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of utter shock, heprotests, “ Sheknew everything. You knew everything. What
about me? Shouldn’t you havetold me?” (Lust Sories2 00:58:59-00:59:10).
Sharmanot only subvertsthe male-dominated plot here but also completely
castratesthe male agency by making him amere object of pleasurefor both
Seemaand Ishita. In the end, when both women reconcile and I shitaasks
Seema why she continued despite knowing she was watched, Seema
unhesitatingly replies, “Because | used to enjoy it too” (Lust Sories 2
01:02:43-01:02:48). Both thewomen smile, nod, and realize each other’s
sexuality, providing sexual agency to each other through their respective
acceptances.

TheFoucauldian Framework: Power, Class, and theCollison of Alliance
and Sexuality in Domestic Spaces

Michd Foucault' sanadydsin TheHigtory of Sexuality fundamentaly challenges
our understanding of how sexuality operateswithin power structures. Foucault
rg ectstherepressve hypothes's, arguing instead that power actively produces
sexuality rather than Ssmply prohibiting it, “ Wherethereisdesire, the power
relaionisaready present” (81). Foucault definespower as* themultiplicity of
force relations immanent in the sphere in which they operate” (92).
Characterizing the ubiquitousnessfactor of power and how it constantly emerges
ineveryday interactions, hewrites, “ Theomnipresence of power. .. not because
it hasthe privilege of consolidating everything... but becauseit isproduced
from one moment to the next... in every relation from one point to another.
Power iseverywhere; not because it embraces everything, but because it
comesfrom everywhere” (Foucault 93). Theemployer controlswhen, where,
and how sexuality can be expressed, showing how power organizesrather
than suppressesdesire. Thus, utilizing the Foucaul dian framework, thisarticle
arguesthat it isnot despitethe classdifferencein theemployer-maid dynamic
but because of it that sexual relationshipsemerge between them.

InAkhtar’s segment, it isthe power imbal ance between Sudhaand Ajit
that creates the circumstances for their sexual relationship. Ajit, being
edtablishedin society, exerciseshispower toinitiateand control therel ationship,
while Sudha sagency remainslimited—shenever demandspublic recognition
and maintainstheemployer-maid dynamicin public. Sudha simmediatereturn
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to her domestic duties after the sexua encounter reaffirmsher social position.
Thebed-to-floor shift visudly reassertsclasshierarchy betweenthem, reveding
how desire operateswithin rather than outside existing power relations. Ajit
maintainssexua intimacy privately whileenforcing socid distance publicly
because hisclassposition giveshimthis power.

Similarly, Sharmas* TheMirror” illustrateshow classrelationsactively
generate sexua possibilitieswithinthe employer-maid dynamic. When Ishita
accidentally sees Seemaand her husband having asexual encounter in her
house, shedoesn’t dismissthem. Rather, shewatchesthem secretly and derives
sexual pleasurefromit. Ishitauses her class position to watch rather than
dismissthem, exercising power over her own space. However, when Seema,
fully awarethat sheisbeing watched, continuesto* perform” her sexudity, she
exercisesher power and makesadeliberate choice, despite having the option
to stop. Although both women enjoy thisarrangement, Seema spower remains
limited,asthe arrangement continuesonly aslong asIshitapermitsit. When
both the maid and the empl oyer confront each other dueto accidentally being
caught, Ishitanot only deniesthat she used to watch them but dsoinsultsand
dismisses Seema. Thisshowsl shitahasthe power to control themaid'ssexual
limitationsthrough her socid hierarchy, which alowsher to permit and dismiss
thearrangement at her ownwill.

AjitandIshitalssexud accessexigtsthroughtheir economic rdationships,
not gpart fromthem. Thiscassdifferencecomplicatesthehierarchicad structures
inwhich boththeemployers andthemaids agency isnegotiated—and often
constrained—by the very systems of power that make those rel ationships
possible. Thisultimately demonstratesthat power shapessexua possibilities
not by merely prohibiting them, but by structuring the conditionsinwhichthey
emerge.

Both ZoyaAkhtar and K onkonaSharmafurther chalengethe conventions
of mainstream cinema by exploring the sexual agency of women in their
respective segmentsthrough Foucault' sconceptsof thedeployment of dliance
and sexudity. Foucault distinguishes between the* depl oyment of aliance’—
traditional regulation of sexuality through * asystem of marriage, of fixation
and development of kinshipties, of transmission of namesand possessions”
and the* deployment of sexuality,” which emphasizes*the sensations of the
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body, thequality of pleasures, and thenature of impressons’ outsidetraditiona
family structures (106). The deployment of alliance operatesthrough “rules
defining the permitted and theforbidden,” whilethe deployment of sexuaity
operatesthrough“ mobile, polymorphous, and contingent techniquesof power”
(106). Thisarticle arguesthat both the directors show how contemporary
I ndian women navigate between the accepted socia norms (deployment of
aliance) andtheir individua desire (deployment of sexuality) to find asexual
agency of their own.

Inboth narratives, theemployers—A\jit and I shita—maintain conventiona
hierarchiespublicly, reflecting the deployment of alliancethrough adherence
tosocid roles. Ajit ensures Sudha sinvisibility insocial contexts, whilelshita
maintainsher superior position publicly. Themaids' deployment of alliance
operatesthrough them being aware of their social boundaries. While Sudha
acceptstheclassdifference publicly,Seema ssexual relationship, occurswithin
marriage and in the domestic space that represents proper family structure,
reinforcing thedeployment of aliance.

Conversdly, the deployment of sexuality isexercised when Sudhaand
Seemaprioritizetheir persona desiresover socid norms. Sudhd sinvolvement
withAjitisbased on erotic desirerather than reproduction or dliance-building,
while Seema sdeliberate choiceto continue her sexual engagement despite
knowing sheiswatched exemplifiesthe deployment of sexuality in action.
Sharma's segment further empowers Ishita's sexual agency through her
voyeuristic observation, driven solely by her own desire. Through navigating
between the depl oyment of aliance and the deployment of sexudlity, al three
women—Sudha, Seema, and Ishita—establish sexual agency without
necessarily disrupting societal norms.

