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The point of this article is to fundamentally consider Arundhati Roy's epic The God of Small 

Things from a postcolonial women's activist viewpoint, with an extraordinary spotlight on 

how she displays diverse portrayals of ladies, taking as a foundation the exchanges inside 

postcolonial women's liberation about subalternity and the portrayals of ladies from the 

supposed Third World in principle and writing, just as the idea of organization from Cultural 

Studies. This object came into consideration and looking at the three principle female 

characters in the novel: Mammachi, Baby Kochamma and Ammu, focusing on their diverse 

methods for identifying with the male saint of the novel, Velutha, an Untouchable in the 

waiting standing arrangement of India. The article contends that Roy has contributed with 

different portrayals of subaltern ladies in the 'Third World' who—in spite of their mistreated 

and minimized status—show office and are depicted as in charge of their own behavior.  
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1. Introduction 

Arundhati Roy's tale The God of Small Things got blended 

responses in the wake of being distributed in 1997. Because of 

the creator's Indian nationality, a few commentators hailed her 

as a female Rushdie, "setting up . . . the social striking back of 

the once-fringe" (Boehmer 165) and numerous faultfinders 

applauded Roy's semantic creativity and innovativeness with 

the English dialect. In the mean time, in a few sections of India 

there were vicious open mobs because of its standing 

transgressive substance, and some left-wing faultfinders 

chastised Roy's (negative) depiction of the socialist party in the 

novel (Mullaney 71). Aside from raising discussions just as 

praise, Roy's epic has likewise been examined by researchers 

from different hypothetical edges: women's liberation, 

postcolonialism, post-structuralism, Marxism, new historicism, 

etc (see for instance Boehmer 2005; Mullaney 2002; Pathak 

2001). The point of this exposition is to fundamentally think 

about Roy's epic from a postcolonial women's activist 

viewpoint, with an exceptional spotlight on how she shows 

diverse portrayals of ladies, taking as a foundation the 

exchanges about subalternity and the portrayals of ladies from 

the alleged Third World in principle and writing, just as the idea 

of office from Cultural Studies. The term subaltern, albeit to 

some degree questioned, is usually utilized in a general sense 

to speak to "subordinated classes and people groups" in short 

minimized gatherings and the lower classes, particularly in 

once in the past colonized, Third World nations (Young 6). The 

reason for investigating how Roy anecdotally develops 

minimized female voices will be come to by contemplating and 

looking at three primary female characters in The God of Small 

Things—Mammachi, Baby Kochamma and Ammu—fixating on 

their distinctive methods for identifying with Velutha, the male 

saint of the novel. These three ladies identify with and react in 

various approaches to Velutha, who is a Paravan, the most 

reduced station among the Untouchables. Contingent upon 

how they identify with him, distinctive parts of their characters 

are uncovered. The characters are picked on the grounds that 

they are grown-ups when the 4 headliners in the story occur, 

which makes it less demanding to examine their activities as 

far as organization and obligation. 

 

2. Subalternity 

This line of thought can likewise be found in progress of 

Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, who censures how western 

women's activists have endeavored to apply their speculations 

to a Third World setting under the well meaning plan that they 

chip away at sake of their abused sisters who can't represent 

themselves ('French Feminism in an International Frame' In 

Other Worlds 184-211). The way that all ladies share 

comparable natural highlights does not imply that they 

additionally share a similar culture, qualities, convictions and 

encounters—and in this way the "Primary World women's 

activist must figure out how to quit inclination favored as a 

lady" (187). Rather, she ought to ask herself what she can 

"gain from them" and "address them" rather than continually 

endeavoring to represent them (186). Nonetheless, Spivak isn't 

ethnocentric as in she would trust that "just Indian ladies can 

represent other Indian ladies" (McLeod 186). An incredible 

opposite; McLeod set up that "Spivak has reliably upheld that 

commentators should dependably look to the points of interest 

of their own positions and perceive the political, social and 

institutional settings  in which they work" (186). Thinking about 

this, it is the fate obviously hard to represent any other person 

with various encounters from yours. In her pivotal article Can 

the Subaltern Speak? Spivak addresses these issues inside 

and out and investigates the Subaltern Studies Group's 

endeavors to reconsider the history composing of frontier India 

by returning to recorded provincial files, where reports of 

subaltern rebellion has been documented, trying to recover 

subaltern perspectives. Spivak cautions these researchers 

from falling into the device of attempting to reproduce a sort of 

'subaltern awareness', something she fates as absolutely 
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miserable. Spivak (in a deconstructive way) sees human 

