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This 3-day workshop, organized by the “International Network in Postcolonial Translation: The Case of South Asia”, aimed to examine the ways in which we can understand translation in terms of practice and theory in a number of different inter-disciplinary locations within South Asia. The aim was to extend the scope of the term “translation” beyond its traditional remit, that of literary writing, and see what effects it has, and what roles it plays, in other areas of cultural production. Our panels included sessions on translation and the social sciences, translation and Subaltern Studies, translation and visual culture, translation and gender, translation and Dalit writing, and translation and the publishing industry. Several of these topics had already been the subject of  research and debate in previous workshops organized by the network (see for example the report on the Delhi 2009 workshop). Thus this conference nicely developed and expanded on these earlier discussions, offering a coherence and continuity of focus to the activities of the network. The following report provides an account of each panel and the topics raised therein.
Day 1 (January 7): Translation and the Social Sciences
Panel 1: Translation, Vernaculars, and the Social Sciences in India
Chair: Francesca Orsini, School of Oriental and African Studies, London
Panelists: 
· Partha Chatterjee, Columbia University, New York and Centre for Studies in Social Sciences, Calcutta
· Krishna Kumar, Central Institute of Education, New Delhi
· Janaki Nair, Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi
· Abhay Dubey, Centre for the Study of Developing Societies, Delhi
This panel broke new ground in bringing together a stellar cast of scholars who have focused closely on the complex relationship between scholarship in the social sciences in India, and its translation into “vernacular” languages (bhashas). The panel featured brief talks (20 minutes) by each speaker, followed by a stimulating discussion with the audience. 
Partha Chatterjee’s presentation gave a clear and concise introduction to the themes of the panel, by examining more closely the ways in which scholarly writing in India shifts from the older tradition of Sanskritic/Arabic scholarship to the increasing dominance of English as a discursive tradition for the social sciences. He identified 3 areas in which this older tradition “gave way” to English, with a specific focus on its interactions with Bengali: 
1) research/scholarship: Rather than direct translations of scholarly books, one tends to encounter conceptual translations from English scholarship. By the end of the 19th century, 20% of the population were literate in Bengal, of which 1/5 were literate in English (the spread of English was larger in Bengal than in other areas of the country). Thus many people who could read Bengali could also read English. This fact shaped the field of social thought, as discursive frameworks borrowed from English influenced social writings. Original research written in Bengali adopted the protocols and standards that became dominant in the West in those fields of study. PC argued that early modern historians writing in Bengali would not read any differently, when translated into English. After Independence, there was a decline in scholarship written directly in Bengali, probably because of the dominance of the new university system, which used English as its main medium of instruction. 
2) textbooks: The largest of books written in the social field is written in Bengali, and not translated from English. But again textbooks exhibit the stylistic forms of academic English. 
3) journalism and popular writing: In this area there is an increasing acceptance of academic scholarship, though one needs to differentiate between high-brow editorials in leading newspapers and more popular publications. 
PC concluded his presentation by remarking that there is little translation of social sciences writing from Indian languages into English. He remarked that oftentimes, the critical reception of the translations tends to focus on the quality of the translation, rather than on the content of the text itself, almost as if the translation had to bear the scrutiny of speakers of the source language, rather than those of the target language. 
Krishna Kumar gave a fascinating presentation on his experience as Director of NCERT (National Council of Educational Research and Training, India). He was in charge of commissioning the translation of the National Curriculum Framework for India into all the official Indian languages, for communication to state governments. This was a very complex document, which is first written in English, then translated into Hindi and Urdu. KK, like PC before him, raised the issue of the conceptualization of social sciences across the various languages. He argued that the various disciplines of the social sciences cannot be brought within a single framework. He said the challenge for translators was to conceptualize disciplines like history and economics more successfully. The teaching of history in particular became a focus of attention after it had become a major political issue after the elections of 2004. Sixty social scientists debated on inter-disciplinarity in these areas, highlighting both specificities and links between the various disciplines. Debates arose around the translation of terms like “marginality”, “marginalization”, and “discrimination”, and how to make them relatable to the lived experience of the students, especially the Hindi-medium students. KK noted that there was a very serious problem of hierarchy between English-medium and Hindi-medium students. NCERT wanted translators to feel committed to the challenge of making textbooks comprehensible to Hindi-medium children.