Performing Alter native Femininity: Butler’s Theory of Subversive
Gender Performancein Wor king-ClassWomen

Butler’stheory of performativity in her remarkable essay “ PerformativeActs
and Gender Constitution: An Essay in Phenomenology and Feminist
Theory,” providesan essentid paradigminunderstanding how both ZoyaAkhtar
and K onkona Sharma challenged the concept of conventional femininity and
gave sexual agency to their protagonists. Butler’stheory of performativity
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arguesthat gender isnot aninnate, fixed, or essentialidentity that weareborn
with, butingtead,isacongtructed “identity inditutedthrough astylized repetition
of acts’that areculturally and socially regulated (519). Gender, according to
Butler, doesnot expressapre-existing identity but instead bringsthat identity
into being“through aseriesof actswhich arerenewed, revised, and consolidated
through time’ creating anillusion of astablegender identity (523). Withtime,
these* performances’ get normalized, and, asButler argues, gender becomes
“acongructed identity, aperformativeaccomplishment that themundane socid
audience, including theactorsthemselves, comesto believeand to performin
themode of belief” (520).

Sudhaand Seema, being working-classmaids, are expected to perform
theact of being silent, invisible, and asexual . However, they areneither naive
nor powerless. Boththewomenwillfully and passionately engageintheir sexud
encountersand subvert the concept of accepted fema e sexudity, wherewomen
areexpected to be passiveand asexua . Ajit and Sudha ssexual encounter is
shownonly onceinthefilm, butit'sclear it wasn’t aone-timething. Rather, the
ease with which they engage with each other establishestheideathat they
haverepesatedly and regularly beeninvolved. Seema sintensesexud encounters
areaso shownto occur regularly, asindicated by the repeated scenesand the
changing dates on the calendar, which mark the passage of each day. This
performativerepetitionof sexual involvement subvertsther assigned identity
and createswhat Butler would argueto be*“the possibility of adifferent sort of
repeating” whichwould promote*”in the breaking or subversiverepetition of
that style”’ (520).

What issignificant in Sudha' s portrayal isthat she does not demand
public recognition or romanticinvolvement fromAjit. Instead, Sudhaembodies
afemininity that prioritizesdesire over emotional dependence, demanding
acknowledgment of her desiresand identity, evenif only in private. Again,
| shita'svoyeurism doesn’t make Seemashy or submissive. Instead, Seema
transformsherself from an object of observation to an active performer who
derivespleasurefrom being watched.

AsButler argues, “ Gender iswhat isput on, invariably, under congtraint,
daily and incessantly, with anxiety and pleasure” (531). Both thewomenthus
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construct an aternative gender reality—onewherethey assert their agency
and chalengethe passive, desexualized roletraditionaly assigned to them.

Theoretical I ntersections: TheParadox of M ar ginalized FemaleAgency

Whilethe previoudy mentioned theoriesindividualy contributetotheframework
for understanding the sexua agency of women acrossclassboundaries, itisat
theintersection of thesetheoriesthat the paradox of marginalized women’s
agency isreveaed. When read through thelensof classdifference, thesethree
theories together expose how Sudha and Seema’s agency is present yet
congtrained by thevery factorsthat give them that agency. Analyzed froma
Foucauldianlens, itistheclassdifferencethat createsthe sexua possibilities,
but at thesametimeitisthevery differenceintheir classthat dso marginaizes
them. Buitler revealshow therepeated performativity that identifiesthem as
working-classwomen isthe same performative mechanism that makesthem
desirablesubjects, and even though thesefilms subvert Mulvey’ sargument of
women being the objects of the narrative, it isthrough the understanding of
Mulvey'slensthat weredizethevisua redity of thesewomen’sobjectification
within patriarcha classstructures. The narrative makesthem the subject, but
thepatriarcha redlity within the narrative objectifiesthem.

Asdiscussedinthe Foucault section, itisnot * despite’ theclassdifference
but “because of it” that the employer—mai d dynamic enables these sexual
relationships, whichinturn grants sexual agency to both Sudhaand Seema.
Yet, paradoxically, the same power structure that enables their agency
smultaneoudy constrainsit— denying Sudhapublic recognition and cutting
off Seema sagency themoment their arrangement isdisturbed.

Asaready analyzed in Butler’s section, the paradox in Seema and
Sudha sidentity takes placethrough their repetitive performance— the same
repetitive actsthat construct their sexua agency aso reinforcetheir working-
classidentity, publicly reducing themto silent, invisblemaidswhileprivately
recogni zing them asdesiring women. Their agency isthusreal but conditional,
exigting only withintheboundariestheir class permits.

This article has established that both directors subvert Mulvey’s
objectification theory by centering thesewomen intheir narratives. Within
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every other frame, we see Sudhaand Seema sdesirefor pleasurealong with
their emotional turmoil, which drivesthe narrative. Yet, through thisvisual
language of both thefilms, theredlity of working-classmaidsin apatriarchal
society isalso reveaed. With her worn-out clothes and bucket, and mopping
thefloor without any social recognition, Sudhaistreated merely likean object
inthe background, even though sheistheonewho iscentral totheplot. In
Seemd scase, sheisobjectified through I shita seyes, who takes advantage of
her own classprivilege and secretly watches Seema. Even though Seemais
empowered through her deliberate choice of being watched, thisparticular
moment inthefilm also revealsher positionin apatriarchal society. Women
like Seemawill be gazed upon, enjoyed, and objectified irrespective of what
they want—and finally dismissed when their useisover or disturbed. The
paradox of thesewomen'sidentity being the narrative ssubjectsbut patriarchy’s
objectsisthusrevea ed through Mulvey’sanayss.

| sol ated reading of thesethreetheories, eventhoughit highlightstheir
respective analysesin thisarticle, does not capturethefull complexity of
marginalized women’sagency. Theintersectional reading, however, provides
aclear understanding of the paradoxical nature of sexua agency for working-
classwomen. Individud reaedingsargued that both filmsprovided sexud agency
totheworking-classmaids, but theintersection reading reveal sthat the sexua
agency that isgainedisnot only paradoxical but also liminal and functions
conditiondly.

Problematizing the Cinematic Angle: Format, Platform, and
Representational Limits

In maingtream I ndian cinema, working-classmaids have dways appeared as
either comicreliefsor moral contraststo upper-class heroines. But Akhtar
and Sharma, by making Sudhaand Seemathe protagonistsintheir narratives,
created anew cinemétic category—that of thedesiring working-classwoman—
which did not exist before. In other words, both directors|egitimatized the
existence of working-class maids as protagonistsin cinematic narratives.
However, thisnewly produced category still functionsthrough existing socia
hierarchies, which determinestheformat, therd ease platform, and theaudience.
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Thus, even though anew category isformed through empowering working-
classmaids, itisstill structured by old power relations.

