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Saratchandra Chatterjee (1876 – 1938) is one of the most prominent novelists in Bangla literature, and the main protagonist of his 1917 novel Devdas has become the symbol of a fallen tragic hero in the whole of South Asia. There have been many film versions of the story in various languages due to its storytelling, characterization, and dialogues. This paper uses Critical Discourse Analysis method to investigate the discourse patterns through the portrayal of its main female protagonist in one of the most important scenes of the novel to examine whether the language used in two of its most famous Hindi film versions is changed due to the social and contextual differences in their respective eras. 
There can be several reasons why film adaptations are made: to make money, to extend the drawing power of a franchise, to borrow the cultural capital of a more prestigious text or genre, or for political or personal motives (Hutcheon 2006). Sarat Chandra Chatterjee’s classic Bangla novel Devdas is one of the most famous literary pieces of the 20th century South Asian literature. It has all the ingredients of a successful film due to its theme, characterization and depiction of conflict both externally and internally among the characters, and its main protagonist Devdas remains a symbol of a tragic hero among South Asian audience. As Dobhal (2016:15) suggests, the story of Devdas “has all the elements that can be formalized as classic Bollywood narrative”. Saratchandra’s narrative style in Devdas has the “impression of reality” and the power to draw crowds (Metz 1974:4), eventually making it a “mythological reference point for Hindi melodrama” (Rajadhyaksha & Willemen 1994:244). 
This study will make a critical discourse analysis of an important scene in the original novel, and then compare how two famous film versions of the story portray them in two contrastive styles with a view to investigating the role of social structures in the contexts of the publication of the novel and the release of the two film versions. The main element in the analyses will be to examine how Sarat Chandra portrays the main female protagonist in the scene against the gender imbalance of the society at that time, and to investigate whether the two filmmakers adjust the dialogues to accommodate the changes in social attitudes towards women in their times. 
The two film adaptations under study are the 1955 version of Bimol Roy, which is “a film copy of the novel” (Mishra 2002:19), and Sanjay Leela Bhansali’s 2002 version, which shows how contemporary style in Bollywood cinema can convert a classic tale of tragedy into a glamorous Bollywood blockbuster by making significant changes to the original story. Apart from being a box office success at that time (Pandya 2014), Bimol Roy’s version was also critically acclaimed and was termed as an example of “cinematic fidelity” (Mishra 2002). On the other hand, the Bhansali version was also a hugely successful commercial film (Wright 2015), but most critics were not too impressed by its innovations. Film critic Ahamed went to the extent of calling Bhansali’s innovations ‘criminal’ that “cannot be taken seriously”. However, the criticisms were not universal as Stam (2000:62) called Bhansali’s innovations imaginative, which are “fidelity free, creative mistranslation”. While justifying Bhansali’s creative additions, Roy (2012:38) suggests that it is Saratchandra himself who created the opportunity to be creative due to the “open-text” narrative, which “enables the reader to get into the story themselves, [and] to reconstruct it in their own imagination” (Guha 2002, cited. in Roy 2012:38). 
The narrative styles of the original novel and its two film adaptations are different and it can be attributed to the different era of the novel’s first publication, and the differences in time the two Bollywood films represent. Roy (2012:39) observes that both these film adaptations are influenced by ‘their respective social contexts’ with the 1955 version representing “the post-independence realism” and the 2002 film a depiction of a “resurgent India”.
The Story
Before discussing the main points of this paper, it is pertinent to give a short account of the story of Devdas. Al-Azami and Shakur (2018:63-4) summarise the original novel as follows:

