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Abstract: iThe ihistory iof imainstream icinema iin iIndia iis ialso ia ihistory iof ithe igrowth iof iIndia ias ia ination. 

iWhile iin ithe iinitial iyears iafter ithe iIndependence iIndia isaw ifilms ithat idealt iwith ithemes iof isubaltern 

istruggles, ithe ishift icame ipost i70s iwhen ifilms ibegan ishowing imiddle iclass iangst. iPost i90s ithe ifilms ikept 

itheir idate iwith iglobalisation iand iliberalisation iphenomena, ithe ifocus inow ibeing ishifted ito icharacters ithat 

iwere i„global‟ iin inature. iThe isubaltern ihad islowly ibegun idisappearing ifrom ithe ifilm icanvas. iHowever, ithe 

iNew iWave icinema iin iMarathi iis iforaying iinto ia iterrain ihitherto iseldom iinhabited iby imainstream icinema, 

ithereby imaking ithe imedium imainstream isubaltern isensibilities. iWith ithe inon-stereotypical iusage iof 

icharacters iof iwomen iand ichildren iand iusing ifolk imedium ilike itamasha ifor ithe inarrative, ithese iNew iWave 

ifilms ihave ibeen ihighly isuccessful iin i„making ithe isubaltern ispeak‟. iThe ipresent ipaper ihas idone i„reading‟ 

iinto iimportant iissues ithat icome iup iin isome iof ithese ifilms ithrough ithe ibroad icanvas iof isubaltern 

isensibilities. iWith ian iobjective iof ianalysing itreatment iof isubaltern ithemes, ithe ipaper iemploys 

icomparative ianalysis ito ilook iinto icinematic irepresentation iof ithe isubaltern iworld ifrom ithe ipoint iof iview 

iof isubaltern istudies. 
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INTRODUCTION i 

Film ias ian iart imay inot ihave ibeen ia isubaltern imedium iper ise. iBut ithe imedium ilargely iattracted 

iworking iclass iand iblue-collared iaudience iin ithe iinitial iyears i„transforming icinema iinto ia isite iof  

imass ientertainment.‟(Grainge, iet ial. i2007, ip. i22). iDuring iits ibeginning iyears, ifilm iwas iconsidered 

ia ipath iof ithe imenials, inot ito ibe itrodden iby ithe icultured. iTraditionally ithe ifilm iactors iwere inot 

ipeople iof ihigh istatus. iActing iin ifilms iwas iconsidered ivery icheap ias ithe imedium iwas iperceived ias 

i„low iart‟ ias iagainst ithe itheatre iwhich iwas iseen ias i„legitimate‟ iart. i(Ibid. ip. i94). iIn ithe iIndian 

icontext, iin ithe iearly istages imen iimpersonated ias iwomen ito iplay ifemale iroles. iFilm ias ia imedium 

ihad ia ihumble iorigin iand ithere iwere iserious idoubts iif ithe imedium iwould isurvive iat iall. iBut, itoday 

ithe imedium ihas inot ionly isurvived, iit iis ithriving ito ibe iperhaps ithe imost ieffective ivisual imedium 

ientertaining, ieducating iand iinforming imasses. 
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The ifirst ifeature ifilm iin iIndia iwas iRaja iHarischandra iby iDadasaheb iPhalke iwhich icame 

iin ithe iyear i1913. iIn ifact, ithis ifilm iwas ireleased itwo iyears ibefore ithe iHollywood‟s ifull-length 

ifeature ifilm iThe iBirth iof ia iNation iby iD. iW. iGriffiths. iThat ispeaks iof ithe ifascination iearly ifilm 

imakers ishowed ifor ithis imedium iin iIndia. iIf ione itraces ithe ihistory iof iIndian icinema, iespecially 

ipost-Independence, ione icannot imiss ithe ievolution iof ithis imedium icorresponding iwith ithe 

ievolution iof iIndia ias ia idemocratic ination iitself. iJust iafter ithe iIndependence, iwhen ithe ination iwas 

itrying ihard ito iput iits iresources itogether ito irise ias ia ination iunder ithe ileadership iof iNehru, ihaving ia 

isocialist ioutlook, iwe ihave ifilms iattuning ito iand ivibrating iwith ithis iphenomenon. iThus ithe iangst 

iof ithe ipoor, iand ithe irural imasses, itheir istruggle ifor isurvival iare iportrayed iin ithe iearly ifilms iof iRaj 

iKapoor, iBimal iRoy, iGuru iDutt, iSatyajit iRay, iRitwik iGhatak, iamong iothers. i 

However, iwith ithe isteady igrowth iin iIndian ieconomy, iurbanisation iand iprogress iin iliteracy 

iwe isee icinema itoo ikeeping iits idate iwith ithe iurban, ithe iindustrial iand ithe imiddle iclass 

iphenomenon. iThese iare ithe idecades iof ifilms iof ithe ilikes iof iDev iAnand, iAmitabh iBachchan, 

iRajesh iKhanna, iand iothers. iHowever, iit iis ialso itrue ithat ithe isubaltern ifrustrations iwere inever ito ibe 

imissed ion ithe ivisual icanvas iof ithese ifilms. 

But, iwith ithe ionset iof iglobalisation, iliberalisation iand iprivatisation ipost i1990s, ithe iIndian 

ieconomy igrew iby ileaps iand ibounds iand ithere iemerged ia isteady irise iin ithe istrengthened ipresence 

iof iIndia iand iIndians iglobally. iNow, ithe icinema itoo ibegan iaccounting ifor ithis idevelopment. iThus, 

iwe ihave iBollywood ifilms iwhich iare ieither ishot iabroad iextensively, ior icharacters iin ithe ifilms iwho 

iare iforeign-bred, ieducated iabroad ior iforeign ireturned. iIn iany icase, ithe ifocus iin imany ifilms iseems 

ito igo ieven iupward itowards ihigher imiddle iclass ior ithe icrème ide ila icrème iof isociety. iThe ipost i90s 

ifilms iof iShahrukh iKhan, iHrithik iRoshan, iSalman iKhan ietc. iare iexamples ito ithis iparadigm ishift iin 

ithe ivisual inarratives. iThus, ithe iidea iof ithe isubaltern iappeared ito ibe idisappearing ifrom iBollywood. 

iHowever, iit ifinds iits iemergence iin iregional icinema. iThe ipresent istudy ienvisages ito imake ia 

isubaltern ireading iof ione isuch iemergence iin ia iregional icinema i– iMarathi. 

