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ABSTRACT
There is a small literature on the transformations that occur in transcripts in legal English (Eades, 1996; Walker, 1990), but little on what happens in languages other than 

English. This is an important issue for Roman/ Continental law systems, which rely in their decision-making largely upon written transcripts of oral evidence. 

This study examines the linguistic consequences of the transcription process, based upon Spanish language tape recordings of oral submissions, and the written 'declaraciones' (statements) that emerge, in a labour court in Santiago de Chile.

It reveals far-reaching consequences for the language of the evidence, particularly because of the greater planning and editing potential of writing. There are tendencies to move to more complex syntactic structures, to use more passive type structures thereby colouring blame attribution, to use more technical language, and to edit material, both unnecessary redundancies, and substantive facts.

These findings support current changes to the Chilean justice system, which replace this type of interview with open court hearings.
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Introduction
The Chilean justice system

The Chilean system of justice is a part of the world's most widespread form of justice, Roman Law. It is an inquisitorial system, attempting to uncover truth through questioning and the examination of documentary and material evidence. Unlike the adversarial system, most courtroom questioning of witnesses is done by a relator, a court official with legal training, and this testimony is typed up in the form of a relato as witnesses speak. If a witness is evasive or fails to appear, this is taken as an admission of guilt or culpability. Usually several witnesses in a case are questioned, and this sequence of interviews is called an audiencia. The set of relatos are then passed to the judge with a summary written by the relator. Most judgments are reached on the basis of this written information, particularly the summary, but judges may choose to interview the witnesses themselves, particularly if there is a conflict or issue that is not resolved by the relator's interviews. 

At the end of 2000 a process of change began in the Chilean legal system, with a move in some parts of the country to a more adversarial justice system along the lines of similar changes in Germany, Italy and Argentina, but it had not reached Santiago at the time of this investigation. These changes constitute a move to an open court system with verbatim recording of questioning, and the Chilean President's speech to parliament (note 1) on these changes stated explicitly that they are intended to increase accountability and transparency. 

This paper will examine what happens in the process of the conversion from spoken interaction to written monologue since as far as I am aware there is almost no information on this, and indeed only limited information on legal Spanish (but see Duarte in Monserrat & Martínez, 1995). The paper and throw light on some of the issues underlying the current changes to the Chilean judicial system.

The interview

The interviews with witnesses and parties performed by a relator go through a series of stages; in Martin's (1992) terms the interview is a genre. Before the interview begins the relator may obtain from the lawyers any question that they want asked in the repreguntas stage of the interview (there is no direct examination by opposing lawyers of the type found in the Common Law system). The interview genre is along the following lines.

Figure 1 The interview genre

	Introduction

Personal Data

Identification: the interviewee produces a National Identity Card, and the relator inserts the details, including full name and identity number on the word processor

Employment: "¿Profesión u oficio? " (Profession or employment?)

Address: "¿Domicilio? " (Home address?)

Swearing in (Juramento) "Juro por dios decir la verdad" (I swear by

     God to tell the truth)

Interview Proper (Declaración)

Framing 
Form of replies

Form of questions

Type of questions

The case and the participants

Examination
depends on the case, but often what, when, who, where and why questions (perhaps with that order underlying); responses are routinely reformulated by the relator as yes‑no confirmation questions, and it is these reformulations that tend to be recorded.

Lawyers' questions (Repreguntas)

Ending
Conclusion
Transcript read aloud for checking/changes

Interviewee signs


The context

The court that I am discussing today is the Octavo Juzgado Laboral de Santiago, the Eighth Santiago Labor Court. Labour courts handle disputes between employers and employees on the basis of labour law. The Octavo Juzgado occupies a scruffy multi‑storey building on a busy corner in downtown Santiago. It is full of people waiting and moving. The courtrooms have a dais with a flag and the judge's desk, but the rest of the space is filled with desks with word processors on them, at which the relatores sit and take down statements from the parties. The main impression of the courtroom is of an open plan office, with background music playing, and lots of people moving around; in Goodrich's (1988) terms it is justice as bureaucracy. 