Thefact that both thefilmsappear in the anthology format, extending up
to 25-30 minutes, rai sesquestionsabout whether these progressive narratives
would bepossbleasmaingreamfull-length films, outs detheanthol ogy format.
Therelease platform being OTT, Netflix to be specific, and not theatrical
distribution, clearly determinesthe urban, English-fluent, upper-middie-class
astheaudience of thesefilms, effectively denying accessto working-class
peopleingenera. Theirony isquiteevident: the OTT platform operatesasa
class-segregated space where progressive narratives circulate among elites
whileremaininginaccess bleto thevery subjectsthey employ intheir houses
and represent in their films. Onethus questionswhether thesefilmsreally
chdlengesocid hierarchiesor whether they smply feedinto privileged viewers
progress ve content consumption—aoffering cultura validation without materid
transformation.

Conclusion

Even though most mainstream Indian films*just end up replicating adamsal -
in-distressstereotypeof Indianwomen,” OTT platformsin Indiahave begun
to shift thisrepresentation(Sen 203).Chakraborty observesthat, “ A common
andrecurrentimagethat isoften vigblein variousorigind web seriesand films
released on SV OD platformsin Indiaisthat of amodern, empowered Indian
woman. She gppearsto beindependent, salf-confident, and sexudly liberated”
(82).Yet representations of modern, empowered working-classwomenremain
paradoxical—their sexual agency enabled and limited by the same class
hierarchies. Thefilms' releaseformat and distribution mechanismsfurther
deepen this paradox by denying working-class women access to content
centered ontheir own experiences.

Released onthe OTT platform Netflix, both Akhtar and Sharmathus
challengethe patriarcha structuresof mainstream Indian cinemaby creating
filmsthat arewomen-centered. Sudhaand Seema, despitetheir marginalized
positions, defy societd expectationsby prioritizing their desires, thereby dlaming
agpacefor femdesexudity that isnether passvenor shameful. Thesenarrdtives
destabilizethe patriarchal gaze and reimaginethe politicsof looking, acting,
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and desiring from afemal e perspective—offering asignificant yet constrained
intervention in contemporary debateson gender, class, and sexuality inIndian
cnema
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| n Sear ch of Women’sCollective: Thelnterplay
between Individuality and Solidarity in
Lipstick Under My Burkha

Garima

Abstract

Thethemesof sexudity and censorship havebeen perennia onesamongfeminists
and progressivegroupsin the Indian context. It hasitsimpression oncinema
aswell. Thisarticleisan attempt to closaly examinethefilm Lipstick Under
My Burkha (2016), directed by Alankrita Shrivastava. Thefilm revolves
around four women: Ledla, Shireen Adam, RihaanaAbidi, and UshaParmar
(Buaji). Thefilmic-text unpacksthe everyday strugglesof these characters
Situated acrossdiverse strata(class, caste, and religion). Thearticleargues
how the cinematic technique of Rosi€ svoiceover overlaysthesefragmented
narrationsinto asearch for acollective. Moreover, this particul ar voi ceover
techniquethroughout the narration elucidatesthe repressed sexua desiresof
women characterswhilejuxtaposing it with theuncertainty of thesituation as
the narration culminatesand hence consequently avoidstheir identification by
themalegaze. Interestingly, it also led to theissue of censorship during the
film'srelease. In asimilar vein, this constant juxtaposing between their
unrestrained desiresand patriarchd daily livesunderlinestheinterplay between
individuality and collective. Hence, thearticle underscoreshow the solidarity
among these women stands out as a paramount condition for the making of
any such collective.

Keywor ds: Collective; Solidarity; Agency; Sexudity; Individudity

I ntroduction

Theglobal field of feminist film studies hasbeen broadly grouped into three
major aspects. women as filmmakers, women on the screen, and women
spectators. Theissue of the representation of women has been one of many
sitesfor debate and di sagreement among feministsand progressive groups,
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whether concerning beauty pageants, media, fashion, advertising industries,
or pornography. On the one hand, some feminists attacked the
‘commodification of women’ in such industries and believed that such
representations of women reinforced the patriarchal structure through
commaodifying thewomen’'sbody, andinadditiontothis, it hasapotentia to
induce mento violence and rape. Thisgroup of feministsbelieved that such
representation of women reduced them merely toa‘ commodity.” Ontheother
hand, other feministsargued that such representati ons of women should be
approached not asacts of women’s subjugation but through the framework of
freedom of expression.

Itisevident that Bollywood, inthelast few years, isproviding more
pacetowomen'squestions, their anxieties, their fears, their choicesand desires.
Intheneoliberd era, asignificant facet of feminist discourseemphasizesonthe
femal € sindependent identity and individudity. Thisprominent shift highlights
the ongoing struggle of thesewomen charactersto seek their own independent
identity or individuality. They portray charactersundergoing atransformative
journey, learning to assert their agency while challenging established societal
normsrelated to marriage, such asRani in Queen (VikasBahl, 2014), Tarain
Shuddh Desi Romance (Maneesh Sharma, 2013). Such films exemplify
women's autonomy, focus on their self-discovery and exploration of
unconventional romantic choices. Moreover,they searchfor their individuality,
face both physical and psychological exploitationin apatriarchal society
(Mehak Deo in Phobia, Pavan Kirpalani, 2016; Kumari Pinky in Udta
Punjab; Abhishek Chaubey, 2016). Intheir quest for independent identity,
they also speak out against their sexua exploitation withinthefamily (Veera
Tripathi in Highway, Imtiaz Ali, 2014). Itisexplicit that the strugglefor and
desireto attain anindependent i dentity isthe coretheme on which thesefilms
arepremised. Thequestion of individuality or independent identity isdeeply
connected to the question of marriage, sexuality, and work and at the same
time, thesethemesareinter-related.

Thisarticle conducts adetailed study of thefilm Lipstick Under My
Burkha asit foregroundsthe politics of sexuality and its connectionto the
other two themes. Simultaneoudly, it explores how thefilm depicts bonding
among women that goesbeyond class, caste, religion, and other socid identities
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and hence, illugtratestheinterplay between individuality and solidarity among
women.

How does the film depict women’'s sexual agency in respect to its
characters? What doesthe cinematic technique of voiceover amount to, and
how doesit becomeaground for interplay betweenindividudity and collectivity?
How doesthefilm underscorewomen’ssexuality asasitefor liberation as
well asoppressionintoday’stime?How issolidarity aparamount precondition
for theredization of liberation against patriarchal oppression?

