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Abstract

This paper attempts to investigate the issue of violence and terrorism
by means of a critical reading of Salman Rushdie’s Shalimar the Clown (2005)
in the contexts of post-partition violence, South Asian diasporas and global
terrorism. Through exploring the historical, geopolitical backdrop of Kashmir,
my paper first reveals how British colonialism, postcolonial conflicts, and
American neo-imperialism have vehemently transformed the once paradisal
state into a territorial dispute. Drawing upon Monica Duffy Toft’s critique
of “ethnic violence” over territory, Slavoj ZizeK's thick descriptions of
“subjective and objective violence” as well as Judith Butler’s ethical concern of
non-violence toward the Other, I argue that Rushdie’s novel delves deep into
the roots of violence, terrorism, and the effects on the individual. In drama-
tizing the transformation of an innocent and demure tightrope-walking clown
into an international terrorist, Rushdie inscribes the manifold conflicts
between global self-position and local up-rootedness. While some critics
claim that Rushdie celebrates an elitist vision of cosmopolitanism via his ideal
syncretistic “Kashmiriyat” to counter the cycles of violence, my study con-
tends that “Kashmiriyat” reveals Rushdie’s postcolonial attempt not only to
transgress ethno-religious differences but also to re-imagine spatial possibili-
ties of conviviality to “step across” the cultural, geopolitical lines between India,
Pakistan and America. Although the novel ends as if an entangled knot of
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ideologically driven violence is followed by counter-violence, I suggest that
Rushdie proposes instead an ethical reconsideration of violence that requires
a crucial recognition/negotiation of self and other.

Keywords: violence; terror(ism), Salman Rushdie, Kashmir and “Kashmiriyat,”
Monica Duffy Toft, Slavoj Zizek, Judith Butler, self and other



Paradise Lost: Narratives of Violence and Terror(ism) in Salman Rushdies Shalimar the Clown 81

Everywhere was now a part of everywhere else. Russia, America, London, Kashmir.
Our lives, our stories, flowed into one another’s, were no longer our own, individual,
discrete. This unsettled people. There were collisions and explosions. The world was
no longer calm.

—Salman Rushdie

Ethnic violence has become an increasingly problematic phenomenon in
South Asia. As Monica Duffy Toft asserts, “two-thirds or more of all contempo-
rary armed conflicts involve an ethnic dimension” (3). Indeed, since World War
II, transnational conflicts have become more common than interstate conflicts,
and ethnicity, nationalism and religions are often important components of these
struggles. Over the years, tremendous political and social turmoil has been gener-
ated in the state of Kashmir, a land famous for its picturesque beauty, peaceful-
ness and religious tolerance. Owing to its precarious location between India and
Pakistan, Kashmir has lost its political sovereignty since the 1947 Partition: Mili-
tary brutality and religious extremism have been writ large in the region, and this
“earthly paradise” has been “partitioned, impoverished, and made violent” (Rushdie,
2002: 274), whilst thousands of refugees were exiled abroad or to neighboring
states. Modern history of Kashmir, as most scholars note, is a traumatic history
of violence and loss, whose postcolonial displacement has been vividly detailed
and re-inscribed in Salman Rushdie’s Shalimar the Clown (2005).

In this paper, I attempt to investigate the issue of violence and terrorism
by means of a critical reading of Salman Rushdie’s Shalimar the Clown (2005) in
the contexts of post-partition violence, South Asian diasporas and global terrorism.
Through exploring the historical, geopolitical backdrop of Kashmir, my paper
first reveals how British colonialism, postcolonial conflicts, and American neo-
imperialism have vehemently transformed the once paradisal state into a territo-
rial dispute. Drawing upon Monica Duffy Toft’s critique of “ethnic violence” over
territory, Slavoj Zizek’s thick descriptions of “subjective and objective violence” as
well as Judith Butler’s ethical concern of non-violence toward the Other, I argue
that Rushdie’s novel delves deep into the roots of violence, terrorism, and the
effects on the individual. In dramatizing the transformation of an innocent and
demure tightrope-walking clown into an international terrorist, Rushdie inscribes
the manifold conflicts between global self-position and local up-rootedness. While
some critics claim that Rushdie celebrates an elitist vision of cosmopolitanism via
his ideal syncretistic “Kashmiriyat” to counter the cycles of violence, my study
contends that “Kashmiriyat” reveals Rushdie’s postcolonial attempt not only to
transgress ethno-religious differences but also to re-imagine spatial possibilities of
conviviality to “step across” the cultural, geopolitical lines between India, Pakistan
and America. Although the novel ends as if an entangled knot of ideologically
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driven violence is followed by counter-violence, I suggest that Rushdie proposes
instead an ethical reconsideration of violence that requires a crucial recognition/
negotiation of self and other.

In the Name of Territory: Post-partition Violence in Kashmir

Wiar, terrorism, ethnic conflict, genocide and ethnocide, mass murder, rape,
attacks, abuse. Violence takes many different forms, yet in every case it seems to
share some fundamental characteristics—harm, cruelty, destruction, domination,
evil. Violence can also be perpetrated in terms of identity, be it racial, ethnic,
religious, socio-economic, gendered or national. “Violence is violence,” we are
inclined to think. But things are not so simple: different individuals, ages and
cultures consider different things violent. The same act can count as violent or
non-violent, depending on its contexts. For example, when the US went to war in
Word World II, they do not view themselves as going off to commit violence.
And when the 9/11 terrorists crashed airplanes into the World Trade Center, they
did not feel guilty of committing harm to other citizens.

In Violence: Six Sideways Reflections, Slavoj Zizek delineates three forms
that violence takes. The first form of violence is “subjective violence”: the event of
one person perpetrates harm on another. It is clear, visible and always perpetrated
by a guilty subject. The central thing to note about how we perceive this form of
violence is that it is always an interruption into a prior background of tranquility
and peace. According to Etienne Balibar, newly emerging ethnic and/or religious,
racist, “fundamentalisms” belong to this category (12). It is precisely this notion
of fundamentally construing violence as an interruption into a peaceful natural
state that Zizek secks to problematize. He does this by delineating two other
forms of violence which he refers to as “objective violence.” Objective violence is
different from subjective violence in that the former is the violence that always-
already exists and sustains the social fabric that subjective violence interrupts. In
Etienne Balibar’s words, this violence is inherent in the social conditions of global
capitalism, who involve the “automatic” creation of excluded and dispensable
individuals from the homeless to the unemployed (14). To clarify this a bit, Zizek
further distinguishes two types of objective violence, “systemic violence” and “sym-
bolic violence.” “Systemic violence” is the often “catastrophic consequences of
the smooth functioning of our economic and political systems” (13). It is what
other thinkers have referred to as “structural evil.” The quintessential example
today is capitalist speculation. On the other hand, “symbolic violence” is related
to, and participates in systemic violence, but it refers more specifically to the
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“violence of language.” In other words, it is implicit primarily in language. For
example, when Muslims reacted so violently to the publication of the caricatures
of Muhammad in Denmark, it was not because they had seen the cartoons, but
because the cartoons become a focus for the humiliations and frustrations that
are identified with Western violence. “This condensation, it needs to be borne in
mind,” Zizek explains, “is a basic fact of language, of constructing and imposing a
certain symbolic field” (60).

