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PRIEKSVARDS

Sérija ANTIQUITAS VIVA: STUDIA CLASSICA, kurai pamati likti
2001. gada, Sis ir jau treSais krajums, kura sagatavoSana ir Latvijas
Universitates Filologijas un makslas zinatnu fakultates Klasiskas filologijas
nodalas macibspéku un studentu parzina. Sis krajums turpina 2005. gada
publicétds gramatas aizsakto tradiciju pieaicinat ari viesautorus no
arvalstu macibu un pétniecibas iestidém, kurds parstavétas antikas
pasaules studijas un pétjjumi.

Lidzigi ka iepriek$éjie krajumi, ari Sis veidots no divam dalam:
zinatnisku rakstu kopas un annalém.

Pirma dala atspogulo LU starptautiskaja biennales konferencé
ANTIQUITAS VIVA (2007) prezentétos pétijumus, kas veltiti klasiskas
senatnes tradicionali nopietnaja vidé ipaSam, joprojam (seviski ar
komédiju vai satiriskajiem saceréjumiem nesaistita konteksta) reti skartam
aspektam — komismam un komiskajam.

Jaatzist, ka 2007. gada konferences rikotdju ideja par tematikas
ievirzjumu ekskluzivaja komisma joma nerada ipa$i lielu dalibnieku
atsaucibu. Miasdienu globalizétaja pasaulé ari studiju un zinatnes telpa
plasaku atbalstu giist visparigakas témas. Aicinajums izvértét savu
iema3joto zinatnisko intere$u jomu jaunpiedavatd aspekta acimredzot
biezak tiek uztverts ka izaicindjums, kuram parasti nav laika (vélmes,
gatavibas) nodoties.

Tomér konferences materialu rezultéjums §is gramatas pirmas dalas
rakstos lauj ar gandarfjumu novértét, ka komisma un komiska aspekta
te parstavéts ka grieku, ta romieSu mantojums, analizéti gan dzejas, gan
prozas teksti un dazadi literarie Zanri, apceréta ne tikai tekstuala prakse,
bet ari komisma teorija antikaja kultartelpa. Ari laika diapazons plass —
no Homéra lidz Lakianam un romie$u postklasikas autoriem; komiskais
fikséts pat jaunlaiku konteksta sociolingvistisku paradibu gultné.
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PRIEKSVARDS

Krajuma lasami ari masu tuvako kaiminu - Lietuvas, Igaunijas,
Krievijas klasiskas senatnes specialistu pétijumi; svarigi, ka ANTIQUITAS
VIVA idejas Riga pulcé un LU krajumos atrida pirmkart tiesi Baltijas
regiona augstskolu macibspéku un pétnieku devumu. Sida sakartojuma
sérijkrajums Baltijas valstis paslaik ir vienigais.

Krajuma otra — gadurakstu jeb annalu dala apkopo zinas un izvérstakus
komentarus par pédéo gadu (2006-2008) notikumiem klasiskas
senatnes studiju un pétijumu joma gan Latvija, gan arvalstis, kur Latviju
parstavéjusi LU klasiskie filologi. Protams, aptverts tikai, péc sastaditdju
un autoru domam, biutiskikais konferencu, seminaru, tulkojumu un citu
publikaciju klasta.

Jau par tradiciju — cerams, noderigu — kluvis ANTIQUITAS VIVA
krajumam pievienot LU Klasiskas filologijas nodalas bakalaura un
magistra grada ieguvéju sarakstu, norddot jauno speciilistu izstradatas
zinatnisko darbu témas.

Zinatniska darba un ari popularzinatnisko aktivitau kopainas
uzdevums ir atklat antikas pasaules un tas kultarvértibu dzivigumu Seit un
tagad, jauna laika un citos veidos, ka ari rosinit tai pievérsties, to apgit
un pétit vél un vél.

Antiquitas viva (antika pasaule dziva) ir aksioma - to atgadina gadu
tikstosi, kurus ta pardzivojusi.

Sastaditaji

Ilze Rimniece
Ojars Lams
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PREFACE

This issue is the third in the series ANTIQUITAS VIVA: STUDIA
CLASSICA, which was first published in 2001; the students and staff
of the Faculty of Philology and Arts of the University of Latvia are in
charge of the preparation of the series. This issue continues the tradition
commenced in 2005 to invite visiting researchers from foreign universities
and research institutions that carry out Classical Antiquity studies.

Similarly to the previous issues, this publication is composed of
two parts: academic papers and annals. The first part contains the
reports presented at the University of Latvia (UL) International Biennial
Conference ANTIQUITAS VIVA (2007), which were devoted to comicality
and the comic, an aspect rarely touched upon in the traditionally serious
environment of Classical Antiquity, especially in contexts unrelated to
comedy or satire.

However, the idea of the organizers of the 2007 conference to suggest
the comic as the exclusive subject-matter did not elicit wide response. In
the globalised world of today, even in the study and research environment
it is more general topics that attract wider interest. The invitation to
reconsider one’s preferred research subjects from a fresh perspective was
apparently perceived as a challenge one had no time (willingness) to take.

Nevertheless, the results of the conference as presented in the first part
of this book are gratifying: in the aspect of the comic and comicality, both
ancient Greek and Roman legacies are represented, prose and poetry as
well as different genres are analyzed; not only textual practice but also
theory of comicality in ancient cultural space is discussed. The time span
also is vast — from Homer to Lucian and Roman post-classical authors;
the comic is discussed even in the context of sociolinguistics.

The issue features the research of Classical Antiquity experts from our
neighbouring countries — Lithuania, Estonia and Russia. Most importantly,
the ideas of ANTIQUITAS VIVA gather together academics and scholars of

XI
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PREFACE

the Baltic region and their contributions appear in the UL proceedings. At
present there is only one such serial edition in the Baltic states.

The second part of the issue, the annals, contains news and
commentaries on the recent (2006-2008) events in the research and
studies of Classical Antiquity in Latvia and abroad with the participation
of the classical philologists of the University of Latvia. Certainly, only
the most relevant issues of the vast variety of conferences, seminars,
translations and other publications have been included.

A tradition has emerged — and hopefully a useful one — to complement
ANTIQUITAS VIVA with the list of students who have obtained a BA or
MA degree at the Classical Philology Department of the University of
Latvia, indicating the research subjects of the new experts.

The aim of this overview of both research work and popular science
activities is to demonstrate the viability of antiquity and its cultural
values in the modern world and in modern times, as well as to encourage
researchers in their pursuit of its study and their wish to delve into it.

Antiquitas viva (the living antiquity) is an axiom, its survival through
millennia being a living proof of it. Even today the value system of
the antiquity remains unsurpassed in its stability, reverberation and
application.

Editors
Ilze Ramniece
Ojars Lams
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KOMISMS/KOMISKATIS
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VITA PAPARINSKA

KOMEDIJAS ANTIKIE TEORETISKIE AVOTI:
ARISTOTELA “POETIKA” UN TRACTATUS COISLINIANUS

Aristotelis traktata “Poétika” saka:

»q

“.. komédijas sakumi ir aizmirsti, jo komédijai netika pievérsta nopietna vériba.
(Arist. Ars Poetica 1449a 38-39)

Aristotelim ir taisniba — antikaja kultirvidé komédijas Zanrs nebija
teorétiskas refleksijas objekts. Misdienas par antiko komédijas teoriju
ir pieejams pieticigs izzinas materials — sporadiskas, nesistematizétas
Aristotela atzinas “Poétika”. Tomér ar pietiekami lielu ticamibas pakapi
var teikt, ka Aristote]a “Poétikas” originalvarianta komédijas Zanrs ir bijis
iztirzats. Par to liecina paSa Aristotela izteikumi.

“Poétikas” pirmaja teikuma Aristotelis saka:

“Runasim par dzejas makslu kopuma un tas Zanriem, kadas ir katra [no tiem]
iespéjas...” (Arist. Ars Poetica 1447a)

Sis solfjums netiek izpildits. “Poétika” analizéta tragédija, un
nedaudzas atsauces uz komédijas Zanru, tapat ki uz episko dzeju un
historiografiju, paradas tragédijas analizes konteksta ka atskaites un
salidzinajuma punkti, kas palidz izgaismot tragédijas Zanra butibu un
parikumu.2

Savukart Aristotela izteikumi traktatd “Retorika” liecina, ka “Poétikas”
originalvarianta komédijas analize ir bijusi izvérstaka:

“Smiekligais (Ta yelolo) ir atseviski iztirzits Poétika.” (Arist. Ars Rbetorica
1.1372a)

XII
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VITA PAPARINSKA

un

«

. cik ir smiekligi veidu (e16n yeholcov), tas ir noradits Poétika.” (Arist. Ars
Rbetorica 111.1419b)

Sads materidls esofaja “Poétikas” variantd nav atrodams. Fakts, ka
Aristotelis ir sarakstijis komédijas teorijai veltitu “Poétikas” otro gramatu,
kas lidz misdienam nav saglabajusies, jaunakaja zinatniskaja literatiira par
antiko literatiirkritiku ap$aubits netiek? vai vismaz tiek pielauts.*

Pieejama informacija par komédijas teoriju antikaja pasaulé ir tik
triciga, ka svarigs ir jebkur§ materidls, kas varétu paplaSinat ieskatu
$aja joma. Par to, kdda nozime $aja sakard ir vienigajam pilniba lidz
miisdienim nonaku$ajam tekstam par antiko komédiju Tractatus
Coislinianus, zinatnieku domas dalis.’ Saubas ir pamatotas vairiku
iemeslu deél.

Pirmkart, teksta kvalitate rada, ka traktats ir savdabiga cita teksta
vai tekstu reprodukcija. Tris plasu tému (dzejas Zanru sistéma, komédijas
raksturojums, komisma avoti) apvienojums traktita bez sasaistes vedina
domat par kompilaciju. Domas izklasts teksta piezimju un uzskaitijjuma
veida bez izvérsuma vai skaidrojuma (garakie paragrafi sastav no
paris nepilnigiem teikumiem, daZos paragrafos ir tikai atseviska fraze
vai termins), ka ari teksta apjoms - nedaudz mazak ki 1000 vardu
(salidzindgjumam — Aristotela “Poétika” ir ap 10 000 vardu) rada konspekta
iespaidu.

Otrkart, traktatam nav tieSas hronologiskas saiknes ar antiko pasauli.
Teksts saglabdjies viena manuskripta, kas tiek datéts ar 10. gadsimtu.
Teksta autors un teksta sarakstiSanas laiks nav zinami. Tekstu datét
var palidzét tikai netieSa informicija. Manuskripta lidz ar Tractatus
Coislinianus ir ari citi teksti.6 Ta ka vairums no tiem datéti ar 6. gadsimtu,
Sis varétu bt ari Tractatus Coislinianus sarakstiSanas laiks. Vienlaikus
nelielaja teksta ieziméjas ari tadas kvalitates, kas parliecino$i norada
uz antiko pasauli un konkréti uz Aristoteli. Komédijas raksturojuma
strukturéjums, terminologija un daudzkart ari saturs rosina asociacijas ar
Aristotela “Poétiku”.

Ja Tractatus Coislinianus ir Aristotela “Poétikas” originalvarianta
konspekts, tad traktats ir pastarpinata iespéja rekonstruét $o original-
variantu un vienlaikus — izzinat tikai fragmentari saglabajusos Aristotela
komédijas teoriju. Sadu uzskatu izteica Tractatus Coislinianus pirm-
publicétajs (1839. gada) anglu klasiskais filologs DZons Antonijs Kramers

XIV
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Komédijas antikie teorétiskie avoti: Aristotela “Poétika” un Tractatus Coislinianus

(Jobn Anthony Cramer). Vinaprat, traktdta autors izmantojis pilnigaku
“Poétikas” tekstu nekd misdienas pieejamais, un tadé| ipasi nozimiga ir
traktata ieklauta komisma avotu analize, kas eso$aja “Poétikas” varianta
nav saglabajusies.” So uzskatu stingri aizstav amerikanu zinatnieks
R. Janko, un uz to balstita ir vina 1984. gada publicéta “Poétikas” otras
gramatas “hipotétiska rekonstrukcija”, kas veikta, sastatot un apvienojot
Tractatus Coislinianus ar “Poétikda” atrodamajiem Aristotela izteikumiem
par komédiju un papildinot ar Aristofana sholiju liecibam.?

Neilgi péc traktata publicéSanas (1853. gada) vacu klasiskais filologs
Jakobs Bernajs (Jacob Bernays) izteica piesardzigaku vértéjumu par Aristotela
“Poétikas” ipatsvaru traktdtd. Vinaprat, traktata autors ir izmantojis
“Poétikas” originalvarianta dalu par komisma avotiem. Pargjais traktata
materials ir kompilacija, kura izmantoti dazadi Aristotela teksti — “Poétika”,
“Retorika” un “Nikomaha étika”.® Tadéjadi traktita nozime ir visparigaka
un plasaka — teksts var but avots Aristotela komédijas teorijas izzinai.

Masdienu zinatniskaja doma Tractatus Coislinianus izpétes akcenti ir
mainijusies. Visparpienemts ir uzskats, ka Tractatus Coislinianus autors
mehaniski un bez lielas izpratnes par tému ir kompilgjis vairakus avotus,
tostarp Aristotela “Poétiku”.10 Tadéjadi traktats ir izmantojams tikai ka
netie$s izzinas avots, kura atbalsojas antikas pasaules komédijas teorijas
atzinas.

Uzskatot Aristotela “Poétiku” par primaro avotu antikds pasaules
komédijas teorijas izpété, jaatceras, ka, nemot véra $1 teksta virs-
uzdevumu — tragédijas analizi, informacija par komédiju skar vien
atseviskus komédijas aspektus. Tie ir: pirmkart, komédijas télu savdabiba
un, otrkart, smiekliga daba komédija.

Aristotela skatijuma atdarinaSanas objekta izvéle ir pamatprincips,
kas noteicis atdarino$as dzejas sazaro$anos tragédija un komédija.
Tadéjadi tragédijas un komédijas Zanru atSkiribas fundaments ir
atbilsto$a Zanra téli. Atskiriba no tragédijas, kas atdarina labakus
cilvékus neka laikabiedri, “[komédija] tiecas atdarinat [cilvékus], kuri
ir sliktaki (xelpous)”. (Arist. Ars Poetica 1448a 17) Savu izpratni par
komédijas téliem Aristotelis komenté sikak:

“Komédija, ka jau teicam, ir sliktaku (dpouhoTépcov), bet ne pilniba sliktu (koto
mG&oav kakiav) [cilvéku] atdarinijums, [jo] patiesi, smiekligais (To yehotov) ir dala
no neglita (ToU aloypoU).!! Smiekligi ir kada nepilniba (auopTnuca) un apkaunojums
(afoxos), kas nerada sapes un nav posto$i. Acim redzami komédijas maska ir
neglita, bet uz to nav sapigi skatities.” (Arist. Ars Poetica 1449a 31-36)

XV
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VITA PAPARINSKA

Tadéjadi, péc Aristotela domam, pilnigs neglitums ir atbaido$s; tas
rada sapes un nav smiekligs.

Aristotela nostdja — komédijas téliem piemit kada nepilniba — nav isti
izprotams. No “Poétikas” teksta nav skaidrs, kada veida nepilnibu autors ir
domajis. Iespéjams, ka komédijas télu ieskicéjums “Poétika” Aristotelim bijis
nepieciesams tikai sastatijumam ar tragédijas téliem. Ja ta, tad komédijas
télu raksturojums — “sliktaki” — ietver estétiska izvértéjuma elementu.

Pievéroties smiekligd dabai komédija, Aristotelis noskir divus
smiekligd veidus — smiekligais jambiskaja dzeja un smiekligais komédija.
Abos gadijumos smieklu bitiba ir at$kiriga. Jambiskas dzejas smiekli ir
invektiva ((oyos), kas vérsta pret konkrétu individu:

“.. vulgarakie [dzejnieki] attéloja mazvértigu cilvéku darbus, sikdami ar invektivam
(USyos)...” (Arist. Ars Poetica 1448b 26-27)

Komédija smieklu biitiba at$kiriba no jamba ir visparinits smiekligais
(to yelotov).

“.. attieciba uz komédiju .. dzejnieki veido sizetu, pamatojoties uz iespéjamibu, un
tad dod gadijuma rakstura vardus, un at$kiriba no jambu dzejniekiem vini neraksta
par konkrétu cilvéku.” (Arist. Ars Poetica 1451a 11-14)

Masdienu terminologija, nemot véra komédijas Zanra socialo aktivitati
un aktualitati, aristotelisko terminu “smiekligais” biitu pareizak atveidot
ka “komiskais”.!2 Jebkur§ trakums, nepilniba vai neglitums var bat par
smieklu neséju komédija, ja §im fenomenam piemit socials nozimigums.
Saja sakara zimigi ir vairakkartéjie Aristotela izteikumi par komédijas
Zanra veidoSanas procesu. Sava loma un vieta komédijas izveidé bijusi
invektivai, jambam, komiskajai poémai “Margits”, falliskajiem ritualiem,
Sicilijas komédijai, un konkréti, Epiharmam, un atiskajai komédijai.
Komédijas veido$anas process, Aristotela skatijuma, ir virziba no
individualas invektivas uz visparinatu traokumu atklasmi, kas rada
smieklus, proti, virziba uz sociali piepemamu un étisku komismu.!3

Salidzinajuma ar “Poétiku” Tractatus Coislinianus autors ir pievérsies
plasakam ar komédiju saistito problémjautdjumu lokam. Ipa$u interesi
rosina komisma avotu iedalijums valodas komisma (0 yéAws amo Tns
Ae€ecds) un darbibas komisma (0 yéhws amo TV mpoypoTtov). Traktata
ietvertais materials par komisma avotiem sastatijuma ar citu antiko
autoru — Démetrija (TTept epunvetas 136 ff.), Rhetorica ad Herennium autora
(Rhetorica ad Herennium 1.6.10), Cicerona (Cicero De oratore 11 239 ff.),
Kvintiliana (Quintilianus Institutio oratoria V1.3.35 ff.), Hermogéna
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(TTept pebo Sou SewotnTos 34, 2.453 ff.) — sniegto informaciju $aja jautaju-
ma palidz veidot kopainu par komisma radiSanas izpratni antikaja pasaulé.

Otrs traktata tematiskais loks saistits ar komédijas vietas iezim&umu
dzejas kopaina un komédijas Zanra raksturiezimju ieskicéjumu.

Shémas veida dota dzejas klasifikacija traktata atSkiras no atbilsto$as
klasifikacijas Aristotela “Poétika”. Traktata autors visu dzeju iedala
divos zaros: atdarino$aja ( wunTikn Tns Tomnoews Tract. Coisl. 1) un
neatdarino$aja dzeja (n auipnTos TNis moinoews Tract. Coisl. I). Komédija
tapat ka tragédija, mims un satiru drama pieder pie dramatiskds un
darbibu atdarino$as dzejas (to SpauaTikov kai mpakTikov Tract. Coisl. 11),
kas kopa ar véstijoso dzeju (to emoyyehtikov Tract. Coisl. 1I) pieder pie
atdarino$as dzejas zara. Hronologiski nesastatams ar Aristoteli ir traktata
beigas dotais komédijas iedalijums vecaja, jaunaja un vidéa komeédija
(Tract. Coisl. XVIII).

Apjoma zina visizvérstaka Tractatus Coislinianus dala ir komédijas
7anra raksturiezimju ieskicéjums. Si materila izstradei autora paraugs
acim redzami bijusi Aristotela “Poétika”. Aristotela tekstu traktita autors
izmantojis divéjadi. Pirmkart, Tractatus Coislinianus autors no “Poétikas”
parpémis tur atrodamais konspektivas zinas par komédiju. Otrkart,
“Poétika” atrodamo tragédijas raksturojuma principu autors parcélis uz
savu tekstu par komédiju, dazos gadijumos méginot to adaptét komédijas
Zanra specifikai.

Tadejadi “Poétiku” atbalso traktata autora izteikums, ka komédija
jokdaris (0 okwmTwv Tract. Coisl. VIII) grib atklat gara un miesas
nepilnibas (apaptruoaTta Ths Yuxnis kol Tou cwpatos Tract. Coisl. VIII),
ka ari norade uz atskiribu starp invektivu (Aoidopia) un komédiju (Tract.
Coisl. VII). Tiesa, at$kiribas skaidrojums neatkarto Aristotela domu.
Aristotelis diferencéja jamba invektivas individualo skané&umu no smieklu
objekta visparinidjuma komédija, bet traktata autora skatijuma invektivas
un komédijas atSkiribas pamats ir negaciju izsmieSanas veids. Invektiva
izsmiekls par negacijam ir atklats (GmopOKaAUTTWS TG TPOCOVTO KOKKX
SieEeiow Tract. Coisl. VII), bet komédija izskan netie$i majieni (Seiton Ths
kahoupevns eudooewss Tract. Coisl. VII).

Traktata autora metode, izmantojot “Poétikas” tragédijas raksturojuma
principu par paraugu komédijas raksturojumam, dazkart darbojas gluZi
labi. Tas attiecas uz tiem gadijumiem, kad veiksmigas sakritibas dél
Aristotela izteikumi par tragédiju ir piemérojami ari komédijas vidé.
Komédijas iedalijums elementos (eidn Tract. Coisl. X)4 un dalas (uepn
Tract. Coisl. XVII) atkarto atbilstoSo materialu “Poétika”. Traktata autora
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skatfjuma komédiju veido sizets (u0fos), téls (rjbos), domas izklasts
(Siovola), valoda / izteiksme (Aé€is), dziesma (uEAos) un vizualais ietérps
(01s). Komédijas dalas ir prologs, kora dalas, epizodiji un eksods. Nav
pieminétas tadas neatnemamas komédijas dalas ki parabize un agons,
kas ir zimiga lieciba, ka traktata autors Aristotela izteikumus parnémis
mehaniski, atseviskos gadijumos tos izprotot nepilnigi. Neskaidribas
rosina traktata autora komentars, ka siZets, izteiksme / valoda un dziesma
ir atrodami visas komédijas, bet domas izklasts, téli un vizualais ietérps
(maskas?) — dazas.

Atzina, ka komédijas valodai ir jabiit ikdieni$kai (kown) un tuvai tautai
(Snuwdns), parada, ka traktita autors atseviskos gadijumos ir spéjis izteikt
pieticigus secindjumus, vadoties no analogijas principa ar “Poétikas”
atzinam. Ja reiz komédijas varoni ir ikdieniskaki cilvéki neka tragédiju
varoni, arl vinu valodai ir jabat atbilsto$i vienkar$akai. Tapat gluzi
logiski ir traktata autora vérojumi, ka komédijas siZets ir strukturéts ap
smiekligam darbibam un ka komédijas téli ir aksti, izsméj€ji un lielibnieki.

Tomér Aristotela tragédijas raksturojuma parcélums uz komeédijas
vidi ne vienmér ir adekvats. Dazkart traktata autora izteikumi par kadu
komeédijas iezimi ir tik jucekligi, ka bez sastatijuma ar atbilsto§o materiilu
par tragédiju “Poétika” nav skaidrs, ko autors ir gribéjis teikt. Tas ipasi
attiecas uz komédijas definéjumu. No traktata teksta var saprast vien to,
ka komédija ir tadas smiekligas un pabeigtas darbibas atdarinajums, kurai
trikst dizenuma, ka komédijai ir dalas, ka komédija ir darbiba, nevis
véstijums, ka ar baudu un smiekliem tiek panakta kadu nedefinétu emociju
katarse. Izteikums beidzas ar griiti interpretéjamu piezimi, ka komédijas
raditajs (burtiski — mate) ir smiekli.

Traktata autora darba metode piedzivo pilnigu fiasko, kad, raksturojot
domas izklastu komédija, traktita autors izsaka neizprotamu komentaru:
domas izklasts var bit divu veidu — viedoklis (yveoun) un pieradijumi
(mioTers).  Pieradijumus autors iedala zvérestos, ligumos, liecibas,
spidzinasana, likumos. Ir acim redzams, ka minéto materialu autors ir
automatiski parnémis no Aristotela “Retorikas”. Sis piemérs vélreiz pierada,
ka traktata izstradé autors ir izmantojis mehaniskas parcel$anas metodi,
neiedzilinoties, vai konkrétaja konteksta $ads parcélums ir logisks un
iederigs. Ja reiz “Poétika” (1456 a 34) ir atsauce uz “Retorika” noraditajiem
domas izteik3anas lidzekliem, traktata autors to mehaniski parrakstijis.

Klasiskais filologs DZordZzs Maksimilians Antonijs  Grabijs
(G. M. A. Grube) sava autoritativaja izdevuma The Greek and Roman
Critics" saka:
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“Kompilators vai vina avots vai avoti pazina “Poétiku” tada forma ka més un
“Retoriku” ari. Pilnigi skaidrs, ka kompilators ne visu saprata. Nav iemesla domat,
ka vinam bija pieejami avoti, kuri mums nav zinami. Iznémums ir komisma avotu
klasifikacija — taja atspogulojas teorijas, kuru autori bija daudz gudraki cilvéki neka
kompilators.”16

Tapat DZz. M. A. Grabijs nordda uz Tractatus Coislinianus vértibu —
teksts pierdda, ka antikaja pasaulé ir pastavéjusi augsti attistita komisma
teorija, kura lidz muasdienam diemZél nonakusi tikai ka saraustitais
un daudzviet grati saprotamais Tractatus Coislinianus. Tadéjadi gan
nedaudzie Aristotela izteikumi “Poétika” ka vienigais antikas komédijas
teorijas avots, gan Tractatus Coislinianus ka antiko avotu kompiléta
reprodukcija ir pelniju$i uzmanibu to izpété. Tomér ar noZélu jaatzist, ka
antikas komédijas teorijas joma Tractatus Coislinianus nekadi nepaplaSina
skopo materiilu, kas atrodams Aristotela “Poétikas” teksta.
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THEORY OF COMEDY IN ANTIQUITY: ARISTOTLE’S POETICS
AND TRACTATUS COISLINIANUS

SUMMARY

Aristotle in his treatise Poetics remarks that the origins of comedy
are obscure, as comedy did not merit serious interest (Arist. Ars Poetica
1449a 38). Unfortunately, what is available today on the ancient theory
of comedy is scanty information — basically, scattered comments in the
above-mentioned Aristotle’s work. As the existence of a second book of
Aristotle’s Poetics is generally acknowledged or admitted in modern
classical research, it is highly probable that the analysis of comedy merited
more attention than the surviving text of Poetics gives proof of. This fact
kindles interest in another text-— the anonymous Byzantine Tractatus
Coislinianus, which contains at least some echoes of the ancient theory of
comedy. Whatever opinion one may have on this short treatise — epitome
or compilation — due to the scant evidence from antiquity, any text with
even the remotest connection to it is of interest.

Thus, Aristotle’s Poetics is a major source for the study of ancient
theory of comedy. However, the fact that the treatment of comedy is not
the purpose of the extant text of the treatise is a massive impediment
to the inquiry. Aristotle’s comments on comedy are limited to a
supplementary role and illuminate alongside with the analysis of tragedy
but some specific aspect of comedy. Aristotle’s observations focus on
comedy’s concern with inferior characters as opposed to the noble tragic
heroes. This information is important, but oftentimes not sufficiently
illuminating due to the concise form of expression and lack of explanatory
commentary.

XX
20



Komédijas antikie teorétiskie avoti: Aristotela “Poétika” un Tractatus Coislinianus

In this respect, Tractatus Coislinianus seems to provide much more
promising material for study as the text deals exclusively with comedy.
The treatise focuses on three major thematic areas: classification of
poetry, sources of laughter, and characterization of comedy. Studies ever
since the publication of Tractatus Coislinianus in 1839 have unanimously
agreed on the value of the classification of sources of laughter in the
treatise, whatever the Aristotelian source of information for this portion
had been. The material directly related to the treatment of comedy is
disappointing in many ways. The author of the treatise either transfers
directly Aristotelian ideas on comedy, which are known from Poetics, or
tries to transfer and sometimes to adjust the framework of Aristotelian
tragedy analysis to comedy. In many instances the result is confusing and
impossible to understand without juxtaposition to the relevant extract of
Poetics. Thus, Tractatus Coislinianus contributes little to the study of the
ancient theory of comedy. Its utmost value lies in the fact that this text,
through its Aristotelian and non-Aristotelian echoes, proves the existence
of theory of comedy in antiquity.
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ARISTOPHANES IN A COLD CLIMATE:
COMIC EFFECTS OF SEVERE GREEK WINTERS

Modern “space of comicality” includes jokes on bad weather,
uncomfortable climate, etc. They are integral part of our everyday life,
and there is nothing special in discussing all these features. But what’s for
antiquity? First of all let’s look at the climate of Ancient Greece.