Thisarticledemandsarigorous understanding of both gender studies
andfilm studiesin order tojustify someof thefundamental concernsrelatedto
film asavisual medium and concernsrelated to gender. Inthisregard, first,
discourse analysisasamethod, seemsmore apt to understand the politics of
sexuality, asit can open up a space for us to analyze the extra-cinematic
elementssuch aspromotional and distribution strategies, controversy around
thefilm’'srelease, interviewswith filmmakersand actors, etc. Secondly, we
will employ textua analysisasamethod to engagecritically withthefilm-text
through sequence and script breakdown. By adopting these methods, the
aticleamsto uncover thelatent dimensionsof patriarchd and feminist assartions
embedded withinthefilm’'snarretive.

L et usbegin with the most renowned essay in Feminist Film Studies,
namely, “Visud Pleasureand Narrative Cinema'* by LauraMulvey, published
in1975. In her work, sheincorporatesapsychoand ytica gpproachtotheorize
theimage of womenin classical Hollywood narrative structure?. She quoted
cult director of Hollywood, Budd Boetticher:

What countsiswhat the heroine provokes, or rather what she
represents. Sheistheone, or rather theloveor fear sheinspires
inthehero, or elsethe concernshefed sfor her, who makeshim
act theway hedoes. In herself thewoman has not the dlightest
importance. (Mulvey 488)

Shearguesthat thewomaninthedassicd Hollywood narraivestructuremerely
exigsasasexudized body. Itisthroughthemain maeprotagonist’sperspective
that the spectatorsenter into the narration. The heroistheactive controller of
thelook, whereasthe heroineisthe bearer of the gaze of male protagonists
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and of spectators (irrespective of their actual gender). Woman, on screen,
symbolizesthe castration threat by the absence of apenis. She herself does
not have any importance but only works asthe signifier to the penis. The
image of thewoman destabilizesthe narrative and merely existsasavisual
pleasure. Heroinesinthesefilmsseem ‘individua’ (or, one can say, aproperty
of thefamily) before meeting the hero but after meeting him, she ultimately
becomeshis. Shehasnoindividudity. In contrast tothis, Film historian Miriam
Hansenraisesafew subgtantia questionsin her article” Pleasure, Ambivaence,
| dentification: Va entino and Fema e Spectatorship” publishedin 1986. Hansen
incorporatesMary Ann Doan€' sdistinction to make her point. Doane clearly
opensup at least threeillustrationsin which identification operatesin the
spectator’ svison. Firstly, there can beidentification with the representation of
aperson (character/ process), which cantake placewhentherearepossibilities
of thefemal e spectator asthetransvestite (changing their dress, crossdressing).
Secondly, shetaksabout “ recognition of particular objects, persons, or actions
assuch (stars, narrative, images)” (Hansen 269). Inthiscase, therewill bea
possibility for thefemal e spectator to have apassive narcissstic identification
withthefema estar asan erotic object which hasbeen created by theindustry.
Thirdly, “identificationwiththe‘look’ with onesdlf asthe condition of perception”
(Hansen 269). Mulvey, inaway, stressed onthe* masculinisation’ of thegaze
of spectatorsirrespective of their actual sex. Hansen questionsthiskind of
analysis, drawing from ‘women-oriented films' of the 1940s. Do al the
‘masculine’ genrestake away the agency of thefemal e spectator? Doesthe
genrelikeactionfoster amorenarcisssticidentificationwiththefemaecharacter
ascompared to other genressuch asthemusical or romantic comedy? These
fundamental questions shaped the discourse withinthefeminist film studies
and remained pertinent in the context of Hindi cinematoo. With regard to
Hindi cinema, the question of womenisrelated to themessuch asnationaism,
sexuality, censorship, culture, and other related themes. Our attempt would
beto highlight the primary debatesin Hindi cinemathat mgjorly focuson the
representation of women.

M. MadhavaPrasad discussestheimage of women anditsrelation with
nationalismand sexudity in 1970sfilmsin hischapter “ Guardiansof theView:
The Prohibition of the Private.”” Hiswork givesusoneway of showing how
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filmanaysisconnectswith the questions of the state and theideol ogy of the
Indianfamily to makeargumentsabout the representation of women’ssexudity
on screen. Hecommenceswith areport from 1969 that claimsthe prohibition
of kissing scenesinfilmswasbased onan‘unwrittenrule” Therewereno set
rulesfor showing lovemaking scenes on screen. Thereappearedto bea’ ban’

on kissing sceneslinked with the nationalist culture. It wasseenasandiento
Indian culture, regardless of wherethefilmwas shot. Kissing sceneswere
deemed aWestern concept. It wasthought that therewould be unity among
filmmakersto diminatethe’ ban.” However, someprominent film persondities
opposed thekissing sequencesinthefilms. Theheroinesaso tried tomaintain
their purity and chastity by refraining fromkissing on screen. Whileproviding
examplesfromsaverd filmsof how kissingwaskept out of Sghtinthecinema,
Prasad raises severa questions about what was problematic about showing
thekisson screen. Why could other formsof sexua display be passed without
any difficulty by the censor? He bringsforward the contradi ction between the
kissing scenes (whichisan unwritten ban) and theideaof asexudized femae
body inthedance numbers. How isit that thefemal e body hasbeen aspectacle
for thepublic andisnot part of privaterepresentation? Thisisbecause, firstly,
the voyeuristic song and dance sequence has conventionally been considered
aspart of public discourse/representation. Secondly, these have been worked
out asMulvey pointed outintermsof visud pleasure. Sexudized femaebodies
inthe dance numbersare not censored asthey existinapublic zone. Withthe
passage of time, thefamily system has moved to the nuclear family, and the
plot of thefilmshas shifted to the couple. Nonethel ess, kissing scenes between
the coupl e have been deemed asaprivate act, and so it should not be shown
to the audience which occupiesthe normative position of society, and hence
supportiveof thefeudd structureof Indian society. Prasad’ sanays's, therefore,

guestionsthe representation of sexuality inthe context of hisnotion of the
feudd family, whereitisprohibited to represent the private. Intoday’ sneolibera

and globalizing context; oneis, therefore, tempted to ask whether thefeudal

family anditsprohibitionsareathing of the past in contemporary Bollywood.

Why, in present-day cinema, kissing and sexual relations between couples
have become so common?How areideasof national identity still attached to
the representati on of women on screen? Doesthe* new woman’ of today’s
time havetheresponsbility to maintain thekind of honor of Indian customs?
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Thesewerethe questionsthat can beimportant to discussfurther; however,
thisarticlewill focuson Lipstick Under My Burkha and how it had to face
censorshipinitially. Why wasit treated differently? Wewill discussthese
questionsfurther inthiswork.