ZizeKs theoretical reflections on violence are crucial for our exploration
of ethnic violence and its various manifestations in contemporary post-partition
narratives of South Asia. In The Geography of Ethnic Violence Monica Duffy Toft
explores the reason why some ethnic conflicts become violent and others do not.
She calls it the theory of “indivisible territory.” Territory, she maintains, is central
to many disputes between ethnic groups and sovereignty states. For two nation-
states, control over territory, especially a historical homeland like Jerusalem or a
disputed borderland like Kashmir, becomes a “matter of survival and, consequently,
an indivisible issue (19). When both sides in a conflict regard control over a
disputed territory as indivisible, violence is likely to erupt. Indeed, since World
War II, transnational conflicts have become more common than interstate con-
flicts, and ethnicity, nationalism and religions are often important components of
these struggles. Over the years, tremendous political and social turmoil has been
generated in the state of Kashmir by the forces of religious fundamentalism and
by an exclusionary nationalism. Despite being a land famous for its picturesque
beauty, peacefulness and religious tolerance, Kashmir, like Northern Ireland and
the West Bank, is one of the most intractable and dangerous political problems
in the world.

The conflict over Kashmir can be traced back to the partition of India in
1947. After partition, the Hindu ruler of the majority-Muslim province opted
to join it to India, but Pakistani soldiers quickly moved in to claim part of the
territory. When the British left India in August 1947, Kashmir initially remained
a Princely State under the autocratic rule of the Maharaja, a Hindu prince.
However, as Bennett-Jones points out, during Lord Mountbatten’s involvement
in the negotiation of India’s independence as the viceroy of India, he urged many
of the leaders of the Princely States to “opt either for Pakistan or India” (58).
Mountbatten’s interference in the recommendations of the Boundary Commis-
sion to divide India after independence made both India and Pakistan suspicious
of Britain’s neutrality in the partition of South Asia, especially where Kashmir was
concerned. The results of such divisions included acts of genocide, in particular
the slaughter of Muslims trapped on the Indian side of the border and the long

military struggle between India and Pakistan. Following the invasion of Kashmir
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by tribesmen from Pakistan in October 1947, the Maharaja acceded Kashmir to
India in exchange for military support from India against the Pakistani tribesmen.
Since then, the rivals have skirmished constantly and fought two full-scale wars
over control of Kashmir.

Moreover, in 1999 Indian Prime Minister, Atal Behari Vajpayee, visited
Lahore, Pakistan for a peace meeting with Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif. There
was great hope for peace. Three months later Pakistan-based militants invaded
the Kargil area in Indian-controlled Kashmir, with the support of the military.
A military confrontation, with the possibility of nuclear war, ensues. Nawaz Sharif
traveled to Washington and President Clinton convinced him to withdraw Paki-
stani forces from Kargil. Confrontation seems to come to an end. On October 7,
2001, however, U.S. launched a war in Afghanistan, under the rubric of the War
on Terrorism. President Musharraf became a U.S. ally and allowed Pakistan to
become a base of operations for the United States. Al Qaeda, Taliban, and their
supporters in Pakistan felt severe pressure thereafter.

In brief, the partition of India and the escalation of violence from the de-
ployment of Indian troops in the Kashmir valley in October 1947 to Pakistan’s
later cooperation with the Bush administration during the 2001 war in Afghani-
stan form part of the historical backdrop to Shalimar the Clown. This historical
and geopolitical backdrop is significant because it marks “a failure in US foreign
policy to either comprehend or influence the ongoing conflict in Kashmir” (Morton
135). This failure of the United States to translate its power into influence in
the subcontinent was partly a consequence of a tendency within successive US
administrations to approach the interests, priorities and needs of Third World
nations “with a Cold War yardstick that distorted far more than it illuminated”
(Morton 135).

The debate over the territory of Kashmir between India and Pakistan
demonstrates Toft’s theory of “indivisible territory” and finds its fullest literary
representation in Rushdie’s 2005 novel, Shalimar the Clown. Published in 2005,
Rushdie’s ninth novel and one of the finalists for the 2005 Whitbread Novel
Award depict the transformation of a Muslim clown into an international terrorist.
Written from postcolonial diaspora, Shalimar the Clown is an invocative archive
of migration and globalized production of modern terrorism, which articulate
the present with counter-public, minor perspective of the 1947 Partition. The
novel opens with a bloody scene of assassination. Living in modern day Los Angeles,
India Ophuls was suddenly thrust into a world of violence when her father, Max
Ophuls, a former American Ambassador to India and lately his country’s counter-
terrorism chief, was slaughtered at her doorstep. His murderer was his quiet and
mysteriously handsome Kashmiri driver, Shalimar the Clown a.k.a. Noman Sher
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Noman. While the crime was initially thought of as a political assassination,
further investigations revealed its deeply personal nature rather than a terrorist
attack. Although the events of this novel are played out on a global landscape, its
focus is at a different level the tragic story of Kashmir, disputed between India and
Pakistan, with borders over which wars have been fought and which continued
insurgency seems to render porous. Most importantly, political events in Kash-
mir during the latter half of the twentieth century have impacted on the lives
and transnational mobility of people.

Through this story of intrigue, Shalimar the Clown poses larger and more
pressing questions of how we are to understand the plight of Kashmir, the emer-
gence of Islamic terrorism, and the United States’ exercise of global power. The
eponymous Shalimar the Clown is the central character in the novel, and in
tracing how he becomes a terrorist/assassin, Rushdie attempts to understand the
contemporary experience of Kashmir. As he puts it in an interview:

This is a book about a person who starts out sweet and ends up ferocious. And the
question is not only why but how. How, in an individual life, can someone begin as
a person who would not hurt a fly and end up being someone who cheerfully slits
people’s throats and cuts their heads off? And the book tries to answer that question.
(Enright 562; italics added)

This is a question many people and governments have been asking since the bomb-
ings of 9/11 and 7/7. Rushdie tries to make sense of how, as he describes it in the
same interview, “this beautiful place, famously peaceful, with its almost comically
peaceful people” (562) has been so unhappily transformed into a region ravaged
by violent conflict and how the pluralistic, local cosmopolitan ethos of
“Kashmiriyat” has been betrayed.