It is really a great pity that modern students of Ancient Greek
civilization usually live in countries with more cold and more severe
climate than that of Ancient Greece. So they (we) usually (on the level of
instinct) have a presupposition that Greece is a country with hot summers
and mild winters. As any presupposition, this one is based on both reality
and a bulk of mythology.

Surely, winters in modern Greece are rather mild, although, e.g., the
40 cm snowfall of January 2002 became a real shock for inhabitants of
modern Athens. But the climate of the Early Subatlantic Age, i.e. the
climate of the archaic and classical periods of Ancient Greek history, had
some different characteristics.

“There have been times of globally synchronous, rapid climatic
(environmental) change. These should have been times of maximum
stress for some cultures and improving time for others”.! In the archaic
and classical period the average winter temperatures were from 1 to
1.5 degrees lower than those in the third quarter of the 20th century, and
from 2 to 2.5 degrees lower than now. They were even somewhat lower
than those of the Little Ice Age in modern Europe (the 16th—early 20th
century).

Ancient Greek poets (e.g. Hes. Erga 504-560) and the authors of
tragedies (Aesch. Pers. 495-497; cf. Hor. Ep. L. 3.3) wrote about cold and
snowy winters and river freezing. E.g. Alcaeus, “between earth and snowy
sky...” — fragm. 355 Lobel-Page.

Hippocrates described severe snowy winters on the island of Thasos
in about 410 B.C. His observations are of great importance because of
their regular character. Two of four consecutive winters were snowy, one
of them was extremely cold, and there was snow in spring of the third
year (Hippocr. Epidem. 1. 1, 4, 7; III. 2). His contemporary Thucydides
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regarded winter as a special period of combat activities during the
Peloponnesian War (V. 20. 2-3). Xenophon informed us about ten degrees
of frost in Thrace in 400 B.C. (Xen. Anab. VII. 4. 3 sq.), heavy snowfall
in Attica in the winter of 404/3 B.C. (Hell. II. 4. 3), and severe winters in
Peloponnesus in the first decades of the fourth century (Cyneg. IV. 11; V.
1). Plato in his Symposium admired Socrates’ courage during severe winter
with heavy frost in Chalcidice (Plat. Symp. 219 e, 220 b). For Aristotle,
both water and wine freezing and even under-ice fishing in Pontus (the
Black Sea) were not something special (Arist. Meteor. 1. 12, 347 b, 348
b; IV. 7, 383 b, 384 a). In his opinion, the Heat and the Cold were the
creators of all objects (ibid., IV. 8, 384 b). So ancient Greek winters were
not extremely mild, as one may suppose. It is widely known that ancient
Greek language is rich in winter, frost, and cold lexica2.

Aristophanes’ comedies are a real encyclopedia of contemporary
Athenian life, and, surely, we can find some passages concerning winter
cold, winter clothes, and winter lifestyle there. It is a pity that modern
scholars usually are not interested in all these features, though recent
scholarship on Greek drama has focused on its civic, cultural, or ritual
context. In books and articles on Aristophanes we can read about Old
Comedy, the farmers, the upper classes, traders and craftsmen, citizens
and foreigners, the slaves, family and neighbours, money and property,
religion and education, economics and the state, etc. And these are only
the chapters’ headlines of one of the best books on Aristophanes (I mean
The People of Aristophanes by Victor Ehrenberg).

However, one more question: how could the Athenians sit in the open-
air theatres during the all-day performances of Aristophanes’ plays?
Everyone knows that in Aristophanes’ time there were two religious
festivals in Athens with theatrical performances: the City Dionysia
in early spring and the Lenaea (Arjvawa) in winter. We know that five
(of eleven survived) plays of Aristophanes were performed during
Lenaea: The Acharnians, The Knights, The Wasps, Lysistrata, The Frogs,
and Ecclesiazusae. This festival took place in the month of Gamelion
(FTapn\wiv), late January—February, during the most severe period of winter
in Attica. Even later, in the Hellenistic period, for Posidippus (fragment
No. 16), the Lenaea festival had a clear connotation with cold weather.

The comedies of Aristophanes give us a lot of information on weather,
cold winters, etc. So the phrase of one of the heroes of The Acharnians,
Theorus, seems not strange: “We should not have remained long in
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Thrace... if the country had not been covered with snow; the rivers
were ice-bound at the time that Theognis brought out his tragedy here”
(Acharn. 138-140, transl. ed. J. Henderson).

This description of the severe winter of 429/8 (cf. Thuc. II. 101.5-6;
IT1. 21) should have something in common with the weather conditions
on the stage and should cause a comic effect. For Ancient Greeks, Thrace
(modern Bulgaria) was an especially cold country (Hom. IL XIV. 227;
Eur. Alc. 67, Andr. 215, Hec. 81; Arist. Hist. Anim. 606 b 3-5; Stratonic.
ap Athen. VIIL. 351 ¢), that of Boreus (Hes. Op. 506-508, 553; Tyrt.
fr. 12. 4), the north wind. As we say “arctic cold”, ancient Greeks used to
say “Thracian cold”.

Both Lamachus in The Acharnians (“Slave, take up the buckler and let's
be off. It is snowing! Ah! 'tis a question of facing the winter.”) (. 1141)
and Bdelycleon in The Wasps (I. 773) mention snow or snowfall. In The
Clouds (1. 965) Just specifies snow-sleet, more common in Greece (cf. Hdt.
IV. 315 IV. 7).

Aristophanes had a special interest into seasons of the year, he
wrote the comedy Seasons (Orai). In Peace the seasons were described
from “here and now”, from Dionysia in the opposite direction (winter-
autumn-summer). The action of The Acharnians takes place in winter, in
the period between rural Dionysia (December) and Anthesteria (March).
It was a contemporary play even in the seasonal aspect, and this is very
characteristic of Aristophanes

5«

topical” point of view.

The Greeks had special winter wear, mostly overcoats, such as
chlaena (x\alva), sisyra (owopa), diphthera (S1d0epa). All these clothes
were for men, and women in Ecclesiazusae took their husbands’ chlaena
to go to the assembly (506 sqq.). Odysseus had given his chlaena to his
combat-fellow and shivered with cold after that during the siege of
Troy (Hom. Od. XIV. 478 sqq.). Chlaena was the most popular winter
overcoat, and the chorus in The Birds sang: “Happy indeed is the race
of winged birds who need no cloak in winter!” (ol xeluw pev xhalvas ovk
dumoxouvtat— 1089 sqq.). The chlaena of high quality wool from Media
was the most prestigious coat (The Wasps, 1143 ff.). Winter coats were
usually not personal, because the periods of really cold weather during
Ancient Greek winters were not very long. I can cite a famous passage of
Herodotus (II. 22, transl. G. Rawlinson): “Now whenever snow falls, it
must of necessity rain within five days; so that, if there were snow, there
must be rain also in those parts.”
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What was the comicality for Aristophanes in weather and climate
features? He could find joy and pleasure in any season (as in Peace).
But in any case, the Greek winter was the most severe season in the
Mediterranean region, with frequent rainfalls and even snowfalls. Winter
rest, including participation in numerous feasts of Dionysus, was a normal
way of spending the Attic peasants’ time.

Such a climate caused a specific winter lifestyle. Winter festivals of
Dionysus (and not only the City Dionysia and the Great Dionysia)
were an integral part of Athenian life. They enjoyed specific pleasures,
including drinking, sex, and even a little bit of ideology (songs about
Harmodius). Winter festivals had clear connotations with the agricultural
year and a very important social function: they filled in winter time. In
The Wasps Philocleon describes specific winter occupations of Attic
peasants (l. 1127 sqq.).

The playwright’s contemporaries deem participation in political
life and combat operations an undesirable type of winter activities.
This contradiction leads to the effect of comicality. In The Wasps
Bdelycleon (I. 767 ff.) proposes to have a jury session at home to escape
winter weather: “Everything as in a tribunal... [770] ... Everything can
be arranged to suit you. If it is warm in the morning, you can judge in
the sunlight; if it is snowing, then seated at your fire; if it rains, you go
indoors; and if you don’t rise till noon...” (transl. ed. Eug. O’Neill, Jr).

Peasant habits contradicted city lifestyle, and Aristophanes played up
this contradiction in his comedies. Assimilation of winter, the opening
up of winter time was a great step for the process of modernization (or
transformation, in any case) of social and cultural life of ancient Athens.
The human factor was the driving force in this process. Ancient Greek
houses had only open fire for winter warming, Greek clothes and shoes
were primitive and could not help much during cold and severe winter.
But tradition and cultural archetype demand from Greek young and
not very young men to have a good physical condition; e.g. Just in The
Clouds calls on everybody to escape warm bathes (Balavelwv dméxeobal —
1. 991).

The mere fact of the Ten Thousand’s march via Tochtaly Pass (1300-
1400 m) near the Van Lake in Eastern Anatolia in December 401 (Xen.
Anab. TV. 4.8 sqq.; 5.1 sqq.) speaks for itself. Xenophon could sleep
under snow without clothes, and the old-fashioned boys in The Clouds
could walk nude even if it was snowing.
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I will, therefore, describe the ancient system of education, how it was
ordered, when I flourished in the advocacy of justice, and temperance
was the fashion. In the first place it was incumbent that no one should
hear the voice of a boy uttering a syllable; and next, that those from the
same quarter of the town should march in good order through the streets
to the school of the harp-master, naked, and in a body, even if it were
to snow as thick as meal (Tovs kwpritas yuprovs dbpoous, kel KPLUVOION
katavidbol — 1. 965).

Of course, this is a comical exaggeration; nevertheless, power of
endurance is very typical of Ancient Greek mentality. The Athenians could
assimilate winter; unlike Hesiodic peasants, they could be socially and
culturally active in winter time. The comic effects of severe Greek winters
in Aristophanes we may regard both as documents of reconstruction of
climatic changes, and as an example of adaptation to them, a very topical
problem now.

Introduction of the Lenaea, the winter festival, became the new step
of the unity of the polis. It is very important that this festival was only for
the citizens, not for metics or the allies.

Sophocles, in the most famous stasim of Antigone (442 BC), regards
getting over severe climate as one of the greatest man’s achievements
(332 sqq., transl. R. C. Jebb), including the power that crosses the white
sea, driven by the stormy south-wind (strophe 1), and how to flee the
arrows of the frost, when ‘tis hard lodging under the clear sky, and the
arrows of the rushing rain (strophe 2).

Every comedy should have its tragic finale, only off-stage. We cannot
find any “winter comicalities” in the late Aristophan’s comedies (with
one, not very impressive, exception in Plutus). Why? It is impossible to
answer this question with certainty. There is no convenient biographical
data at our disposal on Aristophanes and on his contemporary poets,
historians, philosophers. Both scholiasts and late biographers had no
additional information and usually used authors’ works for reconstruction
of biographical data. Paraphrasing Rudyard Kipling’s The Appeal, modern
students of Aristophanes really seek not to question other than the plays
be left behind.

The last years of the fifth and the beginning of the fourth century
BC were not much warmer than previous decades. I did mention a heavy
snowfall in Attica in 404 BC before. I may suppose that the reason for
disappearance of winter allusions in the late plays of Aristophanes was a
personal one. Aristophanes died rather early, at the age of approx. 60 years.
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In 423, at the age of 22, symptoms of e.g. inflammation of prostate gland
or nephritis seemed rather funny to him, probably later he saw nothing
funny about that. Aristophanes used winter realities for creating comic
effects in his early comedies, but not later.
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ARISTOFANS AUKSTA KLIMATA:
BARGO GRIEKIJAS ZIEMU KOMISMS

KOPSAVILKUMS

Ir patiesi Zél, ka tie, kas studé Senas Griekijas civilizaciju, lielakoties
dzivo valstis ar daudz aukstaku un bargaku klimatu neka Senaja Griekija.
Tadejadi vini (més) parasti instinktivi pienem, ka Griekija ir karstas
vasaras un siltas ziemas. Ka visi pienémumi, ari $is ir daléji pamatots,
dalgji mitisks.

Ziemas miusdienu Griekija tie$am ir diezgan siltas, ta¢u Agrina
subatlantiskd laikmeta klimatam, kas valdija Senas Griekijas véstures
arhaiskaja un klasiskaja perioda, piemita citas iezimes. Ziemas vidéja
temperatiira bija par 1-1,5 °C zemaka neka 20. gs. tre$aja ceturtdala.

Senas Griekijas dzejnieki un tragédiju autori rakstija par aukstam
un sniegotam ziemam un aizsalu$am upém. Hipokrats aprakstija bargas
ziemas ar sniegu Tasas sala ap 410. g. p. m. é. Divis no Cetram ziemam péc
kartas bijis daudz sniega, viena bijusi loti auksta, tre$a gada pavasari bijis
sniegs (Hippocr. Epidem. 1. 1, 4, 7; III. 2). Ksenofonts raksta par minus
10 gradiem Trakija 400 gadus p. m. €. (Xen. Anab. VIIL. 4. 3 sq.), stipru
sniegputeni Atika 404.-403. gada ziema p. m. & (Hell. II. 4.3) un par
bargam ziemam Peloponésa 4. gs. pirmajas desmitgadés p. m. é. (Cyneg.
IV. 11; V. 1). Platons “Dzirés” apbrino Sokrata drosmi barga sasaluma
ziema Halkidiké (Plat. Symp. 219 e, 220 b). Aristotelis raksta, ka zemledus
makskeré$ana Ponta (Melnaja jara) bijusi parasta, bieZi sasalis gan udens,
gan vins (Arist. Meteor. I. 12, 347 b, 348 b; IV. 7, 383 b, 384 a). Tatad
pretéji pienémumiem Senas Griekijas ziemas nebija visai siltas.
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Ka gan aténiesi varéja uzturéties brivdabas amfiteatros Aristofana lugu
uzvedumu laika, kas ilga visu dienu? Ir zinams, ka Aristofana laika Aténas
ar teatra izradém tika atziméti divi religiski svétki — Lielie Dionisiji agra
pavasari un Lénaji ziema. Més zinam, ka piecas no vienpadsmit Aristofana
lugam, kas saglabajusas, tika spélétas Lénajos. Svétki notika Gaméliona
meénesi, kas atbilst janvara beigim un februara sakumam, pasa skarbakaja
Aténu ziemas perioda.

Aristofanu ipa$i intereséja gadalaiki— vin§ uzrakstija komédiju ar
$adu nosaukumu. Komédija “Miers” gadalaiki attéloti pretéji Dionisiju
laikam: ziema, rudens, vasara. Lugas “Aharnie$i” darbiba notiek
ziema, laika no Mazajiem Dionisijiem (decembri) lidz Antestérijiem
(martd). Ta bija masdieniga luga pat gadalaiku aspekta, loti raksturiga
Aristofana aktuilajam redz&éjumam. Tadél neliekas divains Teora, viena
no “Aharnie$u” varoniem, teiktais: “Mums nevajadzéja tik ilgi palikt
Trakija... ja vien zeme nebitu noklata ar sniegu; laika, kad Teognids
uzrakstija savu tragédiju, upes bija sagustijis ledus” (Acharn. 138-140).
Gan Lamahs luga “Aharniesi” (1141), gan Bdelikleons luga “Lapsenes”
(773) piemin sniegu vai sniegputeni. Luga “Maikoni” (965) Patiesiba
piemin slapjdranki, kas Griekija biezak sastopams (cf. Hdt. IV. 31; IV. 7).

Klimats bija célonis ipasam ziemas dzivesveidam. Dionisiji bija
neatnemama aténie$u dzives sastavdala, tajos apvienojas gan daZadas
baudas — piem., dzerSana un sekss, gan ideologija (dziesmas par
Harmodiju). Ziemas svétki bija nenoliedzami saistiti ar zemkopja gadu,
tie pildija svarigu socidlo funkciju: aizpildit laiku ziema. Luga “Lapsenes”
Filokleons apgalvo, ka Atikas zemniekam ziema ir idealakais dzives laiks
(1127 sqq.). Sofokls luga “Antigone” piemin skarba klimata radito $kérslu
parvaré$anu ka vienu no lielakajiem cilvéka sasniegumiem (340 sqq.).

Lénaju sviné$ana kluva par jaunu posmu polisas vienotiba. Loti svarigs
ir fakts, ka Sie svétki bija domati vienigi pilsoniem, ne metoikiem, ne
sabiedrotajiem. Pielago$anas ziemas apstakliem, aktivitites ziema veicinaja
seno Aténu socialas un kultaras dzives modernizaciju (vai, jebkura
gadijuma, parmainas). Cilvéciskais faktors bija §1 procesa galvena iezime.
Senie grieki maju sildiSanai izmantoja vienigi atklatu uguni, drébes un
apavi ziema nedeva siltumu. Tomér klasiska perioda aténiesi at3kiriba no
Hésioda zemniekiem varéja pieméroties ziemai, bat $aja laika sociali un
kulturali aktivi. Aristofana lugas bargo Griekijas ziemu komiskas sekas
més varam uzskatit par talaika klimatisko apstaklu rekonstrukciju vai
par pieméru klimata izmainu adaptacijai, kas ari paslaik ir loti aktuala
probléma.
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MALDINASANA UN NELOGISKA ARGUMENTACIJA KA
KOMISMU VEIDOJOSS APSTAKLIS ARISTOFANA KOMEDIJAS
“LISISTRATE” UN “SIEVIETES TAUTAS SAPULCE”

Aristofans (445.-385. g. p. m. &.) ir komédiju rakstnieks, kuru jau
antika kritika atzina par vienu no ievérojamakiem vecatiskas komédijas
parstavjiem. Vina literara darbiba noritéja laika, kas lielakoties ieziméjas
ar Aténu polisas krizes gadiem, kad norisinajas Peloponésas kar$
(431.-404. g. p. m. &.). Aristofana darbi ir spilgts sava laika negaciju
atainojums, tajos veltita asa kritika gan dazadu varas grup&umu
nerimsto$ajiem cininiem par varu polisas iekSiené, gan nebeidzamajiem
kariem, kas jau ta novajinatas Aténas draudéja pilniba iznicinat. Aristofans
savdabiga veida mégina pievérst sabiedribas uzmanibu §im problémam,
karikéjot gan dazadus sabiedriba pazistamus cilvékus, gan pasus notikumus
vecatiskajai komédijai raksturigaja manieré. Aristofana komédijam piemit
skarbs un atklats izmiekls, kas nereti izpaudas, komédijas personaziem
attélojot realas personas, saglabajot to istos vardus vai vismaz radot
atpazistamibu ar télu maskam. Ar laiku §is varda brivibas izpausmes
vecatiskaja komédija sika mazinaties un ta partapa par vidéjo un vélak
jaunatisko komédiju. (Siem terminiem ir antiks raksturs, jo hellénisma laika
Aleksandrijas zinatnieki $ada veida centas nodalit to komédiju veidu, kas
attistijas VI gs. p. m. & demokratiskajas Aténas un uzplauka V gs. p. m. é.,
no ta, ko pazina Makedonijas Aleksandra laika.) Aristofans ir vienigais
vecatiskas komédijas autors, no kura lidz masdienam ir saglabajusies veseli
darbi (11), tadél tie ir vienigais §1 komédijas veida paraugs.

Asa, dzéliga satira, kas novérté konkrétas realas politiskas dzives
norises, politisko darbonu ricibu vai rakstura ipasibas apvienojuma
ar pikantam, palaikam frivoli piedauzigaim aspratibam gan koru, gan
persondzu scéniskajas izdaribas, spéj sasmidinat publiku ari maslaiku
tedtra Aristofana interpretacijas. Antika laikmeta liecibas nav saglabajusas
parliecinoSus pieradijumus tamlidzigiem uzskatiem, ja vien par apstip-
rindjumu tam nepienem pasSu Aristofana lugu saglabasanos, tacu tas no-
teikti nevar kalpot par galveno argumentu. Zinams, ka komédija lidzigi
tragédijai bija ieklauta Dionisa svétkiem veltitajos pasikumos, kad
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lugu autori demonstréja savas izrades publikai. Kaut ari par antikas
publikas gaumi varam spriest tikai aptuveni, konkrétaku atbildi var
ieglt no antika teorétika un domataja Aristotela atzinumiem. Vinaprat,
komédija ir tads dzejas Zanrs, kas ar savu dramatisko darbibu tiecas
télot smiekligo, par tidu noradot cilvéka kladu vai rakstura nepilnibu.!
Komisma jautdjumus antikds pasaules literatiras kontekstad ir skaris
ne tikai Aristotelis, tos dazados veidos savos darbos iztirzajusi Platons
dialogos “Filebs” un “Likumi”, Démetrijs darba Tlepl éppnrelag,
Hermogéns — Tlepl Mebodou Sewdtnrog, Cicerons — De oratore un Orator,
Rhetorica ad Herennium, ki ari KvintiliAns — De institutio oratoria.
Lai cik ari daudzveidigi un izsmelosi $is jautajums netiktu apliakots
katra atsevi$ka darba, $aja gadijuma autoru atzinumi bttu piemérojami
tikai daléji, jo neviens no tiem neanalizé komisma dabu komédija un
neraksturo lidzeklus, ar ko tas tiek panakts, pievérSoties galvenokart
retorika iespéjamiem komisma paveidiem. Tadél nakas atgriezties pie
Aristotela “Poétikas”, kur, runajot par dzejas makslu, Aristotelis piemin
ari komédiju, tacu lielaka dala no §1 saceréjuma ir veltita tragédijas
un episkas dzejas analizé$anai un definéSanai. Dala antikas literatiras
pétnieku uzskata, ka §is darbs ir sastavéjis no divam dalam, kur otra ir
bijusi veltita komeédijai. Saistiba ar $o teoriju plasu rezonansi ir izpelnijies
Tractatus Coislinianus, Bizantijas laikmeta manuskripts (ta izcelsme tiek
datéta ar VI-IX gadsimtu), ko dala pétnieku jau XIX gadsimta uzskatija
par iespéjamo nozaudéto “Poétikas” otro gramatu.? Tas nodévéts Koislina
varda, ta ka ir atrasts vipa kolekcija Parizes Nacionalaja bibliotéka
1839. gada. Kaut ari tiek saskatitas lidzibas ar jau pazistamo Aristotela
“Poétiku”, kuras autoriba ari dazkart tiek apSaubita darba daZviet
redzamo pretrunu un neskaidribu dél, tomér trikst precizu pieradijumu,
lai $o anonimo saceréjumu piedévétu Aristotelim. Bet, kaut arl ir grati
noteikt precizu darba autoribu, tas sniedz noderigu informaciju par
komédijas definéjumu un komisma elementu raksturojumu.

Starp vairakam komisma elementus raksturojo$am paradibam paradas
jédzieni “maldinasana” (ék ¢ dmdtng) un “nelogiska argumentacija”
(6Tav dovvdptnTog 6 Adyoc 1 kal undeplar dkohovbiav €xwv), kas bitu
savstarp€ji pielidzinami attiecigajam darbibam piemito$ajam krapSanas
motivam, ka ari atbilstibai Aristofana komédijas téloto raksturu dabai, kur
faktiski nav sastopams neviens krietnumu iemiesojos$s personazs. Traktata
maldinasanas paskaidro$anai tiek izmantots piemérs no pasa Aristofana
komédijas “Makoni”, kur Strepsiads notic stastam par musu. Sis piemérs

dalgji ilustré Aristotela “Poétika” minéto komédijas definiciju, jo $aja
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gadijuma maldinaSanas epizodé apmanita cilvéka reakcija atspogulo gan
§is personas trikumus, gan kladaino spriestspéju. Savukart nelogiska
argumentacija traktata fragmenta tiek skaidrota kia runa, kurai nav
nekada redla pamatojuma. Lidz ar to arl neargumentétais domas izklasts
liecina par kadu kliadu, par novirzi no normas, kas rada ikdiena neierastu
situaciju vai reakciju.

Maldinagana un nelogiska argumentacija ir lidzekli, kas rada komiskas
epizodes ne tikai Aristofana komédijas. Ari parastas dzives situacijas
$adas runas variacijas spgj izraisit komiskas situicijas, ta¢u abiem Siem
komponentiem ir butiska loma dazas Aristofana komédijas. Komédijas
“Lisistrate” un “Sievietes tautas sapulcé” Sie panémieni tiek izmantoti,
lai attélotu dzimumu savstarpéjo konfliktu. SievieSu utopiskas idejas
un stiirgalvigie viriesi, kas nevélas tas akceptét, rada daudz komisku
situaciju, kuras lielakoties generé sievietes, ta kia vinam ir jaatrod jauni
un rado$i panémieni, lai sagrautu pastavo$o absurdo sistému un raditu
jaunu kartibu. Lai sasniegtu savus mérkus, maldinasana un nelogiska
argumentacija sievietém klGst par noderigiem lidzekliem, jo virieSu
téli $ajas komédijas ir viegli ietekméjami un parliecinami, ja vien atrod
pareizos veidus, ka uz tiem iedarboties. Maldina$ana klast par komismu
veidojosu lidzekli, jo skatitaju auditorijai lielakoties ir zinami maldinataja
noliki — biezi tie atkldjas lugas darbibas laika, tacu epizodé, kad tie
tiek atklati apkrapjamajam, $i téla reakcija visbiezik ir tik neadekvata
un palaviga, ka tas bez jebkadim aizdomam notic paustajiem meliem.
Nelogiska argumentacija izpauZzas ka sapraSanas trikums vai nejédzigu
apgalvojumu izklasts, kam ne vienmeér ir noliks parliecinat par attiecigo
patiesibu apkartéjos, ta¢u komismu veido $o apgalvojumu vai argumentu
bieZi vien ar istenibu klaji disonéjosais izklasts ne tikai salidzinajuma ar
ikdienas dzives realijam, bet ar pasa lugas siZeta ietverto ideju.

Luga “Lisistrate” Aténu sieviete varda Lisistrate organizé visu Griekijas
sievieSu sazvérestibu, kas nosléguma veiksmigi ari tiek realizéta. Vinas
sazvérestiba sastav no divaim galvenajam iniciativam. Pirmkart, vina
piedava visam sievam atteikties no milas priekiem, lai tada veida piespiestu
virus atgriezties majas un tie izbeigtu karu. Otrs vinas priekslikums ir
Akropoles ienemsana, lai $3da veida liegtu viriem piekluvi valsts kasei un
tiem vairs nebutu naudas, par ko finansét kara darbibu. Saprotams, ka abu
planu realizé$anai ir nepiecieS$ams veikt zinamus maldino$us pasakumus,
jo sievietes nespéj mainit pastdvoso situiciju ar spéka palidzibu, pat ne
Aristofana komédija. Lai gan luga ir komiskas kaujas epizode pie Akropoles
starp vecajam sievam un sirmgalvjiem, kad virie$i mégina atgit kontroli
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par svéto citadeli, jo vecas sievas to ir ienémusas, izliekoties par ziedotajam.
Talu, kad ir runa par plana pirmas dalas realizé$anu, maldinasanai un
kraps$anai ir jabiit daudz smalkak izstradatai. Vienu no jaunajam sievam,
Mirrini, apciemo vinas jaunais virs, Kinésijs. Vin$ censas parliecinat savu
sievu atteikties no zvéresta, ko ta devusi paréjam sievim par solijjuma
pildiSanu, ta¢u Mirrine atjautigd veida atrod neskaitamus iemeslus, lai
liegtu Kinésijam to, ko vin3 vélas, un virs galu gala paliek tuksa.