Janaki Nair’s illuminating and wide-ranging paper focused on the complex predicament of scholarship in Kannada, in the state of Karnataka. Three questions emerged: firstly, the possible terms of exchange between English and Kannada, rather than its most politicized relations with Urdu, Hindi, or Bengali; secondly, the nature of textbooks in Kannada; and thirdly, the question of whether Kannada writers have developed a grammar of social science writing that is specific to the region. 
JN then gave a brief overview of the linguistic situation in Kannada. De facto, in Karnataka English is the written language and Kannada is the spoken language. The goal of language advancement was subordinated to economic advancement and mandated to the state. In the post-independence period, once the expanded state of Karnataka came into being, the minister of education said that certain terms could be retained in English, but that the rest should be conceptualized in Kannada, thinking optimistically that the demand for the language would create the supply. 
JN noted that the situation in Karnataka is changing because universities nowadays are catering to a rural demographic, whose spoken language tends to be Kannada. Teachers turn to guides alone, “kunjis” (or crammers) written in Kannada, rather than specifically designed textbooks. The effect of this kunjis, of this potted knowledge on the students was unpredictable. 
JN also remarked that Kannada, as one of the few first-millennium languages, has now the status of a precious object, and it now has a dedicated university, “Kannada University”. The first inter-linguistic encounter Kannada had was with Sanskrit, from which Kannada emerged very robustly. She concluded by registering the woeful lack of material in Kannada for teaching the social sciences. Most of it is about folklore, religion, and marginally on development. But material being produced in Kannada is not recognized as social sciences. JK felt this was is a shame, as it could be turned to good use for teaching history and other similar disciplines. 
Abhay Dubey began his incisive and informative talk with the claim that debates need to move away from the English/vernacular binary, otherwise it will not be possible to create a translation culture in the Indian languages. He raised three points: 
1) The relationship between the translator and the social scientist is hierarchical
2) The translation of concepts: they are always located in a particular ideology, culture and history. 
3) There is the need for an institutional setup of a culture of translation.
Regarding the first point, AD illustrated the different demographic and class dimensions of the social scientist and his translator, who tend to move in separate spheres. Usually, the translator is bilingual in Hindi and English, and typically has a lower social status than the author. The translator is the “non-citizen” of the world of the social sciences. The social scientist, on the other hand, the beneficiary of resources spent on him by the state, society, and his own family. He is trained to produce a certain form of knowledge, and he typically keeps away from translation. 
AD contrasted the situation of translators in the social sciences with that of creative writers, who also function as translators. This is why literary culture has become a thriving translation scene, because is no divide between writer and translator. Why is this not the case for social scientists? They write for weeklies, opinion pieces, etc., but they do not write their academic work in the vernaculars. There is a structural problem here. AD argued that only when the hegemony of the original text succumbs to the hegemony of the host language, do you have an original creative text as a translation. Unless Hindi (and equally other Indian languages) is allowed to exercise its hegemony in the social sciences, it is condemned to remain a successful failure. AD concluded by remarking that Indian social scientists hardly speak to meaning-making processes in Indian languages, but remain fixed to conceptual terms in English.
Discussion: In the ensuing discussion, several interesting issues emerged. One regarded the teaching of social sciences to student groups of different language backgrounds. Pradip Datta remarked that there is a risk of Hindi standing in for the “vernacular” in the classroom, while there may well be non-English and non-Hindi students. Another issue regarded audiences and disciplines in the social field, in the vernacular languages. Bangla publications, for example the little magazines, straddle the boundary between the literary and the social sciences; there is a thus a breakdown of these two categories in the vernacular. The peculiarity of the relationship between literature and the vernacular means that literature acts as a host for the social sciences.
PC offered the comment that when a field acquires a certain autonomy in the vernacular, then you have a conceptual apparatus in the bhasha (as is the case for religious studies or the study of caste, both uniquely “Indian” material). Otherwise, there is very little conceptual autonomy on the part of the Indian academic to form frameworks that are independent of English. 
