
西安科技大学院处函件
                                         教务发〔2012〕31号
关于举办西安科技大学第六届“西科杯”
翻译大赛的通知
各学院（部）：

随着全球化进程的加速，中外交流日趋频繁。翻译作为中外沟通交流的桥梁和实用性技能，正在我国社会生活的各领域发挥着越来越重要的作用和影响。为加强我校学生英语基础知识训练和应用能力培养，并为爱好和擅长翻译的学生提供交流学习的平台。经研究，决定举办西安科技大学第六届“西科杯”翻译大赛，现将大赛有关事项通知如下：
一、主办单位
教务处、校《高教研究》编辑部、人文与外国语学院
二、承办单位

共青团西安科技大学人文与外国语学院分团委
三、参赛对象及比赛形式
全校研究生、本科生、高职生均可报名参加。

比赛形式为笔译实践，英译汉一篇（详见附件）。
四、竞赛流程
西安科技大学《高教研究》2012年第1期刊登竞赛规则、竞赛原文和参赛券，参赛者也可以学院为单位到人文与外语学院领取原文（临2-227，复印有效），或在教务处网站、各学院OA信箱下载。参赛者在规定时间内完成翻译，完成后于截稿时间前以学院为单位将译稿交至人文与外国语学院辅导员办公室（临2-227），由大赛组委会组织阅卷工作，选出获奖选手。
五、竞赛译文格式要求

参赛译文请用空白A4纸打印（字体：宋体，小四，1.5倍行距）。译文前另附一页，将填好的参赛券打印或剪贴在此封面上。译文正文内请勿书写译者姓名、地址等任何个人信息，否则将被视为无效译文。每项参赛译文一稿有效，恕不接收修改稿。
六、竞赛日程安排
报名及领取译文时间：2012年6月4日-15日下午16：00-17：30
报名及领取译文地点：人文与外国语学院辅导员办公室（临2-227）
截稿时间：2012年7月6日下午16：00

交稿地点：人文与外国语学院辅导员办公室（临2-227）
    成绩公布：比赛结果将于2012年10初公布，参考译文及评阅者的译文评论将刊登在西安科技大学《高教研究》2012年第2期上。
七、奖项设置
本次竞赛分英语专业组和非英语专业组，各组奖励一等奖2名，二等奖5名，三等奖10名，对获奖者颁发奖品及获奖证书
八、参赛须知
1、参赛译文必须独立完成，如有抄袭现象则取消参赛资格；
2、所有参赛者报名、取题、交稿需按比赛规定方式在规定时间完成，否则参赛无效；

附件：西安科技大学第六届“西科杯”翻译大赛竞赛原文及参赛卷
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西安科技大学第六届“西科杯”翻译大赛竞赛原文
Why Economics Can’t Explain Our Cultural Divide

Even during upturns, blue-collar Americans are marrying and working less.

Some reviewers of “Coming Apart”, my new book about the growing cultural divide between America’s upper and lower classes, have faulted me for ignoring the role of the labor market in undermining once widely shared values involving marriage and hard work. 

As these critics see it, the loss of our common culture is a result not of cultural changes but of shifts in policy and the economy. Over the past four decades, they argue, the U.S. has shipped high-paying manufacturing jobs overseas and undermined the labor unions that could protect workers’ pay and benefits. Working-class earnings fell more than 20% from their high point in 1973, men were no longer able to support families, and marriage eroded accordingly. Demoralized workers fell out of the labor force. The problems of the new lower class would fade away, they suggest, if only we would use public policy to generate working-class jobs at good wages. 

There are two problems with this line of argument: The purported causes don’t explain the effects, and whether they really were the causes doesn’t make much difference anyway. 

Start with the prevalent belief that the labor market affected marriage because of the disappearance of the “family wage” that enabled a working-class man to support a family in my base line year of 1960. 

It is true that unionized jobs at the major manufacturers provided generous wages in 1960. But they didn’t drive the overall wage level in the working class. In the 1960 census, the mean annual earnings of white males ages 30 to 49 who were in working-class occupations (expressed in 2010 dollars) was $33,302. In 2010, the parallel figure from the Current Population Survey was $36,966 – more than $3,000 higher than the 1960 mean, using the identical definition of working-class occupations. 

This occurred despite the decline of private-sector unions, globalization, and all the other changes in the labor market. What’s more, this figure doesn’t include additional income from the Earned Income Tax Credit, a benefit now enjoyed by those making the low end of working-class wages. 

If the pay level in 1960 represented a family wage, there was still a family wage in 2010. And yet, just 48% of working-class whites ages 30 to 49 were married in 2010, down from 84% in 1960. 

What about the rising number of dropouts from the labor force? For seven of the 13 years from 1995 through 2007, the national unemployment rate was under 5% and went as high as 6% only once, in 2003. Working-class jobs were plentiful, and not at the minimum wage. During those years, the mean wage of white males ages 30 to 49 in working-class occupations was more than $18 an hour. Only 10% earned less than $10 an hour. 

If changes in the availability of well-paying jobs determined dropout rates over the entire half-century from 1960 to 2010, we should have seen a reduction in dropouts during that long stretch of good years. But instead we saw an increase, from 8.9% of white males ages 30 to 49 in 1994 to 11.9% as of March 2008, before the financial meltdown.

If changes in the labor market don’t explain the development of the new lower class, what does? My own explanation is no secret. In my 1984 book “Losing Ground,” I put the blame on our growing welfare state and the perverse incentives that it created. I also have argued that the increasing economic independence of women, who flooded into the labor market in the 1970s and 1980s, played an important role. 

Simplifying somewhat, here’s my reading of the relevant causes: Whether because of support from the state or earned income, women became much better able to support a child without a husband over the period of 1960 to 2010. As women needed men less, the social status that working-class men enjoyed if they supported families began to disappear. The sexual revolution exacerbated the situation, making it easy for men to get sex without bothering to get married. In such circumstances, it is not surprising that male fecklessness bloomed, especially in the working class. 

I barely mentioned these causes in describing our new class divide because they don’t make much of a difference any more. They have long since been overtaken by transformations in cultural norms. That is why the prolonged tight job market from 1995 to 2007 didn’t stop working-class males from dropping out of the labor force, and it is why welfare reform in 1996 has failed to increase marriage rates among working-class females. No reform from the left or right that could be passed by today’s Congress would turn these problems around. 

The prerequisite for any eventual policy solution consists of a simple cultural change: It must once again be taken for granted that a male in the prime of life who isn’t even looking for work is behaving badly. There can be exceptions for those who are genuinely unable to work or are house husbands. But reasonably healthy working-age males who aren’t working or even looking for work, who live off their girlfriends, families or the state, must once again be openly regarded by their fellow citizens as lazy, irresponsible and unmanly. Whatever their social class, they are, for want of a better word, bums. 

To bring about this cultural change, we must change the language that we use whenever the topic of feckless men comes up. Don’t call them “demoralized.” Call them whatever derogatory word you prefer. Equally important: Start treating the men who aren’t feckless with respect. Recognize that the guy who works on your lawn every week is morally superior in this regard to your neighbor’s college-educated son who won’t take a “demeaning” job. Be willing to say so.

This shouldn’t be such a hard thing to do. Most of us already believe that one of life’s central moral obligations is to be a productive adult. The cultural shift that I advocate doesn’t demand that we change our minds about anything; we just need to drop our nonjudgmentalism. 

It is condescending to treat people who have less education or money as less morally accountable than we are. We should stop making excuses for them that we wouldn’t make for ourselves. Respect those who deserve respect, and look down on those who deserve looking down on..