In what follows, we will examine how Rushdie’s novel conveys both the spec-
tacular beauty and violence of Kashmir, offering much to think about the origins
of such violence, broadening the scope from Kashmir to the world stage, and
showing that all violence is connected.

Lost “Kashmiriyat” and the Rise of Transnational, Global Violence

In Shalimar the Clown, Rushdie presents his most detailed and extended
portrait of Kashmir so far and explores in and through narrative the carnage that
is destroying it. Kashmir is portrayed as a paradise with multicultural, multi-faith
tolerance and harmony. Rushdie, whose family is from Kashmir, has written
about the valley before. Midnights Children (1981) begins in Srinagar, with an
account of Saleem Sinai’s grandfather Adam and his grandmother Nasreen; one
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of the children of the midnight of the nation’s birth has his origins in the idylli-
cally portrayed valley. Haroun and the Sea of Stories (1990), set in the mythical
Vale of K, is a thinly veiled allegory from a child’s perspective of the violence that
has torn Kashmir apart since 1947.

What is noteworthy is that Shalimar the Clown adds other elements into
the mix of South Asian politics that are not present in Midnights Children: the
globalization of the power of the United States after the conclusion of the Cold
War, and the evolution of new ideologies of violence such as those given their
most grotesque embodiment in the attacks on New York in September 2001.

In the sections about “Pachigam,” a small village situated in the serene
surroundings beside the river Muskadoon in Kashmir, Rushdie depicts the
remarkably harmonious and tolerant society of pre-partition Kashmir, in which
Hindu, Muslim, Jewish and Sildi families lived together, ate together and
intermarried. Itis in a period when Kashmiris are connected by “deeper ties than
blood or faith” (SC 47). To them, the words Hindu and Muslim had no place
in their story: “In the valley these words were merely descriptions, not divisions.
The frontiers between the words, their hard edges, had grown smudged and blurred.
This was how things had to be. This was Kashmir” (SC 57; italics added).!

In this supposed golden age before the advent of terror, Kashmiriyat
(Kashmiriness) is portrayed as the ideal world with its unique way of life, where
differences and divisions were non-existent; a world untouched by hatred and
communalism. Usually, the villagers, despite their ethnic differences, gather
together and hold festivals and banquets, which reflect a celebration of Kashmir’s
hybrid cultural heritage. As Pandit Pyarelal Kaul declares:

Today our Muslim village, in the service of our Hindu maharaja, will cook and act in a
Mughal—that is to say—Muslim—garden, to celebrate the anniversary of the day on
which Ram marched against Ravan to rescue Sita . . . Who tonight are the Hindus? Who
tonight are the Muslims? Here in Kashmir, our stories sit happily side by side on the same
double bill, we eat from the same dishes, we laugh at the same jokes. (SC71; italics added)

Such a Kashmir is one in which Hindus and Muslims can practice either religion
in equally unorthodox ways: high-caste Brahmins could eat meat and pious
Muslims could worship saints. Moreover, this performance of hybridity and the
confusion of communal identities construct an idealized image of Kashmir as

! Some reviewers like Laura Miller regard Rushdie’s portrayal of Kashmir as a “stand-in for the
multicultural Bombay of his past, the loss of which, to time and social change, he mourns.” However,
as Annabella Pitkin suggests, this comparison, while relevant, is less salient than “the notion that Rushdie’s
Kashmir is a proxy for the now-partitioned subcontinent itself—a subcontinent with communities often
viciously portioned off into violently sectarian camps” (258).
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more tolerant or “cosmopolitan”® under the semi-autonomous rule of the Hindu
maharaja than after India’s independence and partition. With the Partition in
1947, however, “the time of demons had begun” (SC 89) in Kashmir, dealing
out death and destitution “not caring whether they were Hindus or Muslims”
(SC 89). In the wake of partition, as India and Pakistan fight over control of
Kashmir, the country’s harmony is inexorably destroyed.

The drastic transition from innocence to betrayal has been represented by
the author through the character of Shalimar the clown. Son of the village headman,
Shalimar is a sweet innocent boy, “clown prince of the performing troupe” (SC
50); a young boy madly in love with Pandit Kaul’s daughter, Bhoomi (“the earth”)
or Boonyi (the local word for the celestial Kashmir chinar tree), as she prefers to
be called. Both Boonyi and Shalimar are born two months after the partition of
India that also sunders Kashmir apart, and so come to act as mirrors of a post-
Independence Kashmir. Though Shalimar is Muslim and Boonyi is Hindu, their
youthful affair is condoned by the villagers and they are married in the name of
Kashmiriyat. As Abdullah mentioned, “Kashmiriyat” or Kashmiriness, the belief
that at the heart of Kashmiri culture refers to a common bond that transcended all
differences: “We are all brothers and sisters here. . . . There is no Hindu-Muslim
issue. Two Kashmiri—two Pachigami—youngsters wish to marry, that’s all. A
love match is acceptable to both families and so a marriage there will be; both Hindu
and Muslim customs will be observed.” (SC 110; italics added). With this affirma-
tion of cross-ethnic, cross-religious kinship through marriage, Rushdie frames the
ideal of syncretic community in transnational rather than national terms.

However, increasing influence of alien presence on the Kashmiri landscape
slowly starts corroding and degrading the values of the valley, the Kashmiriyat.
This influence can be seen in the radical preaching’s of Bulbul Fakh, the “iron
mullah” as well as in the arrival of Maximilian Ophuls on the scene, the represen-
tative American presence in the valley. And thus unfolds the tragic events of
the tale. As the village is gradually divided by the forces of politics, economics,
and religion, Shalimar and Boonyi’s inter-ethnic romance begins to fall apart. Just
like the shadow planets Rahu and Ketu—*“two halves of a single bisected dragon”
(8C 45), love and hatred are intimate to each other. Shalimar the clown’s love is
unfortunately turned into hatred when Boonyi betrays him for the American
ambassador.

2 Yumna Siddiqi considers this ideal of “Kashmiriyat” elevated in the novel as Rushdie’s “elite
cosmopolitanism.” It may be a model of “organic community” (297). But it is problematic precisely
because in invoking the model of organic community and projecting it across the globe, it “elides both the
contradictions and tensions within that ideal of community and the material constraints upon ways
in which such a community might actually be achieved” (307).
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In the novel, the Western interest in Kashmir is represented by the European
born, Jewish American Ambassador to Kashmir, Maximilian Ophuls,® who in his
younger days has fought for the resistance against the Nazi but who later had
become a secret negotiator for American neo-imperialist interests around the globe.
His involvement in Kashmir is registered through his impact upon the lives of
Boonyi and the eponymous Shalimar. Mesmerized by Boonyi’s beauty, Ophuls
arranges for Boonyi and her friends to give a dance performance in Delhi. The
performance is only a pretext for Ophuls to get close to Boonyi. And Boonyi does
wait for this opportunity, for she has long yearned for a grander life than Pachigam
can offer. As her father used to say, “[t]he dance of the shadow planets is the
dance of the struggle within us, the inner struggle of moral and social choice” (SC
48). Nonetheless, Boonyi chooses to transgress the moral and social code, opting
to enter into a relationship with Max “in search of a future and though she had
thought of it as an opening it had been a closing” (SC 367).