Another issue raised in the discussion was that of constituencies and audiences. Who is the reader of the social sciences text in the bhashas as opposed to English? Oftentimes, in the case of the former, it is student readers of textbooks, or generally a non-professional audience. The audience of a bhasha text in the social sciences might also be interested intellectual/politicized readers who come across this material in the little magazines or other high-brow bhasha periodicals. 
AD remarked that an important aim was to develop a refereed journal of the social sciences in an Indian language, as to date, there is none. He is working on producing one in Hindi. 
Panel 2: Subaltern Studies and Indian Languages
Chair: Baidik Bhattacharya, University of Delhi
Panelists: 
· Shahid Amin, University of Delhi
· MSS Pandian, Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi
· Sanjay Sharma, University of Delhi
· Sanal Mohan, Mahatma Gandhi University, Kottayam
This afternoon session comprised internationally renowned historians who have been closely involved with the Subaltern Studies historiographical project. The session engaged in a stimulating exchange on the various fortunes of the translations of Subaltern Studies in Indian languages, with a particular focus on Hindi, Tamil and Malayalam. This discussion on translation included both a focus on the linguistic issues and on the effects of this translation on the development of historical writing in these various regional locations. 
Shahid Amin and his Hindi translator, Sanjay Sharma, presented a very interesting dialogue on SA’s work and its translation. SA commented on the Hindi translation of “Subaltern Studies”: Nimna Varg Itihas, also yielding an abstract noun, Nimna Vargitya. He also remarked on the lack of separation between the literary and the historical in Hindi. The Hindi literary lays claim to an access to a remembered past that is not accessible to “History”. SA felt that the best way forward for annotating a translation of Subaltern Studies was not through a glossary, which only yields the abstract meaning of a term, but a chrestomathy, which gives examples from the texts. (The OED defines chrestomathy as “a collection of choice passages from an author or authors, esp. one compiled to assist in the acquirement of a language”). 
SA’s main point was that rather than a translation of Subaltern Studies writing, what was really needed was an archive of vernacular material on which people could draw on, what he called a “reverse translation”. There is a tendency to view vernacular materials as “sources”, rather than historical writing. He argued that there is a need to make these texts available in Hindi, because only then can we produce an archive that is accessible to other social groups. SA also remarked that when translating, you need to provide a context for the meaning of new terms in that language. 
Sanjay Sharma took up the discussion about the translation of key terms, remarking that the translation of the term “elite” is less loaded than the term “subaltern”, for which many different translations have been made. He asked whether the desire to translate Subaltern Studies into Hindi actually came out of a desire to create a new kind of history, and a new kind of conceptual language to write about that past. 
MSS Pandian’s illuminating presentation focused on the details and consequences of a “regional encounter” with Subaltern Studies in 1996, which took place in the town of Kumbakonam in Tamil Nadu. Most of the people who attended were not academics, and the meeting was organized by an avant-garde Tamil magazine, closely associated with the consolidation of Dalit identity in the Tamil context. The choice of Kumbakonam as a venue was deliberate, as it was known as the “Cambridge of South India”, and a stronghold of Brahmin orthodoxy. Caste became a central issue at this conference. Three questions were discussed: 
1) What is the appropriate term to translate Subaltern Studies? Translation: = “people who inhabit the margin”. This is a useful way to translate it because the margin shifts and you can capture the relationality that inheres to subalternity and margin
2) What are the political implications of the translation of the term? What sort of political work would the term do? Dalit intellectuals argued that “subaltern” would deflect attention away from the specificity of Dalit identity. Otherwise, it suggests a sort of equivalence between subaltern and non-Brahmin. 
3) The status of caste in Subaltern Studies is often elided, and it produces SS as an implicitly Brahminical project. It’s as if caste belongs elsewhere, to someone else. How does one write caste into the text?
However, MP remarked that the engagement with Subaltern Studies at the conference in Kumbakonam was not completely negative. The radical potential of the historiographical project was acknowledged. In Tamil Nadu, Subaltern Studies was much appreciated because of its critique of nationalism. The conference also asked: who will do our “own” form of Subaltern Studies? As it stood, the project did not cover certain regional histories, e.g. those of South India. MP concluded by saying that we need to step out of the act of translation and focus on the effects the act of translation produces, in order to understand this process properly. In India, regional histories and politics are central to understanding the act of translation.
