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Equivocation and Challenge to Equivocation in the RPoceedings of a Special
Parliamentary Commission at the Lithuanian Parliament

Vilma Bijeikien é

Abstract. The present article generally falls within the damef problem-oriented sociolinguistics (Janicki,
1990, 1999) with the basic target of a sociolintjaiproblem of equivocation in political contexBavelas et
al (1990) theory of equivocal communication hasnb&sken as a framework for the present analysis of
equivocation. The study is a qualitative analy$isnm extracts from the official transcripts of theoceedings
of a special parliamentary commission on the isfude possible threats to Lithuanian national sécurhe
work of the commission was in progress in NovemBéA3. By applying principles of conversation asay
(Hutchby and Drew, 1995), the study examines thpardents’ attempts to evade the given questiottsein
turns. It concomitantly considers the questiondtshs, where they challenge the equivocation ofrthe
opponents trying to elicit the necessary infornratibhe study results in outlining the means of eogétion
and the ways of challenge to equivocation usechbyparticipants, as, for instance, appealing tddhere of
memory, attacking the question, etc. in the categdr equivocation as well as specifying the questio
reminding the respondents of their responsibiétg, in the category challenge.

Introduction

In recent years the scholarly interest in a vdesati

interrelation between language and society haseshapt
into several fast growing paradigms such as languamgl

medicine (Ainsworth-Vaughn, 2001; Fleischman, 2001)

language and law (Shuy, 1998, 2001), language attiam
(Cotter, 2001; Fairclough, 1995) as well as languagd
politics (Blommaert and Bulcaen, 1997; Wilson, 1994l
of these approaches are to a certain extent dit¢oteards
tackling societal inadequacies. This article isatempt to
join the problem-oriented sociolinguistic scholgshmore
specifically, the field of political linguistics ytshedding light
on a sociolinguistic problem of equivocation in ithcshl
discourse. Provided that equivocation is concetdlas an
intentional avoidance of giving a straightforwaeply (see
section 2), its frequent use by politicians andothfluential
state officials can be a significant hindrance tfe general
public to get the inevitable information. Consedlyen
equivocation in political discourse poses an atartlguage-
based problem. The main goal of the present asakyshus
to examine, firstly, the means of evading a questad,
secondly, the means of challenging these attenfigtgasion
in a question-answer type of interaction in pditidiscourse.

Although neither research on equivocation itself fits
analyses in political contexts are deprived of atace
scholarly insight, the present study differs frdm previous
ones in two aspects. Firstly, it is common practiceuse
televised political interviews in the research odlitioal
equivocation (Bull, 1998, 2000; Bull and Mayer, 3p@%here
politicians are questioned by reporters. In thigiclar
however, data are taken from the proceedings qfeaia
parliamentary commission at the Lithuanian Parliatmén
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this form of political discourse the function ofestioning is
fulfilled by politicians, namely members of the huianian
Parliament. Secondly, the present study focuse®migton
the analysis of how the respondents equivocatealsat on
the challenge that their attempts of equivocatemeive from
the questioners. Challenging the use of equivatakias
scarcely received scholarly attention even thotgirasents
an important strategy in political discourse.

Theoretical Considerations

On Problem-oriented Sociolinguistics

A route for a non-essentialist and problem-oriented
sociolinguistics was introduced by Janicki in 19%@r
him, sociolinguistic inquires should primarily centaround
the acute practical or theoretical problems, asrfstance, a
language-related persecution, injustice, ignorapeejudice
and intolerance as well as communication breakdoswts
misunderstandings (Janicki, 1990:51-7). As he gomit, in

a sociolinguistic inquiry, problems can and shouble
solved at the linguistic level by easing social sten
through the increased language awareness of therajen
public. To set an example, in his own scholarlyesnabrs,
Janicki tackles the issue of political correctn@g97), the
causes of misunderstandings (1999) and the usifiofilt
and incomprehensible language by such public fiya®
lawyers, politicians, academics, etc. (2002).

