Filosoficka fakulta Univerzity Palackého

BAKALARSKA PRACE

Olomouc 2013 Martin Janousek



Filozoficka fakulta Univerzity Palackého
Katedra anglistiky a amerikanistiky

The effect of interpreter’s notation on the

performance of beginner interpreters

Vliv notace na vykon zacinajicich tlumoc¢niku

(bakalarska prace)

Olomouc 2013 Martin Janousek



Autor: Martin Janousek

Studijni obor: Angli¢tina se zaméfenim na komunitni tlumoceni a preklad
Vedouci prace: PhDr. Veronika Pragerova

Pocet stran (Uvod-zavér): 30

Pocet stran (celkem): 111

Pocet znakl (ivod-zavér): 64 780

Pocet znaki (celkem): 140 018



Prohlasuji, ze jsem tuto bakalaiskou praci vypracoval samostatné a uved| Uplny

seznam citované a pouZité literatury.

V Olomouci dne XX. 4. 2013 e,



Dékuji vedouci mé bakalarské prace PhDr. Veronice Pragerové za odborné vedeni
a cenné rady, které mi poskytla. Dékuji svym kolegtim za poskytnuti svych notaci

a tlumocnickych vykonti, bez kterych by tato prace nemohla vzniknout.

A dekuji své rodin€ za nekonec¢nou trpélivost a pochopeni, které pro mé a ma

studia maji.



List of Abbreviations:

UPOL
ATP
SL

TL
S1-12

Palacky University in Olomouc

English for Community Interpreting and Translation
Source language

Target language

Segments 1 — 12



Table of content

R [ 011 oo [0 od 1o o SRR 9
I R o 1Y 010 1ot U S 9
0 Y T=1 1 To T (o] (oo Y S TSSSRSR 10

2. TheoretiCal Part ..o 12
2.1  Comprehension of the source Speech ..........ccoocevveieiineici e 12

2.1.1  UNAerstanding ......cceeveieeieiie e 12
2.1.2  Analysis of the sSource Speech .........cccocveviiie i 13
2.1.3  ldentifying Main 1d€aS........cccoueiieriiieiieeeee e e 13
2.2 Note-taking in general .........cccoiiiiiiiieiieeee s 13
2.2.1  WhY 1aKE NOES? ... 14
2.2.2  WhAL 0 NOTE ..ot 14
2.2.3  WREN L0 NOE ...t e 15
2.3 Note-taking in detail..........ccoocoeiiiiiinei s 15
2.3.1  NoOte-taking DasiCS........ccoveriiieiieie e 16
2.3.2  Language Of the NOLES ......ccvvevereeie e 16
2.3.3  PAgE IAYOUL......c.eiiiieiiiiie s 16
2.3 4 LINKS ittt 17
2.3.5  Symbols and abbreviations ............ccccevveveiievieene e 17
2.3.5. 1 AITOWS .ottt 18
2.3.6  Emphasis and Negation..........ccccvvereririeerinie e 18
2.3.7  Missed and unfamiliar things.........ccccoveviiiiiiinie e 19
2.3.8  Efficiency of the NOES ........cccvevvevi i 19
2.4 DEIIVEIY ..ottt et 19
2.4.1  Note-reading teChNIQUE ........ccoeiveii i 20
2.4.2  Interpreter’s and speaker’s MiStakes..........cccovevenieninncnin e 21

3. PraCtiCal Part ........ooieiiiie it 22
311 SOUICE SPEECN.....cvieie ettt ete sttt nne e 22
3.2 INEIPIELEI L ..o 23
3.2.1  Notes and delivery: Segments 1 — 3......ccccceiiiiieiinienee e, 24
3.2.2  Notes and delivery: SEgmMENS 4 — 6.....ccceverviiieiiiie e, 24
3.2.3  Notes and delivery: Segments 7 — 9......cccccvvvevierveie e, 25
3.2.4  Notes and delivery: Segments 10 — 12........ccccceevveieviinineriesennnenn, 27



3.25  Summary and recommendations for Interpreter 1 ..........cccccoevennen. 27

R T 111 (T 0] (<] (< TSRO P PP UP PR 28
3.3.1  Notes and delivery: Segments 1 — 3......ccccceveriierveiesieeneere e, 28
3.3.2  Notes and delivery: SEgmMeENtS 4 — 6......cccccvevvevierveieiiereee e, 29
3.3.3  Notes and delivery: Segments 7 — 9......cccceviiinrinienee e, 30
3.3.4  Notes and delivery: Segments 10 — 12.......c.ccoccerieinnienneniieseennenn, 32
3.3.5  Summary and recommendations for Interpreter 2 ..........c..ccccvenne.n. 32

R [0102] 1 0] (1 (=] G PO UPRPTRUPRRPPRRPRS 33
3.4.1  Notes and delivery: Segments 1 — 3......ccccceiiiiiiiinienee e, 33
3.4.2  Notes and delivery: SEgMENS 4 — 6.....ccoeveriiiiriiiiecee e, 34
3.4.3  Notes and delivery: Segments 7 — 9......cccccveeiierveie e, 35
3.4.4  Notes and delivery: Segments 10 — 12........cccccverveveiiininerieseennnnn, 36
3.45 Summary and recommendations for Interpreter 3 ..........cccccoeeenen. 36

N ©70] o To] [1 1S o] o HO U TOP PSRRI 37
0. ANINEXES ...ttt 39

5.1 SOUICE SPEECN ....cuveeeiictie ittt nreanes 39

5.2 INTEIPreter 1 — NOTES....cueiiiieiieeitie ettt 49

5.3  Interpreter 1 — iNterpreting ......occeceeeeieniiesiesiee e 56

5.4  Interpreter 2 — NOtAtION ......c.ocveieeieiie e 64

5.5 Interpreter 2 — INTErpPreting ....c.cccveeeeeeveere s 72

5.6 Interpreter 3 — NOLAtION ........oceeiuieiiiii e 80

5.7 Interpreter 3 — INTErpPreting ......occveoeeeereeiieneese e 97

B.  SUMIMAIY ..ttt ettt e e st e e e nn e e s teeeenes 105
7. List of attachments on CD-ROM .........cccocviiiiiiiiieee e, 107
8. BIBIOGrapNy.....ccveiieiice s 108



1. Introduction

This thesis focuses on the effect that the interpreter’s notation has on the
performance of the interpreter during consecutive interpreting. This will be
demonstrated on the actual notation of three student interpreters chosen at random
who attended their 2" year of English for Community Interpreting and
Translation study programme at Palacky University in Olomouc.

The thesis consists of a theoretical and a practical part. In the theoretical part,
basic concepts of note-taking will be presented, because novice interpreters may
find useful instructions about note-taking techniques in specialized literature even
though the notation itself is “very much a question of personal taste” (Jones 44).

Other phases of interpreting process; comprehension (listening and
understanding) and speech production (delivery), as identified by Gile (175), will
also be tackled. Mainly because the phase of comprehension is closely connected
with note-taking as the interpreter first has to understand the idea of the speech (or
it’s parts) s/he is interpreting before noting anything. Without understanding, even
the best notes will not allow for a good interpretation.

In the practical part, the actual notations of the student interpreters will be
analysed. This analysis will show if and how the interpreters use suggested note-
taking techniques. The analysis will also be connected with their actual
interpreting performance and the two will be compared and contrasted. This will
show if there were any mistakes made in the actual interpreting due to a mistake
happening in the notation. Based on this, recommendations for improvement
resulting from theoretical background presented in the theoretical part and from

mistakes found in the practical part will be given.

1.1 Hypothesis
| expect that the analysis of student’s notes will show that the note-taking

technique s/he uses could be improved and that the actual note-taking occupies
too much attention of the interpreter which should be used for speech analysis. |
suppose that mistakes made during the interpretation will be based on mistakes
that appear in the notes. | also suppose that the analysis will show that the
interpreters did not acquire enough note-taking skills (be it at school or during
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their individual study) because | expect the notation to show common mistakes
that the theoretical part of this thesis will deal with.

My reasons for choosing this topic are that as a student of a third year of the
ATP program, | know from personal experience that note-taking can be very
problematic. In my opinion, the first year students of ATP study programme are
provided with theoretical background rather than practical usage of the note-
taking techniques and thus they lack practical skills when it comes to actual note-
taking during their interpreting process. Furthermore as the whole three year’s
bachelor’s ATP study program is focused (among other things) on consecutive
interpreting, mastering the note-taking should be among the main goals of the
students because, as Gillies says, “like it or not, you will have to take notes when
interpreting consecutively and the way you take those notes will have an

enormous impact on the success of your interpretation” (5).

1.2 Methodology
In the theoretical part of this thesis a descriptive method to present main

approaches to note-taking techniques will be used. These will outline a theoretical
background for the practical part which will consist of analysis of three actual
notations of ATP student interpreters and of comparison of their actual
performance and their notes based on comparative method. Especially the works
by famous interpreting theorists are used, namely The Interpreter’s Handbook by
Jean Herbert, Conference Interpreting Explained by Roderick Jones and Note-
Taking for Consecutive Interpreting — A Short Course by Andrew Gillies. These
authors share a similar view on note-taking techniques based on suggested things
to be noted, page layout, use of symbols etc. They differ, for example, on what
language to take the notes in, with Herbert being the only one to recommend
taking notes in the target language (35-36). These subjects are described in the
theoretical part in more detail.

In the practical part the method of analysis will be applied for evaluating the
notations as this method is, in my opinion, the most suitable one for this research.
It is necessary to properly examine the notations in order to be able to understand
the techniques used by the interpreter and to work with them further for the
purpose of this thesis.

10



First of all, the notations made by chosen interpreters have been carefully
studied and the notes were re-written on the computer. Then a thorough analysis
of the notes followed with focus on what techniques the actual interpreter uses
and on any mistakes s/he does (if any).

Afterwards, the actual interpreting performances were listened to. Their
transcript was written down and compared with the corresponding notes. Any
mistakes that occurred during the interpreting were looked for and the reasons for
such mistakes were sought out. Particular attention was paid to the mistakes that
occurred because of bad notation and/or to the mistakes which happened even
though the notation was correct. The explanation for these mistakes was then
offered based on knowledge gained from theoretical reading mentioned in the

bibliography and in the theoretical part of this thesis.

11



2. Theoretical Part

The theoretical part of this thesis presents basic approaches to note-taking
technique. It also tackles the comprehension phase and speech-production phase
because these parts are also essential for consecutive interpreting. If an error
occurs during the listening phase then it is carried through the whole interpreting
process, if not corrected, because it is noted and consequently delivered as a
mistake. But the main focus of the theoretical part is on note-taking as that is what
this thesis is primarily aimed on.

2.1 Comprehension of the source speech
“It goes without saying that a prerequisite to the satisfactory interpretation

of the speech is that it should have been understood fully and accurately,”
(Herbert 10). Herbert identifies a few points that the interpreter should possess
(10). These can be summarized as follows: In order to be able to interpret well,
the interpreter must: 1) hear well the source speech; 2) s/he must have “a
thorough knowledge of the language from which he translates” (Herbert 13); 3)
s/he must know what country the speaker comes from and know the cultural
specifics of a given country and 4) s/he must “be well versed in the subject
matter” (Herbert 10). This last point is particularly important because if the
interpreter does not know what the speaker is talking about s/he cannot interpret

adequately and accurately, even though s/he understands the individual words.

2.1.1 Understanding
As stated above, understanding the source speech is the crucial first step of

its successful interpretation. Understanding here means to comprehend the idea of
a speech. This opinion is expressed by a number of experts on interpreting even

though they vary in wording. Rozan, for example, says: “... important is the
translation of the idea and not the word” (15). Because it is possible that the
interpreter will not understand every word of the speech but if s/he grasps the

meaning then s/he can interpret it without a problem.
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2.1.2 Analysis of the source speech
Jones in Conference Interpreting Explained says that the interpreter should

first recognise what kind of speech s/he is interpreting (14). He identifies four
types of speech: logical argument “for” and “against”; logical one sided argument;
narrative speech and descriptive speech (14-21). Jones argues that “it is necessary
for the interpreter to make an analysis of a speech type as this will influence both
the fine-tuning of their listening and most certainly the style and content of their
interpretation” (15).

Gillies puts forward that a proper analysis is very important first step for
successful interpretation (17). He says that a good analysis allows the interpreter
to identify the important elements (ideas, links and more) of a given speech (17).
Such an analysis is therefore useful to the interpreter as it contributes to a

successful interpretation.

2.1.3 Identifying main ideas
During the analysis of the source speech, an interpreter must pinpoint the

main ideas of a given speech because these are the crucial elements that need to be
interpreted. Also, if the interpreter is under pressure for any reason (stress, time-
pressure, speaker speaking too fast etc.) s/he has to “omit one or more elements of
the original” (Jones 22). If s/he omits the unimportant elements then the
interpreting itself might not be perfect but still be sufficient. Gillies identifies the
main ideas as ideas that tell “who did what to whom” (35) and Jones also adds
“who says or thinks what” (22). Identification of a main idea is also very
important for the note-taking process; these should be noted down first as they
provide the interpreter with an outline of a speech.

2.2 Note-taking in general
A useful overview of note-taking approaches can be found in Uvod do

Teorie Tlumoceni by Ivana Cetikova. She summarises the ideas of interpreting
theorists on notation as: “Notation should effectively supplement the ideas that the
interpreter had remembered. Notation should be clear, easily legible, practically

]l

ordered and not overfilled with signs and symbols,”” (85). Basically every

! Translation of the text was, for the purpose of this thesis, done by myself.
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interpreter should find a way of taking notes that suits him or her the best but the
basic ‘rules’? of note-taking are already well identified and should be followed by

any interpreter and especially by a beginner.

2.2.1 Why take notes?
The reason why should an interpreter take notes even if s/he is confident

enough that his or her memory is up to the task of remembering whole sections of
the speech s/he is interpreting is that almost nobody can remember every single
detail that was said. As Jones puts it, it does not really matter how well the
interpreter analyses the speech and identifies the ideas, “there will still be too
many elements in a five minutes speech for an interpreter to recall everything”
(39). Then he presents two main reasons why an interpreter should take notes: 1)
Note-taking facilitates memory; that is to say, if a given speech consists of many
numbers, dates, names etc. it is easier to note down these elements rather than
trying to remember them all. 2) Structure of notes (should) follow the structure of
the speech (39-40). It shows what is important; the relation between elements and
the whole structure helps the interpreter to reproduce the speech in target
language.

A similar idea is identified by Gile in his Effort model of consecutive
interpreting. The model deals with the mental capacity of an interpreter and Gile
argues that “the layout (of the notes) itself can be hypothesized to act as a visual
stimulator of memory regarding the logical structure of the speech” (175) and

thus relieving the, so called, mental load of the interpreter.

2.2.2 What to note
The most important things to note are the main ideas of a speech because

they are the essential elements to be interpreted. The interpreter “must concentrate
on the major idea and how this can be noted clearly and simply” (Rozan 16); s/he
is not bound to note the exact translation of the source speech. Also, the main
ideas provide the interpreter with the layout of a speech s/he should follow when

interpreting it.

2 There are no official rules of note-taking but here I use the term rules to describe the set of basic
note-taking ideas that should be followed.
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Other than that Jones, as well as Gillies and other experts agree that it is
crucial to note links (Jones 41, Gillies 57). That is the relations between the ideas,
tenses, points of view (who is speaking) and lists (meaning numbers, dates,
names, etc.). Gillies also says that it is very important to pay special attention to
last few sentences of a speech because it will usually *“contain an important
message” (121) for the listener or it will sum up the whole speech.

2.2.3 When to note
Generally the interpreter should start taking notes as soon as possible but it

is rather a question of personal taste. Starting as soon as possible “offers greater
security” (Herbert 33) especially for beginner interpreters and therefore should be
preferred to the technique when the interpreter lacks behind in order to understand
the whole idea. Notes do not follow any grammatical structure and therefore the
interpreter can note anything in any way if, later on, s/he is able to reproduce
grammatically correct sentences based on the notes. Also, it is possible to fill in
the blanks in notes when the interpreter finally hears a full sentence.

Using the example from practical part of this thesis, when the speaker
starts the sentence with: “United Nations...” the interpreter can note down the UN
abbreviation without knowing what will come next and based on what s/he hears,
s/he can fill in the notes. If the interpreter would wait for the whole sentence, s/he
would find herself in a position when s/he has to note down a completed idea
while listening to the next one which could result in the interpreter getting lost in
the speech and therefore it is recommended to start taking notes as soon as

possible.

2.3 Note-taking in detail
The note-taking technique varies from interpreter to interpreter but “most

speeches present the interpreter with a limited range of the same problems, for
which effective solutions have been already worked out” (Gillies 10). Learning
basic recommendations for note-taking can thus be very useful especially for
beginners who have little to none experience with interpreting. There are many
techniques of note-taking but each interpreter can combine and customize these to

create his or her system of notes that s/he will use.
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2.3.1 Note-taking basics
The Interpreter should use a reporter’s notepad and should write only on

one side of the paper because when reading back the notes s/he can “turn page
after page fluidly, reading ahead all the time, without ever being interrupted by
the end of a page” (Gillies 73). The notes should be legible and well spread over
the page so that the ideas are easy to find. There should be a margin on the left
side of the page for noting the links between ideas so that the links are clear and
easily identified. Symbols and abbreviations should be used because they are
much faster to note than words but the interpreter should use only symbols that
s/he is familiar with to avoid any confusion while reading back the notes. A
horizontal line drawn across the page should be used to separate individual ideas

and/or parts of speech.

2.3.2 Language of the notes
There is a lot of controversy in what language to take notes. According to

Cenkova the majority agrees that notes should be taken in a metalanguage which
includes symbols, abbreviations and notions from both (but not only), source and
target language (86). Jones describes pros and cons of noting in SL and TL (60-
61). When noting in source language the interpreter can focus on listening rather
than on actual translation but on the other hand “the temptation of noting words,
not ideas, is much greater” (Jones 60) whereas when noting in the target language
the interpreter is already “processing the information” (Jones 60) while noting it
which is essentially what the interpreter should do during listening. If there is a
difficult part of the speech when the interpreter must pay special attention to what
the speaker says then s/he is advised to take notes in SL and when there is an easy
part of the speech, taking notes in TL should be preferred.