SUBALTERN 

To ievaluate ithe isubaltern ireading iof ifilm, iit iis iessential ito iunderstand ithe iconcept isubaltern. iThe 

iconcept isubaltern ifirst icame ito ibe ia isubject iof idiscourse iand iresearch ithrough ithe iItalian 

icommunist ithinker iAntonio iGramsci iwho igave iexpression ito iit iin ihis iwritings ion ithe ifascist 

ihegemony iin iItaly iunder iwhose irule, ithe ilarge isections iof isociety isuffered iwithout itheir iown 
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iawareness iat itimes. iIn ifact, iGramsci ihimself iwas ia ivictim iof isuch isubjugation. iIn ihis iview 

i„subaltern‟ iis ia isubjected iunderclass iin ia isociety iwhere ithe idominant ipower iexerts iits ihegemonic 

iinfluence i(Gramsci, i1996). iIn ithe iIndian icontext, imany iwriters iworking ion iSubaltern iStudies 

ihave iborrowed iseveral iof iGramsci‟s iideas iwhich, ithey ithink, iare irelevant iand imeaningful ito ithe 

icontext i(Guha, i2009). 

The iresearch iin iSubaltern iStudies iby iwriters isuch ias iRanajit iGuha, iGayatri iSpivak, iDipesh 

iChakravarthy, iamong iothers, ihave igiven ia idefinite ishape ito ithe isubaltern idiscourse iin ithe ipost-

colonial iIndian iscenario. 

According ito iRanajit iGuha, i(2009) iwhile ithe icolonial irule iwas ia isystematic isubjugation iof 

ithe iIndian imasses ithrough idirect iforce iand isubversive imethods i(such ias ihegemony), ithe isituation 

idid inot ias isuch ichange iafter ithe iIndependence. iHe iholds ithat iwhat ifollowed iwas inow ia 

icontinuation iof ithe icolonial ilegacy, iwhere ithose iin ipower imade iuse iof ithe istate imachinery ito 

isubjugate ithe icitizens ithrough ihegemonic irule. iThis iled ito ifrustrations iamong imasses iand ithe 

iresult iof ithis iwas ifarmers‟ iagitation iwhich iled ieventually ito iNaxalbari imovement iin ithe ilate i60s. 

On ithe iother ihand, iGayatri iSpivak iis iof ithe iview ithat ithe isubaltern iis ithat icategory iof 

ipeople iwho icannot iactually ispeak. iTheir i„subalternness‟ iceases ito iexist iwhen ithey ibegin ito 

i„speak‟. iShe ihas ifocused iextensively ion ithe ifeminine iwho ishe iconsiders ias ihistorically 

isubjugated. iShe icritiques ithe idearth iof ithe igender iquestion iin ithe iinitial iIndian isubaltern istudies, 

ias ithe isubjugation iof ithe ifeminine imust iconstitute ian iessential idimension iof isubaltern istudies 

i(Spivak, i1988). i 

According ito iseveral iof ithese ithinkers, ithe iquestion iof ithe isubaltern ivoices ibeing iheard 

iseems ia idistant ipossibility. iEven iwhile ithe isubalterns iattempt ito ispeak ior irise iup, iall ithat iwould 

ilead ionly ito ifurther isubjugation iby ithe istate ipower imachinery. iGuha istates ithat ithe isubaltern 

imasses iare ialways iunder ithe icontrol iof ithe iruling iclasses, ieven iwhen ithey irebel ior irise iup.  

iHowever, ithis iassertion icontradicts ihis iposition iwhen ihe ispeaks iof ithe isubaltern ias ithe imaker iof 

ihis iown idestiny i(Guha, i1996). 

While iin ithe ipast, iforce iwas ithe imeans ithrough iwhich isubalterns iwere ikept iin isubjugation, 

ithe ipost-colonial itactic iis imostly ihegemonic iwhich iis i„a iparticular icondition iof iDominance, isuch 

ithat ithe iorganic icomposition iof iDominance ienables iPersuasion ito ioutweigh iCoercion.‟ i(Guha, 

i2009, ip. i366). iWhat ithis imeans iis ithat ithe istate inow iwields iits ipower isomehow ito icajole ithe 
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icitizenry ito icome ito iterms iwith iits ipolicies ithrough i(forceful) ipersuasion iin ithe iname iof i„national 

iinterest.‟ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure i1 

From ithe ipoint iof iview iof ithe iIndian idiscourse ion ithe iconcept i„subaltern‟, iFig. i1 irepresents ithe 

iwider igamut iof iissues ithat ithis iconcept iwould ientail. iSubaltern ithus iis ia isubjected iunderclass ion 

ithe ibasis iof isuch idivisions ias icaste, iclass, igender ietc. iThe ipoint ito inote ihere iis ithat iwhile ithe 

iMarxian iconcept iof ithe i„underclass‟ ior ithe i„subaltern‟ iwas ipurely ion ithe iclass ior ieconomic 

iparameters, iGramscian iconcept igoes imuch iwider. iThe iIndian ischolars iin iSubaltern iStudies, 

iunderstandably, ihave iadopted iconsiderable iGramscian iconcepts ito ievaluate ithe iIndian isubaltern 

idynamics. i 

CINEMA iIN iINDIAN iSUBALTERN iCONTEXT i 

In ithe ilight iof ithe iabove idiscourse ion ithe iunderstanding iof ithe i„subaltern‟, ione ican itrace ithe 

ireflection iof ithis idynamics iin ithe ievolution iof iIndian icinema. iFor iexample, iin ithe icinema iof 

iBimal iRoy i(eg. iDo iBigha iZamin) iand iShyam iBenegal i(eg. iAnkur), iwho ihave iconcentrated 

iincreasingly ion ithe isubaltern iin itheir ifilms, ithis iclass iof ipeople iis iportrayed ias ithat iwhich icannot 