On Political Discourse Analysis

Political discourse can be highlighted as one effiblds
fertile for sociolinguistic problems. Although theterest
in political rhetoric can reach as far as the tinws
antiquity, the current goals of political linguisti are



considerably different. One of the most significkedtures
of the contemporary research on political discoussa
highly interdisciplinary approach. To put it in Wadds
terms: “Social phenomena are too complex to bet dati
by only one field” (1995:206). Consequently, ingash
on language and politics various perspectives tpaen
combined, as, for instance, a cognitive perspedtivihe
study of political ideologies (Lakoff, 1996), cdél
discourse analysis in the study of racism (Van Dif§93),
or a pragmatic approach in the study of implicatuaed
presuppositions in political contexts (Wilson, 1290

On the Theory of Equivocation

Research on equivocation in political discourseictvhs
also a framework of the present study, should laequ

website together with the audio record. The paréints in
the proceedings of the commission fall within two
categories: questioners and respondents. All of nine
guestioners are members of parliament (MP heréafter
Among the respondents there are politicians, sscMB,
members of the President’s office, etc., and otftate
officials, such as high-rankers of the police, tiead of the
State Border Guard Service, etc.

The most important distributive criterion among the
respondents is their relation to the issue undezstigation
of this commission, namely the threat to natioreadusity.
According to this criterion, the respondents arthegi
suspected as involved in the activities causingaheve
indicated threat orinterested in investigating theises of
that threat. For the purpose of the present studg,

among the above indicated approaches as well. €ke b discourse of the former group is of primary impode.
known theory of equivocal communication, offered byFor these people the proceedings of the commission

Bavelas et al (1990), stems from the disciplineso€ial
psychology and has been successfully applied irstingy

present a highly face threatening situation andertakem
resort to equivocation in large quantities. On tither

of manipulative and evasive discourse in politicalhand, thetask of the questioners is to elicit ashmof the

interviews and talk shows (Bavelas et al, 1990{,B1998,

relevant information as possible. The respondestgii-

2000; Bull and Mayer, 1993). Bavelas et al definevocation thus presents the main hindrance to testigmers’
equivocation as “non-straightforward communication” task. Consequently, a high frequency of challenge t

which also “appears ambiguous, contradictory, tatige

equivocation on the part of the questioners cagxpected.

obscure, or even evasive” (1990:28). They compare

equivocation to “a reversible visual illusion” (1@23),
which keeps on changing before one’s eyes. Thezetbe
mission the authors set for their theory is tottryexplain

why people choose to sound manipulative and eqgalvoc

According to Bavelas et al, it is a specific comicative
situation that makes a person equivocate. Nanfelg, a
certain situation all available alternatives of eply might
have negative consequences but a reply still hias given, a
person will try to say nothing “while saying somieti
(Bavelas, 1990:57), i.e. he or she will equivocateey call
such situations as avoidance-avoidance conflictekample:

Question:The meat that is on sale today, is it good?

Male: [0.5 sec.] (Pitch plummetingOOhhh (then levelling;
fast, picking up some enthusiasm at the eiti@;) it's fairly
FINE yes(Bavelas et al 1990:14; Bavelas’ et al emphasis).

Political discourse can undoubtedly be consideredre
of the domains richest in the avoidance-avoidaraglict
situations. On the one hand, for political figutesproceed
with their successful political career, it is ofaliimportance
to preserve their intact public image or “face” ¢Bn and
Levinson, 1987). On the other hand, as Bull (2@@@)ts out,
in a political arena the category of face consgdtghree
interrelated parts: one’s own face, the party fawe the face
of the influential supporters. A politician is ajgd to attend
to all three faces simultaneously and thus a piigsibf
being trapped in an avoidance — avoidance corsflication
significantly increases.

Data and Method

The data for this study are taken from the offiiahscript
of the proceedings of a special parliamentary cosaion

appointed by the Lithuanian Parliament to inveséga

possible threats to national security in Novemi2803.
For the present analysis, two extracts have be@sech
from the transcript, which is available on the gamentary
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As has been indicated, the study generally falthiwithe
domain of a problem-oriented sociolinguistics witte
main goal of tackling the problem of equivocatiom i
political discourse. Methodologically, it is a sinatale
gualitative analysis as it focuses on the questmmrather
than how often and how much (Johnstone, 2000:35;
Johnstone’s italics). The study follows the maimgples
of conversation analysis: “to discover how partcits
understand and respond to one another in theirs tatn
talk” (Hutchby and Drew, 1995:182). Here, the fo@usn
how the respondents use their turns to evade thengi
requests for information and how the questioneystar
elicit that information through a challenge to tbqui-
vocation on the part of the respondents.