“Devdas is a tragic story of a man called Devdas who loved but never got his lover. The protagonist Devdas shared a magnetic childhood with his lovely playmate Parvati (popularly known as Paro), and the supreme love matured in Paro’s heart much before Devdas could realize. As the two playmates became youths, the love intensified in Parvati so much so that she was ready to do anything to get Devdas. But, unfortunately, Devdas failed to understand Paro’s passionate love towards him and his whimsical ‘no’ at a very critical time created a permanent wall of separation between him and his beloved Paro. When he did realize how much his heart felt for Paro, it was too late, as the heartbroken Paro became the wife of another man. This completely shattered Devdas. He was unable to bear the agony of a life without Paro. The absence of his beloved Paro in his life made alcohol his constant companion, but that could not make him forget the piercing pain. Even the unconditional love and devotion of a beautiful courtesan, Chandramukhi, could not ease the pain of losing Paro. The pain ultimately brought his untimely death as he breathed his last at Paro's doorstep to keep his earlier promise that he would meet her at least once before his death.”
Social Structures and Women in Sarat Chandra’s Novels
Devdas is a story that portrays the social customs and traditions of the early 20th century, and we can see a vivid picture of class, money, power and status in the narrative of this novel. The main cause of the separation between Devdas and Parvati is their class difference with Devdas being from an aristocrat family, while Parvati is from a middle-class merchant family. The male protagonist Devdas fails to break the social system at a critical time of the story, and when he later realises his mistake, it is too late, which leads to his self-destruction. As Nouri (2016:13) observes, “…… Sarat Chandra brings out the adverse impact that class hierarchy and social behavioral norms have on people's natural desires, and chain them to a life of sacrifice and suffering”. 

Although women in ancient India enjoyed respect and freedom (Jayapalan 2001; Mishra 2008; Shrivastava 2009), it declined sharply after the arrival of the Aryans in India (Shrivastava 2009), and the status of women in early 20th century Hindu society is believed to be much inferior to the ancient period. Sarat Chandra was conscious of this gender inequality and his novels were heavily focused on women and their distress in a patriarchal society (Purkayastha 2013:60). As Barman (2016:32) suggests, his ‘….compassion and respect for woman’ were very attractive to readers, and many women ‘…. could find in him a saviour of their down-trodden self’ (ibid:33). Purkayastha (2013:59) says, “Sarat Chandra‘s world view thus registers and recognizes the existence of a worldwide discriminatory culture founded on a centuries long history of subjugation of women practiced by both European (Western) and Indian (Eastern) civilizations”. 

Despite his sympathy towards women, Sarat Chandra’s portrayals of women characters were according to their status in early 20th century Hindu society. Both his female characters in this novel are from inferior backgrounds than Devdas with one of them portrayed as a courtesan – one of the least favourable positions in a society. According to Sil (2015:4), Sarat’s women are atypical long-suffering maternal characters who are “…. generally young and pretty widows or frustrated and unloved married women mostly from high-caste families—whether from the genteel household or a menial maid or a fallen woman (patitā), an indigent housewife forced to sell her body due to the exigencies of circumstance”.