ireally ispeak. iEven iwhen ithey ispeak ior irise iup, ithat ileads ito iself-destruction. iIn ithese ifilms iwhat iis 

iprojected iis ithe ifrustration iand ibetrayal iexperienced iby ithese ipeople iwho ifelt ilet idown ieven iafter 

ithey ithought ithat ithey iwere ipart iof ia igrand idemocratic istate. iThe irise iof ithe i„angry iyoung iman‟ iin 

ithe i70s iis ialso ia irepresentation iof ithe isubaltern ifrustration iand ianger. iIn iseveral ifilms iof ithis 

igenre, iwe isee ithe iangry icharacter iof iAmitabh iBachchan, ia ipersonification iof ianger, ieventually 

ibeing iled ito ia istate iof ino ireturn. i 
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Even ias ithe irise iof icinema iwas ipredominantly ian iurban iphenomenon iin iterms iof 

iproduction iand idistribution, iits ireach iwas inot ilimited ito ithe iurban. iThe iBollywood icinema, ieven 

ias iit iwore ian ielitist igarb iin iterms iof iits itechnology iand icast, icould inot ihave isurvived iwithout ithe 

isupport iof ithe iquintessential imass iaudience. iIt iis ithis isame iaudience iwhich iwas ilargely 

iresponsible iin imaking istars iout iof ifilm iheroes iand iheroines. iAs iChidananda iDas iGupta ipoints iout: 

i„It iis inot ithe imiddle iclass ithat ihas imade iBachchan iwhat ihe iis itoday. iIt iis ithe iplebeians, ithe ilumpen 

iproletariat ithat itook ihim ito ithe ipinnacle iof isuccess.‟ i(2008, ip. i185). iThe isame icould ibe isaid iabout 

iRaj iKapoor, iRajesh iKhanna iand ia ihost iof iother isuperstars. i 

Cinema ibeing ipatronised iby ithe isubaltern iwas iquite idecisive iin ithe igrowth iof ithe ifilm 

iindustry iin iSouth iIndia ias iwell, iwhere imost imega istars ihad iand istill ihave ia inumber iof ifan iclubs, ia 

iunique itrend iin ievery icity, itown iand imajor ivillage. iIn istates ilike iTamil iNadu iand iAndhra iPradesh, 

icinema iwas ia ibase ifor iseveral istars ito ibuild iup itheir ipolitical icareers. iFurther, icinema ias ia 

imedium icould igrow iwidely idue ito ithe irise iof imini ifilm itheatres i(called i„tents‟ iin ilocal ilingo) iin 

ieven iremote iareas iof isouthern istates. iToday, ieven iin ithe iera iof imultiplexes, iit iis ithese itheatres iin 

ithe isuburbs ithat iare ithe ilife iblood ifor ithe isuccess iof ithe iso icalled i„masala ifilms‟ iin ithe iSouth, 

iespecially iin iTamil iNadu iand iAndhra iPradesh. 

As icinema ideveloped iinto ian iindustry, iit iwas ibasically ieconomics iand iprofit ithat ibecame 

ithe idriving iforces ibehind ithe imedium. iConsidering ithe ipopularity iof ithis inew imedium iand iits 

ipowerful ieffect ion imasses, ithe istate ifelt ia ineed ito itake iits isocial ienterprises ito ithe imasses ithrough 

iissue ibased ifeature ias iwell ias inon-feature ifilms. iThus, iseveral iinstitutes ito ipromote ithis imedium 

iwere iset iup. iThe ichief iamong ithese iwere, iNational iFilm iDevelopment iCorporation, iFilm iand 

iTelevision iInstitute iof iIndia, iNational iFilm iArchives iof iIndia, ietc. i 

With ithe iformation iof ithese iinstitutes, ithere iemerged ia inew itrend iof iparallel icinema ior iart 

icinema iin iIndia. iIn ifact, ithe idistinction iwith iregard ito icommercial iand iart icinema iperhaps iis 

iunique ionly ito iIndia. iThis iwas inecessitated iby ithe istate ipatronage iof iparallel icinema. iThe istate 

iwith ia isocialist ioutlook iunder ithe ileadership iof iNehru, ifelt ithe icompulsion ito itake ito ithe ipeople iits 

imany iprojects, iat ithe isame itime iencouraged icreative iminds ito ibring iforth ithrough iparallel icinema, 

ithe isensibilities iof ithe iordinary icitizens. iUnfortunately, ithe iresult iof ithis idevelopment iwas ithat 

iincreasingly ithe icommercial icinema iremained icity-centred iin iterms iof inarrative, iform iand 

icontent, iwhile ithe iso icalled iart ior iparallel icinema ifocussed ithe irural. iThe ifilms iof iSatyajit iRay, 
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iRithwik iGhatak, iMrinal iSen, iGirish iKasaravalli, iAdoor iGopalakrishnan, iamong iothers, iare 

iexamples iof ithe irural iemphasis iin iparallel icinema. i 

However, itoday iIndependent ifilm imakers iin iregional icinema iare imaking ifilms ion ivaried 

isocial iand isubaltern ithemes ithat iare inoteworthy. iThe inew iwave ithat iis isweeping iMarathi icinema 

iin ithe irecent iyears, ias iwell ias ithe inew igeneration iMalayalam ifilms, inot ito iforget ithe inew itrend 

icinema iin iTamil iand iother iregional ilanguages, iare icombining icity-rural, imiddle iclass-poor 

ibinaries, ithus ipaving ithe iway ifor ianother itrend iof ifilm imaking iwhich iis iquite idifferent ifrom ithe iso 

icalled iart icinema. 