The particular case was that of a man I will call Mr Oro, who was summarily dismissed from his occupation as a waiter in a restaurant. The particular interview is that of one of his workmates from the restaurant, which took place on 20 February 2000. The interview took place at a desk, and the relator typed up the statement on a word processor as the witness spoke. Both were seated, and I was on a chair to one side, and my small cassette recorder was placed on the desk. The witness was male and the relator female, and there were no lawyers present. There was no repregunta stage in this interview, as the lawyers for the restaurant had failed to appear. I do not know if the judge subsequently interviewed the witness, but it is most unlikely that this would happen.

The data

The data consist of the notes I took while observing the interview, an audio tape recording of the interview, and a print out of the relato. There may be an observer effect in that the relator and the witness were aware of me and my tape recorder. I would like to thank the Octavo Juzgado Laboral de Santiago for allowing me to observe and tape record this interview, and for providing me with a print out of the typed statement. The transcription of the audio tape is in the left hand column of the material in the Appendix, while the typed relato is in the right hand column.

Framing
This is presented as the first part of the transcript in the Appendix. This part of the interview aims to frame and control the witness's behaviour in a range of ways. The witness is warned that his replies must be clear, precise, and a little slow, so that the relator can type them up as she goes. She also gives the witness the participation and turn taking rules: he must not speak with anyone but her; she will formulate the questions in order to elicit the content that she seeks; and only she is allowed to ask questions. She mostly adheres to these principals. In #13 a witness question is ignored, even though it is a reasonable clarification question about the whether he was to count the total staff employed, or only those present that night. 

There is a strong asymmetry in the power relationship here. The relator controls turn taking, topic, and speech acts, since the witness is not allowed to ask questions. These rules are typical of questioning in both courts and police stations, in both Roman Law and Common Law systems. What is unusual is the total explicitness with which the rules are stated, and the explicitness of control over the formulation or language in the relator's first two turns; there is no pretence by the relator that this is the witness's own account, or that the reporting will be verbatim, as in the Common Law system. We note however that this framing material does not enter the written transcript, presumably because judges are already aware of the process by which testimony is obtained.

The next element of the framing is explicit genre scaffolding. There is a large literature on testimony as narrative (Bennett & Feldman, 1981; Brooks & Gewirtz (eds), 1996; Jackson, 1988), and in this case in her third turn the relator provides the main actor in the narrative (Mr Oro), and the event (the termination of his services in a catering business). This corresponds to the Orientation stage of a narrative. She then goes on to frame the nature, and to some degree perhaps, the order of the remainder of the account: essentially what, when, who and why, in the manner described by Bennett & Feldman (1981). 

One typical characteristic of legal language is hyper-precision, sometimes leading to redundancy. In English language legal documents there is a tendency to avoid pronouns, and use nouns or names instead to avoid any possibility of mistaken reference, even when such a mistake would be impossible or very unlikely (see Tiersma, 1999: 71-3). We see a similar feature in the relator's use of pronoun yo and usted. In Spanish, verb morphology generally carries the relevant information on the person and number of the subject, and subject pronouns are used only when necessary. In this interview the first use of yo is redundant because the information is carried in the verb form, and this is even more the case in the three subsequent repetitions. The use of usted is justifiable on the first reference, but not on all seven subsequent uses. 

Examination
The next part of the interview is the Examination. There are two versions of this in the Appendix. In the left hand column there is a transcript of the oral interview itself. The second version in the right hand column is the written statement of the testimony produced by the relator for submission to the judge. A comparison of the two will give an idea of the transformations involved in the process.  

General changes
Simply looking at the two, the most obvious difference is the conversion from a dialogic mode to a monologic mode. Despite the relator's unequivocal statement in the Framing section that she controls the discourse, there is a fiction in the written form that the text was produced by the witness, and that it is in his own words. This is evidently not the case if the written statement is compared with the oral source; there is in literary terms an unacknowledged change in 'voice'. 

The next obvious transformation is from spoken language to writing. The writings of Halliday (1985), Biber (1995), Chafe (1985) and Chafe and Tannen (1987) among others would allow us to predict a range of syntactic consequences of this transformation. These are in general a consequence of planning: written texts are generally more organised and coherent than dialogic interaction. A manifestation of this is greater explicitness in the linguistic marking of logical structure, more use of 'therefore' and 'because', in particular less use of coordination with 'and' when 'therefore' is meant. There may also be a greater use of relative structures to link elements of the text. Such changes entail more complex subordinating structures. Furthermore, in order to facilitate information flow, passive constructions may be used to move information within clauses. 

