
西安科技大学院处函件
教务函〔2019〕121号
关于举办第十三届“西科杯”翻译大赛的通知
各学院：

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，并为爱好和擅长翻译的学生提供交流学习的平台，经研究，决定举办第十三届“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、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

全校有正式学籍的在校本科生、研究生均可报名参加。

比赛形式为笔译实践，汉译英、英译汉各一篇（附件2、3）。

备注：可选择参加一项比赛或者两项同时参加。
四、竞赛流程

请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打印稿交至人文与外国语学院辅导员办公室（临2-227室），同时将参赛选手译稿电子版打包（英译汉与汉译英分成两个文件夹打包）发送至邮箱8610646@qq.com（译文电子稿以参赛选手姓名＋学号命名）。大赛组委会将组织评审工作，选出获奖选手。
五、竞赛译文格式要求

参赛译文须为WORD打印稿，A4纸打印（Times New Roman字体，中文宋体，中外文皆为小四号字，1.5倍行距）。译文前另附一页参赛选手信息页，将填好的参赛券（附件1）打印或剪贴在此封面上。译文正文内请勿书写译者姓名、学院等任何个人信息，否则将被视为无效译文。参赛译文一稿有效，恕不接收修改稿。

六、竞赛日程安排

截稿时间：2019年12月13日17:00。
交稿地点：人文与外国语学院辅导员办公室（临2-227室）
成绩公布：比赛结果将于2019年12月下旬公布。
译文获取方式：该通知后附比赛原文。

七、奖项设置

本次竞赛分英语专业组和非英语专业组，各组奖励特等奖1名，一等奖2名，二等奖5名，三等奖20名，优秀奖若干名，本次大赛设置优秀指导教师奖及优秀组织奖。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，如有抄袭现象或机器翻译痕迹则取消参赛资格。

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:1.比赛参赛券
2.第十三届“西科杯”翻译大赛汉译英原文
3.第十三届“西科杯”翻译大赛英译汉原文
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附件2：第十三届“西科杯”翻译大赛汉译英原文：　
将春日装一壶，带回家

申仙

当初上学那会流行过一句诗，现在用得多了反倒显得不稀奇，读作“人间有味是清欢”。语出自文豪苏轼，难得的婉约风格，单看这一句美则美矣，可是细咂摸下来总有点高屋建瓴，可连上头前两句则气象一变——雪沫乳花浮午盏，蓼茸蒿笋试春盘，人间有味是清欢。

何解呢？乳白色的香茶一盏，煎茶时白沫上浮，又有青绿的春蔬一盘，蓼芽与蒿茎，不甚稀奇可都是应时节物。两相映衬，应时、应景、应人，故此人间有味。故可得出，人与人在一起的欢畅感是可以给予食物加成的，而人与物的相看两不厌，更突出一种哲学韵调。与王子猷乘兴而行，兴尽而返有着殊途同归的境界。

如何看待这样一种人呢？大概就是我们常说的性情中人了。织品艺术家早川由美前些年出过一本《耕食日记》，把自己和丈夫小野哲平的乡间生活写进故事里，谈育儿、谈养生、谈日常，酷酷的小野哲平和温柔的早川由美女士，在高知县的谷相村做着陶和布艺。日本以手工匠人闻名，观其言行，又和我们所提倡的“工匠精神”有误解，究其原因，还是文化的差异。大谈精神不能说不好，但放置在一个高度上让人垫着脚去碰，总显得急躁了，与匠人本心不符。

就像两夫妻的家和窑就建在田中央，自己种了好多树，每一棵都有很可爱的名字。他们的人与物是没有距离和隔阂在的，也没有刻意去给自己建立一个什么。热爱手头的小物件，以及保持一个平和心境，“天赋”和“天真”都有，这才是外人最学不来的东西。

早川由美女士在接受采访时曾说过一件事，可以算作他们对于生活的领悟：提起丈夫小野哲平，对制作的器皿通常无法忍受一点点瑕疵，而那些“坏”杯碟又总会被她偷偷捡回来出现在下一次的餐桌上。她说在日本，有着养器物的说法，就像我们喝茶钟爱一个专属茶具，她就把盘子碟子碗这些当做是需要养育的玩意儿。

好的茶壶一般要养上二三十年个年头，那“坏”盘子也不过就多养几年，怎么能在刚出厂时就下判决呢。

这个道理很浅，就像早川女士门前田里种的南瓜，院子后面挂的蜂窝一样浅，只是需要花费水磨功夫去熬，熬出心态和精神来，熬到年纪到了，领会足够了，也就水到渠成了。

跟着早川女士的手绘图学做菜是一件有意思的事情。看《向往的生活》的时候总是容易对黄磊大惊小怪，倒不是说菜色让人食指大动，而是很多家常很难接触的手工活他也擅长，比如拉皮、豆腐、柴火做的自制蛋糕和汉堡，这些才是体现一个厨子的努力究竟是兴趣还是工作的最好体现。