Sanal Mohan’s informative and perceptive paper discussed how Subaltern Studies as an academic project was received in Kerala. There was a certain tradition of Marxist literature in Kerala, so the social sciences were somewhat developed. Volume I of Subaltern Studies gained an enthusiastic reception in Kerala, but more for the research it inspired, than for its influence on teaching, partly because its circulation was largely confined to history departments. In 1986, Elementary Aspects of Peasant Insurgency became set reading material. In 2006, Susie Tharu and another editor translated Subaltern Studies into Malayalam. In the translation of a “history from below”, it becomes a history of the lower castes. In the 1980s, Marxist historians in Kerala wrote articles praising Subaltern Studies (unlike the Delhi-based historians, who were critical). The Communist Party was also enthusiastic about it. Most importantly, Subaltern Studies also inspired Dalit historiography. In 1992, A Prologue to Dalit Studies appeared. It was translated in Malayalam as A Genealogy of Scapegoats. In the 20th century, non-professional historians began writing biographies of Dalits. SM was invited to speak at a conference of these historians about Subaltern Studies, but he found out that they actually wanted him to speak about Dalit studies. SM suggested the following agenda for re-thinking the history of Kerala in relationship to Subaltern Studies historiography:
1) Subaltern experience in Kerala needs to be understood in terms of slavery and marginality.
2) There are problems in talking about the experience of resistance, as the slave caste in Kerala has little record of resistance.
3) It is necessary to critique existing notions of working-class culture, established by Kerala Marxist historians.
4) The power of Christianity in Kerala and its influence on Dalits
5) The question of memory, and the social memory of slavery
Discussion: Many interesting perspectives on the Indian language translations of Subaltern Studies emerged in the ensuing discussion following the papers. Partha Chatterjee noted that “Subaltern” was a neologism in English, and has military connotations. In the OED, it is defined as “subordinate of inferior rank”. The idea of the Subaltern Studies historians was to adopt something new and different, which was neither class nor caste. In Bangla, the word is borgo = neither class nor caste. In traditional Marxist circles, power relations could not be conceived of outside of class. In Bangla, Subaltern Studies opened up the question of caste, which was a taboo subject. 
Udaya Kumar remarked that Subaltern Studies is also an intervention in an academic field. In the sphere of Malayalam there is no strongly developed field of English academic prose, so there is a tendency to revert to Sanskrit. Or there is a tendency to mobilize forms of expression that are not native to Malayalam: not exactly “academic” prose, but the language of civil/political debate, of public reason. UK felt that the translation of concepts is a big question. The issue is not so much about finding the right term to translate a concept, but finding ways of translating idioms of public reason, of argumentation. 

Day 2 (January 8): Translation and Visual Culture; Translation and Gender
Panel 1: Translation and Visual Culture
Chair: Saugata Bhaduri, Jawaharlal Nehru University
Speakers and participants:
· Ranjani Mazumdar, Jawaharlal Nehru University
· Rashmi Doraiswamy, Jamia Millia Islamia, New Delhi 
· Santosh Desai, Media Director and CEO of Future Brands India Ltd
· Ravikant, Centre for the Study of Developing Societies, Delhi
This was quite a varied panel, as it focused on different aspects of translation as it related to visual culture, with a specific focus on Indian film and advertising. Unfortunately, the author and advertising executive Anuja Chauhan was unable to join the panel.  
Ranjani Mazumdar’s paper focused on 1960s Bombay cinema and its fascination with air travel, far-off locations, and the presentation of Western mores as exotic. RM argued that in the 60s, there was a distinctly different representation of travel, which was closely linked to advertising of companies such as Air India. The 60s presented a series of films showcasing travel, such as Love in Tokyo, An Evening in Paris, and Sangam, which was the most well known film about travel.  Post-Nehruvian expressions of consumption abound in film and advertising of the period, such as the famous image of Sharmila Tagore clad in a bikini. Visual culture of the 60s, she argued, projects a distinct sense of the exoticism of the West.  The question of desire and intimacy was articulated by the self-imposed ban on the kiss in Hindi cinema. The language of love and desire becomes the language of tourism, and the home is constructed through the language of travel. Cinema is not just about narrative, it’s about technological developments, enabling a translation across technogical media. Love in Tokyo, An Evening in Paris are titles that come from tourism postcards. Together they evoke an image of the “global 60s”. She concluded with the remark that Indianness is constructed as a form of difference from the West. 
