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Abstract

Background: The relevance of translation is widely questioned in applied linguistics. The
linguists attempt to answer the question: why does translation matter? The question is more
pertinent today, as the network society has revealed an entirely novel facet in the age of
artificial intelligence.

Methods: This study draws on Tejeswani Niranjana and Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak's
theoretical discussions on the functioning of power in the study of translation to interpret
Parijata’s Sirisaké Phila (1964) in its translation by Tanka Vilash Varya as Blue Mimosa
(1972). This study reveals that the target text follows the twists and turns of the source text's
message from the text's title onward.

Conclusion: Conventionally, translation allows linguists to travel between the source and the
target language, preserving the message of the source and conveying it in the target. However,
a host of factors play a critical role in conveying the message in the target text. Often, power
emerges covertly to modify the text's meaning.

Novelty: This paper argues that the target text in English fails to convey the meaning of
Parijata's text, Sirisaké Phiila, due to the play of power in translation.

Keywords: sending abroad, negotiation, colonial image, power, mistranslation

Introduction

Translation as a means to decode ideas expressed in one language and then code them
in other languages as a platform to create understanding between people with different
languages. It enhances, ideally speaking, social understanding of different people, thereby
facilitating the maintenance of social harmony. As an event, it happens somewhere between
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two languages. Put differently, it is an in—between space where two consciousnesses interact
to gain rewards through the experiences of others.
Sirisako Phiila (1964) and Blue Mimosa (1972): A Critical Review

Parijata’s Sirisako Phiila (1964) [also known as Shirisko Phool] was translated into
English as Blue Mimosa (1972). Different scholars have received the text differently. For
instance, Sharma (2025) argues that as the protagonist, Sakambari challenges the traditional
gender roles and attempts to redefine the ways of existential struggle. He writes:

Her refusal to conventional femininity positions her in quarantined location where she
is socially and emotionally isolated. She asserts, “A woman’s freedom is always a
dangerous thing” (Parijat), underscoring that women who deviate from societal norms
face alienation and condemnation. (Sharma, 2025, p.102)
Awasthi’s (2022) study extends the novel's line of argument, approaching Parijata’s Sirisako
Phiila through an ecofeminist critical perspective and analyzing the urge for gender and
environmental justice. He argues, “Parijat’s narrative exposes the deeply ingrained patriarchal
and thropocentric structures in Nepali society, advocating for a harmonious coexistence
between human and the natural world” (Awasthi, 2022, p. 96).
In the 1960s, authors were contemplating human existence as the key theme. Critics

often examine Parijata’s Sirisako Phiila as a treatise on human existence. For instance,

Chauhan (2010) looks at the text from the existentialist point of view when he critically asserts:

“At a time she was wishing a release from this absurd world, enveloped by the cloud of despair,
Parijat reflected the sense of desolation, dissipation and futility in her works including
Shirishko Phool” (2010, p. 52). Another study by Shakya (2021) further elaborates the
argument. As she writes,

Shirishko Phiil referred to as her first significant writing and which catapulted her as
Nepal’s leading literary icon is part of her first phase and is credited to have introduced
Freudian existentialism into Nepali literature. A well-known literary critic Shankar
Lamichhane ... argued for the void following the emotional turmoil of Suyog Bir’s kiss
imposed on Sakambari to be read through Buddhist philosophy of shunyata
(emptiness). (2021, p. 155)

The existential and nihilistic reading of the text is found in many studies of the novel. Paudyal

and Bhandari (2025) examine Blue Mimosa through an existentialist lens and examine the role

of free choice in the protagonist's life. As they argue, “Sakambari represents the example of a
woman’s free will who does not compromise with patriarchal norms and values, and the
existence of god. Her silence in front of Suyog Bir...” (Paudyal & Bhandari, 2025, p. 129).
Like Chauhan (2010) and Shakya (2021), Paudyal and Bhandari (2025) have also explored
existentialist reflection in Parijata’s novel.

Similarly, Khatiwada (2025) finds Suyogbir and Sakambari living a very futile life in
Sirisaké Phila. His study concludes that personal choices in life lead to futility, raising the
question of the existence itself (2025, p. 95). The futility of life is further explored in the novel,
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as Hegewald (1994) analyzes the text to examine Suyogbir's self-realization. The critic thus

writes: “In association with Sakambari, two things come together. Suyog wants to lose himself
in her to gain meaning for his life, but also to be purified by her” (1994, p. 198). However,
critics such as Phuyal (2022) have examined the historical forces in the text. For instance, he
argues,
Parijat’s antihero, Suyogbir, participated in World War II in Burma, experienced the
hardship of battle in life, and derived an irregular sense of life from his encounter with
women in Burma. Such perceptions of life and society instrumentally shape his self to
understand the world around him, consequently leading him to force Sakambari to
commit suicide. (Phuyal, 2022, p. 13)
Phuyal’s study examines the historical context and the treatment of history in the fictional
world of Parijata. The new historical reading of the text helps understand the world as Chauhan
(2010) does in his biographical reading of the novel.
Contemporary readings of the text emphasize the text's critical themes. Some of the
prominent themes include gender, environment, existence, absurdity, futility/nihilism, and