By the time Boonyi ceases to be attractive to Ophuls, however, she is preg-
nant and the news gets leaked to the Indian media. Ophuls’ alleged oppression of
Boonyi becomes “a sort of allegory of Vietnam” (SC 188) and he quits the country

4 is renamed

and diplomacy in disgrace. Boonyi’s illegitimate child, Kashmira,
“India” by Ophuls” ex-wife and taken away to England for a troubled upbringing.
Boonyi’s disastrous flirtation with desire led to an avalanche of catastrophe not
only in her life but also in the lives of the people related to her. She loses her
identity and tumbles down the path of complete psychotic degeneration, waiting
alone in the wilderness for death to truly free her.

The story of Ophuls and Boonyi’s doomed relationship can be read not merely
as a study in human vanity, selfishness and aggressive mutual need, but also as a
“parable of the carelessness of American intervention on the subcontinent . . . in
often unexpected and violent forms” (Cowley 27). Read allegorically, Ophuls’
seduction of Boonyi then raises the “specter of the US” exploitation of Kashmir

3 Rushdie appropriates the name from the 70m de plume of film-maker Maximilian Oppenheimer, a
historical figure, a German Jewish “art cinema” director who fled the Nazis for France, then fled again via
Italy and Switzerland to the USA. In the novel, he appears as a Jewish survivor of the holocaust, a hero of
the resistance, and chief of U.S. counter-terrorism organization.

4 Clearly, the name Kashmira suggests a connection between Ophuls’ daughter and Kashmir. Yet
Kashmira is not only a sign of Max Ophuls’ sexual relationship with Boonyi; she is also a “symbol of
American imperialism in South Asia” (Morton 141). As the narrator explains:

A Kashmiri girl ruined and destroyed by a powerful American gave the Indian government
an opportunity to look like it would stand up and defend Kashmiris against marauders of all
types—to defend the honour of Kashmir as stoutly as it would defend that of any other
integral part of India . . . the new president Zakir Hussain, was making angry statements in
private about the godless American’s exploitation of an innocent Hindu girl. . . . And Indira

Gandhi was out for blood. (SC 206)
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and of India” (Siddiqi 305), whilst Boonyi, in turn, represents the soils of Kash-
mir being “polluted by greedy aspirations for Western commodities” (Murphy
354). The literal rendering of Boonyi’s destruction is telling; as a result of her
placing her aspirations and trust in American hands, she grows fat, bloated, and
poisoned by the excessive use of Western consumer goods, devoured in conjunc-
tion with drugs, and debilitating boredom.

On the other hand, Ophuls’ fascination and subsequent elopement with
Boonyi contribute a tragic turn in the character of Shalimar and in the future of
the paradisal village. While the villagers declare Boonyi dead to bring his ferocity
under control, Shalimar is not ready to forget or forgive because there was “a new
ferocity in him that could easily frighten people instead of making them laugh”
(8C231; italics added).’> In 1971, Shalimar decides to join the Kashmiri National
Liberation Front and confesses to his mother, Firdaus, his plan for personal and
political revenge: “the invisible enemy in the invisible room in the foreign country
far away: that’s the one I want to face, and if I give to work my way through all the
others to get to him then that is what I'll do” (§C 249). Leaving his life and
family, Shalimar joins the extremists to become “a rage-filled jihadist,” pretending
to believe in their cause but all the while preparing himself for the ultimate aim
of his life—to kill Max Ophuls.

Moreover, rising communal hostility of majority Muslims against the pandits
leads to a reassessment that the syncretistic Kashmiriyat was an illusion under-
neath which forced conversions, temple-smashing, persecution and genocide were
the norms. The first sign of mass massacre occurs when the narrator accounts the
rumors, which “seemed like a new species of living thing” and asserted that “an
army of kabailis from Pakistan has crossed the border, looting, raping, killing . . .
and it is nearing the outskirts of the city” (SC 85). By representing the historical
experience of “communal violence” in the form of a rumor, the narrator power-
fully evokes the villagers’ understanding of political events and their rising panic
in the face of what he describes as “the most persistent” and “most puissant
rumors” (SC 85). Such support is further implied in Rushdie’s characterization
of the Indian General Kachhwaha as a Hindu fundamentalist, who regards the
idea of “Kashmir for the Kashmiris” as “moronic” (SC 101); who believes that
“Every Muslim in Kashmir should be considered a militant” (SC 291); and who
orders the Indian military to ethnically cleanse the village of Pachigam. In the
eyes of the Indian general, Muslim Kashmiris are not just militants but immoral
“terrorists”; they are “beyond saving” (§C 292-93). As Mat Coleman discusses in

5 The drastic transformation from laughter to terror accounts for Shalimar’s turn to a series of murders
and violence in order to avenge his lover Boonyi and her seducer, Max Ophuls.
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“The Naming of “Terrorism” and Evil ‘Outlaws,”” the production of “outlaws” is
important in a consideration of state responses to “terrorists” who are considered
evil (96). Since Muslim “terrorists” are outlawed for their abnormal use of force,
they deserve to be wiped out by all means.

The journey from innocence to betrayal reaches its final stages through the
pathway of complete destruction: Pachigam ceases to exist. Charged with harbor-
ing extremists, the village bears the full brunt of the atrocities of the armed forces.
Everyone is killed, people and life is totally obliterated from the place where love
had once bloomed and blossomed. Rushdie recounts the miseries of the ethnic
cleansing of the valley’s Hindu Pandit families and the failure of the Indian gov-
ernment to protect them or to provide for the refugees:

What happened that day in Pachigam need not be set down here in full detail, because
brutality is brutality and excess is excess and that’s all there is to it. There are things
that must be looked at indirectly because they would blind you if you looked them
in the face, like the fire of the sun. So, to repeat: there was no Pachigam anymore.