2.3.3 Page layout
The structure of notes should reflect the structure of the speech so that it is

easy to follow the speech structure when interpreting it. Notes should be taken
diagonally, that is from top left to bottom right following the subject-verb-object
analysis of the speech, noting each of these components one after another always
moving a bit to right and a bit down on the page. In each separate section of the
notes these components should always be in the same position. This allows for

any new idea to stand out on the page because it is always marked as the first
16



thing on the left side of the page. Diagonal layout also allows for “the structure of
the speech to be visible at glance” which is “quite impossible if we note
horizontally” (Gillies 44). If there are elements in one part of a speech with the
same value, these should be noted one by one below each other. Lists of things are

a very good example of such elements.

2.3.4 Links
Links between ideas are very important part of the speech. They represent

the relation of one idea to the other and also because “a speech without links is a
meaningless list of ideas™ (Gillies 56). Links should be noted in the left-hand
margin of the page so that the link precedes the idea it is connected with. It is
useful to have one short link for a given group of words expressing the similar
meaning of the link. A good example is given by Jones — the link word but should
be used for “all words and phrases of that family, including ‘however’ and “on the
other hand’”” (53). He also says that the interpreter might use English words as
links even if s/he is taking notes in other language than English if the English
equivalent is shorter than the one in the language s/he uses (53). To give an
example in Czech language, the interpreter might use pZe (protoZe - because) for
jelikoz, jezto, ponévadz. It really does not matter in what language the links are
noted as long as the notation is quick and understandable to the interpreter and as
long as the interpreter knows a variety of words or phrases expressing the same

linking word.

2.3.5 Symbols and abbreviations
A symbol can be anything, one or a few letters, mathematical symbols,

arrows, letters and signs from any and all alphabets etc. The list of potential
symbols is virtually endless as long as the symbols are quick and simple to draw
as well as clear and unambiguous to the interpreter who uses them. However the
interpreter should be familiar with all symbols s/he uses while taking notes
because “it is dangerous to improvise symbols and even abbreviations during a
speech” (Herbert 37).

If the interpreter has to use a new symbol during a speech (for whatever
reason) s/he is advised to note that symbol and its meaning on a separate sheet of
paper not to forget it. Used symbol should represent a meaning for a group of

words and not just for a single word. An example, suggested by Gillies, is to use ¥
17



for verbs like want, wish, desire, and hope for (101). This symbol can be used by
Czech interpreter for noting words like chtit, prdt si, touZit, doufat. Similar rules
may be applied for the use of abbreviations. “The rule of thumb is that unless a
word is short (4-5 letters) the interpreter should note it in an abbreviated form,”
(Gillies 130). An example of such abbreviation is to note pr®" for ‘production’ or
dev' for ‘development’ (Gillies 130-131). This can be also applied for Czech
language, noting obch® for ‘obchodnik’ or vyr' for ‘vyrobit’. Abbreviations of
institutions, nations etc. should also be used because it is always faster and easier
to write UN rather than United Nations. The interpreter should create symbols
and/or abbreviations for any notions that occur frequently in his field of work but
one should not “fall into trap of taking notes which are more trouble than they are
worth” (Jones 59) by creating too complicated system of abbreviations and

symbols.

2.3.5.1 Arrows

An arrow is arguably one of the most useful symbols. It can have a wide
range of meanings based on context and “in practically every case the memory
will have no difficulty in finding the exact shade of meaning which it was intended
to represent,” (Herbert 44). Thus 1 may mean increase, growth or development
and | will have the opposite meaning. — can signify future, result, continuity,
while «— might stand for past, to receive or to return. Arrows can also indicate
logical links as well as a lot of other things and it thus leaves the interpreter with a

freedom of choice on how s/he will use this symbol (Jones 56).

2.3.6 Emphasis and negation
“Two factors which come up repeatedly in any speech and which must be

made very apparent in the notes are negation and emphasis,” (Herbert 45).
Herbert suggests an easy and effective way of noting these two notions. If an idea
must be emphasised, underlining is an easy way of noting the emphasis. A ‘very
important idea’ can be noted as important or ‘extremely important idea’ can be
noted by double underlining important (Jones 55). “Conversely, attenuation may
be shown by underlining with a dotted line,” (Herbert 45). So ‘I was a little bit

crossing the negated idea or simply by writing NO in front of the negated idea and
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the use of single or double line to cross out the word is again governed by the
speaker’s tone of negation. So ‘there will be absolutely no import’ can be simply

noted as H#rpoH.

2.3.7 Missed and unfamiliar things
It can (and probably will) occasionally happen to any interpreter that s/he

misses something. Be it, for example, a name or a date. If such a thing occurs it is
advised to clearly note in the notes that something is missing by marking a big X
sign in right-hand margin of the page (Gillies 170). Then it is up to the interpreter
to decide whether or not s/he will ask the speaker a question about what s/he
missed. This decision depends on the situation in which the interpreter is working
in but one question is usually considered acceptable. The interpreter must find the
place where s/he missed something quickly so it is useful to put a spare pencil or
pen between the pages of the notepad and the question must be polite and specific.
Asking general questions is not acceptable (Gillies 170). If the interpreter hears
something and s/he is not sure about the right spelling (this usually happens with
names), s/he is advised to note it down phonetically because it does not matter
how it is written down as long as the interpreter can pronounce it correctly

afterwards.

2.3.8 Efficiency of the notes
As stated, the note-taking technique is unique for each interpreter but

every technique must be efficient. If something is important then it should be
noted in bigger letters on the page so it is visible at first glance (Gillies 161). Also,
there are a lot of words that just do not need to be noted down because they are
clear from the context. A good example is the verb “to be’ (Jones 59). It is advised
to learn and use symbols that are familiar to the interpreter so that s/he uses

system of symbols and abbreviations, that is best suited to him or her (Jones 59).

2.4 Delivery
The interpreter’s role is to mediate communication between people who do

not understand each other. Like any other public speaker s/he should follow a few
recommendations to perform his or her role well. It is important to establish an

eye contact with the audience, to speak up clearly and to articulate well (Jones
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35). Also “the interpreter should be careful not to swallow part of his words,”
(Herbert 57). S/he should also glance at his or her notes only from time to time
and adjust the speed of the delivery accordingly. If there is an easy passage to be
said s/he can pick up the pace but if the passage is difficult or contains important
information which the audience will likely want to note down, slowing down is
advised.

The interpreter should start speaking as soon as the speaker finishes and the
actual interpreting should only take about two-thirds of the time of the original
speech. There should be no unnecessary repetitions or hesitations in the
interpreter’s delivery because s/he already heard the speech and should be able to
identify what is important and what is not. If, for example, the original speaker is
not used to speak publicly and s/he always repeats herself these repetitions are to
be left out in the interpretation. On the other hand if the speaker repeats an
important idea on purpose, such repetition should not be left out in the
interpretation because they are used by the speaker to create an impact on the
audience. “Under normal conditions the consecutive interpreter should deliver a
better speech than the original,” (Herbert 60). The interpreter should never leave
a sentence unfinished and when in difficulties (for any reason), s/he is advised to
continue speaking fluently and to repeat what s/he just said in different wording or

to use redundant sentences to fill in the gaps (Herbert 65).

2.4.1 Note-reading technique
“The clearer the notes, both in content and layout, the easier this will be,”

(Jones 64). Jones suggests a note-reading technique which is similar to “a pianist
reading music while playing” (64). He says that interpreter should look at the first
page of his or her notes, start speaking, and while delivering the first part of the
message s/he should glance down and read the next part (64). Simply put the
interpreter should read ahead of his or her delivery. When it comes to turning the
pages Gillies suggests a technique so that when the interpreter reaches the bottom
of the page s/he should slide the page up so it curls. This reveals the page that is
under it while it is still possible to read the bottom of the curled page (Gillies 73).
For this reason the interpreters are advised to use reporter’s notepad and to write
only on one side of the page.
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2.4.2 Interpreter’s and speaker’s mistakes
When the interpreter makes a mistake and realizes it on his or her own s/he

should correct himself or herself immediately. In a case when s/he feels that s/he
was misunderstood by the audience, s/he should repeat what s/he said and make it
clear (Herbert 71-72). If the mistake is corrected by someone else, the interpreter
“should always accept the correction, even if it is totally devoid of interest,”
(Herbert 72). S/he should apologise for the mistake and thank for the correction as
briefly as possible and s/he should never start defending himself or herself or
argue that no mistake was made (Herbert 72). A mistake made by the speaker is a
very different and delicate case. First of all it is very difficult for the interpreter to
identify whether it was really a mistake because speaker’s “mistakes happen less
frequently than the interpreter thinks” (Jones 108). “When the interpreter is at
least ninety-nine percent sure that a mistake has been made, they can react,”
(Jones 109). There are a few possible ways how can s/he react. The interpreter can
either correct the mistake in the interpretation or s/he can say what the speaker
had said and then point out that probably something else was meant (Jones 109).
It is also possible to make a mark in notes that a mistake might have been made
and the interpreter can ask the speaker about the possible mistake just before s/he
starts interpreting.
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3. Practical Part

In the practical part of this thesis, three case studies of actual notations of
student interpreters are analysed. The interpreting session was a final exam of an
interpreting seminar and all student interpreters knew the topic of the speech
which they were going to interpret one week prior to the exam so they had enough
time to prepare. This simulates a ‘real life’ situation because the interpreter should
always be informed of what s/he will be interpreting and prepare accordingly. It
also introduces a realistic “stress factor’ because the interpreters were aware of the
fact that it is an exam and that their performance will be evaluated.

For the analysis | have chosen three interpreters at random from seven
possible interpreters including both male and female interpreters. | found three to
be a sufficient number as more research subjects would outreach the scope of this
study because of the detailed analysis of these case studies. A longer segment of
the notes is needed for a thorough analysis as a shorter notation consisting of, for
example, only two or three segments would not be reliable because the risk of the
interpreter managing to do a ‘perfect’ notation (or ‘bad’ for that matter) may be
significant. This risk is eliminated when analysing more segments of a single
interpreter (here 12) because the interpreter either has a solid note-taking skill and
thus the notation will be good in most of the segments or the interpreter makes
some mistakes and these will show in a longer notation.

In the practical part of this thesis, first the source speech that was interpreted
is described then an analysis of each student’s notation follows. The performance
of each student in connection with the notation is evaluated and a summary of
strengths and weaknesses of an interpreter’s notation technique is presented. All
original notations as well as transcripts of source speech and of the respective

student’s interpreting can be found in the annexes of this thesis.

3.1.1 Source speech
The interpreters were interpreting a speech given by Norman Finkelstein

on 23" of February 2010 at the Philosophical faculty of Charles University in
Prague. The speech was taken from YouTube channel of TV Solidarita and the
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topic was ‘The international law and the Israeli-Palestine conflict’ (Legal aspects
of Israeli-Palestine conflict).

The part of the speech that was interpreted is 40 minutes long. The speech
was divided into 12 segments varying in length, from 93 seconds to 380 seconds.
This segmentation was done by the teacher during the actual interpreting. The
division was made on the basis of coherence of individual segments with the aim
to mock a realistic interpreting situation that would be challenging but still
manageable.

In his speech, the speaker first introduces the problem in general and then
he moves on to speak about how the law is or is not honoured in this specific
conflict. Target listeners are lawyers, law students as well as general audience and
the speaker tries not to use too many legal terms that might not be understood by
listeners with no legal background. On the other hand he uses quite a lot of names,
dates and numbers referring to the history and current state of the conflict, which

demands a sound knowledge of the topic to be understood fully.

3.2 Interpreter 1
Taking a first look into the notes of Interpreter 1, it is possible to see that he

writes on both sides of paper using A4 papers taken out of a notebook and
sometimes the writing is illegible. The question remains whether the writing is
illegible also to the Interpreter or if he is used to his own writing and thus has no
problem with reading it. Interpreter 1 was asked this question and his response
was that he sometimes has problems with reading his writing.

Notes are taken in a metalanguage using both, English and Czech. The ideas
are noted at the left side of the page and then there is almost no verticality as all
the following ideas are noted next to the first in a horizontal line (with some
exceptions). A few symbols (e.g. arrows or underlining) and abbreviations (e.g.
UN, PoV, ppl) are used. Other than that the Interpreter notes mostly full words.

The spread of notes on the page seems satisfactory, but sometimes the notes
are written down just too tightly together. Especially at the end of a page when the
Interpreter probably wanted to finish the idea before turning the page over and
thus it is difficult to see the structure of the speech in these ‘chunks’. Horizontal
lines drown across the page are used to mark the end of a whole segment of the
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speech rather than to divide individual ideas and this marking lasts only halfway

through the notes when it disappears altogether.

3.2.1 Notes and delivery: Segments 1 — 3
The first three segments of notes are all on the same page. The first

segment follows the speech structure quite well but a better diagonal layout would
result in easier orientation. The main ideas of source speech are noted, arrows and
abbreviations are used purposefully. In the delivery® the Latin phrase is left out
completely, nor is it noted.

The second segment looks quite illegible even to the Interpreter. The
Interpreter would thus benefit from focusing more on taking legible notes as
illegible notes are of no use. Also a mistake occurred in interpreting when
Interpreter 1 said the name Jakub instead of Jana which appeared in the notes.
This could possibly be due to the notes being difficult to read.

The third segment is cramped on the bottom of the page and the whole part
about health and diet is missing in notes as well as in delivery. Wrong
interpretation occurred when instead of “hundreds of books” Ghandi wrote only a
handful (‘par knih’). This segment also lacks any abbreviations with the exception
of one. In all three segments there are a lot of hesitation sounds before beginning
new sentences. This could be because there are no links between individual ideas
noted which possibly results in Interpreter’s need to analyse each sentence in
connection with the previous one making him unable to continue the

interpretation without interruptions.

3.2.2 Notes and delivery: Segments 4 — 6
Segments number four and five are again well spread on the page and

abbreviations are once more put to use. In these two segments the Interpreter also
frequently uses underlining to highlight the important parts of ideas and when
looking at the rest of the notes it is clear that this technique is present in these
segments the most. Interpreter’s decision to introduce the ‘I1Z-P’ abbreviation in
place of ‘Israeli-Palestine’ phrase is a very sensible idea because he can expect

this phrase to appear a lot during the interpreting as it is the main topic of the

* In this practical part | will use the term delivery (as well as the term interpreting) to denote the
actual interpretation.
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speech. Delivery of segments 4 and 5 can be considered acceptable. What was
noted was also interpreted but one unnecessary repetition occurred when the
Interpreter repeated “Israel” three times before finally deciding on the final
wording of given sentence.

When looking at the notation as well as on delivery of segment six it is
possible to see that there are only a few things missing in the notation: The list of
conquered territories should include Sinai Peninsula and Golan Heights and the
name of former president of Egypt, Mr Nasser should also be noted. These are
also not mentioned in the delivery. But the name of Mr Abba Eban (even though
noted phonetically ‘Abe Aben’) as well as the fact that he was a UN
representative is noted. There is also an arrow pointing from his name to words
‘zit/zemfit’ (to live/to die) meaning that the few last sentences of this segment of
the original speech dealing with Mr Eban’s book are noted. The delivery, on the
other hand, misses all of these ideas. The whole ending of this segment of the
original speech is left out in the interpretation despite the fact that it has been
noted. This could mean that the Interpreter was under time pressure and had to
intentionally leave out what he felt was secondary information. During this
segment the Interpreter was talking for 2:07 minutes. That is 58% of the time of
the original as the original lasted 3:38 minutes. This suggests that the mistake
occurred due to other fact than time pressure because even if the interpretation
lasted 75% of the original, it is still within (what is considered) an acceptable time

frame.

3.2.3 Notes and delivery: Segments 7 - 9
Segment 7 is noted on two sides of one paper. Noting on both sides of

paper is not recommended for it is time consuming and might be confusing even
when the idea on one side is finished and new idea starts on the other side. If one
idea is splitted this way then it may be difficult to analyse the notes and interpret
the segment correctly because only part of the idea is visible before the page is
turned over.

The only mistake in the notes on the front side of the paper is the year
1967; the year noted should be 1956 and the mention of the name L. Johnson is

crossed out which is strange because the name was mentioned in the original

25



speech. The other half of the notes (on the back side) contains the mentions about
‘contacts in Egypt’ as well as about “Mossad and its similar view on the matter’.

The beginning of interpreting of segment 7 is very vague and the reason
behind this is, in my opinion, because the Interpreter had to turn over the page to
see the beginning of the notes and as he did not want to let the listeners wait he
started interpreting only from what he remembered. Then a wrong year is given
because a wrong year was noted and there is no mention of Mr President’s name
possibly because it was crossed out. In the end of delivery of S7 the mention
about Mossad is missing but this is mentioned at the start of delivery of the next
segment. There is also an arrow and a big exclamation mark in the notes pointing
from noted word ‘June’ to the next segment. While it is true that the beginning of
next segment is connected with the previous segment’s idea, the Interpreter, when
finishing the notes of S7, could have not known this and therefore there is no
obvious reason why he interpreted ending of S7 in the beginning of S8. The
symbols were probably noted to remind him that the two ideas are connected;
otherwise he would only draw a straight line to mark the end of S7. This is also
the last line that he uses to separate different segments of the speech.

The notation in segment 8 misses the list of territories that Israel
conquered (western bank and Golan Heights) but other than that it seems to be
sufficient and when supported with a good memory of the Interpreter, it should
allow for a reasonable delivery. The interpreting, however, sounds clumsy and is
full of redundant words, repetitions and hesitation sounds. Also, some things that
were noted were not interpreted (e.g. Abba Eban and his grasp of English
language). The Interpreter was already ‘working’ for 40 minutes at this point so
tiredness might start to affect the performance.

Segment 9 seems similar to S8. These segments are among the three
longest in the speech so the notation takes the most space. Especially for such
segments the Interpreter should use abbreviations and symbols rather than noting
full words and even sentences. By doing so he could pay more attention to
listening and less to notation. Notation of these segments is not lacking any
important idea but the delivery is usually uncertain and lacks noted ideas which

could be, as said, because the Interpreter is focused too much on the note-taking.
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When reading the notes he does not know how to place the idea in the context and
therefore he chooses to leave it out.

3.2.4 Notes and delivery: Segments 10 — 12
In segments 10 and 11, full words and/or sentences are noted and no major

information is left out. The list of votes in S11 is skilfully handled as the
Interpreter noted it in the way how the lists should be noted — vertically one item
under another. The delivery of these segments is without any major mistake and
all the ideas noted are actually interpreted.

