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PROVA ESCRITA DE LINGUA INGLESA

Nesta prova, faga o que se pede, utilizando, caso deseje, os espagos indicados para rascunho. Em seguida, escreva os textos definitivos
no Caderno de Textos Definitivos da Prova Escrita de Lingua Inglesa, nos locais apropriados, pois ndo serdo avaliados fragmentos
de texto escritos em locais indevidos. Respeite o limite maximo de linhas disponibilizado para cada texto. Qualquer fragmento de texto
além desse limite sera desconsiderado. No Caderno de Textos Definitivos da Prova Escrita de Lingua Inglesa, utilize apenas caneta
esferografica de tinta preta, fabricada em material transparente.

TRANSLATION - PART A 1

Translate into Portuguese the following excerpt.

[value: 20 marks]

As you are reading these words, you are taking part in one of the wonders of the natural world.
For you and I belong to a species with a remarkable ability: we can shape events in each other's brains
with esquisite precision. I am not referring to telepathy or mind control or the other obsessions of fringe
science; even in the depictions of believers these are blunt instruments compared to an ability that is
uncontroversially present in every one of us. That ability is language. Simply by making noises with our
mouths, we can reliably cause precise new combinations of ideas to arise in each other's minds.
The ability comes so naturally that we are apt to forget what a miracle it is.

In any natural history of the human species, language would stand out as the preeminent trait.
To be sure, a solitary human is an impressive problem-solver and engineer. But what is truly arresting
about our kind is better captured in the story of the Tower of Babel, in which humanity, speaking a single
language, came so close to reaching heaven that God himself felt threatened.

Adapted from Steven Pinker. The language instinct. Penguin Books, 1995.
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TRANSLATION — PART B 1

Translate into English the following text.

[value: 15 marks]

Com o fim da escraviddo e a consequente desorganizacdo momentanea do sistema de mao de
obra, uma série de esforcos foi feita no sentido de atrair imigrantes, sobretudo europeus, para o Brasil.
A experiéncia vinha da época do Império, mas seria incrementada na Primeira Republica. Em razdo da
concorréncia de paises como Argentina, Cuba, México e Estados Unidos da América, o governo brasileiro
teve de se esmerar para vender a ideia do “paraiso terreal”. Grandemente destinado ao campo — a
formacgdo de nldcleos coloniais oficiais nos estados do Sul e em especial as fazendas de café na Regido
Sudeste —, esse contingente de imigrantes acabaria absorvido pela dindmica das cidades que cresciam
e ofereciam empregos e servigos.

Como existiam grandes areas ndo ocupadas no Sul do pais, instalou-se ai um modelo de
imigracao baseado em pequenas propriedades policultoras. A terra era vendida a prazo, em lotes de vinte
a vinte e cinco hectares, geralmente distribuidos ao longo dos cursos de agua. As propriedades eram,
porém, muito isoladas, e seus novos habitantes sujeitos a todo tipo de adversidade: ataques de
indigenas, maus-tratos por parte da populagdo local, dificuldades de comércio.

Adapted from Lilia M. Schwarcz and Heloisa M. Starling. Brasil: uma biografia. Sao Paulo: Companhia das Letras, 2015.
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SUMMARY |

Write a summary, in your own words, of the following excerpt. Your text should not exceed
200 words.

[value: 15 marks]

Economists are sometimes criticized for concentrating too much on efficiency and too little on
equity. There may be some ground for complaint here, but it must also be noted that inequality has
received attention from economists throughout the history of this discipline. Adam Smith, who is often
thought of as “the Father of Modern Economics”, was deeply concerned with the gulf between the rich and
the poor. Some of the social scientists and philosophers who are responsible for making inequality such
a central subject of public attention were, in terms of substantive involvement, devoted economists, no
matter what else they might also have been. In recent years, economics of inequality as a subject has
flourished. This is not to deny that the focus on efficiency to the exclusion of other considerations is very
evident in some works in economics, but economists as a group cannot be accused of neglecting
inequality as a subject.