historical context at both personal and national levels. However, the existing scholarship has
paid no attention to the issues surrounding the translation of the seminal text, written in 1964
and translated in 1972. This study brings the source and the target together to examine how
distortions have occurred in the target text. Also, the study seeks to analyze the implicit agenda
behind the distortion in the theoretical discussion of translation theories that have emerged
within the postcolonial critical framework.

Power and/in Translation

Theoretically, transition is situated between two languages and two cultures. People's
cultural tenets are embedded in the languages they use to express themselves. Both cultures
and peoples benefit from the introduction of each other's traditions through translation. In this
regard, novel perspectives and potentials emerge in the in-between space of language and
culture. In the middle space, two cultures interact through their respective languages, enriching
each other. The complexity of the other is coded and decoded in translation, and new ways of
communication are identified therein.

Translation is often seen as a search for equivalence in lexical choice and syntactic
formation between the source and the target. However, culture functions as the force within the
movement, seeking lexicon and syntax from the source while addressing the audience of the
other language. Benjamin (2000) focuses on “a literal rendering of the syntax which proves
words rather than sentences to be the primary element of the translator” (2000, p. 81). The
translator performs all the functions of an observer standing on a hill, reporting on each person
in the two valleys on either side. As a mediator, she turns into an interpreter of the source
culture for the target audience. In addition, Goethe (2000) believes that “a translation that
attempts to identify itself with the original ultimately comes close to an interlinear version and
greatly facilitates our understanding of the original” (2000, p. 66). In this sense, translation
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occurs at both the linguistic and cultural levels. At the site of translation, exchanges of words,
ideas, and perspectives occur, enabling the mindsets of the source to interact with those of the
target.
Power and Translation in Culture

The relationship among various discourses in society produces power. Translation is
one discourse that can be used to justify the superiority of a culture over others. That is, it is
itself a source of power when used to bring out and interpret the negative aspects of others'
cultures. Moreover, both power and Translation are major drivers of a people's understanding
of others and themselves. In the backdrop of culture, power plays a significant role in
determining the position of the target text.

Significantly, power legitimizes the translation for the users of the target language.
Power promotes the source's culture by encouraging the target audience to understand the text.
Critiquing the relationship between the truth and power in the larger cultural network, Foucault
(1980) observes: “What makes power hold good, what makes it accepted, is simply the fact
...1t traverses and produces things, ... forms knowledge, produces discourses” (1980, p. 1139).

People's experiences help confer legitimacy on knowledge. The target text must achieve a
certain degree of acceptance through legitimization. In this sense, translation embeds within
itself the tacit agency of serving the power network of the target culture. For example, British
bureaucrats and Christian missionaries exercised power through translation in India. As
Niranjana (1992) states, "... translation comes into being overdetermined by religious, racial,
sexual, and economic discourses" (1992, p. 21). As a site of negotiation and the generation of
meaning in a new setup, translation serves as the field of tension in which new words and
concepts search for their roles in a new power network and strive to function meaningfully.

As a meticulous translator moves between the source and target texts, they strive to
remain faithful to both the linguistic and paralinguistic features of the source text. On the
surface, such an attempt is governed primarily by the lexical and syntactic features of the source
text. As translation occurs between two cultures, the linguist at work cannot escape the context
of the text's creation and transposition. Lewis (2000) critically views translation as a process
of "double writing" (2000, p. 260), in which the translator must attend to both language and
culture. He emphasizes the translator's ability to transcend the linguistic parameters of the
source and see through the cultural factors. Also, Toury (2000) argues that texts are "primary
products of norm-regulated behaviour ... they are partial and biased" (2000, p. 214). In this
regard, translators require prudence to navigate both linguistic and cultural challenges, as
translation, as a site of exchange, brings together the linguistic signs and cultural forces
embedded therein.