MARATHI iNEW iWAVE i 

In ithe ilight iof ithe isubaltern inarrative, ilet ime inow idiscuss ithe iMarathi iNew iWave icinema iwhich 

ihas igiven ia ideliberate ifocus ito ithe isubaltern. iIn ifact, ione ican ieven isay ithat ithe icontent iwhich iis 

iessentially irooted iin isubaltern inarratives iis ithe iquintessential ifeature ithat idefines ithe iMarathi iNew 

iWave. i 

What iis ithis iNew iWave? iIt ican ibe ilikened ito ithe ifilm imovements ithat iswept iItaly iin ithe 

i1950s, iFrance iin i1960s ior iIran ipost i1970s. iThese iwere imovements iwhich iwere idefined iby ifilms 

ithat iwere ilow ibudgeted, iand iused iordinary iunknown iartists iand idealt iwith ithemes irelated ito 

isubaltern imasses. iThe imost icharacteristic iquality iof isuch ifilm imaking iwas iits irealistic inarrative 

iwithout iany iexaggeration iof iemotion ior iaction. iIn ieffect, iit ican ibe idefined ias ian i„avant-garde 

imovement.‟ 

With ithe irise iof isuch ia imovement, ithe idistinction ibetween iart iand icommercial ifilms iis 

islowly ion ithe iwane itoday iin iIndia. iInstead, iwhat iwe isee iare ifilms icombining iart iwith icommercial 

ielements. iThese iare ilow ibudgeted ifilms iwith ilesser iknown ior inewer iartists iand ithey iappeal ito 

icommon iman‟s isensibilities. iSuch ifilms ican ibe iclassified ias inew iwave ifilms, ias ithey ifit ithe 

iclassical idefinition iof inew iwave ito ia ilarge iextent. 

A inumber iof ifilms iin ithis igenre ihave icome iin idifferent ilanguages. iThese iare inot ithe itypical 

i„art‟ ifilms iof iyesteryears ithat iwere imade ionly ifor ifilm ifestivals iand ihardly isaw ithe ilight iof iday iin 

itheatres. iOnly ia ifew ipeople iwatched ithem. iThe inew iwave ifilms iare ireleased iin itheatres iand iare 

ibecoming ihighly isuccessful, iwith iproducers igetting iback itheir imoney iand idirectors iand iactors 

igetting inoticed. iOf icourse, ithese ifilms ihave iartistic ielements iwhich iwere itypical iof ithe iso icalled 
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iart ifilms. iHowever, ithey ialso ihave icertain icommercial ielements isuch ias isong, idance iand iaction, 

ibut iall ithat iis iwell iintegrated iinto ithe icore inarrative. iIn ithe iwords iof iVenkiteswaran i(2010) ia 

itypical i„high iart‟ icinema ihad i„lengthy ishots, isparse idialogue, ilong isilences, iabsence iof isongs, 

idance, istunts, isidekicks iand ihumour.‟ i(p. i46). iThe inew iwave icinema ithat iwe isee itoday iin iIndia 

ihas inot idone iaway iwith isuch icharacteristics ito icompletely iturn iaway ifrom ibeing iartistic, ibut ihas 

iadded ielements iwhich icould iappeal ito iordinary imortals iand inot ithe iso icalled i„intellectual 

iaudience‟ ialone. i 

Some iof ithe iother icharacteristics iof ithis iNew iWave icinema iare ithat ias ithey iare ilow 

ibudgeted, ithe ilocal isettings iadd ito ithe irealistic idepiction. iAlso, imany iof ithe icharacters iare ilow 

iprofiled iand ihence ido inot icarry ithe iburden iof iimage ito ilift ithe ifilm. iThe ithemes iare irelevant iand 

icontemporary iwhich ithe iaudience ican ivery ieasily irelate ito. i i 

It iis ithis itrend ithat iis isweeping ithe iMarathi icinema iin ithe ilast ifew iyears. iMarathi ilanguage 

ihas ia irich itradition iof iliterature iand itheatre. iEven iit ihad ia irich icinema itradition ias iwell. iThe ifather 

iof iIndian icinema iDadasaheb iPhalke iwas ifrom ithis iregion, iand ihis icontribution ito iMarathi iis 

isignificant, iespecially iin ithe iera iof isilent icinema. iMarathi icinema igrew isignificantly iin iKolhapur 

iin iMaharashtra iin ithe ihands iof iBaburao iPainter iand iothers. iBut, iwith ithe irise iof iHindi icinema iin 

iBombay i(present iMumbai), iMarathi icinema icould inot icompete iwith ithe ioverarching ireach iof 

iBollywood icinema iand ionly iplayed ia ipoor isecond ifiddle, iwhile itheatre iand ifolk iart isuch ias 

itamasha ipicked iup iin iother iparts iof ithe istate. 

But, itoday ithere iseems ito ibe ia iresurgence iin ithe iMarathi icinema iand ithe istrong iMarathi 

itheatre ihas ialso icontributed ito ithis irebirth iof icinema. iMany iof ithe idirectors iand iactors iin ithese 

ifilms itoday ihave ieither iworked iin iMarathi itheatre ior ihave iclose ilinks ito iit. iThe iNew iWave 

iMarathi itrend iperhaps ibegan iwith ithe ifilm iShwaas iwhich iwas iIndia's iofficial ientry ito ithe 

iAcademy iAwards iin ithe iBest iForeign iFilm icategory iin i2004. iAs iRasik i(2011) iobserves: i„The 

iMarathi iNew iWave idoesn‟t ihave ia icommon icinematic ithread ilike ithe iItalian iNeo-realistic 

imovement. iBut ia iconscious ieffort ito ipush iboundaries iis idefinitely ivisible.‟ i i 

Marathi iworld iof icinema ihas ithus icome iup iwith ivery iimpressive ifilms iin ithe ilast ifew 

iyears. i„Within ihalf ia idecade iwe isee ifilms ilike iDombivali iFast i(2005), iValu i(2008), iGabhricha 

iPaus i(2009), iJogwa i(2009), iNatrang i(2010), iVihir i(2010), iTingya i(2008), iHarischandrachi 
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iFactory i(2009), iand imany iothers icreatively iexploring ihitherto iignored isubject imatters, 

iconstituencies iand ispaces.‟ i(Wani, i2013, ip. i27). 