A second characteristic of written language is that it lends itself to editing, particularly the deletion of redundant or repeated information.

The transformation of a spoken interview to a written statement is, in Halliday's terms, essentially a register shift from the spoken mode to the written mode. However there are two other register elements that we might wish to examine. One is a change in formality, to meet the level of formality common to legal contexts (in Halliday's terms a shift in 'tenor'), and a shift from more everyday language to a more specialist technical legal language (Halliday's 'field'). There is little published concerning register shift in Spanish apart from Gibbons (1999), so we have to look to more general issues of register such as those discussed in Biber (1988). 

Syntactic transformations
The syntactic transformations predicted as a consequence of the move from speech to writing are found when the two texts are compared as follows. 

#3 Various pieces of information are combined by an elipsed relative (*who was) or rank shift in the second clause. 

#6 A series of participants elicited one by one are turned into a series of participants in a single clause.

#8 Two clauses are combined by a relative with que
#11 A subordinate clause of reason with pues is constructed from information supplied earlier in #8.

#14 A good example of how a relative, de los cuales, is used to maintain coherence and information flow, as well as combining elements.

#15 A relative construction with quien.

In all these cases we find the combination of information into more complex syntactic structures, often involving subordination.

Passives
A related phenomenon, also used in part to construct coherence and information flow in written texts (partly because of the loss of the information supplied by intonation in speech) is the use of passive constructions to reorganise the information within a clause, often fronting old information and placing new information in the second half. Spanish is much richer in resources to perform this task than English, partly because its syntactic structure is freer, which enable easier reordering of elements, but also because it has a richer array of passive type structures. Passive type constructions also however make language more impersonal, reducing the directness of attribution to the agent. In legal language this is significant, because it also reduces blame attribution. They are displayed (in slightly simplified form) in the following chart, arrayed from more blameworthy at the top, to less blameworthy at the bottom,

Figure 2 Transitivity and blame in Spanish

high transitivity

(more blameworthy)

	active
	rompí un vaso

(I broke a glass)

	3rd person plural impersonal 

(3rd person referent vague or unknown)
	rompieron un vaso

(literally: they broke a glass

but also: a glass was broken )

	true passive
	un vaso fue roto

(a glass was broken - implied by someone)

	reflexive pseudo-passive with dative of interest
	se me rompió un vaso

(a glass got broken around me - implies me)

	reflexive pseudo-passive
	se rompió un vaso

(a glass got broken - no implied agent)


low transitivity

(less blameworthy)

As in English, in Spanish the passive is generally more formal than the active, and additionally in Spanish the passive is strongly dispreferred in casual speech. On the other hand, the third person plural impersonal is dispreferred in writing. We would therefore predict for all these reasons shifts in passivisation in the written version. The following are examples. 

	#
	Oral interview
	
	Written statement



	3
	¿quién lo comunicó ... ?

(active)


	
	fue comunicado ...

(passive)

	5
	le  notificaron

(3rd plural)


	​​
	se le notificó

(pseudo)

	7
	despiderion ... a cuatro funcionarios

(3rd plural)


	
	se despidió a cuatro funcionarios

(pseudo)

	8
	nos dijo

(active)


	
	se nos dió

(pseudo)

	10
	les llamó

(active)
	
	se nos llamó

(pseudo)



	11
	estaban despidiéndolo

(active)


	
	fue despedido el actor

(passive)

	14
	despidieron como a tres or cuatro

(3rd plural)


	
	se despidieron

(pseudo)

	15
	esto pone término

(active)


	
	se pone término

(pseudo)


In these examples it is worth noting that in #11 we see how the subject of the verb is placed after the verb to organise information (literally 'was dismissed the plaintiff'). In #15 the change is produced by formality and technicality not information flow, since the written version is a fixed formula. In every case however there is a movement from more personal to less personal, and except for #15, in every case it is the employer who is the agent, and is thereby made less overtly blameworthy.