Rashmi Doraiswamy’s very scholarly paper focused on “Garam Hawa and the Translation of the Moment of Partition”. She examined the film and its translation of Experience as narration and memory, within the meta-archive of Partition cultural production, arguing that films such as these introduce the idea of post-memory. 
Santosh Desai’s excellent overview of translation in advertising began by saying that translation is at the heart of advertising in an operational sense. He pointed out that advertising does not constitute an original text: it is a means of communicating the notion of brands. The translation in the first instance, then, is the very notion of brand. He raised the question of whether there was an agreed-upon text at all. In advertising, there is no one vantage point from which the original text can be seen. He remarked that advertising executives routinely produce campaigns about which they have no clue as to how they will get translated into the different languages. But he made the important point that you can measure the response of the consumer, and thus you can measure the reception of the text in terms of the effectiveness of the message.  
SD also commented on the issue of fidelity in translated advertising. Fidelity is not always aspired to, as foreign banks, for example, want to retain a certain “foreignness” to their brand. Advertising simultaneously wants to situate itself in a local ethos, while also retaining a certain foreignness/exoticism. He remarked that in advertising, it is about obtaining a certain amount of local negotiation with the global counterpart. Sometimes a product is easier to market if it has a “foreign aura”. Many companies have a desire to retain global fidelity to the brand while adding a local flavour. SD gave the example of the iconography of the devil; it is the product of a cultural universe that is not necessarily understandable by other cultures. In India, it was consumed as “bhut”=ghost, which has a completely different meaning. Coke, on the other hand, is not seen as an exotic, culturally alien kind of product; thus the attempt is to make it more “Indian”. In Bihari advertising, it was called “Coke-wa”. SD concluded by saying that there is much more language mixing in advertising than before. There is also an increasing use of Roman script for Hindi. Interestingly, the translation of “India Shining” was “Bharat Udaya” = “India Rising”, showing that it was not an equivalent translation. 
Panel 2: Translation and Gender
Chair: Malashri Lal, Department of English, University of Delhi

Speaker: Ruth Vanita, University of Montana, USA. “Pronouns, Puns and other Pleasures: Translating Gender in Eighteenth-Century Urdu/Hindi Poetry.”
Respondent/Speaker: Baran Farooqi, Dept of English, Jamia Millia Islamia, New Delhi.
“A Counterpoint to Rekhti: Gendering the Other in the poetry of Jan Nisar Akhtar & Firaq”.  

This afternoon panel featured a somewhat different format to the other sessions, as it had a longer paper by Ruth Vanita and a responsive paper by Baran Farooqi. Both papers were truly excellent, and brought vividly home to the audience the intricacies involved in translating Rekhti, Urdu poetry written mostly by men, in "women's language," and with female personae.

Ruth Vanita’s fascinating talk, which was related to her forthcoming book, Playful Speech, focused on the problems involved in translating the gender of the beloved in 18th and 19th century rekhti poetry (which is linked to the ghazal). Rekhti can gender the beloved either as male or female. She gave a brief history of the critical fortunes of this genre, remarking that after the 18th century critics tended to downgrade love/erotic ghazals as “bad poetry”. Certain very popular poets have been written out of literary histories for this reason. Mystical poetry was privileged by canonizers. Many rekhti poets were women (some were tawaifs=courtesans). RV remarked that anthologizers play a major role in presenting the poet to a public: they select ghazals that are not erotic or that are ambiguous about gender. RV observed that poets in rekhti poems tease the reader about the gender of the beloved. How to translate gender in the ghazal? The translator conventionally places the beloved as male. RV, as a translator, decided to use the pronoun “s/he”; though awkward, it conveys the ambiguity of the gender. Poets often dressed each other as women; this leads to a highly camp style in poetry. Male poets assumed a female persona in rekhti. RV remarked on the gender complexities of this poetry, in which you have a man writing about a man as if he were a woman. 