“Kinesijs: Bet kadu britinu pie manis atgulsties!
Mirrine: To nevaru. Bet tomér tevi milu es.
Kinésijs: Vai mili? Kapéc neatgulsties, Mirrinit?
Mirrine: Vai, nozélojamais, lai lauzu zvérestu?
Kinésijs: Es vainu uznemos. Lauz doto zvérestu!
Mirrine: Bet, pag, es nesu paklaju.
Kinesijs: Nav vajadzigs! Uz zemes labi mums.
Mirrine: Lai redz to Apollons, kaut launs tu esi, zemé guldit nevélos!
Kinésijs: Ja, skaidri redzu to, ka sieva mani mil.
Mirrine: Nu, luk, te tidal atgulsties! Es izgérbsos.
Sasoditi, vél tacu vajag matraca!
Kinésijs: Kam tas mums vajadzigs!
Mirrine: Lai Artemida redz, uz kailas zemes riebigi!
Kinésijs: Dod skiipstu man!
Mirrine: Te bus!
Kinesijs: Ai, ai, cik salds! Bet tadal atgriezies!
Mirrine: Te matracis. Nu atgulsties! Es izgérbSos.
Sasoditi, tev tritkst vél galvai spilvena.
Kinesijs: Nav spilvens vajadzigs!
Mirrine: Zevs sogis, vajag man!
Kinésijs: Ka Héraklu patie$am tevi cienat grib!
Mirrine: Jo atrak piecelies, ir tagad gatavs viss!
Kinésijs: Patiesam viss! Pie manis, zelta drostalin!
Mirrine: Jau kratis atraisu. Tik vienu atceries!
Tu mani nemani, par mieru padoma!
Kinésijs: Zevs liecinieks, lai kar...
Mirrine: Tev nav vél apsega!
Kinesijs: Zevs sogis, nevajag! Tik tevi vélos es!
Mirrine: Tu visu dabiisi! Driz basu atpakal.
Kinésijs: Ar apsegiem tu, sieva, mani nobeigsi!
Mirrine: Tu taisni izstiepies!
Kinésijs: Sis te jau izstiepies!
Mirrine: Ar ziedém tevi svaidisu!
Kinesijs: Né, Apollon!
Mirrine: Lai Afrodite redz, vai vélies to vai ne!
Kinésijs: Lai méri mirst, kas smarZas izgudrojis mums!
Nac tuvak, draiskule, un nenes vairs neka!
Mirrine: Lai Artemida redz, to tiesam darisu!
Jau raisu sandales. Tu, milais, pacenties
Par mieru nobalsot!”3
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Epizodes nosléguma, kamér Kinésijs uz mirkli ir novérsies, lai értak
iekartotos vieta, ko sieva sagadajusi, Mirrine noziid Akropolé un atst3j
viru ar vina nepiepilditajam vélmém. Maldinasana $aja gadijuma kalpo
ka lidzeklis sievieSsu galveno mérku sasniegSanai: kara izbeigSanai un
viru atgrieSanai majas. Ka redzams, nosléguma vinam tas ari izdodas, jo
viru alkas péc savim sievim tomér izridas spécigikas par karotkari. Sads
atrisindjums labi atbilst luga izvirzitajam utopiskajam mérkim, jo realaja
dzivé ta butu nerealizéjama gan ta iemesla dél, ka viriem, piedaloties
kara darbiba tilu no majam, $ada sievu neapmierinatibas izpausme bitu
pilniba vienaldziga, jo ta vinus tie$i neskar, gan vél jo vairdk tadél, ka
pastavéja daudz dazadu citu veidu, ka gut seksualu apmierinajumu, ko par
savu prerogativu $aja gadijuma izvirza sievas. Aristofans ignoré $ada veida
logiskos apsvérumus, jo vina lugas mérkis ir tiesi sievu izvirzitas prasibas
raditais komisms, kas generé visu talako absurdas situacijas risinajumu.
Maldinasanai nav launa noltka. Ta ir spéle, ko sievietes izmanto, lai,
no vienas puses, izgaismotu virieSu vajas vietas un, no otras, izklaidétu
un uzjautrinitu publiku. Sida veidi maldini$anas epizodes komiskas
izdaribas atkldj gan hiperbolisko dzimumu sadursmi, gan ironizé par
laulibas dzives sadziviskam aininam.

Nelogiskas argumentacijas piemérs ir redzams komédija “Sievietes tautas
sapulcé”. Sis lugas ideja ir nedaudz lidziga komédija “Lisistrate” redzamajam
mérkim. Nedaudz aplikojot lugas tapSanas priekSvésturi — ta ir saceréta
jau laika péc Peloponésas kara beigam (392. g. p. m. €.). Aténas ir cietusas
pilnigu sakavi, zaudgéjusas floti un visas gadu gaita iegttas privilégijas.
Kapitulacija Spartai noritéja vienlaikus ar demokratijas savlaicigu
apspieSanu un atjauno$anu Aténas, kas beidzas ar vairakim parmainam
demokratiskaja kustiba. Oligarhija Aténu sabiedribai nebija pienemama,
un tika realizéti dazadi likumi, lai stiprinatu poles demokratijas sistému.
Buatisks jaunievedums bija maksa par tautas sapul¢u apmeklé$anu.* Lai
lémumus nepienemtu tikai neliela dala politiku, aténiesiem griitaja péckara
perioda tas kalpoja par pamudindjumu vairak uzmanibas veltit lidzdalibai
politiskaja dzivé. Aristofana luga $o iesp&ju, pienemot tautai gratda bridi
svarigus lemumus, savdabiga veida izmanto sievietes.

Aténu sievietes ir parnémis nemiers par virieSu nespéju atbilstosi
parvaldit poli, un vinam ir padoma plans. Ari Soreiz viena no sievietém,
Praksagora, uzpemas lideres lomu. Vina parliecina paréjas sievietes
pargérbties par virieSiem un doties uz tautas sapulci, lai nobalsotu par
to, ka politiska vara tiek nodota sievieSu rokas. Lai $is plans realizétos,
nedrikst pielaut pat ne vismazako kladu, jo tautas sapulcé bas ari viriesi.
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Tas nozimé, ka nevainojamam ir jabut ne tikai vizudlajam veidolam, bet
ari sievie$u manierém un uzvedibai. Jau pa3a lugas sakuma, kad sievietes
izmégina savu uzstaSanos tautas sapulcé, redzams, ka ne viss izdodas tik
labi ka ieceréts.

“Praksagora: Nu, runa!
Otra sieviete: Vai neiedzert pirms runaju?
Praksagora: Tedzert? Seit?
Otra sieviete: Prieks kam tad, dargd, man vainags galva?
Praksagora: Prom no $ejienes! $adi vien sataisitu postu mums.
Otra sieviete: Ko tad? Vai tad sapulcé tie nedzer?
Praksagora: Seit tev kads ko dzer?
Otrd sieviete: Zvéru pie Afrodites, pilnigi tiru tie dzer,

Un lémumi tiem tadi, ka liekas, no zila gaisa parauti.

»5

Fragmenta redzams, ka Praksagora ir vieniga sieviete, kurai ir zinaSanas,
prasmes un izdoma, lai spétu realizét planu. Paréjas sievietes iemieso
tradicionidlos komiskos priek$status: tas neko nesaprot no politikas un
lémumu pienemsanas, vinas ir neattapigas, un tam prata tikai vins. Tas,
ka alkoholiskiem dzérieniem ir saistiba ar nesakarigu runasanu, nav nekas
parsteidzo$s, tacu $aja gadijuma galvenais nesakarigas argumentacijas
iemesls ir absloliti nepiemérota vieta $adiem izteikumiem. Pat ja sievietes
izteikumos pastav dala patiesibas, $3da runa tautas sapulcé pilniba izjauktu
ieceréto nodomu realizaciju, ka ari samulsinatu un uzjautrinatu auditoriju.

Visbeidzot, médz but ari epizodes, kad nesakariga argumenticija
tiek izmantota ka maldina$anas lidzeklis, tacu lugas siZeta tai ne
vienmér izdodas sasniegt cerétos rezultitus. Ka jau noprotams péc defi-
nicijas, nesakarigums nerada iedarbigu parliecinasanas iespaidu,
taCu komiskums $aja situdcija rodas nevis no kadas personas citkart
redzamas palau$ands apmanam, bet gan no arvien dzilakas ieslig§anas
nepamatotu aizbildinajumu virkné. Tamlidzigu situaciju ilustré piemérs
no “Lisistrates”, kad sievas uz mirkli laujas vajuma bridim, paSas vairs
nespédamas izturét pienemta solijuma nosacijumus.

“Otra sieviete: Ak, es nelaimiga, nelaimigie lini, ko majas pametu
nekulstitus...

Tresa sieviete: Ak, Eilétija, aizturi man dzemdibas,
Kameér es piemérotu vietu atrodu.

Lisistrate: Ko tu tur runa?

Tresa sieviete: Tulit es dzemdésu.

Lisistrate: Bet vakar vél grita nebiji...

Pirma sieviete: Bet es, nelaimiga, dé| nepartrauktas ptcu bréksanas
Se no bezmiega aizie$u boja.”s
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Maldinagana un nelogiska argumentacija ka komismu veidojo$s apstaklis..

Vai tie batu viriesi vai sievietes gan komédijas, gan dzivé, kur viss bieZi
vien notiek ka teatri, visiem ir jaizstaigd tuvaki vai talaki maldu celi, kas
katru noved pie cita veida patiesibas un lauj iegat gan komiskas, gan,
iespéjams, ari tragiskas atklasmes, ko veiksmigi prata attélot jau antika
laikmeta dramaturgi. Bet, atgrieZoties pie lugas “Sievietes tautas sapulcé”
persondza paustas atzinas par viru nejédzigi pienemtajiem lémumiem tautas
sapulcé, pratd nak atzina par dazkart loti iedarbigu patiesibas atklasanas
veidu, bet, sligstot parméribas, tas spéj radit dzilus maldus. In vino veritas.
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DISJOINTED REASONING AND DECEPTION AS THE COMIC
CONDITION IN THE COMEDIES OF ARISTOPHANES LYSISTRATA
AND WOMEN AT THE ASSEMBLY

SUMMARY

Tractatus Coislinianus, the Byzantine manuscript that has been
variously hailed as the key to Aristotle’s views on comedy, gives two
examples of how laughter arises from actions: disjointed reasoning and
deception. Alhough the origin of these terms could be questionable, the
usage of the two methods is clearly seen in the works of the comedy
writer of the Classical Age, Aristophanes. Comedies Lysistrata and
Women at the Assembly emphasize the manner of how these methods are
used by the conflict between genders. The utopian ideas of women, and
the stubbornness of men who don’t want to accept them, create a lot of
comic situations, mostly generated by women, because they are forced to
find new and creative ways to put an end to the existing absurdity and
set a new order. Disjointed reasoning and deception turns out to be good
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methods for women to accomplish their plans, and on many occasions the
comic episodes arise both from the actions of women and the reactions of
men. Deception creates laughter, because most of the times the audience
knows about the plans of the deceiver, yet they are unknown to the
deceived. Thus, the reactions of men become the reason for the comic
episodes. If laughter generated by deception can be one-sided, laughter
generated by disjointed reasoning is reciprocal, because the audience
observes both the illogical arguments of the one side and the even more
illogical reactions of the other.
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HARIJS TUMANS
HUMORA SOCIALAIS ASPEKTS HOMERA EPOSA

Par Homéra humoru tiek runats loti sen un daudz,! un $i tekstu daudz-
veidiba, ka arl to pretrunigais raksturs liecina par témas neskaidribu.
Cilveki bieZi uzskata, ka humors vienmér un visur ir vienads, un tikpat biezi
tiek piemirsts kultiru atskiribu faktors jeb tas, ka, runajot par ikvienas
citas, atSkirigas kultiiras humoru, it ipasi par kadas senas tautas humoru,
mums vienmér jarékinas ar humora uztveres dazadibam dazadas kultaras.
Pat starp laikabiedriem, kas pieder pie at$kirigdm tautam, ir iespéjama
pilnigi dazada humora izpratne — tas, kas Skiet smiekligs vienam, nebit tads
neliekas otram. Saja zina runat par Homéra humoru ir sevidki griiti, jo més
varam saskatit smiekligo tur, kur to nesaskatija nedz pats dzejnieks, nedz
vina klausitaji, ka ari palaist garam to, kas viniem likas smiekligs. Arf tas,
ko viens pétnieks interpretés ka humoru, kads cits uztvers visai nopietni.?
Tomeér tas nenozimé, ka atrast komisko Homeéra eposa nav iespéjams — tur
smejas gan dievi, gan cilvéki, un jau $is fakts vien liecina par jatamu humora
klatbatni $aja teksta, kas ari izprovocéjis lielu literatiiras klastu par $o tému.
Lai dro$ik varétu analizét episko humoru, samazinot parpratuma risku,
ir iespéjams piemérot vismaz divus kritérijus: pirmkart, par komiskam
var uzskatit tas eposa vietas, kur ka reakcija uz kadu darbibu vai vardu ir
paraditi smiekli; un, otrkart, par komisko var pienemt tada veida universalu
situaciju, kas figuré $ada statusa visos laikos un visas kultiras, pieméram,
uzkrito$a neatbilstiba starp gaidimo mérki un paniakto rezultitu, starp
ambiciju, pretenziju uz kaut ko un reilo spéju vai iespéju utt.3

Parasti, spriezot par Homéra humoru, tiek runats par dievu
“homeériskajiem smiekliem” un lidzigam lietam, bet es gribu pievérsties
konkréti episkd humora socialajai dimensijai. Socidlajai ne attiecibu
un kategoriju zina, bet sociali ideila jeb normativa zina. Saja aspekta
smiekligais visspilgtak var izpausties tiesi ka kontrasts starp sociali atzito
normu un tai pretéjo uzvedibu. Eposa ir daZas loti zimigas vietas, kuras
humoristiski, ka man $kiet, paradita tada socialas neatbilstibas situacija.
Visos $ajos gadijumos redzam nepamatotas ambicijas komisku attélojumu.
Lai saprastu ta socialo batibu, ir vérts dzilak ieskatities dazos pieméros.

Pirmais un vispla§ak pazistamais piemérs ir slavena epizode ar Tersita
piekau$anu, par ko visvairak spriests un rakstits. Tersits bija vienigais,
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kas ahaju sapulcé uzdro$indjas runat pret basilejiem un, konkréti, pret
pasu galveno apvienota karaspéka karavadoni — Agamemnonu. Sava runa
vin§ parmeta vinam neremdinamu alkatibu, savtigas intereses, Ahilleja
aizvaino$anu un aicindja visus pamest Agamemnonu vienu pa$u karojam
pie Trojas un doties uz majam. Tersitam atbildéja Odisejs, kur$ lika vinam
apklust, piedraudéja ar sodiem, ja tidas runas vél kadreiz atkartosies, un
iesita vinam ar zizli — ta visas diskusijas tika izbeigtas. Parasti $aja epizodé
médz saskatit socidlas pretrunas Homéra sabiedriba un Tersita télu
interpreté ka tautas balsi jeb ka antiaristokratiskas domas izpausmi.* Var
piekrist tam, ka Tersita runa atspogulo nearistokratisku domu gajienu un
vértibu sistému, bet $kiet, ka pieskirt tam kaut kadu ipasu socidlu nozimi
ir parsteidzigi. Tersitu nevar uzskatit par tautas balsi, jo nebat ne visus
cilvékus no tautas Homérs sauc par “sliktajiem”, daudzi tiek uzskatiti ari
par “krietnajiem” (pieméram: Od., XIV, 3sqq; XIX, 424 etc.). Turklat
Tersits paliek principidla vientuliba, neviens vina uzsta$anos neatbalsta,
un, péc Homéra vardiem, visi ahaji vinu “briesmigi nida un ignumu
glabaja sirdi” (Il., IT, 222 sq). Ir japiekrit viedoklim, ka Tersits ir vienkarsi
morali slikts cilveks, nevis tautas parstavis.s Sis téls tiesam ir karikatiira,
tikai nevis par “tautas psihologiju”, ka dazi doma,® bet gan par varona
antipodu, par personazu, kas ir diametrali pretéjs varonim. Par to, ka vin3
ir komisks, nevis tragisks téls, liecina visu ahaju reakcija uz 3o epizodi -
visi vini “par Tersitu pasméjas gardi” (Il., 11, 270).

Tatad epizodé ar Tersitu komiskais efekts rodas uz kontrasta pamata,
kad esosais krasi atskiras no ta, kas konkréta situacija ir gaidims. Homéra
tautas sapulcés uzstdjas tikai “krietnie”, tie, kam ir attiecigs statuss
sabiedriba, tie, kam ir ko teikt un kas prot to darit, citiem vardiem —
varoni. Parasta tauta veido bezpersonisku masu un klusé.” Tas nozimé, ka
Tersits, biidams antivaronis péc savas dzilakas buatibas, parkapj normu,
kad nem vardu sapulces priek3a. Péc episkas logikas nekas labs no ta
sanakt nevar. Péc §Ts logikas vina uzbrukums Agamemnonam bija negants,
un to nespéja mainit fakts, ka vina vardos més tagad varam saskatit
zindamu patiesibu, racionidlu graudu utt. Homérs, lai kas vin$ batu, ka
arl ikviens vina laikabiedrs, nedomaja miisdienu socialajas kategorijas,
un normas, kartibas un hierarhijas parkapums vinam, tapat ka ikvienam
citam tradicionali un mitologiski domajosam cilvékam, bija sava butiba
nepatiess, netaisnigs un soda cienigs. $ada zina Tersita piekau$ana beigas
bija pareiza un simbolizéja taisnibas un kartibas uzvaru. Tadél Odiseja
riciba atrod tauta absolatu atbalstu (Il., II, 271-275). Lidz ar to Tersita
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téls un viss, ko Homérs par vinu saka, ir veidots izteikti tendenciozi, lai
paraditu komiska gaisma vinu pasu un vina ricibu. Vina zemisko bitibu
dzejnieks lakoniski un precizi raksturo jau dazos ievadvardos:

“.. bija vin§ plapigs bez méra.

Miizam daudz nejauku vardu un domu $im viram bij sirdi.

Saka ar vadoniem kildas un plapaja tuksu bez jégas,

Visu tas varéja runat, kas ahajiem izlikas smiekligs.”
(IL., 11, 212-215)8

Zimigi, ka ipasi tiek atrunits tas, ka vina runas vienmér tautai liekas
smiekligas. Tada veida klausitdjs tiek sagatavots tam, ka vina prieksa ir
komisks personazs un viss, kas ar vinu talak notiks, ir jauztver komiskuma
gaisma. So parodisko efektu veido ari Tersita arienes apraksts:

“Riebigaks bija par visiem, kas nakusi cina pret Troju:
Pakliba kaja un $kibas bij acis, vél izliekti pleci,
Virziti vairak pret kriitim; tam saravas galva uz auggu

Saura, un pakausa vidi bij pareti, cirtaini mati.”
(11, 11, 216-219)

Saja bridi eposa klausitajiem jau bija jasmejas, jo tada veida aprakstita
gariga un fiziska kropliba viniem likas smiekliga jau pati par sevi, bet
kontrasts ar ierasto varona etalonu $o efektu vél vairak paspilgtindja. Ka
zinams, Homéra eposs ir radijis visai sengrieku kultirai fundamentalu
kalokagatijas (xalokayabla) idealu, kas ietver visas iesp€jamas pozitivas
ipaSibas un apraksta harmonisku cilvéku, kas ir skaists gan argji, gan
iek3€ji (kalds kdyadds). Atbilstosi $im idealam visiem Homéra varoniem
piemit skaistums, spéks, drosme, gudriba un célsirdiba. Viniem, gluzi
tapat ka viduslaiku bruniniekiem,® “bat”, t. i., bat pasam par sevi,
noziméja atbilst noteiktam ipaSibu kopumam. Aprakstit $o ipasibu
kopumu nozimé faktiski aprakstit grieku krietnuma kategoriju — areté
(dpeTr]). Varoni sava biitiba iemieso visu maksimilo, ko var sasniegt
cilvéks ar dievu palidzibu, vini ir cilvéki visparaka pakapé,© tada
pakapé, kad vini pasi klast lidzigi dieviem. Tadél eposa vini biezi tiek
saukti par “dieviskiem” un “dieviem / dievam lidzigiem” (Il., II, 478; III,
16; X1, 604; Od., 1, 21, 61; III, 307, 409 etc). Si varonu “dieviskiba” ir
uztverama pirmam kartam vizuali, jo ta izpauZas vinu aréja skaistuma.
Homeéra varoni visi ir skaisti, skaistums ir neatnemams vinu atribits.
Protams, ari Seit neiztikt bez dievu lidzdalibas, kuri vajadzigajos brizos
pieskir saviem miluliem ipa$u spoZumu. Kad tads dieva apspidéts varonis
paradas cilvéku prieksa, visi vinu apbrino:

XXXIX
39



HARIJS TUMANS

.. Daudz brinijas laudis, kad redzéja vini

Pratigo Laerta délu; tad Pallada Aténa tadal

Dievigka skaistuma térpa tam galvu un viriskos plecus,

Darija lielaku pasu un deva tam pilnaku stavu,

Lai tas Seit baitu jo tikams it visiem starp faiaku viriem...”
(Od., VIIL, 16-23)

Varonis Homéra pasaulé tiek atpazits pirmam kartam péc aréja izskata,
pat tad, kad vipam nav nekadu spozu drébju un varas atribatu (Od., IV,
23-27; IV, 60 sqq; VI, 242sq; XX, 194; XVIII, 218sq etc.). Tada veida
izpauzas sengrieku kultiiras raksturigaka pazime — neizsikstoSa tieksme
péc skaistuma — ta skaistuma, kas ir visur un vienmér.!! Ir svarigi, ka
skaistums tika saprasts un uztverts pirmkart vizuali, ar redzamiem téliem.
Tas atbilst grieku vizualajai, télainajai uztverei, kuru sava laika loti precizi
un spilgti aprakstija Osvalds Spenglers slavenaja “Vakareiropas bojaeja”.12
Tacu pats galvenais ir tas, ka cilvéka aréjais izskats eposa ir drosaka lieciba
par vina iek$éjo batibu. Tadél varona, ka ari antivarona aréjais apraksts
redzami dominé Homera télojumos.

Saja konteksta ir skaidrs, ko Homéra laikmeta cilvékiem noziméja
Tersita téls — tas ir pilnigs kontrasts varonibai ka tadai, tas ir varona
antipods. Neglits aréji un ieksgji vin$ atlavas runat sapulcé ta, it ka ving
biitu viend ranga ar varoniem, turklat runaja varoniem aizvainojoSas
lietas. ST situicija kopuma ir nekas cits ki nepamatota ambicija un tas
kaunpilna sakave. Tadeé| finals ari ir pasniegts komiski un tidas ambicijas
cienigi — Odisejs sita Tersitam ar scepteri, un

“Salika Tersits péc mirkla, un asaras bira no acim;

Uztiika sarkana svitra no sceptera sitieniem smagiem

Nejauka Tersita sinos. Vin§ tricédams nosédas zemé,

Kurnédams savieba seju un slaucija asaras acis.

Visi, kaut sagrauzti sirdi, par Tersitu pasméjas gardi.”
(1., 11, 266-270)

Komiskais atkal rodas no kontrasta: varoni ir stipri karaviri, kas
drosmigi karo un viriskigi pacie§ sapes, tacu Tersits ir vargs un glévs, dazi
sitieni izraisa vina noZélojamu reakciju — asaras. Varonis par savu godu cinas
lidz navei un ir gatavs ta dé] uz visu ka, pieméram, Ahillejs, kur§ bija tuvu
tam, lai ar zobenu rokis uzbruktu Agamemnonam (Il., I, 188-220), turpreti
Tersits, budams péc dabas zemisks, padevigi pienem savu pazemojumu ar
asaram. Un visiem tas liekas ne tikai taisnigi, bet ari smiekligi!

Zimigi, ka saturiski Tersits runa to pasu, ko Ahillejs, kur§ ari parmeta
Agamemnonam alkatibu un bezkaunibu un pasludinaja savu nevélésanos
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karot vina laba (Il., I, 148-171). Abos gadijumos ir biitiba vienada kritika
pret galveno karavadoni un kara izraisitaju, tikai situacijas pasnieg$ana
un tas rezultati ir diametrali pretéji — konflikts ar Ahilleju tiek paradits
un uztverts nopietni, visai dramatiski un ar smagam sekam, bet Tersita
izléciens attélots ka komisks starpgadijums, kuru neviens nopietni
neuztver un uz kuru pats Agamemnons neuzskata par vajadzigu kaut kada
veida reagét. Viena gadijuma ambicija ir taisniga un pamatota ar visiem
iepriek$€jiem nopelniem, otra gadijuma tas ir nepamatots, augstpratigs
lecigums, pretenzija uz to, kas nepienikas. Sads kontrasts atspogulo
fundamentalu dihotomiju starp patiesu varonibu un tas neadekvitu
imitaciju. Sabiedriba, kura socialas normas un politiskas institacijas nav
nostabiliz&jusas, kur viss ir atkarigs no personigas harizmas un nopelniem,
$adam gadijumam ir liela pamaco$a nozime. Tas ir, no vienas puses,
paraugs tiem, kas ir varonibas cienigi, bet, no otras puses — bridinajums
tiem, kas nav cienigi. Tersita epizode ar humoru un komiskumu diskredité
tie$i tadu nepamatotu ambiciju, kas parkapj socialas normas un apdraud
eso$o kartibu. Humors $eit pirmo reizi vésturé paradas ka ideologisks
ierocis. Nevélams fenomens tiek apkarots, padarot to par smiekligu un
nozélojamu. Sis ir tiedi tads gadijums.

Epizode ar Tersitu nav vieniga, kur komiska veida tiek risinats konflikts
starp varonibu un tas antipodu. $ida veida tendéts humors izpauZas
ari stasta par trojieSu spiegu Dolonu (Il., X, 314-464). Kad Hektors
piedavadja trojieSu varoniem aiziet izlikos uz ahaju nometni, solidams
drosminiekiem célu balvu — kaujas ratus ar diviem zirgiem, vienigi Dolons
atsaucas uz $o aicinajumu. Vin$ bija véstneSa déls, turklat bagats, un par
balvu sev pieprasija ne vairak, ne mazik ka paSa Ahilleja kaujas ratus
un zirgus. Hektors vinam to apsolija, tau Dolons nepaspéja nekur talu
aiziet no pilsétas miriem, kad uzdaras grieku izlikiem — Odisejam un
Diomedam, kuri viegli vinu sagiistija un nopratindja. Dolons aiz lielam
bailém izstastija viniem visu, ko vien tie vél€jas zinat, bet dzivibu izglabt
ta arl nespéja — grieku varoni vinu nogalinaja, upuréjot gan pasu, gan vina
brunojumu par godu dievei Aténai.