Segment 12, the longest segment of the speech, shows the same problems
as S8 and S9. Ideas presented by the speaker are noted but some of them do not
appear in the delivery. This could become problematic because if the Interpreter
decides that information is irrelevant and can be left out then he should not even
note it down at all. And if something is noted then it should appear in the

interpretation if there is enough time.

3.2.5 Summary and recommendations for Interpreter 1
The biggest problem of Interpreter 1’s notation appears to be him noting

full words and/or sentences rather than relying on abbreviations and symbols. This
is, in my opinion, too time and attention consuming which results in vague
delivery with random information and ideas being left out.

The complete lack of links is also a major mistake resulting in hesitation
sounds between sentences. The Interpreter should also try to improve his writing
as it appears to be illegible in quite a few places.

The two main recommendations are as follows: The Interpreter should
learn and/or start using system of symbols and abbreviations as this seems to be
the major problem affecting his overall performance. It would be also strongly
advisable that the Interpreter focuses on identifying and noting the links between

ideas.
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3.3 Interpreter 2
When looking at the notes of Interpreter 2 it is clear that they are easily

legible and well organized on the page. On the other hand there are just a few
abbreviations used as the Interpreter notes down full words and even whole
sentences throughout the whole notation and the usage of symbols is limited to
drawing arrows and a handful of other symbols. The speech structure is visible in
a few segments (e.g. S1) but in the other segments the notes seems too tiny (in
writing) and too packed together (e.g. S5, S7) for any structure to be visible at
first glance. The Interpreter takes notes in both English and Czech language. She
writes on both sides of A5 paper taken out of a school notebook. The segments are
often divided at the end of a page, leaving the first half on one page and finishing
the segment on the other side of paper. Horizontal lines are used to mark the end
of a given segment and it seems that the beginning of a new sentence rather than
that of a new idea is noted in the left side of the page. Also, there are no visible

links noted.

3.3.1 Notes and delivery: Segments 1 — 3
The overall notation of segment 1 looks well spread on the page but there

are few mistakes. The Interpreter noted ‘hlavni hypot. strach’ which does not
appear in the source speech but is used in the delivery (“...jakysi hypoteticky
strach...”). This is probably the result of bad analysis of the source speech because
the word “fear’ is used but in a different context (...fearful of hearing; topic of
fear) than it being ‘hypothetical’. Another bad decision, in my opinion, was noting
‘sila otazek’ (power of questions®) in connection with ‘Question Authority’. The
Interpreter probably tried to solve this difficult translation immediately and,
arguably chose a clumsy way to do so and realized it during the interpretation.
She said ‘QA’ and then added ‘question authority’ in English followed by a
hesitation sound and closed the sentence with ‘velmoc otazek’ (superpower of
questions®), probably realizing that ‘sila’ was a bad translation and therefore said
‘velmoc’ which is not a better choice in this context. This having been said, it is

% This is a verbatim translation.

® This is a verbatim translation.
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not easy to translate such slogans on the spot and the bad decision-making may be
due to the Interpreter’s lack of experience.

In 2" segment the three names which the speaker “wishes to acknowledge’
are missing in notation as well as in interpretation. The delivery sounds correct
even without the names nevertheless, | am of the opinion that if the speaker names
the persons to which he wants to express his gratitude then the names should be
interpreted as well; they play an important role in a given idea. Notation of S3 is
very cramped and it is difficult to see any structure but there seems to be only one
mistake. That is noting ‘100-500 stran’ (pages) which when read without attention
was delivered with the meaning that the books of Mahatma Ghandi have 100 —
500 pages. While the speaker had said that Ghandi wrote hundreds of books, each

consisting of more than 500 pages.

3.3.2 Notes and delivery: Segments 4 — 6
A lot of hesitation sounds appear during the delivery of S4. This could be

because the speech is getting more complicated and the Interpreter 2 does not note
any links and thus begins to have similar problem as Interpreter 1 — struggling to
find the right way of connecting the sentences/ideas. The rest of S4 is noted quite
clearly and the only thing that is missing in notes and subsequently in the delivery
is an important idea saying that the ‘main obstacle to resolving the conflict is
Israel’s refusal to comply with international law’ which should not be missed
because it is the main obstacle and therefore it is an important idea which should
be noted and interpreted.
The major mistake of notation of S5 is, | would say, not noting “1Z, Israel’

or something similar in the line:

Actual notation: ‘Byvaly prezident USA: kniha -> kolonizace Palestiny -> hl. problém

v miru’.
This notation resulted in a very confusing and false sentence in the delivery when
the Interpreter said that it is Palestine, instead of Israel, who refuses to accept its
legal borders. If ‘12 would be noted just before ‘kolonizace Palestiny’
(colonization of Palestine) this mistake could have been avoided. The rest of this
segment, as far as the notation is concerned, could be considered non-problematic.

But the delivery is full of statements that are either confusing or contradicting one
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another. The last, but important, sentence is missing altogether (the Interpreter
tries to deliver it at the beginning of next segment).

NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization) is the first thing noted in
segment 6. There is no mention of any organisation in S6 in the source speech but
as the Interpreter did not note the ending of S5, she had to note an organization in
S6 to remember it and to deliver the missed ending sentence of S5. But the
organization mentioned in the source speech was United Nations and the whole
speech deals with the view of United Nations on presented matter. However, the
Interpreter noted NATO and used it in her delivery. This clearly shows that the
Interpreter was not analysing her notes nor was she analysing what she heard after
that because the same mistake is repeated during the rest of her interpretation.
This probably means that the Interpreter did not prepare in advance and had not
done any research on given topic and/or does not have sufficient general
knowledge. There is also no mention of Israel and of the fact that ‘Israel has two
arguments’ — in the delivery it sounds that there are generally two arguments
which completely contradicts the source speech and the Interpreter also wrongly
noted: ‘byvaly min. egypta -> kniha’ (former Eg. Secretary -> book) which clearly
means that former minister of Egypt has something to do with a book and the
delivery just supports this view of the notation as it was Interpreter similarly. The
problem is that it was the Israeli secretary who wrote this book. Overall the whole

S6 delivery is bad and full of sentences that were made up by the Interpreter.

3.3.3 Notes and delivery: Segments 7 - 9
Lack of understanding and incorrect notes appear all through segments 7, 8

and 9. It seems that the Interpreter is lost and confused, possibly because she notes
too much and cannot really concentrate properly on listening and does not have
any spare time to properly analyse what is she hearing and noting down.

First mistake of S7 is the literal translation of the word ‘records’
(documentary record tells us something...). Word ‘nahrévky’ (record) is noted
down, used in delivery and therefore the sentence does not make sense (or rather
is very hard to understand in the given context). The whole delivery is (again)

made up and not true. For example:

Source speech: Because in 1956 when Israel attacked Egypt alongside the British and the

French it was the Americans who said “you have to leave™.
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Notation: 1956 -> skutecny utok na Egypt <- USA musi odejit
Delivery: V roce 1956 pak doslo ke skutecnému utoku na Egypt, kdy USA spolecné s Velkou
Britanii a Francii prikdzala Egyptu, Ze skutecné musi odejit. 6
The notation is written on a single line without any visible structure and noted like
this it allows the interpreted reading but the message in source speech was

completely different and if the Interpreter would note something like:

1z
GB attack EG x USA: leave!
FRA

The mistake could have been avoided. This shows that the lack of vertical as well
as horizontal structure of the Interpreter’s notes greatly affects her performance.
In the end of S7 the Interpreter noted and said that there are no differences in the
mentality of USA and Israel which again just the importance of proper analysis
because the speaker said a very different thing.

Notation of S8 begins with three points; the source speech gives only two
points. The Interpreter misunderstood the speaker in the number of points and in
the meaning of the second point (noted as third) and interpreted it incorrectly.
Then the Interpreter says that the speaker attended 5™ emergency session of UN
General Assembly (the speaker only read its record) for no obvious reason
because she clearly noted that the speaker had read the record. Phrase ‘terrifying
grasp of English’ was translated literally (Spatnd — bad/poor) and the speakers
intention to say that the English was very impressive (as could be understood
from the context; see annex 5.1) was missed. The end part of notes is very tightly
written on the bottom of the page and is not easy to read. This is a possible reason
for mistakes when the Interpreter quoted US delegate saying that Israel is innocent
when what the delegate really said was that both sides are responsible. This
probably would not happen if the notes were well spread on the page.

Segment 9 starts again with notation of NATO instead of UN abbreviation.
Then it is noted that Israel is a member of NATO which just shows the lack of
general knowledge of the Interpreter and the delivery reflects all the mistakes.
Interpreter then notes down EU abbreviation and interprets it as European Union.
Israel lies in the Middle East. It does not lie in Europe nor does it have anything to

do with Europe. The European Union might eventually pass a statement regarding

® The attack on Egypt happened in 1966, when USA together with Great Britain and France
ordered Egypt to withdraw.
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the situation but in this context it is really hard to imagine a possible reason for
this mistake. The Interpreter must have been really exhausted. The 2" half of the
notes can be viewed as ‘acceptable’ especially in comparison with the previous

half and segments.

3.3.4 Notes and delivery: Segments 10 — 12
In segment 10 the mistake with EU happens again. Other than that the

notation seems fairly complete and without any other major mistakes. The
delivery sounds once again confusing, even vague and contains a lot of repetitions
and hesitation sounds. It must be a real challenge for the listener to understand the
meaning that the Interpreter tries to convey.

Segment 11 consists of a list of years and number of votes for a given year.
Wrong number of votes is noted in year 1997; 100 instead of 155. Similar mistake
occurs in year 2002 when Interpreter noted 2 votes against instead of 4. Then year
1999 instead of 1998 is noted and all these mistakes appear also in delivery. The
Interpreter says that Israel joined the negative vote in year 2003 (which is also
how it is noted) as opposed to the target speech where it is explicitly said that
Israel votes against from the beginning and the names of ‘small Pacific islands’
are completely left out.

The mistakes in the last segment start about half way through. The
Interpreter noted:

2002 biezen dalsi staty — jen Feseni otdzky uprchlikii

22 x 0 -> to neni kontroverzni
But she forgot to note that it is all connected with the Arab League (The League
of Arab States) and the delivery is therefore mixed up. Also the last sentence in
the notes as well as in the delivery is completely made up by the Interpreter and it
misses the ending made by the speaker.

3.3.5 Summary and recommendations for Interpreter 2
The biggest problem of Interpreter 2 appears to be insufficient analysis and

understanding of the source speech. It appears that the Interpreter is too focused
on writing down whole words and sentences and during that time she is not able
to listen attentively. The notation seems to be reasonable (with some major
mistakes though) but the delivery is very poor and confusing as it appears that the

Interpreter is not able to recreate the speech structure nor does she properly
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connect the ideas together. This results in a confused listener and very poor
interpreting performance.

I would recommend focusing on noting the speech structure properly and
drastically improving the overall layout of the notes. The Interpreter would also
benefit from using more abbreviations and symbols (especially the abbreviations
as noting whole words have a negative impact on her listening ability) and noting

links would help to reduce the numerous hesitation sounds between sentences.

3.4 Interpreter 3
Interpreter 3 does write her notes on only one side of a paper, using

reporter’s notepad and as therefore she can easily turn the pages. During the first
few pages the speech structure is somewhat visible but this division fades out
throughout the notes and it gets a little difficult to navigate in the notes. There are
a few abbreviations (e.g. Int, Iz, Jeru) and only a handful of symbols are used (e.g.
arrows, ¥). The Interpreter notes down mostly full words and sometimes phrases,
noting of full sentences is avoided and the idea starts at the left side of the page.

A mixture of Czech and English language is used to write the notes and the
writing is easily legible. Full horizontal lines are usually used to separate
individual speech segments but the Interpreter sometimes draws a line halfway
through the page and it just splits one idea which is a peculiar thing to do. Other
than that it seems that there are too many things noted when looking at the notes

as a whole but an analysis will show if this is a case.

3.4.1 Notes and delivery: Segments 1 — 3
Notes of the first Segment seem to contain almost everything and the

delivery also seems quite sufficient. There are a few major mistakes, such as
saying ‘intolerance’ instead of the right Czech expression ‘netolerance’ (even thou
‘netolerance’ was noted) and ‘button’ was translated as “Stitek’ (label) instead of
‘odznak’ which would be a better choice in given context. The delivery is also
missing the last few sentences which appear at the start of delivery of S2 but other
than that the Interpreter managed to note and deliver all the important ideas of
first segment. There is also a horizontal line drawn half way through the page at

the point where the delivery was stopped.
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Segment 2 has a visible structure that is easy to follow and the only things
that are missing in the notes are the names that the speaker mentions.
Consequently these are not interpreted. The Interpreter would probably benefit
from using more abbreviations and symbols as she would spend less time and
effort on note-taking but so far the Interpreter performs well. Possible suggestion
for abbreviations are, for example, noting ‘tech’ in place of ‘technické’ (and the
Interpreter actually uses ‘tech’ few lines below) or ‘hlp’ instead of ‘pomahal’
which denotes the same meaning but the English notation is more than 50%
shorter and thus faster to write.

Third segment of the notes contains all important aspects of the source
speech and the following delivery is very good, not missing anything that was
(and also was not) noted. One thing to point out is that there are no links noted in
any of the segments and a lot of hesitation sounds appear in delivery, usually at
the beginning of a segment. Noting links would probably solve this issue as the

Interpreter would not have to analyse the connection between ideas so much.

3.4.2 Notes and delivery: Segments 4 — 6
Notation of Segment 4 again seems sufficient and non-problematic but the

Interpreter would really benefit from introducing abbreviations for her notation.
She notes phrases like ‘lid prava, mez préavo, mezinarodni pr, zakl pravech’’ and
these all are phrases that appear in the source speech over and over again and the
Interpreter should expect them to appear because these are the issues that the
speech deals with. Introducing abbreviations such as ‘LP, MP and ZP’ would
therefore shorten the time used for writing things down and the Interpreter could
use this time for solving any difficult issue that might have arisen or she could
simply focus on anything that requires the Interpreter’s attention at the time. The
delivery of S4 is correct with a few vague sentences but the overall impression of
the interpreting is good so far. Segment 5 is similar to S4; i.e. good notation
(which could arguably be better spread on the page) followed by sufficient
delivery, not missing or forgetting anything important.

The notation of S6 lacks only the name of Israel’s UN representative —

Abba Eban. It is also interesting that there is a horizontal line half way through the

" Human rights, international law, fundamental rights.
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page in about % of the notation (see annex 5.6) but the segment ends on the other
page (and there is no line separating it from S7). However, the main ideas are
noted and the notation does not seem to lack any information. On the other hand,
the delivery lacks the last quarter of the segment. The Interpreter poorly managed
the time she had for interpreting and stopped talking in the middle of her sentence
when the speaker started the next speech segment and the Interpreter should at
least finish the started sentence. The delivery was stopped at the point where there
is a shorter horizontal line and because of that, | presume, that the line is used by
the Interpreter to mark a point where she stopped the delivery as this technique

was used also in Segment 1.

3.4.3 Notes and delivery: Segments 7 - 9
Segment 7 misses the line dividing the segment which is probably due to

the Interpreter not being able to finish S6 and having to start noting right away. S7
notation is similar to all previous notations with full words and phrases noted with
just a handful of abbreviations and arrows (as far as the usage of symbols is

concerned). In the delivery the Interpreter made a mistake saying:
“moznost vypuknuti valky mezi Izraeli a Palestinou’®

mistaking Palestine and Egypt. The last few sentences are missing in S7 and are
supplemented at the beginning of S8 but this time after the Interpreter finished
speaking there was a moment of silence. This means that the Interpreter had
sufficient time to deliver even the last sentences but choose not to. Short
horizontal line is used again to mark the point where the Interpreter finished.

Notation of S8 misses name of Mr. Eban. There is also no mention of the
fact that the conquered territories belonged to Jordan. Because both of these facts
are not noted they do not appear in the delivery. The Interpreter refers to Israel in
both feminine and masculine gender. One choice should be made and it should
than be kept throughout the whole interpreting as changing the two at will can
confuse the listener as well as the Interpreter. This happened to her in S8 and the
result was very ungrammatical sentence as she said:

‘...byla samotny lIzrael’.

Delivery of S9 begins with several sentences that were left out of S8 and

the same happens with last sentence of S9. In notes the Interpreter wrote ‘resol’ in

® Prospects of war between Israel and Palestine.
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place of resolution (a good use of an abbreviation) but in the interpreting she said
‘prohldSeni’ (statement) which could point to a wrong analysis of the notes
because saying ‘rezoluce’ would be a better choice here. The rest of the notes,
even though they seem a bit tightly written on the page, appear to contain all the

ideas.

3.4.4 Notes and delivery: Segments 10 — 12
Notations of Segments 10 — 12 are satisfactory and without any major (or

minor for that matter) problems. The ‘last year’s vote 164 to 7’ is not noted in S11
and it is also missed in delivery but the rest of the notes provide a sufficient
enough background for a good interpreting. The only problem arises during the
delivery of S12 when the Interpreter said Pakistan instead of Palestine and a few
sentences are again missing as recording was stopped (in a conference setting the
speaker would continue on speaking, starting another segment) but the Interpreter
hesitates even before the end as she tries to find the right wording for the sentence
which results in a pause in delivery. If this would not happen she would probably

be able to finish the whole segment.

3.4.5 Summary and recommendations for Interpreter 3
Notation skills of Interpreter 3 seems to be on a good level but the lack of

abbreviations and symbols seems to be the reason for her struggle with time
management of the delivery. She leaves out last few sentences of segments and
interprets them at the beginning of next segment. This happens in S1 and then in
S7 and on; possibly because she has to focus on finishing writing notation (full
words and phrases) while she starts the interpretation. Therefore a lot of hesitation
sounds appear at the start of segments (she is still focused on noting) and the
delivery takes more time than intended so there is less time for the last sentences.
The hesitation sounds may be also a result of not noting any links between ideas.
In my opinion the Interpreter would benefit from learning how to note
words in short (e.g. by using abbreviations and/or by introducing a system of
symbols) and she should also focus on identifying and noting of links. A more
efficient time management of the whole process would probably help to improve

the overall performance.
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4. Conclusion

After analysing the three notations of ATP student interpreters we can
conclude there are three common mistakes that these interpreters do. First and
foremost they all note full words and phrases rather than relying on abbreviations
and symbols. This takes them more time and it requires more cognitive capacity
of the interpreters which could be used to achieve better analysis of source speech.
This also means that the interpreters are more tempted to do more verbatim
translation instead of translating ideas because they usually note the exact or close
translation of a given word or phrase in Czech or English.