Baran Farooqi’s erudite paper continued many of the themes raised in RV’s paper. She observed that Rekhti poets are male poets that assume a female voice. The beloved of the Urdu ghazal avoids gendering: it is a space that liberates you from gender. The idea of the beloved is just a notion, she argued. She also remarked on this poetry’s reception by critics, who called the Urdu ghazal a “stinking genre”, which was seen as immoral and corrupt by a critic who was educated at Fort William College, and thus imbued with colonial values. She then examined the poetry of Firaq Gorakhpuri, as one of the first poets of the Urdu ghazal tradition who begins to link the idea of the beloved with the idea of marriage and domesticity. In one poem, the beloved is described as a face shining like the moon after her wedding night. Firaq Gorakhpur was a “progressive” poet: he was concerned that literature be socially ameliorative and morally uplifting. BF made the very interesting point that in the ghazal, love is a public affair. The idea of the beloved was seen as a public space prior to the influence of British colonial values. Afterwards, love is increasingly confined to domesticity and marriage. “Rekhta” was coined to describe Hindi/Urdu poetry: it means “mixed”, “hybrid”, “scattered”. “Rekhti” is the feminization of this poetry: when the poet assumes a female persona. 
Day 3 (January 9):  Translation and Dalit writing; Translation and Publishing. 
Panel 1: Translation and Dalit Writing
First Session
Chair: GJV Prasad, Jawaharlal Nehru University
Speakers: 
· R. Azhagarasan, University of Madras
· [bookmark: _GoBack]B. Mangalam, translator and activist, University of Delhi
The morning session was dedicated to a theme of our network which has been touched upon on previous workshops, that of Dalit writing and translation. Translation plays a key role in developing a national and international dimension for Dalit writing, as Dalit writers can reach out to each other through translation, and identify common concerns and aims. Translation into English has given Dalit writing a certain international recognition, though several speakers warned against the dangers of its being “domesticated” or “exoticized” for a Western audience. 
The first half of the panel featured two excellent and and in-depth papers from two prominent scholars of Dalit writing and translation. R. Azhagarasan spoke first. He is in the process of editing an anthology of Dalit writing for Oxford University Press India, and his presentation focused partly on the rationale and objectives in putting together the collection. RA identified the publication of Bama’s autobiography Karukku in 1994 as a key moment in the emergence of Dalit writing, also because it immediately raised questions about the reception of Dalit texts. There was uneasiness, on the part of Dalit intellectuals, that her story would be reviewed within a Gandhian framework, rather than on its own terms. RA then went on to examine the status of the term Dalit “writing”, arguing that it is more inclusive than the term “literature”, as it includes interviews, speeches, and actions. His forthcoming anthology is divided into genres: fiction, poetry, autobiography, “prose” (which includes speeches, articles by Dalit intellectuals). The anthology covers 100 years of the Dalit movement, and in this sense, it presents itself as a history of Dalits and how they become part of a wider society. Dalit writing expressed uneasiness with the notion of identity, and leaned more towards the question of subjectivity. The question of who is a Tamil tended to exclude Dalits, for example. RA also raised the question of “untouchable” versus “Dalit”, and whether a non-Dalit can do Dalit writing; whereas not all untouchables are Dalits, only untouchables can be Dalits. RA concluded his talk by discussing the status of the term “Tamil”. The earlier understanding of this word was limited to language and culture, and initially it was seen as part of a Hindu tradition. But there is evidence that “Tamil” was not a Hindu tradition, and in fact has secular and Buddhist roots. Only from the 11th century onwards does it become a Hindu tradition, with the first instances of untouchability appearing in the 12th century. Ambedkar was very conscious of constructing a history of Tamil Nadu that was not Hindu, but Buddhist and secular.