In the above context, Ranjani Mazumdar differentiates between the
heroine and the vamp discussed in achapter on Desiring Women from her
book Bombay Cinema: An Archive of the City, published in 2007. The
image of vamp hassymbolized aWesternintrusioninto Indian filmswith her
hypersexua andillicit personality ascompared to the heroinewho represents
‘Indian’ women. On the one hand, theimage of the heroine signifies purity,
chastity, or ‘ Indianness and in contrast toit, the vamp figure existsto break
relationships, occupies the outside space such as the night club, dances
provocatively, issexually active, and hence, gainsadistinct identity fromthe
Indian women. The distinction between the vamp and heroine dominated
Bombay cinematill the 1980s. However, during theeraof globalization, this
binary disrupted when the heroi nes began to perform theseitem numbersand
opened up anew spacefor desireand sexua discourse, for instance, Madhuri
Dixit performed an item number in Subhash Ghai’sKhal hayak (1993).

Theaboveliteratureforegroundshow thedistinction betweentheheroine
and item girl wasdisrupted and almost diminished inthe post-liberalization
period and thewomen’ssexuality wasoneof the primary aspectsto distinguish
between thetwo. Now, let uscometo thefilm Lipstick Under My Burkha
that doesnot create any kind of dichotomy, moreover, it subvertsthe notion of
sexuality with respect to women.

TheAutonomy of EroticaAgainst theViolence of Censor ship

Lipstick Under My Burkha isanotablefilm that marksacritica momentin
discuss onsaround women and sexudity in Indian cinema. Thefilm delvesinto
thelivesof four women navigating their desiresand identitiesin apatriarchal
society.It was produced by Prakash Jhaand JB Angels. ALT Balgji, Balgji
Motion Pictures, and Star Synergy Entertainment distributedit. It received
significant attention at the global level, screened at severa filmfestivals, and
received awards such asthe Oxfam Award for Best Film on Gender Equality
at theMumbai Film Festival in October 2016, and among others. However, it
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wasofficidly rdeasedin Indiaon 21%July, 2017, amidst Sgnificant controversy.
Initialy, the Central Board of Film Certification (CBFC) refusedtoissuethe
certificate. It Sated, “ Thestory islady oriented, their fantasy abovelife. There
are continuous sexual scenes, abusive words, audio pornography and abit
sensitive touch about one particular section of society, hence, film refused
under guidelines1(a), 2 (vii), 2(ix), 2(x), 2 (xi), 2 (xii) and 3(i)>.” Itisworth
noting that the accusation of audio pornography, and the depiction of fantasy
above life could be linked to Rosie’s voiceover as lipstick waale sapne
(lipstick-coloured dreams). While discussing thefilm, AbhijaGhosh outlines
the metaphorical usage of burkhaand lipstick inthetitleasshewrites:

The burkha, at once identifiable as the stereotyped mark of
gendered conventionsand traditions of areligiouscommunity,
becomesalatmoatif inthefilmand dravswomen acrossrdigions
under its metaphoric and material fold. On one hand, thefilm
usesit, dmost cheekily, asanincrediblemode of socid mobility,
personal aspirationsand r ever sal of themalegaze. Thelipstick
ontheother hand remainsa codefor eroticaand fantasy. For
thewomenin Lipstick, their bodiesare neither limited by their
sexual livesnor can they be shamed for their desires. Instead,
they aredriven by many kinds of desiresand aspirefor many
formsof freedom. (332, emphasisadded)

It would be significant to delineate how lipstick asacode for eroticaand
fantasy makesthereversd of themadegaze poss ble, whileplacing thevoiceover
asaparticular technique overlaying lipstick wal e sapne throughout thefilm.
Therefore, it seemscrucid toinquireinto the unsettling effectsof thistechnique
inthefilmic-text. The contestations between Pahlg Nihalani, the chairperson
of CBFC, and AlankritaSrivastavaisasymptomatic description of entrenched
patriarchy, thanksto thisunsettling effect. Nihaani stated that thefilm served
aspropagandato grab attention. Inthistusde, thedirector strongly asserted,
“it'sfeminist film with astrong female voice which challengespatriarchy. |
think that’swhy they don’t want to certify it. Asafilmmaker, | stand by the
story and will fight forittill theend®.”

Feminists, more generally, and those who have been closely engaged
withandyzing specificfilmshaveaddressed theissueof censorshipfromdifferent
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perspectivesover an extended period. An early siteof debaterelated to ‘ the
I ndecent Representation of Women (Prohibition) Act’ wasimplementedin
1986. It cameinto existence after considerable demand from asection of the
women’smovement. Many feminists had been ing sting on someregulation
over the‘indecent’ representation of women. The objectiveof thislaw was
“to prevent the depiction of the figure of awoman in amanner whichis
derogatory to women or denigrating womenwhichislikely to corrupt public
morality” (Agnes138). Additionally, in her introduction to the book Gender
and Censor ship, BrindaBose seesacloselink between censorship and the
state’sinterventionist policies. Shearguesthat it isthefemal e body that has
been so critica inactsof state censorship of sexudity, sncethefemaebody is
the site of honour as well as the shame for the nation. This has taken on
heightened visbility with the current agendas of that timeto protect theimage
of the Hindu women. They created theimage of Indian women to preserve
sexud purity, which symbolizesthe mythical image of what Indiais. Onthe
other hand, thelndian women’smovement must rethink who theIndianwoman
is. Documentary filmmaker and film theorist Shohini Ghosh believesthat
feministsand minoritieswill gainrather thanloseif they demand morediverse
representation and more discussion, rather than remaining silent or seeking
ban. At thesametime, shemadeapoint that onemust understand the difference
between sexua explicitnessand sexismin debatesover censorship, Since, itis
sexismrather than sexual explicitnessthat isthe source of harm. So, weneed
to kegp thisdifferenceand discuss onin mind whileexamining the autonomy
of lipstick wale sapne as explicit (censored) desires of these characters.
Whilereveaing contradictions between desireand redlity, thefilm portrays
censored desirefrom the very beginning. Shrivastava, inthisway, endeavours
to represent what i s prohibited, censored, and ignored in society. Censorship
becameaperennia themefor feministsin India, especidly after liberaisation.
S. Ghosh discussesseverd controversiesover advertisements, films, and songs.
Therewasaparticular controversy that occurredintheyear of 1993 over the
song “ Choli ke peeche kya hai [what isbehind the blouse] ?” from thefilm
Khalnayak [ Villain], where she seesaconvergence between right wing and
certain feminist groups over the song’ s obscenity, including aninability to
distinguish between different versionsof the songin question. Onthis, Ghosh
writes, “ The protesters demanded censorship not of theversion that actually