Translators pay adequate attention to the historical circumstances of the production of
the source text in order to interpret and understand its meaning. Such reading puts them in a
comfort zone while taking the meaning of the source to the target. In this sense, Niranjana
(1992) states that translation relocates the source text in a new context of the target text. For

126



Nepal Journal of Multidisciplinary Research (NJMR)
Vol. 8, No. 5, December 2025. Pages: 123-136
ISSN: 2645-8470 (Print), ISSN: 2705-4691 (Online)
DOI: 10.3126/njmr.v8i5.87157

her, “It is a theme even in the writings of Luther, who saw it as his duty to translate the holy
books into German, to Germanize them" (1992, p. 53). She explicitly distinguishes between
historicality and context as distinct aspects of the same text. The historicality of the source text
enhances understanding of the source and enriches the target culture, while the contextuality
leaves translators feeling inspired to negotiate the meaning of the source and adds to them a
bogus sense of superiority. Still, the text has to maintain an equilibrium between historicity and
context to avoid the dehistoricization of the source text in the target. Because translation
involves multiple challenges, Spivak (2000) argues that accurate translation is not possible and
that "the translator must surrender to the text" (2000, p. 372). Spivak’s surrender incorporates
both the context and the historical forces involved in the production of the source text. A
translator who fails to acknowledge historical forces and context ends up dehistoricizing the
source text in the target text. In such cultural exchange, the unfamiliarity of the source enriches
the target. It makes a dynamic interaction possible as Niranjana (1992) writes, "Translation
functions as a transparent presentation of something that already exists, although the 'original'
is actually brought into being through translation" (1992, p. 3). The complexity of the
translator's task entails deciphering the distinctive features of individual life experiences and
bringing them to the attention of the target audience in the new text.

The historical forces uphold power relations and political preferences as well. The
powerful define the right and the wrong, the just and the unjust, and the ethical and the
unethical. Such factors form a network, just as a web of ideas i1s formed in the process of writing
a text. Implicitly, such a web is present at the foundation of the text. While translating into
one's culture, the translator is affected by the network of power. Postcolonial critics often
skeptically look at the practice in that (former) imperial forces assert certain choices as the

translation happens between non-European and European languages because Europeans held
that “the natives are unreliable interpreters of their own laws and cultures" (Niranjana, 1992,
p. 13). Postcolonial critical discourses argue for a more meticulous attention to the use of
specific lexicon, syntax, and omissions and/or additions in the target, because new meaning is
constructed through the exercise of power previously practiced during the colonial era. In other
words, highly pervasive power relations significantly impact the production of the translated
texts.

Translation serves as a stage for various cultures to dynamically interact with one
another at both linguistic and political levels. The inequalities embedded in each culture surface
in translation, forming a network of power: the language functions as a vehicle of power by
asserting certain conscious choices of the translator while bringing ideas home and sending
them abroad. Linguists who translate into their mother tongue and those who translate into a
second or third language do not have similar interests in cultural and linguistic interactions.
The power relations among cultures surface visibly in translation, as Said (1990) remarks that
the West has imposed an embargo on Arabic literature; therefore, Arabic literature is not
translated into English. The Anglophone academy denies Arabic literature the status of serious

127



Nepal Journal of Multidisciplinary Research (NJMR)
Vol. 8, No. 5, December 2025. Pages: 123-136
ISSN: 2645-8470 (Print), ISSN: 2705-4691 (Online)
DOI: 10.3126/njmr.v8i5.87157

literature. The whole body of literature produced in the Arabic language is untranslatable to the
Western world because there is "a deliberate policy of maintaining a kind of monolithic
reductionalism where the Arab and Islam are concerned" (Said, 1992, p. 278). Since translation
familiarizes the target culture with the images and concepts of the source culture, the Western
World may have wanted to keep Arab ways of thinking and viewing the world distant from its
people. Such distance helps other people and society be seen as separate from one's own.
Similarly, we can take an instance of othering in patriarchal discourses where women
are trained to accept the ways of men as the natural and normal ones. Spivak (2000) critically
views the power struggle through the gender dynamics in translation. As she writes, "Women

within male-dominated society, when they internalize sexism as normality, act out a scenario
against feminism" (2000, p. 375). While critiquing the power relations binding the non-West
to the West, translators are also required to analyze the situation between the sexes. She
emphasizes the challenges faced by women from the Global South and argues for politicizing
translation as a site for women's power. "The act of translating into the Third World language
is often a political exercise of a different sort" (Spivak, 2000, p. 378). As a site of heavy tension
and power, translation becomes a critical space where people tussle to ascertain their position,

prepare the target text to suit the audience's sensibility, and appropriate the voice in a new
context. The polysemous language requires serious attention from literary translators. This
paper explores the issues that have arisen in the translation of Parijata’s seminal 1964 Nepali
novel Sirfsako Phiila into English Blue Mimosa (1972) and scrutinizes the role of power in
translation.
Power and Politics in Translation of Parijata’s Sirisako Phiila

Parijata’s Sirisako Phiila (1964) drew the translator's attention immediately after it won
the prestigious Madan Puruskar in 1965. However, the 1972 English translation shows multiple

issues from literal translation to mistranslation: the source text fails to communicate its purpose
to the target audience. Tanka Vilas Varya translated the text in and around 1970 with the help
of Sondra Zeidentsein, and the English text was published in 1972. This study finds that the
translation has compromised the original text's overall meaning. This study has categorically
presented the issues that have appeared in the target text: literal translation, compromise in the
target text, issues of gender in translation, loss of precision and specificity, violation of meaning
in the source, vulgarization of the original meaning, and assumption of imperial power by the
translators during translation. Nonetheless, Blue Mimosa (1972) has served as a seminal Nepali
text, introducing Nepal to Western readers.