B. Mangalam’s outstanding presentation, entitled “Translating Dalit/Dalitizing Translation”, gave an authoritative overview of the development of Dalit writing over the last few decades since Independence, and the key role played by translation in fostering a pan-Indian Dalit literary culture. She identified four phases of Dalit writing. The first phase was marked by a Dalit writers’ meeting in 1953, in Maharashtra, when the term “Dalit writing” gets coined. However, the term was also challenged by some, and BM remarked that Dalit writers struggle to find validation for themselves and for their activity. In this first phase, also, Dalit writing was not seen as “literary” enough. 
The second phase was marked by Ambedkar’s centenary celebrations, and the translation of his works into the major Indian languages, which had a strong effect on the development of Dalit writing. It was then that Dalit literature as a multi-lingual corpus of texts emerged as the effect of translation. BM remarked that “Dalit” in the context of translations emerges as a politically resistant category. BM argued that after the 90s, Dalit writing becomes a pan-Indian category thanks to translation, suggesting parallels with the effect that the translation of nationalist texts in the colonial period had on consolidating the nationalist spirit across India. Translation in the Dalit context can no longer lay claim to “neutrality” or objectivity, but takes on an activist dimension. When this writing is translated, this translation becomes “Dalitized”, politically committed, eschewing neutrality. Thus, BM argued, how Dalitized you are is what counts, not whether you are actually a Dalit (thus raising an interesting contrast with RA’s position that only Dalits can author Dalit writing). 
The third phase of Dalit writing was marked by a vigorous translation of Dalit writing across Indian languages: from Hindi to Tamil, from Kannada to Tamil, from Marathi to Tamil. The agenda in this particular phase was to strengthen the knowledge of each other’s struggles, and to create solidarity across languages and regions for Dalits. 
The fourth (current) phase saw the international recognition of Dalit writing, with English translations and the development of a Dalit critical discourse. BM argued that the agenda changes when Dalit writing is translated into English, compared to translation into Indian languages. For example, the publishers are much more mainstream, compared to the unknown publishers of Hindi translations for example (though the circulation of these texts in Hindi is immense, mainly because of the radical content of these works). Translations have also been undertaked by Dalit publishing houses as well. BM made a distinction between “activist” translations of Hindi texts into Tamil, for example, and “academic” translations, which tend to be the translations into English, and which often have an academic readership. However, English translations have had the benefit of bringing Dalit literature into the academic domain, and these translations often include a critical history of the text and of the Dalit movement. BM concluded her talk by warning against the threat of Dalit writing being appropriated by academicist and elitist critical discourse, and urging that the “activist” dimension be retained in English translations. 
Second session on Dalit writing and Translation
Chair: Uday Kumar, University of Delhi
Speakers: 
· Tapan Basu, University of Delhi
· Raj Kumar, University of Delhi
The two talks by Tapan Basu and Raj Kumar, both experts of Dalit literature who work at the University of Delhi, were erudite and wide-ranging, picking up on many of the themes discussed by the previous speakers. Tapan Basu’s talk, entitled “Canons of Dalit Writing”, made the incisive point that we need to rethink the by now standard critical line that English was a hegemonic, oppressive language in the Indian context. On the contrary, for Dalits English is seen as empowering, a language that can transport them beyond the strictures of caste-marked discourses inhering to Indian languages. This point is attested by the presence of the Dalit goddess of English in many temples. However, he also discussed the point raised by B. Mangalam about the risk of appropriation of Dalit writing by English publishers. He cited the example of Omprakash Valmiki’s autobiography, Joothen: A Dalit’s Life, which when published by Columbia University Press, was presented with the title Joothen: An Untouchable Life. TB argued that these two different titles are geared to different readerships, and that English could not be assumed to have the same political function in each sphere. 
Panel 2: Translation and the Publishing Industry
Chair: Neelam Srivastava, Newcastle University (UK)
Speakers:
· Sugata Ghosh, SAGE Publications India
· Ritu Menon, Women Unlimited
· Meena Kandasamy, poet
· S. Anand, Publisher, Navayana
This panel on Translation and the Publishing Industry continued another recurrent theme of our workshop discussions over the past two years, namely the role played by Indian publishers in fostering and marketing English-language translations of bhasha works. This very lively session featured some key players in the field of publishing, who had been actively involved in translation. Each speaker focused on their experience of commissioning and publishing translations, and some interesting points emerged, such as that independent, small imprints, rather than large conglomerates, had really taken the lead in publishing translations of Indian-language works. 