221



indraprasth

depi cted violence agai nst women but one that represented sexual agency on
their part” (Ghosh 261). However, with theintensfication of liberdisation, the
question of sexual agency hasmutated to what amountsto my body, my choice,
depicted ina2-minute-long Voguevideo featuring DeepikaPadukone. Namrata
Rele Sathe, in her recent book The Neoliberal Self in Bollywood: Cinema,
Popular Culture and Identity, unpacks the ideology of choice deeply
embedded in neolibera feminist subjectivity (2). Whileunravelingtheclass
character of #VogueEmpower IndiaCampaign, shewrites:

Vogue India envisages emancipation as reflected in its own
audience: upper classwomenwho can afford to buy an English-
language magazinethat costs INR 150 (approximately USD
2.50) per month. I will not betoo hasty indismissing the Vogue
Empower advertisement asit rai ses pertinent questionswith
regard to awoman’'s freedom and engages in the politics of
sexuality, but theideas expressed in the video are embedded
with the economic context of neoliberdism. (2)

One needs to keep this neoliberal context in mind while discussing the
controversy around Lipstick Under My Burkha; nevertheless, it is pertinent
tounderlinethat thefilmtriesto deveinto diverselevelsof socid Srtification
acrossclass, caste, and religion. Additionally, by keeping Burkhainthevery
forefront, thefilm hasinvited notoriousattention from the Muslim community
asBhopal’sAll IndiaMudim Tyohar Committee (AIMTC) issued anoticeto
boycott thefilm and claimed that thisfilm hurtsthereligious sentimentsof the
community by presenting theburkhainabad light*. Thepresident of AIMTC
said, “How narrow can aperson think? Thosewho have scripted and directed
thismoviehaveinsulted our religioussentiments. AIMTC sMumbai unit have
aready initiated alegal action on the matter. The protest will be taken to
highest possiblelevel®.” Despitethecontroversy surrounding thefilm, themedia
largely supported it and underlined its* women-oriented” elementswithinthe
framework of neoliberal feminist subjectivity aswediscussed above. They
found it absurd that thefilm was denied certification on the grounds of being
‘toowomen-oriented’ and for showingwomen assexualy active. It garnered
significant attention from the mediaand public, who supported thefilmon
varioussocid mediaplatformsasacarier of neoliberal socidization. Eventudly,
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itwasrdeasadwithan' A’ certificateby theFIm CertificationAppellate Tribund
(FCAT), abeit with afew cuts. Prominent investors such as Prakash Jhaand
EktaKapoor got involvedin thefilm and further contributed to itseventua
release.

Solidarity Among Fragmented I ndividualities: Women Acr oss Social
Sratification

In her long essay Fire: A Queer Film Classic (2010), Shohini Ghosh notes
that the representation of femal e bonding has been excluded from popul ar
Indian cinema, unlike male bonding. Filmslike Razia Sultan (1983), Mere
Mehboob (1963), Humjoli (1970), Mandi (1983), etc., could represent
femaebonding, but only to alimited extent, dueto the centrality of themale
protagonist inthe narrative structure, even within the courtesan’sfilms. Ruth
Vanita, extensvely, recordstheworld of the courtesanin Bombay cineméefin
Dancing with the Nation: Courtesans in Bombay Cinema (2017). She
writes, “ Filmsdo not depict courtesan’srelationship with oneanother in detail,
eventhoughinred lifethesewereusudly their longest, most stablerel ationship”
(Vanita39). Vanitad so arguesthat the bonding among womenislessidedized
or usualy remainsinvisible. Adding tothis, Ghosh exploreshow Fireprovided
an eyeto appreciate the homosocia or homosexual relationship in popular
cinema, allowing oneto “seewithout looking.” Filmslike Kal Ho NaHo
(2003), Masti (2004), Men Not Allowed (2006), Dostana (2008), etc., in
which homosocial or homosexual relationships appear, usually present an
ambiva ent or homophobic attitude towardshomosexudity. Without goinginto
thein-depth study of thesefilms, the central point for Ghoshisthat female
bondingintheHindi cinemabecamemorevisiblein popular Hindi cinema
post Fire. Therearevariousfilmstoday that explorefema ebonding such as
Parched (LeelaYadav, 2015), Angry Indian Goddesses (Pan Nalin, 2015),
Veere Di Wedding (Shashanka Ghosh, 201) etc. Lipstick Under My Burkha
isoneamong them that exploresgender dynamicsacrosssocid sratification:
religion, class, caste, and so on. Nonetheless, akind of friendship can be
observed among the charactersregardlessof their socio-cultural identities.
They are not marked aswomenwho carry a‘ good’ or ‘bad’ character. They
arejust women, andtofulfill their dreams, eventhough thismay becontradictory
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totheir families, these women support each other without any excusesor need
for reasons.

Image: 4 Image: 5

Asanaudience (Image 1to 6), wefirst seethesewomen sitting together ona
rooftop, an open spacewhere Ledlarunsher beauty parlor. The peculiarity of
this space isthat it is the common space for these women to share their
experiences, not merely their happinessor their sorrows, but also their sexua
lives, which otherwiseremain hidden. Here, itisessentid to examinethesocid
rel ationshi ps between these women. Buaji issitting and secretly reading an
erotic book. Leela’smother isgiving Buaji aleg massage and praising her
decision, saying that even God Ram himsdlf could not havethought of abetter
groomfor her daughter, Leela. Then another unknown girl sitting withthem
addsthat even Leeladoes not haveto go too far after marriage, since her
homewill be nearby. Anyone can go whenever they fed like getting waxed or
other servicesdoneat the parlor. Thisinstance conveyswomen'sdesireto go
out and not confine themselvesto the four wallsof the house. On the other
hand, thereis Rihaana, whoisamong thesewomen, but rarely engageswith
othersand remainssilentinacorner.
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Image: 9