The target text showcases literal translation that often seems to ridicule the rigor of the
source Sirisako Phiila (1964). Literal translation often works at the level of the lexicon and its

arrangement in syntactic structures, failing to grasp the deeper cultural meaning embedded in
the source text. For example, Blue Mimosa (1972) uses the phrase "King’s Way” (p. 84) to
refer to "XISUY" [rajapatha] (p. 55) in the source. The proper name could have been

transliterated to maintain its distinctive use in the target language as well. Alternatively, words
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like 'highway' also carry the same meaning as the source. In the target, the text reads: “Because
Shiva Raj continued to drink, I said I had to go home and took him out. I walked my cycle
along King’s Way, past Rani Pokhari” (p. 84). The target text prefers to use literal translation
in this context. The source text makes mention of "Ideh] CTel” [ragatko tato] (1964, p. 39)

and “HUTHY” [mukhamukha] (p. 55) that turn into “spots of blood” (p. 59) and “mouth to
mouth” (p. 84) in the target, respectively. In the first instance, the word "stain" could have been
replaced with "spot" to convey the same meaning. The second instance shows that the phrase
does not mean what the source text refers to. Such instances ridicule the essence of the source
text.

Blue Mimosa fails to distinguish between the physical and the spiritual, a result of its
heavy reliance on literal equivalence between the source and the target in translation. Suyogbir
is a World War II veteran who fought in Burma. As he returns from the War to Kathmandu, he
often thinks about his own being now and then. Parijata infuses her protagonist with a sense
of existential crisis as she write, "_Emﬂ H&Q%dﬂ{ﬂ‘\q‘l &ﬂw MQQTQ’I foh1 Re] thff, 33
dcd %G;, forit oy qc ﬂ?ﬂg I" [Hami marirahekaharu sanga ardasako parkhala kina rakhnu
paryo, a'u lutna deu, tim1 pani luta mala'T] (1964, p. 39). The target text turns the spiritual into
the physical when it reads, “Sweet heart, why must you raise a wall of ideals against those who
are about to die? Come let me plunder, and you, too, plunder me” (1972, p. 58). The loss of
spirituality and its impact are implied in “about to die” in the target text. Also, “3cIgReE”
[alankarahart] (p. 64) is translated as “ornaments” (Varya, 1972, p. 97). The wilderness
couples with the idea of Bari as a powerful magnet when Sirisaké Phiila writes, Gﬁﬁ g HI
URTRIUE1, STgrell Geteh! ST SHfHege WU, Tl Hes Wiy We b 3 gl 8l I~
[Junakod rangama pahénaliki, jangal phiilako basasanga abhivyakta bhaeki, yadi kasaila'l
svargalu bhanna sake 1 tyaht ho.] (p. 35). However, the target text distorts and blurs the idea
of wilderness of the source when it reads, “Illuminated by the moonlight, expressed in the smell
of forest, if anyone can be called a thing of heaven, it was she, in that place” (p. 52). The target
text misses the flower's primitiveness, which fascinates Suyogbir's existence, and ends up

presenting human beings as mere objects.
The mathematical equivalence searches for dictionary equivalence of the lexical entries
in the target. The connotative meaning is lost in such translation. Blue Mimosa documents

multiple instances of such literal translation. In Sirisaké Phiila, Parijata writes: “.. . RMTUG
Ae! foval A Y 1 f3el Tueriians e TfoTall aTdTaR U Urs-2iTd U T, HfA T
&l foraf ﬁ?@’ I” [Sayada masuko tirkha métchh@ ra tyd thitd pasallnilaT tyastyai sajilo
vatavaranma pa’unjela préma garchha, kunni kuna tirkha métchha.] (p. 15). The author does
not want to mention the drive she knows is present in the young boy. However, the target text

shows the ridiculous translation when it states, “... perhaps quenching thirst of the flesh, and
the boy, as long as he finds the atmosphere easy, will love her —to quench who knows what
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kind of thirst?” (p. 20). The phrase "who knows what kind of thirst" completely fails to carry
the embedded meaning in the source. It misses the author's implied goal in the source. A too-

literal equivalence also fails to evoke the source's sense. For instance, “dp%d\l STH dQC':II”
[Kasto hasa uthdo!] (p. 26) is translated as “How laughable that is!”” (p. 38) in the target text.
On the prima facie, the native audience of the target language finds such a translation
uncomfortable and tends to dismiss the source text as a serious piece of artistic creation. As a
mechanical approach, literal translation is an easy tool for finding lexical equivalence between
the source and the target; however, it renders implicit allusions and intended effects
insignificant, thereby trivializing the source's impact on the target audience. Such translation
distorts the source material and gives the target audience a completely different picture of it.
Literal translation does not acknowledge the special use of language and its stylistic
features in a particular slot of the syntactic order. The source's cultural tenets also fail to transfer
to the target when mechanical equivalence is the only goal in the target text. Like literal
translation, over-reliance on generalization also distorts the meaning of Sirisako Phiila.

