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The National Revisited

Iris (Richard Eyre, 2001)

hagiography of a canonised artist merely confirms that this is the rule (see, for instance,
Richard Eyre’s banal Iris, US/UK, 2001).

Before going on to talk about necessary outsideness, a transitional subcategory has to be
taken into account. This subcategory corresponds to the traditional scholarly approach to the
history of cinema in India, chronicling trends and formulating historical narratives, while
avoiding, to some extent at least, legitimising or instrumentalising positions. The value of
this approach depends on the quality of the historiographic skills deployed. Admittedly, these
narratives are often riddled with elements of both the populist and the projectivist tenden-
cies, which does not make life any easier for the reader who has to unravel the useful leads
from a hopelessly tangled discursive web. However, this scholarly approach is still to be wel-
comed for its efforts to provide much-needed information, even though its narratives must
be treated with extreme caution. This is a transitional moment in the process of engagement
with otherness, because it still maps the familiar Western reductive paradigms onto, fo'r
mnstance, the development of the Indian film industry. But to the ej'xtent that th; fe;‘ffort 15
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