Si stasta batiba ir tada pati— nepamatota ambicija, kas parada
neadekviti pretenciozu cilvéku komiska veida un beigas noved pie slikta
iznakuma. Dolona zema daba tiek paradita dazados veidos. Vispirms tie$a
veida, raksturojot arieni: “Izskata gan vin$ nebija koSs, bet tomér labs
skréjéjs” (Il., X, 317). Péc Tersita Homéram vairs nav vajadzibas aprakstit
antivarona izskatu, pietiek tikai pateikt, ka vinam ir neglita ariene, lai
klausitajam uzreiz butu skaidrs, ar ko vinam ir dari$ana. Otrkart, loti
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svarigs Dolona raksturojums ir tas, ka, dodoties cela vin§ apliek sev ap
pleciem vilkadas kazoku (Il., X, 334). Tas ir loti batiski, jo eposa, ka
jau mitologiskaja domasana vispar, cilvéks tiek raksturots ar mantam,
kuras vin§ lieto. Senaja pasaulé cilvékam bija daudz mazak mantu neka
miisdienas, tas kalpoja daudz ilgak, biezi pat vairdkas paaudzés, tadél
to vértiba bija daudz lieldka, un attiecibas daudz nopietnikas, tuvakas,
cieS$akas. Manta bija cilvéka turpinajums arpus vina kermena, vina
butibas, vina “labuma” neséjs.!? Tas pilna méra attiecas ari uz Homéru —
vind vienmér Ipasu uzmanibu pievér§ varonu mantam un apraksta tas,
atklajot savu varonu célo batibu.4

Pieméram, $ada varonus raksturojos$a funkcija eposd ir apgérbam,
parasti kada dzivnieka, ipa$i lauvas, kazokadai. Talaika grieku kultara
dieviskas majestites, céluma, varenibas un spéka simbols dzivnieku
pasaulé bija lauva. Tade] ists varonis parasti tiek salidzinats ar lauvu, kas
ir plésigs dzivnieks un tolaik dabiski asociéjas ar aristokratu — kareivi, kas
lidziga veida gist sev medijumu kara lauka. Vél lauvam piemit célums un
majestatiskums, kas iedve$ pret vinu pelnitu respektu. Dabiska paraléle
cilvéku pasaulé tam ir varona céla staja un harizmatiska daba, kas tuvina
vinu dievu pasaulei un atbilst “dievam lidziga” cilvéka statusam. Lidz ar to
varonu salidzinajumi ar lauvu eposa ir dabiski un passaprotami (Il., X VIII,
318sqq; XX, 164; V, 550sqq, 783; X, 297; XVII, 61, 109, 133 etc). Tacu
var pamanit, ka §is téls tiek piemérots tikai visspécigakajiem varoniem,
tadiem, kuriem ir “lauvas sirds” vai “lauvas dvésele” (Il., V, 639; VII,
228). Lauvas téls visprecizak raksturo vinu batibu, un tadél viniem ir
ari atbilsto$s apgérbs — lauvas adas kazoks (Il., X, 23sq; 177). Pirmais to
valkaja legendarais Hérakls, un tie, kas iet vina pédas, dara to pasu. Tada
veida varonu iek3€ja batiba tiek prezentéta ari argji — ar atbilstoSu apgérba
gabalu. Lauvas ada acimredzami nozimé attiecigu statusu un prestizu, ka
ari simbolizé varona lidzibu ar $o dzivnieku.

Varonu “lauvas daba” visspilgtak paradas kaujas lauka, kad vini uzbrak
pretiniekam, tapat ka lauva uzbrik govim vai avim (Il., XI, 173-180;
XV, 630sq; V, 161; XI, 383). Homérs salidzina kareivjus ari ar citiem
dzivniekiem - leopardiem, kuiliem, érgliem un piekniem (Il., VII, 256sq;
V, 782sq; VII, 256sq; X, 29sq; XVI, 583sq; XIII, 470-475; XVI, 428;
XXI, 252sq), un katra gadijuma $is salidzinajums raksturo cilvéka statusu
sabiedriba. Dazreiz cilvéki tiek pielidzinati ari vilkiem, un saprotams, ka
Sis téls nes pavisam citu simbolisku informaciju. Interesanti, ka parasti
Homeérs runa par vilkiem daudzskaitli, un tam ari ir sava nozime. Vilki,
ka zinams, dzivo un medi baros, tatad vini veido masu. Tas izraisa dabisku
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asociaciju ar cilvéku masu, kas isteniba ir palis, bet pili veido parasti
cilveki, tie, kas nav varoni. Un tie$am — parsvara vilki simbolizé tiesi
$adus parastus cilvékus. Pieméram, parastie karaviri c¢inas sava starpa ka
vilki (Il., XI, 72sqq), un parastie ahaji uzbrik trojieSiem ka vilki jériem
vai brieziem (Il., XVI, 156-165). Sie karaviri bieZi vien ari ir varoni, tikai
zemaka ranga — acimredzot vini ir ta saucamie “mazie karotaji”, kuri,
ka jau sen ir pamanijusi zinatnieki, kalpo par “lielgabalu galu” lielajiem
varoniem.’s Vinu funkcija ir ta, ka vini krit no lielo varonu rokas, ar savu
navi sagadajot viniem slavu. Skiet, ka vilks ir loti piemérots salidzinijums
viniem, jo vilks ir plésigs un bistams dzivnieks, tadu zemakas kategorijas
neka lauva vai kuilis. Vin$ ir v3jaks un glévaks par viniem, vinam nav
célas stajas, un vin$ uzbriuk bara, nevis iesaistas divkauja. Tas viss liek
domat, ka $is téls kalpo Homéram ne tikai ka parasts salidzinajums, bet
ari ka statusa apziméjums, jo bieZi vien izradas, ka $ads “vilks” apzimé
zemas dabas cilvéku, plebeju. Sad un tad redzam, ka tadi zemakas dabas
karotdji veseld bara uzbriuk kidam diZzam varonim, kur§ drosmigi cinas
pret viniem ka lauva vai kuilis (IL., XIII, 470-475; X1, 544-557, 473-479,
480sqq, 314-327 etc.). Sadas epizodés vilka téls neparprotami paradas
negativa konteksta.

Var secinat, ka ar dzivnieku télu palidzibu Homérs ilustré rangu
hierarhiju, kas pastav starp tiem karotajiem, kas cinas pie Trojas mariem.
Ja lauva stav pa$a spicé, tad piramidas apaksa atrodas vilks. Zemak
par vilku ir tikai suns, turklat, ja nav runas par medibam, tad $o vardu
Homeéra cilvéki un dievi lieto vienigi ka lamuvardu (Il., XI, 362; XIII,
623; XX, 449; XXI, 481). Toties morali un fiziski nepilnvértigu karotaju
salidzindjums ar vilkiem, no vienas puses, spilgtak ataino patieso varonu
célumu, bet, no otras puses, apzimé ne tikai socialo statusu, bet ari moralo
stdju, tatad, tapat ka citi salidzindgjumi ar dzivniekiem, atspogulo cilvéka
patieso dabu.

Tatad Dolons ir “vilka statusd”. Tas ir zems rangs, bet ne pats
zemakais, un ar vinu nav tik launi ka ar Tersitu. Vin§ tomér ir bagats,
vinam ir “atras kajas”, vin§ ir karavirs un pat pieteicas uz varondarbu.
Tacu par vina zemisko dabu liecina gan neglita ariene, gan vilka ada par
pleciem. Komiskums sakas bridi, kad vin§ pieprasa sev par balvu Ahilleja
zirgus un kaujas ratus. No episkas étikas viedokla tas ir galigs absurds!
“Vilks” pretendé uz “lauvas” tiesu! Seit ari sikas komiskais — atkal ka
neatbilsto$a ambicija. Ne velti zina par $adu pretenziju izraisa Odiseja
smaidu (Tov & émpeldricas mpooédn moriunTis Oduooevs — Il., X, 400).
Vina vardi Dolonam atkl3j lietas biitibu:
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“Tie$am gan slavenu balvu sirds tava ir iekarojusi —

Cilda Aiakida zirgus! Bet mirstigiem viriem nav viegli

Valdit 3a varona zirgus un kaujratos vadit uz prieksu,

Atskaitot Péleju délu, kas piedzimis dieviskai matei.”
(1., X, 401-404)

Ka atceramies, manta un viss, kas cilvékam pieder, atspogulo vina
garigo, t. i., vina patieso biitibu, un Ahillejam, kur§ ir dievietes déls, viss
ir neparasts. Vin$ ir paraks par visiem cilvékiem, un viss vinam ir no
dieviem — gan brunas (Il., XVII, 428-616; XVI, 140sqq; XIX, 387sqq),
gan zirgi (Il., XVII, 75sqq, 441-447; XIX, 399-417). Pat vartu aizbidnis
vina nometné ir tads, ka no parastiem mirstigajiem tikai tris viri sp€j
knapi to pakustinat (Il., XXIV, 452 sqq). Un tagad kaut kads cilveks —
“vilks” izsaka pretenziju uz tada varona lepnako ipaSumu - dieviskajiem
zirgiem! Turklat vin§ pieteicies iet izlikos ne savas varonibas, bet alkatibas
un nepamatotas ambicijas mudinats. Tadé] Homeéra télojuma vins ir reizé
gan noZélojams, gan smiekligs.

Abas §is Dolona ipasibas — komiskums un noZélojamiba — spilgti
paradas bridi, kad vin$ satiekas ar ahaju izlikiem. Tikko tos ieraudzijis,
vin$ metas bégt, un abi varoni vaja vinu, ka medibu suni médz vajat zaki
(Il., X, 358-364). Pats salidzinajums liecina, ka $aja pasakuma nav neka
céla, drizak tas izskatas stipri komiski. Un, kad Diomeds met $képu virs
Dolona galvas, lai to apturétu, vin$ klist pavisam noZzélojams un smiekligs
reizé:

“Gludena sképkata smaile ar sparu virs pleca pa labi

Iestrédza zemé. Vin§ apstajas péksni, aiz izbila stinga,
Raustijas izlaka lapas, un muté tam klabéja zobi,

Balgja seja aiz bailém. Sie elsdami panaca vinu,

Satverot ciesi aiz rokam; vin3 sacija asaras liedams:

“Dzivibu saudziet! Es atpirkties varu. Man mija daudz mantas,

Daudz tur ir vara un zelta, dzelzs prasmigi izkaldinata...””
(L., X, 374-379)

Drosmes un varonibas vieta vin§ demonstré glévumu un raud tapat ka
Tersits, ar kuru vin$ tagad ir vienads sava komiskuma. Vin§ ir ari divkarsi
nozélojams — gan tadél, ka izradijis sev neatbilsto$u, parmérigu ambiciju,
gan tadél, ka rikojies zemisku instinktu dzits — pieteicies iet izlikos ne
varonibas, bet mantkaribas dél. Nemot véra to, ka vin$ ir bagats, Sis
gadijums vélreiz apstiprina, ka “krietnums” un “sliktums” Homéra
izpratné ir moralas, nevis socialas kategorijas. Dolons un Tersits ir
nozélojami un smiekligi ne tadél, ka vini ir no tautas, bet tadél, ka vini ir
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slikti. Acimredzot taisniba ir Arnoldam Toinbijam, kurs teicis, ka plebejs
sava biitiba ir dvéseles stavoklis, nevis socialais statuss.!

Dolona piemérs tapat ka Tersita piemérs Homéra auditorijai bija
loti pamaco$s un audzino$s — no ta katram eposa klausitijam bija
jasaprot, kas vin$ ir un kada vieta vinam pienakas, jo ikviena pretenzija
uz augstiku vietu, kas ir pretruna ar pasa cilvéka dabu, beigsies slikti
un apkaunojo$i vinam paSam. Tersitam bija mazakas ambicijas, un vin$
palika dzivs, samaks3jot par savu uzvedibu tikai ar daZiem sitieniem un
pazemojumu. Dolons pretendéja uz kaut ko pavisam parmeérigu, uz ko
pat varoni nevaréja pretendét, un tidé] vina samaksa bija nave. Tada ir
episkas taisnibas manifesticija. Un tada veida Seit atklijas dabiska talaika
sabiedribas probléma: atbilstiba un neatbilstiba statusam. Abos gadijumos
runa ir par to, ka varona cienijamo statusu nevar iepemt cilvéks, kas
nav varonis péc dabas. Tas, kas to nesaprot, klast smiekligs un sanem
pienacigo sodu. Tada veida komiskais rodas ka ideala un ta pretstata
kontrasts, ka pamatota statusa un nepamatotas ambicijas sadursme.

Un beidzot, Homéram ir vél viena komiska epizode, kas izturéta lidziga
stila — tas ir stasts par bezkauniga Ira piekausanu (Od., X VIII, 1-117). Kad
Odisejs bija atgriezies majas ubaga celotaja izskata un izzinaja situaciju, lai
varétu atriebties negantajiem preciniekiem, kas nelietigi saimniekoja vina
maja, vinam izveidojas konflikts ar vietéjo klaidoni Iru. Sis Irs grasijas
padzit Odiseju, lai varétu pats netraucéti baroties ar parpalikumiem no
precinieku galda. Odiseja miermiliga atruna$ana uz vinu neiedarbojas, un
notika kautin$. Preciniekus uzjautrinaja un sasmidinaja pati $i situacija —
kautin§ starp diviem ubagiem par vietu pie durvim. Par Antinoju ir teikts,
ka vin$ “iesméjas skali” un paaicinaja visus uz $o izklaidi (Od., XVIII, 35).
Beigas, kad Odisejs ar vienu sitienu nogaza vinu zemé un aiz kajam izvilka
ara no telpas, visi precinieki “pacéla rokas un sméjas bez elpas” (Od.,
XVIII, 100). Tatad notikums neapSaubami ir smiekligs pasiem Homeéra
cilvekiem. Un Skiet, ka smiekligais $aja gadijuma ir viss tas pats, kas
iepriek$€jos pieméros.

Vispirms jau Ira raksturojums ievada komisko noti — vin$ ir klaidonis,
kurs

“Davanas ladza un izslavéts bija ar rijibu savu.

Izsalkums mocija vinu arvien un slapes, bet tomér

Nebij tam spéka un drosmes, kaut auguma parspéja citus.

Mate par Arnaju vinu jau nosauca dzim$anas diena.

Pilsétas jaunekli visi to dévéja tomér par Iru —

Labprat tas aiznesa vésti, ja kadam kas vajadzigs bija.”
(Od., XVIIL, 2-7)
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Saja gadijuma Homérs neapraksta vina arieni, bet rada télu, aprakstot
tadas varonibai pretéjas ipasibas ka klaidoniba, bezkauniba, rijiba, dzerSanas
kare un pakalpina statuss. Liels augums kopa ar mazu spéku raksturo
nepilnvértigu un tilaika domaganai komisku personazu. Sim télam atbilst
arT attieciga uzvediba — pirms kautina ieraugot Odiseja stipros muskulus,

<. Tram sirds bailiga samulsa kriitis.
Vergi to apjoza tidal uz cinu un vilka ar varu.
Izbijies bija tas loti, un locekli drebéja vinam.”

(Od., XVIII, 75-77)

Ira téls sava bitiba atkarto gan Tersita, gan Dolona télus — tads pats
fizisks neglitums, vargums, glévuliba un nepamatotas ambicijas. Dolons
no visiem trijiem bija visaugstaka ranga cilvéks, un ari ambicijas vinam bija
visaugstakas, bet Iram gan statuss, gan ambicijas ir viszemakie. Homérs
$ada komiska veida parada mums vienu un to pasu sociali psihologisko
fenomenu trijos limenos, trijos socialajos “stavos” — aug$éja, vidéja
un zemai. Fenomena butiba visur ir tid pati — gariga un fiziska kropliba
ar nepamatotim ambicijim. Homéra pasaulé $is ambicijas vienmér
tiek pienacigi soditas, un zimigi, ka visas reizés tas notiek ar Odiseja
iejauk$anos.”” Tada acimredzot bija Odisejam atvéléta funkcija eposa —
sodit nekrietnus cilvékus, kuriem ir nepamatotas un nelietigas ambicijas.
Starp citu, tiesi tada veida var interpretét gan tautas sapulces savaldiSanu
pie Trojas mariem (Il., IT, 186-211), gan ari izrékinasanos ar preciniekiem
(Od., XXII, 1-389).

Tatad Homéra komiskums socialaja plaksné nozimé pasmieSanos
par varonibas antipodu. Visas tris komiskas situicijas veido zemas dabas
ambicijas uz to, kas pienakas tikai augstakajai dabai, t. i., krietnumam.
Komiskuma pamata ir kontrasta princips: varoniba ar visu tai piemito$o
kalokagatiju ir absoluts ideals, kuram eposa tiek veltits viss célais un
nopietnais un kuram galu gald ir veltits arl pats eposs, tau ta visa
pretstats tiek pasniegts ka zemisks, nozélojams un komisks. Butiba ta ir
morila opozicija, tomér aiz tas ir ari socialais aspekts: varoniba ir ne tikai
morals, bet ari socials ideals, atbilstiba vai neatbilstiba, kas cie$i saistita
ar socialo statusu. Tikai $is sociilais aspekts tiek manifestéts nevis ka
banala opozicija starp aristokratiju un kaut kidu amorfu “tautu”, bet gan
ka opozicija starp varonibu, kas principa ir pieejama visiem, jo balstas uz
morali étiskam kategorijam,!® un to, kas tai ir pretéjs — garigu un fizisku
kroplibu, kuras nesgji var bt dazadu socialo slanu parstavji — gan ubags
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klaidonis Irs, gan bagatais Dolons. Un $aja zina viss ir ki vienmér — ar
smieklu palidzibu tiek apkarots tas, kas liekas nepareizs, slikts un
draudigs.
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THE SOCIAL ASPECT OF HUMOUR IN HOMER’S EPIC POEMS

SUMMARY

Usually, discussing Homer’s humour, the focus is on the “Homeric
laughter” of gods and similar things. This article, however, will concentrate
on the social dimension of epic humour - social not in the sense of
relationships and categories but in the sense of the social ideal or socially
accepted norms. In this aspect the ridiculous manifests itself most brightly
as a contrast between the socially accepted norm and the behaviour which
is contrary to it. In the epic poems, there are three significant episodes in
which such situations of social incongruity are shown humorously. In all
these cases we see a comical depiction of such unjustified ambition.

The first case refers to the episode where Odyssey restrained Thersites
(Il., II). The analysis of this character shows that Thersites embodies
not a social category but an internally and externally nasty person, an
antipode of a hero. Opposite to heroes whose upright nature corresponds
to their handsome appearance, Thersite’s ugly nature is reflected in his
ugly appearance, which is depicted quite comically. In all situations the
comical is generated by the unjustified ambition of the pseudo-hero — he,
like Achilles, dared to speak against Agamemnon — the Greek commander-
in-chief, but unlike Achilles, he has neither the appropriate status, nor
abilities, nor merits. Therefore, his public address suffers a complete
fiasco, and the whole episode is rather comic; finally, all the army laughs
about the tears of miserable Thersites. In this way, the unjustified claim to
the actions which only heroes have rights to is derided.

The second similar episode is an event with a Trojan soldier Dolon,
who, driven by avarice, volunteered to spy on the Achaean camp (Il., X).
Being wealthy, he demanded Achilles’ horses and chariot as a reward at
the end of the war. This case also shows us an unjustified ambition, when
a person of low nature claims the things which are beyond his power and
do not correspond to his status. Dolon was weak and cowardly, and he
was immediately captured. In addition, he basely begged for mercy and his
life. Comicality in this episode is created by description of his miserable
fear in front of Greek heroes Odyssey and Diomed. Dolon’s wish to
obtain the horses of the divine Achilles seemed ridiculous to Odyssey.
Furthermore, Dolon’s appearance is characterised in a corresponding
way: great Greek heroes are adorned with skin of lion or leopard, but
a wolf-skin coat is hanging over Dolon’s shoulders. Dolon claimed
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something really immoderate, which even the real heroes could not claim;
therefore, the remuneration for this was death. Such is the manifestation
of the epic justice. Thus, a problem natural to that society is shown here:
congruity and incongruity to the status. In both cases the point is that the
honourable status of a hero cannot be taken by a person who is not a hero
by nature. The one who does not understand it becomes ridiculous and
gets proper punishment. Thus, the comical is created here as a contrast
between the ideal and its opposite, a collision between a justified status
and an unjustified ambition.

The third edifying example is the case with the tramp Irus, who,
instigated by the suitors, undertook to drive Odyssey out of his own
house, which Odyssey had returned to in the appearance of a tramp (Od.,
XVIII). Trus is also depicted comically — as a great glutton, a drunkard,
and a shameless person. Like the previous two comical characters in the
decisive moment, Irus also becomes miserable and ridiculous in his fear.
His unjustified ambition manifests itself as a shameless aggression against
a stranger, and he receives a punishment for that — he is heavily beaten
up by Odyssey, to the pleasure of the public. All the spectators find this
episode ridiculous.

All the three pseudo-heroes have common traits — external and
internal ugliness and unjustified ambitions. Of the three, Dolon was a man
of the highest rank and his ambition also was the highest, for Irus both
the status and the ambition were the lowest. Therefore, we can conclude
that in such a comical way Homer shows us the same social-psychological
phenomenon in three levels, three social “floors” — the highest, middle,
and the lowest. In all three cases unjustified social ambition and the
punishment for it are depicted comically. In these episodes, a significant
opposition manifests itself — opposition between heroism, which in
fact is attainable for everybody because it is based on moral and ethical
categories, and everything that is contrary to it — spiritual and physical
deformity, the bringers of which may be representatives of different social
strata — the poor tramp Irus as well as the rich Dolon. On that score, we
can assume that, as usual, that which seems to be incorrect, bad, and
threatening, is being fought against by laughter.
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THE COMICALITY OF THE ATHLETIC EPIGRAMS
OF LUCILLIUS

Epigram of derision, or scoptic epigram, as a specific subgenre of
Greek literature flourished in the Roman Empire in the first century
AD. The roots of this subgenre can be found in the old iambic poetry.
P. Shorey noticed that “the Greek scoptic epigram of the first century
after Christ and later, while introducing some changes in form, merely
continued the human motives of the taupwr éx as developed in
Archilochus, Semonides, Hipponax and the old and new Attic comedy”.!
Athenaeus (Ath. 8. 344 f-345 a) informs us that the poet of the third
century B. C. Hedylus devoted a section of his book to scoptic epigrams
on parasites. Most of scoptic epigrams are collected in the Book 11 of the
Palatine Anthology. There we can find poems of Nicarchus, Gaedulicus,
Ammianus, and others. Epigrammatists of the late republic and early
empire, writing for Roman patrons, tried to follow the tastes of their
protectors and wrote poems based on jokes, poking fun, anecdotes. They
ridiculed faults of the people, attacked the shortcomings of the body, etc.

An outstanding Greek poet of scoptic epigram was Lucillius, the satiric
epigrammatist of the first century AD. The poems of Lucillius influenced
the poetry of Martial.2 Little is known about Lucillius’ life. In all
probability, he was a Roman, not identified with the recipient of Seneca’s
moral letters. Lucillius lived and wrote under Nero. The poet was in close
contact with the emperor and dedicated the second book of epigrams to
him (AP, 9. 572). One hundred twenty three epigrams of Lucillius are
preserved in the Book 11 of the Greek Anthology (only two of them are
not satirical). His epigrams are well composed, short derisive poems,
sometimes with a sting in the tail. Many of them mock the representatives
of some professions. “His epigrams as a whole reflect the Greek milieu
of Rome - its astrologers, doctors, grammarians and athletes.” Lucillius
pokes fun at the human shortcomings, such as laziness, avarice, rapacity
(e.g., AP, 11. 58: “Marcus, when he had been thrown into prison, was
too lazy to come out and voluntarily confessed to a murder”). The poems
of Lucillius mocking at human characters are in the tradition of the
Characters of Theophrastus and the new Attic comedy. Lucillius ridicules
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physical properties as well, such as thinness, shortness, tallness (e.g., AP,
11. 100: “Gaius was so thin that he used to dive with a stone or lead
weight attached to his foot”). G. W. Bowersock noticed that “Lucillius’
poems on assorted human oddities are so bizarre, so utterly fantastic, that
one would be inclined to describe them in modern terms as surrealistic.™

Some epigrams of Lucillius are on athletes. Athletics was a frequent
subject of the Greek literature. The Greek authors usually admired
athletes.5 A praise for athletes can be found in the poetry of Simonides,
Pindar, and Bacchylides. Nevertheless, the Greek athletes’ world was not
without its critics. Xenophanes (fr. 2 D) attacks the custom to value the
strength of men’s body more than men’s wisdom. Euripides expresses
his protest against adulation of athletes (Autolyc. fr. 282: kaxk@v yao
Ovtwv pupiwv kad' ‘EAAGDa O00EV KdKIOV 0Tty dOANTOV Yévoug). A
criticism of athletics was shared by some Roman writers® who denounced
athletic games as the mark of moral degeneracy (Cic. Tusc. 4. 70; Sen.
Ep. 80. 2). Emperor Nero, in contrast, became admirer of the Greek
literature, arts, and athletics. In 60 AD Nero established the first regular
Greek games in the city of Rome and called them Neronia (Suet. Nero 12,
Tac. Ann. 14. 20). In 67 AD Nero took part in the Olympic games and
competed in a ten-horse chariot race (Suet. Nero 12). The judges declared
him a victor, overlooking the fact that he fell out from his chariot and
never finished the race. In the Roman Empire, corruption of athletic games
peaked. Wealthy competitors used any trick or deceit to buy a victory. The
spirit of measuring oneself against others was of no interest to the athletes.
The Romans were more interested in brute strength and violence than in
the grace or skill or inner qualities of an athlete. Professional competitors
devoted their lives to training and took part in competitions for the prize
money. The decline of athletics was also promoted by ideas of Stoics, who
claimed that the only good was moral virtue.

Lucillius lived in the time of decline of the athletic ideals and ridiculed
the deformity, stupidity, and sluggishness of athletes. Many of his poems
on athletes are parodies of honorific inscriptions of winners. In ancient
times honorific epigrams were engraved on stone bases of statues of
athletes. A practice of setting up victor statues was very popular in
Greece. The area of Altis in Olympia was cluttered with dedications and
victor statues. A thrice-victorious athlete was allowed to establish a life-
size statue of himself (Plin. Nat. 34. 8.16). Victorious inscriptions usually
memorialized several achievements of the athlete rather than the one after
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which it was set up. Close knowledge of the agonistic inscriptions’ lets one
appreciate the element of parody in the epigrams on athletes by Lucillius.
In one of his poems, the poet successfully reproduced the stylistic
peculiarities of the inscriptions of the period-winners (reglodovikat) —
victors of the main Panhellenic games$ (AP, 11. 81).

Iaocav, 6oav "EAANvVeS dywvoBetobov dpuAAay
MUYUNG, AVOQOAEWS MATAV AYWVICAUAV*

£oxov 0’ év Ilion pév év wtiov, év 0¢ ITAatoualis
év BAéPagov- TTvuOol &' amvoog ékdégouart
AaotéAng ' 0 maTiE KAEVOTETO TLV TOATALS
aoal e oTadlwv 1) VEKQOV 1) KoAoBOV.

The epigram is written in the name of the boxer Androleon. The
comicality of the epigram comes from the unexpected twist given
to the formula of agonistic inscriptions. A common phrase of these
inscriptions “I obtained the victory in all contests” is replaced by
the phrase “I participated in all the competitions”. After these words
the reader expects a list of victories as it was in honorific epigrams.
Instead, Androleon enumerates the parts of his body he has left in the
competitions. He was shamefully defeated in all contests. We can notice
an irony in the words: “Damoteles, a father of mine, and my fellow
citizens were summoned by the herald to carry me out of the stadium.”
The glory of the victory did not belong only to the athlete, but also to his
parents and hometown. Competing individually, Greek athletes usually
represented their families, communities, and city-states. When a victor
was proclaimed in the stadium, or rendered homage in an inscription, the
name of his father and his city were always mentioned. J. W. Day noticed
that “athletic epigrams clearly follow on the essential features of the
proclamation: victor, father, city and event.” In the epigram of Lucillius,
herald does not proclaim the name of the victor but asks the father of the
athlete and his fellow citizens to carry Androleon out of the stadium. The
proclamation usually addressed to a winner here is addressed to a loser.
The end of the competition becomes a painful moment of disgrace for
the athlete. Lucillius ridicules the athletic motto “victory or death” with
the words “or dead or mutilated”. The end of the epigram emphasizes a
gap between athletic ideals and reality. Participation at the games was
not enough to the athletes. A victory was their object, more important
than material prizes. The athletic glory brought a form of immortality
through fame and was considered the greatest height to which mortals
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can aspire (P. P. 10. 22-29). Sometimes ancient athletes found glory
even in their death.l0 There was no dignity in defeat and the losers were
deeply ashamed. Pindar mentions them sneaking home by back streets
(P. P. 8.85-87: xatax Aavooag d€x0owv ATAOQOL/ TMTWOTOVTL, OUUPOQX
dedarypévor).

The ancient Greeks believed that gods somehow participated and could
influence athletic contests as they did the daily life. Athletes ascribed a
win not only to their own efforts but to a divine favour as well, and vowed
sacrifices to gods in return for a victory. The innumerable religious votives,
mostly figurines, bronze cauldrons, iron discuses, javelin points, lead jumping
weights, were placed in the sanctuaries of athletic games in Olympia, Nemea,
Isthmia, etc. One of the poems of Lucillius is based on poking fun at the
tradition of victors to sacrifice thank offerings (AP, 11. 258).