Women in Bollywood

Like any other film fraternity, films produced in India reflect the Indian society and its “…. discourses have continually reflected societal norms and deeply-held beliefs regarding gender roles” (Mishra and Mishra 2012:4). Singh (2007) argues that women in Indian society are portrayed as either the guardian of religion and culture or the embodiment of purity and spiritual power, but at the same time they are under the protection of a man. In Indian films, it is women who are mostly shown to endure pain and sacrifice when there is a conflict. For example, two of the most famous Bollywood classics, Mother India (1957) and Mughal-e-Azam (1960) portray the women protagonists Radha and Anarkali respectively as self-sacrificing devoted wife or lover. According to Mishra and Mishra (2012:4), this type of portrayal of woman “…is well-understood within the context of Indian society ….” and hence, these characters are revered.
However, Agarwal (2014) suggests that the role of women in Indian cinema has always been evolving and in contemporary time, Bollywood is strongly influenced by Hollywood and other Western film industries in its portrayal of women. She concludes that although traditional Indian values and customs are still retained in Bollywood, Indian societies are changing and the changing role of women in Indian cinema reflects the changing role of women in India as a whole. She concludes: 
“With Bollywood being a big successful industry, the female characters played in their movies allow Indian women to relate themselves easily with these female characters. It is thus possible to view the cinema as a genuine symbol for society and this perception helps to understand the society in a better way”. (p, 131) 
Characterisation of Women in Devdas
In Devdas Sarat Chandra portrays two contrastive women characters. The female protagonist Parvati is a strong woman who defies the social order of that time in her expression of love towards Devdas, and conducts herself in a dignified manner after being married to a rich widower more than double her age. On the other hand, the beautiful courtesan Chandramukhi, who looks after Devdas after he becomes an alcoholic, is a typical woman of that time who endures pain, suffering and humiliation, but never complains. The two women had distinct social positions, which may be a reason why Parvati could have a strong character, but Chandramukhi could not. Perhaps, Sarat Chandra wanted to create a balance and did not want to go far ahead of his time. In fact, most female protagonists in his novels represent the typical Indian women. Devdas himself finds the contrasts between the two women in his life, suggesting that Parvati is selfish, but is loved by all, while Chandramukhi is selfless, but hated by all. One similarity Mishra and Mishra (2012:5) found between the two women was the ‘devotional’ love they shared for Devdas knowing very well that they would never get their beloved. This reinforces the notion of female selflessness the society at that time was used to. 
Al-Azami and Shakur (2018:66) compare Parvati’s characterisation with women protagonists in Jane Austen’s novels, e.g., Elizabeth Bennett of Pride and Prejudice, though Barman (2016:27) argues that Sarat Chandra’s writings are strongly based on the soil of his country, despite being ‘…..well-conversant with Western literature and philosophy’. However, Parvati’s self-consciousness of her gender identity, particularly in terms of her attitude towards Devdas, is inconsistent throughout the novel. From her childhood to the end of the story, she is subservient to Devdas in one situation, while rebellious in the other. This polarisation in women’s nature, according to Mishra and Mishra (2012:3), is embedded in Hinduism, “with some sources comparing the woman to the Sudra (lowest Hindu caste) and other rare sources uplifting women’s positions and identities to those of a goddess”.
Methodology: Critical Discourse Analysis
Discourse Analysis is a useful analytical method for examining significant linguistic elements in a written or an oral text, focusing on the structures and contexts of using phrases, clauses or sentences under study and the meanings attached to them. It looks at how language is used in a social context to ‘enact’ activities and identities (Gee 2010), which Fairclough (1992:28) calls ‘…..a kind of social practice’. 
Critical discourse analysis (CDA) is a sub-field of discourse analysis that uncovers hidden social inequality and dominant ideologies within the words and sentences in a discourse. The overall approach of CDA is anti-hegemonic, and its main purpose is, “… to investigate how written and spoken discourse in a social and political context contribute to power abuse, dominance, and inequality.” (Al-Azami 2016:3). One of the main theorists of this model is Fairclough (1995), who analysed CDA from five theoretical perspectives: how language shapes and is shaped by society, how discourse contributes to the understanding of social relations and social identity, how discourse is shaped by relations of power, how discourse is a stake in power, and how society and discourse shape each other.
The publication of the novel in 1917, and its film adaptations in 1955 and 2002 represent three different social contexts, which is reflected in the language used by different characters. Fairclough (1995) suggests that while analyzing the language we need to take into consideration the power relationships in the society in order to understand the context in which a particular written or spoken discourse is based. Through the analysis of the ‘late night scene in the story, we can link the significance of the language used in the novel and the two films with particular reference to the social contexts and power relationships during the times they were published or released.
Discourse in Fiction or Films

Devereaux (1986:44) argues that the cinema is a marriage of word and image, so without analyzing language, film criticism can never be complete. According to Coughlin (2005), language in fiction is a reflection of social reality and, “fiction (as linguistic data) is also respectively seen as mirroring or shaping dimensions of sociolinguistic style (p 131). Leech and Short (2007) put this argument succinctly: 
Fictional speech may aspire to special kind of realism, a special kind of authenticity, in representing the kind of language which a reader can recognise, by observation, as being characteristic of a particular situation. (p 129)
Baumgarten (2004), while discussing the social role of language in films, observes that all interactions among characters in a film has to be recognizable as a valid form of social interaction in a certain situational and cultural context so that they can be understood by the viewer. He argues that “film dialogue is constructed as intentional, self-conscious text, which at the same time mimics everyday face-to-face conversation” (p 20).

Looking from the audience’s perspective, Fludernik (1993:43-46) suggests that a reader links fictional dialogue with real-life interaction that helps them to make sense of the fictional dialogue, while Baumgarten (2004) emphasises that viewers of a film follow the on-screen words, phrases and the manner of speaking of the characters very closely. Coughlin (2005:123) argues that ‘fictional discourse’ should be a separate research area altogether that will investigate viewers’ perceptions of how discourse in fiction challenges social and linguistic stereotypes.