(§C309)

Here Rushdie expresses his sense of outrage at the systematic slaughter carried
out in Pachigam by both Islamic insurgents and the Indian army. This outrage
reaches a climax twice in the novel, and on both occasions the narrator is left
unable to do anything more than ask questions. On the first occasion—after “a
week-long orgy of unprovoked violence” against Kashmiri Hindus during which
the Indian army stood by because it helped “simplify” the situation—the question
is “why”:

There were six hundred thousand Indian troops in Kashmir but the pogrom of the

pandits was not prevented, why was that? Three and half lakhs of human beings ar-

rived in Jammu as displaced persons and for many months the government did not

provide shelters or relief or even register their names, why was that? . . . and the pandits

of Kashmir were left to rot in their slum camps, to rot while the army and the insur-

gency fought over the bloodied and broken valley, to dream of return, to die while

dreaming of return . . . why was that why was that why was that why was that. (SC
296-97)

On the second occasion—after the Indian army takes revenge on the village
of Pachigam for managing to hold out against them for so long—the question
is “who”:

Who lit the fire? Who burned that orchard? Who shot those brothers who laughed

their whole lives long? Who killed the sarpanch? Who broke his hands? Who broke

his arms? Who broke his ancient neck? Who shackled those men? Who made those

men disappear? Who shot those boys? Who shot those girls? Who smashed that
house? Who smashed that house? Who smashed that house? (SC 308; italics original)
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Such question asking is characteristic of Rushdie’s fictional response to political
events and serves as at least two constructive political functions. In the first place,
the very act of posing the question, of bearing witness to atrocity, constitutes a
“potent political gesture: a demand for attention and a demand for redress”
(Teverson 225). In the second place Rushdie’s question asking also functions as
a plea: “a plea to the Indian army not to exploit the situation in Kashmir, a plea
to moderate Muslims to seek to reform their religion,® and a plea to European and
North American politicians to create a global political context that helps rather
than hinders their progress” (Teverson 225).

From the above discussion, we may see that the bloody and brutal oblitera-
tion of Pachigam reveals not only the representational challenges of chronicling
the loss of an ideal homeland but also the impossibility to articulate the author’s
anger towards the ethno-religious violence in Kashmir. Nevertheless, despite
being exterminated by the twin forces of Indian nationalism and religious
fundamentalism, Pachigam was still re-called/re-inscribed as an ideal “imaginary
homeland” in the narrator’s mind: “The village of Pachigam still existed on maps
of Kashmir, but that day it ceased to exist anywhere else, except in memory” (SC

309).

From Shalimar the Clown into Shalimar the Terrorist/Assassin

In Inside 1errorism, Bruce Hoffman analyzes the historical evolution of
terrorism, the terrorist mindset, the new adversaries, motivations, and tactics of
global terrorism that have emerged in recent years, focusing specifically on how al
Qaeda has changed since 9/11. Though recognizing the fact the term “terrorism”
is hard to define” and often used with moral judgment, terrorism, according to

¢ The idea of an Islamic reformation gained notoriety when it was endorsed by Salman Rushdie in
2005. Following the suicide bombings in London on July 7, 2005, Rushdie published an article “The
Right Time for an Islamic Reformation” in the Washington Post. In the article, Rushdie called for “a reform
movement to bring the core concepts of Islam into the modern age” so as “to combat not only the jihadist
ideologues but also the dusty, stifling seminaries of the traditionalists, throwing open the windows to let
in much-needed fresh air” (B7).

7 For instance, while contemporary terrorism, defined as general violence or threat of violence used in
service of political aims, has decidedly a negative connotation, Hoffman highlights that the word during
the French Revolution in fact “had a positive connotation, where system of terror was an instrument of
governance wielded by the revolutionary state to remind citizens of the necessity of virtue and democracy”
(15). In addition, he surfaces the difficulty of defining some of the contemporary terrorist groups who
consciously proclaimed themselves as “freedom or liberation fighters” (17). This ambiguity of “terrorism
is in the eye of the beholder” (21) has complicated the international community’s effort to respond to
acts of terror.
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Hoffman, can be appropriately defined as follows:

We come to appreciate that terrorism is ineluctably political in aims and motives;
violent—or, equally important, threatens violence; designed to have far-reaching psy-
chological repercussions beyond the immediate victim or target; conducted by an
organization with an identifiable chain of command or conspiratorial structure and
perpetuated by a subnational group or non-state group. We may therefore now at-
tempt to define terrorism as the deliberate creation and exploitation of fear through
violence or the threat of violence in the pursuit of change. (43; italics added)

What sets terrorism apart from other acts of violence, as the above quotation
indicates, is that terrorism is carried out in a very dramatic way to attract attention
and create an atmosphere of fear that goes far beyond the actual victims of the
violence. Through focusing on terrorist groups rather than terrorist states,
Hoffman’s definition demonstrates Shalimar’s dreadful metamorphosis from
an innocent village boy into a hardcore killing machine. In becoming an inter-
national terrorist, Shalimar does create fear through violence or the threat of
violence in that his personal, local revenge is interconnected with global “war on
terrorism.” In the path of revenge that Shalimar follows, he murders Boonyi,
Ophuls and at the very end of the novel, seeks to kill Kashmira, who awaits him
poised with bow and arrow. Through this character, Rushdie offers a portrait of
the evolution of an Islamic terrorist, a fictional exploration of the conditions that
brought about the terrorist attacks of the early 2000s.

“In the hot coals of his fury, honor ranked above everything else, above
decency, above culture, above life itself” (SC258), Shalimar gradually attains per-
fection in merciless slaying. He crosses the Himalayas to receive sophisticated
training from “our Pak allies” (§C 262), and rediscovers the “iron mullah,” who is
brainwashing hundreds of jihadi recruits that “at the root of religion is this desire,
the desire the crush the infidel” (SC 262). Shalimar graduates from Pakistan to
terrorize “godless people” in Tajikistan, Algeria, Egypt and Palestine. He decides
to take his first step to avenge the betrayal of his wife and then moves overseas to
murder Max Ophuls. It is noted that though he becomes an international terrorist,
Shalimar is motivated neither by nationalist fervor nor by religious zeal. His quest
is ultimately to avenge his betrayal by Boonyi and Max.

Shalimar returns to the now-destroyed Pachigam and slaughters Boonyi,
who had been atoning in the wilderness since her ruined affair. The degeneration
of Boonyi from her pinnacle of beauty to a psychotic figure in the woods does
not evoke any sympathy nor cool down the embers of rage in Shalimar’s heart.
Although he perceives years of exile written on Boonyi’s body and understands
that she loves him still toward the end of their story, Shalimar, hijacked by the
thrill of “sacred violence,” comes on foot, holding a knife and saying nothing to
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her. Instead of being shocked or seeking mercy from her murderer/husband,
Boonyi appears calm and accepts her destiny: “He [Shalimar] moved toward her.
He was reading her body. He held it in his hand. Now, she commanded him.
Now” (§C 235). Here the death of Boonyi is not literally delineated, nor is the
inner struggle of her slaughter fully revealed. Readers only know that Shalimar
has become a bloodless killer to reconstruct his sense of manhood and masculinity
and avenge anyone who betrays his love.