Second common mistake identified from the analysis is the complete lack of
links resulting in many hesitation sounds and redundant words appearing in the
actual interpreting. These are disturbing for the listener and should be avoided. If
the interpreter is unsure about how to begin a sentence or connect it to the
previous one it is better to take few seconds of silence rather than using hesitation
sounds to fill the ‘empty space’. Notation of links should resolve most of such
cases and therefore the interpreters would significantly benefit from learning how
to identify and note the links.

The third common mistake is the bad management of the layout of the notes.
All three interpreters usually note elements of a sentence and/or the idea in a
straight horizontal line rather than noting it diagonally. Vertical structure of the
same sentence and/or idea is sometimes used but that is the only technique used
by these interpreters in terms of the layout. As a consequence of this the speech
structure is not (properly) reflected in the notes and when reading back the notes it
is hard for the interpreter to follow them. Therefore s/he has to create his or her
own structure for the interpreting (from the notes) which just takes unnecessary
time and effort.

Apart from the above mentioned mistakes, minor mistakes in note-taking
technique as well as in delivery have been identified which can be specific for a
given interpreter. These should also be focused on by the specific interpreter as

they negatively influence his or her performance.
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Based on the mistakes they all share it is, in my opinion, clear that there is
insufficient attention paid to note-taking techniques during the first and first-half
of the second year of ATP bachelor’s study programme on UPOL.

The fact is that the major mistakes all three interpreters share are common
mistakes that were identified in theoretical part of this thesis together with
suggestions of their possible solutions. A note-taking technique should be among
the first things that the beginner interpreters learn because, as shown in the
theoretical part, notes are very important for any interpreter and one cannot rely
solely on his or her memory. Therefore solid and reliable note-taking technique is
a requirement for a good interpreter and should be properly taught and learned at

the beginning of any interpreter’s training.
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5. Annexes

Some grammatical mistakes, repetitions, hesitation sounds and/or unfinished
words and sentences might appear in the transcripts of the speech, interpreting
and/or in the notes. This is due to the fact that the mistakes appeared in the actual
speech, interpreting and/or notation. These mistakes were not corrected as they are
a part of the students’ performances. Hesitation sounds in the transcripts of actual

interpreting are transcribed as ‘aaa’ or ‘hmm’.

5.1 Source speech

Pravni aspekty palestinsko-izraelského konfliktu, Norman Finkelstein
Filosoficka fakulta UK, Praha, 23. 2. 2010

Thank you very much for having me here. It’s been a strange couple of
days in the Czech Republic and something of a surprise. With all due respect | see
a lot of young people here and | have warm memories of my youth and | know
young people are filled with ideals so | would be really disrespectful if | were to
criticize anyone in this auditorium, in this room. But | was surprised at the degree
of intolerance that was shown while | was here because I’m little surprised that
people are so fearful of hearing another point of view. Nobody is preventing
anyone else from speaking and it’s surprising that one more point of view is
somehow a topic of fear in the Czech Republic and I don’t quite understand it and
it’s not really been my experience anywhere else including | would add in the
United States. So something to ponder but that’s for another day. This evening we
have lots of people and hopefully open minds and also critical minds. You will
hear what | have to say and then feel free, and you should, question and challenge
me. | grew up in the generation of 1960s where many young people like to wear a
button. It was a black button with white letters and it said: Question authority.
And 1 think that it’s a very healthy outlook. There was this young Jewish boy
named Karl Marx and he had the same idea in his mind. Somebody once asked
him what is the belief by which he lives and because he was a smart Jewish boy
he of course answered in Latin. And he said: “My fundamental belief is de
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omnibus dubitandum,” to doubt everything. And I think that’s a very healthy
attitude so | hope you’ll listen with an open mind but I also want, | would like a

critical mind.

One last thing — | have a good fortune in coming to the Czech Republic to
meet somebody who | corresponded with over many years and as a labour of love
he decided to translate my little book The Holocaust Industry into Czech so | have
to acknowledge him. Miroslav, and he just set down and translated the book. And
there were three wonderful people who tolerate me during my frustration the past
couple of days and particularly who | want to acknowledge. And that’s Jana,
Mohamed and Radek, who took me around and had to deal with my occasional
outbursts of frustration so | want to express my gratitude. | was asked this evening
to speak on slightly more technical topic. One which is of interest to layers and
scholars of, legal scholars. So you’ll forgive me if the topic is a little bit technical
but I’ll do my best to put it or to pitch it to a general audience so that everybody
can find something usefulness in what | have to say. The topic is the international

law and the Israeli-Palestine conflict.

What does law have to tell us about the rights and the wrongs in this
conflict? | want to begin with a remark by somebody who | came to respect a lot
this past year. | sat down and | decided I’d wanted to hear what Mahatma Ghandi
had to say about the subject of occupations. Because he lived through the British
occupation of India and seem to afford a fairly successful babble to rid India of
the British occupation. And he seemed to be a useful person to look at, what he
had to say, how do you end unjust occupations. And Ghandi has very substantial
collective works. You’d be surprised to learn, I think it runs to a hundred 500-
page volumes. It’s a lot. Most of it has a very little to do with politics. Ghandi was
obsessed by diet and home cure as he has a cure for everything. From constipation
to impotence so if you have any private problems that have concerned you he is a
good place to look thought I can’t promise you that his cures work. But he did
have a lot to say about politics as well and | would like to begin with something
he had to say. Ghandi said: “All compromise is based on give and take. But there

can be no give and take on fundamentals.” Any compromise on fundamentals is a
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surrender. For it is all give and no take. The time for compromise can only come
when both sides are of one mind on fundamentals. You can’t expect people to

give up their fundamental rights.

And the beginning of any successful negotiation has to be agreement what
are the fundamental rights on all sides in the conflict. And that now is our
challenge, this evening, to figure out what are those fundamental rights and which
all sides have to respect and no side should be expected to give up. In the world in
which we live today there is only one real standard for deciding fundamental
rights. And that standard in the current world is the standard of human rights and
the international law. There was a time, say, my generation when | was grooving
up, when there were competing standards of right and wrong. There was, you
might call it was a Marxist-Socialist standard, there was a Liberal standard, they
were competing standards. But | think it’s fair to say in the world in which we live
now there is only one standard. There is no real challenger, no real dissenter. It’s
the language of international law and human rights. And so what | want to do
today is look at what that standard, the standard of international law and human
rights has to tell us about the fundamentals of the Israeli-Palestine conflict. The
fundamentals on which there can be no compromise. And so says mister Ghandi,
or Mahatma. The fact of the matter is, and it might come as a surprise to you, in
fact there is no controversy, no dispute whatsoever about what those fundamental
rights are. They are not controversial at all. And the record clearly shows as I’ll
try to illustrate that the main obstacle to resolving the conflict is the refusal of
Israel, backed by the United States, to respect those fundamental principles of

international law.

So let’s begin with a basic issue, namely the issue of borders. What are the
legitimate borders of the state of Israel and what are the legitimate borders of a
future state of Palestine. We’re often told that this is a very controversial question.
We’re told that the West Bank, Gaza, East Jerusalem, the standard term of the
United State is, these are disputed territories. They’re controversial to whom they
belong. Well, not everybody agrees with that. So take the example of the former

president of the United States, Jimmy Carter. He wrote a book a couple of years
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ago and he said as follows: “Israel’s continued control and colonization of
Palestinian land have been the primary obstacles to a comprehensive peace
agreement.” Peace can fit Israel and the Middle East only when the Israeli
government is willing to comply with international law by accepting its legal
borders. The main obstacle is Israel’s refusal to accept its legal borders under
international law. In fact, this problem, this basic problem goes back a long way.
It probably goes back before when most people in this room were born. In fact,
before you were even conceived in your mother’s womb. So | can go back to
1970, one of the leading authority in the international law was a fellow named
Quincy Wright. And this is what he says 40 years ago. He says: “The major
obstacle to progress seems to be the refusal of Israel to agree to withdraw from
occupied territories.” Exactly what Jimmy Carter wrote a few years ago was
already written forty years ago by one of the leading authorities in international
law. The basic principle is pretty straight forward and is said to be a basic

principle of the United Nations Charter and the principle goes like this.

Under international law, in the contemporary world, it is impermissible, it
is inadmissible, it is not allowed to acquire territory by war. That you cannot
change the borders of your country by virtue of having been victorious in a war.
That is not allowed in the contemporary world. Now some of you might think, but
haven’t most states created their borders through war? And of course the answer
Is yes but it is also true that law evolves. That’s why torture was permissible in the
19™ century and it’s not permissible in the 20™ and 21 century. That’s why in the
19" century it was legally permissible for a husband to kill his wife but times have
changed in terms of the law. So, to say most countries have acquired their body,
their borders by virtue of war which is true does not change the fact that in the
contemporary world it’s illegal. So Israel has two kinds of argument. The first
argument they make is they say: “But you have to remember, we conquered the
west bank and Gaza and back then also the Sinai Peninsula, the Golan Heights, we
conquered these territories in a defensive war and that changes things.” They say
it wasn’t a war of aggression, it was a defensive war. So let me look at two
aspects. First, the historical question, was it a defensive war? And then the legal

question does that change anything? In fact, most of you are way too young to
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remember but Israel conquered the west bank and Gaza alongside the other
territories during the June 1967 war. They claimed that Mister Nasser, the
president of Egypt, was going to attack and that they had to attack first, to preamp,
to prevent the attack by Egypt. And they claim that Mister Nasser along with
other Arab states were going to destroy the state of Israel. Mister Abba Eban,
Israel’s former foreign minister, he was the UN representative at the time and he
was the main spokesperson for Israel at the time and he has a very dramatic
chapter in one of his memoirs on June 67 war and the chapter is titled: To live or

to die. That’s what he claims the June 67 war was all about.

The documentary record tells us something very different. Many US
intelligence agencies were checking to see what were the prospects of a war in
Israel, between Israel and its neighbours. Because Israel was very careful, they
knew they needed American approval for the war. Because in 1956 when Israel
attacked Egypt alongside the British and the French it was the Americans who
said: “You have to leave.” And the Israelis were fearful that the Americans again
would say you have to leave. So they wanted to get the green light from the
Americans. So Israeli officials, one after another, were coming to Washington and
telling the Americans, the president at the time Lyndon Johnson, saying Egypt is
going to attack. Egypt is going to attack. Egypt is going to destroy us. So the
American intelligence agencies, a large number, about six investigated. They had
very good contacts in Egypt as you can imagine. Probably half the Egyptian
government was on the American payroll. So, they’re investigating, they’re
investigating and they come to a conc, they came to two conclusions. Number
one, they concluded that Egypt did not intent to attack. There was no evidence
that Egypt was going to attack. And number two, they’ve concluded that even if
he did attack, which was highly unlikely and even if he attacked with all the
neighbouring Arab countries, president Johnson he looked at the Israeli
representative and he said: “According to all of our intelligence agencies,” and
now I’m quoting the president, he said: “You will whip the hell out of them.”
There was no fear that Israel was going to live or die. In fact the head of Israel’s

Mossad, he came to Washington in June of that year and he said and now I’m
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quoting him. “There were no differences between the US and the Israelis under
military intelligence picture or its interpretation.”

That is to say the Israelis agreed with the Americans, number one Egypt is
not going to attack and number two, if Egypt did, Israel would whip the hell out of
them which, as you know, is exactly what they did. In approximately one day
actual war was over. It only lasted several more days because Israel wanted to
conquer territory that belonged at that time to Jordan, namely the west bank and
also the Golan Heights. But the actual war with Egypt was over in about one to
two days. After the war the United Nations General Assembly met in emergency
session. It was the fifth emergency session of the UN General Assembly and
actually if you read the record, which | have, it’s kind of nice to read because
Abba Eban, the Israeli representative, he had a terrifying grasp of the English
language. And the Arabs, sometimes in frustration would call him a wordologist
because of his grasp of English. And the Arab delegations tried to rise to the
occasion of Mister Eban and so all sides were quite cleaver in their language. The
standard of the UN has gone down quite a lot but back then it was quite
impressive. At the UN meeting the only country in the world, the only country in
the world of all the members of the UN General Assembly, the only country
which said that Israel was the innocent victim of Arab aggression, the only
country was Israel. No, it’s true, even the American delegate, at that time a fellow
named Arthur Goldberg, even the American delegate, his position was, the official
American position was that both sides were responsible for the escalation of
hostilities. But there was no government in the world, except for Israel, which
claimed that Israel was the innocent victim of Arab aggression. That still leaves
the second question, the legal question. Because under the law, even if, even if
you fight a war of self-defence, you do not have the right in a war of self-defence
to change your country’s borders. And this has been the position of leading
scholars of international low long before June 1967, for those of you who know
the field E. M. Grounly, Robert Jennings. R. C. Bovel, the leading figures. I’ll just
guote one of them, mister Jennings, Robert Jennings, he said: “It would be a
strange law of self-defence that permitted the defender in the course of his defence

to seize and keep the resources and territory of the attacker.” That’s strange that
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you should in the name of self-defence be able or have the right to appropriate the
territory or resources of the country that attacked you. And that’s the current
position of all leading scholars and the current position of the United Nations

General Assembly.

After the June war as | said there was the meeting of the General
Assembly and the secretary general, a very good secretary general who’s actually
the only decent secretary general the United Nations ever had U Thant from then
Burma, very decent guy. And mister U Thant he said summarising the opinion of
the General Assembly. He said: “Everyone agrees that there should be no
territorial gains by military conquest. Everybody agrees no territorial gains by
military conquest.” During the General Assembly debate there was a lot of
difference of opinion. Some people, some countries said Israel has to withdraw
from all the territories without any reaction or without any statements by the Arab
countries. It has to be unconditional. Other countries, mostly the Latin American
countries, they said no, Israel has to withdraw but in turn the Arab countries have
to promise that they will not attack Israel in the future and that they will recognize
Israel as a member state of the United Nations. But nobody, nobody or | should
say no state except for Israel claimed that it had the right to keep the territory.
There was agreement. There has to be full withdrawal. The only debate was does
full withdrawal have to come with Arab recognition of Israel and Arab
commitments not to attack Israel in the future. And that’s been the position of the
General Assembly. Most of you should know for future reference the UN
resolution 242. The General Assembly was unable to find agreement on how to
resolve the conflict so it moved in November 1967 to the Security Council. And
the Security Council passed the famous UN resolution 242. They were fifteen, as
they’re now, fifteen members of the Security Council. Of those 15, 14 were on the
record as saying: It is inadmissible to acquire territory by war. The only country
which didn’t say anything at the time, of the 15 members of the Security Council,
was nationalist China which was on the verge of being displaced by the People's
Republic of China and so they remained silent during the most of the debates. But
everyone else agreed, including the United States. The position of the United

States was that you can only have what they quote minor and mutual, minor and
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mutual land swaps. That’s to say if 2%, if Israel wants to keep 2% of the west
bank then it has to give 2% of its territory to, at that time it was Jordan, not it’s the
Palestinians. But minor and mutual land swaps but the minor and mutual have to
end up being zero. Take 2 here lose 2 here and it comes to zero because of that
principle. It’s inadmissible to acquire territory by war. Well that’s the history long
before as | said many of you were born so let’s try to bring the record up to the
present, the record which concerns most of you in the room. And the record is
quite clear and any of you in this room can check it for yourself, it’s very simple
in the era of internet. All you have to do is go to your computer and enter under
Google the words Peaceful settlement of the question of Palestine. Peaceful
settlement of the question of Palestine and if you enter those words in your

Google, what will come up on the screen is UN General Assembly record.

Because every year, every year the UN General Assembly passes a vote on
this resolution. It has the same title. It comes up around November of each year.
And each year the terms of the resolution are basically the same, so to quote from
this past year, the resolution says: “We affirm the principle of the inadmissibility
of the acquisition of territory by war. We affirm the principle that the Israeli
settlements in the Palestinian territory occupied since 1967, including East
Jerusalem, those settlements are illegal. We stress the need for the withdrawal of
Israel from the Palestinian territory occupied since 1967, including East
Jerusalem.” Because East Jerusalem was also conquered during the June 67 war.
“And we stress the need for resolving the problem of the Palestinian refugees in
conformity with resolution 194, the resolution that calls for the rights of
Palestinians to return to their homes and compensation.” That’s the resolution.
What’s most interesting is the vote because remember, the question of borders, the
question of East Jerusalem, the question of settlements and the question of
refugees, those are considered the most controversial issues on the Israel-Palestine
conflict. They’re all, they’re called the final status issues because it’s said that
they’re so complicated, so controversial that we have to put them off to the last
stage of negotiations. Because if we begin negotiations with them, we’re told,
they’re so complicated that the negotiations would break down. Well now you

have to judge for yourself. You have to use your own minds, your own
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independent minds and decide for yourself whether these issues are really
controversial. | just recited for you the principles of the resolution that’s each year
voted on in the UN. Now I’ll give you the vote and then you decide, do the
computations if you’re mathematically inclined, you do, you decide whether it’s

very controversial.

The vote in 1997, 155 to 2. The three negative votes, excuse me, the two
negative votes, Israel and the United States. 1998, the vote 154 to 2, the negative
votes, Israel and the United States. Skipping a little to 2002, the vote 160 to 4, the
negative votes, Israel and the United States joined by the power houses in the
Pacific, the Marshall Islands and Micronesia. 2003, the vote 160 to 6. Well six,
the number is growing. Israel, the United States, the Marshall Islands, Micronesia
now joined by Palau and Uganda. 2004, the vote 161 to 7. And then skipping up
to the recent years, 2008, 164 to 7. 2009, 164 to 7. This past year a very close
vote. 164 to 7, the seven negative votes: Israel, the United States, Australia, the

Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Nauru and Palau.