Vocabulary
Halliday (1985 and elsewhere) also notes that grammatical metaphor, particularly nominalisation is characteristic of written language, and it is also linked to technicality. In #13 ¿Cuántos ...? (how many) is changed to un total (a total). Much of the other technical vocabulary is introduced by the relator in her questions, for example comunicó (communicated), el local (the premises), en forma verbal (orally), and estaba presente (was present - not 'was there' for example). The relator also introduces some technical words in the written version that were not used in the oral interview: el actor (the plaintiff); causa (cause); and total, which we noted previously. There is also one simple vocabulary error, probably caused by the close similarity in pronunciation of the words junio and julio in Spanish: in #1 June is changed to July.

Editing

Apart from planning, another characteristic of written language when compared with spoken language is that written language allows editing. At the large scale level we can see in the transcript that there is a huge difference in the size of the two texts: the parts of the spoken interview that correspond to the written transcript have three times as many words. 

At a local level there are many places where repetitions and redundancies are removed, for example in #7 the repeated use of 'were present' is removed; in #8 the two repetitions of the 'reason' are removed; in #13 the repetitions of the numbers disappear; and in #14 the repetition of 'three or four' is deleted, in fact it is changed to 'some three'.  

This last example also entails a loss or change in information, actually distorting the witness's testimony. In #7 he says clearly that in addition to Mr Oro, four waiters were dismissed, and repeats this in #14, saying three to four more, which the relator repeats (giving a total with Mr Oro of four to five), but then records as a total of three. Likewise in #10, the change in person from third person plural les 'them/they' to first person plural nos 'us/we' provides an incorrect version of the information. The reasons for these changes are not clear.

In general we cannot know the relator's motives for editing, but it seems possible that sometimes she will attempt to fit the information to her legal schemas, and particularly to her understanding of what information the judge needs to reach a judgment. In other words, the relator makes relevance judgments, although not precisely of the type described by Grice (1975), omitting what she feels to be irrelevant. So in #1, the fact that the restaurant kept operating is omitted, perhaps because this is 'unmarked' information, and the judge would only need to know if the restaurant had closed. In #6 the fact that Mr Martín was also dismissed is omitted, perhaps because the relator did not feel the information was relevant to a decision in the Oro case. 

More significant changes are found in #8 and #10. In #8 the witness states that the lawyers told him the reason for the dismissal. The relator omits this piece of information, which may indicate some lawyer influence on the witness's account of events. This information is clearly prejudicial. In #10 there is a description of the casual, perhaps even callous manner of the dismissal, which involved calling staff over in the passage or dining room and telling them they were dismissed. This information is lost, emotionally neutralising the account of the dismissal. One is left to wonder about the reasons and consequences in omitting or changing these various pieces of information. 

Conclusion
The example presented here is one in which the written version is more faithful to the spoken account than some other audiencias that I have observed. The relator is competent, and my presence with a tape recorder may have encouraged fidelity in the transcription process. To be fair, it is important to remember that the judge is well aware of the process by which the information is gathered, and can make allowances for any distortions produced by it. 

Nevertheless this paper documents sweeping transformations in the conversion of oral testimony into a written statement. These changes go much farther than those documented by Eades (1996) and Walker (1990) in courtroom reporting in the Common Law system. The discoursal practice is one in which both control of the questions and hence the nature of the information elicited, and control of the reporting of the information, the final product, is entirely in the hands of the relator. The consequent risk of misrepresentation is apparent in the data examined here. Assuming that there is no intention on the part of the relator to distort the information, it is still filtered by the relator's beliefs, comprehension, attention, and knowledge schemas and the level of activation of these. The question we have to ask is whether the judicial process, and hence justice itself, is threatened by the fact that the judge receives a digested version of the evidence. The other issue is that the system lacks transparency and accountability. This is not an 'open court' situation, so only the relator, the interviewee, and possibly the lawyers, can be aware of what was actually said, and even they are dependent on their memories, since no attempt is made to record or reproduce the nature of the original questioning. This too contributes to the likelihood of abuse. The changes currently moving through the Chilean justice system are a move to an open court system with verbatim recording of questioning in open court, for reasons of accountability and transparency. The information presented here throws some light on why such procedural changes are desirable. 

________

Note 1

Santiago, junio 9 de 1995.

