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Dil Bole Hadippa: No Originality

No bones about it, Dil Bole Hadippa(DBH)
is a quintessential Yash Raj movie. That means
we have the lush green fields of Punjab, bright
color clothes and trucks, the red convertible, folks
slurping lassi and if that does not remind you
that this movie belongs to the Yash Raj banner,
debutante director Anurag Singh has posters of
previous Yash Raj movies such as Aaja Nachle
and Dhoom pasted over the colorful truck that
shows up at regular intervals. Yes, the movie is
quite self-indulgent and repetitive in that sense

and so the story looses its soul in trying to get its
props in place.

Loosely based on “She’s the Man”, DBH
tracks the story of Veera Kaur (Rani Mukherjee)
who masquerades as her own brother Veer Pratap
Singh to participate in the Aman Cup, a cricket
match between Indian and Pakistani teams across
the Wagah border. The Indian Team owned by
Anupam Kher had
been losing
consistently to the
Pakistani Team
owned by his
friend Dalip Tahil.
So Anupam Kher
manages to get his
London based
cricketer son
Rohan (Shahid
Kapoor) to India
under the pretext of
a heart attack.
Rohan is initially
reluctant but
eventually gives in and agrees to coach and head
the Indian team. Veera manages to get selected to
the team as Veer. And then predictably Rohan
falls for Veera and ultimately the secret is revealed.

Rani pours her heart and soul into her
character and looks stunning. She does transform
into the cutest Punjabi you’ve ever seen. But all
of her spirited performance seems almost wasted
in the movie. Too many clichés, and even some of
the dialogues seem very familiar especially when

Rani describes Shahid as “angry young man”, you
immediately think of “Jab We Met”. It is one
thing to use the same props for the Punjabi feel,
but reusing dialogues from another movie that
incidentally also stars Shahid..that’s a no-no.

Shahid acts with restraint and does his part well.
Shahid and Rani look good together.

Anurag Singh establishes
Rani’s love for cricket well with
her definition of ABCD where
A stands for All rounder, B for
batsman, C for catch and D for
dreams. However he fails to tell
us enough about her background
except that she works for a
nautanki company called the
Jigri Yaar Dance Company, quite
tacky. Rani as Veera gets to pour
her heart out in her final speech
about why did she have to
change her gender to gain equal
opportunity? Anurag almost
defies this philosophy by having
Rakhi Sawant and Sheryn
Chopra prance around in
skimpily clad clothes. Poonam

Dhillon as Shahid’s mother has so little to do,
that you wonder why she was even part of the
story.

The shots of Punjab are captured well, but
feels too familiar to strike a chord. The movie has
an inspiring story to tell, but lacks originality in
its treatment. Most movies with sports
background often have a predictable end, so a

sincere and tactful
handle is required to
make the tale more
stimulating. Adding
romance to the mix
requires a certain
balance because the
romance track tends
to sometimes take
over the sports
track or vice versa.
Although Rani and
Shahid share a
sweet screen
presence, the songs
(Mus ic  by

Pritam) serve as a hindrance to the flow of
the narrative. It must be said that some of
the songs are  catchy but  placed rather
randomly.  Yes ,  the re  a re  some swee t
moments  and Rani  looks fabulous,  but
ultimately Dil Bole Hadippa seems like a
concoction of different Hindi movies and oh
so familiar dialogues. Guess familiarity does
breed contempt after all. Sorry Rani, wish
you better luck next time.

Cast: Rani Mukherjee, Shahid Kapoor, Anupam Kher, Poonam Dhillon,
Rakhi Sawant, Sheryln Chopra. Director: Anurag Singh

Rani pours her heart and soul into her
character and looks stunning. But all
of her spirited performance seems
almost wasted in the movie...

Compassionate, Inclusive,
Amartya Sen’s Model Of Justice
Book: “The Idea of Justice”; Author: Amartya Sen; Publisher: Penguin-
Allen Lane

Nobel laureate Amartya Sen explores the con-
cept of justice in his new book and comes up with
an alternative to the prevailing model, urging the
reader to look at today’s system — both judicial
and social — with a critical eye.

Sen’s vision of justice and a perfect social
order is non-parochial, inclusive and humane. It is
entrenched in reason and helps
remove inequities. His idea of jus-
tice is free of the tyranny of
majoritarian will and one that
touches lives that people actu-
ally live. In the process, it takes
global concerns into account.