However, it is important to remember that, “while fictional dialogue draws on the resources of natural conversation, its interpretation is heavily dependent on the context of the literary work, the guiding role of the narrator as well as the historically changing literary conventions and ideals” (Nykänen and Koivisto 1996:5). This idea can be extended to film adaptation as the filmmaker would want to present the same story from the cinematic conventions of their time, and make necessary changes according to the needs of the society they represent. This phenomenon is evidently maintained in both the film versions of Devdas. 
Although there is a significant body of literature that analyses Devdas as a novel and several of its film versions, not many linguists investigated the use of language in the novel or its film adaptations. This paper will tap into this unexplored area. 
The ‘Late Night Scene’ in the Original Novel 
This is one of the biggest moments in the story when Parvati, being aware that she is being married to an older man, goes to Devdas’ house late at night, quietly passes through the main entrance, enters his room, wakes him up, and asks him to accept her. However, Devdas, not yet ready to defy the societal boundaries of that time, refuses to accept her proposal, which he later regrets. It was quite unconventional for a woman at that time to propose marriage to a man. Even today, it is not that common in South Asian societies. Although unexpected so late at night, it would not be surprising if there was a role reversal and Devdas did the same with Parvati. Yet, Parvati had the courage to do so. Sarat’s unconventional representation of Parvati in this scene is manifested in the following dialogue between Devdas and Parvati when he is awakened by the latter’s arrival. It starts with Devdas telling Parvati:
“So late at night? This is disgraceful! How will you show your face tomorrow?”

Looking down, Parvati says, “I have that courage”.

Hearing this, Devdas didn’t get angry, but very worried, and said, “This is disgraceful, are you still a little girl? Didn’t you feel ashamed coming here in this way’?
Parvati said, “No”
A clear defiance of the societal order at that time is shown here from Parvati, something unexpected by a lowly educated Bengali village woman in early 20th century. This fearless attitude of Parvati had probably developed due to her passionate love towards Devdas, which compelled her to rebel in this way, though Devdas was not yet ready to rebel. It didn’t take time for her to realise the consequence of her action as the role of women in that society is vividly pictured in the following dialogue when Parvati compares the scandal between a man and a woman saying:

You are a man, so today or tomorrow, everyone will forget about your scandal. No one will remember in a couple days – when and at which night an ill-fated Parvati withstood everything to come to you to place herself on your feet.

Late night meetings like this between two unmarried individuals is still frowned upon in South Asian societies, and even now women face far more humiliation than men despite both being equally involved. It can be easily imagined how severe the humiliation of Parvati could be at that time, which Parvati was well-aware of. However, the paradoxical nature of Parvati’s character is also manifested in this scene, as while she has the courage to propose Devdas so late at night, she also expresses her desire to place herself at Devdas’ feet. Repeated mention of Devdas’ feet/legs in this scene is a representation of women’s position in early 20th century Hindu society. Mishra and Mishra (2012:9) argues that constant reference to Devdas’ feet has a spiritual element that Parvati had towards Devdas. Another reflection of the position of women at that time in this scene is Parvati repeatedly calling herself ‘hotobhagini’ ‘ill-fated’. It is an appropriate word to be used for women like Parvati – who does not get her love due to the societal boundaries and then gets married off to a widower more than double her age. Purkayastha (2013:62) argues that despite having strong empathy towards women, Sarat Chandra’s women characters could not overcome the existing patriarchy in his time and his women protagonists eventually followed the entrenched patriarchal values, although many of them were forthright women with different views, such as Parvati, in a delimiting conservative society.
Devdas’ refusal to accept Parvati’s proposal also reflects the social structure at that time in terms of class, gender and education. His various responses to Parvati’s proposal in this scene reflect how he was unable to break the social barrier. For example, his worried expression about scandal, “How can I show my face to people?” or asking why Parvati was so desperate, “Can’t you live without me?” or hesitating to defy his parents, ”Shall I disobey my parents?” – all show how he was struggling to reciprocate Parvati’s love for him. Arora (1995) compares educational backgrounds of the two protagonists and suggests that Devdas’ unwillingness to accept Parvati’s proposal in this scene would have defiled the honour of his family. She suggests that his decision may be linked to his education in colonial India in the British Empire’s cultural capital Calcutta (now Kolkata) that made him a ‘colonial subject’, who was, “compelled to choose between the social ideal of manly self-control and his desire for Parvati” while Parvati, “who did not receive a western education was under no pressure to refute any orientalist construction of her gender position”. (p 268).
Bimol Roy Version (1955)
Film adaptations are heavily influenced by the narrative structures of the original novels (Speidel 2012:80), and Bimol Roy’s version is an authentic representation of the original story. Kozloff (2000) divided dialogue analysis in films into two broad categories: how words communicate narrative and how dialogue is used, emphasizing that beyond the linguistic usage, there are three elements that film dialogues are closely associated with – aesthetic significance, ideological persuasion, and commercial conditions. Bimol Roy’s film is both aesthetically significant and ideologically persuasive. 
Wright (2015:140) suggests that Bimol Roy‘s film represented the classic era of Hindi cinema – full of ‘socio-realist films’ characterized by “refreshingly underplayed performances, their compassion for humanity (as social commentary and morality tales), and their attention to ―real characters”. He did not need to cater for the era he represented that would require much change from the original storyline. The context hardly changed from 1917 to 1955 with regards to societal attitude towards women – being unequal in terms of scandal compared to men, women feeling the feet of the men as their legitimate place, parental consents required for marriage etc. were commonly prevalent during the 50s. As Bimol Roy decided to maintain the original story, and due to the richness in dialogues in the original Bangla novel, the scriptwriter in the film in most cases literally translated them into Hindi.