Thefilm portraysaunity among these women from different social strata.
Buaji maintained unity among thesefamilies. Theimage 7 above depicts Bugji
who hascreated a‘family’ inwhich neighborsareconsidered ‘ equa’ within
thefamily, irrespectiveof their class, caste, or religiousdifferences. Thewomen
of these houses share abond where they hide each other’s secretsand share
each other’spain. For instance, Buaji and Leelaknow that Shireen hasbeen
working asasaleswoman, going door-to-door to sell her products, and that
shehasnot eventold her husband. In another instance, when the shopkeeper
tauntsBuaji, while sheisbuying aswimming suit, Shireen helpsher buy one.
Leeladrops Rihaanaoff for her late-night party and also prepares Buaji for
the Diwadi party by coloring her hair black, gpplyingwax, and soon. Inaddition
to these narrativized instances, thisisthe story of the dream, lipstick wale
sapne, which, withitseroticized fantasy embedded withintheir bitter redities.
Withthis, thefilm seemingly suggeststhat thekey tofulfil their dreamsisfettered
inthevery socia constraintsthat they are part of. No need to say though, that
Rosi€' svoiceover unsettlesthese social constraintsby deploying ‘ censored
desres’ Inthefilmic-text, thisbecomesacinematictechniquethat constellates
fragmented experiencesof women acrossdiversearenaswithintheir conflictua
redlity. Thisamountsto strong homosocid relationshipsin thefilmwhich have
been missing from Indian cinemafor solong. One can say, following Shohini
Ghogh'singght, that these homo-socid relations, particularly among women,
have become a prominent trend in recent cinema, especially post-Fire.
Interestingly, thishasnot beenaconcerninearlier cinema, includingindternative
cinema(thoughthese areexceptionsaswell like Mirch Masala), as Shamita
DasDasguptamentioned it in* Feminist Consciousnessin Woman-Centered
Hindi Films’ publishedinthe Journal of Popular Culturein 1996. Dasgupta
pointed out that Hindi cinemahasbeen avictim of androcentricism, inwhich
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women elther haveto compromisewiththestructureor diewithinthat structure.
In contrast to this, Shrivastavaleavesthe characters and hence, spectators
unsettled by the short-circuiting of desire (Rosi € svoiceover) withthe bitter
reality of Buaji, whoisthrown out of her household. Thiscould bemarked as
the decisve conjuncture of solidarity among fragmented individudities. There
wasalittleroomfor exploringindividudity or theindependent identity of women
during the period discussed by Dasgupta. Nonethel ess, it isacontemporary
cinematic expressonthat isproviding more spacefor theindependent identity
or individuaity of women. Moreover, thewomen charactersin thefilm under
consideration seek independent identity or individuality irrespective of their
socio-economiclocation. With this, the question of agency becomes pertinent
here, which can befurther explored inthefollowing section.

The Sexual Explicitnessin Lipstick Under My Burkha: A Question of
Sexual Agency

Shohini Ghosh mobilizessexua explicitnessagaingt sexismaswehaveseenin
theearlier section. Thepeculiarity of thisexplicitnessliesinitsautonomy against
any relationality imposed on women’s sexuality by ideological rationality.
Whether itispatriarchy, capitalism, or nationdism. Thisexplicitnessin Lipstick
Under My Burkha becomes the central theme, which led to controversy
surroundingitsrel ease. It faced opposition for showing sexudity, quiteunlike
theother film, for ingtance, Queen wherethe character of Rani kissesaFrench
guy to show that Indiansare not lagging behind even in kissesand onthe other
hand, she dreamed of losing her virginity after marriage with her lover. It
depi cted amonogamous marriage structure. It even incorporated sexuality
through reinforcing aform of femininity that could glorify the nation (Queen,
1:58:41-2:01:15). On the other hand, the most controversial aspect about
Lipstick Under My Burkha was the question of women’s sexuality, which
gaveit massvepublicity aswell. Thefilmmakersa so asserted the sexudlity
aspect on various platforms, which iseven depi cted through the poster of the
film, wherewe can seeamiddlefinger to patriarcha society. Thisseemsto
indicateanew moment where sexuality can be popular, unlikethe controversy
seeninearlier cinema. Thisfilmisprimarily centered onfour women: Ledla,
ShireenAdam, RihaanaAbidi, and UshaParmar (Buaji). Unlikethedisciplined
character of Rani (Queen), thefemal e protagonists here openly exploretheir
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sexuality at different ages. The pertinence of thisfilmliesinitsdepiction of
sexuality asan act for theliberation of awoman, but smultaneoudly, itisalso
apoint of exploitation and oppression. Thiscorrespondsto thefina sequence
of short-circuiting of voice-over with avisua depiction of four downtrodden
but seemingly determined womenfor their dreams.

Ledaworksasabeauitician, runsher own beauty parlor andisfinancidly
independent. She stayswith her mother on rent at Buaji’shouse. Shehasa
Mudim boyfriend, Arshad (played by Vikrant Massay), withwhom sheopenly
engagesinasexud relationship, unlike Queen’sRani who hasnot even kissed
her fiancée before marriage. Nevertheless, Leela has been forced to
marryManoj (played by Vaibhav Tatwawaadi), who can provide her with
financia security, unlike her boyfriend, who doesnot have hisown house. The
groom has been chosen by her mother. Leela smother worksasamodel for
theartist. The condition of Ledla sfamily isevidentinoneof thefilm’scrucia
sequencesinwhich Leela’'smother issitting nude and posing for the artist.
Thereisonediscussion between L eelaand her mother when Leelareaches
her mother’ sworkplaceto refusethe marriage.

Leela: Kal gusse mein jyada bolg ayi. Amma mujhe shaadi
nahi karni hai. [I said too muchinanger last night. Amma, | do
not want to get married].

Leela smother: toh ussMussaleki rakhel banna hai? Ya meri
tarah? 17 saal se yahi baithi hu. Sardi, garmi, mahina lage
tab bhi. [So, youwant to have an extramarital affair with that
Muslim man, or you want to be like me, who hasbeen sitting
herefor 17 yearswhenitisextremely cold, hot, and even during
periods].

Leela: Toh chhod de na. Main sambhal lungi. [So, leaveit, |
will take careof everything].

Leela smother: Tera nashedi baap kitna karzch hod kar mara
tha pata hai tujhe? [Do you know how much your drunkard
father borrowed before hisdeath?]

Leelas Amma main business karungi, main paise kamaungi,
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mainghar chalungi...[Amma, | will do business, earn money,
| will runthehome...]

Leela’s mother: Kitna bhi kamayegi, ghar toh nahi
kharid sakti na? Manoj mereliyeghar kharid rahahai.
[Whatever youwill earn, but can’t buy ahouse. Manoj is
purchasing ahousefor me]. (53:03-54:33)

The aforementioned sequence showsthat L eelahasbeen forced by her mother
to marry amanwho can afford her ahouseand can providealuxuriouslifein
which shewill not haveto work after marriage. Leela, and even her mother,
would not be ableto afford such ahousein their entirelives because of the
debtsleft by her father. Her mother had to pose nudein front of artistsfor her
livelihood for many years. Inthiscircumstance, Legla smarriage can provide
abetter lifefor Ledlaand her mother. Her mother alsorefersto Leela’slover,
Arshad, who canonly havean extra-maritd affair with Ledaingtead of marrying
her because of thedifferenceinreligion.