The economist-philosopher
outlines a model that is compas-
sionate. He uses history to drive
home the need for mercy.
“Twenty-five hundred years ago,
when young Gautama, later
known as the Buddha, left his
princely home in the foothills of
Himalayas in search of enlight-
enment, he was moved specifi-
cally by the sight of mortality, morbidity and dis-
ability around him, and it agitated him greatly.”

Sen says it is easy to understand the sources
of Gautama Buddha’s agony and “appreciate the
centrality of the human lives in reasoned assess-
ments of the world we live in”. This, he says, is a
central feature of the traditional Indian perspec-
tive of ‘nyaya’ (justice) in contrast to ‘niti’ (rules).
The Nobel laureate’s model of justice draws from
nyaya.

He quotes from Thomas Hobbes’ “Levia-
than” to show where the search for an alternative
idea of justice should begin. Hobbes wrote that
the lives of people are “nasty, brutish and short”.

“That was a good starting point for a theory
of justice in 1651 and I am afraid that it is still a
good starting point for a theory of justice today,”
writes Sen, who teaches in Harvard University.

The idea is to make people’s lives liveable
and pleasant through a just social set-up, he indi-
cates.

In his hallmark lucid style, Sen uses examples
from everyday life to substantiate his arguments
for a new system of justice.

Quoting from Charles Dickens’ “Great Ex-
pectations”, he writes: “In this little world in which
children have their existence there is nothing so
finely perceived and finely felt as injustice.”

The strong perception of this injustice ap-
plies to the adult as well, he says.

“But what moves us, reasonably enough, is
not the realisation that the world falls short of
being completely just, which few of us expect, but
that there are clearly remediable injustices around
us which we want to eliminate.”

Sen argues that the mainstream system of
justice, despite several achievements, has taken us
in the wrong direction.

The big difference between Sen and most other
theorists of justice is that they use one strand of

“enlightenment thinking”, while he uses another.
Most theorists swear by the “social contract

theory” advocated by thinkers like Thomas
Hobbes, John Locke, Jean Jacques Rousseau and
John Rawls. Social contract, according to Rousseau,
is a societal set-up that is controlled by the “gen-
eral will” of the people.

Sen’s analysis of justice, on the other hand,
advances the other theory of “re-
ducing injustice in this world”, for-
warded by thinkers like Karl
Marx, John Stuart Mill and Jer-
emy Bentham.

Sen argues that the “ability
of reasoning” plays an important
role in making societies less un-
just.

He says reasoning about jus-
tice throws up choices between
alternative assessments of what is
reasonable. Far from rejecting such
pluralities or trying to reduce them
beyond the limits of reasoning, we
should use them to construct a
theory that can absorb divergent
views.

Sen illustrates the divergent views of justice
with the example of three children and a flute.

Anna, Bob and Carla fight over a flute. Anna
claims that she should get the flute that is lying on
the ground because she knows how to play it, Bob
says he should get it because he is poor and has no
toys of his own, and Carla says she should get the
flute because she made it. Theorists of diverging
schools of justice would have different views, Sen
writes.

The economic egalitarian — who is commit-
ted to reducing social gaps — might feel that Bob
should get the flute because he is poor; the liber-
tarian would say that Carla should get the flute
because she has made it; while the utilitarian hedo-
nist may feel that Anne’s pleasure would be great-
est because she can play the flute.

Sen feels one cannot brush aside these diver-
gent foundations of thought. “I want to draw at-
tention to the fairly obvious fact that the differ-
ences between the three children’s justificatory
arguments do not represent divergences about what
constitutes individual advantage, but about the
principles that should govern allocation of re-
sources in general. They are about how social ar-
rangements should be made and what social insti-
tutions must be chosen, and through that, what
social realisations must come about.”

It is not that the needs of the three children
differ, but the three arguments on why they need
the flute point to a “different type of impartial
and non-arbitrary reason”. They could be used to
address the disparities for an accomplishment-
based understanding of justice, says Sen.

The book is divided into four segments - The
Demands of Justice, Forms of Reasoning, Materials of
Justice and Public Reasoning and Democracy.

The breadth of Sen’s vision and intellectual
acuity make the book a must-read for every think-
ing person.