The narrator in a fiction has the flexibility to decide, “which ‘facts’ are represented through the characters speech and which through the narration” (Nykänen and Koivisto 1996:4). While trying to adapt this scene into his film, Bimol Roy tried to cover this disadvantage by making his characters say some lines that were described by the narrator in the text. One such example can be found at the beginning of the scene when Devdas asks Parvati whether she had any fear of human beings after she said she did not have the fear of ghosts. The original text says:
Parvati didn’t answer, but said to herself, I probably don’t even have this feeling these days.

In the movie, this exact dialogue is given by Parvati. We can also witness the complete omission of some inner feelings of Parvati in the film that feature in the novel. For example, the narrator’s following depiction of Parvati’s inner feelings is missing in the film when Devdas asks Parvati why she came to his room so late:

Parvati said to herself, how will you understand this? But she said nothing and remained seated with her face down.
Both these monologues represent the state of women in early 20th century. The first monologue illustrates Parvati’s frustrations of being a woman whose feelings have little value to those men who make decisions on their behalf, while in the second one, she realises that Devdas is a man and will probably not understand her feelings. 
The main linguistic difference from the original story found in the depiction of this scene in the 1955 film is Devdas’ attitude towards Parvati for coming to see him so late at night. Bimol Roy’s Devdas is less critical towards Parvati compared to the original novel, which is manifested in a slightly toned-down language through omitting some dialogues and including some new ones. In the novel, Devdas is found using the reduplicated Bangla term chi chi several times in this scene, an expression generally used to show disgust for someone doing a shameful act. Bimol Roy’s film completely avoids using this expression and all the conversations related to this word. Rather, his Devdas is much more positive towards Parvati and is even found saying at one point, I can do anything for you – something not mentioned in the novel. Another example where Devdas in the film shows stronger sympathy towards Parvati than in the book can be found at the end of the scene. When Parvati asks Devdas whether he would accompany her leaving his room, Sarat’s Devdas says, What’s the harm? A scandal might provide us some way to solving the problem. Devdas in the film also says the same thing, but adds the following line, If you can come to me, then can’t I go with you? This is the most significant change made by the filmmaker in an otherwise loyal representation of the original novel, which shows that Bimol Roy’s Devdas was a bit more sympathetic towards Parvati than the Devdas in the novel. This softer approach towards Parvati by Devdas in the Bimol Roy version perhaps represents the beginning of a changed attitude towards women in post-colonial India. However, post-colonial feminism is a complex matter and it may be too simplistic to conclude that attitude towards women were definitely changing at that time. Tavassoli and Mirzapour (2014:74) found that in postcolonial feminism there was an, “…. emphasis on the collusion of patriarchy and colonialism” highlighting the complex position of women at that time. Yet, the minor changes in the 1955 version does reflect some differences between the two eras.
Bhansali Version (2002)
Sanjay Leela Bhansali keeps some of the original dialogues in the novel, for example, Devas asking Parvati why she came so late and whether she was afraid or not, or about the fear of scandal etc. However, he also includes many innovations that make Devdas a contemporary story (Roy 2012:37). According to Mishra (2008), a typical Hindi film accommodates deep fantasies belonging to many varied groups of people. Bhansali’s Devdas was released at a time when these deep fantasies were at the peak in Bollywood, and therefore represents his time by remaking this classic tale into a costume drama full of ‘fantasies’ attracting huge audiences in Bollywood and beyond. Creekmur (2007:186) uses the terms ‘operatic’ and ‘overblown’ while describing Bhansali’s film which seems to “render the historical past as a museum-like display”. One significant innovation from the original story in Bhansali’s version is the dramatic manner in which Devdas’ father appears at the end of the scene as Parvati and Devdas attempt to leave the latter’s room. In the original novel and in Bimol Roy’s film, no one finds out about this meeting, but in the 2002 film, Devdas’ father not only finds them, but also insults Parvati by asking her why she and her mother are not opening a brothel.