Although generalization speeds up the conversion of a source text into a target text, the former's
cultural tenets do not reach the latter. The source and target texts do not align when
generalization is the translator's chief strategy. Parijata’s Sirisako Phiila presents certain words
like “HTGcT” [madala] (p. 39) and “?TIB% e [jhya'urg gita] (p. 7), which are translated as
“drum” (p. 59) and “folk song” (p. 7), respectively. The Nepali musical instrument "madala"
is a type of drum, and “jhya'uré gita" is also a form of folk song from Nepal. However, the
lexical entries at the source do not carry the same concepts from the source text. Instead, the
translator could have transliterated the word with an annotation in the footnote. It could have
shown respect to the source text and culture as well. In another place, Parijata’s text states:
“TATS G I U= SR act W, Gl THIIE N, TS S R JR=HT g5 1
[Mala'm dekhnasatha usalé bhan'yd, 'Barilé talai bhani, dhanda namanuhos, yasala'r aphnai
ghara samjhanubha'€ hunchha.’] (1964, p. 13). Varya’s translation presents the same text as the
following: “As soon as he saw me, he said, ‘Bari just told me downstairs. Don’t trouble
yourself, consider this your home” (p. 16). Such translation implants an awkward effect.

Furthermore, “YX” [ghara] carries three semantic connotations in Nepali: it conveys an
emotional bond, as in 'home'; a sense of belonging, as in 'family'; and a sense of physical
presence, as in 'house.' Native speakers of Nepali naturally understand each meaning in its
context of use. Since Suyogbir is devoid of family ties, the instance conveys a sense of family
when Shivaraj uses the word "ghara" to welcome Suyogbir home. The target text misses the
exact meaning by ignoring the semantic distinctions that certain lexicons embed in them when
used in a particular place in the syntactic string.

The source text specially mentions the different types of drinks. The target text
generalizes all the drinks into one category. For instance, the Burmese people make “nigara,"
"jada," and "raks1." However, the translator fails to see the difference in the essence of each
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drink. The drink “fTTR> [nigara] (Parijata, 1964, p. 45) is stated as “beer” (p. 68) in Varya’s
translation in the target. The source text reads: “TIMNTTHR I iR &t fadt W YS!

fa ) [Ghyapabhari raksi khuvayara kastari tim1 khust bha’ekt thiyau.] (p. 35). The target text
says, “It made you happy to give us a big pot full of whiskey to drink” (p. 53). In this instance,
‘rakst’ is treated as ‘whiskey.” When “HH]T Uit Sie T IR (ghyapabhari-bhari jada ra
raksi] (p. 28) is translated as “big jars of beer and whiskey” (p. 41), the cultural essence is
ignored, by bringing into the limelight the target culture. Just like varieties of concepts in
alcohol, ‘home’ is also wrongly treated in the target text, Blue Mimosa. The translator does not
distinguish between a family and a rented room in the target. For instance, Suyogbir says,
“G\Iii"l, H S LCIEIGE) Gl [Ho'ina, ma dérama kha'ihalchhu ni.] (p. 13) turns into “No,
I’'m going to eat at home” (p. 17) in the target. Suyogbir does not have a family in the sense of
'ghara’ in Nepali. The whole text revolves around his confusion between owning a home or
having the sensual adventure of life. Suyogbir's 'déra' is a rented room where emptiness rules
his life, where he travels back to the forests and villages of Burma during World War II, and
where his past weighs more than his present. The translator could not understand Suyogbir’s
life while overgeneralizing ‘déra’ as ‘home’.