Teo TTiong pedéovti 1o kpaviov ADAog 6 ToKTNG,
gvkaO’ év abpoloag ootéov, avtiDetat.

owBelc d € Nepéag, Zev déomota, ool taxa Onoet
Kal ToUG A0TEAYAAOLG TOUG €Tt AgLTTopévoug.

Humour in this epigram is created through an exaggeration and a
grotesque: the boxer Aulus was so beaten that he collected his bones piece
by piece at Olympia and dedicated his skull instead of giving traditional
thank offerings to the god. The end of the epigram sounds grotesque:
if Aulus also survives the Nemean games, he will dedicate to Zeus the
vertebrae — the only thing which he still has.

The physical faults of people commonly provided a material for the
writers of epigrams of derision.!! Lucillius mocked the damaged and
scarred faces of boxers and pankratiasts. In ancient times a pankration
combined boxing and wrestling. It allowed almost everything: punching,
kicking, choking, finger-breaking, and more.’2 Only gouging and biting
were prohibited. Athletes used all their natural weapons, including
teeth and nails, to defeat their opponents. In the classical period an
athlete had to be strong and beautiful in the body and in the soul.
Vase paintings and sculptures of that period show idealized handsome
athletes. It was believed that physical beauty demonstrated courage, self-
control, and the harmonious balance between the body and the mind.
Realistic statues of the hellenistic period, on the contrary, demonstrate
boxers and pankratiasts with scarred faces, smashed noses, swollen eyes,
misshapen lips, and cauliflower ears. Theocritus recounts a brutal boxing
match between Polydeukes and Amycos, the king of the Bebrykes. In this
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match, Amycos was badly battered and spat blood, his face was pounded
into a shapeless blooded mess, his forehead was split open to the bone
(Theoc. 22. 104-105, 125-129). In the same way Lucillius mocks a boxer
Apollophanes, who is so battered that his head looks like a sieve or a
moth-eaten book (AP, 11. 78). One of the epigrams of Lucillius is a parody
of an inscription on a statue of the boxer Olympicus, who is so disfigured
that he has become unrecognizable (AP, 11. 75).

0106 6 VOV Totovtog OAvUTIKOG €iXe, LePaoTé,

otva, Yévetlov, ohpouv, wtaowx, BAépaoar

i’ amoypadpevog MUKTNG AToAWAeKe TTAVTA,

WOT’ €K TOV MATOIKWY UNde AaBeiv T0 pégog

eIKOVIOV YO0 AdEADOG EXwWV TTEOEVIIVOXEV AVTOD,

Kol KEKQLT' AAAOTOLOC UNdEV GHOLOV EXWV.

Twisting the common formula of agonistic epigrams, Lucillius produces
an exact parody of them. The first word of the poem o0tog is itself a
parody of the introductory formula of honorific inscriptions. The playful
juxtaposition of pronouns ovtog and TolwovTog points out a difference
between the former and the present status of the face of the boxer.
Lucillius replaces an expected list of victories with the enumeration of the
lost facial parts of the boxer. The comicality of the poem is increased by a
paradoxical situation: Olympicus could not claim his inheritances because
he was unrecognizable. His brother had a picture of him and showed it
to the judge, who judged that a picture could be of another man who did
not resemble Olympicus at all. Lucillius humorously chooses a name for
the boxer. Olympicus reminds us a word OAvumiovikng, i.e. the winner
of Olympic Games. The names of the athletes of Lucillius are generally
fictitious or pseudonyms of real people whose identity the poet does not
reveal as he has no intention of hurting them.

One of the main comical devices of the scoptic epigrams of Lucillius
is paradox. Paradox is the essence of the poem on the boxer Stratophon,
whose appearance is terribly mutilated (AP, 11. 77).

Eikooétoug owBévrog Odvooéog €ig T maTtEma

£yvw TV Hodnv Agyog dwv 0 kKUwv:

AAAX OV TLUKTEVOAG, LTOATOPWYV, ETIL TEOOAQAS QNS
oV KLOLV dyvwatog, TN ¢ méAet Yéyovag.

NV €0€ANC 10 mMEdowWmOoV DLV ¢ £€00TTEOV £aVTOD,
<«OvK elpt ZToatopavs, avTog €Q€ic OUOTAG.

Stratophon is compared with Odysseus — the mythological hero who
returned home after twenty years and was recognised by his dog Argos.
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Stratophon is so beaten up that after four hours of battle his own dogs do
not recognise him. The comicality of this poem is based on an obvious
exaggeration and a paradox: looking at his own face in a mirror, a boxer
will affirm with an oath: <OvUk eipt Zroatopwvs (“I am not Stratophon™).

The same comic technique is used in epigram on boxer Olympicus,
whose face was so scarred that the athlete could be frightened to death by
himself if he saw his own reflection (AP, 11. 76).

Poyxoc éxwv totovtov, OAvuriké, Ut Emi kErvNnv
EAONC, T €vooa TTRAC TLdLXLYES LOWO.

Kkat oL yao we NAgkLooog WV 10 mMEOCWTOV EVaQYES
tebvnén pov cavtov éwg Bavatouv.

A mutilated appearance gives rise to a witticism which forms the focal
point of this poem. Lucillius explores the technique of juxtaposition of
beauty and ugliness, recalling the myth about Narcissus who used to
admire his reflection in the water. The contrast between the handsome
face of Narcissus and the terribly scarred face of Olympicus emphasizes
the mutilation of the boxer. Instead of saying ‘a face’ Lucillius uses
another word gUyxoc — ‘a snout’. This noun is found in the fragments of
the ancient comic poet Cratinus (440 K) in the sense of ‘a man’s face’.

In ancient Greece, to win in wrestling, one had to make his opponent
fall three times. If there was only one wrestler, he would win without
having to fight and was said to win akoviti (without touching the dust).13
Lucillius tells a legend about the famous athlete of the sixth century BC,
Milon."* Once Milon was the only one to participate in the competition
and was declared the victor without a fight (AP. 11. 316). On his way
to receive the crown, Milon slipped and fall on his hip. Then the crowd
shouted not to crown him, if he fell by himself, Milon stood up and said:
“This is not the third fall. I fell once. Let someone make me fall the other
times”. The comicality of the situation is created through the words of
Milon. It is known that he was very strong and his opponents did not
dare to fight him.

Lucillius mocks the superstition of pentathletes, wrestlers, and runners,
who would consult fortune tellers and magicians before competitions
(AP, 11. 163). The boxer Onesimus came to the prophet Olympus wishing
to learn if he was going to live to an old age (AP, 11. 161). The prophet
answered

Nab, pnotv, €oav 10N kataAvonge:
av d¢ ye mukTevng, woobetet oe Kodvoo.
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The ambiguous answer of the prophet reveals not only his own
incompetence but the dangers of boxing as well. Boxing was a risky sport.
There were no boxing gloves and no number of rounds to decide the
winner, so it was not uncommon for fights to end in the death of one of
the competitors.!s

Some victorious inscriptions listed both the victories and the excellent
results of the athletes, such as the famous epigram declaring that Phayllos
had set a record in long jump with weights during the pentathlon of the
Delphic Games.!¢ Lucillius creates a parody of such athletic inscriptions.
In one of his poems he ridicules the efficiency of the athlete (AP, 11. 84).

Ovte TdX10V EHOD TIC €V AVTITIAAOLOY ETUTTEV

oUte Poddiov BAwG £dgatie TO OTAdIOV:

dloK PEV Y OAwS 00d’ Ny yLoa, TOLG dE TTOdAS OV
e£apal md@V loxvov ovdémoTe:

KUAAOG & NovTilev apetvovar mévte & an’ aOAwv
TEWTOG EKNEVLXONV TevteTolaldpevog.

Instead of victories, the worst results of the athlete are mentioned in
this epigram. The competitors of pentathlon were considered to be among
the most skilled and the most handsome competitors of sports games
(Arist. Rh. 1361 b). The hero of this poem, in contrast, is an unskillful,
weak, and slow man. The wit of the epigram is based on irony and
parody. Unsuccessful participation in all five fights is described with an
exaggeration, pointing out the sluggishness of the athlete: “No one was
thrown quicker than I in the wrestling, nor ran any slower in the stadium.
In the discus, I have never got close at all, and as for those feet of mine, I
couldn’t lift them (off the ground) at all.” The poem’s humour is increased
by the last phrase: mowtog éxneLXxONV mevtetoualdpevos: “I was the first
who was proclaimed by the heralds as “beaten in all five”.” The neologism
of Lucillius mevtetoialdpevog resembles a word mevtaebAog (one who
practices pentathlon or conquers therein).

Some epigrams of Lucillius are about runners. Running was one
of ancient and the most significant of all sports. Greek poets praised
successful runners (P. O. 12, B. 10) and ridiculed the losers.”” The epigrams
of Lucillius on chronically slow runners are based on hyperbola and
exaggeration. The long distance runner Marcus still had not finished his
race by the end of the day, and the caretakers locked him in the stadium,
mistaking him for a statue. When the stadium was reopened the next
morning, Marcus still had not finished his race: ®ABe mpooeAAeinwv
T otadiw otadovs (AP, 11. 85). The runner Pericles ran so slowly that
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DdrtvAov oL TEoéPrp (AP. 11. 86). Even an earthquake cannot rock the
runner Erasistratus (AP 11. 83). Eutychides is slow on his course, but very
quick to his supper,!8 and one may say: “Eutychides flies” (AP, 11. 208).

The Greeks admired athletes for their toughness, endurance, and a
fighting spirit. The athletic stereotype was brave, virtuous, and honest
man. Lucillius ridicules the timidity and sluggishness of athletes. In one
of his poems he reverses the common claim of competitors never to have
been defeated, or even wounded, by describing an athlete Apis who has
never managed to hurt his opponents. For humorous effect, Lucillius calls
the competitors of the boxer Apis cuvaywviotati (fellow fighters) instead
of customary avtaywviotai (opponents) (AP, 11. 80).

Ot ovvaywviotatl TOV TUYHAXOV EVOAd €0mrav
ATv: 00déVa YOO MWTOT ETQAVHUATIOEV.

Lucillius ridicules the cowardice of athletes. The boxer Kleombrotos,
after finishing his sports career, is beaten by his wife. He is afraid of the
aggressive wife even more than he had been afraid of the stadium. For
humorous effect, poet notices that Kleombrotos has “Olympia, Isthmia,
and Nemea” at his home (AP, 11. 79).

IToitne wv katéAvoe KAedupBpotog: eita yapioag
évdov éxet mAnywv ToOua kai Néuea,

YooV payipuny tontovoay OAVUTIA Kol To T’ avT®
HaAAoV idelv Goloowv 1) TOTE TO OTADIOV.

AV YAQ avamveoT), dEQETAL TAS TTAVTOS AYWVOG
TANYAG, WG ATOdQ" KAV ATOdQ, déQeTal.

This epigram reminds us the fight between old men and women in
Lysistrata of Aristophanes (Ar. Lys. 650-705). A reference to comedy
in the epigram makes an important chapter in the history of Greek
appreciation of comedy.

“Lucillius ingeniously rises to the challenge of removing all moral
and inspirational usefulness from athletic stereotypes.”’® The poet found
a fertile area for his genius in the deformity and inefficiency of athletes.
He tried to avoid details which would identify a subject as real because
the poet had no intention of hurting anybody. The poems of Lucillius are
less mordant than the poetry of Martial. Parody, irony, and exaggeration
helped him to ridicule the epigrams of his predecessors and to satirize the
world in which he lived. Despite their obviously hyperbolic nature, his
epigrams throw some light on the social and cultural life of the Roman
Empire.
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of Sikyon was famous for bending and breaking the fingers of opponents (Paus. 6.4. 1-3).
J. Swaddling. The Ancient Olympic Games History, Austin: University of Texas Press,
2000, p. 73.

During his career, Milon from Croton (Southern Italy) won six wrestling championships
atboth the Olympic and Pythian Games. In total, Milon won 32 wrestling championships.
According to Athenaeus (Ath. 10. 412 e-f), Milon lifted a four-year-old bull onto his
shoulders at Olympia and carried it around the stadium. Pausanias records that Milon
carried his own statue into the Altis at Olympia (Paus. 6. 14. 6).

Olympicjudges denied victory to one Kleomedes of Astypalaia, apparently for intentionally
killing his opponent in boxing (Paus. 6. 9. 3).

AP app. 297: TTévt' émi meviirovta modag mndnoe PavAAog, dloievoev & EkaTOV
névt anoAamopévwv (“Phayllos jumped five feet more than 50 feet, and threw the
discus five feet less than 100 feet”). Phayllos was a noted athlete from Croton, who in the
fifth century won two victories in the pentathlon and one in the foot-race at Delphi. The
epigram is said to have been inscribed on his statue at Delphi.

Aristophanes notes that in the Panathenaic torch race, the inhabitants of the Kerameikos
beat up a slow runner, hitting him with open hands in the stomach, the ribs, and the flanks
(Ar. Ra. 1089-1098). A contemporary of Lucillius, epigrammatist Nicarchus, mocks at a
slow runner Charmos who always finished the last (AP, 11. 82).

There are many anecdotes about the gross appetite of ancient athletes, such as when
the famous athlete Milon ate a whole bull in a single day (Ath. 412 d-f). Euripides
(fr. 282. 5) called an athlete “slave of his jaws and subject of his belly”; the good appetite
of pankratiasts was ridiculed by the comic poet Theofillos (fr. 475 K). Theocritus writes
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that the boxer Aigon devoured eighty cakes at once (Theoc. 2.33). Greek tragedies and
comedies show Heracles, the patron of athletes, as an insatiable glutton.

19 J. Konig. Athletics and Literature in the Roman Empire, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2005, p. 135.

KOMISMS LUCILIJA EPIGRAMMAS PAR ATLETIKU
KOPSAVILKUMS

Skoptiska epigramma ka ipa$s Zanra paveids grieku literatira paradijas
Romas impérijas laikia, ap pirma gadsimta vidu. Tas uzplaukums ilga
aptuveni simts gadus. levérojamakais $1 Zanra paveida grieku parstavis
bija Lucilijs, kur§ darbojas imperatora Nérona laika. “Grieku antologija”
ir saglabatas 123 Lucilija epigrammas, kuras lielakoties izzoboti dazadi
cilveku tipazi. Lucilijs izteica dzéligas piezimes par cilvéku trikumiem,
pieméram sliktu raksturu, skopumu, fiziskam nepilnibam (tievumu, isumu,
garumu), izsméja stereotipizétus cilvéku télus — arstus, filozofus, paregus,
gramatikus, sievietes. DaZas vina epigrammas vésta par atlétiem. Dzejnieks
dzivoja atlétu sacik$u norieta laika un savas epigrammas uzsvéra lielo
at8kiribu starp sportiskajiem idealiem un realitati. DaZi Lucilija dzejoli
veidoti ka parodijas par véstijumiem, kas iegravéti uz atlétu — uzvarétaju
akmens statujam. Lucilijs precizi parodéja agonistiskds epigrammas,
manipuléjot ar to formu. Gaidita uzvaru saraksta vietd vin§ izveidoja,
pieméram, boksera sakroploto sejas dalu vai atléta vajiko sasniegumu
sarakstu (AP, 11. 81; AP, 11. 75; AP, 11. 84). Dazas epigrammas izzobo
tradiciju ziedot dieviem pateiciba par uzvaru (AP, 11. 258). Atlétu fiziskas
nepilnibas bija noderigs materials — Lucilijs izsméja bokseru rétainas,
kroplotas sejas (AP, 11. 78; AP, 11. 75; AP, 11. 76; AP, 11. 77), ka ari
pentatlonistu un cikstonu manticibu — pirms sacensibam tie konsultéjas
ar zilniekiem un burvjiem (AP, 11. 161; AP, 11. 163). Lucilijs ironizéja
par léniem skréjéjiem (AP, 11. 83; AP, 11. 85; AP, 11. 86; AP, 11. 208),
sportistu gausumu un biklumu (AP, 11. 79; AP, 11. 80).

Lucilija mérkis tomér nebija kadam nodarit pari, tapéc vin$ izvairijas
ieklaut informaciju, kas varétu noradit uz realiem cilvékiem. Vina dzejoli
nav tik dzéligi ka Marciala dzeja. Parodija, ironija un parspiléjums
lava Lucilijam satiriski izsmiet savu priekSte¢u epigrammas un talaika
sabiedribu. Vina epigrammas, par spiti to izteiktajam hiperbolismam,
sniedz ieskatu Romas impérijas kulttras un socialaja dzive.
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THE COMIC IN THE CHARACTERS OF THEOPHRASTOS:
WHAT’S SO FUNNY?

Introduction

The Characters of Theophrastos is one of the briefest and at the same
time one of the most remarkable and influential works that has survived
from classical antiquity.! It also is, according to Diggle (2004, 20), a
work with “probably the corruptest manuscript tradition in all of Greek
literature.” It consists of thirty character sketches, all characters are male,
negative, and more or less identifiable as Athenian citizens. In itself it is
not impossible that more sketches existed at some time, as is nowadays
widely accepted, but if they did exist, they have been lost already in the
ancient tradition. Most of the manuscripts that we have today (beginning
with the 10th/11th century) include a pinax that never lists more than
thirty chapters. The spurious preface of the work expresses a wish to
describe both negative and positive character types, but the existence of a
second book is considered improbable by most scholars.2

The form, content, and purpose of the Characters have puzzled scholars
over centuries. There is a famous quotation by one of the most notorious
19th century editors of the Characters of Theophrastos, Sir Richard
Claverhouse Jebb, which has haunted later readers: “The difficulty is,
not that the descriptions are amusing, but that they are written as if their
principal aim was to amuse.” In fact, Jebb concludes that, basically, the
sketches are so funny that even if there was some other aim in composing
them, it is lost to the ears of the one who reads them. Let me quote a few
other, more modern scholars. The Loeb editor Jeffrey Rusten (1993; 2002,
22) writes that “[w]hat ultimately defeats any attempt to find an ethical,
comic, or rhetorical basis in the Characters is the fact that there is no trace
in them of structure or analysis at all. Like any other work of fictional
literature — and unlike any other work of Theophrastus — the Characters
are presented as pure entertainment.” Further, Robin Lane Fox, in an
important paper on Theophrastos’ Characters as a source for the modern
historian (1996, 141), suggests that although the Characters was born
from a combination of philosophical classification and comic caricature,
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“[clomedy outweighed any philosophical aim” and that “[w]ritten for like-
minded readers, the sketches were meant to amuse, not teach.” Lastly, the
latest editor of the Characters in 2004, James Diggle (2004, 15), believes,
following the example of the famous Italian scholar Giorgio Pasquali, that
the sketches served Theophrastos as “a few moments’ light entertainment
amid more serious matter.”

To be sure, we know from our sources that Theophrastos was a
lively lecturer who could, for example, enrich his lectures with similar
illustrative material.* Reading these statements, however, one is under the
impression that the comic is all there is in the Characters, or at least that
the element of entertainment prevails. To see if this is really so, I will,
in what follows, address the issue of comicality in the Characters. The
main point of this paper is to suggest that it is not enough to say that the
sole or even the main purpose why Theophrastos composed the character
sketches was to offer some funny pieces for reading to his colleagues
or students as pure entertainment. It will be argued that although his
sketches are funny, that is not all they are.

The Comic and the Structure of the Characters

That the comic (t0 yeAotov) is present in the Characters of Theophrastos
is something that is undeniable yet not fully explained. Almost all editors
and commentators of the Characters have pointed out the comic inherent
in the work, with differing emphasis. Some have considered the comic to
be only incidental and related to the overall topic,’ whereas others have
believed that it is the very aim of the work. Basically, there is something
comical in all thirty chapters of the Characters, although its extent varies
depending on the specific type and on the graveness of the vice under
consideration.¢ No consistent scale of ‘graveness’ can be constructed, of
course, but one can see that some sketches adopt a lighter tone than others.

Peter Steinmetz is one of the editors who has tried to address the issue
of the comic in the Characters. He notes (1962, 23) that the comic effect
is achieved by a sharp contrast between the situation and the reaction, i.e.
we are dealing with the comic of situation. In the case of some sketches
we can, for example, see unintentionally unpleasant consequences, which
have a comic effect on the audience. Thus, the obsequious man (&oeokoc)
draws the children of his host to him, kisses them, sits them down beside
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him and plays with them. So far, so good, but at the end of the scene he
lets some of the children fall asleep on his stomach even though they are
virtually crushing him (OABopevog, Char. S, 5). This produces the comic
effect. The same holds true for the sketch of the garrulous man (A&Aoc),
who is asked for the latest news from the assembly. He does give a report
of it, but adds an awful amount of other information which is totally
irrelevant and useless for the listeners, so that these either cut him short or
doze off or leave before he finishes (Char. 7, 7). Similarly, the late learner
(0Yuadr|c), while he is riding on a borrowed horse in the country, tries to
practise fancy horsemanship, but falls off and hurts his head (Char. 27, 10).

Another thing that can add to the comic effect is the description of
minute details of a type’s behaviour, e.g. the penny-pincher (utkpoAdyoq)
shifting the kitchenware and the couches and the chests and rummaging
through the rubbish (or, depending on the reading, searching in the
floorboards) whenever his wife drops a penny (toixaAxov; Char. 10, 6).
The comic mostly lies in situations and in accumulating an array of
situations, but it is also emphasized by some lexical and stylistic elements,
such as diminutives (cf. Char. 5, 21) or direct speech. In addition, the
comic is naturally meant for the ears of Theophrastos’ contemporaries
and is, therefore, in some cases, lost for modern readers not familiar with
all the realia that are alluded to.

The more puristic of these readers — a few editors and translators
among them — have even considered some expressions of the Characters
too harsh and removed them, not only from the translation but also
from the original Greek text (e.g. Jebb & Sandys 1909). The rationale
behind this kind of prudish approach to textology can be illustrated
with a quotation from Jebb’s preface to his first edition (1870) in Jebb &
Sandys (1909, VIII): “the coarseness in the delineations of Theophrastus
is but a small element, accidental, not essential, and can in every case be
separated from the portrait without injuring it as a whole.” In addition,
Jebb notes that “passages omitted in the translation could not, with due
regard to symmetry, be left in the [sc. Greek] text.” To leave them, he
adds, “would have been equivalent to printing them in capital letters.”
The “coarseness” for Jebb, we might add, includes all allusions to
sexual practices, however vague these might be. Jebb is also known to
have changed the order in which the MSS arrange the chapters, “for an
order less embarrassing to the reader,” thereby causing some unnecessary
confusion.
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The Characters and Comedy: Some Background

Perhaps we could get more information on the functioning of the
comic in the Characters by comparing the work to Peripatetic theories on
comedy? Nobody would doubt that the Peripatetics were eagerly engaged
in questions connected with comedy, although their views on the topic are
not always clear from our fragmentary sources. In his Poetics, Aristotle
notes that comedy is “an imitation of men worse than the average;
worse, however, not as regards any and every sort of fault, but only as
regards one particular kind, the ridiculous, which is a species of the ugly.
The ridiculous may be defined as a mistake or deformity not productive
of pain or harm to others.”” The definition of comedy preserved by
Diomedes, “a story of private affairs involving no danger,” has usually
been attributed to Theophrastos, although the author assigns it vaguely to
“the Greeks” (apud Graecos).® It has been emphasized that this definition
omits any reference to worthless individuals and therefore contrasts with
Aristotle’s notion of comedy quoted above, and that this omission reflects
the development of comedy in the fourth century and in particular the
plays of Menander.” Thus, the fourth century comedy ceased to focus
on inferior persons and became a study of private affairs.’? The interest
of Theophrastos in questions of comedy is further revealed by two titles
in the list of his works presented by Diogenes Laertios (On comedy and
On ludicrous).! There also exists an anonymous treatise with probable
Peripatetic influence known as Tractatus Coislinianus, which focuses on
comedy and mentions three character types (1}0n) of comedy: the buffoon,
the boaster, and the dissembler.!2 The last two also occur in the Characters
of Theophrastos (Char. 23 and 1); all three are mentioned by Aristotle (EN
1108a21 ff. and elsewhere). Unfortunately, these fragments of theoretical
studies are not enough to enable us to position Theophrastos’ character
writing within the framework of poetics.

There has been much discussion over whether and to what extent the
Characters is related to contemporary comedy, especially the work of
Menander. Usually some influence of Theophrastos on Menander has been
established.’3 Alkiphron, rhetorician and sophist of the 2nd or 3rd century
CE, speaks of traditional friendship between Menander and Theophrastos
(4.19.14), and it is known from elsewhere that Menander may have
been Theophrastos’ pupil.i* Although there are many characters in the
comedies of Menander that resemble Theophrastean types, their way of
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presentation is different. The range of action of the Theophrastean types
is narrower and more schematic than in the comedy, where one character
trait forms part of the whole, e.g. grouchiness as a characteristic of old
men, cheating as a characteristic of slaves, etc. As only a small part of the
4th century comedy has survived, it is difficult to establish for certain any
more specific relationships or influences. Extant titles of the plays of the
New Comedy (Aygowkog, Amotog, Asiodaipwy, KoAa&, Meppipolgog)
indicate, however, that comedy could have been built, among other things,
upon types similar to those described by Theophrastos.

In a way, Theophrastos’ character types naturally belong to the
world of comedy. When reading these pieces, one can take the role of a
spectator, and the distance between this spectator and the type described
allows us to laugh, or at least smile, at the situation without any fear
of infraction. Both the pointed presentation of vices and creation of
stereotypes help to build up the comic effect. At the same time, there
are differences between types in comedy and Theophrastos’ work. The
relation between the Characters of Theophrastos and, e.g., Menander’s
plays may be that of having a common ground and similar approach to
human character, not dependence on each other.

What’s So Funny? A Case in Point

Let us now look at one example, viz. the sketch depicting an
anovevonuévog (Char. 6). This type is one of the most difficult to
translate. The abstract noun andvowx used in the title and the definition
has been rendered variously by translators: loss of sense (J. Diggle, 2004),
shamelessness (J. Rusten, 1993 and 2002), the quality of an outcast
(P. Vellacott, 1967), wilful disreputableness (J. M. Edmonds, 1929),
recklessness (R. C. Jebb & J. E. Sandys, 1909). Similarly, the medial
participle form used for the type is different from others in the collection.
This, too, has had many translations: the man who has lost all sense
(Diggle), the shameless man (Rusten), the man without moral feeling (W.
Anderson, 1970), the outcast, or the demoralized man (Vellacott), the
reckless man (Jebb & Sandys), a profligate or shameless fellow (E. Budgell,
1713). Greek amdvowa is a derivation from the verb amovoetoBal ‘to lose
one’s voug’, ‘to have lost all sense’, the opposite of which is voetv. LSJ'S
gives the translation ‘abandoned fellow’ for amovevonuévog and ‘loss of
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all sense’ for amévowa, adding ‘lack of constraint, impropriety’ for our
passage in the 1996 Supplement. Millett (1991, 179) gives examples of
various ways in which amovowx has been translated (‘desperate boldness’,
‘recklessness’, ‘moral insanity’) and uses himself the translation ‘moral
degradation’ (1991, 302; cf. also Millett 2007, 160 for a list of some other
renderings). Diggle’s translation, “the man who has lost all sense”, has
been considered awkward and misleading, for the man is not senseless but
insensitive (Worman 2007). It has also been noted that the term amdvoira
is much rarer in the Greek literature than any other trait-name in the
Characters, and often a virtual synonym for shamelessness.1¢

The chapter, in the translation of J. Diggle (2004, 83, 85), runs as
follows.1”

[<1> Loss of Sense is a tolerance of disgraceful action and speech.]

