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Theorisation around cinema ang
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. pport for a] imperialist
stood oppositon. ‘Bollywood’ ternative ¢ i Cinema,
,nomalous case which forces u; tNOrth Indian

0 i .
dch Allenge the assumptions re-think the global
. . generall map of cul
while India is not the only n Y made concernin tural consumption
indigenous cinema — the ci on-Western co g world cinema.
g e cinemas of H untry with a co .
sinlﬂarly described —its film in duStry : ong Kong, China Mesxico ’anmd“&;mal, popular,
; . is at this ti ' razil
make it @ particularly pertinent subject fct}rn ® “m§ experiencing rapid char i:uf.be
widcspread [sic] nomenclature for the Indizi‘lammamn_ “Bollywood has bectom““'hc
I3 m i i H
amalgamates two names: ‘Hollywood’, and ‘Bonft))we’ mdu_su'y in recent times and
renamed Mumbai). But is Boll d Ry (India’s commercial hub, n
challenge to it? - ywood named in imitation of Hollywood o
: g ; ie? For many years commentators have assumed the forme O’;)as %
Bollywood were simply a substitute for Western film while economic bare;{ -
: . ers pre-
vented the import of the original, once those barriers collapsed it would be expeiea
that Bollywood would collapse too.
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Compare this speech with an artjcle by Shah Rukh,
defending Bollywood's commercial film, indust

100 years of Indian cinema in Movie Interpgy,

Khan, India’s o
nal magazine,

P film star, in 1996,
action to a feature on

1d like to stress we are part of world Cinema and

: ‘We are makin o ;
not for film festivals ... Mark my words one day Indian cinema & ﬁlTS films we like,
we get the technology we are going to kill it will rule the world. Once

Khan's military metaphors are directed explicitly against the West, and not only
against Hollywood and commercial cinema, but also against the independent,
Jlternative cinema of “film festivals’ - cinema that could, in many cases, be described

“Third Cinema’.
asBollywocn:i seems both diametrically opposed to, and fiercely aligned to, Third
Cinema. This confusion arises because commercialism has been exclusively identified

with the West in cultural criticism, without taking into account a non-Western, even
anti-Western commercialism. A cinema which is both cornmer.cial and cpncemed
with ‘decoding ... the deemed superiority of the West prqblemaus};sd egabhshei ;hl-;
oretical oppositions of East and West. Some of the strategies of T Z] “ﬂer&aisma .
applied to it, but so can some of the criticisms levelled a}'; Iio]ly:ﬁocémjo tybe s
his essay The Texts of ‘Mother India (188) a?f;e:c:.};zte I?ec?zse it is ultimately con-
l;l”hirq Ch?emal;lde?iga;tscieef:naztilz ss(‘}u'cjgzzzlrvative anc,l culture speciﬁc as to make a
orming: ‘popular

radical post colonial Indian Cinema imposjlt:: :Sen'ous’ cinema, challengin%1 in 3‘;
i i . T_IOIll erceive . nclude light-hearte

Tlimd Cmemua y Colitical sznspe- Bollywood fllmF-’ geieranf)rr(:nmcthe Tlird Cinema

aesthetic as well as a po i Tim Allen to dismiss them o ot generaﬂY very

song-and-dance numbers,;;lil:d (gjinema: ‘In India serious filmsa

equation in his dossier on : et st 1 arion in Indian

Lo R ernas show jolly r.nu;;  essay [nnovation and Imitation

- Binford says L

2= o
DiMat.ats




sion and Media

the Indianhmamstrean: ﬁh:i-l are 3 g .
ith remote antecede .

les [wit S in e , g

red technology. Ta.

Globalizd
S Of

ence

, .and ic princip
bligatory song2 aesthetic PTV

:Sjjplfzf indigenous bmﬁg the us€ of import

ditional Sanskrit

400
dance sequ

nces are a form of opposition to Westeyy, cyl
nd-dance seque g musicals alone; they are an “Omng, tury
ﬁll;"sdj_r ama, action comedy,. soc?.ial COmmeng, ug' By
elo tragic scenes with jolly song ang ang
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Sim.

These very song3a
imperialism. AlSO: Bollywood
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a ‘Masala” form, combining

: in
romance, violently j;{xtapc};;mgn a
numbers, jolting the viewer

. it theatre). . i g
ilarly inherited from Sani{kﬁ‘ < 110t developed, scylwucally, as ‘serious’ Thirqg Cling
However, if Bollywoo . g,

et Hollywood. Indian cinema hag s,

. i much conﬂefﬂon K ) . elg

neither has its St}‘:i;i‘:h pas licele or nothing in common Vl-f'l.th the FOd.es of Class?:d

a film Iangusfgc e d, ironically this has caused some Critics dtlc; dismiss Bol} a

cinem 4 . . .