Mensaje No 110-331/Su Excelencia el Presidente de la República

página 13 de 31

El eje del procedimiento propuesto está constituido por la garantía del juicio previo, es decir, el derecho de todo ciudadano a quien se le imputa un delito a exigir la realización de un juicio público ante un tribunal imparcial que se resuelva por medio de una sentencia si concurren o no los presupuestos de aplicación de una pena o medida de seguridad. Como elemento integrante de esta garantía básica se consagra el sistema oral, a partir de la constatación de que este método sencillo y directo de comununicación es el único que permite asegurar que el conjunto de actos que constituyen el juicio se realicen de manera pública, concentrada, con la presencia permanente de todos los intervenientes y sin admitir la posibilidad de mediaciones o delegaciones, como las que tantos problemas y distorsiones han causado en el sistema vigente.

Se pretende entonces cambiar fundamentalmente el modo en que los jueces conocen los casos para su resolución, pasando del sistema de la lectura de expedientes a uno en que la percepción tanto de las pruebas como del debate de las partes se realice de forma directa, en el juicio. 
Santiago, 9 June 1995

Speech No 110-331/ His Excellency the President of the Republic

Page 13 of 31

The crux of the proposed procedure consists of the guarantee of a trial before sentencing, that is, the right of every citizen accused of a crime to demand a public trial before an impartial tribunal that results in a decision as to whether the proposed penalty or imprisonment should be applied. An integral element of this basic guarantee is the oral system, on the basis that this simple and direct method of communication is the only one that allows us to be sure that the combination of acts that constitute a trial are performed in an inclusive public manner, in the presence of all the people involved and without admitting the possibility of the mediation or delegation that have caused so many problems and distortions in the current system. 

It is intended therefore to fundamentally change the mode in which judges come to know the cases they resolve, moving from a system of reading proceedings to one in which both the evidence and the argument of the parties are ascertained directly during the trial.

Statement by the Deputy (Member of Parliament) Pia Guzmán

"En concreto los chilenos podrán ver, oir y tocar la administración de la justicia."

In concrete terms, Chileans will be able to see, hear and touch the administration of justice.
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Appendix

Conventions and abbreviations
R: Court official (Relator)

T: Witness  (Testigo)

[...]  : Notes and material added to the text

[[ : Overlapping speech

[?] : transcription uncertain

Italics :  Spanish

#: numbering to facilitate location within the text - no theoretical status

________________________________________

Introductory material in oral interview  (does not appear in the written statement)

R:  En este tema del relato .. tiene que decirme de la forma más clara y precisa todo lo que sepa o recuerde de los hechos que yo voy a preguntar. Importante que ese relato sea en forma clara y precisa .. y un poco lento .. porque yo tengo que ir escribiendo todo lo que usted me dice.
Concerning the statement ... you have to tell me in the clearest and most precise form all that you know or remember of the facts that I am going to ask you about. It is important that this statement is clear and precise ..  and a little slow ... because I have to write down everything you say.

T:  Muy bien.
OK

R:  Mm ... No puede hablar con las partes que están acá presente .. ni con el abogado. Las preguntas siempre las hago yo.

Mm ... You may not speak  with the parties present here .. nor with the lawyer. It’s always me that asks the questions.

T:  Bien.


Right

R:  Para que yo se las reformule para contestarlas ¿ya? Y en respecto de los hechos constitutivos de la terminación de los servicios del señor Oro [apellido cambiado] en servicios alimenticios limitados. Con este constitutivo a que nos refirimos ... primero .. si fué o no fué despedido ... si recuerda usted la fecha en que fué despedido ... por qué persona fué despedido ... y qué .. y qué razones se .. eh .. argumentaron para .. para .. proceder a depedir al señor Oro ¿ya?

So that I can formulate the questions for you to answer them - Ok? With respect to the constitutive facts of the termination of the services of Mr Oro [name changed] in limited catering services. The constitutive facts to which we refer are ... first ... if he was or was not dismissed ... if you can remember the date when he was dismissed ... by what person he was dismissed ... and what ... what reasons ... were given for ... for ... proceeding  with the dismissal of Mr Oro - Ok?