cognizance as something that is in effect consistently built from 

the talks encompassing us as opposed to made by a self-ruling 

organization, as though we were sovereign subjects. The 

equivalent applies to subaltern ladies, and "the subaltern as 

female is significantly more profoundly in shadow" than 

subaltern men, in view of the male predominance in these files 

concerning subaltern uprising (Can the Subaltern Speak 41). In 

a meeting from 1993, Spivak elucidates that her utilization of 

the term subaltern was and is quite certain; the unadulterated 

subaltern can't, by definition, move upwards in the social 

progressive system or make his or her voice heard. To talk, in 

Spivak's sense, is when there has been an "exchange between 

the speaker and the audience" and to her there is "something 

of a notspeakingness in the very idea of subalternity" (The 

Spivak Reader 289). However, Spivak includes, this does not 

imply that she has some sort of questionable enthusiasm for 

saving subalternity. "There is for us no sentiment of 

sentimental connection to unadulterated subalternity 

accordingly" (289). Obviously, Spivak wishes to delimit the 

term subaltern to impede it from getting to be watered down. 

She clarifies that if, for instance, a subaltern individual is given 

the directly to cast a ballot (in a free, popularity based decision) 

she has in this manner verbally expressed, and by doing as 

such the subaltern has been "embedded into the long street to 

authority" and can along these lines never again be delegated 

subaltern (Can the Subaltern Speak? 65). In the event that we 

apply this limited meaning of subalternity, there is in reality no 

such character in The God of Small Things. Not by any means 

Velutha, who is "a Paravan with a 10 future", with abilities and 

cerebrums which ought to enable him to move upwards in the 

public arena, had he not begun to look all starry eyed at a 

Touchable lady. In the event that there is such a character in 

the novel ('unadulterated subaltern', as indicated by Spivak), 

maybe Velutha's sibling, Kuttappen, would be the best 

precedent. He lies inside their hovel incapacitated "from his 

chest downwards" subsequent to tumbling off a coconut tree, 

powerless to move, a "great, safe Paravan" who could "neither 

read nor state" (197). He is, as it were, a definitive image for 

non-organization; he doesn't have the likelihood to settle on 

noteworthy options of any sort. In a short section, the 

storyteller tells us a portion of his contemplations: "On awful 

days the orange dividers clasped hands and twisted around 

him, investigating him like malignant specialists, gradually, 

purposely, crushing the breath out of him and making him 

shout. At times they subsided voluntarily, and the room he lay 

in became unimaginably extensive, threatening him with the 

ghost of his own irrelevance. That too made him shout out" 

(197). This shout turns into an image for his powerlessness to 

talk; his voice turns into a shout that echoes unheard. 

Generally Kuttappen is practically missing in the novel, he lies 

quietly in his cottage and he will in all probability not have the 

capacity to move upwards in the public arena but rather will 

stay exceptionally subject to other people: a really and 

unfortunately 'unadulterated subaltern'. The three female 

characters that will be talked about later in this paper may all 

experience mistreatment in different degrees, and yet they are 

likewise ready to 'talk' on various events and they do practice 

organization to a very considerable degree. 

 

 

3. Marginalisation 

To begin with we may ask in what ways these characters 

are on the edge? On account of Velutha it is evident to see that 

he is minimized and subordinated; being a Paravan and an 

Unapproachable the general public he lives in still sees his sort 

as second rate and unclean. Roy gives us a fairly indirect 

image of his status when the storyteller demonstrates to us 

how Velutha shows up in Ammu's fantasy: "He left no 

impressions in sand, no swells in water, no picture in mirrors" 

(206). This is an impression of the subaltern position of the 

Untouchables in the days of yore that Mammachi delineates for 

her grandkids, the days when "[p]aravans were required to 

slither in reverse with a floor brush, clearing ceaselessly their 

impressions so Brahmins or Syrian Christians would not 

contaminate themselves by unintentionally venturing into a 

Paravan's impression" (71). Velutha is urged to go to class 

however not together with Touchables but rather to an 

uncommon school for Untouchables as it were. Be that as it 

may, as time passes by, Velutha crosses a few lines; aside 

from figuring out how to peruse and compose, he turns into a 

prepared woodworker, when generally a Paravan should stick 

to easier exercises like flavor tapping, picking coconuts, etc. 