<2> The Man Who Has Lost All Sense is the sort who [swears an oath pat, gets a
bad reputation, slanders men of influence, is vulgar in character, defiant of decency,
and ready for anything and everything. <3> And he is just the sort who] dances the
cordax while sober and ******* <4> He will go round the audience at fairs and
ask everyone for their entrance fee and argue with ticket-holders who claim there is
nothing to pay. <5> He is apt to keep an inn or a brothel or be a tax collector; he

regards no occupation as beneath his dignity, but is ready to work as an auctioneer,
hired cook, or gambler. <6> He lets his mother starve, gets arrested for theft, and
spends more time in gaol than at home. [<7> He would seem to be one of those
who call on crowds to gather round, then rail at them and hold forth in a loud
cracked voice. Meanwhile some come along to hear, and others go away before
they can hear him; so that some get the beginning, others <not> a syllable, others
a section of his message. He is only satisfied when showing off his loss of sense to
a public meeting.] <8> In court he can play the plaintiff as well as the defendant;
and sometimes he will swear that he deserves to be excused attendance, or arrive
with a boxful of evidence in his coat pocket and strings of little documents in his
hands. <9> He does not think it beneath him, either, to manage a mass of market-
traders and lend them money on the spot and charge a daily interest of one and a
half obols to the drachma, and do the rounds of the butchers, the fishmongers, and
the kipper-sellers, and pop the interest from their takings straight into his mouth.
[<10> They are tiresome, these foul-tongued loud-mouthed people, who make the
marketplace and the shops echo with their noise.]

It seems very difficult to find something really comical in this chapter,
although at some points, familiar elements can be seen.!s Rather, the type
described here is characterized by coarseness and rudeness. He does not
feel ashamed to oppose the norms accepted in the society. He is also apt to
be an incumbent of occupations that were considered to be inappropriate
for a free man- a tavern keeper, a pimp etc. Millet (1991, 179)
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emphasizes that taking into account the nature of the Athenian society, it
was inevitable that some people had to earn their living with these trades,
but only someone with a personality disorder would like to accept them
all. Looking at the formal structure of the sketch, one can note that some
of the typical devices for creating the comic effect are indeed missing,
most notably the direct speech, which can be seen in most of the other
chapters.!® Thus, the meagre comic effect actually comes as no surprise.

The Purpose and Function of the Characters

One might, of course, object to the example quoted above, as this is
basically the only sketch in the Characters that seems to lack a sufficient
amount of the comic. In addition, we cannot exclude the possibility that due
to the corrupt text, some of the flavour of the chapter has been lost. Thus,
although I completely agree with those who maintain that the sketches of
Theophrastos are funny, the question remains: is this all they are?

The question of the general purpose of the Characters has been one
of the most intriguing in the study of this work. Some scholars have
suggested that the work belongs to Theophrastos’ ethical studies; others
believe in the rhetorical purpose of it; for yet others it is a study on comic
characters within a work on poetics. And, as mentioned above, there
are also those who consider it pure entertainment, a work of fiction.20
The issue of the purpose seems to have been, for the most part, too
constrained. It seems to be more important to consider the function of
the work than its exact purpose. In fact, it might be a new genre or a
mixture of genres that cannot be categorized as a sub-genre of something
else at all. Or it may be connected with some general tendencies of the
philosophical school it was born in: e.g., an application of the Peripatetic
fascination with taxonomy to describing character types.2! Anyhow,
almost all the suggestions of modern scholars reflect important features of
the work itself and the Peripatetic tradition surrounding it. None of these
suggestions should, however, be treated as the sole possibility available.
Thus, for example, it seems wrong to claim that “the work lacks all ethical
dimension,” as its latest editor, James Diggle, does (2004, 12). It certainly
has an ethical dimension as well, although ethical theorizing was not
Theophrastos’ aim in writing the work, and this ethical dimension is not
of the same kind that can be seen in Aristotle’s theoretical works.22 The
same holds true for possible rhetorical and poetical connections.
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The suggestions quoted at the beginning of this paper seem to neglect
the important role that is attributed in the text to depiction of anti-social
behaviour and the lack of social intelligence of the types. The sketches
contain well-weighed descriptions of general patterns of behaviour of
types that have abandoned certain basic communal values important for
the functioning of the society.2* Theophrastos analyzes nothing, draws no
moral, and seeks no motive,2* drawing mainly on behavioural regularities
of the types.2s He presents pictures of some basic social roles of active
participants in the life of the polis. The pictures are, however, twisted,
as the cast display a deformed kind of &getr}, in the case of which even
the positive characteristics seem excessive and inappropriate (see Volt
2007, 118-119). Many of the actions depicted are not negative per se,
and some of them would be entirely positive if performed in a proper
situation, at a proper time, in a proper place, or towards the right person.
The behaviour of the types does not cross the line of criminality (except
the anovevonuévog, Char. 6, who is said to spend more time in prison
than at home), but it does cross the line of various unwritten laws and
customs. One of the common features seems to be the transgression of
the principles of GiAia: some of the types are too excessive in pursuing it;
others undervalue its importance.2¢ All in all, the types display a general
lack of social intelligence.

The sources of Theophrastos may be twofold. On the one hand,
Aristotle’s theoretical writings on ethics, rhetoric, etc provide the seed
from which the sketches of Theophrastos grow (cf. Diggle 2004, 7). On
the other hand, popular beliefs and opinions as reflected in everyday
life, but also literary genres such as comedy and especially oratory, are
a probable source.?” Thus, the Characters may be a work of fictional
literature, but it is also a work by a philosopher and a scientist who
has collected information largely based on popular morality in his
contemporary society.

Conclusion

I have not attempted to show that the Characters are not funny. They
are funny, and indeed there can be little doubt that their comicality is
intentional. But looking at the way in which important aspects of social
coherence and the lack of it are reflected in the sketches, it seems very

LXVII
67



IVO VOLT

likely that an additional aim was in play. The comicality and the depiction
of anti-social behaviour and lack of social intelligence are certainly not
incompatible. Indeed, if we think of various uses and functions of laughter
in the social context, it may well be that the comic here is indispensable.28
Let me end by another quotation from R. C. Jebb’s edition of the
Characters mentioned at the beginning of this paper (Jebb & Sandys
1909, 16): “Theophrastus wrote from time to time, for his own
amusement and that of his friends, short sketches of characters common
in everyday life, allowing free scope in these to his gift for lively satire.”
Although T may not agree with Jebb’s hypothesis of how the sketches came
to be, I can give justice at least to the last part of his sentence. Indeed
‘satire’, or more explicitly ‘social satire’, would be a term, albeit a bit
anachronistic one, that well describes the work. Not least because no one
would argue that amusement and entertainment is all there is to satire.
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KOMISKAIS TEOFRASTA “RAKSTUROS”:
VAI TIESAM SMIEKLIGS?

KOPSAVILKUMS

Raksta mérkis ir analizét komiskos elementus Teofrasta “Raksturos™.
To darijusi daudzi pétnieki: vinu jaunakos darbus lasot, rodas iespaids, ka
“Raksturu” galvenais mérkis ir izklaidét. Si raksta uzdevums ir pieradit,
ka Teofrasta raksturu uzmetumu meérkis nav smiekligu stastinu rakstiSana
kolégu un studentu izklaidei.

Ir tiesa, ka komiski elementi atrodami visas 30 “Raksturu” nodalas,
kaut to daudzums mainas atkariba no aprakstita tipaza un aplikota
netikuma nopietnibas. Komiskais efekts tiek panakts, pretstatot situiciju
un reakciju uz to, aprakstot sikas attieciga tipaza uzvedibas detalas,
daudzas un dazadas situacijas, ka ari izmantojot leksiskus un stilistiskus
elementus, pieméram deminutivus vai tieSo runu.

Tomeér autors vélas uzsvért, ka “Raksturi” nav tikai komisks darbs.
Izklaid€josa aspekta parvértésana, Skiet, aizéno faktu, ka teksta pieskirta
liela nozime tipazu socialas inteligences trakuma un antisocialas uzvedibas
atainoSanai. Péc autora domam, Teofrasta uzmetumi ir rapigi apdomati
tadu tipazu uzvedibas apraksti, kuri ir zaudéjusi zinamas sabiedriskas
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pamatvértibas, kas nodroSina $is sabiedribas funkcioné$anu. Teofrasts
neko neanalizé, nemoralizé, nemeklé ricibas motivus, pamata balstoties uz
tipazu uzvedibas likumsakaribam. Vin$ attélo to aktivo pilsonu galvenas
socialas lomas, kas piedalas polisas dzivé. Tacu $is attélojums ir adgarns:
raksturiem piemit deforméta aoetr), $aja gadijuma pat pozitivas rakstura
ipasibas $kiet parmérigas un nevieta.

Teofrasta rakstibas stilu, iespéjams, ietekméjusi divéjadi avoti. No
vienas puses, Aristotela teorétiskie darbi par étiku, retoriku u. c. ir ta sékla,
no kuras izaug Teofrasta uzmetumi. No otras puses, par iespéjamu avotu
kalpoja ikdienas dzivé izplatiti uzskati un viedokli, ka ari tadi literarie Zanri
ka komédija un it ipasi retorika. Tadéjadi més varam uzskatit “Raksturus”
par dailliteratiiru, bet tas ir ari filozofa un zinatnieka darbs; autors apkopojis
informaciju, balstoties uz visparpienemto ta laika sabiedribas morali.

Raksturu télojumi Teofrasta darba ir smiekligi, un nesaubigi var apgalvot,
ka $is humors ir ar nodomu. Tomeér, vérojot, ka “Raksturos” tiek attéloti
svarigi socialas saskanas aspekti un tas trakums, liekas, ka darbam ir vél kads
cits mérkis. Antisociilas uzvedibas un socialas inteligences tritkuma apraksts
nav nesavietojams ar komisko. Tiesi otradi — ja nem véra smieklu dazadas
funkcijas un izmantojuma iespéjas sociala konteksta, komiskais klast pat
nepiecie$ams. lespéjams, ka vislabak Teofrasta darbu raksturo apziméjums
“sociala satira”, pat ja termins ir nedaudz anahronisks, jo visi ir vienispratis,
ka satira nav vienddojama ar izklaidi.

LXXII
72



GITA BERZINA

2IIOTAAIOI'EAOION IN LUCIAN’S DIALOGUE
SYMPOSIUM OR THE LAPITHS

Symposium should be regarded as an important social phenomenon
characteristic of the ancient world; ancient Greek culture is of prime
importance in its development into a definite tradition. It is not only
the most significant form of private communication for establishing and
keeping up relations, but also an important instrument of social control
and — to a certain extent — an educational institution. Sympotic codes of
behaviour disclose the ethical ideals important outside the dinner room
as well. The poetic tradition is created, communicated, and preserved
in symposia, and intellectual debates also have their due place. With its
particular environment and atmosphere, symposium serves for both
physical relaxation and intellectual stimulus.

Nearly all the genres of ancient Greek literature, beginning with Homeric
epic and archaic lyric poetry to tragedy, comedy, and diverse prose genres,
bear much evidence of the banquet tradition.

The description of symposium rooted in a certain sociocultural practice
emerges as a separate subgenre of literary dialogue already in the 4th
century BC, and develops through centuries until late antiquity, obtaining
stable characteristics of content and form. Literary symposium represents
conversations of wise men in a sympotic context, portraying historical
individuals in an everyday setting without an epic or tragic distance.! An
integral element is the dominance of seriocomic aesthetics.

Alongside other characteristics of literary symposium, omoudatoyélotov —
the mixture of the serious (0movdaia) and the comic (yeloia) — is already
mentioned in ancient sources as one of the most important features. Thus,
Plutarch, for example, using Greek lexemes omoudr| kai maidid, defines
symposium as a blend of serious and comic words and actions (Quaest.
convivales VII, 6, 3). He describes both authors of classical symposia —
Plato and Xenophon — as combining seriousness and playfulness in their
dialogues (Mor. 686d, cf. 708d, 614a). In the same way, the Greek author
of the Deipnosophistai Athenaeus (omouvdata kai mawdid (XV, 702b)),
Roman emperor and satirist Julian (un mdvTa yelota Aéyewr, dAA kal
omovddaia (Conv. 314d)), and the Roman writer and philosopher Macrobius
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(sed erit in mensa sermo iucundior, ut habeat voluptatis amplius, severitatis
minus (Sat. 1, 1, 2)) recognize the mixture of serious and comic qualities
as a distinguishing feature of literary symposia. But the rhetor Hermogenes
singles out the combination of comic and serious persons and matters as
a key characteristic of Socratic symposia (CUpTOG{OU ZWKPATLKOD TAOKT|
omouddia Kal yelold kal TpoowTa Kal TpdypaTtd (mepl pebddov delvdTNTOG
36; Rabe, p. 454)).2

As M. Kislova3 has already pointed out, ancient authors confined
themselves to bare mentioning of the terms of the serious and the comic as
well as the mixture of both. They do not give an exact definition or a more
extensive explanation. Moreover, two words — yelota and maidid — exist
side by side for the comic in ancient sources.

Comprehensive studies and detailed analysis of relevant ancient texts
show that different contrastive aspects can be mutually combined on a
large scale. The serious in both content and form is yoked to its opposite —
the comic — in various degrees: beginning with the playful and funny, the
ludicrous, to the ironic and sharply sarcastic.

Xenophon, for example, announces in the first sentence of his Symposium
that it is worth relating not only the serious acts of great and good men
but also what they do in their lighter moods (00 pévov Ta peta omoudiig
TPATTOLEVA AELOPYNUOVEUT..., ANAA KAl Ta év Talg Tadiaig (Symp. I, 1)).
The half-playful, half-serious atmosphere is a key feature of Xenophon’s
dialogue, and the author’s endeavours to represent Socratic irony appear
together with frequent instances of low, prosaic laugh.*

The combination or juxtaposition of serious and to various degrees
comic elements is a prominent feature of Plato’s Symposium as well.
Besides multiform serious aspects of philosophic content, it is possible to
distinguish up to three different levels of the comic — yelotov, maidid, and
elpwvela — in his dialogue.s

Diverse fulfillment of the category of omovdatoyélotov appears likewise
in other representations of ancient symposia, and it becomes apparent,
as mentioned in ancient sources, in different aspects — characters, their
words and actions, as well as the situations and the general mood of the
particular work.

As R. B. Branham points out, the term omovdatoyélotov is “a coinage
meant to yoke qualities naturally contrasted as opposites and it served
to point to a paradoxical quality in the seriocomic figure itself which,
while comic and amusing on the surface, frequently emerges as — in some
sense — earnest, with a claim to our serious attention”.6 The English term
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“seriocomic” can be used as a suitable equivalent that retains the sense of
deliberate paradox conveyed by the Greek omouvSatoyélotov.

As already mentioned, literary symposium is a long and remarkable
tradition from its beginnings in the 4th century BC to late antiquity. In
the 2nd century AD the satirist Lucian, notable for particular originality in
borrowing and transforming various traditions, wrote his Symposium.

In his dialogue, Lycinus, asked by Philo, tells the latter about a banquet
organized on the previous day by the rich Aristainetos. The wisest men —
philosophers, representatives of all mainstream schools, have been invited
as guests to the symposium. Various incidents take place during the evening,
and in the end the “intellectual” communication ends in a general fight
that breaks out for the fatter fowl.

Almost all the topoi of literary symposium (characters, situations, as well
as various linguistic devices)” employed from an unusual perspective can be
seen in Lucian’s dialogue. omovdaitoyélotov is extensively and peculiarly
realised in his dialogue based on the sources and classical models of literary
symposium as well as Lucian’s peculiar world view and individual artistry.

The mixture of the serious and the comic is fundamental to Lucian’s
satiric dialogue in general, and the author himself declares it, defining
his literary practice: in his work A Literary Prometheus, Lucian claims to
combine philosophical dialogue and comedy (0 ék duotv ... cuykeiobal,
Staldyou kal kwpwdlag, 5), thus offering the comic and laughter under
philosophic seriousness (yé\wTa kwpikov OO oepvGTNTL GLAochdw, 6-7).
In another work, The Double Indictment, the personified Dialogue, son of
Philosophia, brings a charge against the Syrian (meant as Lucian himself)
for he has taken away his tragic, serious mask and put on another — comic,
satirical, and almost ridiculous (kwuikov 8¢ kal caTupltkdV ... Kal PKPOD
8etv yelotov, 33). Thus, Lucian not only declares the blending of inherently
divergent traditions, but also mentions side by side various words of the
“comic” concept — comic, satirical, ridiculous — without distinguishing the
precise meaning of each, rather using them as a general opposition to the
concept of the serious, personified by Philosophy and Dialogue.

In Lucian’s satirical Symposium the synthesis of contrastive aspects,
namely the serious and the comic, is especially marked out and manifests
itself at various levels:

1) the level of the traditions and narrative structures used,

2) the level of characters and situations,

3) the level of language.
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First of all, as the title of the work, Symposium or the Lapiths, suggests,
Lucian purposefully combines two disparate traditions of the Greek
culture. He mixes the mythical story of wedding feast disrupted by strife
(éprc) with the tradition of the philosophic symposium, which since Plato
celebrates the intellectual communication in a sympotic environment and
in particular — the ideal of the philosophic temper.

Already in the opening scene Lucian deliberately and carefully points to
putting together the different structures, making Philon ask Lycinus about
the philosophers’ symposium with the following words:

Tlowk(\v, & Avkive, Slatplpiy dact yeyeviiobal vpiv Xe‘eg €V’ ApLoTalvéTov Tapd TO
detmvov kal Twag \6youg dLAoabdoug eLpnoeaL kal €pw ov Uumpav ovoThvar ém’

av'rotg, —y KOl AXpL TPAVLATOY Tpoxwpioatl TO mpdypa kal TEXoG dalpaTt Stavbival
TNV ouvouotav.

I heard, Lycinus, yesterday at the Aristaenetos’ banquet you passed the time in subtle
diversities, you had a philosophic debate and a great quarrel followed as well, [..] and
then the matter came even to blows and the communion ended up with bloodshed.

Then Philon, trying to get to know about the banquet, blandishes (“you
know exactly what happened, and would remember the arguments too, as
you are a real (év omoudq)) student and take more than an outside interest
in that sort of thing”) and rejoices that they themselves will feast soberly,
quietly, without bloodshed or danger.

The symposium is given for Aristaenetus’ daughter’s wedding (!) with
Chaereas, the son of the money-lender Eucritus, a beautiful youngster
(mdrykadov petpdriov), who has in addition taken up philosophy (bthocodav,
mPOG PLhocodilav wmpunpévog (5)). Activities of the banquet include those
characteristic of symposia cwdeimvewv (dining together), as well as dtloTnotat
kal OpAiat (health drinking and conversations); however, it is also characterised
by quite different mention: pecolong Thg Ldxng, OMyor Tpd TGV TpavudTwy,
ég TO dipa étedetmoer 1 dlovelkia (1). Also, further throughout the text,
the author contrasts various reminders of both traditions.

Constructing his work as a dialogue that frames Lycinus' narrative
on philosophers' symposium, Lucian first of all makes the reader
remember the traditional structure of the Platonic Symposium. Before
the account, the interlocutors repeatedly mention a learned party
(povoetov codav davdpov), the good host Aristaenetus, who most of
all is concerned with paideia (pélel maidelag), his cultured guests, the
wisest men (ToUg codwTdTOUuC), speeches worth hearing, and thus make
the audience expect a learned, intellectual symposium. Further in the
text Lucian recalls all the moral and aesthetic qualities of the Platonic
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literary banquet, the focus on €pwg, the emphasis on speech, the moderate
drinking, the philosophic agon, and the celebration of the philosophic way
of life. However, the particular realisation of these aspects, blended with
elements characteristic of a mythical wedding story, appears in an inverted
form in the satirical dialogue. Lucian singles out only the disreputable
side of erotic relationship, overdrunkenness, and meticulous wrangles and
brutality that contrast with the lofty speeches on virtue and — as follows
from the text (16, 17, 19, 26, 40, 42) — provoke laughter.

Little by little there are more and more purposeful allusions to the
fatal wedding feast of the myth in Lucian's banquet, and the divergence
from the ideal philosophic model of symposium grows more pointed and
grotesque. At the end of his dialogue Lucian directly points to the change
of paradigms: philosophers' fight for the fatter fowl is ironically compared
to the legendary battle of wild Lapiths and Centaurs at the marriage
feast of the Lapiths' king Peirithous. Nothing has been left of the serious
philosophic relations.

In the framework of two traditions, the mixture of the serious and the
comic develops further in particular characters and finds fulfillment in
specific situations. First of all, philosophers (codol) should be mentioned as
the most important traditional characters of literary symposia, seemingly
representing the omoudnj side. Representatives of all mainstream schools are
invited as guests in the rich Aristaenetus' banquet: the old Stoic Zenothemis
and his fellow Diphilus, Cleodemus the Peripathetic, Hermon the Epicurean,
and the Platonist Ion, who comes in for special attention, characterised
as oepvog (8ety, Beompemig, MOV TO KOOPLOV €mMibalvwy TE TPOoHTW,
BavpaoTédc (7), and his arrival already compared to a divine visitation. Their
introduction is seemingly earnest; however, further in Lucian's Symposium,
the characters and manifestations of these philosophers are deliberately
lowered by a comic realisation, a special emphasis on yelotov.

Classical models of literary symposium (esp. Plato’s dialogue) render
little of external activities, focusing most of all on intellectual quest,
speeches on ethical-philosophic issues. In the satirical symposium, on the
contrary, external activities dominate, but the slightest attempts at verbal
communication fail. Here the embodiments of Hellenic wit just eat, drink,
and conflict with each other. Lucian mentions only casually the activities
central to philosophic symposia and of serious ideological weight (e.g.
speeches); he emphasizes seemingly unimportant and trivial incidents:
a squabble about a more honorable place near the table, the greed of
Zenothemis the Stoic, the breaking in and an uncivilised behaviour of the
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uninvited guest Alcidamas the Cynic, Cleodemus’ flirtation with a good-
looking cup-bearer, a delayed doctor’s story, a letter of the excluded
guest Hetoemocles the Stoic, etc. In addition, the classical sympotic agon,
Platonic competition in wit is replaced by a violent fight. At first it appears
as a buffoonish pancratium between the Cynic and the ugly jester, who fills
in time with rough jokes and puns and thus rails the Alcidamas, and then
a battle of all philosophers follows.

It is especially significant that particular activities of philosophers in
some places are characterised as provoking laughter (éyé\acav ém ToUTw
damavteg (16), ol pev €éyélwv (19); cf. 28, 34, 35, 40). Guests laugh at
Alcidamas’ improper toast to bride, at the excluded and therefore resentful
Stoic’s letter, at the Platonic Ion’s incongruous toast, etc. It is always
the so-called “low laugh” (yé\wg) — about the matters that are improper,
unsuitable, inconsistent, and disharmonious when there is a chance often
of aloxivn (shame).

Exemplary in this respect is the scene with the jester (yelwTtomol6g). He
is called to talk or perform something yelolov in order to entertain the
guests. First, the narrator characterizes him as very ugly (dpopdog): a shaven
head, just a few hairs standing upright. Visual disharmony is supplemented
with his performance: to be more absurd, he dances with dislocations and
contortions, then delivers some anapaests in an Egyptian accent and ends
with witticisms on guests (18). However, the culmination of the scene and
the development of omouSatoyélotov follows when the Cynic, jealous of
the jester’s success, challenges him to a pancratium:

Kal 0 mpdypa Umepridiotov v, dLAéoodbog dvip yeAwToTol@ dvTalpdpevog kal
malwy kal TALOPeVog €V TG pépeL. ol TapovTeg 8¢ ol eV RdotvTo, ol 8¢ €yélwv |..]

It was a charming spectacle, the philosopher sparring and exchanging blows with a
jester. Some of the guests felt ashamed, while some laughed [..] (19)

The philosopher is quickly worsted by the jester. Such an outcome,
alongside with the general formation of characters and situations based on
paradoxical combination of serious and comic aspects and details, discloses
explicitly the usual practice of the satirist Lucian of overturning the
traditional values and blowing up ideals. In the satiric Symposium, claims of
ot codwraTol on virtue and knowledge turn out to be just pretence. Thus,
Lucian outlines the miserable situation of contemporary philosophy and
the position of its practitioners, just playing the role of clowns at banquets
of rich people. At the same time, we see grotesque inversion of the festive
meal as an expression of a communal norm or shared ideal.
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The interpretation of the traditional theme of wine and feast adds to that
end. At Lucian’s satiric banquet philosophers drink undiluted wine, though
in the previous sympotic tradition such a practice was characteristic only
of the “uncivilized” — the Centaurs and barbarians. The great symposiast
(as Alcibiades in Plato) of satirical dialogue is Alcidamas the Cynic, who,
being drunk, does various absurdities. Lucian’s satirical stance is also
supported by specific mentioning of proper sympotic equipment. The big
cup (eUpeyébng okidog) — the main attribute of the symposium — is given
to Alcidamas in order to make him silent (as everybody is tired of his talks
of dpe™ and kakia). Alcidamas throws himself on the ground as Heracles
in the cave of Centaur Pholus, but the cup further becomes the seat of the
trouble, weapon of fighting.

Lucian also emphasizes other characters traditional for literary symposium
and their expressions, stressing the aspect of yehotov as much as possible. Just
like ot codol, doctor also represents the intellectual symposiast. In Plato’s
Symposium, doctor Eryximachus adds a natural-philosophic aspect to the
general panegyric of Eros. At Lucian’s feast, where the situations are disclosed
within the comic code and the author satirizes the learned men and their
supposed wisdom, the doctor Dionicus speaks about his fighting with a mad
flute-player who had entrapped him just before coming to the feast (20). Not
being able to calm him down, the doctor pretended to challenge the flute-
player to a musical competition (here we see again an included reference to
a “serious” ancient tradition — agon in music!), and, after playing badly, the
doctor managed to disarm his captor by handing him the flute.

This story, called yeloiov, as the narrator points, gains the same
success as the jokes of the jester. In this way Lucian lowers the doctor —
the intellectual — to the level of the jester. Moreover, the satiric stance of
the author is sustained with further notes on the doctor’s role (narrowly
practical, not highly intellectual) in the symposium of ot codol. The
narrator assesses his coming as providential, and the doctor indeed proves
to be very useful in the sequel, taking care of guests’ wounds got in the
battle (47). His participation in the symposium has no other meaning.

Alongside the traditional sympotic characters, that of the narrator in the
satirical dialogue should be especially mentioned. As R. B. Branham has
pointed out, Lycinus (note the special link between the narrator’s and the
author’s names!) is one of a series of seriocomic voices used by Lucian in a
large and formally diverse group of dialogues.? This character varies from witty,
sometimes more playful, to sharply satiric spokesman, and he always provides
a certain opposition to his interlocutor. In most dialogues the character of
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Lycinus serves the exposition of the theme from an unusual perspective,
whereas in some he rudely deflates his companion’s idle daydreams.

In Lucian’s Symposium, where the dialogue is based on Lycinus’ witty
story, it is Lycinus’ role as the narrator to evoke the diverse traditions
adumbrated in the title of the work as interpretative frames. It is him who
directly unites both so different traditions in his narration: he compares
the Hetoemocle’s letter to the apple of Eris thrown at Peleus’ nuptials, the
symposium of ol godol to the great Trojan war (35), and the fight of the
philosophers to that of Lapiths and Centaurs (45). Thus, Lycinus becomes,
in a way, the key figure for the interpretation of the text. His character
allows to emphasize the juxtaposition of both traditions and makes the
reader apprehend the necessary context.

His own character is seriocomic as well, as he is a participant in the
comic events and the narrator at the same time. At first Lycinus appears to
be shocked at the indiscreet demand to make the shameful story public, but
in a matter of moments he abandons his pretense to discretion and eagerly
launches into a full account of the evening’s events. In this role Lycinus is
a key figure for the incidents related in both aspects — that of content (what
to narrate) and intonation (how to narrate). As a participant, Lycinus — on
the other hand - plays no active role, discreetly observing the philosophers
from his vantage point (ék meplomiic €wpakwg (11)). Throughout the
evening Lycinus maintains the position of the satiric spectator; thus, his
character also serves to disclose the serious side of the story. Lycinus
renders as comic all the activities of the wisest men and at the same time
gives a critical comment:

[..] ovdev bdedog Av dpa émloTachar Ta padipata, el pf Tig kat Tov Blov pubpidot
mPOG TO BENTLOV: €KelVOUG YOUV TEPLTTOUG GrTAG €V TOLg AOYoLg €Wpwl yélwTa €Tl
TOV TpaypdTwy OGNokdvorTag. €TelTa €lorel pe, Un dpa TO UTO TGV TONGY
\eydpevor dAnbég 7 kal TO TemaldeloBal dmdyn TGV 6pdEY Aoylopdy Tobg €¢ péva
Ta PBAla kal Tag €v ékelvolg GpovT(Bag dTevég ddop@VTag TOOOUTWY YOUV
bLAoodbwy TapdvTwY 008E kaTd TUXMY €va Twd éEw dpapThuaTog Ny idelv, dAN
ol pev €molovr aloxpd, ot & éleyov aloxiw [..]