Parallel texts - original oral interview and written statement version
	#
	Oral interview
	Written statement



	1.
	( antes - R:  ... si fué o no fué despedido ... si recuerda usted la fecha en que fué despedido ... )

(above - if he was or was not dismissed ... if you can remember the date when he was dismissed)

T:  Bueno .. él dejó de trabajar, o sea eramos compañeros de trabajo en el verano .. dejó de trabajar el día diez y nueve de junio de mil novecientos noventa y nueve.
Well .. he stopped work, or rather we were workmates in the summer .. he stopped work on the 19th of June 1999.

R: ¿Diez y nueve?
19?

T: Sí
Yes

R:  ¿Qué siguió funcionando el restorán?
Did the restaurant continue to operate?

T: Sí
Yes

R: ¿Ya?
And?


	Fuimos compañeros de trabajo, dejó de trabajar el día 19 de julio de 1999
We were workmates, he left work on the 19th of July 1999

	2.
	T:  Sí. Y ese día fué notificado a las nueve de la noche ... de que estaba despedido .. [[en ..
Yes. And that day he was notified at 9 o'clock at night ... that he was dismissed .. [[ in ...


	ese día fui notificado el actor a las 21.00 hrs, de que estaba despedido
that day the plaintiff was notified at 21.00 hours that he was dimissed



	3.
	R:  [[Y ¿quién lo notificó? ¿quién lo comunicó que estaba despedido?

[[ And who notified him? Who communicated to him that he was dismissed?
T:  El administrador don G A ... D [nombre suprimido].
The manager Mr G A ... D [name suppressed]

R:  Era el administrador del local ¿no?
The manager of the premises, right?

T:  Correcto.
Correct


	fue comunicado por don G A D, el administrador del local
it was communicated by Mr G A D the manager of the premises

	4.
	R:  Y ¿qué local era esto?
And what premises were these?

T:  Servicio alimenticio limitado.
Limited catering services

R: ¿Qué local era este? ... ¿Un .. un restorán en especial?
Which premises were they? A particular restaurant?

T:  Un restorán. La[[ relación    [inaud] 
A restaurant. The [[ statement  [inaud]

R:                                    [[¿Cómo se llama?
                                         [[ What's its name?

T:    en el servicio alimentar [?] y el restorán se llamaba Salvaje.
in cater [?] service and the restaurant's name is Salvaje


	esto es del restaurant Salvaje
that is the Salvaje Restaurant

	5.
	R:  Ya .. Fué .. comuni .. o sea ¿le notificaron en forma verbal?
Right .. Was it .. communi ... or rather did they notify him orally?

T: Correcto.
Correct


	se le notificó en forma verbal al actor,
It was notified orally to the plaintiff

	6.
	R:  Estaba presente el señor Oro y ¿quién más? Solamente el señor Oro, o ¿habían más trabajadores?
Mr Oro was present and who else? Only Mr Oro or were other workers present?

T:  Yo .. yo estaba presente .. eh .. y otro compañero .. una ... un parillero que fué despedido .. Martín [apellido cambiado] 
I was present ... and .. another workmate .. a .. a .. barbecue cook who was dismissed .. Martín [name changed]

R:  ¿Ya?
And?

T:   Y .. y un señor que estaba en la caja también .. un compañero de trabajo .. don J C P.
And ... and a gentleman who was on the cash register too .. a workmate .. Mr J C P

R:  También fué ... ¿ellos  estaban los dos presentes?
He was also ... the two of them were present?

T:  Claro .. y[[
Right .. and 


	a mi, otro compañero Martín  y un sr. que estaba en la caja don J C P,
to me, to another workmate Martín and a gentleman who who was on the cash register Mr J C P

	7.
	R:                       [[y los otros me dijo .. para ... que fuéron despedidos ..  ¿a .. quiénes más despidió en esta ocasión?
and the others you told me about .. for ... that were dismissed ... who else did he dismiss on this occasion?

T:  No ... [inaud] Bueno, despidieron aparte de Oro como a cuatro funcionarios más .. cuatro funcionarios más .. más o menos
No ... [inaud] Well, apart from Mr Oro they dismissed around four employees more ... four employees more ... more or less

R:  Usted no estaba incluído
You weren't included?