Inanother sequence of about oneminute, Ledlaentersapoorly lit space.
Sheliesdown near someone and startskissing (1:24:39-1:25:38). Thenwe
hear Arshad’ svoice, asking how shegot there. Ledlaassertively saysthat she
isgoingto get married, wouldn't he stop this?Will helet it go likethis? She
then takeshim to thewashroom. Itisabsolutely unclear inthefilmwhat kind
of spacethiswas, sinceit doesnot look likeArshad’shome, but rather some
sort of shared space with alarge number of men sleeping there alongside
Arshad. Leeladoes not care about those men; shekissesArshad desperately
andingststhat hego to thewashroomwith her. ThenweseeLedaand Arshad
aresexualy involved with each other. LedlatellsArshad that she hasbooked
ticketsfor Delhi for both of them (1:26:19-1:28:09). Arshad angrily asks,
“Why don’t you gowith your fiancée?’ Sheanswersthat she doesnot want to
stay there. Shewantsto go to Delhi with him (Arshad). Arshad repliesthat he
isfedupwithdl this. Apart fromthis, Ledlacongtantly insststhat Arshad have
sex with her. Arshad getsangry and saysthat shewantsonly sex and nothing
else. Should hecall thosefour boysinsideto have sex with her? Leeladaps
himfor this, and heangrily tellsher to get out. So here, doesn’'t Ledlasingst
on having sex disruptsthe dominant sexud gaze of the patriarchal society that
congderswomen asjust passive sexua subjects? Theeroticised landscape of
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Lipstick Under My Burkha makesit possible by focusing ontheact of looking
(ontoArshad) by Ledawithinadimly lit up space surrounded by anumber of
men. With thiscinematicintervention, Shrivastavaprovidesacritica spaceto
spectatorswhere one can identify with the assertive gaze of Leglaand hence,
negates the manipul ative male gaze. From Hansen’s perspective, we can
definitely cdll it thereciprocity of gazeagainst malegaze. Thisisprecisely the
point where we can notice how there was aconsensual sexual relationship
between L eelaand Arshad. Simultaneoudy, we need to think about how the
sexua agency of thewoman can turninto oppression at any point of time. A
disrespectful abuseby Arshadisashort-circuiting of thebitter reality of male
gazewith theassertive sexua agency of Ledla. Therefore, sexual agency of a
woman cannot bethe sole vehiclefor empowerment or liberati on because of
the subordinate position of women. Thereisacomplex relation between sexud
agency and sexual exploitation in the case of women. Similarities can be
observed inthe other characterstoo. Shireen Adamisamother of threesons
and secretly worksasasaeswoman. Her husband staysin Saudi Arabiamost
of the timefor business and returns for a few days. It appears that the
rel ationshi pbetween Shireen and her husbandismainly limited to forceful
intercourse. At one point of time, during their intercourse, Shireen asksif she
could get money alittle early thistime, but her husband saysthat she should
not interfereinthematter of money (20:20-56). In between, Shireen saysshe
isfeeling pain but her husband askswhy shedid not get it before. Isit only
after coming from Saudi Arabiathat sheisgetting pain? At another point of
time, Shireen visitsadoctor who advises her to use acondom otherwiseit
wouldberisky for her life. Shireenrepliesthat her husband forgetseverything
when he is emotional. There is a scene where her husband raped her as
punishment for secretly doing ajob, for speaking in front of her husband, for
questioning hisagency or authority inthehouse. Likewise, thereistheinteresting
case of Buaji, UshaParmar, who playstheroleof awidow, after losing her
husband inthe Bhopal Gas Tragedy. Director Alankriti Shrivastava, on one
hand, depictsan older woman indulging in phone sex/ masturbating with a
younger man, atheme on which there has been along silencein cinema.
Shrivastavaa so shows how awoman hasto pay back for such an act when
Buaji was thrown out of the house by her nephew, Ram. Rihaana Abidi,
another Muslim woman, isacollege going girl who dreamsof becoming a
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singer likeMiley Cyrus. Shestartsinteracting with her collegefriend, Dhruv.
Eventudly, Dhruv leavesher whenthe policecometo arrest Rihaanafor segling
fromthemall. Thisisthe point when Dhruv says he does not recogni ze her,
and Rihaana scollege matetellsher how she (her friend) got pregnant. Inthe
case of Rihaana, shefound out that Dhruv had dumped the girl after making
her pregnant, and this could happento her aswell. So, inthe case of all the
characters, we seethat their desirefor asexua relationshipwiththeir lover or
husband makesthem consciousof being theinferior sex. Whilethey definitely
can enjoy their sexual agency through hiding themselvesfrom thefamily or
society, sexual agency, inthe case of women, doesnot just lead to pleasureor
liberation, but can result in oppression or suppression for them.

Shrivastava'sLipstick Under My Burkha placestheaudienceinacritica
position asthefilm appearsto beafeminist film, aclamthat thedirector has
also made. Theinstances described above suggest that thesewomentried to
exploreor practicetheir sexual agency, and they wereableto do soto some
extent, but, at the sametime, had to confront their subordinate position as
women. Shireen’ssituationisdepicted somewhat differently. We do not know
what her sexual desiresmight be, but sheisreduced to asuppressed partner
in her sexua relaionswith her husband. Shehad to undergo multipleabortions.
Ushawasthrown out of the house, and Rihaanawas stopped from attending
collegeand forced to marry. Thesewomen tried to exploretheir sexuality but
had to encounter thesocia consequences. They werehumiliated for practicing
it. It shows how, in the case of women, sexuality can be apoint to liberate
them, but so an act of exploitation and oppression. Here, it would besignificant
to bring SlviaFederici’ spenetrating gaze, which unravel ssexudity intermsof
work in 1975'sessay “Why Sexuality isWork.” Sheexplicitly mentionsthat
sexuality isrepressed in older women, and according to her, thisrepressionis
afunction through which thewomen’ssexuality hasbeen controlled socialy.
Shewrites:

... the main reason why we cannot enjoy the pleasure that
sexuality may provideisthat for women sex iswork. Giving
pleasureto manisan essential part of what isexpected of every
woman.

Sexud freedom doesnot help. Certainly, itisimportant that we
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