Sugata Ghosh, from SAGE, gave the audience a very interesting account of his company’s regional publishing programme, which began bhasha translations of their titles in 2009. SAGE specializes in social sciences and business and management titles, though the demand for translations of the latter is much less in rural areas. SAGE went about establishing its regional publishing base through joint ventures with regional language publishers. He talked about the unconventional locations of the bookselling of translated titles: coffeeshops or train platforms, for example. He also remarked on the much lower pricing of Indian language books (250 Rs) compared to English books (500-700 Rs). Translated titles also sell much more than their English counterpart, generating print runs of two to three thousand copies, a high number for a social sciences book. SAGE often asks the English-language author to produce a shorter/abridged version of their book for translation, so that it is less expensive to publish. SG concluded by saying that in India, books are still seen as a necessity, not a luxury, but that this needs to change. Publishing needs to be driven by desire, not need. 
Ritu Menon, from Women Unlimited, gave an informative overview of the translation publishing enterprise in India over the past 60 years since Independence. She made the interesting point that India is the only country that translates for its own audience, given the multi-linguality of its regions. RM identified an initial phase of translation that was institutional, and sponsored by the Sahitya Akademi. The aim was huge, that of taking the best and most representative works in each language, and translating them into all the others. The enormity of such an enterprise meant that it could only be undertaken by the state, and she also emphasized that India can only have a thriving translation industry if it is supported by the state. In the 60s and 70s, translation gradually moved into the private sector, and the quality of the translation became a central focus (unlike the previous state-sponsored translations, where quality was poor). However, this work for a publisher is very labor-intensive, and nearly unaffordable, given the time commitment it requires. Moreover, translation was not a developed market area, thus placing a great burden on the private sector. At some point, the major publishers stopped doing translations because it was no longer economically viable, and this enterprise was taken up by smaller imprints, such as Stree, Navayana, Zubaan, and others. Big publishers such as Macmillan or Oxford University Press India only re-entered the scene after the smaller imprints had made translation a value in terms of the quality of the translation, and with a careful choice of texts. In undertaking translations, the smaller imprints were politically motivated, and saw it as a form of social change. They never focused on a single genre, but translated everything: autobiography, poetry, fiction. RM again emphasized that the project of translation takes time to develop, and requires much investment in terms of labor and resources. It is not possible for a publisher to survive on translations alone, and a single translation can take three or four edits.
RM concluded her talk by remarking that because of translations from different Indian languages, we have not one, but twenty-two Englishes, each depending on the mother-tongue of the translator, which inflects the language of the translated text. She also recognized the potential pitfalls of an editor intervening too much on a text by a translator, as often the editor knows both source and target language, thus tending to “correct” the translator’s version. 
Meena Kandasamy spoke next, focusing on translation and Dalit publishing and writing. She is a poet writing in Tamil, and has also experience as a translator. She spoke of her experience of translating a major Dalit political activist’s work into English at the age of 18, which found immediate critical success, but which had not been commissioned. 
S. Anand, who is Meena Kandasamy’s publisher, specializes in translations of Dalit writing. He focused on the politics and practice of translation and publishing of Dalit works. He asked why there had been such a focus on the autobiography as the genre of Dalit writing. He cited the example of Viramma, published in French under the name of Josiane Racine, which was the autobiography of a Dalit woman, Viramma. The book was a big success in France, published by Plon. But Viramma did not figure as the author of the text, rather it was her translator or transcriber who did. SA commented that there was a translatability about the Dalit autobiography which was not matched by other genres, such as the novel. SA also remarked that big publishers, like OUP, tend to prioritize anthologies of Dalit writing. He returned to the issue of “Dalitization” raised by B. Mangalam earlier in the day, and commented on the complexities of rendering the “Dalitized” version of a language like Tamil or Telugu into English. There are also writers who do not want to be translated into English. 
This last panel concluded with a lively discussion. The question was raised whether small publishers can be seen as an expression of civil society, carrying on the work initiated by the state in the realm of translation, and also to what extent the marketing of Dalit literature is creating this category for the non-Indian reader. 
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