Omission is among the most significant fissures in the target text. One who attempts to
translate an award-winning masterpiece cannot be taken as an insufficient linguist in the target

language. When Parijata writes, “... fadier sra=g ﬂ?ng Tfaar EILME B'Iaﬂaf, a0y H@"l—fﬂ
?;Elﬁl@sf I’ [tim1l€ avasya mala'l gatilo jhapata hanaurh, mérd mukhabhari thukn&chhau.] (p. 31)
has been translated as “... you, I am sure, will slap me. You will spit in my face” (p. 46) in the
target. The intensity of the slap is lost when 'gatild' is omitted in English. Varya's translation
shows “H” [Ma] (Parijata, 1964, p. 39) and “q%?ﬁ UHP! T [pahilo prémako avégal
(Parijata, 1964, p. 52) are “my body” (p. 59) and “my first love” (p. 78) in the target text, Blue
Mimosa. Apparently, such a mismatch creates confusion in the target text. Also, SCRED G%’-‘Iq

& Epf?” [Bar1kd uddésya k& ho?] (p. 58) has turned into “What was Bari's intention?” (p. 88) in
the English text. Can the shift in tense be acceptable in the target? The present tense in the
source changes to the past tense in the target. The mismatch and generalization push the
meaning of the source text into the mist, where the real picture is lost in the dim speculation of
the authentic text. The target text has been victimized by employing general terms to refer to
culturally significant small terms. The translator shows no preference for the source culture,
which adds meaning to the source text. The source text derives meaning from the political
context of South Asia in the 1950s and the 1960s. However, the target text ahistoricizes the
fictional world.

Translation also shows the linguist's preference for a specific ideology and worldview.

In the patriarchal order, men seek to advance their own interests. In this sense, translation may
involve gender-based prejudice. Varya’s English translation of Parijata’s Sirisako Phiila (1964)
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falls into this trap by promoting masculine bias in the target language. The target text, Blue
Mimosa, states that a human being is a man. For instance, i [manisa] (Parijata, 1964, p.

65) is translated as “he” (p. 98). In Nepali, manisa is a neutral form that requires the masculine
or feminine adjective to qualify it. Otherwise, it should be referred to by the third-person plural

pronoun. In one instance, Parijata writes: g Hu B’I’lﬂTIT 3{1ﬁ?[ B'I'Lﬁ Pﬁ?%’?ﬂzl'[ Fﬂ%ﬁ_vﬂ

HIR] T3 [Tyaso bha'e hamima arthata hami manisahariima samjha'uta kasar1 lya'ung?]
(emphasis added, p. 26). The target text supplants human (necessary to refer to ‘manisaharii’)
with man, and it reads: "Looking discouraged, I asked, 'In that case, how can we, as men, be
reconciled with one another?" (emphasis added, p. 38). The translator's prejudice is further

evident in the target text when he avoids acknowledging gender distinctions. For him, "®TH

T W A [kama garn€ svasni machchhé] (p. 31) is just a “servant” (p. 45). "Maid" could
have made better sense there. On the other hand, the target text states Shivaraj's cook as a man,
though the source text does not mention anything about the cook's gender identity. Sakambari
responds to Suyogbir thus: <« SITH B l-loblf'glrt\‘(@ dqlgﬂlg? 1Z31 e 3y ﬁ_ﬂﬂﬁg\, 3Hd
3:6';3[ “—Sﬂaﬂmﬂ I [‘Dérama kasalé paka'idinchha tapa'tmla'i? Mitho lagchha ké? Biha garnus,
aba biidho bha'isaknubhayd.'] (emphasis added, p. 13). The target text carries the same sense,
thus: ““Who cooks for you at home? Probably a cook. Is he any good? Now that you're old,
you should get married" (emphasis added, p 17). It is complex at this point to understand that
the cook is a man. Given the source's lack of gender implication for the cook, the translator
chooses to present the cook as a man.

The meaning of Parijata’s source text has been compromised in the target text, Blue
Mimosa, at points where the language refers to the relationship between Western and Eastern
people. Because the central figure, Suyogbir, has fought in World War II from the British side,
he has worked with the officers. As he returns home after the War, he reflects on his past and
his time with those people. The translator shows extra care while translating about the British
people and their ways. In the source text, we get to read certain adjectives and verbs that are
either omitted or changed in the target text. Such practice indicates that the imperial forces
impacted the translation of the source text. First of all, the issue of cleaning the traditional

image pops up in translation. The description of Parijata’s Sirisako Phiila has been altered in
Varya's 1972 English translation. For instance, Suyogbir and Colonel Stephen work in the same
unit where they have known each other intimately. Parijata's description shows that Colonel
Stephen drinks just as other soldiers do in the barracks. However, Vary's target text does not
mention such things. Parijata wirtes: “‘q%QT HUA B AAHR AR Y, WA BRIBSRID!
AT AT R TR Ot 48 17 [Brtisa karnéla stéphana ratabhari matéra ro'e, svasni-
chorachoriko samjhana a'era’ meérdo nambart sathilé bhanchha.] (p. 42). In the target text, Varya
writes it thus: “‘British Colonel Stephen cried all night, thinking of his wife and children,' my
bunk-mate told me” (p. 63). The translator omits “matéra ro'€" in the target, as it indicates that