The ipoint ito ibe inoted iis ithat imost iof ithese irecent iunique ifilms ihave ifor itheir isubject ithe 

isubaltern iclass iof iIndian isociety. iAnd iyet ithey iappeal ito ithe isensibility iof iall ithose iwho icare ifor 

ithe iunderbelly iof iIndia. iFilms isuch ias iJogwa, i(2009), iGabricha iPaus i(2009), iDeool i(2012), 

iFandry, i(2014) iand iSairat i(2016) iare isome iexamples iof ihow idirectors iin iMarathi ivibrate iwith 

icontemporary iissues. i i 

SUBALTERN iREADING iOF iMARATHI iNEW iWAVE 

As imentioned iabove, ithe iMarathi iNew iWave icinema iis ibasically iabout ithe isubaltern. iThe irural 

icomes ialive iwith iall iits iglory ias iwell ias iindigence; ivariety ias iwell ias iorthodoxy; isimplicity ias iwell 

ias icomplexity. iThere iis ilife iand ihumour iin ithe irural ilife. iThere iare ialso ipain iand iunjust ipower 

istructures iat iplay. iHowever, iwhat icomes iacross iquite itragically iis ithe iemotional idisconnect 

ibetween ithe isubaltern iand ithe ihegemonic ipower istructures. i 

Some iexamples: iIn ithe ifilm iGabricha iPaus, iwe ihave ithe iprotagonist iKisna, iwho iwants ito 

ifight ithe ivagaries iof inature iand ithe iindifference iof ithe istate iand icontinue ifarming. iHis itragic iend 

icomes iin ithe ivery iprocess iof ihis ifight ifor isurvival. iWhat ithis isignifies iis ithat ino imatter ihow ihard 

ione istruggles iin ia ihostile isituation, ithe iemotional idisconnect ibetween ithe ihaves iand ithe ihave-nots, 

iand ithe istate iand ithe isubjects iwill iresult iin ithe isubaltern ibeing idriven ito ia icrunch isituation ifrom 

iwhere ithey ihave ino ireturn. i 

In iDeool, iwhat iwe isee iis ihow isuperstition ican ioverpower ithe iordinary irural iethos iand 

ichange ithe ivillage idynamics iinside iout. iEven iwhen ithe iDatta igod iwhich iis ithe ione ielement 

iresponsible ifor iso imuch iupheaval iin ithe ivillage, iis ibeing istolen idoes inot iresult iin ian iend ito ithe 

isuperstition. iThis iis ibecause, ifor ithe ipowers ithat ibe, iit iis iimportant ito iinstall ianother iDatta, iso ithat 

ithey iare iin iperfect icontrol iof ithe ivillage ipower istructures. i i 

The ifilm iJogwa iis ia ivisual inarrative iof ithe iextent iof iexploitation iin ithe iname iof irituals iand 

itraditions ithat ithe isubaltern iis isubjected ito. iThe ipractice iof ijogti/jogtin iis inot ijust iabout 

isuperstition; iit iis ialso iabout ithe iissue iof ihuman idignity iand ijustice iwhich iare ihard ito icome iby ifor 

ithe isubaltern. 
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Marathi ifilm iFandry iwhich ihas iwon imany iawards, iis ia iprototypical iaccount iof ithe isubversive 

ipower iand icaste istructures iat iplay iin ia isubaltern inarrative. iThis iis iperhaps ione iof ithose ivery ifew 

ifilms ithat ihave imatter-of-factly ibrought iout ithe iraw ireality iof ithe icaste iquestion. iThe ibrutality iof 

icaste isystem iin ithe imodern iworld iplays iout imore isubtly ithan ithe ihistoric iuntouchability. iHere iis ia 

ifamily, ithe iday-to-day istruggles iof iwhich iare ia ispectacle iof ientertainment ifor ithe iso icalled iupper 

icaste ipeople iin ithe ivillage. iThe ientire inarrative iis idepicted ithrough ithe ieyes iof ithe iteenage ison iin 

ithe ifamily, iJabya. iThe iirony iis ithat ithis iboy iis ichasing itwo i„birds‟ i– ione, ia ilong-tailed isparrow iand 

ithe iother ia ifair igirl ifrom ithe iupper icaste i– iboth iof iwhom iare ielusive ito ihim. i 

The icaste idynamics iat iplay iin ithis ifilm iare isimilar ito ithe idynamics iplaying iin iany ivillage 

itoday. iCaste itoday iis inot ijust iabout iuntouchability; ifor iuntouchability iin iits itrue isense iis ino imore ia 

imajor iconcern, iwhen iyou ican ieasily istay iaway ifrom ipeople iwhom iyou idon‟t ilike. iIt iis iabout 

iattitudes iand iperceptions. iIn ithe ifilm iFandry, ithe ifamily iof iKachrya, ithe ifather iof iJabya ithe i„lover 

iboy‟, ilives ias iusual ion ithe ifringes iof ithe ivillage; ibut ithe ifamily iis isought iafter ito itidy ithe idirt iof ithe 

ivillage, ii.e. ito icatch istray ipigs iwhich iare ianother isymbol iof idefilement. iPerhaps, ithe ifamily ican ibe 

ibanished ionly iwhen iall ithe idirt i(pigs!) iis idone iaway iwith ifrom ithe ivillage. i 

The imodern iday isocial idynamics ias iregards icaste itoo iseem ito ihave ia isimilar imatrix. iWhile 

idiscrimination iin iterms iof iuntouchability iseems iless iobvious, ithe idiscrimination ias iregards ithe 

iroles ito ibe iplayed iby ithe ilower icastes ihave ionly itaken ian iintensive ishift. iThe iaspirations iof ithe 

isubaltern ito iprosper iare ibeing icritically itruncated iby ithe iunscrupulous ihegemony iof ithe i„upper 

icastes‟. iAn ianalysis iof ithe istatistics igiven iout iby ithe iNational iCrime iRecords iBureau, ireveals ithat 

icrime irates iagainst idalits ihave iincreased iby iover i25 iper icent isince i2006 i(Crime iin iIndia, i2016). 

iThis iis ieven iwhen ithere iare istringent ilaws ifor icrimes icommitted iby ianyone iagainst idalits. 