He furtively turns into an individual from the socialist party and 

takes part in a political walk (sorted out by the Marxist worker's 

organization). In the long run he crosses the most prohibited 

line of all, that of having an association with a Touchable, 

upper-station lady. So being brought into the world a Paravan, 

Velutha transgresses a significant number of the lines that 

society anticipates that him should remain behind. All the 

equivalent, from numerous points of view Velutha is the most 

mistreated and discouraged of the primary characters in the 

novel—in spite of taking care of business. Ammu's 

underestimation is likewise very self-evident; she is a 

separated from lady with two youngsters to deal with. They live 

on 'sufferance' in her parent's home where she is neglected by 

her relatives, particularly Infant Kochamma who is anxious to 

make Ammu and her twins comprehend that they "truly have 

no directly to be [there]" (44). As a young person, Ammu does 

not adjust to the desires on her that she should hold up loyally 

in her parent's 18 house for an appropriate spouse. Rather she 

pretty much escapes her folks and weds the main man who 

proposes to her, outside her parent's religion and without their 

assent, and following a few years she chooses to separate 

from him too. Ammu's sibling, Chacko, reminds her kids that 

their mom has no 'locus standi', no lawful rights to acquire the 

manufacturing plant or the house for example (56). 

Purposefully or not, he articulates the word 'Beetle Stand I', 

making it seem like Insect, a grasshopper, maybe inferring that 

their mom is pretty much a sort of parasite in the Ayemenem 

family unit. At last, she is in certainty actually kicked out of her 

parent's home by this extremely same sibling. In the event that 

Ammu is on the edge, her youngsters are much more so. They 

are "Half-Hindu Crossovers whom no self-regarding Syrian 

Christian would even wed" according to Child Kochamma (44). 

Their defenseless position makes Ammu extremely defensive 

towards them and regardless of whether she is "brisk to revile" 

them she is "considerably snappier to disapprove on their 

behalf"(42). Despite the fact that Ammu is neglected and 

maybe even scorned by her family, she is additionally here and 

there dreaded by them since they can detect a 'risky edge' in 

her, being "a lady that they had effectively condemned, [who] 
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now had minimal left to lose, and could in this way be 

hazardous" (44). This dread makes them demonstrate her the 

regard of holding a separation to her, particularly when that the 

"radio played Ammu's melodies" (44). Rahel contemplates over 

this 'risky edge' and this 'quality of unconventionality' that 

encompasses Ammu: "It was what she had fighting inside her. 

An unmixable blend. The limitless delicacy of parenthood and 

the rash fury of a suicide aircraft" (44). This statement outlines 

the contradicting powers that Ammu conveys inside her; as a 

mother she endeavors to cherish and secure her youngsters at 

all expense however as an individual she is urgent to break 

free from and oppose the 'egotistical, requested world' that 

encompasses her. Ammu is, as Velutha, a transgressor of 

limits, an individual reluctant to submit to the good examples 

displayed to her. Mammachi and Infant Kochamma are both 

Syrian Christians, a glad minority aggregate in Kerala of 

around 20% (countless for an Indian state), who trust 

themselves to be "relatives of the one hundred Brahmins 

whom St. Thomas the Messenger changed over to Christianity 

when he voyaged east after the Revival" (64). In the social 

progressive system of Kerala, they are 'upper-position Syrian 

Christians', isolating them from the lowlier 'Rice-Christians' who 

(like Velutha's granddad) joined the English colonialists 

Anglican Church empowered by a little nourishment and cash. 

In any case, the minority position of the Syrian Christians does 

not imply that they are debased or discouraged by the Hindu 

lion's share; a long way from it. They are "all around, the well 

off, home owning (pickle-factoryrunning), primitive rulers" (64). 