132



Nepal Journal of Multidisciplinary Research (NJMR)
Vol. 8, No. 5, December 2025. Pages: 123-136
ISSN: 2645-8470 (Print), ISSN: 2705-4691 (Online)
DOI: 10.3126/njmr.v8i5.87157

he was drunk while weeping throughout the night. Similarly, Parijata's metaphorical sense is
lost in the target text when the object of sacrifice is understood only in the literal sense. As
Parijata writes, “HFBN] d JGo HI-NIATS HIATH &P7 §13a] 6D |” [Bhannuhds ta
yud'dhalé manisala'T katisam'ma boka bana'umdo rahéchha] (emphasis added, p. 8). The target
text reads, “Do you see how war turns men into goats?" (emphasis added, p. 8). A goat is
generally taken as the object of sacrifice. In English, the sentence sounds unusual because the
embedded cultural meaning is lost from the word.

The target text exercises uneven authority, compromising the meaning of the original
text. As the source text explores the futility of life, the author employs cigarettes and smoke to
explore the characters' inner worlds. Suyogbir, Shivaraj, and Shakambari smoke throughout
the text; they share cigarettes; and they explore the inner essence of life. Parijata's source text
mentions explicitly the cigarette brand "Capstion" (p. 4), which the translator omits in the target
text. The publisher of the English text, Zeidenstein (1972) also writes:

It is ironic to find that the new novel of Kathmandu reflects the emptiness of life just at
a time when Kathmandu has become a hub for those seeking to escape the emptiness
of Western life. Many young Europeans and Americans are turning toward affirmation
of Hindu and Buddhist philosophy to water the dry roots of their lives. (1972, p. ii)
The emptiness of life prevailed in the West and the East in the 1960s. However, the target text

views Nepali society only from a particular vantage point. Parijata writes: “TTRT ERJTQ:T grq
33T | [Gora kyapténa dhapa marna a'uchha.] (p. 42). The target text reads: “The British
Captain slapped me on the back” (p. 64). Such translation does not imply the linguist’s inability
to distinguish between the two words "pat" and "slap." Rather, it is the conscious choice on the
part of the translator to reaffirm the authority of the British Officer over the soldiers in Burma.

The target text further presents the West as the savior and the East as the wild, emotional
category while translating Parijata’s description of Burmese people and their ways. Parijata
takes Suyogbir on an inner journey into Burmese society while he is in Kathmandu to explore
the substantial impact of the War on his being. Phrase like ST hel” [jangalt kéti] (p. 7)
and “314g (asabhya ketr) (Parijata, 1964, p. 36) are translated as “primitive girl” (Varya,
1972, p. 7. p. 55). Parijata’s “AY¥ H” [asabhya mana] (p. 36) is changed into a “wild heart”
(p. 55) in the target. Such translation ridicules the source text by distorting its fundamental
meaning. The intimacy that Parijata's descriptions establish in the source has been entirely lost
in the target. The target text presents Burma as a wild category, thereby trivializing the source
text's meaning. The imperial tendency shapes the course of translation.

Often, translators distort the meaning of the source in the target through trivialization

and vulgarization. They practice linguistic violence in translation, compromising the meaning
of the source text. English translation of Parijata’s Sirisaké Phiila (1964) ridicules the source

text in Blue Mimosa. The linguistic violence humiliates the source text by applying words that
have no correspondence in it. English Translation of Parijata's Sirisaké Phiila trivializes the
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meaning when it uses the lexical items that do not match the meaning of the source. The source

text reads: “TTAT &R AT HISH! AAGIE GRa- TeH P! B8 X b SHI 3P| Bl G8al
g1 ¥ fafdwne THaty BN 17 [Gala dhérai khula bha'sks cholobata dekhing gardhana
muniko hada ra béskana umbho utheko chhati dekhda hamso ra vitisnalé ekasatha chhopyd. ]
(p. 10). The corresponding text reads in English: “The sight of her collar-bone and her full
breast excited laughter and desire at the same time” (p. 12). The translator employs 'desire' to
mean "vitisna", thereby arousing the sensual connotation in the target text. "vitisna" could mean
"disinterestedness" but not "desire." Parijata’s anti-hero explores the meaning of life, beyond
the quotidian order. Suyogbir falls in love with Sakambari, but in the source text, Shivaraj
appears as the family's patron in Bishalnagar. As Parijata writes, “THANRID] FIWF{E HIATg
C’fﬁ’@l@f %% 3T M gleie fufeeRr IRSAT1” [Sakamabariko tasviralam mayalu amkhale

