were designed to interfere in a postcolo​nial criminal legal system that was founded on Anglo-Saxon jurisprudence. According to feminist lawyer Asma Jahangir, the Hudood Ordinances were promulgated to bring the criminal legal system of Pakistan in conformity with the injunctions of Islam. . . . Two levels of punishments are introduced in the Ordi​nances. Two levels of punishment and, correspondingly, two separate sets of rules of evidence are prescribed. The first level or category is the one called the "Hadd" which literally means the "limit" and the other "Tazir", which means "to punish".10
The significance of the Hadd category is that it delineates immutable sen​tences: Tazir serves only as a safety net in case the accused is not con​victed under Hadd. These fixed rules are in themselves not very pretty:

Hadd for theft is amputation of a hand; for armed robbery, amputation of a foot; for rape or adultery committed by married Muslims, death by stoning; for rape or adultery committed by non-Muslims or unmarried Muslims, a hundred public lashes (see HO, p. 24). While I am happy to report that the Hadd has not yet been executed, the laws remain intact and await their application. 

The applicability of these sentences is rendered more murderous and even obscenely ludicrous when the immutability of the Hadd punishments is juxtaposed with the contingency of the laws of evidence. If a man is seen stealing a thousand rupees by two adult Muslim males, he could be pun- [1324] ished by Hadd and his hand would be amputated. If an adult Muslim stole several million rupees and the only available witnesses were women and non-Muslims, he would not qualify for a Hadd category and would be tried under the more free-floating Tazir instead. "A gang of men can thus rape all the residents of a women's hostel," claims Jahangir with under​standable outrage, "but [the] lack of ocular evidence of four Muslim males will rule out the imposition of a Hadd punishment" (HO, p. 49). Such a statement, unfortunately, is not the terrain of rhetoric alone, since the post-Hudood Ordinance application of the Tazir has made the definition of rape an extremely messy business indeed. 

Here, then, we turn to Zina, and its implications for the Pakistani female body. The Hudood Ordinances have allowed for all too many openings in the boundaries that define rape. Women can now be accused of rape, as can children; laws of mutual consent may easily convert a case of child abuse into a prosecution of the child for Zina, for fornication. Fur​thermore, unmarried men and women can be convicted of having commit​ted rape against each other, since a subsection of the Zina offense defines rape as "one where a man or a woman have illicit sex knowing that they are not validly married to each other" (quoted in HO, p. 58). In other words, fornication is all, and the statistics of the past few years grimly indi​cate that the real victims of the Hudood Ordinances are women and chil​dren, most specifically those who have no access to legal counsel and whose economic status renders them ignorant of their human rights.

Jahangir cites the example of a fifteen-year-old woman, Jehan Mina, who, after her father's death, was raped by her aunt's husband and son. Once her pregnancy was discovered, another relative filed a police report alleging rape. During the trial, however, the accused led no defense, and Mina's testimony alone was sufficient to get her convicted for fornication and sentenced to one hundred public lashes. That child's story is paradig​matic of the untold miseries of those who suffer sentences in Muslim jails.

Let me state the obvious: I cite these alternative realisms and construc​tions of identity in order to reiterate the problem endemic to postcolonial feminist criticism. It is not the terrors of Islam that have unleashed the Hudood Ordinances on Pakistan, but more probably the United States government's economic and ideological support of a military regime during that bloody but eminently forgotten decade marked by the "libera​tion" of Afghanistan. Jehan Mina's story is therefore not so far removed from our current assessment of what it means to be multicultural. How are we to connect her lived experience with the overwhelming realism of the law? In what ways does her testimony force postcolonial and feminist dis​course into an acknowledgement of the inherent parochialism and profes​sionalism of our claims?

[…]

[1326] 
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