而早川呢，且不提自己拿手的布艺织品，什么麻布半身裙，什么羊驼毛线短裤，就是简简单单地薪柴度日，把春天的青梅摘进罐子里泡酒，把寒天丝和着小草莓拌进豆乳里晾凉，又或者是食指长短的小土豆下油炸出的点心，都让人神清气爽。

其中有一道竹笋绿咖，特生好感。竹笋切片与鸡肉、柿子椒、胡萝卜、洋葱、蘑菇等切丁，下火焯熟，前几步只能算作一道简单的下酒吃食，新就新在，加了柠檬草、柠檬叶提味提色，又跟上菠菜打成糊，配合鱼露、白砂糖、柠檬汁调味，把简单的竹笋鸡丁做得分外青翠，仅就装盘时的抹茶色就已经有一种无法掩盖的春意勃发了。

早川由美女士的性情在于善假于物，老两口不贪奢侈，没有那些食不厌精脍不厌细的小心翼翼。她在书中写起中国的事物来一概称为“学长”，入梦的画面全是在西藏辽阔草原上策马奔驰，个头不算，人也瘦小，可偏偏藏着非比寻常的劲头。这恐怕也是为什么她从第一次亲手种南瓜开始，就喜欢上了这种自食其力的愉悦的原因吧。

从《山家清供》的林洪，到《闲情偶寄》的李渔，再到《随园食单》的袁枚，文人中讲究吃穿用玩的比比皆是，可唯独只有苏东坡写出了这句人间有味是清欢，终归还是细细研磨比不上这般大巧不工。

附件3：第十三届“西科杯”翻译大赛英译汉原文：　

BURNING IT ALL DOWN

by Sarah Mesle
Dear Television,

Few refrains have fallen from my lips more often in the last two years than “burn it all down.” I did not literally say of the social world, as Daenerys does of Cersei, “we will rip misogyny out, root and stem!” but that is a fair paraphrase of my recent inner monologue. And now, oh ho! Here is Game of Thrones to remind me a key lesson: that misogyny is even in the ideas of root and stem. Misogyny is even in the burning it all down! What a world!

Anyway, “The Bells”! I actually enjoyed watching it quite a lot, which is not to say I don’t understand the animosity it has provoked. For me it fell into a category that might be called, “misogynist but in an interesting way,” which is a not-terrible standard to hope for if you’re going for a media life that occasionally offers something beyond disappointment and terror. (By that logic: “extinction event but in an interesting way!” was also somewhat on offer here.)

I think that one way to explain all the strong mixed feelings about this episode is that the show sat in such an uneasy relation to the character arc it was portraying. “The Bells” offered a really spectacular display, but not in any way a very smart thematization, of some of the basic ways the world responds to women, particularly women in power. Another way of saying this is that I could not help but read “The Bells” as a giant half-gestated metaphor for birth, motherhood, and even abortion: Daenerys’s sovereignty in general becomes continguous with her womanhood, her motherhood. And the show is right to think that motherhood matters for women, and for women as leaders, and for women led by leaders, but it couldn’t figure out a way to tell the story without manifesting a fear as old as Ann Hutchinson: that we can’t elect (or crown) women without electing their monstrous, potentially murderous, womb experiences too.

One way we see this is in the tension between Daenerys and Tyrion and their complex circling around the ethics of war: Tyrion’s concerns about “thousands of children” who will die and Daenerys’s investment in “future generations” who might be freed. By my count Tyrion uses the word “innocent” five times in “The Bells,” which feels especially broken record-y because there’s so little dialogue in the episode overall. All season, Tyrion has been obsessed with Cersei’s unborn child — he believes her desire to protect it might justify any number of out-of-character humanitarian activities, despite the fact that Jaime knows that motherhood is in no way the benevolence engine Tyrion would like it to be (“All the worst things Cersei’s done, she’s done for her children,” Jaime warns).  Now Tyrion is applying the “protect the unborn” principle more generally. Just as Cersei should protect her innocent child, and just as Jaime should join her in doing so (“You do care about one innocent, you know you do,” Tyrion admonishes), Tyrion will help the innocent himself: “Tens of thousands of innocent lives; one not particularly innocent dwarf,” he tells Jaime. “It sounds like a fair trade.”

I myself think that there are lots of reasons to avoid slaughtering a city of humans, but their “innocence” is not necessarily one of those reasons. One of the strange things about the episode is how forced Tyrion’s language of innocence feels in this show that’s worked so hard over so long to show us the range of ways that human lives might be worth living. None of the characters I like best in this show fall under the category of innocence: not Varys who dies, Arya who doesn’t, or the Hound or Jaime or Tyrion or even Cersei herself. (“I want our baby to live,” says Cersei, as she faces her fate in the crumbling infrastructure of the world she had made to protect it.) So what is this category doing here? What does it even mean?

It wouldn’t be right to say that children and “innocence” have come into play this season precisely because this season is a battle between two queens rather than two kings. Even I wouldn’t go that far. Innocence has been all over this series for a long time: see my post from two weeks ago for further thoughts about Game of Thrones’s “hurt girls” as longstanding symbol.