[..] There is little point of learning if you don’t conform your conduct to the right. Here
were these masters of precept acting perfectly ridiculous in practice. Then it occured
to me that the common opinion may be right, and learning misleads those who focus
only on books and bookish ideas. Of all that philosophic company there was not a man
[..] who didn’t do something disgraceful or worse than disgraceful [..] (34)

Thus, Lycinus as the narrator is clearly instrumental to the satiric

perspective of the text.
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Finally, omovdatoyélotov manifests itself on the level of language as
well. It emerges in contrastive synthesis of opposite language elements and
devices beginning with particular words, clear antonyms to extensive layers
of diction (poetic versus vulgar, for example). The language of the dialogue
displays both different traditions, and such words as codol, dbLAéoodog,
dbLhocodia, dtaTpifn, Adyol dLthdoodot, €pwTrioeilg, dmopla, dpeTH, TO
BErTLOV, TO KANOV, L&€a, Puxng dbavacia, novxla, ovpméoiov, Selmvov,
owdelmvew, owouoia (wise, philosopher (= alover of wisdom), philosophy,
study, philosophic debate, questioning, perplexity, virtue, the better, beauty,
form, immortality of the soul, quiet, symposium, dinner, dining together,
intercourse) characteristic of literary philosophic symposia function
together with such words as épic, Tpatpata, atpa, pdxn, duioveikia,
pebvew, on (strife, wounds, blood, battle, love of strife) etc that belong to
quite a different reality. Thus, Lucian unites seemingly incompatible aspects
and obtains special comic effect by using precise, direct vocabulary — of
war, for example — in his seemingly serious philosophic context.

Contrastive synthesis can be seen in larger linguistic units and textual
passages as well. For example, while guests become more and more drunk
and loud, the grammarian Histiaeus reads a poem, mixing verses of Pindar,
Hesiod, and Anacreon and thus presenting — in narrator’s estimation —
mayyélotov K&y (a quite ridiculous ode) (17). The narrator mentions as
particularly ridiculous the fact that Histiaeus, in some respect, prophesies
the further (quite tragic) events of the symposium in his poetic presentation
and as an illustration quotes lines of Homeric Iliad — Greek epic (serious!)
tradition in the text of a satirical dialogue.

Further, just before the final fight, Histiaeus offers an émBaldpiov (the
bridal song) — 8 elegiac lines in an extremely poetic diction that strikes
a discordant note in the prosaic context and thereby provokes nothing
more than laughter. Several times elsewhere Lucian in his Symposium cites
Greek high, serious poetic tradition: uninvited Menelaus’ arrival (12),
reminder of the story of Oeneus, and lines of Euripides and Sophocles in
Hetoemocles’ letter (25), the end of the philosophic symposium with the
famous epilogue lines of Euripides’ tragedies (48).

The use of poetic quotations in situations that provoke the above-
mentioned low laugh (yé\wc), and the functioning of them in an inadequate
context where the everyday speech dominates, causes a paradoxical, comic
effect.

These instances explicitly disclose the inappropriateness as a source of
humor and the blending of incongruous elements (serious and comic) as a
favourite practice widely used by Lucian for his critical and satirical ends.
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GITA BERZINA

Having combined not only different and distanced but also expressly
opposite aspects and elements, having mixed ancient mythical, philosophic,
literary, and linguistic tradition with another — quite strange in the particular
case — “reality”, Lucian invites the reader to examine the seemingly
established norms of Hellenic tradition and cultural ideals in the light of
omovdatoyélotov as if from a distance.
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STIOYAAIOTEAOION LUKIANA DIALOGA DZIRES JEB LAPITI
KOPSAVILKUMS

Dzires ir nozimigs socials fenomens antikaja, jo ipasi senads Griekijas,
kultarvide.
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Yrovdatoyérowov in Lucian’s dialogue Symposium or the Lapiths

Neskaitamas liecibas par to atrodamas vai visos sengrieku literataras
Zanros, sikot ar Homéra eposiem un arhaisko liriku un beidzot ar
dramu un daZiadiem prozas Zanriem. 4. gadsimta p. m. €., pamatojoties
uz noteiktu sociokultiiras praksi, dziru aprakstiana sengrieku literattra
izveidojas ari ka atseviska 7anra forma — dialoga Zanra paveids ar literara
simposija nosaukumu, kas pastavéja cauri ilgiem gadsimtiem lidz pat vélai
antikvitatei un laika gaita guva stabilas satura un formas pazimes.

Lidzas citam raksturigim kvalitatém, péc antiko autoru liecibam,
viena no butiskakajam simposija dialoga kategorijam ir omouSaioyéotov —
nopietna un komiska apvienojums. Tada vai citada realizéjuma tas atklajas
visos antika simposija atainojumos.

2. gadsimta dialogu “Dzires” uzrakstija ari savdabigais tradicijas apgu-
véjs un transformétajs satirikis Likians. Vina saceréjuma omoudaloy€lolov,
kas ir Lakidna izveidota satiriskd dialoga Zanra pamata, gist plasu un
savdabigu piepildijumu, balstoties kda uz literara simposija avotiem un
klasiskajiem paraugiem, ti Liikiana individuilo pasaules redzéjumu un
dailrades metodém.

Kontrastivo aspektu (nopietnd un komiskd) sintéze atkldjas dazados
limenos — gan izmantoto tradiciju un narativo struktiru, gan télu un
situdciju, gan jo nozimigi ari valodas limeni.

Lakians savij mitisko stastu par kazu dzirém, ko partrauc strids, ar
filozofiska simposija tradiciju, kas cildina intelektualo komunikaciju
dziru vidé un filozofiska rakstura idealu. Kardinali pretéo tradiciju
konsolidétaja ietvara paradoksilais nopietni komiska apvienojums talak
realizéjas atseviskos — lielakoties simposija tradicija saknotos un $kietami
nopietno aspektu parstivoSos — télos (piem., filozofi, arsts, stistitajs),
kas savu piepildijumu giist konkrétis ar yélwg (t. s. zemo smieklu)
uzsvérumu risinatas situicijas. Valodas limeni omoudaioyédoov spilgti
atklajas gan vienkar$u, viennozimigu antonimu, gan dazadam tradicijam
piederosu visaptvero$u izteiksmes slanu (no vienkarsrunas lidz poétiskam)
kontrastiva lietojuma.

Apvienojot ne tikai dazadus distancétus, bet pat pilnigi pretéjus
aspektus un elementus, sastatot mitisko, filozofisko, literaro un lingvistisko
tradiciju ar tai pilnigi svesu realitati, caur omouSatoyédowov prizmu Likidns
lauj no malas paraudzities uz $kietami stabilam hellénu tradicijas normam
un kultaras idealiem.

LXXXIII
83



ILZE RUMNIECE

“NAZALAIS” ASPEKTS
MARCIALA EPIGRAMMU VALODA

Pats témas pieteikums orientéts uz komisko, kas biezi rodas no
situdcijas vai saturiska nesaderiguma, neatbilstibas. Sini gadijuma —
zinatnes valodas nopietnais un konservativais kliSejiskums (pieméram,
zinatniskos tekstos loti aktivi lietotais vards “aspekts”) saistiba ar nebut
ne tik cildenu vai poétisku, bet gan gluZi parastu objektu; piezemétak to
varétu formulét — “deguna jautajums”.

Turpmak iztirzatais materials ir romieSu slavena epigrammatika
Marciala (1. gs.) dzeja, kura atrodas vieta un interese ari par cilvéka
fiziskajiem dotumiem vai trikumiem, §ini gadijuma atlasitas epigrammas,
kuras atrodamas leksémas (vai atvasinajumi) “deguns / nasis” (nasus,
nasutus; naris).

Zinams, ka deguns ir ta cilvéka kermena dala, kuras pieminéjums
visbiezak saistims ar kadam komiskam, jokpilnam spekulacijam. Bez tam
ar degunu (ta formas vai oZas spéju dél) valodas izteiksmé saistiti dazadi
nozimes parnesumi, ki vérojams daudzu valodu frazeologija.

Vél varétu atzimét, ka “deguna jautdjums” antikas kultiras liecibas
vérojams arl vizudlaja maksla. Krétas un Mikénu laikposma (2. gadu
tikst. p. m. &.) vizuadlas makslas paraugi, vazu ziméumi un sienu
gleznojumi liecina, ka cilvéka deguna forma bijusi at$kiriga no klasiska
hellénu taisna deguna. Ka sengrieku, ta romieSu makslas un sadzives
priek§metu rotdjumi nereti atkldj, ka makslinieks ar interesi, izdomu vai
ar1 gluzi realistiski pievérsies tiesi cilvéka deguna atainojumam, katra zina
§1 kermena dala vinam bijusi svariga sava izteiksmiguma.

Tagad tuvak pie Marciala tekstu valodas.

Epigramma ir dzejas Zanrs, kur$ ipasi uzplauka grieku postklasika jeb
hellénisma posma (no 3. gs. p. m. &.). Loti populars — ka dzejnieku, ta
lasitaju skaita zina — tas izvértas latinvalodigaja literatiira Romas laikos.

Romiesu epigrammas Zanriska batiba ir trapigi un lakoniski atainot
patieso, bet, protams, parsvara hiperbolizéta un karikéta veida. Tada ir
ar1 klasiska, masdienas par primaru uztverama §is “mazas” dzejas formas
izpratne, kas asoci€jas ar aspratigumu, satiru koncentrétd izteiksmé
(W. Fitzgerald, 2007, 25).
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“Nazalais” aspekts Marciala epigrammu valoda

Ta ka vairums Marciala epigrammu saturiski saistds ar konkrétiem
cilvékiem, saprotams, ka lidz ar faktiem par lauZu domam un ricibu ari
cilveka kermeniskas raksturlinijas izradas iezimigs pieminéSanas un
aprakstiSanas objekts.

Balstoties uz vienkar$u komisku izpratni — komisks ir tas, kas izraisa
smieklus, tiks izvértéts potencialais komiskais efekts deguna pieminéumos
Marciala epigrammas. Deguns tajas pamanams gan ka “objekts”, kurs
palidz izcelt cilvéka rakstura vai izturé$anas ipatnibas, gan ari ka lielisks
fona “atribiits” situdcijas noskanas radifanai. Marciala epigrammas
atrodami 24 konteksti ar deguna vai nasu pieminéjumu: no semantiski
neitraliem kontekstiem lidz teju apSaubamas gaumes izteikumiem, no
lakoniskam divrindém lidz trisdesmit rindu garam epigrammam.

Naisu pieminéjums (6 konteksti) lielakoties saistits ar oZu (tie$d nozime)
un nepiedalds komisku situaciju vai raksturojumu izteik$ana. Tadel Sie
konteksti tuvak netiks aplakoti (iznemot VII, 95 turpmak).

Pati lekséma “deguns” epigrammu tekstos atrodama divas situacijas:

e pieminéta deguna forma un izskats (kadam tipazam vai konkrétam
varda nosauktam cilvékam),
* deguns frazeologiskos izteikumos.

Attieciba uz formu un izskatu epigrammatiskds ievéribas vérts,
protams, izradas ipasais deguns: Marciala tekstos tas ir liels / gar§ vai
ari deguns Ipasos apstaklos — ziema pilo§s no aukstuma. Uzbazigu visu
pretimnacéju apsveicinasanu ar skpstu ziemas laika (hibernae basiationes)
Marcials parmet kidam cilvékam varda Lins. Si Lina deguna un bardas
izteiksmigs pieminéjums norada uz nepatikas iemeslu:

“No vina suna nasim (naribus caninis) nokarajas ledains skidrums
un [sala] stingst barda.” (VII, 95)

Ludviga Fridlandera (1886) komentars rada, ka “suna nasis” pieminétas
tai sakara, ka auksts deguns ir (vesela) suna pazime. Sai konteksti gan
svarigaks, manuprat, ir “ledaina $kidruma” pieminéjums, jo tiei tas rada
ipasu nepatiku Lina samilotajiem pretimnacéjiem. Bet nebiiSanas un
netikamais ir centrala epigrammu téma. Punkainais deguns un slapja barda ir
vienigie fakti, ko Marcials izcel sava nepatika pret bu¢otaju, tomér tie ir gana
spécigi, jo epigramma beidzas ar atzinumu, izteiktu parspiléjuma forma:
labak tikties un sveicinaties ar “svaigu” kastratu vai pat simts orala seksa
piekopéjiem neka ar $o punkaino Linu (centum occurrere malo cunnilingis, /
et Gallum timeo minus recentem, 14-15). Skupstosie sveicinataji (basiatores),
spriezot péc Marciala tekstu faktiem, tie$am bija Romas “liga”.
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Sim tipazam veltita vél kada epigramma (XI, 98), kura ari starp
citiem cilvéka arienes netikamiem elementiem minéts auksts, sasalis
deguns un pile pie ta (gutta congelati nasi). Tacu 3ai gadijuma domaits ne
pats bucotajs, bet gan ta “objekts”, proti, cilvéku no bucotaja uzmacibas
neglabs ari pasa pilo§s auksts deguns — tas vinam nav $kérslis.

Aukstuma tekoSs deguns ir atslégvards ari cita epigramma (VII, 37),
kur redzams jauns $ada deguna semantiskas funkcionalitates pavérsiens.
Minéts kads kvestors (finanSu jomas amatpersona Roma), kura Zests,
degunu noslaukot, bijis jauztver ka zime sodiSanai ar navi (mortiferum
signum). Dzejnieks izmanto iespéju pasmieties par 1 Zesta liktenigumu
ziemas laika: decembri teju bez apstajas kvestora “deguns piléja no
aukstuma” (nasus rorans frigore) un “no nistama deguna nokarajas riebiga
lasteka” (turpis ab inviso pendebat stiria naso).

Ta nu epigramma beidzas ar domu, ka kvestora lidzbiedri (collegae)
turéja vinam nabadzinam (misero) rokas un tidéjadi tam nebija lauts
notirit degunu, pretéja gadijuma §is Zests kadam nestu naves spriedumu.

Ka jau mingju, deguna formas sakara Marciala epigrammas zimigs ir
ta lielums. Lasama pat divrinde, kurd kada Papila penis sastatits ar vina
degunu (VI, 36) — abi lieli. Tomér §1 epigramma (cik raksta autorei izdevies
noskaidrot) ari ir vieniga, kura deguna apméri uztverami tie$a nozime.

Deguna pieminéjums Marciala valoda funkcioné ari ka izteiksmes figiira
pars pro toto, proti — piesaucot degunu, domata cilvéka seja, pats cilvéks.
Par to liecina epigramma, kurad izsmieti Roma parspiléti popularo spélu
uzvarétaji — pseidoslavenibas. Milzu summas tiek izmestas, zeltijot vinu
iemiizinatajas bronzas statujas, “lai visur mirdzétu Skorpa zelta deguns”
(aureus ut Scorpi nasus ubique micet, V, XXV, 10); Sis Skorps bijis kads
sava izveiciba un maka parslavéts ratu vazonis. Protams, ka epigrammas
izteiksmei un stilam daudz iedarbigiks par Skorpa zeltitas sejas vai zeltita
stava pieminéjumu $aja konteksta ir tiesi vina deguna izcélums.

Ka liela deguna raksturotdjs Marcidla valoda minams atvasinatais
adjektivs nasutus — ’degunainais; ar kartigu degunu’. Bet $is adjektivs
arvien atrodas frazeologiskd vidé: nasutus — ’tads, kuram ir spics =
uztverigs, zinkarigs un piekasigs deguns’.

Pieméram, dzejnieks raksturo Romas laso$o publiku, sakot, ka tai ir
“degunradza deguns” (nasum rhinocerotis habent, 1, 3) — titad tas ir ne
vienkar$i ievérojams deguns, tas ir ari “ass, spics”, gandriz ka ierocis
(vizdeguniga lasitdja) uzbrukumam. Ka redzams, 3eit vél joprojam butiska
deguna forma, bet nu jau parnestd nozimé. Romas lasitaji ir asi kritiski
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. by A
- dlD DA 8 k2

o

Mikeénu laiku (ap 1200. g. p. m. é.
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(Griekija) p. m. &.) no Iraklijas muzeja
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Avots: IXTOPIA TOY EAAHNIKOY EONOYX, TOMOX A, EKAOTIKH AOGHNQN, 1970
[Grieku etnosa vésture. 1. s¢j. Aténu Izdevnieciba, 1970]
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un pat izsméjigi, epigrammatiska izteiksmé — neganti un neZéligi. Par
$adu izpratni liek iz8kirties §is un citu ar dzejas vérté$anas tému saistito
epigrammu konteksts un saturs (pieméram, IV, 86).

Lekséma nasutus var arl ieglt nozimi ’ar labu degunu = elegants
jokotajs’. Vairakkart “deguns” Marciala tekstos sastopams frazeologisma
nasum habere — bt ar labu degunu = uztveri, izpratni, aspratibu, gaumi’.
Labi $0 nozimi var novértét epigramma, kas veltita Cecilijam (I, 41): tas
izsmiekls centréts uz viru, kur$ vélas izskatities smalka humora piepratéjs
(urbanus), tomér tads nebiit nav. Dzejnieks epigrammas nobeiguma jeb
rezuméjo8aja dala teic: non cuicunque datum est habere nasum (18) — “ne
katram dots deguns”, proti, Cecilijam noteikti tada nav, tadél ari smalki
jokot vinam nav dots.

Izteiciens “ar nokartu degunu”, kur§ muasu valodas vidé pazistams
ar nozimi ’bédigi’, bijis zinims ari romieSiem. Marcidla epigrammas
vairakkart pieminétais Selijs (II, 14, 27, 69) pazistams ka cilvéks, kurs
arvien meklé iespéju pie kada pusdienot, proti, ka tik neést savas majas.
Kada epigramma Marcials pamanijis, ka Selijs gauzi noskumis — paene
terram nasus indecens tangit (‘teju zemi skar neglitais deguns’, II, 11).
Epigrammas nobeigums atkldj $i Selija skumju céloni: vin$ (Sodien)
pusdieno majas (domi cenat, 10).

Sieva pielikusi savam viram par sargu kastratu- ka Marcials
nojaus, skaidrs, ka tapéc, lai liktu Skér§lus vina homoseksuilajam
tieksmém. Par tidu sievu nav neviena “piekasigaka, piekérigaka,
viltigika” — teksta ir salidzinama pakape no nasutus — nasutius (burt.:
‘degunainika / degunigika’). Kopa ar $adai sievietei veltito apzimé&umu
malignus (‘nekrietns, negants, neSpetns’), domajams, ari nasutus — kas
butiba ir skaists semantiskas varddarinasanas piemérs — te uztverams ar
negativu nozimes nokrasu:

Nil nasutius hac maligniusque (11, 54, 5)
“Nekas / neviens nav par 3o (sievieti) degunigaks / spicaks un ne$petniks.”

Par ipa$i izteiksmigam epigrammas Zanra tiek atzitas divrindes
(M. Lausberg, 1982) — svarigi, ka ta ir kompaktaka epigrammas forma,
kas apliecina dzejnieka maksimalu sakoncentré$anos uz pieminéto objektu
gan domas, gan izvélétas leksikas zina. Marciala tekstos atrodamas ari
tadas, kuras veltitas degunam / degunigumam. Sajis epigrammas leksému
nasum un nasutus nozimi nav viegli novértét, jo nav izvérstaka konteksta
un trikst ari zinu par epigrammas pieminétajiem cilvékiem.
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Nasutus nimium cupis videri:

Nasutum volo, nolo polyposum. (XII, 37)

“Tu vélies izradities parlieku degunigs;

Man patik degunigais, bet ne jau ar polipiem.”

Tongilinaus habet nasum: scio, non nego. Sed iam
Nil praeter nasum Tongilianus habet. (X11, 88)
“Tongilianam ir deguns — to zinu, nenoliedzu.
Bet neka cita bez ta Tongilianam ari nav.”

Francu tulkojuma $im kontekstam veltita komentara (F. Lemaistre)
minéts fakts, ka gar§ deguns romiesiem noradijis uz cilvéka predisponétibu
izjokoSanai un dzélibam. Nekadi papildu argumentéjosi avoti gan netiek
noraditi. Skaidrs tomér, ka abas epigrammas deguna pieminéjumam
drizak ir parnestas nozimes slodze. Tads, kuram ir parlieku varens
deguns — jau ka ar polipiem, varétu bt nebaudams joku pléséjs vai ari -
ta ka nav zinams, par ko konkréti runa, — varbit kiads neSpetns kritizétajs
vai mélnesis?

Tongilians, kuram ir tikai deguns un neka cita, ari ir sava veida
nebaudams, parspiléts jokotajs. Vinu Marcials piemin vél tikai viena
epigrammas Cetrrindé (III, 52), izsakot aizdomas, ka Tongilians pats
aizdedzinajis savu maju, lai atlidzinajuma ziedojumos sanemtu vairak
naudas neka izdevis par tas iegadi. Nemot véra $o faktu par Tongiliana
personu, iespéjams, ka Tongiliana “degunigums” varétu semantiski
robeZoties ari ar viltiguma iezimi: vin§ ir jokotdjs un viltnieks. Viltibas
nianse nav izslédzama ari pieminétas “degunigds” (nasutius) sievas
raksturojuma (II, 54), jo vina skaisti / viltigi izdomajusi, ka apsargat un
pasargat savu viru.

Tongiliana deguna sakara pamatots ir Marcidla iso epigrammu
pétnieces Marionas Lausbergas (M. Lausberg, 1982, 415) piedavatais
ieskats analogos grieku epigrammu paraugos, proti, $aja konkrétaja
epigramma — lidzigi ka grieka Teodora teksta no Palatina antologijas
(11, 198) — apspéléts tiesi deguna lielums.

Teodora divrinde par kadu Hermokratu un vina degunu:

“Deguna Hermokrats. Jo, sakot
“Hermokrata deguns”, pievienojam mazam [ko] lielu.”

Patiesi, $aja grieku epigramma savdabiga veida noradits uz deguna
lielumu: nevis cilvéks un vina deguns, bet gan deguns un ta cilvéks.

Ieskats grieku Palatina antologijas 11. gramata lauj konstatét, ka
grieku epigrammas dazadas cilvéka kermena anomalijas bijis populars
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apjokoSanas objekts. Deguns tomér tiek minéts tie$i savu lielo izméru
dél. Pieméram, kada divrindé apdziedats cilvéks ar garu degunu, kurs,
pret sauli nostdjies, varétu bt ka saules pulkstenis un garamgajéjiem
radit dienas stundu (11, 418). Cita epigramma kads Prokls savu milzigo
degunu nevar apslaucit, jo vina roka par degunu isaka- lidz tam
neaizsniedz (11, 268). Nikona deguna garums, savukart, raksturots ar
$adu parspiléjumu: tas (deguns) jau redzams, tatad paSam Nikonam ari
jabuat jau diezgan tuvu (11, 406).

Grieku hellénisma laiku epigrammas neapS$aubami iespaidojusas $i
Zanra attistibas tendences latinvalodigaja Romas vidé (J. P. Sullivan, 1991).
Tomeér Marcidla “deguna” témas gadijuma vérojams, ka vina epigrammu
“degunigie” nav tikai liela deguna ipasnieki, vinu deguns vairak izteic
rakstura vai uzvedibas iezimes.

No Marciala epigrammu tematiska spektra varam spriest, ka ir
uzmacigi, tomér (un varbit tieSi tadél) ari komiski, ka viena noteikta
iezime, ipaSiba cilvéka hiperbolizéta salidzinajuma ar paréjam - gan
fizisko dotumu, gan rakstura un parazu joma. Sini raksta autores mérkis
bija paradit, ka tos vieno deguns.

Marciala epigrammas rodams ari kads konteksts, kur§ vieno degunu
ar smieSanos frazeologiska vieniba un ir apliecinajums tam, ka degunam
ar komisko latinu valodd un ta realizacija Marciala epigrammas ir
semasiologiska saikne:

“.. tacito ridere naso” (V, 19, 17) — (burt.) ‘ar klusu degunu smieties; smiet / spurgt
zem deguna, paklusi pie sevis’.
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THE “NASAL” PERSPECTIVE
IN THE LEXIS OF EPIGRAMS BY MARTIAL

SUMMARY

The author of the article has attempted to address a comic aspect: the
serious and conservative nature of the cliché language of science combined
with a simple object which is far from noble or poetic (to put it simply, the
issue of the nose).

The material was provided by the poetry of the famous Roman
epigrammatist Martial, as it accommodates and explores man’s physical
features or deficiencies: the epigrams in which the nose (nasus, nasutus;
naris) is mentioned.

It is well known that the nose is the part of the human body whose
mention is connected with certain comic speculations. Besides, mention of
the nose may often include various transferences of meaning (owing to its
form or the sense of smell), as can be seen in idioms of various languages.

In epigrams by the Roman poet Martial (the 1st century A.D.), the nose
stands out both as an “object” which helps to highlight the peculiarities of
a person’s character or behaviour, and as a great “background” feature to
create a certain mood in a situation.

It is noteworthy that unlike the Greek epigrams, which mostly
characterise the size of a nose as a mere physical peculiarity, Martial
mentions the lexeme nasus/nasutus in association with the human
character and actions. The essence of the Roman epigram as a genre is
to depict the reality in a neat and laconic manner, however, mostly in a
hyperbolised and grotesque light. How can person’s body parts serve this
purpose?

Choosing the simplest interpretation of the concept of the comic -
namely something that calls forth laughter is comic — the author of the
article explores and evaluates the potential comic effect of mention of the
nose in Martial’s poetry.
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SOME MANIFESTATIONS OF THE COMIC IN OVID’S
METAMORPHOSES

The comic dimension of Ovid’s Metamorphoses has long been in the
centre of scholarly discussion since it is fundamental to understanding of
the whole poem. The comic pervades the Metamorphoses. Its pervasiveness
endows the poem with that particular tone which appeals to the reader.
Ovid seems to expect the reader to respond to his comic treatment of
the predecessors. Therefore, the investigative work on allusion termed
as intertextuality in current scholarship can contribute much to a better
apprehension of the complexities of Ovid’s artistry. Furthermore, it is a
way to get a better illumination of Ovid’s message.

Various allusions to preceeding texts invite allusive reading of Ovid’s
poem, taking into account the dialogue of the author as text producer,
the text itself, and the reader as the recipient. Intertextual approach to
the poem with its generically mixed poetic background! allows to detect
its really dense allusiveness and thus its deeper meaning that leads to the
reevaluation of Ovid’s artistry, his literary vigour, his originality. One
cannot but agree with K. Galinsky who has asserted that “originality in
ancient literature is not what the Romantics or moderns mean by it; it
was a sine qua non that a poet, if he wanted to claim his place, would
insert himself into an existing tradition and use his predecessors as points
of reference. The important difference between Ovid and, for instance,
Vergil and Horace, is that he (Ovid) frequently exploits this relationship
for humorous and playful purposes”.?2 Nevertheless, Ovid’s pervasive
comicality should not be regarded as poet’s striving for sheer aestheticism.
It is Ovid’s peculiar way of seeing the condition of human beings in an
ever changing society. That is why the study of the comic as one of the
most important qualities of the Metamorphoses in the scientific paradigm
of intertextuality may be fundamental to a deeper understanding and
reevaluation of the poem in which the serious, even the tragic dominates.

Actually, the poem has long been notorious for being serious and
at the same time comic in tone. This quality of Ovid’s poetry seems to
have received criticism already in antiquity: Quintilian reproaches Ovid
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for being nimium amator ingenii sui (Quint.Inst.X.1.88), thus giving
evaluation to his verbal witticism, to his ingenium, and at the same time
showing a kind of disregard for his ars. Seneca, in his turn, denounces
Ovid’s simultaneous use of the serious and the comic as pueriles ineptiae
(Sen.N.Q.3.27.13), thus criticising him for an inappropriate tone.