The ifinal iscene iin ithe ifilm iFandry iwhere ithe iyoung iJabya igives ivent ito ihis isuppressed 

ianger iseems ijust ian iaberration iin ia iscenario iwhere idalits iare iconsidered ia imass ito ibe imerely iused 

iand isuppressed, iand ithe idiscrimination iand ihumiliation imeted iout ito ithem iseen ias isomething 

inormal. i 

Ingle i(2018) ianalysing ithe itwo iMarathi ifilms iFandry iand iSairat iholds ithat ithe imarginal 

ilife iof iMaharashtra ihas ibeen imainstreamed iin ithese itwo ifilms. iThough icaste icomes ias ia icrucial 

ifactor, iit iis idetermined inot iso imuch ithrough iuntouchability ias istressing ion ithe ilowly istatus iof ithe 

isubaltern. iFor iexample iin iFandry ithe ilowly istatus i(Kaikadi icaste) iof iKachru, iJabya iand ithe 
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ifamily iis ihighlighted ithrough ithe iconstant ijibes iof ithe iupper icaste iabout itheir icaste itrade, inamely 

ithat iof icatching ipigs. iIn iSairat, ithough ithe icaste iof ithe isubaltern iis inot iknown, iit iis iclear ithat 

iParshya iand ihis ifamily iwhich ilives iin ia isingle iroom ishanty imust inot iaspire ito icome icloser ito ithe 

iPatil ifamily. iIt iis iimportant ito inote ithat iboth ithese ifilms ihave ibeen idirected iby iNagaraj iManjule 

iwho ihas icarried ithe isubaltern iangst iinto ithe ifilms, ibeing ia iDalit ihimself. 

Redefining i‘gaze’ 

Laual iMulvey, ia ifilm iand iculture icritic, iin iher ifamous iessay ion i„visual ipleasure iand ifilm 

inarrative‟ i(1988) ispeaks iof ihow ifemale icharacter iin ithe iHollywood icinema iis iessentially ithere ias 

ian iobject iof imale igaze. iShe ispeaks iof ithree i„looks‟ ithe icinema ihas ito ioffer: i„the icamera ias iit 

irecords ithe ipro-filmic ievent, ithat iof ithe iaudience ias iit iwatches ithe ifinal iproduct, iand ithat iof ithe 

icharacters iat ieach iother iwithin ithe iscreen iillusion.‟ i(p. i68). iHer iargument iis ithat ithrough ithese 

ithree ilooks ithe ifemale iis iobjectified iin iHollywood icinema. iIn ithis icontext iGayathri iSpivak‟s 

i(1988) idiscussion ion ithe ifeminine iin isubaltern istudies iis iimportant. iIn ithe i100 iodd iyears iof ithe 

ihistory iof icinema, iwe isee ithe ifemale imostly ibeing iportrayed ias ian iobject iof i„desire‟. iShe iis 

icommonly idepicted ias ibeing isubordinate ito ithe imale iprotagonist, ijust ias iin ireal ilife ishe iis imade ito 

ibe isubordinate ito iher imale ipartner. i 

The imale igaze iphenomenon iis inot iunique ionly ito iHollywood icinema. iThe ihistory iof 

iBollywood icinema ias iwell ias ithe icinema iin ithe iSouth iare inot idevoid iof ia imale igaze ifactor. iThe 

iwoman iin imost iof ithese ifilms ihas ino idefinite irole. iHer ionly irole iis ito ibe iavailable ito ithe ihero‟s 

igaze iand ihis iantiques. iShe iis iexpected ito ibe ithe iobject iof ihis idesire, iseducing ior icajoling ihim 

ithrough iher isong iand idancing. i 

The iNew iWave iMarathi icinema, ithough, iis iredefining ithe iso icalled igaze iin igeneral iand 

imale igaze iin iparticular. iThe ifemale iin ithese ifilms iis ian iimportant icog iin ithe inarrative. iShe iis inot 

imerely ian iobject iof idesire, ishe iis ialso ia idecisive ifactor iin ishaping ithe idestiny iof ithe ihero iand, 

imore iimportantly, iin ileading ithe iplot inarrative. iFor iexample, iin ithe ifilm iGabricha iPaus, ithe iwife 

iis iall iwatchful ito imake isure ithat iher ihusband iis inot iin ianyway idriven ito iending ihis ilife iin ithe iwake 

iof icrop ifailure iand ilack iof irain. iIn iDeool iwe ifind ithe iwife i(Sonali iKulkarni) ikeeping iher ihusband 

iBhau iGalande i(Nana iPatekar) iin iher icontrol, ieven ias ihe iis ia idominant ifigure iin isociety. iIn ifact, 

imost iof ithese iNew iWave ifilms ihave ithe ifemale ieither ias ian iequal ipartner iof ithe imale ior ias 

iindispensable icharacter iin ithe igrowth iof ithe istoryline. iMoreover, ithere iare iseveral iNew iWave 
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ifilms iwhich iare ifemale ioriented isuch ias iMe iSindhutai iSapkal, iJogwa, iShala, iSairat, iamong 

iothers, ithe icharacters iof iwhich itranscend ithe istereotyped i„male igaze‟ iphenomenon. i 

Ingle i(2018) ispeaks iof ihow ithe igaze iwhich ihas i„objectified ithe imarginal isubjectivities iand 

isocial iexperiences‟ iis ichallenged ito iintrospect iin iFandry iand iSairat. iThis idimension iis iimportant. 

iThe iaudience iwho iwatches ithese ifilms ibecomes iin ia iway isymbolic irepresentatives iof ithe 

idominant iupper icaste. iIn iboth ithe ifilms, iit iis ithe idominant icastes iwho iobjectify ithe isubaltern, ias iis 

ithe inorm iin iIndian isociety. iIn iFandry iwhen iKachru, iJabya iand iother ifamily imembers iare 

icompelled ito icatch ipigs, ithe ientire ivillage imakes ia ispectacle iof ithe iepisode, ideriding iand 

ihumiliating ithem iwith icaste ireferences. 

Subaltern iangst ithrough ichildren 

In ithe irepresentation iof ithe isubaltern ireality, ichildren ihave ibeen iused ivery idecisively iby ifilm 

idirectors iacross ithe iglobe. iWhen ia inarration iis ipresented ithrough ithe ieyes iof ia ichild, iit iworks iat 

itwo ilevels: 

1. Child ilooks iat ireality iwith iinnocence iand, iwithout ithe ibaggage iof iin-born iprejudices. i 

2. Child iby iits ivery iexistence, idependency iand ifragility, iis ia imicrocosm iof ithe ilarger 

isubaltern ireality. 