Bhansali’s film makes the role of women not only prominent, but also glamorous. He creates some additional strong women characters that were almost absent in Sarat’s story, such as, Parvati’s mother, Devdas’ mother, and Devdas’ sister-in-law – all having important roles in the film. This is a significant change from earlier times when women’s voices were mostly silent. Parvati or Devdas’ mother had little say in the original story about their fate. Bimol Roy maintained that in his version, but in Bhansali’s Devdas, it was the two mothers who made the major decisions about their children’s marital matters. In line with the time and to match with costume movies in contemporary Bollywood, Bhansali’s Parvati always has a glamorous look and wears expensive clothes, particularly after her marriage to a rich widower. Chandramukhi, the other female protagonist is made even more glamorous in line with her role as a courtesan.
The characterisation of Parvati in Bhansali’s Devdas reflects the stronger role of women conforming to the changing role of women almost a hundred years since the original story was published. Sarat Chandra and Bimol Roy both represented Parvati as a brave woman who defied the social order to appear in his room in this manner, but at the same time she is also subservient to Devdas. On the other hand, Bhansali’s Parvati is not only bold, but also asks questions, and when required, does not hesitate to argue with Devdas.  Perhaps Bhansali wanted to represent Parvati as a resurgent Indian woman of the 21st century who would dare to ask questions rather than answer as a conformist woman.
The questions asked by Parvati in this scene represents the style of this film as a whole where characters use poetic or philosophical language as one of many innovative aspects. Bhansali’s Parvati does this through some repetitive rhetorical questions. Rhythms and repetitions have aesthetic roles to play in films (Fawell 1989, cited in Kozloff 2000), suggesting that lines that are repeated in a film are the most memorable ones, and that…. “this repetition achieves a dramatic resonance that is central to the meaning of the film” (Kozloff 2000:85). One such example in this scene can be found when Parvati repeats the word kiu ‘why’ in some rhetorical questions to Devdas while justifying her arrival to the latter’s room late at night:

‘Why do rivers flow towards oceans? Why does the sunflower always face the sun? And why comes Paro (Parvati) come to seek refuge at her Dev’s (Devdas) feet leaving all her dignity and unheeding her family honour at this time of night?
However, Parvati’s preference to be at Devdas’ feet is a direct contradiction to any type of resurgence. This could have two meanings. First, as maintained in most parts of this scene, Bhansali wanted to keep the originality of the scene as it conforms to his dramatic style; and second, husband’s feet retains a symbolic value of respect among Hindu women till date.

While the dialogue between Devdas and Parvati in Sarat Chandra’s book and Bimol Roy’s film emphasises the reasons behind Parvati’s action and its apparent social consequences, the following conversation between them in Bhansali’s film after Parvati’s rhetorical questions highlight something different: 
Parvati: There’s only one answer to all these questions
Devdas: There’s one answer Paro, but many questions

Parvati: There will be no questions when we two are together

Devdas: But they don’t want this to happen

Parvati: What do you want?

Devdas: Your happiness, but my father won’t see this relationship from our perspective

Parvati: We will convince him

Devdas: What if he doesn’t agree?