After killing Boonyi in cold blood, Shalimar becomes free to pursue his final
target—Max Ophuls. Ophuls’ subsequent appointment as “an ambassador for
counterterrorism” (SC 272) might suggest that his political influence in South
Asia and Kashmir comes to an end at this point in the narrative. But knowledge
of the Ambassador’s secret dealings and his views on Kashmir fuels Shalimar’s rage
further and gives new life to his ambition. Upon reaching America, Shalimar
moves closer to his target by getting employed as Ophuls’ driver. In order to
know the enemy’s true face and to assassinate him successfully, Shalimar para-
doxically identifies himself with Ophuls and becomes his “shadow self” (SC 322).
In the first section “India,” the narrator refers to Shalimar’s “demonic love of his
victim”:

The assassin had deliberatively drawn his victim almost as close as a lover, had effaced

his own personality with the strategic discipline of a great warrior in order to study the true

face of the enemy and learn his strengths and weakness, as if the vicious killer had been

gripped by the need to know as intimately as possible the life he planned so brutally to
terminate. (SC 32; italics added)

Indeed, mysterious metamorphosis is the secret in Shalimar’s life not only as the
clown but as the terrorist. He remembers precisely his father’s teaching of walking
the tightrope when, as a professional assassin/terrorist, he travels “the secret routes
of the invisible world” (§C 275) with passports bearing five different names. In
court, especially because of his blurring the boundary between the enemy and the
lover and erasing his own personality, Shalimar the assassin’s behavior is found
“despicable” and “inhumanly cold-blooded” (SC 32).

With his intricate disguise, Shalimar ultimately achieves his aim of revenge
by killing Ophuls at the doorstep of his daughter: “the ambassador was slaugh-
tered on her doorstep like a halal chicken dinner, bleeding to death from a deep
neck wound caused by a single slash of the assassin’s blade. In broad daylight!”
(S§C4). Later the narrator gives a vivid description of this bloody scene:

the huge splash of blood across the glass, the thick drag of blood down toward the ground,
and the body of her father, Ambassador Maximilian Ophuls, war hero and holder
of the Legion d'Honneur, lying motionless and soaked in a darkening crimson lake.
His throat had been slashed so violently that the weapon, one of his own Sabatier kitchen
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knives, which had been dropped beside his corpse, had all but severed his head. (SC
40; italics added)

So the story that began in a small remote village of Kashmir progresses to cross
half the globe to reach to its climax in America. Nevertheless, Ophuls’ death has
brought a great shock and loss to “India,” the only witness for Shalimar’s violence.
As Roy Baumeister points out, “the importance and intensity of violence is al-
most always greater for the victim than for the perpetrator” (15), for the victim’s
“loss” in the situation is almost always greater than the perpetrator’s “gain.” With
her traumatic memory, India still remembers that there was something eccentric
about this young, handsome driver when she saw him for the first time. He was as
dynamically physical a “comedian as ever,” but there was “a new ferocity in him
that could easily frighten people instead of making them laugh” (SC 231). Even
his legality as Ophuls” private driver is suspected: “Was he legal? Did he have
his papers? Did he even have a driver’s license? Why had he been employed?”
(§C11).

Rushdie’s explanation of the jihadist, terrorist violence that he attempts to
represent in Shalimar the Clown is worded precisely in terms of a “wounded
masculinity,” as noted in the interview with Gardels:

The most essential characteristic of the person who commits terror of this kind is the
idea of dishonored manhood. 1 try to show this in my novel. The character Shalimar
picks up the gun not just because his heart gets broken, but because his pride and
honor get broken by losing the woman he loves to a worldly man of greater conse-
quence and power. That is what leads him down the path to slashing an American
ambassador’s throat (7; italics added)

In light of this, Rushdie’s account of the violence in the novel has not merely a
political dimension but also a gendered politics of wounded masculinity. Shalimar
has projected his intensified fear of a broken self and world into the strange en-
emies outside and takes aggressive and violent actions against his adversaries so
as to reconstruct his sense of manhood and masculinity. Yet if we take into con-
sideration Frederic Jameson’s claim that the personal bears an allegorical relation-
ship to the political in third world literatures,® then the thematics of dishonored

8 In “Third World Literature and National Allegory,” Fredric Jameson argues that all third world
texts, and especially novels, are to be read as national allegory and elaborates: “Third-world texts, even
those which are seemingly private and invested with a properly libidinal dynamic—necessarily project a
political dimension in the form of national allegory: the story of the individual destiny is always an
allegory of the embattled situation of the public third-world culture and society” (69). Though Jameson
has been reproved at length, most pointedly by Aijaz Ahmad, for constructing a binary opposition be-
tween third world nations marked by the experience of colonialism and imperialism or denying third
world nations historical specificity and lumping them all together (12), his argument is applicable to
Rushdie’s novels, which are pointedly framed as national allegories.
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manhood in this novel may take on a wider political dimension that refers both
to the Indian subcontinent’s past and present relationship to the West, especially
to the hegemony of imperial British and global American empires. Following
this thought, I argue that Shalimar’s murder of Boonyi and Max can be read as
“Kashmir story” rather than an “American story”—namely, a postcolonial rage
and grievances that might lead to violence directed at a U.S.-dominated global
order, which is responsible for the political and commercial seduction of Boonyi/
India/Kashmir.

Violence and Counter-violence between Shalimar and Kashmira

In 1991, after murdering Boonyi, Shalimar the assassin arrives in Los Ange-
les and requests to become Max’s driver. On seeing India, Boonyi and Max’s
daughter, Shalimar feels that the ghost of Boonyi returns to life: “She was living in
America now and by some miracle she was twenty-four years old again, mocking
him with her emerald eyes, she was the same not the same, but she was still alive”
(§C 323; italics added). Being the double of Boonyi, India reminds Shalimar of
the words he said before: “I will never forgive you [Boonyi]. I'll have my revenge.
I'll kill you and if you have any children by another man T’ll kill the children too0”
(§C 323). The existence of India thus gives a new twist to the revenge tale of
Shalimar, for her presence makes his revenge incomplete. Shalimar decides to kill
India, but India, now “Kashmira,” counterattacks Shalimar’s terrorist violence
by resorting to a variety of revenges. The unresolved, incommensurate conflict
between India/Kashmira and Shalimar creates a dramatic tension towards the
ending of the novel, yet we can still read it from an ethical reconsideration of
self and other.

After her father’s death, India begins to explore the identities of the mother
she never knew, and the historical, mythical and political ontology of Kashmir.
Like her mother who left home and family for the sake of a false and borrowed
identity, India leaves for Kashmir in quest of her true identity. She has been
longing for the hidden truth about her lost Kashmiri mother, of whom it is for-
bidden to speak. As she traveled to Kashmir and found out her mother’s graveside,
India seemed to perceive “the downward slash of the knife and felt the weight
of the body hitting the ground and all of a sudden the pull of gravity increased”
(§C 368). From then on, she decided to change her name back to “Kashmira,”
as her mother originally named her: “There is no /ndia, she thought. There is
only Kashmira” (SC 356; italics added). As Neil Murphy notes, reverting to
Kashmira registers Rushdie’s view that Kashmir is a unique entity, “a hybrid lodged
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between Pakistan and India, as well as reminding readers of the historical erasure
of Kashmir by the British” (355). So, literally and allegorically the girl’s name
changing is meant to “map a series of significant political changes in the novel”
(355).