HOHYC‘:O;; Modes of presentationt rermed escapist a;cor g to the clagsic 1

as escapist. o g 200 _and-dance number, are, however, used tq ) a

Hollywood mode, like the song Liand ho 0 Play o
: : alth and poverty, old and new, hope and fear’ jp 1. ,.

deep tensions — between Wt e et b Indlan

films. For example, in the 1996 film Army, 3 SONg pecling ab : reaks oyg i, :

prison compound, and prisoners sing, while cartwheeling about the exercig

ne extreme O

-
i

: e
g that poverty is so extreme in Indian society outside the prison walls that the;:aari
i better off in jail, under a death sentence, because a death sentence hangs gvye, e
g .‘? - even outside prison. ‘ ‘ ‘
g,’;,g Ironically, while, from the outside, Bolly?voo-d is po|pu1arly viewed as 5 mor
“g escapist cinema than even Western commercial cinema, it has absorbed within j; ¢
2] successful commercial product a number of challenging and ‘serious’ filmg that?;

the West achieved only a small, independent distribution. Shekhar Kapoor’s p
Queen (1995) was among the top ten grossing films of 1996 in India, over a year
its small-scale, independent release in the UK, and made $1 million in its first week
Indian release. The harrowing film is based on the life of outlaw Phoolan Dey; iy
confronts head-on the abuse of women in Indian society: Bollywood’s aesth 1 - anfl
dently cannot be dismissed as ‘frivolous’ if a film this ‘serious’ can achieve s iy
mous commercial success. tuch enor.
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the unquaﬂdﬁa_ble judgjernent of the Bombay audience, who either fil] or desert
cinema houses in a film’s first week of release, Films which imitate the formula of
previous hits sink without a trace, while o

thers appear from nowhere to become
blockbusters. As Subhash K. Jha remarks in G magazine: "The vagaries of the box-office

have flummoxed film-makers and trade watchers forever’ If Indian film-makers are
unable to guarantee audiences, Western film product is unlikely to do so.

The market for undubbed Western films in India before 1992 was very small, cofn-
. ly of an English speaking middle-class élite, and Western fﬂrns h:.ad ar
eung on Y than Hindi films. Hollywood first attempted to attract Indian audiences
RiertoE a}?b‘ major American hits into Hindji, but so far only a fractifm of the
e 19912 " ccil uha\:: gbeeIJl commercially successful with the Hindi-speaking mass

films release
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of this symbiosis i economic terms; before the caisette re.VOImiO“ in the |
cinema was the most accessible way to hcgr popu a;:‘ n;)us:c for many Ing; 97 s, e |
music is also culturally jmportant; & Sanjeey e ?:; (1984) notes in :‘_\‘L‘s_ o) } pﬁf'baP ontent
La musiqeé, la danse €t le film populmre[ usic, Dance f! Popular Film], film is am:lh acuoﬂ f che ‘
ervades Indian culture that it 15 pl ed even at marr.'lages and religious fe Mg & | p’lcﬂts e failt
The star system t00 is a formidable force in India, and another factosnvat“ “ i a %nusic
Western cinema. The earliest [ndian films were known as ‘mythological’ " exdlyg i mdiar-lan suc
the adventures of Hindu gods such as Krishna, and the equation of aCtD, Portr, . % ! perc Y ey
has remained. Many Indian film stars goonto become politicians and naré With 8 \ Wi ot
representing quiﬂressendaj ‘In dianness - Nargis, ‘the woman in white’ tiong] icq become o
sonification of ‘Mother India’ in the 1950s; Amitabh Bachchan has,, “‘:’ds ther ' | become_ ki
greatest cinema icon for thirty years and his face has come 0 be used a €en Indi; ‘_t Ma park i
InQJa itself (as we shall see later). Western stars cannot compete wi ;a Symbygj ¢ sy guy on p2
religious iconography. A recent Hindi film, Rock Dancer (1995) t such % 0; eady mer
Fox, a British glamour model turned pop singer, singing Al her , starring Samanasl, 4 Movi€ ma
received very little press attention and no commercial succe OWn songs in K th‘.a haxdWaIe c
middle classes knew her name well enough to meritan aside in A5 Thotigh dye ulrIl;dl’ mag?
to ;_Ih e mass Hindi film audience, she was an unknown one film news cglurf: P P
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Hollywood's failure to supersede Bollywood reveals that an existing ‘Third World

clrure can be a crucial factor in halting Western cultural imperialism, even when
olitical and economic barriers are lifted. Barnouw and Krishnaswamy (1963) describe

in The Indian Film how Hollywood monopolised the world cinema market during the
i World War, while other film producers were handicapped by the loss of resources
First ower to the war effort, and successfully defined the cinematic experience
and labour-p f the world according to their product, so that, in effect, politics shaped
o I?St Oh ed culture. However, Hollywood has not defined what makes a film
ewnm'mcls ili: ’ where conversely, cultural disparity, rather than any political or
W(;i{o;lic I;act(;r has sl’owed Western commercial expansion. [...]
ec )

Conclusion

o rocess of the media. Its Po_smon ® ;o':
Bollywood is 2 wild-card in thfi ggi)b:h;;t;c;gien ces, by Western ;n(:t;gf}gjo’gi;
stantly shifting: influenced PY - abitween East and West, - zne cadical changes
newly emerging cultural dlalogues hip with the West has undftfough quite probably
and their implications. Its rdat.lons dl())ubt change its future,; does not see jtself as a
in the last four years, Whiila:]ilhﬁge 0 : 1; asa commercial popular
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lobal force, ab
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