T:  Yo no ... yo no estaba incluído.
No ... I wasn't included

R:  ¿Cuatro funcionarios más?
Four more employees?

T:  Más o menos sí .. más o menos .. yo no recuerdo exactamente cuantos eran.
More or less, yes .. more or less .. I can't remember exactly how many they were.


	yo no fuí despedido, se despidió a 4 funcionarios más o menos, no recuerdo exactamente cuantos eran. 
I was not dismissed, around 4 employees more or less were dismissed, I cannot remember exactly how many they were.

	8.
	R:  Ya .. y ¿por qué razón se los despidió?
Right .. and for what reason were they dismissed?

T:  Bueno .. la verdad de las cosas es que por lo que nos dijo .. nosotros hemos hablado con los abogados. Me da la impresión que fué por reducción de personal y ... y ... bueno .. la razón era eso .. no había ninguna otra razón para poder despedirlos
Well the truth of the matter is according to what they told us ... we have spoken to the lawyers. I have the impression that it was staff reduction and ... and ... well ... that was the reason .. there was no other reason for dismissing them


	La razón que se nos dió fue por reducción de personal, no existía ninguna otra causa para dispedirlos.
The reason we were given was staff reduction, there was no other cause for dismissing them.

	9.
	R:  Y ¿porqué estaba usted presente?
And why were you present?

T:  Porque estaba trabajando.
Because I was working


	Yo estaba presente porque estabamos trabajando
I was present because we were working

	10.
	R:  Lo echó en un lugar .. ¿dónde?
He sacked him somewhere .. where?

T:  Se les comunicó en el pasillo efectivamente ... en un salón así .. pasando así .. les llamó .. y los despidió.
They were informed in the corridor really ... in a dining room like that .. in passing like that ... he called them over .. and dismissed them

R:  Ya.
Right

T: ... [inaud] en el salón
... [inaud] in the dining room


	y se nos llamó y se nos comunicó del despido, 
and we were called over and we were informed of the dismissal

	11.
	R:  O sea usted vió cuando estaban despidiendolo.
So you saw when he was being dismissed

T:  Sí
Yes


	yo vi cuando fue despedido el actor pues estaba presente junto a otros compañeros.
I saw when the plaintiff was dismissed, since I was present along with other workmates.



	12.
	R: ¿Qué labor desarrollaba el señor Oro? [[¿Qué .. ?
      What work did Mr Oro perform?             [[What ..

T:                                                                                       [[Garzón.
                                                                                            [[Waiter


	El actor era garzón,
The plaintiff was a waiter,

	13.
	R:  ¿Cuántos garzones habían?
How many waiters were there?

T:  ¿Contratados? O ¿hay que trabajaban? Más o menos como doce funcionarios.
Employed or working that night? More or less around twelve employees

R:  ¿Cuántos?
How many

T:  Doce .. doce o quince funcionarios más o menos eran.
Twelve ... there were twelve or fifteen employees more or less

R:  ¿Doce o quince?
Twelve or fifteen?

T:  Más o menos .. más o menos .. yo no  [inaud] doce que eran.
More or less ... more or less ... I don't [inaud] there were twelve


	y eran un total más o menos de 12 a 15 garzones,
and there was a total of more or less 12 to 15 waiters,

	14.
	R:  Y de esos doce o quince ¿se le despidió solamente al señor Oro?
And of those twelve to fifteen, only Mr Oro was dismissed?

T:  No.
No

R:  Y ¿a cuántos garzones?
And how many waiters?

T:  Despidieron a otros garzones más .. como tres o cuatro funcionarios más.
They dismissed other waiters .. around three or four employees more

R: ¿Como tres o cuatro garzones más?
Around three or four more waiters?

T:  Sí.
Yes


	de los cuales se despedieron unos 3.
of whom some three were dismissed.

	15.
	R:  Está bien ...  Caballero esto pone término a su declaración pero usted debe esperar unos minutos porque tenemos que firmar el acto.
That's fine ... Sir this finishes your statement but you must wait a few minutes because we have to sign the document


	Se pone término a la declaración del testigo quien firma al final de la audiencia
This finishes the statement of the witness who signs at the end of the audiencia [whose signature is hereby affixed]