If there is a reason to grumble, it rests more on the relative importance that is attached, in much
of economics, to inequality in a very narrow domain, viz. income inequality. This narrowness has the
effect of contributing to the neglect of other ways of seeing inequality and equity, which has far-reaching
bearing on the making of economic policy. Policy debates have indeed been distorted by overemphasis
on income poverty and income inequality, to the neglect of deprivations that relate to other variables,
such as unemployment, ill health, lack of education, and social exclusion. Unfortunately, the identification
of economic inequality with income inequality is fairly common in economics, and the two are often seen
as effectively synonymous. If you tell someone that you are working on economic inequality, it is quite
standardly assumed that you are studying income distribution.

The distinction, however, between income inequality and economic inequality is important. Many
of the criticisms of economic egalitarianism as a value or a goal apply much more readily to the narrow
concept of income inequality than they do to the broader notions of economic inequality. For example,
giving a larger share of income to a person with more needs can be seen as militating against the
principle of equalizing incomes, but it does not go against the broader precepts of economic equality.

Empirically, the relationship between income inequality and inequality in other relevant spaces
can be rather distant and contingent because of various economic influences other than income that
affect inequalities in individual advantages and substantive freedoms. For example, in the higher
mortality rates of African Americans vis-a-vis the much poorer Chinese, or Indians in Kerala, we see the
influence of factors that run in the opposite direction to income inequality, and that involve public policy
issues with strong economic components: the financing of health care and insurance, provision of public
education, arrangements for local security and so on.

Mortality differences can, in fact, serve as an indicator of very deep inequities that divide races,
classes and genders. Statistics on mortality rates as well as other deprivations (such as
undernourishment or illiteracy) can directly present a picture of inequality and poverty in some crucial
dimensions. This information can also be used to relate the extent of relative deprivation of women to
the existing inequalities in opportunities (in earning outside income, in being enrolled in schools and so
on). Thus both descriptive and policy issues can be addressed through this broader perspective on
inequality and poverty in terms of capability deprivation.

Despite the crucial role of incomes in the advantages enjoyed by different persons, the
relationship between income (and other resources), on the one hand, and individual achievements and
freedoms, on the other, is neither constant nor in any sense automatic and irresistible. Different types
of contingencies lead to systematic variations in the “conversion” of incomes into the distinct
“functionings” we can achieve, and that affects the lifestyles we can enjoy. I have tried to illustrate the
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different ways in which there can be systematic variations in the relationship between incomes earned
and substantive freedoms (in the form of capability to lead lives that people have reason to value). The
respective roles of personal heterogeneities, environmental diversities, variations in social climate,
differences in relational perspectives and distributions within the family have to receive the serious
attention they deserve for the making of public policy.

The argument is sometimes made thatincome is a homogeneous magnitude, whereas capabilities
are diverse. This sharp contrast is not entirely correct, in the sense that any income evaluation hides
internal diversities with some special — and often heroic — assumptions. Also, interpersonal comparisons
of real income give us no basis for interpersonal comparisons even of utility. To get from the comparison
of the means in the form of income differences to something that can be claimed to be valuable in itself
(such as well-being or freedom), we have to take note of circumstantial variations that affect the
conversion rates. The presumption that the approach of income comparison is a more “practical” way of
getting at interpersonal differences in advantages is hard to sustain.

Furthermore, the need to discuss the valuation of diverse capabilities in terms of public priorities
is an asset, forcing us to make clear what the value judgments are in a field where value judgments
cannot be — and should not be — avoided. Indeed, public participation in these valuational debates is
a crucial part of the exercise of democracy and responsible social choice. In matters of public judgment,
there is no real escape from the evaluative need for public discussion. That evasion becomes transparent
when we supplement income and commodity data with information of other types (including matters of
life and death).

The issue of public discussion and social participation is thus central to the making of policy in
a democratic framework. The use of democratic prerogatives — both political liberties and civil rights —
is a crucial part of the exercise of economic policy making itself, in addition to other roles it may have.
In a freedom-oriented approach, participatory freedoms cannot but be central to public policy analysis.

Adapted from Amartya Sen. Development as Freedom.
New York: Anchor Books, 1999. p. 107-10.
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COMPOSITION I

You’ll never have a quiet world till you knock the patriotism out of the human race.

George Bernard Shaw, Irish playwright (1856-1950).

Our country! In her intercourse with foreign nations, may she always be in the right and always
successful, right or wrong.

Stephen Decatur Jr., U.S. Commodore (1779-1820).

From the point of view of a diplomat, compare and discuss the views of patriotism expressed in the two quotes above.

(Length: 400 to 450 words)

[value: 50 marks]
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