Analysis

The following two extracts show the joint effort eéveral
guestioners to obtain information from the responsle
who are a police deputy general commissioner infitise
extract and an MP in the second extract.
respondents are suspected as involved in the tesivi
related to the above indicated threats to natigealirity.
Questioner 2 also serves the function of a modefiie
main difference between the two extracts is thelltesf
the questioners’ effort to challenge equivocatitm.the
first extract the questioners succeed in receivthg
requested information, whereas in the second dasie t
effort fails.

4.1. Extract 1

(1) Questioner 1: The honorable police commissioner, could
you please tell us if you have personally recei@ay phone
calls or any other assignments on the part of thesident
himself or the advisors to the President regardthg
intercession and support to any of the police casiomers of
the regional police stations.

Both the



(2) Respondent:l have mentioned that | have not had anyinference. Firstly, it makes the respondent's riegatf the
contacts either with the advisor to the President M indicated contacts with the President's office edel his
Rackauskas or with the others because | am not actgin possible contacts with the President himself. Aexbadly, it

with them. On the other hand, even if the adviserdeneral
commissioner wanted anything, our relationship &yv
specific; even if he wanted, he would never calquis

never ask for anything.

(3) Questioner 2:Who else has questions?

shows the respondent’s avoidance to talk straighially
about such possible contacts to the members of
commission.

the

The respondent’s equivocation in turn (2) can besicered
unsuccessful as it does not slip unnoticed by thestipner 3.

(4) Questioner 3:1 would like to specify the question, did Thg |atter resorts to a mild form of challenge pgcifying the

you receive a phone call from the President himsel

concerning any issue?

f

guestion in turn (4). This challenge does not preaa open
threat to the respondent’s face as it would bééncase of a

(5) Respondent:Do you have the President of the Republicdirect charge with equivocation. Nevertheless, gy fact

in mind?

(6) Questioner 3:Yes. The President of Republic.

(7) Respondent:As far as | remember, | have not received

that kind of phone calls.
(8) Questioner 2:Mr. Steponaxiius (Author’s questioney.

(9) Questioner 1:The honorable police commissioner, our
commission is not working for the first day and Wwave
studied various information. Without a doubt, wed#o put

a plus or a minus at some pieces of informatiom @au
confirm that you have not received a phone calinfrine
President of the Republic of Lithuania regarding folice
commissioner of Mazeikiai police station?

(10) Questioner2:You promised to tell us only the truth and
nothing else.

that the questioner 3 clearly voices his intentiorput the
same question to the respondent again —'| would tiix
specify the question'— shows that the gquestioneredns to
sound demanding. Moreover, the questioner 3 makes i
constructive challenge by narrowing the scope fefeace of
the previous question to a single person, namelythsident.
This formulation of a question is effective to retuthe
respondent’s attention to the person — the Presiolethe
Republic — he tried to evade talking about in {@)n

The effectiveness of the challenge in turn (3) Isoa
confirmed by the further exchange between the respu
and the questioner 3 in turns (5) and (6). Moreatédorces
the respondent to change his line of equivocatibichvhe
does in turn (7). Here, the respondent choosesn agai
traditional way of evading a question, namely igfiee to the

(11) Respondent| have to remember because those phondailure of memory: ‘As far as | remember...". Hiseattpt fails

calls are plentiful and so various. The Presidemsisdchot just
call the advisors or my other colleagues for naghinhave
already answered you before, the honorable chajremahto
the commission that | do not remember any phonis,cal

that His Excellency the President would call mgwvaay... it is

possible to check.

Several lines of irrelevant comments on the ordethe
interview are omitted her@uthor’s remark).

(12) Questioner 3:Now | want to give a specifying question.
Did you receive a phone call from R. Paksas béforegiving
an oath as the President of the Republic?

A considerably long paug@&uthor’s remark).
(13) Respondent:Yes.

(transcript of the special parliamentary commission
11/13/2003).