But even so, and especially after that episode, this season’s attention to the specter of innocence seems ratcheted up: not only is Tyrion constantly talking about innocence, but the camera zooming around the crumbling streets of King’s Landing repeatedly chooses women and children as emblems of the suffering that Dany causes, in particular the single mother and daughter whose story we follow through the episode until the girl is burned, Shireen-like, at episode’s end. And all the attention to the “innocents,” the mothers and children caught in the middle, helps draw attention to the maternal frame of this battle, waged between two grieving mothers: one queen who is still carrying her surviving child, and another queen who is riding hers.

I can’t help thinking that a key to this episode is the particular way it asks us to view Dany’s relationship to Drogon, her dragon and child: it asks us to compare Dany here to Ned. In the very first episode of Game of Thrones, Ned Stark raises his sword and brings it down on the neck of a man who “betrayed his oath,” a man who deserved to die (if we had not forgotten all about the Night King last episode, we might talk about how the execution was, ironically, the gesture that merged Game of Thrones’s political plot with its climate change plot, but whatever). Here is some politics for you: “The man who passes the sentence should swing the sword.” Ned explains this to his son Bran. Bran, who is not a raven at this point and thus not yet annoying, is also the figure for the viewer, who is being taught how to see things.

Executions frame the first season of Game of Thrones. Ned’s “carry out your own sentence” model of governmental responsibility strikes me as one Game of Thrones has always asked its viewers to admire, even as we’re meant to question whether his code of ethics is sustainable in a world dominated by little shits like Joffrey. The show told us (and Bran) to trust Ned because he was good at deciding who should be killed, and good at killing, especially compared to other people’s ways of deciding and killing. These are exactly the questions we’re returning to now at Game of Thrones’s end.

So here’s a question for you: to what extent does Daenerys Targaryen, in the first half of this week’s episode, follow Ned’s principle? When she kills Varys, who “betrayed” her (the crime isn’t the same, but the two episodes use the same word), is she doing what Ned says a man should do, and swinging her own sword?

The answer isn’t a clear no. But it isn’t a clear yes either. When Drogon rears his head out of the shadow behind Dany, his face aligned with hers, we see the relation between Dany’s mouth speaking the word “Dracarys!” and Drogon’s mouth making Dany’s word manifest. There is no doubt of her responsibility. But there’s also none of the neatness, none of the tidiness, that Ned’s masculine sword edict offers. Drogon isn’t Dany, her children are not her, responsibility does not work that way in this situation. Whereas Ned asks his children to watch him wield a weapon in defense of the social order that protects them, Dany’s child is her weapon and the reason she is wielding that weapon. Everything is all mixed up. This is not an unfair representation of motherhood!

Here I can’t help thinking about my favorite monstrous mother situation, the movie Aliens, which merits maybe a comparison here in that one way to describe what’s frustrating about the experience of watching Daenerys kill all of King’s Landing is that it’s not dissimilar from what it might be like to watch her transform from Ripley (sentimentalized motherhood) into the Alien queen (monstrous motherhood) over the course of an episode. But of course, the reason Aliens works so well is because it taps into our (“our”) sense that motherhood is always monstrous: something both you and not you grows inside you, and comes out in ways that you can’t control, to become something you can’t fully control. For all that Ned wanted sovereignty to be about tidy responsibility, it’s really not: it’s always multiple and gossipy and incestuous and angry.

Daenerys executes Varys for betraying her, even though she knows he is not the only one who did; she claims responsibility for sentencing Varys even though she later says that “Sansa killed him as much as I did.” The execution at the beginning of “The Bells,” which aims to condense political violence into discrete acts of responsibility, works in tandem with the mayhem at the end of the episode, when that violence spills out, promiscuously, everywhere. That it does so is not entirely about gender, or motherhood. But the way “The Bells” does so seems weirdly staged to make us focus on those aspects. The rhetoric and visual framing and narrative framing never lets us separate Dany’s murderous violence from her womanhood, and always wants to remind us that the people who suffer most from her violence are other women, while Tyrion and Jon watch in slow-mo.

My favorite thing I ever wrote about Game of Thrones was in response to Dany’s ill-fated trip to save Jon from Jon and Tyrion’s terrible “North of the Wall” zombie plan. I wrote:

Dany, meanwhile has been given power and more power, and now we see why: because her final role will be to rescue Game of Thrones from its own opening conceit. What made Game of Thrones itself was that it was willing to kill its heroes. But now its heroes do not have to die, because Dany and her dragons will rescue them. The love of a good sacrificial woman will save this show from its own genre.

I have been thinking about this claim from last season in light of this season’s episodes. Am I sorry to see Daenerys cast off any tie or allegiance beyond her own desire or rage? Would I rather have had a more falsely heroic version, where her violence has fewer costs? Not really. But I’m not sure why those were our choices. And the way “The Bells” messily connects motherhood, sovereignty, and personal expression with mass slaughter makes me worried about what comes next — what will happen in the middle distance, when Arya rides her white horse into Dany’s dragon-built world. I am hoping that when Arya and Dany meet there, they can find some way to talk about what, beyond a false myth of innocence, makes life worth saving, and worth living: what we might grow after it’s all burned down.

In hopes there’s a dinghy waiting for us,

Sarah
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