Now some of you have that nervous smile on your face because you don’t
know what Nauru and Palau are but you don’t won’t anyone else to know that you
don’t know what they are. So I will cure you of your ignorance. Nauru and Palau,
without in any way being disrespectful to them, just trying to speak with strict
objectivity, their combined populations can fit in the empty floor space of this
room ant that’s really it. That’s the vote every year. And it’s useful to bear in
mind that the Czech Republic votes every year with the majority. For all of their
peculiar, eh peculiar notions of hospitality your prime minister ought to know that
I’m with him on this one and we both disagree with Palau and Nauru. So to use
the language of young people, on this particular issue mister Fisher and | are on
the same page. Or a language of my generation we are on the same wavelength.
Thought to use the language of my generation | kind of get bad vibes from him.
Some people understand there, ok. Not only the Czech Republic votes
consistently with the majority for the two state settlement on the June 67 border in
accordance with the national law but the Islamic state of Iran every year votes

with the majority. The only two outliers apart from the south pacific powerhouses
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are the United States and Israel. On the regional level, the regional level, in March
2002 the Arab league meeting in Beirut, it’s already a while ago, 10-8 years ago,
and they put forth the Arab peace initiative. The Arab peace initiative echoed
exactly the terms of the UN General Assembly resolution. A two state settlement
on the June 67 border and what they call a just resolution of the refugee question.
The vote in the Arab league, it was 22 to 0. That doesn’t sound very close. That
doesn’t sound very controversial. Then meeting that same year the 57 members of
the Organisation of Islamic Cooperation, all the Islamic states in the world, the
crazy Muslims they meet. And all 57 members, including Iran, they agree. They
said as follows. They adopt the Arab peace initiative to resolve the issue of
Palestine and the Middle East and decide to use all possible needs in order to
explain and clarify the full implications of this initiative and win international
support for its implementation. Well clearly these Muslims are crazy. They say
they support the initiative and they want to rally international support for its
implementation. Iran is a member of the Organisation of Islamic Cooperation.
That’s still only part of the story because in Arab peace initiative, which was then
indorsed by the organisation of the Islamic cooperation it went one step beyond
international law. It said if Israel accepts these terms for ending the conflict, we
will not just recognise Israel, which is its obligation under international law, but it
said, and I’m quoting from the document: “It will establish normal relations with
Israel, it will establish trade, it will establish tourism with Israel,” normal
economic relations with Israel. No states are obligated under international law to
do so but the Arab league and then Muslim’s meeting at the organisation of the
Islamic conference indorsed got two baited doors. In 2004 these issues came up
before the highest judicial body in the world. So far | talked about the most
representative political body in the world and the main regional bodies. But then
there is the issue of the main judicial body in the world, the international court of

justice.
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5.3 Interpreter 1 —interpreting

Legal aspect of Palestinian and Israel conflict. Norman Finklesteen, Philosophical

faculty of the University of Carl in Prague, 23rd of February 2010.

De¢kuji vam za vaSe pozvani, prozil jsem par zvlaStnich dni v ceské
republice. Se vs§i uctou, jelikoZ je tady hodné mladych lidi, tak se v§i uctou k vdm
a celému vasemu narodu, tak musim fict, Ze jsem byl opravdu hmm zarazen Vasi
netoleranci. Hmm Tim va$im hmm vasi bojacnosti lidi ohledné nazoru jinych lidi.
Nikdo nikomu nezakazuje, aby fikali, co chtéli, ale vSichni se bojite jiného
pohledu. Hmm Toto nechapu a nikde jsem se s tim nesetkal a mazu fict, ze ani ve
spojenych statech ne-e. Ale doufam, ze dneska tady bude hodné otevienych,
hodné¢ bystrych lidi a doufam, ze nakonec té moji prednasky semnou budete
diskutovat, Ze m¢ vyslechnete a zZe se nebudete mi bat ani oponovat. Hmm mutizu
vam dat piiklad. Tteba v 60. letech u nés lidi nosili maly odznacek, na kterém
bylo napsdno Oponujte Autorité, coz je urciteé velice dobry pristup 444 mizu vam
dat dalsi ptiklad, jeden pan Karel Marx mél podobny ndzor. Nékdo se ho zeptal,
¢emu vy véfite nebo jaké je vaSe moto a on fekl néco, co by se dalo parafrazovat
jako: O vSem pochybuju. Takze doufam, Ze mé vyslechnete a Ze na konci bude

zajimava debata.

Hmm mél jsem $tésti, Ze tady v Ceské republice jsem potkal jednoho
dobrého ¢loveéka. Hmm stali jsme se ptateli a poté on i pfelozil moji knihu o
holocaustu do Cestiny. Je to tedy Miroslav. Hmm poté musim fict, ze jsem tedy pfi

své cest¢ momentalni potkal dalsi tfi skvélé lidi. Jsou to Jakub, Mohamed a
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Radek, kteti vlastné m¢ tolerovali pti mych frustrujicich naladach, a za toto jim
dékuju. Hmm dostavame se k tématu. Hmm je to néco, co urcité bude zajimat
pravniky a studenty prava. Je to celkem technické téma, ale budu se ho snazit
zjednodusit, abyste vSichni si alespoii néco odnesli. Jeho nazev je: Mezinarodni

pravo a lzraelsko-Palestinsky konflikt.

Mezindrodni pravo ndm muze ukazat hmm co je spravné a co neni spravné
tady v tomto konfliktu. Hmm za¢nu tim, ze vam feknu o ¢lovéku, kterého jsem
zacal v posledni dob¢ velice obdivovat. Jednéd se o Mahatma Ghéandiho. Hmm ma
velice dobry nazor na okupaci, jelikoZ Zil v pribéhu Britsko-Indické okupace a
piezil ji. Vydal i par knih, kde fesi vlastné svoje problémy a tak dale a na vSechno
vymyslel néjaké feSeni. Ale chci to zacit jednim citatem, ktery by se dal
parafrazovat néco jako: Kompromis je zalozen na ustupcich obou stran, ale
zékladnich prav, ale ze zakladnich prav ¢lovéka se odstupovat nedd, protoze
jakékoliv odstoupeni od téchto neni kompromis, ale kapitulace. Kompromis je,
pokud se obé€ strany dohodnou na uplatnéni téchto zakladnich prav. Pokud se

jedna strana vzda svojich zékladnich prav, tak je to prosté neptipustné.

Zacatkem kazdého vyjednavani musi byt shoda na néjakych zakladnich
pravech, které budou vSechny strany respektovat a vsechny strany se jimi budou
fidit a ani jedna strana nebude ocekavana, zZe se jich vzda. V dnesni dob¢ je pouze
vlastné jeden standard, podle kterych se tyto zédkladni prava daji fidit a to je, to
jsou lidské prava a mezinarodni zékony. Tak to vSak ale nebylo vzdycky. Tieba
kdyz ja jsem vyrustal, byly rizné standardy. Komunisti to vid€li jednim smérem,

liberalové to jednim vidéli jinym smérem, ale v dneSnim svété opravdu mame
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jenom hmm jednu normu a jeden standard, podle kterého se zakladni prava daji
urcovat a to jsou lidské prava a mezinarodni zdkon. Hmm takze pouzijeme vlastné
tady tydle dvé véci k tomu, aby jsme si ukazali, jak jsou, jake jsou zakladni prava
a jak jsou tyto poruSovana v lzraelsko-Palestinském konfliktu. Musim zduraznit,
ze zakladni prava nejsou sporna, nikdo proti nim nic nefikd. Hmm vSichni fikaji
Ze ano, jsou spravné. Jenze jsou potlaCovany tyto zakladni prava Izraelem, ktery

ma bohuzel podporu USA a Izrael tyto prava nerespektuje.

Hmm hlavni problém tady v tomto konfliktu jsou sporné hranice. Hmm
otazka je, kde jsou vlastné legitimni hranice Izraele, kde je legitimni hranice
Palestiny. Sporna Uzemi, nebo respektive tak, jak Amerika nazi... Amerika
nazyva spornymi tizemimi tizemi zapadniho biehu Jordanu, izemi Gazy a tizemi
vychodniho Jeruzaléma. Jenze jako sporna uzemi to nevidi vSichni. Napiiklad
byvaly americky prezident Jimmy Carter ve své knize napsal, Ze hlavni problém
hmm lIzraelského ko, Izraelsko-Palestinského konfliktu je nechut’ Izraele hmm je
to, Ze Izrael nechce uznat svoje pravoplatné hranice. Aaa coz samoziejmée
odporuje mezinarodnimu pravu a tady todle je vlastné porusovani mezinarodniho
prava. Toto ale neni néco, co by bylo objeveno teprve nedavno. Stejny problém
byl i nékdy Ctyficet, pied 40 lety, kdy v roce 1970 jeden z nejlepSich
mezinarodnich pravniku, Quinsy Right, fekl, Ze hlavni problém tohoto konfliktu
je odmitnuti Izraele vzdat se okupovaného tzemi. TakZe mame vlastné stejny

problém a stejnou piekazku uz hodné, hodné dlouhou dobu, coz je problém.

Hmm to je néco, na co nardzi i charta spojenych narodu. Kdy, ktera tika,

ze nemiiZzete, nebo Ze zadny stat nemize ziskat nové tzemi dobitim neboli valkou.
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Toto proste neni dovoleno. MuzZete se zeptat, ale vSak vétSina, nebo muizete
argumentovat tim, Ze vétSina statli ma svoje uzemi diky valce. To je sice pravda,
ale musime si uvédomit, Ze se zakony vyviji. Muceni bylo taky v 18. a 19. stoleti
povoleno a ve 20. uz je zakazano. V 19. stoleti bylo za ur¢itych okolnosti mozno
to, Ze muz zabil svoji Zzenu. Momentaln¢ to neni. TakZe ano, vétSina statli ma
svoje uzemi diky valkam, ale to nic neméni na faktu, Ze dnes je to nezakonné.
Izrael se, nebo vlastné co k tomu fika Izrael? Izrael se brani tim, ze Gzemi
zapadniho biehu, tzemi Gazy ziskali diky takzvané obrané valce. Ze museli konat
a todle méni véci. Otazka je... podivejme se na to ze dvou pohleda.

Z historickeho, kdy otazka je, je to opravdu byla obranna valka a z legalniho,
jestli viibec obranna valka méni situaci. Z toho historického pohledu vime, Ze
zapadni bieh Jordanu a Gaza byla pfipojena béhem valky v roce 1967, kdy Izrael
tekl, ze musi napadnout tady toto izemi, jelikoz pry méli informace, ze Egypt
zautoci na Izrael a chce ho znicit. Izrael tedy fekl, ze musel zattocit first, hmm

prvni a Ze to byla pouze obrana, aby nebyl znicen.

Hmm a proto se to americka vlada rozhodla vlastné zjistit. Rtizné
zpravodajské agentury zacali patrat v Egypté a v 1zraeli a po sousednich zemich,
co se opravdu d¢je. A Izrael musel byt opravdu opatrny, jelikoz vlastné americka
vlada zastavila invazi do Egypta v roce 67. Vlastné kdy spojené sily Izraele,
Britanie a Francie Sly do Egypta. Proto Izrael zacal posilat delegaty do
Washingtonu, ktery prezidentovy zacali fikat, ze Egypt zalitoci na Izrael, Egypt
rozdrti Izrael a tak dale. Hmm a tak to teda Spojené staty vySettovaly, ale zjistily
dvé véci. Za prvé, ze nebyla nebyly zadné ditkkazy o tom, Ze by Egypt cht¢l

zautoCit na Izrael. A zadruhé, pokud by Izrael zautocil, coz bylo velice
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nepravdépodobné, tak a ted’ cituju byvalého prezidenta, co on fekl delegatim

z lzraele. 1zrael by Egypt naprosto rozdrtil.

No a potom pfiisel jeden vyslanec z Izraele do Ameriky a fekl, ze m¢li
uplné stejné podklady jak Izrael, tak Amerika. No takze prakticky se shodli
s AmeriCany na to, ze Egypt pro n¢ nebyl hrozba a pokud by byl hrozba, taky by
je rozdrtily, coz se opravdu stalo. Rozdrtili je prakticky za jeden den, co trvala
valka. Ona sice trvala trosku dil, ale to proto, Ze Izrael chtél dostat néjaké uzemi.
Kwvili tomuto se vlastn€ organizovalo paté vyjimecné shroméazdéni rady
bezpecnosti OSN, kde se vlastné vSichni sjeli. Vystupoval tam 1 Izrael a tak dale a
vSichni nebo vSechny zemé, vCéetné¢ Ameriky, se shodli na tom, Ze Izrael hmm se
chova vlastn¢ Spatné€. A pouze Izrael ekl nebo byl toho ndzoru, Ze Izraelsky stat
je obét’ arabské agrese. Hmm toto nam ukazuje, ze vlastné pouze Izraelci si to
mysleli. Zistava nam pravni otazka. Hmm podle mezinarodniho prava, ani pokud
se branite a vedete, nebo jste nuceni zacit vést valku kvili tomu, abyste se branili,
tak nesmite zmeénit svoje hranice. Uz kdysi davno pan Robert Jennings fekl, a ted’
parafrazuji: “Bylo by opravdu zvlastni, kdyby hmm jste si mohli nechat to, co
dobijete v ptipad¢ valky. ” A to je momentalni postoj nebo nazor i rady bezp hmm

bezpe&nosti OSN. Ze nemiiZete si, i kdyZ se branite, nechat izemi, které dobijete.

No a po teda ¢ervnu nebo valce v roce 67, generalni tajemnik spojenych
narodi, pan Othant, shrnul nazor v§ech statl, Ze Zadny tizemni zisk nemuze byt
uznan, pokud to bylo vojenskym dobitim. Hmm potom néazor nebo problém mezi
statma byla, ze n¢které staty fekly, Ze Izrael musi opustit izemi, které dobyl a

Arabské staty se nemusi zavazovat viibec k nicemu. Jiné staty tikaly, ze Izrael
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musi odejit, ale Arabské staty se musi zavazat k tomu, Ze na Izrael nezattoci a Ze
ho uznaji jako pravoplatny jako stat a pravoplatny hmm prévoplatny ¢len
spojenych narodii. Hmm toto byly sice dv¢ otazky, které se vyiesily, ale nikdo, ale
vibec nikdo nefekl, kromé Izraele, Ze si Izrael mize nechat toto izemi. Problém
byl pouze akorat pokud se Arabské staty musi k né¢emu zavazat, nebo ne. Hmm
toto byla pozice valného shroméazdéni OSN, ale bohuzZel se vlastné na ni¢em
neshodli tak to bylo pfedano rad¢ bezpec¢nosti. Hmm pokud nékdo no z vas vi, co
je 242 rezoluce spojenych narodd, tak fika vlastné prakticky to samé, co 14 z 15
statd, které v t€ dob¢ tvorily radu bezpecnosti. A ty fikaly, ze zddny izemni zisk
nesmi byt diky vojenskému dobiti. Hmm na tomto se shodli 14, na tomto se
shodlo 14 statfl, pouze jeden vlastné nefekl nic, coz byla Cina. JelikoZ ta méla
svoje momentalni problémy. Spojené staty pouze dodaly, Ze mize dojit k malym a
vzajemnym vyménam uzemi, kdy pokud Izrael ma z4jem o 2% severniho biehu,
tak musi vzit né¢kde jinde 2% a dat ho statu, s kteryma to chce vymeénit. Ale musi
to byt vzdycky vymeéna férova a musi to vzdycky byt pro ob¢ strany stejné
vyhodné. Hmm to byl pohled do historie, pojd'me se podivat v dnesni dobu.
Kterou, do dnesni doby. Co se déje, to se muzete podivat sami. Dejte do Googlu

mirové feSeni otazky Palestiny a vyjede vam jako prvni ¢lanek od OSN.

Hmm kazdy rok valna hromada spojenych narodu hlasuje o rezoluci. Tato
rezoluce zistava velice podobné kazdy rok. Hmm a tik4, ze, zase se budu
opakovat, Zadny Uzemni zisk nemtze byt diky vojenskému dobiti. Dale fika, ze
Izraelské osady na Palestinském Gzemi od roku 67 jsou nelegalni. Toto zahrnuje i
vychodni Jeruzalém. Dale tik4, Ze Izrael musi z téchto osad odejit a musi se

vyfesit otazka Palestinskych uprchliki, hmm ve smyslu Ze musi jim byt dovoleno

61



vratit se do svych domovl a musi jim dostat kompenzace. Hmm takze mame
vlastné Ctyti otazky. To je otazka hranic, otdzka vychodniho Jeruzaléma, otazka
momentalnich osadnikti a otazka uprchlikd. Hmm nékdo tika, nebo respektive
toto se oznacuje jako hlavni sporné otazky vyjednavani a jsou oznacovany, jako ty
otazky, které se musi odlozit az Gpln€ na konec mirového vyjednavani, jelikoz
jsou velice slozité a pokud by se daly na zacatek, tak by vyjednavani selhalo.
Otazka je, jestli jsou to opravdu sporné otazky. Musite se sami rozhodnout a sami
posoudit, zda jsou opravdu tak sporné, jak se o nich tika, anebo opravdu sporné
nejsou a mély by se jednoduse vytesit. Ted’ vam feknu, jak spojené narody

hlasovali o této rezoluci.

Hlasovani probihalo takto: V roce 1997 bylo pro rezoluci 155 statd, proti
byly dvé. To byly Izrael a Spojené¢ staty. Rok 98 se mélo pro 154 statii a proti byly
dva, Izrael a Spojene staty. V roce 2002 bylo pro 160 statu a proti 4 staty. Izrael,
Spojené staty a malé bezvyznamne, tim nemyslim, opravdu se vSi uctou, malé
bezvyznamné ostruvky z Pacifiku. 2003, 160 pro a 6 proti. Zase Izrael, Spojené
staty, malé ostrovy z jizniho Pacifiku a pridali se k nim staty Palau a Uganda. Rok
2004 piinesl 161 a 7 proti. Posko¢ime dale, rok 2008 ptinesl 164 stati a 7 proti a

2009 to samé, 164 a 7 proti, kdy se ke vSem tém Sesti statim ptidala Australie.