The respondent starts his first turn (2) with aagmabout
having already answered the question: ‘I have roeet

that...". In the literature on equivocal communicatim

political interviews, this strategy is known as oofethe

mostly used techniques (Bull and Mayer, 1993). Hmve
it also seems to be the one of the simplest anddbist to
challenge. Therefore, the respondent continues aviteply
that might sound as a candid negation of the piipasl

content of the question, namely that he has haéhtheated
contacts with the President’s office. Nevertheltes primary
impression of the respondent’s candor is destralyealigh
his shift of focus from the President, the highasthority
mentioned in the question, to Mr.dRauskas. Although
included in the scope of reference as an advisothéo

President, Mr. R&kauskas is not directly referred to in the

guestion. Thus the respondent’'s move invokes thaniog

44

as it was bound to because of being too obviousa@mohuch
exposed to challenge. Therefore, the subsequelierade is
strong and it comes even from two questioneraurim (9) the
guestioner 1 warns the respondent about the amoiunt
information that the commission has: ‘...our comnoissis
not working for the first day and we have studiediaus
information’. The questioner 2 echoes his colleaigu&irn
(10) by appealing to the respondent’s conscien¥eu
promised to tell us only the truth and nothing’else

The basis for the respondent’s further desperaenpts to
continue with equivocation becomes clearer onlgrdfie last
piece of challenge is given by the questioner &iin (12).

What the questioner 3 does is to disambiguateetieeent of
the term “the President of the Republic”, whichrsseo have
been artificially made ambiguous by the respondé&hthe

time, when the respondent admits having had thieatsd

contacts with the President, the latter had beectes

President but had not yet given oath as Presidéig. fact

serves the respondent to construct his last syrateg
equivocation. More specifically, it enables thepmgient to
ignore “the presumption of relevance” (Sperber @itson,

1995), according to which for the participants dfe t
proceedings the term “the President of the Reputgfers to

the person who is in office at the time of the pestings and
whose suspicious activities are under investigaddter the

questioner 3 uncovers in turn (12) the keystonethef

respondent’'s equivocation, the latter is left wiibthing to

take hold of and comes up with a straightforwargwaan:

“Yes”.

4.2. Extract 2
(1) Questioner 1: Coming back to your conversation which
was already made public two weeks ago; tell ug ipour



conversation with Mr. Juzélnas. If you confirm that it was
namely the conversation with him about the money ttou

called ‘pieces’ and it could be understood as thiods, did you
receive this money in cash, or was this moneyfeaesl to the
special account of the University of Klaga, which you also
mention?

(2) Respondent: Again first of all | would like to see an
exact transcript of my phone call about what hapgdmalf a
.. ago...

Interrupted(Author’s remark).

specifies the question:
received?’ Nevertheless, in spite of not sustainihg

respondent’s aggressive tone, the questioner 1 shmisv

willingness to stop the respondent’s equivocatibis. seen
in such moves as interruption, repetition
publicized, the honorable colleague, it was pubddi...’ —
and a straightforward assertion — “You heard itrgeli at
the Seimas’.

In the meantime the respondent undertakes quite@essful
strategy of equivocation to cut the given quesiiea small

(3) Questioner 1:It was publicized, the honorable colleague, it fragments. In doing so, he achieves the followiegult: the

was publicized... You heard it yourself at the Seirfiire
Parliamen{Author’s remark).

(4) Respondent:Yes, | heard, but would you, honorable Mr.
Steponauius, be able to answer in the exact chronologica

order what you spoke half a year ago with a cenairson,
just word for word, and in this case there are sanyn
conversations, well, let us say, the authenticétg hot been
confirmed yet.

(5) Questioner 1:What would be your answer though?
(6) RespondentTo what question?

(7) Questioner 2:To this question.

(8) Respondent:'Pieces’, yes, they are thousands.

(9) Questioner 1:And how was the money received?

(10) Respondent:From where?

(11) Questioner 1:Well, | suggest not playing a cat and mouse

game. You have to answer the question which has nateto
you. Was the money for this conference transfewetie...the
conference you mentioned... was transferred to sihecial

cash and later used it for conferences or othefsifee

(12) Respondent: Do you mean from Mr.Konradas

Juzeliinas? Mr. Konradas Juzgtias has covered 2 thousand

litas of the travel expenses of a Dutch professor.

details distracted from the context appear irreleand the
whole discussion turns into meaningless exchanges.
example, in turns (6) and (7) the respondent gslesrt

uestions in reply: ‘To what question?’ and ‘Frorhene?’.
ﬂowever, the most significant manifestation of thisategy
appears in turn (8). Here, the respondent condestan a
single word from the initial question — “pieces amdely, he
confirms the questioner’'s assumption that the t4gieces”
refers to thousands and thereby adds nothing ngardiag
the requested information.