Hence, ia ichild-centred inarrative iof ithe isubaltern ior ithe ireality ithrough ithe ieyes iof ia ichild ihelps 

iin ichronicling ithe iaccount ias idispassionately ias ipossible. iThis icould ibe ithe ireason iwhy ithe iItalian 

ineo-realism iof ithe i50s iand ithe iIranian iNew iWave iwhich ibegan iin ithe i70s, ihave iused ichildren 

ieffectively iand iextensively iin itheir isubaltern inarratives. iThe ifilms iof iVittorio iDe iSica iin iItaly ior  

ithe ifilms iof iAbbas iKiarostami, iMajid iMajjidi, iMohsen iMakmalbaf iand iothers iin iIran ihave 

isuccessfully ipainted ithe isubaltern ireality ithrough ithe ieyes iof ichildren. iIn ithe iIndian icontext itoo, 

iSatyajit iRay, ibeing iinfluenced iby iItalian ineo-relaism, ibrought iforth ithe iangst iof ithe isubaltern 

ithrough ithe ieyes iof ichildren, iespecially iin ihis iearly ifilms. 

Directors iof ithe iMarathi iNew iWave ihave imade iuse iof ichild icharacters ito igive iexpression ito 

ithe isubaltern isubtleties. iFor iexample, iin ithe ifilm iTingya ithere iis ithe ilittle iboy iTingya. iHis 

ipassionate ilove ifor ihis ibullock iis ian iexcuse ifor ithe idirector ito iexamine ithe istruggle iof ia ifarming 

icommunity iin ithe imidst iof ipoverty iand icrop ifailure. iHowever, ithe icompromises ithat ithe ifamily 
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imake iin ifinally iletting ithe ilittle iboy ihave ithe ilove iof ihis ilife i– ithe ibullock i– iand inot isell iit, idespite 

ithe isituation iwarranting iotherwise, iis ia idefinitive ifactor iin imaking isense iof isubaltern isensibilities. 

There iare iseveral iother ifilms iin ithe iMarathi iNew iWave iwhich iare ichild-oriented ior ithat ihave 

ichildren ias iimportant icharacters: iShaala iand iFandry, iare ia icouple iof ithem, inot ito iforget ithe ifirst i 

ifilm iin ithe iNew iWave itrajectory, iShwaas. 

Use iof iTamasha i 

In ithe i70s iand i80s imany iMarathi ifilms iused ithe ifolk iart itamasha ifor ithe ipurpose iof inarration. 

iThese ifilms iwere ivery isuccessful. iTamasha iis ian ientertainment iin idance iand idrama iform. 

iOriginally, itamasha iwas ia itypical ifolk imedium iof ithe isubaltern icommunities iand iit iis iinteresting 

ithat ithis iform ifinds iits ientry iinto ifilm. iThis ifolk iart iis itraced ito ibe iemerging ioriginally iin ithe iform 

iof ilavani iand ipowda ifolk iforms iof ipeople isuch ias ithe ibards iand igenealogists iwho iwere imostly 

ifrom ithe icommunities iof iGondhali i(bard), iGavli i(cowherd), iMahar, iMang, iSali-Mali i(weavers 

iand igardeners) iand iBhats i(bard iand igenealogist) i(Rege, i2002). iHere, ian iimportant iaspect ito ibe 

inoted iis ithat itamasha iwas inot ivery ipopular iamong iupper icaste ipeople itill irecently iin iMaharashtra 

iand iit ihad iremained ipredominantly ia ifolk imedium iof ithe isubalterns. iHowever, ithings ihave istarted 

ichanging ipost i90s icoinciding iwith ithe irise iof ithe imarket ieconomy. iToday itamasha ihas ibeen 

iturned iinto ia ivery ilucrative i„folk iart‟ iby ithe ipowers-that-be iand idominates ithe itelevision 

ientertainment ias iwell. iThe ientry iof itamasha iinto i iMarathi ifilms iespecially iin ithe i70s iand i80s, iwas 

inot ia itaboo, iconsidering iits ientertainment ifactor. iAs iRege ipoints iout: i„The iMarathi icinema, 

idominated iby ibrahmins iand imarathas, idrew iits iraw imaterial ifrom ithe ilavani itamasha iof ithe 

ikolhatis, imahar iand imangs, iconverted iit iinto isaleable igoods, iand itook iit iback ito ithe iaudiences iin 

ithe ismall itowns iat idouble ithe iprice.‟ i(Rege i2002, ip. i1044). 

However, ithis iera idid inot iprolong ias ithere iwas itedium iand ian ioverdose iof ithe isame i(“100 

iyears”). iBut iits ireappearance iis ionce iagain iseen iin ithe iMarathi iNew iWave ifilms itoday. iA ifilm ilike 

iNatarang icelebrates ithis ifolk iart iby ithe ivery iportrayal iof ithe irise iand ifall iof iits iprotagonist iGuna 

i(Atul iKulkarni). iThe iart iis ialso iused iin irecounting ithe istory iof ia icruel isuperstitious isystem icalled 

ijogti-jogtin i(male-female iservants iof iGod) iin iMaharashtra iin ithe ifilm iJogwa. iThe irich itamasha 

itrait ihas ibeen ieffectively iused iin ithese ifilms, inot imerely ias ian ientertainment ifactor, ibut ialso ito 

ibring iout iissues ithat iseem iimportant iin ia isubaltern icontext. iOn ithe iother ihand iin ithe istory iof ithe 
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ifilm iBalgandharva i(2011) iwe isee ithis ifolk iart ibeing iadopted iby ithe iupper icastes ito igain iprestige 

iand istatus. 

The itrajectory iof ithe iadoption iof ithis ifolk iart iform itamasha iin ifilms iis ia ireflection iof iits 

ievolution iin ireal ilife iitself. iOnce iin ithe idomain iof ithe isubaltern, itoday itamasha iis ibeing 

iinstitutionalised iand ithe ioriginal icustodians iare isudelined. iOnce ia ivery irich irural ifolk iart, inow iit 

ihas imade iinroads iinto ithe icity iauditoriums iand iTV istudios. iThis iis i„hegemony‟ iof ia idifferent ikind 

iwherein ia isubaltern iheritage iis ibeing ico-opted iby ithe iupper icastes ipurely ifrom ithe ipolitical 

ieconomy ipoint iof iview. iThis iis ireminiscent iof iwhat iSpivak i(2008) iargues iabout ithe iSubaltern 

itoday ibeing ipermeable iand ithat ithe iindigenous iknowledge iof ithe isubaltern ibeing itransformed iinto 

iintellectual iproperty. 