Hmm pokud nevite, jak si predstavit tady tyto ostriivky, tak, a ted’ mluvim
se VSi (ctou, ale snazim se byt objektivni, populace téchto ostriivkt by se vlezla
do této mistnosti. A to je viechno. Hmm musim dodat, Zze Ceska republika
souhlasi s vétsinou, i ptes vas zvlastni smysl pro toleranci a musim fict, ze

souhlasim s vaSim panem premiérem v této otazce a abych tak fekl, jsme na stejné
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vlng. Ale neni to jenom Ceské republika, kdo souhlasi. Souhlasi i napiiklad
takovy Iran. Jo. Jediny, jediné dva staty, které jsou proti je Iz.. a které feknéme
jsou ve sveéte vEtsi jsou Izrael a Spojené staty. Presuiime se do biezna roku 2002,
kdy liga arabskych stati hmm vydala arabskou, nebo zac¢ala takzvanou arabskou
mirovou iniciativu a hlasy 22 ku 0 ji schvalila. Tato vypovidala o tom, Ze to
opravdu musi byt vyfeseno a ze Izrael musi odejit. Rozhodnuti 22 ku 0 si myslim,
Ze opravdu neni sporné. Poté se setkala i muslimska komunita a vS§ech 57 statii na
tomto setkani, véetné Iradnt, se shodli na tom, Ze se taky pfipoji pod tuto mirovou
iniciativu a ze otdzka vlastné osad musi byt vyfeSena, musi byt jednou pro vzdy
vyfeSena a ze musime musi najit mezinarodni podporu na to, aby se toto provedlo.
A to jsou muslimové, kdo takto hlasili, hlasovali. A jesté to taky posunuli jesté
kracek dal, kdy tekli, ze pokud Izrael bude akceptovat tyto podminky a odejde,
tak nejen, Ze ho uznaji jako stat, ale taky s nim navazou normalni vztahy, budou
podporovat obchod a turistiku s témato staty. A toto nejen to muslimské, tento

muslimsky sjezd, ale i liga arabskych stat schvalili.
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5.4 Interpreter 2 — notation
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5.5 Interpreter 2 — interpreting

Pravni aspekty Palestinsko-Izraelskeho konfliktu, Norman Finklestain,

Filozoficka fakulta Univerzity Karlovy, Praha 23. 2. 2010.

Dobry den, dékuji vam za to, Ze tu dnes jste. Aaa stravil jsem v Ceské
republice par divnych dni a jsem piekvapen z toho, tim, Ze je tu tolik mladych lidi
dnes na této prednasce. Ze svého mladi vim, Ze mladi lidé jsou plni ideali. Aaa
avSak byl bych nezdvotily, kdybych kritizoval kohokoliv v mistnosti, ale soucasné
jsem piekvapen mirou intolerance, ktera se tu objevila, zatimco jsem tu byl. Jsem
piekvapen takeé tim, Ze se lidé boji jiného dhlu pohledu. Ze timto hlavnim
strachem je jakysi hypoteticky strach. Tomu skute¢né nerozumim, protoze ani
z Ameriky s timto nemam zkuSenost. Ale k véci. Aaa dnes vecer je tu hodné lidi a
jadoufam, Ze jsou to lidé s otevienou mysli a také s kritickou mysli. Aaa na
zacatek samoziejme uvedu prednasku, odprfednasim to a potom bych byl rad,
kdybyste se ptali, protoZe ja miluji vyzvy. Aaa mam rad generaci roku 1960, kdy
mladi lidé nosili ¢ernou placku s bilymi pismeny QA — Question authorities, aaa
velmoc otazek. Myslim si, Ze je to velice dobra imigz a podobny napad mél mlady
Zid Karl Marx. Aaa kdyZ se ho kdosi zeptal, v jaké vyte vlastné Zije. A protoze
byl chytry, tak odpovédél, ze jeho vira je takova, Ze dokaze zpochybnit vSe a to si

myslim, Ze je zdravy posto;j.

Jesté jedna véc. Aaa mél jsem totiz §tdsti aaa piijet do Ceské republiky aaa
a potkal jsem se s nékym, se kterym, s kym si pisu uz hodné¢ let a ten nékdo se

prave rozhodl ptelozit moji kratkou knihu o holokaustu, takze jesté jednou dékuju
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Miroslavovy. A zaroven chci podékovat tiem bdjeénym lidem, ktefi se o me
starali a ktefi snaSeli mé vybuchy frustrace. A k t€m patti vyjadieni zvlastniho
véku vdeéku. Dnes vecer vSak aaa tato pfednaska bude na odbornéjsi téma, na vice
technické téma, takZe je primarné urcena pro pravniky a ucitele prava. AvSak
budu se snazit ji priblizit i vSeobecnému publiku, tak aby kazdy z nich, z vas v ni

néco nasel. A téma je mezindrodni pravo a Palestinsky konflikt.

Zaméiime se na to, co je dobré a co je Spatné v tomto konfliktu a jako
uvodem bych velice rad citoval Mahatma Ghandiho, ktery méa na téma o okupaci
skute¢né co fict, protoZze sam zil v prub&hu Britské okupace v Indii. Aaa jeho
sebrané spisy Cini, jsou skute¢né obrovské. Maji néco kolem 100 — 500 stran,
jeden z nich. A zaméfoval se nejen na politiku, ale hlavné byl posedly dietami a
domaécim 1é¢enim, takze pokud mate jakykoliv soukromy problém, jakykoliv
zdravotni problém, sméle vas na néj odkazuji. Co se vsak politiky tyce, rad bych
uvedl citat. Aaa Ghandi tvrdil, Ze vSechny kompromisy jsou zaloZené na tom
davat a brét, ale v zakladnich pravech ¢lovéka se nic takového stat nemuze,
protoze jakykoliv kompromis v zakladnich pravech znamena podvoleni se nebo
kapitulaci. ProtoZe tak vlastné jde pouze o to brani a ne o davani. A kompromis
pak miiZe, jestlize ob¢ strany mysli, jsou aaa, jestlize ob¢ strany se na n¢j

soustiedi a mysli pfi tom na zakladni prava.

Aby vsak bylo jednani uspésné, tak na zac¢atku kazdého tohoto jednani
musi byt stanoveno a dohodnuto, co jsou to z&kladni prava a musi to byt
dohodnuto obéma stranami. V tento vecer na to zkusime pfijit. Aaa ob¢ skupiny

musi respektovat zakladni prava a ani jedna z nich se nesmi podvolit. Aaa
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v dnes$nim svété existuje jeden skute¢ny standard aaa coz jsou zékladni prava a to
jsou lidska prava a mezinarodni zakon. Aaa jako generace aaa v mé generaci byly
aaa dobré a §patné véci trochu jiné. Byly striktné vymezené. Zil jsem v dobé
liberalniho standartu marxisty marxisticko-socialistického standartu. Aaa ve svéte
Vv jakém ted’ Zijeme, existuje pouze jeden tento standart. Neexistuje skutecny
vyzyvatel. A tim standardem je kombinace mezinarodniho prava a lidskych
zéakont. Dnes se chci podivat na mezinarodni prava a lidska préva jako zékladni
prava pro lzraelsko-Palestinském konfliktu. A o nich, a v nich se nesmi délat

kompromisy. Aaa tato prava nejsou kontroverzni a nesmi o nich byt pochyby.

USA popira skutecnost a timto vlastn€ nerespektuje mezinarodni principy
mezinarodnich prav. AvSak zakladni otazkou jsou hranice. Hranice, které byly
skutecné stanovené pro Izrael a hranice stanovené pro budouci stat Palestinu. Tam
dochazi k tfenicim, napiiklad takova Gaza nebo vychodni Jeruzalém jsou dodnes
kontroverzni izemi. ProtoZe vlastné ani oni samy nevi, komu patii. Byvaly
prezident USA se ve své knize, kterou napsal, aaa tomuto vénoval a vénoval se
konkrétné kolonizaci Palestiny, kterd byla jakoby hlavnim problémem a hlavni
piekazkou celkového miru, protoze Palestina aaa nedokaze ptijmout legélni
hranice. AvSak kdyZ se na to podivame v celkovém ahlu pohledu, tak zakladni
problém, ke kterému tady dochazi je aaa velmi dav stary. Je dokonce tak stary a
star$i, neZ vétsina lidi aaa v této mistnosti, dokonce starsi neZ i doba, kdy jste byli
pocati. Aaa v roce 1970 vSak aaa byla stanovena hlavni ptekdzka pokroku, aaa coz
je mezi jinymi i neschopnost opusténi Izraele okupovanych oblasti. Takze hlavni

aaa bod je vlastné celkem jednoduchy.
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Aaa NATO vsak stanovilo urcité principy. Konkrétné€ princip
mezinarodniho aaa mezinarodnich zakoni v soucasném svéte, kdy je nepiijatelné
jakymkoliv zptisobem nepfijatelné ziskat izemi valkou. Aaa a posunout tak
hranice diky vitézstvi. Pravé toto jsou vysledky soucasné prace NATA. Jisté
semnou budete souhlasit, Ze vétSina statll, soucasnych statii ziskala své hranice ve
valce. Dobie v 19. stoleti to bylo akceptovatelné. Ve 20. stoleti je to nepovolené. |
kdyz jsme ziskali vétSinu hranic soucasnych statt diky valce, dnes je to nelegalni.
No jo, ale potom existuji také dva argumenty. Ten prvni z nich se tyka tfeba Gazy
a vychodniho Jeruzaléma, které si Izrael podiidil aaa sice valkou, ale oni to
definuji jako obranou valku, takZe to by vlastné mélo ménit véci. Ze? Pak je tu
take historicky aspekt a pravni aspekt, takZe z pravniho aspekta to néco zméni?
Dulezité je fict, ze Gaza aaa o Gazu se val¢ilo v roce 1967, kdy doslo k jejimu
podiizeni. Tehdy to bylo zaka-zaka-zakamuflované stylem, Ze Egypt chystal tajny
utok na Izrael, takZze oni vlastné provedli jakoby protittok pouze proto, aby se
ubranili. A tim ziskali tu Gazu. Samoziejmé, vedli se dlouhosahlé debaty aaa
s byva, aaa s ministrem tehd Egypta, tehdejSim ministrem Egypta, ktery ve své
knize i toto popisuje a ta kapitola je celkem dramaticka. TakZze o tomhle byla

prave valka v Gaze.

Byly pofizeny nahravky a pravé z téchto nahravek aaa v USA kontrolovali,
o co skute¢né §lo, co byla skutecnost. Aaa v roce 1956 pak doslo ke skute¢nému
utoku na Egypt, kdy USA spolecné s Velkou Britanii a Francii ptikédzala Egyptu,
ze skute¢né musi odejit. Do Washingtonu, tehdy byl prezidentem Johnson, se pak
sjizdéli sousedni staty, predstavitelé sousednich stati z Egypta, aby o celé

problematice mluvili. V8ichni tvrdili, Ze Egypt zattoci, Ze je zni¢i. Na ten aaa naa
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v reakci na tuto zalezitost USA provedlo vySettovani v Egypté a piineslo uréité
zavery. Ty zavéry byly dva. Egypt nechce, nema v planu ttocit, protoze vlastné
nenasli se zadné diikazy o pfipravovaném utoku. A i kdyby néjakym zplisobem
zautocil, tak je natolik roz¢lenény, Ze by to vlastné nemélo vyznam. Takze
prezident Johnson jesté jednou zopakoval, Zze Egypt tto¢it nebude. Cerven potom
piinesl zajimavé aaa zajimavé zavéry, ze rozdily v mentalit¢ USA a v mentalité

Izraele jsou v podstaté aaa nepatrné.

Izrael, zaprvé Izrael vyjadiil souhlas s USA. Zadruhé, Egypt skute¢né
nezautoci. Zatteti, Izrael, az skonci valka tak vlastné tim celkove jenom ziska.
Aaa ucastnil jsem se paté¢ho pohotovostniho setkani valné hromady a Cetl jsem
jejich zaznam. Skutecné Izraelské anglictina byla natolik Spatnd, Ze to celkové
znamenalo jakoby postup dolu. Snazili jsme se v tom vyznat, ale az na konci
samotného setkani, jedind zemé¢ svéta, kterd z valné hromady, vlastné ktera se
ucastnila té valné hromady, zaznamenala pokrok, tak byl pravé Izrael. Dokonce
ani... | delegat aaa z Ameriky, ktery tam pfijel urovnat tyto dvé neptatelské strany
prokazal, Ze Izrael je nevinny a k tomu se piiklanél i zbytek svéta. Takze tolik
k aaa druhé, k druhému aspektu, tomu pravnimu aspektu. | kdyz se jednalo o
obranou valku, tak pfesto neméli nejmensi pravo ménit stavajici hranice. To jiste
uznavaji i soucasni ucitelé mezinarodniho prava, ktefi se vic orientuji v daném
pfedmétu. Jako ptiklad aaa téchto vedoucich pfedstaviteld bych uvedl Roberta
Jenningse, ktery, jehoz budu parafrazovat, protoze sam tekl, ze je to opravdu
divna vélka, kterd si v ramci zachovani aaa a obrany pfivlastni cizi izemi a zdroje.

TakZe tohlensto tohle to byly vlastn¢ souc¢asné postoje valného shroméazdéni.
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Aaa valka v ¢ervnu a rovnéZ valna hromada a generalni tajemnik NATA,
prave, aaa to byl opravdu skvély chlap a shrnul aaa shrnul pro nas nazor valné
hromady, kdy vSichni souhlasili, Ze zabirat hranice béhem valecného konfliktu
neni dovoleno. AAa avsak byly na to rizné nazory a nase zem¢ jako USA
vyslovila slib, Ze nezautoci na Izrael, jakozto clena NATA. A vlastn¢ tento slib
aaa celkové nedal snad zadny stat krom¢ aaa nedal zadny aaa stat vyjma Izraele,
ktery i nadale zabird teritorium, které mu nepatii. A USA tak musela uznat Izrael
jako stat a také slibit, Ze na né¢j v budoucnu nebude uto¢it. V roce 2002 doslo,
Evropska unie ustanovila aaa celkovy souhlas s valnou hromadou a posléze se
sesla i rada bezpecnosti, ktera opét vyjadfila souhlas s ustanovenim z roku 2002.
Na této rad¢ bezpecnosti bylo celkem 15 ¢lend, z nichZ 14 souhlasilo s tim, Ze
nebudou zabirat izemi valkou, a jediny aaa ¢lensky Clen zistal potichu a to byla
Cina. TakZe jak jsem jiz fekl, vétsina vyjadiila souhlas. USA vsak stanovila nebo
respektive nadnesla, Ze maly, mala a vzajemna vymeéna aaa ¢asti zem¢ by mohla
byt dovolena. To znamena, Ze 2% ziska jeden, 2% ziska druhy. AvSak k tomu
vlastné nikdy nedoslo, protoze jak uz jsem fekl, nebylo povolené zabirat izemi
valkou. Takze tolik k historii. A nyni k soucasnosti. MiiZete si to i sami zjistit,
pokud... Zijeme vlastné v éfe internetu, takze pokud zadate, pokud ptijdete na
google a zadate Peaceful settlement of the question of Palestine, takZe aaa mirové
ujednéni otazky, mi-mirové feseni otazky v Palestiné vyjede vam zaznam z valné

hromady a jeji usneseni.

KaZdy rok se aaa velkd hrom aaa komise Evropské unie aaa kazdy rok
komise Evropské unie potada volbu a pokazdé¢, pokazdy dochazi ke stejnému

vysledku. Béhem minulych let aaa tim bylo, Ze nemzeme brat tzemi véalkou.
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Jako se to stalo v roce 1967 pii okupaci Palestiny a vychodniho Jeruzaléma. Sice
toto bylo uznano jako nele, bylo to uznano jako nelegalni. Mluvim i o vychodnim
Jeruzalémé, protoze jak uz jsem fekl, ten byl zabran také béhem valky v roce
1967. Rovnéz vynesl aaa rozhodnuti o uprchlicich, kterym ma byt umoznén
navrat domil, a maji dostat i odSkodnéni. Volba jako takova byla skute¢né
zajimava, protoze ve hie byly jednak otazky kolem uprchlikti, jednak otazka
vychodniho Jeruzalému a soucasn¢ také hranice. A pravée tyto zalezitosti a tyto
body byvaji povazovany za kontroverzni, kontroverzni v celem konfliktu. A
pokud se néco takového tesi, a pokud to feSime, pak to davame prave jako
posledni aaa bod jednani a to kviili celkové komplikaci problému. Avsak je na vas
samotnych, zda toto, zda toto je skute¢né kontroverzni, takze pouzijte vasi
nezavislou mysl, pouZijte vase vlastni hlavy. Nyni vam dam volbu, moznost zvolit

si a sami rozhodnéte, zda jde o kontroverzni zalezitost.

V roce 97 doslo k volbam a vysledky byly piekvapivé. 100 ku 2 zapornym
hlastim, pfi¢emz na jednom se podilelo USA. V roce 1999 pak to bylo 154 ku 2,
kdy opét se podilelo USA. V roce 2002, 160 ku 2, kdy se k USA ptipojili i malé
ostrovy v Pacifiku. V roce 2003, 160 ku 6, tady uz nam ¢isla vzrustaji, kdy se
k USA pfipojil Izrael a dalSi ostrovy v Pacifiku. V roce 2004, 164 ku 7. V roce
2008, 164 ku 7.V roce 2009, 164 ku 7 a v roce 2010 to bylo 164 ku 7, kde se

k USA pripojila Australie a opét ostrovy v Pacifiku a n¢jaké dal§i mensi staty.

Vs§imam si, Ze vétSina z V&S Ma na tvaii nervozni asmev, protoze urcité
neznate tyto malé staty v Pacifiku, takZze vas nyni vylé¢im z ignorance. Jedna se o

skute¢n¢ malické populace a jejich pocet obyvatel by se v pohodé vlezl do této
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mistnosti. Jak jsem jiz fekl, 1 jim byla stanovena kazdorocni volba a ted’ musite
mit na mysli jednu véc. Ze Ceska republika celkové voli s vét§inou. To znamené,
ze soucasny premiér tohoto statu by mél védét, ze s nim skutecné souhlasim. Jak
bych fekl, ted’ Fisher i ja jsme na jedné lodi, na stejné ving, jedeme na, jedeme na,
jsme na stejné lodi, jedeme na stejné ving. Ceska republika voli s vétsinou.
Amerika a Izrael vSak ne. A v roce 2002 v bieznu se k nim pfidali i dalsi staty,
které, ktefi tuto volbu povazuji jako feSeni otazky uprchlikti. Celkovy vysledek
byl 22 ku 0. Takze jisté vam dojde, Ze tohle skute¢né neni nijak kontroverzni.
Nicméné 50 ¢lenti, 57 ¢lent islamské organizace skute¢né souhlasi. A chté-ptijali
tyto podminky, pouze aby uklidnili celkovou situaci a rovnéz ziskali jakousi
mezinarodni podporu. Musite si fikat, ze ti muslimové jsou skuteéné $ilent,
protoze aby ziskali podporu tak pfijmou takovéto podminky. Aaa islamska
konference, ktera prob¢hla ukézala, ze je o jeden krok napted pfed mezinarodnimi
pravy. Protoze tvrdi, ze pokud to ptijme, tak vlastn¢ ustanovi obchod, ustanovi
normalni ekonomiku v Izraeli a normalni Zivotni podminky. Aaa tyto myslenky se
pak objevili v roce 2004 a ja jsem mluvil s kapacitami v danych oborech, jak Zi,

zidovské otazce tak i v té&ch dal$ich a rovnéZ u mezinarodniho soudu.