The culmination of this episode of the interviewaached in
turn (11). After tolerating the respondent’s aggiresform of
equivocation for a considerable part of the episdtie
questioner 1 radically changes his strategy by ekirtzaon
an open and strong challenge Firstly, the questibiesorts
to metaphorical use which effectively strengtheris

game’. Then he straightforwardly points out th@oesibility

argument: ‘Well, | suggest not playing a cat anduseo

‘And how was the money

It was

h

the respondent has to assume: ‘You have to ansheer t
guestion which has been put to you’. Such a mova is
account of the University of Klagda? Or did you receive it in highly face threatening act to the respondent, who,

nonetheless, does not seem to adequately redctndtrn
(12) the respondent continues with the previouslypged
strategy of equivocation to touch upon separatgnfients
of the initial question: ‘Mr. Konradas Juzglas has
covered 2 thousands litas of the travel expenseasDufitch

(transcript of the special parliamentary commissionyofessor. Given that an intact “face” is one bé toasic

11/17/2003).

Differently from the previous extract, the respamdef the
extract 2 undertakes a more aggressive strategy
equivocation. In turn (2) he starts with a demaad the
transcript of his phone call he is questioned atiewtn after
the questioner 1 denies in turn (3) the necessitytlie
respondent's demand —'...it was publicized... You heard
yourself...” — the respondent continues with his dedlirag
and attacking strategy of equivocation. In turnh@)rewords
the question put to him by adding such phraseshasexact
chronological order” or “word for word”. This exaggtion is
meant to show that the question he receives isdsilple to
answer. Finally, he finishes his turn (4) with altdgnge to the
members of the commission: “...let us say, the atitign
has not been confirmed yet”.

In comparison to the aggressive performance ompaineof
the respondent, the questioner 1 assumes a r&jathare
reserved tactics of challenge. In turn (3), hermiats the
respondent to remind him of the facts that theetateems
to be ignoring. In turn (5), the questioner 1 veidas
determination to elicit the requested informatiowhat
would be your answer though?’. Similarly, in tu®) he
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attributes of a successful political career in anderatic
political system, an unconstrained sacrifice of sriface”
ptust be a very radical and unlikely choice. To toy
explain it, a principle of cost-benefit calculusutd be
applied. If a politician prefers to lose “face” dlugh an
open challenge of his equivocation, it means thmes
benefit of not giving the information that is rerpd is
bigger than the damage of a bad reputation.

Conclusions

Equivocation is a widely spread discursive strategyong
politicians and a sociolinguistic problem for trexipients
of their discourse, namely the general public. €fae, it
is of primary importance to enlighten the generabliz
about the manipulative and equivocal use of languag
political and other public figures. The purposdtos study
was to analyze how politicians and other stateciaf$ use
their turns to evade the given questions and tdlesige
equivocation.

As long as it was a small scale qualitative analys far
reaching generalization are possible. Howeverfdtewing
conclusions can be made. Firstly, the respondeptsaate

—
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Analysis of Televised Interviews With Tony Blair the 1997 British

Vilma Bijeikiene
ISsisukingjimas ir atkirtis iSsisukin éjimui Seimo specialiosios parlamentiis komisijos diskurse

Santrauka

Sis straipsnis paremtas bendraisiajzroblem; sprendim orientuotos sociolingvistikos principais (Janid90, 1999). Pagrindinis straipsnio tyrimo
objektas — tai politiniame diskurse paplitusi elokigcija, t.y. iSsisukigimas ir tiesaus atsakymo vengimas (equivocatikmjie visuomenei kelia rimt
sociolingvistirg problemy. Tyrimo medZziag sudaro dvi iStraukos i$ Lietuvos Respublikos Segpecialios laikinosios komisijos galimomsgmems
nacionaliniam saugumui istirti oficialios stenog@mRemiantis pokalbio anadiz (conversation analysis) principais, straipsnggrimsjama, kaip res-
pondentai iSnaudoja savoeekalbéti tam, kad iSsisuktnuo informacijos pateikimo. Taip pat analizuojafkeip klausiitojai panaudoja saja eilg tam,
kad pareikalaut atsakymo ir iSgautreikiamy informacij.
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APPENDIXES
APPENDIX 1

(1) G. STEPONAVLIUS. Gerbiamasis komisare, sakykite praSomjiamjats asmeniSkai esate sulgukkambuiy ar kit pavedim, kurie
buty buw iS paties Prezidento arba jo pajampuss ir bity susig uztariant arba proteguojant vieno ar kito rajomipolicijos komisariato komisarus.