Notwithstanding her grief over the death of her father as well as the loss of
the homeland she never lived in with the biological mother she never knew,
Kashmira decides to allow violence to rule her life for the sake of revenge. Upon
returning to the U.S., Kashmira takes up her boxing exercise again with the hope
of catching and killing Shalimar the assassin by herself. She cannot and will not
forgo her determination for revenge: “Blood called out for blood and she wanted
avenging angels, angels of death and damnation, to come to her aid” (SC 331).
When Kashmira calls for “ancient Furies” (SC 331) to come to her aid, her re-
pressed heated character and violent past in England return. In the beginning
section “India,” she hides her other faces when she comes to the U.S.:

She spoke with an English accent. In her behavior she was not heated, but cool. This
was the persona she wanted, that she had constructed with great determination. It
was the only version of her that anyone in America, apart from her father and the
lovers who had been scared off by her nocturnal proclivities, had ever seen. As ro
her interior self, her violent English history, the buried record of disturbed behaviour, the
years of delinquency, the hidden episodes of her short but eventful past, these things were
not subjects for discussion, were not (or were no longer) of concern to the general public.

(SC 6; italics added)

In the novel, India/Kashmira’s violent history in England is not open to public
discussion and similarly the narrator gives the reader no further information about
it. It is not until the last section “Kashmira” that her repressed interior self is
revealed when the narrator finally recounts her violent past in detail. When India
was a baby girl, Peggy Rhodes, Max Ophuls’ vengeful wife, took her to England
and brought her up with no motherly love and care. By the age of seven, India
became a problem child, “like a creature possessed by a demon” (SC 345). The
demon inside her pushed her to bully other children at school and to develop
interest in all kinds of weapons at hand, like bows, arrows, slingshots, and guns.
Having turned into a teenager, she tried various ways to destroy herself until at
the age of fifteen she was saved and brought to the U.S. by Ophuls.

Rushdie shows how fear of Islamic terrorists is felt nationwide in the U.S.
after the assassination of the counter-terrorism chief. Although the prime suspect,
Shalimar, is still at large and his motivation remains unclear, the U.S. police offi-
cials are convinced that the assassination is political. They have taken into consid-
eration the affiliation of the assassin with international terrorist organizations due
to “the consequences of U.S. policy choices in South Asia, and their echoes in the
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labyrinthine chambers of the paranoiac jihadi mind” (§C 338). American people’s
extreme sense of insecurity and fear in the novel is reflected in their strong
demand for the success of the manhunt, and in their aggressive and sometimes
bloodthirsty violence against the terrorist assassin. For example, before escaping
prison in a jailbreak and heads straight to slake his thirst for Kashmira’s blood,
Shalimar the assassin/terrorist has suffered a series of “physical violence” from the
guard: “One hour later Shalimar the clown stood naked at his cell door while the
guard named Wallace searched him before letting him go out to the yard. . . .
Something broke inside Shalimar the clown at that moment, and naked as he
was with bis balls in the other man’s hand” (SC 390; italics added).

Moreover, in the aftermath of the bombing of the World Trade Center in
New York in 1993, the identification of Shalimar the Clown as “a known associ-
ate of more than one terrorist group” (SC 371) collapses the distinction between
the act of political violence and private revenge, and further constructs Shalimar
as an international terrorist because of his Muslim identity:

After the bombing of the World Trade Center in New York—eight years later this
would be remembered as the first bombing—he sat across a table from his lawyer in a
stinking meeting room and expressed his fears for his safety. Even in his maximum-
security, solitary-confinement wing, it was a dangerous time in prison for a Muslim man

accused of being a professional terrorist. (SC 377; italics added)

Despite being a post-9/11 novel, Shalimar the Clown has demonstrated propheti-
cally Rushdie’s awareness of the “precarious lives” of South Asian Muslims in
the U.S. before 9/11,'° especially racial profiling or stereotypes of them. As the

9 Instead of being set in the twentieth-first-century post-9/11 era, Shalimar the Clown is actually
set in the aftermath of the first terrorist attack on the World Trade Center on February 26, 1993. A
large vehicular bomb exploded in a basement parking garage; it was a failed attempt to topple one tower
into the other. Six people were killed, and more than 1,000 were injured. The mastermind behind the
attack was the dedicated international terrorist Ramzi Yousef. His motives were to support the Palestinian
people, to punish the United States for its support of Israel, and to promote an Islamic jihad. Several men,
all jihadis, were convicted of the attack.

19 Tt is interesting to note quite a few reviewers claimed that the novel was set against the backdrop of
the September 11 terrorist attacks. For instance, in “From Here to Kashmir” Jason Cowley stated that our
post-9/11 world is vividly explored in this novel in which Rushdie “grapple[s] imaginatively with the
stock of 11 September 2001 and the wars that have followed.” Likewise, Peter Heinegg asserted that
Rushdie’s novel is “enthralling” for it “flashes back and forth from pre-World War II Strasbourg to present-
day Los Angeles, [and] touches . . . on every major world crisis from the Holocaust to 9/11” (23). The
problem with the reviewers” mis/readings and their compulsion to repeat “9/11” in their reviews is that
they did not take note of the existence of the 1993 bombing as a precedent for 11 September, 2001.
Accordingly, in “In Terrorism: Before and After 9/11,” James Der Derian challenges the common as-
sumption that 9/11 is an exceptional event by highlighting the similarity between the news reports
and stories in 1993 bombing with those after 9/11. In Der Derian’s view, it is essential to “place 9/11 in
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above quotation indicates, “ideological violence” is manifest in such a representa-
tion in that it not only foregrounds the way in which the discourse of terrorism
diminishes the obvious differences between Muslims, migrants and terrorists
but also ignores the historical singularity of the conflicts in Kashmir.

However, nothing is more vehement than the “verbal violence” Kashmira
employs to haunt the imprisoned Shalimar’s mind day by day. She crafts a psy-
chological torture for her parents’ killer through an avalanche of hostile accu-
satory letters:

My letters are curses they will shrivel your soul. My letters are threats they should frighten
you and I will not stop writing them until you are dead. . . . My letters are poisoned ar-
rows. . .. Now you are my target and [ am your marksman however my arrows are
not dipped in love bur hatred. My letters are arrows of hate and they will strike you
down. (SC 374; italics added)

As Zizek asserts, it is “because of language that we and our neighbors (can) live in
different worlds even when we live on the same street” (66). What this means is
that “verbal violence is not a secondary distortion, but the ultimate resort of every
special human violence” (66). Following Zizek’s concept of symbolic violence,
Kashmira’s letters to Shalimar can be viewed as symbolic “arrows of hate” (SC
374), an alternative weapon to torture and kill Shalimar’s ego bit by bit.