79



5.6 Interpreter 3 — notation

oo @
D‘\\LPB

:Z@E&?ﬁé‘___\i‘.{i A - R

R a‘fyge\{\&w o

S S —

Lo \es\w
e AN mened N
o \gtﬂg\w
\

\&\O\&\ U\L-L o

- \\34\%\ N R
R ) e \I\)"») \AD\'%\J\(

\\&\D‘m\\ \mhq\w\,\\

e Gas
- e) L*\\O\Q,\
R ___N\ﬁ \w ’c\r\\s\xx\\r\

R \\\\(,\& \5\:\& L%\;\\ U“h&\

e NIRRT

80



dves . B
KJ\UL\_:V\JL \\L,\_ .

e C’S‘Q\KD\‘ \3 o
V«‘ﬁ\v\ -
-5t \_(:ni;o\%\m% P

o Nebvs \m@,\)\&& e
i A\

_:———/’f'_—%ﬁ%\\u\f\ f‘w\\\\m\\«\g
B %&w\ &Wﬁ

Q LWJJ‘ AN Q}"L\ Rl e

N A
R 3@32_ _.:LW\\N\J\\O

- N\ h\\\\\-{xxm ¥ )

—; --.---———\QO’% \I\O\‘b\ \um\v \Q&t ‘)\ _

81



3_ DWO)\\ \lv&\&; o
T k)\O\J‘\\»\T)_ Qﬁ%
ooy (\\ﬁ Mo (_ﬁﬁ
S 5\\(}3\;\3}\

SR — — e

—= ‘“__\_\&E 42 AN

A
- _'T‘W\‘\U%W\\ *WJS\ \))
T —

S ﬁo\f‘f‘(;\f\\\ Ne NS
\\}‘;A_/L\,\A_\B I

iu\\\m RPN
R \Qmsx@t \\Q,%#%(lw\& .A@a\% _____

l

e \M\ SUX o
d‘?\w\\@o\m I

82



{
. _\-. = =

T Beaad — @sau
I PR —— ---—X:%'{—‘--“b—— A{f\é - U
T ti;‘;ff@;f 'f;'i

Y ﬁluf \Q\

\ \\%\\ﬂ\po \,\;(\L,C.'—‘

“

w}x C,U\Y% {,w\\eo\

O |
oM compey =
\oX E

\W\ﬁ& .

goe x;m\o RO

\NQ 2 Stm\ae,

\‘\& O\\P\I\,Q,\J\\v\\% .

o SN X (,c,;\f\.\\»\ e

m*L\ —

aXwom

83



N \*ﬁs ﬁ\mm L

S _;\_ — S e i . o e AL s s e

-”______.___._..._f_—.-S\:- igﬂh— ——*{‘\’O*\ DD\O‘Q,,

R ________L\:\:ox}x \ o

AR E—

84



o ,\i o Vﬂ;@é“"\ﬁ ______ o
AN ‘V%\a@ o~
) \Q R Xr JC&\J\@A\\
R W Q\ @ggmx,

DL%\;\

DOU’D\Q \Dﬁ-%: = Eﬁ*&\‘“\ *-"C?\V L;

NRo\ 1

\0\5 oy

W\ ‘DD '\K _____ DU S ._h

85



“g\\f\mw Ca‘\\f N o

EERDLENY,

_\}}\: (o D\\\l 0&\‘&

oy ole-tade T

}omggﬂﬂp > ’\J..»\}\X&f -

N R PQ\L\ON&% )

%KQ, ‘~\Q\J\) m*(\f\ Tl‘“\D\f\JL\,\”? AY

A \X
SN T, o \ \\\ \p\@/\\“\\

e %fﬁ:@r ?;3 Ao j\&\@

N_S CoodexC 7
S —

et prng, oy W k\w%\’

L S

BRI ‘v\@w\@v@w\a [
2o UReamnt

N

W W, -

86



R e (-

sk %\w - \o\ \im\*f _
"'“—&\1\@2‘5 A\jL&@ \ﬁ} \\Q{SQ(\J_ I

_ o0 ok o Ay '_'_'_____ -

RL@ \Qfo\\lo __ """" \}“\?3\ : _
"bc_, X*Q‘QS?\J\‘(E’_;_ L,O X L
- '\‘/\L, BAEN \J/\\\ \;\,Q\p_’ e

Nl U
(3-0\%‘2&&6 < ‘\\%\< \}a% \\ &Q}g
@Xﬁ\ Q,\J"\L&\N)’ﬁt

‘j&‘:tx -B\K\jd?, f\rﬂ}{f;)v \)3_ S

“*"‘ | _WU@? T D‘&%\L

PPN

87



T £ b

o =, XO W WAN \fu\)m

)

ﬁ‘\ A \'[\"\,Q.}q\ Sivy— o
N 33(\\1 W

So e o Se

___.:SQL:_? \‘:?(:EU\\ DN

\\\M \)\3

e —
e TN

B !lD\\( 0 O\\VL -
2. kA\L. @_Q\N@@D\ﬁ Qlcjv\)%@\\ > \\
----- —LE\\%EB %ﬂf/\\&f\c\c

S g‘m

— L@\J\\[}\&,%;_\\A,\_E%__m . :
.,_____&XS.‘E;L&S.\\;\._____. e
CRASNRNN

88



\Rk&,me \ -
% % YN (mx\\\&\
7N A N Ade. £

T Vs S hwﬂ}} o
o \;\E\wﬁ ARG WY w;\a\

__lc;Y 00 QL\J\,&\\A\J\Q_M_. o

‘L) nOWYORY \T\Q\O—

S ?@\f\\t&\ N \Q\‘)‘E Dﬂ.\\ e

A ONRX B

j;)gj \\O\LL
\ﬁ}Q-Beﬁj -VS—«uvvvqj\'Qovh

Daw& AW

f \SIE e, - \\\ww N

R L ANONGD

w\%feééw\ ”éé;\om P\B

89



U -\M@S(\\:\.%

o G\\ M O X% M\w@@) ___________

NS &Q\%ﬁwm e Feyp
- _'_'. o ogh B32)

G f_\’"i{f‘\\ _

L
L MR %\ _ \xi
O ’\L\in\\

B Q«

\Qo\\f\\\\o\ Cf\f\ _'E WA \_c-\@ _ o

. 20w, Q\J\\\?}%

___f__'_:' ___W—v_gé« " deX
R T&V\lﬁ%ﬂg *}QQX\(
—\—

R A%D":~+ \)ﬁ\_ﬁc\f\m\k\}\N Aee_—

\‘\i .

___E-,%}QX\\\Y___ .

\50{ XQ‘(‘*:

90



Ao W
C\Je,\!\&m?@M &\)w\fﬁ%&_,_ R

BN M—

k\lmwwx

MR SV OV
R \0\'\‘1\'\\\ L'C)\M\r
_Cawhes ~xBa \‘\«N%‘f\} I
0N — S \o AN N
o ek ﬁ.:w\g& NS <.

RS \gﬁc’ o
____\\U\l“\’\l\\i\\uw \)\5\5\\1\\\0\\3\)
A\ oo
S N U&w\i
o eo oo . [\\\\;\
. \\\)\z‘u& Qﬂ 35
) BL&;\\%QB\ Ao \t€£\€ o

_ “_)%&T\N\X\\&\E B o

T
R
Q\m\w \'s@%ﬁ O

N CzsoN (\l\)\l’w\o’\ \fb éﬁgw\@{

91



bog G —%ep. Cowe o o
— _ \
0 \J\;\\) . 22 %{L

R % wpunecs B

o {?A ~\A\ P \9”3\*\30\‘( S
R A =0N\O \f\\\Nb\ (\A\\I\P\ o
i _\\:‘_\_L_\__}J\.%R D S 2 \*VX

o on \s'\J\\\RQfgr\N\ \J\\\w\\

L D \ponded _nge

£ \ P \0 DX \\\Jm\‘% ? @ I
R 4 ?.3&&\&

R ———

AT o .
% (’Q\_\j\ P\’\ Q2 r\4 N i\.\ﬁt@(\r\&,\ e

T, et pend A\ —
TR %}RO\\

—ON Canbee 209 B

N VWO o
B % 2 U o Cesdunt o
w@%&o\\;\(b S@\)\& o

5 S -

92



@1\«&\\\\ @ o

i) O\Q\\'\u 06 N\ w« \&_\ 9§,,_ _
Do ey %;gj@t Yol B A
I _1% XO- \L«\T\m\h—-{”m\m%—& *XVQ*{ -
\\<€%\¥ \Q\’b\o\@w\ S - \r\\g’( C\f\\\ N
) B RN g\\\ &, |
\)\J\% o o o \r\m\ )

) Q_bbu o L'u\ov_)\ CD\M

S & (})cjkﬁ\u\_\_\ \ N \ \ \ e

\17\_t’j AW
B \J\\ow@\ SQ Aemaes
L. (’Q\N\Q\ . S

T %\0\%3\ . W B
- Sy g whossel S

— OO AMWNARY,
o &C\&/ ) e

ConSraEn) o
.___\grw\p\\{}\u, 0>\ ‘I\\"L"n\)\ e

\@\e, - MU\\U\f\\@Z;L\‘*“’ &1(, Q&L

93



AN \Wﬁ @; .
o L%*L\@.:/\; o
AL ABW - U (T Vs
q_ooL f\(ob . L — W= %g\u\ Yook
ooy A L W\
- - '\—PQ\\OAM\ - U%U\\\é\c?\\ _____ -
o Ow ’\Lgf\ 2 R
B 6 /&CQLLE (x \J\?ux Muss T\
R o1 S S\t A\ ‘?o«\m\_.

N ‘\151‘(\1 9\1\5\\\“‘3— R e

N\

R \/PX\Q\U\ : o e
‘powu\\w\ i R

A \u\c O\D\
Oo\\,\.\\(?\ L a\\e\\i\ \\\r S

) \\L‘N\\“}\B .

“\151%\\\;0\; - o
______\%G_’\\Mrzé@\\& T

R N
. Qﬁﬁ\m\(\»\\_ ()\,'\R:E\i\_\\l\ e
WX%@@\\M o XN

94



\rb_)\ \E\\J\&.}\J\P Yy

TR L © e
_loax
\’\O\S

\\&, Ll\n o

\w -

| im\ oy T

X QD\Q\“\Q\L 1\0‘\\&

. __\J\J\JL_ rl L

\Ew 0\:\0\\ _ ___
Mo, O
) 5\\0\\0 \QO\PS\Q. - B
tﬁ‘iw\\a \QQG\LL \\J\\\S
(/ ACAV LN %ﬂ\\f\“*
- /SU‘% \f@ﬂ\»éﬂb\a__ -

O R Wve

Telowne aov\}(Y o /

. __\\"L\_-_L\o\m.. o

_w\'{‘ .

S

e

o\(@\ W\\J\i&ww)
) S 0\&1& -;v\\{;po%\

0\ O\ \\<

N

/

7

N

_ O\\\ JBD%‘%M\Q w»@o\\ms

95



P\"f ? Swn. ~ &\\ Wz T L

_ownsw

2 COW, o,

o RS Oy m@\s

SR )

T ﬂ\uWEEi_______ o L

_q&"*i'_\l\_""""T’%fZ\'&;;;” N

SR I (A L ER L ¥ T\esn
g

\\r\i‘;\"\ Q;QU\Q é«\\ WS

96



5.7 Interpreter 3 — interpreting

Pravni aspekty Palestinsko-Izraelského konfliktu, Norman Finklestain,

Filozoficka fakulta Univerzity Karlovy, Praha 23. Unora 2010.

Aaa Déekuji, aaa Ze zde mohu mluvit. Aaa v posledni dobé jsem v Ceské
republice zazil dosti zvlastni dny. Aaa se vSim respektem aaa vidim tady sam-
mnoho mladych lidi a vim, Ze mladi lidé jsou plni ideald. Nechci kritizovat
nikoho v této mistnosti, ale pfekvapilo mé, prekvapila mé mira intolerance, kterou
jsem tady v Ceské republice zazil. Piekvapilo mé, ze Cesi se boji aaa sly3et aaa
jiné nazory. Nikdo tady nebrani aaa ostatnim lidem mluvit a vyjadfovat svoje
nazory, ale tyto odli$né nazory vyvolavaji v Cesich strach. Tomu moc nerozumim
a nesetkal jsem se s tim nikde jinde, dokonce ani ve Spojenych statech
Americkych, a je to néco, nad ¢im bychom se mohli zamyslet. Ale ne dnes. Dnes
je tu hodné lidi aaa doufam, Ze aaa budete poslouchat aaa s otevienymi,

s otevienou hlavou, ale Ze taky budete o tom, o ¢em budu mluvit, kriticky
premyslet a Ze budete mit spoustu otazek a ndmitek, k tomu, co budu fikat. V 60.
letech ma generace, mladi lidé nosili takovy ¢erny Stitek s bilym napisem

zpochybiiujte autority.

Dobfe to vyjadtil 1 Karl Marx, ktery se fidil mottem: v§e zpochybiiu;j.
Tento ptistup je podle mé velmi zdravy, takze doufam, ze o tom, co budu fikat,
budete premyslet kriticky. Aaa také bych chtél podékovat nékomu, koho jsem mél
tu Cest zde potkat a s kym jsem dlouho korespondoval. A je to clovek, ktery se
rozhodl ptelozit mou knihu o holokaustu do ¢estiny. Timto bych mu chtél

podékovat. Dale bych chtél zminit tii zasné lidi, ktery, ktefi mi ty posledni dny
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tady hodné pomohli. Provedli mé¢ tady a pomohli mi v téch chvilich, kdy jsem byl
z té situace tady velmi frustrovany. Dnes budu hovofit o technickém tématu, je to
urcené hlavné pro pravniky a studenty prava, ale budu se snazit, aby si v tom
kazdy néco nasel a téma je mezinarodni pravo a konflikt mezi Izraelem a

Palestinou.

Aaa dnes budem mluvit o tom, co je podle prava spravné a co Spatné. Aaa
zde bych rad zminil Ghéandiho, ktery t¢éma okupace aaa docela dobte zpracoval a
vytesil v Indii, kterd byla okupovéna Britanii, a zbavil vlastn¢ Indii Britské
okupace. Aaa takze u n¢j se miizeme naucit, jak ukoncit neopravnénou okupaci.
Napsal o tom 100 500 strankovych svazku, které nejsou az tak zamétené na
politiku, spiS se v nich zabyva Zivotospravou a najdete zde 1é¢by na vSechny
mozné choroby, od zacpy az po impotenci. Takze pokud mate néjaké takové
osobni problémy, Ghandi je dobry zdroj. Rad bych zacal s tim, co Ghandi fika o
kompromisu a tika, ze je to, Ze je to zalozené na principu zisku a ztrat. Ale tyto
zisky a ztraty nesmi postihovat zakladni prava, protoze tim bysme nic neziskali,
jenom bysme ztratili. TakZe pti hledani kompromisu musi ob¢ strany respektovat
zékladni prava té druh¢ strany a nemizeme ocekavat, ze se téchto prav druha

strana ziekne.

Aaa na zacatku kazdého GspéSného jednani se musi strany dohodnout na
svych zakladnich pravech a ta navzajem respektovat. Aaa dnes je naSim Ukolem
aaa zjistit aaa co jsou tato zakladni prava, ktera by méli vSichni vzdy respektovat a
o kterych by se nikdo nemél vzdat. Dnes je tu aaa jen jeden jediny standart, podle

kterého se tato prava urcuji, a to jsou, ten vychazi z lidskych prav a z
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mezindrodniho prava. Aaa kdyZ jsem ja vyrustal, tak tu byly dva standarty. Aaa to
byl ten pohled marxisticky a liberalni a tyto dva pohledy $li proti sob¢, ale dnes tu
mame jenom jediny standart, aaa pfedstavovany aaa tim mezinarodnim pravem.
Aaa takZe co nam aaa toto mezinarodni pravo tika o Izraelsko-Palestinském
konfliktu? Aaa problém je, Ze aaa tento, v tomto konfliktu neexistuje spor o
zékladnich pravech, ta nejsou sporna. Hlavni piekazkou v, ve vyfeseni tohoto
konfliktu je to, Ze lIzrael podporovana Spojenymi staty odmita respektovat

zakladni principy mezinarodniho prava.

Zacal bych tim, co je zakladni problémem v tom, té, tomto sporu a to je, to
jsou hranice, které nejsou u Izraele a u Palestiny aaa jasne. Aaa tvrdi se, Ze tato
otazka je velmi spornd, Ze izemi zdpadniho biehu Jordanu, aaa Gazy a
vychodniho Jeruzalému, Ze je sporné, komu tato teritoria nalezi, ale to si nemysli
vSichni. Napftiklad byvaly prezident americky, Jimmy Carter, pied par 1éty vydal
knihu, kde piSe, ze, ze hlavni pfekazkou k nastoleni miru mezi Izraeli a Palestinou
je to, ze Izrael aaa kolonizuje nebo okupuje Palestinu a ze odmité pfijmout své
pravni hranice tak, jak stanovuje mezinarodni pravo. A to je ten zakladni problém,
ktery zapocal uz mnohem diiv pted tim, nez jste se narodili nebo nez jste viibec
byli pocati. V roce 1970 aaa predni expert na mezindrodni pravo Quinsy Wright
napsal, Ze hlavni ptekdzkou je to, Ze Izrael odmita opustit tato okupovana
teritoria, coZ je v podstaté to stejné, co pie par lety napsal Jimmy Carter, ale

Quinsy Wright to napsal uz pied 40 lety.