Actually, they are as it were "remainders of the old frontier 

world class" and relatives of "those Indians who were a piece 

of the steel edge of English in India, the Indian Common 

Administration" (Mullaney 33). Chacko additionally discloses 

this to the twins, that "however he would have rather not let it 

be known, they were all Anglophiles. They were a group of 

Anglophiles" (51). What's more, in that capacity, the Ipe family 

is to some degree on the edge in postcolonial, socialist Kerala. 

This position turns out to be especially clear on account of 

Infant Kochamma, who builds up a solid dread of the socialists 

and a dread of 'being seized', as will be clarified later. The 

topic of character pervades The Divine force of Little Things 

since the entire Ipe family has this issue of 'grouping', 

symbolized in the novel by Mammachi's banana stick. The 

banana stick was prohibited illicit by the Nourishment Items 

Association since it "as per their particulars . . . was neither 

stick nor jam. Unreasonably thin for jam and unreasonably 

thick for stick. A vague, unclassifiable consistency . . ." (30-1). 

Maybe this on edge feeling of not having a place anyplace, of 

having a helpless social and money related standing (the 

production line was not gainful) adds to Mammachi's and Infant 

Kochamma's outrageous responses to Ammu's and Velutha's 

social transgressions. The Syrian brand of Christianity was in 

actuality like the banana stick, a vague blend of Christianity 

and casteism (originating from Hinduism) and maybe this 

clarifies why Mammachi at first professes to be liberal and 

present day by urging Velutha to go to class, while toward the 

finish of the story she unmistakably acts in understanding to 

the position framework and considers him an 'outsider canine' 

(269). Having analyzed quickly the underestimation of the 

characters we presently swing to a more intensive take a 

gander at the three ladies separately. 

 

4. Subaltern speech 

Is Ammu and Velutha's miserable romantic tale a portrayal 

of subaltern discourse or subaltern muteness? As indicated by 

the papers, Velutha passes on in authority, accused of 

grabbing and murder. Friend K.N.M. Pillai is met in a similar 

paper, guaranteeing that the "[m]anagement had embroiled the 

Paravan in a bogus police case since he [Velutha] was a 

functioning individual from the Socialist party" and in this way 

they wished to dispose of him (286). Neither of these two 

clarifications of what had occurred were valid. Therefore in a 

way Velutha's discourse demonstration—that is his endeavor 

to have an association with an upper-rank lady—fizzled and 

was never authoritatively perceived. Spivak gives a 

comparable precedent in Can The Subaltern Talk? of a young 

lady, Bhubaneswari Bhaduri, who submitted suicide in 1926. 

She was furtively part of an aggressor freedom gathering and 

had been accused of the undertaking of a political death, which 

she felt powerless to perform. She chose to submit suicide yet 

it troubled her to realize that her family would decipher her 

activity as the aftereffect of an ill-conceived pregnancy. To 

keep this disreputable notoriety Bhubaneswari held up until 

she had her feminine cycle before she hung herself and she 

likewise composed a letter to a senior sister about her reasons. 

In any case, amid Spivak's examination about the story, it 

turned out to be obvious to her that not in any case 

Bhubaneswari's nieces had comprehended the genuine 

explanations behind her suicide. They just idea it was "instance 

of unlawful love" (63), a suspicion that made Spivak write in 

gloom that 'the subaltern can't talk', since Bhubaneswari did 

not get her message through, anyway hard she attempted. The 

likeness with the passing of Velutha in Roy's epic is obviously 

that the discourse demonstration flopped as in the official 

adaptation is entirely unexpected from what truly occurred, 

which in itself is miserable. The uplifting news, in any case, is 

that reality behind Velutha's (as a delegate for a large number 

of casualties of savagery against Untouchables who set out to 

transgress the 'affection laws') passing is made known by 

Roy's tale in a similar way that Bhubanesweri's story is made 

known through Spivak's work. Spivak and Roy represent them, 

35 and their story is being enlightened, reality regarding their 

activities is made known and perceived and in that regard their 

discourse demonstration prevailing all things considered. 

What's more, on account of Ammu and Velutha, there is a 

peculiar wonder in the way that they really set out to concede 

their affection to one another in Roy's own form of Romeo and 

juilet. 
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