It is noteworthy that in the novel both Kashmira and Shalimar are gifted
with a telepathic power!! to hear each other’s voice at a distance and know what
the other is thinking and feeling. Shalimar the assassin’s voice has been trans-
mitted to her nonverbally every night, “like a wild screech full of static and inter-
nal dissension, hate and shame, repentance and threat, curses and tears” (SC 340).
Later in prison, Shalimar also claims to be pursued by Kashmira through terri-
fying nightmares and bewitching letters. Recognizing the threat of Kashmira’s
“symbolic violence,” Shalimar feels a “female demon was occupying his head,
jabbing hot shafts into his brain” (§C 375). Shalimar decides to escape and comes
to Kashmira’s apartment to kill his “step-daughter.” Each of them does not let
the other go although they have not got a chance to fight face to face. He accepts
her challenge, and she prepares herself for a bloody battle, too. As Zizek suggests,

violence is not aggression as such, but “its excess, which disturbs the normal run

a historical context and interpretative field that reaches beyond the immediacy of personal tragedy and
official injury” (104); otherwise 9/11 will be “remembered not for the attack itself but for the increasing
cycles of violence that follow” (104).

1 Obviously this is a magic-realistic device Rushdie has already used in Midnights Children. Saleem
Sinai, one of the children born at the exact moment of midnight when India claims independence
from British colonialism, is endowed with telepathic abilities to provide a mental forum in which other
Midnight’s Children can meet and communicate with each other.
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of things by desiring always more and more” (63). While the “aggression” effec-
tively amounts to a “life-force,” the “violence” points to “death-force” (63). Both
Shalimar and Kashmira are driven to violence by desiring something more—that
is, death force to each other, because they are “full of thoughts and death” (SC
331) in their final battle.

The novel ends with the ultimate confrontation between Kashmira and
Shalimar in the darkness:

He came toward the dressing room. She was ready for him. She was not fire but ice.
The golden bow was drawn back as far as it would go. She felt the taut bowstring
pressing against her parted lips, felt the foot of the arrow’s shaft against her gritted
teeth, allowed the last seconds to tick away, exhaled and let fly. There was no possibil-
ity that she would miss. There was no second chance. There was no India. There was

only Kashmira, and Shalimar the clown. (SC 398; italics added)

It seems that no solution or specific form of hope is offered. The book ends on a
clifthanger, with adversaries poised in darkness, each waiting for the other to make
the next move in a battle that does not promise a redemptive ending for either.
Whether the outcome is that the two opponents kill each other without mercy or
that one kills the other, Rushdie leaves it up to the readers’ imagination and
judgment. According to Robert Eaglestone, the final “aporia” of the novel in
which the arrow that Kashmira fires at Shalimar is frozen in time and space ex-
emplifies Rushdie’s “dream reasoning”: “the generation of ideas without the
aim of consensus, without following the strict rules of logic” (101). However,
to borrow the ideas of Judith Butler’s non-violence ethnics of the Other, my study
suggests that Rushdie offers an ethical re-configuration of violence and identity
in the novel’s ending.

In Precarious Life, Judith Butler argues that to “respond to violence with
violence may well seem ‘justified, but is it finally a responsible solution? . . . [W]ill
we be furthering or impeding violence by virtue of the response that we make?”
(16). To extend her vein of argument, Butler uses the lessons of Aeschylus and
says: “to refuse this cycle of revenge in the name of justice, means not only to seek
legal redress for wrongs done, but to take stock of how the world has become
formed in this way precisely in order to form it anew, and in the direction of non-
violence” (17; italics added). What is at stake in Butler’s critique of war on terror-
ism is her proposal of a non-violent ethics which she develops from Emmanuel
Levinas’ conception of the face of the Other. In her view, Levinas has made clear
that the face is “not exclusively a human face, and yet it is a condition for human-
ization” (141). Butler attempts to show that personification sometimes performs
its own dehumanization. There are different ways that violence can happen in the
dehumanization of the non-Western others. For instance, one is precisely through
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the production of the face, the face of Osama bin Laden, the face of Yasser Arafat,
the face of Saddam Hussein. But if the face is humanizing in some instances, in
what form “does this humanization occur, and is there also a dehumanization
performed in and through the face?” (142). In Butler’s view, the U.S. government
tends to personify the evil or military triumph “through a face that is supposed
to be, to capture, to contain the very idea for which it stands” (145). In this sense,
they cannot hear the face through the face. The face here “masks the sounds
of human suffering and the proximity we might have to the precariousness of
life itself” (145).

Following Butler’s non-violence ethics and her nuanced explication of
Levinasian face of the Other, we can read the novel’s ending not simply as an
allegorical conflict among Kashmir, Pakistan and India, but also as Rushdie’s
ethical reconsideration of violence that requires a crucial recognition/negotiation
of self and other. Only by recognizing their own strangeness and making a com-
promise with the other can both Kashmira and Shalimar step out of the shadows
of violence and terrorism, and reconstruct their diasporic identity in the global-
ized world.

Conclusion

In depicting how and why the novel’s eponymous figure, Shalimar the
clown—once known as Noman Sher Noman (the no-man from Shalimar,
Kashmir’s fabled beautiful garden)—is transformed into Shalimar the assassin/
terrorist, Rushdie exposes a world in which terrorist acts in Kashmir form but part
of a conflict that has assumed global dimension. Rushdie indeed plunges into
the viscera of terrorism’s interconnectedness—how dots of violence, justice and
revenge link together across time and space into blood-soaked lines. Shalimar the
Clown does not lay the blame for contemporary violence solely at the door of
Islam but locates it in a global postwar context that has been created as much by
the West as the East. It is debated whether the author shows us the fragility of
social bonds and culture as exemplified by Kashmiriyat in its encounter with alien
violence, or reinforces a cycle of ideologically driven terror followed by counter-
terror in his work. Reading the novel in tandem with Judith Butler’s and Zizek’s
reflections on violence, however, I suggest that Rushdie expresses a postcolonial
ethnic concern with the consequences of collision between geopolitics and rigid
ideology such as fundamentalism, ideological fanaticism and terrorist violence
that we cannot look away. The golden era of pre-partition Kashmir may be gone,
but the ideal of “Kashmiriyat” to “step across” the cultural, geopolitical lines
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between India, Pakistan and America reveals Rushdie’s postcolonial attempt to
imagine spatial possibilities of conviviality across national, cultural and religious
differences.
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