(2). R. A. SENOVAITIS. AS migjau, kad netufjau kontaki; nei su pataju Ratkausku, nei su kitais, kadangi nesuiptemas. IS kitos pés,
jeigu ir batent patatjas generalinis komisaras ir kazZkorty, tarp niisy specifiniai santykiai, jis net ir nedlamas niekada nepaskamhbimepaprasyt
kazko.

(3) A. SAKALAS. Kas dar turite klausim

(4) A. KASETA AS norsgiau patikslinti klausim, ar jis sulaukte paio Prezidento skambiio, dél kokio nors klausimo.

(5) R. A. SENOVAITIS. Turite galvoje RespublikoseRidento.

(6) A. KASETA Taip. Respublikos Prezidento.

(7) R. A. SENOVAITIS. Kiek pamenu tokiskambwiy a3 netusjau.

(8) A. SAKALAS. Ponas Steponails.

(9) G. STEPONAVEIUS. Misy komisija dirba ne prima diena, gerbiamasis koneisanes esame susipagisujvairia informacija. Be abejo,
mes turimepadi pliusa arba minuso Zenklties viena ar kita informacija. Ang galite patvirtinti, kadtjs nesate sulagkskambudiy iS Lietuvos
Respublikos Prezidento¢ldVazeikiy policijos komisariato komisaP

(10) A. SAKALAS. Jis Zadjote sakyti tik tieg ir nieko daugiau.

(11) R. A. SENOVAITIS. AS turiu prisiminti, nesyt skambwéiy daug ir jvairiy.Prezidentas neskambina Siaip pavaduotojams amnisti
kolegoms. AS jau prie$ tai esu jums atsalgerbiamasis pirmininke ir komisijgita klausim, kad a$ nepamenu skanthy kad kity skambinta jo
EkscelencijosPrezidento man, juolab...... Galima phtis

(12) A. KASETA Dabar noriu uzduoti patikslinapitlausima. Ar jiis sulaukte R.Pakso skambio, jam dar nedavus priesaikos kaip Respublikos
Prezidentui?

(13) R. A. SENOVAITIS. Taip.

APPENDIX 2

(1) G. STEPONAVLIUS. Giiztant prie fisy pokalbio, kuris yra pavieSintas dar pries spsavatiy. Sakykite, afisy pokalbis su ponu
Juzelfinu, jeigu fis patvirtinat, kad tai buvoabent pokalbis su juod pinigy, kur jas ivardinot “Stukomis” ir tai galimaiiy suprastiiikstartiais, ar fis
tuospinigus gavote grynais, ar tie pinigai buvovpstij Klaipédosuniversiteto speciali tiksling saskait, apie kuri jus uzsimenate?

(2) E. SKARBALIUS. Vel visy pirma a$ naftiau matyti tiksly savo pokalbapietai, kas vyko prie$ pas

(3) G. STEPONAWCIUS. Jis buvo paskelbtas... Gerbiamasis kolega ujimjpaskelbtas...i$ pats Seime gigjbte tai.

(4) E. SKARBALIUS. Taip, a$ gikjau, bet aris, gerbiamasis Stepon#wu,gattumet chronologiskai tiksliai atsakyti,akjuos Snekjote pries
pus; mety su vienu ar kitu asmeniu, Zodigod, o Siuo atveju tiek pokalipivadinkim, autentiSkumassra kol kas patvirtintas.

(5) G. STEPONAWCIUS. Koks jisy bity atsakymas visdto?

(6) E. SKARBALIUS.] kokj klausimy?

(7) A. SAKALAS. § klausim.

(8) E. SKARBALIUS. “Stukos”, taip, yraikstartiai.

(9) G. STEPONAVCIUS. O kaip tie pinigai buvo gauti?

(10 ) E. SKARBALIUS. IS kur?

(11) G. STEPONAWCIUS. Na, a$ silau neZaisti nei kas, nei pels zaidimo. ds turit atsakytij klausim, kuris jums yra suformuluotas. Ar
pinigai Siai konferencijai buvo pervestjisy minima konferencij buvo pervestj Klaipedos universiteto speciaji tiksling saskait, ar jis juos gavote
grynais ir po to su jais pasielgkonferencijoms ar kitoms reikims?

(12) E. SKARBALIUS. Bitent i$ pono Konrado Juzgtio? Konradas Juzafias yraapmales 2 tikst. lity Olandijos profesoriaus atskridimo iSlaidas.
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