Parvati: Where there’s love, there’s no fear Dev

Devdas: But where there’s smoke there’s fire, isn’t it Paro?

Here, the argument is not about shame or social consequence, but about Parvati’s uncompromising love and Devdas’ inability to accept it, where she presses for rebellion, but he gives excuses to refrain from it. Again, we see an empowered woman in the 21st century who not only arrives late at night to see her beloved, but also argues with him to defy the social order and accept her. More metaphorical dialogues can be found in the last stage in the conversation where Devdas utters a famous proverb that is used both in Hindi and English in contemporary time, and Parvati brings up a well-known concept in Bollywood referring to love conquering fear. 
How someone is addressed is an important factor in South Asian societies. In Bangla and Hindi, an older male and female are addressed with bhai/dada ‘brother’ and apa/didi ‘sister’ respectively added after their names to show respect. Devdas is a few years older than Parvati and as they grew up together, Parvati in the original novel always addressed Devdas as Devda, which is a shorter form of Devdas dada. Throughout the novel and in the Bimol Roy film, Parvati consistently addresses Devdas as Devda. However, in Bhansali’s film, Parvati avoids adding the respect word and calls him with the shorter name Dev in the entire film. This is another example of Bhansali’s characterisation of Parvati that makes her stand firm in front of Devdas in line with her firm attitude towards Devdas in the entire film. 

Finally, in the process of making Parvati a woman of substance, Bhansali’s portrayal of Devdas is somewhat weaker than in the original story and in Bimol Roy’s version. At the end of the scene in both those versions, Parvati asks Devdas whether he is afraid of a potential scandal, and Devdas in both of them expresses the desire to face it, but Bhansali’s Devdas says nothing when Parvati asks him the same question. 
Conclusion
The Devdas story may be a hundred years’ old, but its appeal is still strong for which the story has been retold through films so many times and in so many languages. Whether it is a classic version by Bimol Roy, or a modernized version by Bhansali, the central theme of a man’s struggle due to losing his beloved remains in the heart of the audience making it a perfect story for film adaptation. Perhaps it is the universal human story of tragic love that made the story so successful. Therefore, when the two films were released with the freedom struggle already been won albeit the two eras representing two different social conditions, the universality of a tragic love story remained unchanged. The Devdas character has striking similarities with tragic heroes, from Aristotle’s definition of a tragic hero (Nouri 2016:9) to what Creekmur (2007:180) calls, “… a virtual Hindu Hamlet”.

When the novel was first published, the Indian independence movement was at its peak with Gandhi leading the non-violent struggle against the British colonisers, while there were violent movements going on at the same time. This story, according to Govind (2017), was at odds with history as, instead of being involved in the movement, Devdas was “…soaked in decadence and depravity, alcohol and polyamory”. Yet, it was hugely successful and Govind (ibid) attributes this success to the universal human appeal to emotion rather than ‘an abstract and elusive social justice’, and argues that it was probably a welcome break for the readers of that time from the independence struggle.
Through applying critical discourse analysis, this study compares the language in one of the most important scenes of the novel and its two most famous film adaptations. The study concludes that the female protagonist Parvati in the novel and in the two film versions shows courage and rebellion against the male dominated Hindu societies prevalent during the publication of the book and the release of the two films in two different eras. It is found that Sarat Chandra’s Parvati, despite being rebellious, is also subservient to Devdas, so is Bimol Roy’s Parvati who tries to portray the character exactly the same way as in the original novel. However, in line with the changed role of women in the 21st century, Bhansali portrays Parvati as a woman of substance who not only rebels, but also is defiant and dares to ask difficult questions to Devdas and even argues with him. On the other hand, we can witness different attitudes by Devdas towards Parvati in the three versions, perhaps reflecting the changing role of male dominance in the three eras. Sarat Chandra’s 1917 version of Devdas is strong and dominant and condemns Parvati’s late night adventure; Bimol Roy’s 1955 version shows Devdas as dominant, but also supportive towards Parvati; but Bhansali’s 2002 version shows Devdas overwhelmed by Parvati’s questions and unable to answer a very important question. Yet, in all these versions, we see the common paradoxical characteristic of Parvati where she seeks refuge in Devdas’ feet, eventually conforming with the higher position of men in all three societies they represent.  
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