hérdai usalé aphno valéta aghiltira rakhyo] (p. 13). The corresponding text reads thus in
English: “He looked at the picture with a lover's eyes and then slipped it into the front of his
wallet” (p. 16). The person is Sakambari’s brother, Shivaraj. The translator fails to see who the
pronoun “usalé” refers to in the sentence, thereby vulgarizing brother’s “mayalu amkha™ into
a “lover’s eyes.” In another instance, the source text reads: “&I%g, GRCIHI ﬁ ATHIY H[3
b Wk U, =Ter Ul ¥ WieR TR Hal %RTQ@ I [Aham, du'itama kunai samafijasya
a'una sakéna; khojéra pani, cahéra pani ra svikara garém kehi bira'échhu.] (p. 24). In the target,
the corresponding text states: " No. I always watched her. I watched her because I liked to" (p.
35). This is a weird kind of translation where the source and the target completely miss the goal
of the job. Furthermore, Suyogbir recalls his casual sexual encounters with Burmese girls
during the War and attempts to read Sakambari along the same line as the source text writes:
“IIFI'Ig AT TG ST A HA ﬁ AT BT L7 [Mala'T lagthyo $ayada barima yauna
bhanné kunai roga nai chhaina] (p. 21). At 24, Sakambari knows what sexual attraction is.
However, the target text translates the same thing as “I thought maybe she was not sexually
aware ...” (p. 30). The passionate Suyogbir takes sexual drive as a necessary evil, as implied
in "yauna bhanné kunai roga," i.e., a disease called sexual desire. The target text omits the sense

to neutralize Suyogbir's part.

The translator combines two uneven ideas in the target text, Blue Mimosa (1972).
Parjjata's Nepali text uses phrases like 3! fha [arnakd phild] (p. 35) and “3(Tp!
Ry IR [arnako sigambhari raksi] (p. 35), which are translated as "rhinoceros’ thigh”
(p. 53) and ““a rhino-horn full of whiskey” (p. 53) respectively in the target. The target text does
not distinguish between an Asian buffalo or a wild water buffalo in the source and a rhinoceros
in the target. The use of a completely different animal distorts the meaning of the source and
fails to communicate the cultural meaning of the Burmese people present in the original text.
Parijata’s “Y Bpf CRIR:Rive [K6 ho Bart méri?] (p. 29) could have been translated as "Who is
Bari to me?" Instead, the target text uses “Who is my Bari?” (p. 29). When the source reads,
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“TRY mﬁg Hg &g g1~ [Me&ro usala't bhannu ké&hi thi'eéna.] (p. 32), the target text states,
“I could not say anything to her” (p. 47). The source shows that the speaker has nothing to
communicate to the addressee, whereas the target text fills the addressee with those thoughts
that the addresser cannot express in the specific context. The target readers are misled into
perceiving the meaning as the persona's void changing into an inability to express in the target.

Very funny translation occurs when 3[R ﬁ 3f &1 [Amdhyaroko kunai artha
chhaina.] (p. 54) is stated as “It was night but there was no darkness ...” (p. 54), and “H

ml” [Ma jhaskinthém.] (p. 62) turns into “I was surprised” (p. 93). The translator does
not take the source text seriously when the correspondence of meaning between the source and
the target is utterly denied. When the source states, «gTeET ﬁ EFTI?T%@G I” [Hamima kunai
pragati dekhi'@na.] (p. 62), the target text translates it into “We showed no progress” (p. 93).
The source shows that the subject "we" appears in the role of a place, whereas the "progress"
is the expected event. The target text treats "we" as the agent and "progress" as the goal. The
Nepali text attempts to show human beings' inability in the 1960s and the crises of existence.
In such a text, human agency fades into the role of mere observer. The translator fails to see
the larger picture even while translating the text immediately after its publication.
Politics of Translation

Varya’s 1972 English translation of Parijata’s Sirisako Phiila (1964) carries multiple
linguistic and cultural flaws. First of all, the title of the source text is taken from the purple
jacaranda flower of the Kathmandu Valley. Mimosa and jacaranda are completely different
plant species with different types of flowers. The target text does not have Parijata’s plant in
the title. Still, the translator has popularized the novel by “Blue Mimosa.” The author explores
the transient nature of human life, glamor, strength, and beauty through purple flowers in April
and May. However, the translator attempts to universalize the emptiness the Western World
was undergoing in the 1960s by framing the target text as crises beyond the West. The target
text is produced through literal translation, forced matches, generalization, mismatches,

haphazard word use, omissions, and attempts to cleanse the image of the imperial officers. In
this sense, the meaning of the source text has been severely compromised in the target text.

Translation matters because it can effectively communicate ideas from one language
and culture to an audience in another. The vulnerability of translation emanates from the
possibility of violence that appears as the conscious choice on the part of the linguist. The
analysis of Parijata’s Sirisaké Phiila and its English translation, Blue Mimosa, shows that the
target text imposes violence on the transfer of meaning from the source. An honest, linguistic
effort could have successfully given a Nepali masterpiece to the world audience comfortable
in English. However, the translator's and publisher's dubious political goals seem to have
hampered the translation process, thereby distorting the meaning of the source text in the target
text.
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