CONCLUSION 

The isubalterns iin iMarathi ifilms iare iradically idifferent ifrom ithe isubalterns iof ia itypical iBollywood 

ifilm. iWhile ithe isubaltern iof ithe iyesteryear iBollywood ifilm iwas ia ivictim iof ihis/her icircumstances 

iand iin isearch iof ia ibenevolent isaviour ito icome ito itheir irescue, ithe isubaltern iin ithe iMarathi ifilm iis ia 

imaster iof ihis/her iown idestiny. iJabya iin iFandry icannot ifight ithe isystem iof ithe isubtle icaste 

idynamics iat iwork. iHe ifinds iit ieven iharder ito icomply ito ithe idemands iof ihis i„lower icaste‟. iHe imust 

ifend ifor ihimself. iHe icannot ieven ifight, ifor ihe iis iyet ia iboy. iHowever, ithe ilast ishot iof ithe ifilm 

iseems ia iradical istatement ifrom ithe iboy iwho itill inow iseemed iweak iand isubdued. iHe ithrows ia 

istone iat ihis ienemy iand iat ithe icamera iwhich iis icapturing ihis imisery. iHe iseems ito ibe iattempting ito 

idestroy iboth iat ionce. 

For ilong iunder ithe ishadow iof iHindi icinema, ithe iMarathi iNew iWave iin ithe irecent ipast ihas 

iundeniably igiven, iin ithe iwords iof iAmrit iGangar i(2013, ip. i83), ia i„new isensibility itowards 

icinema‟. iThis isensibility, ino idoubt, icomes ifrom iits ishift ifrom ian iurban imiddle iclass icentric 

iemphasis ito iits iparadigm ishift iand ifocus itowards ithe irural iand ithe isubaltern. iIf ithe isubaltern iis i„a 

iposition iwithout iidentity‟, i(Spivak, i2008) ithen iMarathi iNew iWave ifilms iare itrying ito iretrieve ithe 

ilost iidentity iby igoing ito iits iethos ithrough ithese ivaried ithemes. iFilm ias ia imass imedium, ior ifor ithat 

imatter iany iother imedium, idoes inot icarry ithe iburden iof ibringing iabout iradical isocial 

itransformation. iHowever, ione icannot ideny ithe ifact ithat iby iits ivery inature, ithis ivisual imedium iis 

imore icapable iof ieducating iand iinforming ipeople ithan iany iother imedium. iWhat iMarathi iNew 

iWave ifilms iare idoing iis ito iportray ithe isubaltern isensibility iwithout iresorting ito iuncharitable 
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ijudgements ior iexaggeration. iIt iis inot ias ithough ithese ifilms iare itrying ito igive ia ivoice ito ithe 

ivoiceless. iThat idoes inot iseem ito ibe ithe imotivation. iBut, iin imore ithan ione isense ithese ifilms 

isensitively imeander ithrough ithe isubaltern iecosphere itaking ithe iviewers ialong ito iexperience ithe 

isubaltern iworld. 

It iis itrue ithat ithe iNew iWave iMarathi ifilms iwith isubalterns ias ithe ilead icharacters iattempt ito 

imake ithem i„speak‟. iHowever, ithey iare ialso irealistic ienough ito iacknowledge ithat ispeaking icomes 

iat ia icost. iJabya iin iFandry ihas ito iresort ito iviolence ito ispeak itowards ithe iend iof ithe ifilm. iIn iSairat, 

ithe idirector icarries ithe inarrative iof ithe ilove itale iof ia isubaltern iboy iwith ian ielite iupper icaste igirl ito 

ialmost iits ilogical iconclusion, ionly ito igive iit ia idepressing iend. iThe ihonour ikilling ithat iwe iwitness 

iat ithe iend iis ia istunning imessage ithe idirector igives ito ithe iaudience ithat ithe ipowerful ican iquell ithe 

ivoices iof ithe iordinary iwith isheer iimpunity. iThis iis inot ia ighost istory, ibut ireality iwitnessed idaily iin 

iIndia. iThe iepisode iof ithe irecent iUnnao irape icase iand ithe iordeal ithe ipoor ivictim iand iher ifamily iare 

iput ithrough iis ibut ian iexample. 

It iis iironic ithat iin ithe iover i100-year ihistory iof iIndian icinema, iwith iits iconsiderable ifocus 

ion ithe isubaltern, iwe ido inot ihave ia isingle imainstream iactor ior idirector iwho iis ia idalit. iAnd ithat iis 

iwhen ia ifilm ilike iFandry iseems iimportant. iThe idirector i(Nagraj iManjule) iis ia idalit, iso iis ithe 

iprotagonist iJabya i(Somnath iAwghade) iand iseveral iof ithe icrew imembers. iThis iindeed iis iquite ia 

idefinite imoment iin ithe iepoch iof iIndian ifilm ihistory. iAnd ithe idifference ibetween ia idalit imaking ia 

ifilm iabout ihis icommunity iand isomeone ielse imaking iit iare iquite istriking. iThat ibrings ius ionce 

iagain ito iSpivak‟s iquestion i„can ithe isubaltern ispeak?‟ iYes, ithey ican, ias ifilms ilike iFandry iand 

iJogwa ihave ishown. iAnd iyet iin ithe icontext iof icaste iquestion, ithey iwill icontinue ito ibe isubalterns, 

ifor ithe icaste iquestion iis imuch imore icomplex ithan ia iclass ior ia irace iquestion. iAll ithe isame, iMarathi 

iNew iWave icinema ihas iattempted ito iforay iinto ia iterrain ihitherto iseldom iinhabited iby ithe ilarger 

ifilm icanvas, ithereby imaking ithe imedium iricher iand imore imeaningful. i 
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