Aaa aaa aaa existuje zakladni princip charty OSN, a ten na zakladé

mezinarodniho préava tika, ze je neptipustné ziskat uzemi na zakladé vitézstvi ve
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valce. Aaa to uZ v dne$nim svété zkratka neni piipustné. Aaa mozna vas napadne,
ze mnoho statl takoto sva uzemi a své hranice takto ziskaly, to je pravda, ale
pravo se vyviji a tak, jako v deva, takZe v devatenactém stoleti bylo aaa bylo
muceni povolené, ale ve 20 a 21 stoleti uz neni. Stejn¢ tak v 19 stoleti mohl muz
zabit svou zenu, ale ¢asy se méni a méni se i pravo. Takze je pravda, ze mnoho
stati ziskalo sva izemi diky vitézstvi ve valce, ale dnes je toto protipravni. Izrael
m4&, ma dva argumenty na svou obranu a prvni z nich je, Ze tvrdi, Ze ziskali
zépadni bieh Jordanu, Gazu, sinajsky poloostrov a golanské vySiny aaa na zakladé
aaa vitézstvi v obrané valce. Tvrdi, ze, ze tu valku nezacali, ale Ze se pouze
branili. Aaa to, na to je mozno pohlizet ze dvou pohledu a to z historického a
pravniho. Aaa oba dva si probereme. V tom historickém se podivame na to, jestli
to opravdu byla obranna valka a pokud ano, tak jestli to z pravniho hlediska néco
na véci méni. V roce, v ¢ervnu 1967 tedy zacala valka mezi Izraeli a arabskymi

staty a ta zacala aaa...

Takze Izraelci tvrdili, Ze, ze Egypt je chce napadnout a Ze tomu chtéji
zabranit a Ze je to otazka Zivota a smrti. Aaa ale toto nepotvrzuji dokumenty z té
doby, protoZe americka tajna sluzba aaa zkoumala aaa moznost vypuknuti valky
mezi lzraeli a Palestinou. Izrael véd¢la, ze ze k tomu potiebuje aaa potiebuje
souhlas Americand, aby mohli napadnout Egypt, protoze kdyz v roce 1956
napadli Egypt spole¢né s Britanii a Francii, tak spojené staty americké pravé do
tohoto konfliktu zasahli, a fekli jim, Ze musi Egypt opustit. TakZe v tomto piipadé
se znovu bali aaa Ameriky a chtéli od ni souhlas k této k tomuto zakroku. Takze
izrael$ti ufednici jezdili do Washingtonu a opakovali tehdejSimu prezidentu

Londnu-Lindnu Johnsnovy, Ze Egypt chce Izrael napadnout, takze Amerika
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zaukolovala 6 agentur tajné sluzby, které mély dostatek kontaktti v Egypté, aby to
vySetiily a ty tajné sluzby dosly ke dvéma zavéram. Prvni z nich byl, Ze Egypt

v zadném ptipad¢ nema v planu zaatocit na Izrael a druhy z nich byl, Ze i kdyby
zautocil, coz je, bylo nepravdépodobné a 1 kdyby spolu s nim zautocily i okolni

arabske staty tak, tak Izraeli zadné nebezpeci nehrozi.

Aaa tehdy aaa aaa hlava Izraelské tajné sluzby vlastné potvrdila zavéry
Americkych tajnych sluzeb a to, Ze Egypt nehodla napadnout Izrael a i kdyby
Izrael napadl, tak aaa Izraeli nehrozi zadné nebezpeci. A to se také potvrdilo,
protoze ta valka trvala pouhy den. Ale potom vlastné pokracovala aaa jesté dalSich
par dnti, protoze Izrael chtéla obsadit i sever, zapadni pobiezi Jordanu, aaa
golanské vySiny a dalsi uzemi. Po valce probehlo valné shromazdéni OSN. Bylo
to 5 mimofadné zasedani. Aaa ze zdznamu tohoto zasedani, ktery jsem Cetl,
vyplyva, ze Izraelsky delegat m¢l velmi vybornou anglictinu, aaa které se chtéli
vyrovnat i arabsti delegati takze, takze vSichni méli velmi dobrou jazykovou
uroven. Aaa ale na tomto zasedani jediné, jediny stat, ktery byl toho nazoru, ze
Izrael se stala obéti arabského utoku byl, byla samotny Izrael. Dokonce 1 americti
delegati byli toho nazoru, ze obé dvé zemé byly zodpovédné za vzajemné
nepokoje a nevrazivost. Takze z4dnd jina vlada na svété, kromé Izraele,
nezastdvala tento nazor, ze Izrael se stala obéti arabského utoku. Tady vyvstava
druha otazka, pravni. A to, Ze i kdyby ta valka, kterou lIzrael vedl, byla na
sebeobranu, tak to nedava Izraeli pravo ménit své hranice. Na tom se shodli i

ptedni odbornici na mezinarodni pravo, jako je pan Brown nebo Robert Jennings.
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Aaa Robert Jennings aaa fikal, Ze je velmi divné, Ze by pfi vale¢ném
konfliktu, kde se zemé brani, méla mit moznost a pravo ziskat zdroje a teritoria
zem¢, kterd ji napada. Po této Cervnové valce aaa generalni tajemnik OSN, ktery
byl nejlepsi, jakého kdy OSN méla, Uthang z Barmy, shrnul aaa vysledek te, toho
valného shromdzdéni a fekl, Ze vSechny staty se shodly na tom, Ze neni pfipustné
ziskavat teritoria jako valecnou kofist. Aaa to valné, na tom valném shromézdéni
se objevovaly rizné nazory. Nekteré staty tvrdili, Ze Izrael by méla opustit ta
teritoria, bez toho, aniz by méla, méli arabské staty aaa se Izraeli néjak zavazovat.
Aaa ale objevoval se 1 nazor, hlavné stata latinské ameriky, Ze by se Izrael m¢l,
mél by opustit ta teritoria, ale zaroven ze arabské staty by méli slibit, ze Izrael
nenapadnou a Ze budou uznavat lIzrael jako ¢lena OSN. Aaa nikdo, zadny ze statd,
kromé Izraele si nemyslel, Ze by Izrael méla pravo si tato teritoria nechat. Takze
toto byl vysledek aaa toho valného shromazdéni, nicméné vzhledem k tomu, Ze
nebyli schopni dojit aaa néjakému zavéru na vyieseni této otazky, postoupili tento
problém v listopadu roku 67 rad¢é bezpec¢nosti OSN, a ta vydala aaa prohlaseni aaa
242, ve kterém 15 ¢lend z rady bezpe, z celkovych 15 ¢lent rady bezpecnosti, 14
se vyjadiilo tak, ze zddné uzemi by nemélo byt ziskano jako vale¢na kofist. Jeden
jediny ¢len se nevyjadiil a to byla Cina, ktera se méla brzy pretransformovat na
lidovou republiku, Cinskou lidovou republiku. Mezi témi 14 ostatnimi byly
dokonce i Spojené staty, ktefi tvrdili, které tvrdili, Ze jsou pfipustné pouze mensi a
vzajemné vymeny uzemi. A to naptiklad, ze kdyby Izrael, chtél 2% zapadniho
bfehu Jordanu, tak by na oplatku mél dat 2% svého uzemi, takze by to vyslo Ze
nikdo o nic nepfijde. Takze to bylo historie, ted’ budeme mluvit o budoucnosti,

Kterd se tyka i vas a kterou muzete sledovat diky internetu i vy sami.
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Zjistite to jednoduse, kdyz si do Googlu zadate aaa mirové aaa vyiesSeni
otazky Palestiny. TakZe kazdy rok to aaa generalni zasedani OSN aaa hlasuje o, 0
tom rozhodnuti, jehoZz poZadavky jsou kazdy den stejné. A ty poZadavky jsou
nasledujici: aaa v tom prohlaseni se piSe, aaa je nepfipustné, aby, aby stat ziskal
teritoria na zaklad¢ aaa vitézné valky. Aaa Palestinska teritoria, ktera jsou od roku
1967 okupovana, by mé¢la byt Izraeli uvolnéna. A mél by se vyiesit problém
s uprchliky, kterym by mélo byt umoznéno vratit se domii. A o tomto se kazdy
rok hlasuje. TakZe je tu otdzka hranic, otazka vychodniho Jaruzaléma, otazka
osidleni a otazka uprchliki a tyto 4 otazky jsou povazovany za nejsporné;jsi
v tomto konfliktu a ma se za to, ze by se mély fesit jako posledni, protoze kdyby
se zacali na zacatku, kdyby se fesili na zac¢atku téch jednani, tak by ta jednani
nikam nevedla. Aaa takze ted’ si sami rozmyslete a rozhodnéte se, jestli tyto

otazky jsou opravdu tak sporné. Reknu vam, jaké bylo hlasovani.

TakZe tady jsou vysledky hlasovani. V roce 1997, 155 pro a 2 proti, a to
byl Izrael a Spojené staty. 1998, 154 pro, 2 proti, opét Izrael a Spojené staty. Rok
2002, 160 pro, 4 proti, aaa ty hlasy proti byly Izrael, Spojené staty Americké, aaa
Marshallovy ostrovy a Mikronésie. Rok 2003, 160 pro a 6 proti, opét Izrael,
Spojené staty, Marshallovy ostrovy, Mikronésia-Mikronésie, Palau a Uganda.

V roce 2004, 161 pro, 7 proti. 2008, 164 pro, 7 proti. 2009 taktéz a téch sedm
proti: lzrael, Spojené staty, Australie, Marshallovy ostrovy, Mikronésie, Narul a

Palau.

Aaa v§iml jsem si vaSich nervoznich ismévi, protoze asi nevite, co to

Narul a Palau je. Takze vas poucim. Aaa nechci, aby to vyznélo Spatné, ale
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snazim se byt striktné objektivni. Kdyz vam feknu, Ze populace téchto dvou zemi
by zaplnila volna mista v této mistnosti. Takze kazdy rok se na valné hromad¢é
OSN o tomto usneseni hlasuje. Ale je dileZité, abyste si pamatovali, Zze Ceska
republika pokazdé hlasuje s vétsinou. Takze napti¢ vasi zvlastni pohostinnosti
musim fict, Ze jsem za jedno s vasim premiérem a ze stejn¢ jako on nesouhlasim
S postojem Narulu a Palau. Takze mtzu fict, Ze pan Fisher a ja jsme na stejné
vlng, piestoze tady citim $patné vibrace. Ale neni to jen Ceské republika, ktera
hlasuje s vétsinou, je to i islamsky Iran. Aaa tato otazka se fesi i na regionalni
arovni. Poprve v bieznu 2002, kdy aaa aaa liga arabskych statd piiSla s arabskou
mirovou iniciativou, ktera se velmi podobala, podobéa usneseni OSN a také
poZaduje spravedlivé vyfeseni sporu Izraele a Pakistanu. Aaa tak také se o tom
hlasovalo, aaa vysledek hlasovani byl 22 hlast pro, 0 proti. Takze se nezda, ze by
ten, Ze by tato otazka byla velmi sporna. Aaa tuto mirovou iniciativu podpofil-la i
islamska konference, ktera ma 57 ¢lent, v¢etné Iranu. A kromé toho, ze podpofila
tuto mirovou iniciativu, poZzadovala i mezinarodni podporu. *pauza* TakZe tato
arabska mirova iniciativa jde jesté o krok dal, nez mezinarodni pravo a to tim, Ze,

Ze nabizi Izraeli nejenom...
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6. Summary

Tlumocnicka notace je jednim ze zakladnich ptfedpokladi pro kvalitni
tlumocnicky vykon pii konsekutivnim tlumoceni. Jsou v ni zachyceny nejen
hlavni mysSlenky fe¢nika a jejich ndvaznost, ale také zobrazuje strukturu
tlumoceného projevu tak, aby byl tlumoc¢nik schopen rychle a pfesné naplanovat,
jak ma svlij pretlumoceny projev uspotadat. Z téchto divodl je potieba, aby si
kazdy zacinajici tlumocnik osvojil dobrou techniku notace tak, aby notaci
samotné nemusel vénovat pfili§ pozornosti, ale aby mu nebo ji neuniklo nic
dulezitého, co mélo byt v notaci zaznamenano.

V teoretické Casti této bakalarské prace jsou piedstaveny zakladni principy
a techniky tlumocnické notace s odkazy na uznavané teoretiky tlumoceni, kterymi
jsou napiiklad Jean Herbert, Roderick Jones nebo Andrew Gillies. Technika
notace je rozpracovana krok po kroku, od identifikace hlavnich myslenek fe¢nika
a jejich zaznamendni, pies rtzné techniky, které pfispivaji ke zrychleni a
zjednoduseni notace, az po konec¢nou praci s notaci pti vlastnim tlumoceni. Tyto,
prezentovany na jednom misté¢, mohou slouzit za¢inajicim tlumoc¢nikiim jako
ur€ity ,,rozcestnik®.

Prakticka c¢ast se zabyva analyzou tii piipadovych studii notaci
zaCinajicich tlumoc¢niku, které byly zaznamenany pii konsekutivnim tlumoceni
studentti oboru ATP Univerzity Palackého v Olomouci. Tlumoceni probéhlo jako
zavéreéna zkouska pfedmétu Tlumocnicky seminaf 3. Jednd se o simulaci situace
Z tlumoc¢nické praxe, jelikoZ studenti-tlumo¢nici byli s tématem, které budou
tlumocit, obeznameni pfedem a mohli se na n¢j ptipravit. Faktor stresu je také
pritomen diky faktu, ze se jednalo o zapoctové tlumoceni a tlumocnici védeli, ze
jejich vykon bude hodnocen.

Jednotlivé notace byly poté podrobeny dikladné analyze, kterd byla
zamé&fena na pouzité techniky notace a na to, zdali tyto techniky odpovidaji
technikam predstavenym v teoretické Casti prace. Po ditkladném poslechu vykont
jednotlivych tlumoénikti byly zaznamenany chyby, které se v nich objevily. Na
zakladé porovnani notace a vlastniho vykonu byly poté identifikovany
pravdépodobné piiciny, které k témto chybam vedly. Analyza notace ukazala tfi

hlavni chyby, které byly spolec¢né vsem tlumoc¢niktim.
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Prvni chyba, ktera se v notacich projevila, je, Ze vSichni tfi tlumocnici
zapisuji cela slova a/nebo véty. Toto je velice narocné jak na Cas, tak na pozornost
tlumocnika, kterd by méla byt zamétena na poslech projevu. Pokud si tlumoc¢nik
zaznamena slovo, které praveé slySel, pfesné tak, jak ho slySel, ma pii tlumoceni
tendenci drzet se zapsaného slova, misto toho, aby se snaZil vyjadfit danou
myslenku vlastnimi slovy.

Druhé spole¢nd chyba, kterou analyza odhalila, je absence jakychkoli
spojeni mezi jednotlivymi myslenkami (tzv.: links). Navaznosti je velice dulezité
zaznamenat, aby tlumoc¢nik védél, jak spolu souvisi jednotlivé véty a myslenky.
Pii tlumoceni pouZivaji vsichni tfi tlumocnici hodné redundantnich zvuku, které
mohou byt vysvétleny tim, ze tlumocnici analyzuji navaznost jedné myslenky na
druhou, coZ jim zabira Cas, a tento ¢as vypliuji zvuky jako napiiklad hmm.

Nevhodnd struktura tlumocnické notace je povazovana za tfeti chybu,
které se vsichni tlumocnici dopoustéji. Ve vSech notacich jsou myslenky (slova,
pouzité symboly atd.) obvykle znafeny za sebou na jednom fadku. Vertikalni
struktura se objevi v nékterych usecich notace, zvlasté tieba pti zaznamenavani
seznamu, ale jinak tlumocnici zaznamenavaji vétSinu poznamek v horizontalnim
usporadani. Tento zplsob vede ke ztrat¢ struktury projevu (v notaci) a tlumocénik
je nucen si sdm strukturu zpétn¢€ vybavit pii tlumoceni, coz mu zabira jak Cas, tak
kognitivni kapacitu. U kazdého tlumo¢nika jsou pak identifikovany drobné chyby,
které d¢€la, a na které by se mél zaméfit pro zlepSeni svého procesu tlumoceni.

Fakt, Ze vSechny hlavni chyby byly spolu snavrhem fteSeni popsany
V teoretické Casti prace, vede k zavéru, Ze studenti oboru ATP nemaji dostatecné
osvojenou techniku notace. Tato skute¢nost se jevi jako problém; tlumocnici by
m¢éli disponovat kvalitni technikou notace, protoZe ta je pro n¢ velice dulezita a

zadny tlumocnik se nemiZe spoléhat pouze na vlastni pamét’.
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7. List of attachments on CD-ROM

Attachment 1 — Recording of interpretation of Interpreter 1
Attachment 2 — Recording of interpretation of Interpreter 2
Attachment 3 — Recording of interpretation of Interpreter 3
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Anotace

Tato bakalaiskd prace se zabyva analyzou tlumocnické notace a jejim vlivem na
vlastni vykon zacinajiciho tlumo¢nika. Dobra notace je jednim ze zakladnich
predpokladii pro kvalitni tlumoc¢nicky vykon pii konsekutivnim tlumoceni, a proto
je potieba, aby si kazdy tlumoc¢nik osvojil notaci, kterd mu ¢i ji bude vyhovovat, a
kterd zaroven bude spliiovat vSechny ptedpoklady ,,dobré notace. Tato prace v
piehledu prezentuje doporucované techniky notace a zkouma, do jaké miry
zaCinajici tlumocnici aplikuji tyto techniky, a jak pouziti ¢i nepouziti danych

technik ovliviiuje jejich vykon.

Kli¢ova slova: tlumoceni, tlumoc¢nik, konsekutivni tlumoceni, notace,

tlumoc¢nické notace, analyza notace, vliv notace na tlumoceni, vykon tlumoc¢nika
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Abstract

This bachelor’s thesis deals with an analysis of interpreter’s notes and with the
effect that the notation has on the performance of novice interpreters. A solid
note-taking technique is one of the pre-requisites for a good consecutive
interpreting performance. Therefore the interpreter should learn and use a note-
taking technique that suits him or her best and that allows for good interpreting.
This thesis presents recommended note-taking techniques, examines if and how
are such techniques used by novice interpreters, and examines what effect the

notes have on the actual interpreting performance.

Key words: interpreting, interpreter, consecutive interpreting, notation,

interpreter’s notes, note-taking, note-taking techniques, analysis
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