It is this ambivalent tone of the Metamorphoses that suggests that the
poem should be read as the one profoundly concerned with the human
condition.> Some modern scholars propose to read Ovid’s stories as
narrative metaphors for human psychology4, still others highlight the
dimension of human suffering in them.> However, it is important to notice
Ovid’s peculiar, somewhat detached, view of things. In vivid colours
Ovid depicts the whole range of human nature. The very move from
love to hatred, from pride to shame, from anxiety to fear is marked by
refinement and also adds to the tonality variations of the whole narrative.
The abundance of human conflicts in the Metamorphoses contributes
much to its serious or even tragic character. But the most fundamental
to understanding the Metamorphoses is the recognition of the comic that
coexists and intermingles with the tragic. The detached position of Ovid’s
narrator alleviates the tragic tone.

K. Galinsky argues that humour has its full meaning and effect only
when it is projected against the seriousness which it suspends.6 There is
no doubt that the comic dimension of Ovid’s poem really owes much to
humour.

The very manner in which Ovid overcomes the deadly seriousness
is worth touching upon. It is evident that humour is for the most part
created by allusions that may lead to parody or even culminate in
paradox. It is not to say that the comic dimension is reached only by the
use of allusions to the works of his predecessors. The comic can manifest
itself on the level of language as well, e.g., it is reached through word
plays and many other devices, clever parenthesis being among those
favoured by Ovid.

Ovid is well aware of the poetic potential of the rhetorical devices that
contribute much to the creation of comic effect. The above-mentioned
Ovidian parenthesis, called by Quintilian interiectio (Quint.Inst.8.2.15),
not only ensures the poet’s dialogue with his audience but also adds much
humour to serious or tragic stories. I0’s story surely belongs to tragic ones.
But when Jupiter orders To ne fuge me (Ov.Met.1.597), “don’t run away
from me,” in the following lines the poet-narrator does not hesitate to add

XCHI
93



BRIGITA CIRULE

parenthesis that is purposely superfluous and its effect comical — fugiebat
enim, “for she was running away.” Thus, parenthesis as an unnecessary
comment alleviates the tragic context.

Marked by great comical tension are those cases in which the change
of tonality from the serious or tragic to the comic amounts to the use of
parody. Literary parody is a kind of play on literary conventions. The
story of Narcissus is among the best examples showing Ovid’s skill in
setting in relief of tragic moments. Towards the end of the story Narcissus
realizes — iste ego sum (Ov.Met.3.463), “he is myself.” Galinsky’s
observation that psychologically this is the most serious part of the story
is well-grounded — Narcissus knows that only death can set an end to his
love. In this situation he goes on to make a wish that would be appropriate
if two different persons were involved. He utters the conventional
wish of many unfortunate lovers, namely that “the loved one may have
a long life.” In Narcissus’ case this amounts to another joke and is the
culminating paradox: “I wish that he, who is loved, would outlive me,”
hic, qui diligitur, vellem diuturnior esset (Ov.Met.3.472).”7

The reader is supposed to detect the incongruity that lies at the basis
of all artistic devices. The incongruous serves comic purpose in the poem,
and the author invites the reader to recognize this incongruity not only at
the level of language but also at various other levels of the narrative.

It may suffice here to cite a few examples from the level of characters
because allusions to the characters from the works of Ovid’s predecessors
appear in great quantity. Allusive reading of the poem allows first and
foremost to see Ovid’s deities and heroes as characterized by their
behaviour in various activities that contrast greatly with the behaviour
in their literary past. Ovidian gods, for example, in their amorous deeds
appear even as ridiculed. One of the best and most discussed examples
here is Jupiter in his pursuits of Europa’s love. Having shortly, with all
due respect, reminded the reader about Jupiter’s emblems of power (Ouv.
Met.2.847-849), Ovid, in a much longer description (Ov.Met.2.850-858),
makes Jupiter lose all his majesty and turn into a bull that playfully leaps
on the grass and lies down on his side on the sand, thus making the reader
wonder whether that would be the behaviour of a love-stricken bull. On
the one hand, even the majestic Jupiter is not devoid of human passions;
on the other hand, Jupiter in the guise of a bull seems to be somewhat
debased. Here the reader has to synthesize mentally the epic Jupiter in his
full maiestas with Ovid’s Jupiter seized by strong human passions, and the
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bull — the one presented by Ovid and a real animal. One can just wonder
if that could be Ovid’s refined artistry through which he had wanted to
say something about the emperor of Rome at his time.

There is no doubt that “in the context of the Augustan religious
revival Ovid’s emphasis on the comic and human qualities of the gods
amounts to something more than just an aesthetic exercise — as it
sometimes is claimed. Of course, it would be wrong to interpret his view
of the deities as an active criticism of the Augustan religion. It does,
however, suggest his personal indifference to the latter and the belief in
his artistic ability to give the gods (and thus the Greek myths) a different
and longer lasting existence”.8 Ovid subjects Greek myths to a kind of
metamorphosis.® Ovidian gods and goddesses give us the vision of what it
means to be a human being whose perspective is doomed to inconsistency
because human passions, human endeavours, and human faults know no
temporal boundaries.

The same is true of epic heroes, who figure much in the poem.
Artistic utilization of literary allusions to heroes from epic poetry and
Greek tragedies also create incongruity that transfers Ovidian text into a
comic dimension. Due to poetic memory the reader is able to identify the
model text that interacts with Ovid’s text and thus permits to detect the
incongruity that creates comic tension. The story of Meleager is basically
tragic in tone. As we know, it begins with an error on the part of Oeneus,
Calydon’s king — in a ceremony of thanksgiving for a bounteous crop,
Oeneus has failed to pay tribute to the goddess Diana (Ov.Met.8.271-278).
As a result, the goddess is angered and visits upon Calydon a boar of
monstrous proportions (Ov.Met.8.282-289). While the boar rages through
the land, Meleager collects a band of heroes to oppose it (Ov.Met.8.299-300).
It might be suggested as well that since the boar is godsent, violent
opposition is bound to be ill-fated. Reader’s poetic memory suggests that
supplication and appeasement would have been more appropriate. But the
heroes are guided by an excessive love of glory. The catalogue of heroes
which follows emphasizes the importance of the fray and the difficulty
of the hunt. Names of these well-known epic heroes activate the reader’s
memory, reminding about their glorious deeds that contrast greatly
with their behaviour in Ovid’s poem where they comically enough make
attempts to kill the boar (Ov.Met.8.329-420).

The description of the attempts by various heroes to slay the boar is
long (Ov.Met.8.329-429). The angered monster also attacks the heroic
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troop in a bloody and brutal onslaught, and several men are either
wounded or killed while all attempts at vengeance fail (Ov.Met.8.359-379).
Up to this point, it looks more like a real tragedy. But then the tragedy
is relieved by Ovid’s wit. There are several points of detail which lend an
element of humour to the hunt. So, for example, epic hero Nestor suddenly
vaults into a tree to escape the boar’s charge (Ov.Met.8.365-368), but
courageous Telamon comically trips over a root in his pursuit of the animal
(Ov.Met.8.378-380), and various other heroes ludicrously miss the mark.
Destruction and death, blood and gore, outweigh the humour, however,
and the overall picture in this story is one of violence and disaster.

By allusions to epic heroes and by putting them into situations not
traditional to them, Ovid seems to convey a message that excessive love of
glory and honour are human passions that lead to destruction. This may
also be seen in the story of Phaethon and his desire to prove his ancestry
by driving the Sun’s chariot (Ov.Met.1.750-2.328), also in the case of
such heroes as Perseus (Ov.Met.4.5), Ajax, Ulysses (Ov.Met.13.2 f1.),
and numerous other heroes. Although there are stories of successful love
and honourable pursuit in the work, the poem is heavily weighed towards
the unsuccessful and failure predominates. This prevalence of failure,
of defeat, of improper, forbidden, or unreciprocated amor, lends a note
of seriousness to the poem which is often neglected or overlooked. But
Ovid’s refined artistry is characterized by the ability not to treat the
serious or the tragic with grave seriousness or tragically.

It is probably best to read this vast work with an eye and a mind open
to all of its colour, its wit and humour, its changeability, and its tragedy,
because all these things “emphasize the ambivalence of the human
condition and the limitations of knowledge and understanding in a just
and unjust world”.10

From these few examples we can see that the comic in Ovid’s
Metamorphoses manifests itself in a wide range of intensity: from delicate
wit, refined humour and irony even to a mock parody. It really seems that
Ovid’s comic elements become meaningful only when they are juxtaposed
with the tragic that comes to be suspended by the comic. Therefore, Ovid
is consistent in his use of comic elements in the stories that are for the
most part tragic in their essence.

In addition, it is right to say that “the poem Metamorphoses does not
moralize — as the great poems of Ovid’s immediate predecessors may have
done — but it masterly describes human nature in all its manifestations”.!!
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The Ovidian narrator comically confronts the reader with his serious or
tragic message and engages him in negotiations about what to believe or
disbelieve, of what to approve or disapprove.

The world of Ovid’s Metamorphoses, in its variety, is in many respects
as confusing and chaotic as the work itself may sometimes appear. To read
the poem only for its entertainment value would be to miss this disorder
and to fail to appreciate the world view it probably represents. Without
opening the question of Augustanism, one cannot help but wonder
at Ovid’s own view of the world in which he lived. With the urbane
wit for which he is famous, it would seem that he reflects the changes,
chaos, and uncertainty of his own age in the transformation, variety, and
doubtfulness of the world of the Metamorphoses. The situation caused
by Circe nulli sua mansit imago (Ov.Met.14.415), “no one retained his
image,” may well be the key-note of the entire work.

Ovid’s peculiar artistry ensures justifiable presence of the comic
in the tragic or at least in the serious. It is one of Ovid’s ways in which
the reader is provided with a view of a world where nothing remains
the same for long, where right and wrong things are confounded, where
opposite feelings towards things coexist. Ovid’s playful shift of poem’s
tonality reflects a kind of disorder through which the reader is invited to
apprehend the ambivalent nature of the human condition.
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PAR DAZIEM KOMISMA IZPAUSMES VEIDIEM OVIDIJA
“METAMORFOZES”

KOPSAVILKUMS

Komisma dimensija Ovidija “Metamorfozés” ir sen atzits, talu
joprojam zinatnieku uzmanibu saisto§s poémas aspekts, jo komisma
izpratne ir butiska visas poémas dzilikas nozimes izpratnei. Komiskais
elements poémia ir aplikojams sasaisté ar nopietno vai pat tragisko
elementu. Veiksmigi manipuléjot gan ar literaram aliizijim uz priek3gijéju
tekstiem télu limeni, gan ar dazadiem izteiksmes lidzekliem valodas
limeni, Ovidijs lasitdju it ka aicina pamanit inkongruenci, kas nodroSina
komisku efektu. Télu limeni inkongruence atklajas episkiem varoniem
un dieviem neraksturiga uzvediba, bet valodas limeni Ovidija stilam
raksturigie stastitadja liekie iespraudumi figuré ki komismu radosi
elementi. Komiska elementa cie$a sasaiste ar tragisko elementu pieskir
poémai ambivalentu toni. Ovidija rotaligd parslégS8anas no nopietna
vai tragiska tona uz komisko atspogulo haotisku stavokli, un tada veida
lasitdjs tiek aicinats apzinities pasSa cilvéka ambivalento stavokli aizvien
mainigaja pasaulé.
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DAZI KOMISKA ASPEKTI OVIDIJA ELEGIJU KRAJUMA
AMORES

Pablijs Ovidijs Nasons (Publius Ovidius Naso) ir viens no
popularakajiem antikas pasaules dzejniekiem gan vina pasa dzives laika
(43. g. p. m. &. — 18. g.), gan arl masdienu pasaulé. Domajams, ka tas liela
meéra saistits ar vina spéju but dazadam - gan komiskam, nenopietnam,
rotaligam (ta ipa$i izpauZas darbos Amiores jeb “Milas elégijas”, Ars
amatoria jeb “Milas maksla”, Remedia amoris jeb “Ziles pret milu”),
gan mitus un tradicijas parzino$am (darbos Fasti un “Metamorfozes”),
gan tragiskas nopietnibas pilnam (trimdas laika dzeja). Pie tam nav
noliedzams, ka §im dzejniekam piemit talants, kas lauj vinam lieliski
izpausties visos Zanros, ko vin$ ir uznémies, tadéjadi, iespéjams, pat
negribot Ovidijs spéj patikt visplas§akajam lasitiaju lokam.

Saja raksta pievérsiSos tiedi Ovidija komiskajai pusei, kas gana
spilgti izpauZas jau vina pirmaja izdotaja literaraja darba Amores. Tas
ir milas elégiju krajums trijas gramatas, no kuram pirmaja un tre$aja ir
piecpadsmit, bet otraja devinpadsmit elégiju, kas garuma zina médz but
visai dazadas (isakajai ir astonpadsmit rindu, garakajai simt etrpadsmit
rindu). Saja krajuma Ovidijs turpina sava laika populiro milas elégiju
Zanru, kura spilgtakie parstavji lidz $§im bijusi Albijs Tibulls (Albius
Tibullus) un Seksts Propercijs (Sextus Propertius). Vinu elégijas loti
spilgti atklajas tradicionalie kanoniskie Zanra motivi — mila pret vienu
sievieti, kurai elégijas ari veltitas (pie tam §1 mila biezak ir nelaimiga neka
laimiga), sociali politiskas dzives ignoré$ana un gremdé$anas sava iek$éja
pasaulé, nicindjums pret varu un naudu, patétiska vérSanas pie lietim,
kas $kir no milotas (izplatits ir motivs par lagumu durvim vai durvju
sargam, kas nelaiZ pie iemilotas), savedéjas nicindjums, kura dzejnieka
miloto sievieti grib nodot kada bagata pieltdzéja riciba utt. Tibulla un
Propercija elégijas galvenokart atstdj iespaidu, ka autori tie$am raksta par
savu personisko pieredzi (lai gan tas, protams, ir diskutéjams fakts) un ka
sapes un rezignacija uztverama nopietni. Savukart Ovidijs pacel romie$u
milas elégiju jauna limeni- vin$ acimredzami pavér$ visparpienemtos
motivus komiska gaisma, tadéjadi formali piederot pie tradicijas, bet
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praktiski vérSoties pret to. Ne velti Ovidijs pats sevi sauc par lusor
tenerorum amorum,! ko burtiski varétu tulkot §adi: ‘maigo milas dzejolu
apspélétdjs’. Japievér§ uzmaniba, ka vin$ izmanto tiesi vardu lusor, kam
pamata verbs [idere (‘spélét, spéléties’), nevis konkréti nosauc sevi par
auctor, kas vienkarsi apzimétu vinu ka $adu dzejolu autoru bez jebkada
nozimes parnesuma.

Ipasi gribu izcelt tris aspektus, ki Ovidijs panak komisku noskanu sava
dzeja:

1) vin$ velk paraléles starp nopietno un nenopietno,

2) vin§ izmanto oratormakslai raksturigo kontroversiju principu,

3) vin§ savas elégijas izmanto un parvér$ citu milas dzejas autoru

lietotus motivus.

Vairak par pirmo aspektu, kad tiek vilktas paraléles starp nopietno un
nenopietno. Viscaur Ovidija elégijam krajuma Amores izvijas vieglpratiga
attieksme pret milu, kas izteikti redzams jau pirmas gramatas pirmaja
elégija, kur autors vieglpratigajam milas dievam Kupidonam pretstata
varoneposa pantméru heksametru:

Arma gravi numero, violentaque bella parabam
Edere, materia conveniente modis.

Par erat inferior versus: risisse Cupido

Dicitur, atque unam subripuisse pedem. (1, 1., 1-4)?

“Es taisijos izdot nopietnaja pantméra3 ierous un mezonigos
karus, samérojot vielu ar pantméru.

Vienada bija apak3éja rinda;* stasta, ka Kupidons

iesméjies un nolaupijis vienu pédu.”s

Jau $ajas rindas var saskatit Ovidija ieceréto programmu un humora
pilno attieksmi pret aprakstamo objektu, proti, milu.¢ Iepriek§minétaja
citita milas elégija salidzinita ar varopeposu, bet krijuma turpmak
autors veiksmigi velk paraléles starp §o pantméru objektiem, t. i., milu
un karu. Visspilgtak tas saskatams pirmas gramatas devitaja elégija, kas
pilniba veltita milas un kara salidzindjumam. Cetrdesmit se3as elégijas
rindas autors to vien dara, ka pielidzina milnieku kareivim, jau pirmajas
varsmas pasakot, ka starp §$im nodarbém liekama vienlidzibas zime:

Militat omnis amans, et habet sua castra Cupido:
Attice, crede mibi: militat omnis amans. (1, 9., 1-2)

“Karo katrs milnieks, un Kupidonam ir sava nometne:
Atik,” tici man — karo katrs milnieks.”
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Autors veiksmigi panak komisku efektu, izmantojot kara terminologiju,
kad runa par milu, pieméram:

Ille graves urbes, hic durae limen amicae
Obsidet: hic portas frangit, at ille fores. (1, 9., 19-20)

“Viens® aplenc nepaklavigas pilsétas, otrs skarbas draudzenes
slieksni; viens lauz vartus, bet otrs durvis.”

Seit javérs uzmaniba uz verbiem obsidere (‘aplenkt’) un frangere (‘lauzt’).
Pirmais no tiem pats par sevi neSaubigi saistams ar kara norisém, savukart
otrais vairdk skatams konteksta ar kara lietam — milas elégiju varoniem
nav raksturiga varmaciba pie miloto durvim, vini aprobeZojas ar nikS§anu
pie tam un ZéloSanos. Jau Tibulls sava dzeja kara terminologiju izmantojis
saistiba ar milu, tadéjadi radot divdomibas efektu.” Tacu ne jau tikai kara
terminologija, bet arT paSu situiciju sastatijums padara dzejoli komisku:

Saepe soporatos invadere profuit hostes;

Caedere et armata vulgus inerme manu.

Sic vera Threicii ceciderunt agmina Rhesi:

Et dominum capti deseruistis equi.

Saepe maritorum somnis utuntur amantes;

Et sua sopitis hostibus arma movent. (1, 9., 21-26)

“Biezi ir izdevies uzbrukt iemigusiem ienaidniekiem

un ar apbrunotu roku noslaktét neapbrunoto pali.

Ta patiesam krita trakie$a Résa karapulki

un jis, sakertie zirgi, pametat kungu.

BieZi milnieki izmanto viru sapnus

un pavérs savus ierocus pret iemigusajiem naidniekiem.”

Komisku efektu rada tas, ka veiksmigi sastatitas situacijas, kad,
no vienas puses, kara gaita miega tiek parsteigts ienaidnieks, bet, no
otras puses, milakais izmanto vira miegu, lai apciemotu vina sievu.
Vél kraspaku salidzinadjuma efektu autors pandk ar mita situacijas
pieminéSanu. Konkréti $aja gadijuma runa ir par epizodi no Trojas kara,!°
bet uzreiz péc §is nopietnas atkapes seko ne mazak nopietns pieminéums
par sievu iekaro$anu, kameér viri gul. Reizém Ovidijs izmanto tidas mita
epizodes, kas paSas par sevi lasitajam Skiet komiskas. Pieméram, situicija,
kad kara dievs Marss tiek piekerts kopa ar milas dievi Veneru. Veneras
virs Vulkans abus ir nokéris tikla, visi dievi vinus redz un smejas:

Mars quoque deprensus fabrilia vincula sensit:
Notior in coelo fabula nulla fuit. (1, 9., 39-40)

“Ari Marss piekerts sajuta kaléja!! vazas —
debesis nav bijis neviena popularaka stasta.”
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Pilniba veltita milas un kara salidzinadjumam ari otrds gramatas div-
padsmita elégija. Taja uzvara mila tiek pielidzinata uzvarai nezéliga kara:
Ite triumphales circum mea tempora lauri.
Vicimus. In nostro est ecce Corinna sinu.

Quam vir, quam custos, quam ianua firma (quot hostes!)
Servabant; ne qua posset ab arte capi. (11, 12., 1-4)

“Vijieties, triumfa lauri, ap maniem deniniem!

Es esmu uzvaréjis. Luk, Korinna ir mana klepi!

Vinu sargaja virs, vinu — sargs, vinu — stipras durvis (cik ienaidnieku!),
lai vina ne ar kadu panémienu nevarétu tikt gistita.”

Ari Seit lieliski redzams, ka Ovidijs kara leksiku attiecinajis uz milas
fronti. Pirmkart, pati situicija salidzinata ar karavadona triumfa gajienu,
par ko liecina triumfa lauri un uzvaras pieminéjums. Otrkart, tiek
pieminéti arl niknie ienaidnieki — virs, sargs un durvis. Leksémai sinus,
ko tulkojuma esmu paradijusi ka ‘klépis’, ir arT nozime ‘aplenkums’ (tatad
Ovidijs spéléjas ar vardu daudznozimibu). Tapat ari verbam capere médz
piemist militars konteksts, ko esmu atspogulojusi tulkojuma.

Lai giitu komisku noskanu sava dzeja, Ovidijs izmanto oratormakslai
raksturigo kontroversiju!? principu. Visspilgtakais piemérs ir divas péc
kartas eso$as elégijas otraja gramata — septita un astota. Pirmaja no tam
vin§ mégina parliecinat savu greizsirdigo milako, ka vinam pat prata
nekad nav bijis sakars ar Korinnas kalponiti:

Di melius, quam me, si sit peccasse libido,

Sordida contemtae sortis amica iuvet!

Quis Veneris famulae connubia liber inire,

Tergaque complecti verbere secta velit? (11, 7., 21-22)

“Dievu dél, ka gan man varétu patikt, ja uznaktu kare
pagrékot, neievérojama draudzene ar nicinamu likteni!

Kas gan gribétu brivpratigi saistities Veneras saités ar kalponi
un apskaut ar riksti sasistu muguru?”

Ovidijs izmanto visus parliecinaSanas panémienus, lai pieraditu
Korinnai, ka nav vainigs nekados parkapumos. Vismaz lasitaju, domajams,
vinam izdodas parliecinat, ka Ovidijs kalponitei nav pat virsii paskatijies,
kur nu vél iedomijies ar Kipasidu pargulét:

Per Venerem iuro, puerique volatilis arcus,
Me non admissi criminis esse reum. (11, 7., 27-28)

“Zvéru pie Veneras un zéna Zigla loka —
es neesmu pielavis vainu nozieguma!”
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Un, kad lasitdjs ir iepazinies ar So sirdsskisto elégiju, uzreiz seko
nakama ar §adam ievadrindam:
Ponendis in mille modos perfecta capillis,
Comere sed solas digna, Cypassi, deas;
Et mihi iucundo non rustica cognita furto;
Apta quidem dominae, sed magis apta mihi;

Quis fuit inter nos sociati corporis index?
Sensit concubitus unde Corinna tuos? (11, 8., 1-6)

“Tukstos veidos protosa sakartot matus,

bet cieniga kemmeét tikai dievietes, Kipasida,

un izsmalcinata, man pazistama ar tikamu viltibu,
tiesam deriga kundzei, bet derigaka man,

kas ir bijis mtsu kermenu savienoSanas uzraditajs,

no kurienes Korinna ir uzzinajusi par tavu piegulé$anu?”

Te nu ir redzams, ka iepriek$éja elégija ir bijusi farss un izliksanas, jo
§1 elégija tikpat krasni, cik iepriek3éja noliedza dzejnieka varondarbus
ar Kipasidu, apliecina, ka vini jau krietnu laiku ir kopa, jautajums
tikai — kda gan Korinna to uzzinijusi. Lidzigi ka tas ir kontroversijas,
viens dzejolis absolati noliedz to, kas ir teikts kada cita, pie tam $aja
gadijuma tas izraisa komisku efektu, paradot Ovidija vieglpratigo
attieksmi pret milu.

Ovidijs komiska efekta sasnieg$anai bieZi izmanto citu milas dzejas
autoru lietotos motivus, pavérSot tos nenopietna rakursa. Loti spilgts
piemérs ir otrds gramatas sestais dzejolis par Korinnas papagaila navi. Ta
ir seSdesmit divas rindas gara elégija, kas veltita tikko mirusa papagaila
pieminai un vina nokap$anai pazemes valstiba. To varétu nosaukt par
istu nekrologu. Ja uz $o dzejoli skatas izoléti no iepriek3€jas literaras
tradicijas, tas rada tragikomisku efektu. No vienas puses, ir ta¢u skumji
piedzivot sava milula navi. No otras puses, vai tie§am $im notikumam
par godu jasaraksta tik gara un detalizéta elégija? Bet, ja uz So dzejoli
skatas literaras tradicijas konteksta, klast skaidrs, ka Seit saskatama
altzija ar romie$u dzejnieka Gaja Valerija Katulla (Gaius Valerius
Catullus), dzivojusa 87.—-54. g. p. m. é., dzejoli par vina sirdsdraudzenes
Lesbijas zvirbuli$a navi. Dzejolis sikas $adi:

Lugete, o Veneres Cupidinesque
Et quantum est hominum venustiorum!
Passer mortuus est meae puellae,

Passer, deliciae meae puellae,
Quem plus illa oculis suis amabat.. (3., 1-6)13
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“Raudiet, ak, Veneras un Kupidoni,

un visi jaukie cilveki!

Manas meitenes zvirbulis ir miris,
zvirbulis, manas meitenes milulis,

ko vina miléja vairak par savim acim..”

Pirmkart, Ovidijam zvirbulis ir kluvis par papagaili, otrkart, Katulla
dzejolis bija tikai astonpadsmit rindas gar$, ta ka Ovidijam ta apjoms ir
pamatigi palielinajies, treskart, ikviena epizode, kas ir Katulla dzejoli,
krietna apjoma ir apspéléta Ovidija dzejoli. Pieméram, Katulls apraksta
zvirbuliSa ieradumu lékat apkart savai saimniecei (3., 8-10), bet Ovidijs
izvérsti raksta par papagaila krasno izskatu, édienkarti, tiksmi plapat (II, 6.,
21-32). Katulls dazas rindas vérsas pret melno tumsas valstibu, kura nokapj
zvirbulitis (3., 11-15), ta¢u Ovidijs apraksta krasnu béru procesiju, kura
piedalas dazadi putni, un Elizija laukus, kuros noteikti noniks papagailis:

Colle sub Elysio nigra nemus ilice frondens,

Udaque perpetuo gramine terra, viret.

Siqua fides dubiis; volucrum locus ille piarum

Dicitur, obscoenae qua prohibentur aves. (11, 6., 53-54)

“Pie Elizija pakalna zel zalojo3a birzs ar melnajiem
akmenozoliem un zeme augliga ar miZigu maurinu.

Ja Saubigajiem ir kaut kada neticiba - stasta, ka §1 ir dievbijigu
sparnainu vieta, no kurienes tiek atvairiti netikumigi putni.”

Ka redzams, Ovidijs par papagaili raksta gluZi ka par cilvéku, izmantojot
pat leksému pius (‘dievbijigs, svétbijigs’), kas realitaté varétu piemist cilvékam,
ne jau putnam. Autors, protams, dzejoli iepin arl mitu motivus, pieméram,
minot papagaila tuviko draudzeni abeli, Ovidijs neaizmirst salidzinat vinu
draudzibu ar Oresta un vinam vienmér tuvuma eso$d Pilada draudzibu,
kas izcelas ar ipaSu uzticibu un savstarpgju palavibu (II, 6., 15-16).
Japiemin, ka ari Katulla dzejolis pats par sevi nav vértéjams tikai ka
tragisks veltijums zvirbuliSa pieminai. Jau renesanses laikos radas uzskats,
ka patiesiba runa nemaz nav par putnu, bet ar zvirbuli autors domajis savu
dzimumlocekli,”* ta ka tida gadijuma komisms nav noliedzams jau pasa
Katulla dzejoli, kur nu vél Ovidija saceréjuma. Atsauce uz Katullu redzama
ari tre§ds gramatas vienpadsmitaja elégija, konkréti $ajas rindas:

Luctantur, pectusque leve in contraria tendunt,
Hac amor, hac odium: sed puto, vincit amor. (111, 11., 33-34)

“Cinas un vieglpratigo sirdi uz pretéjam pusém rausta
te mila, te naids, bet es domaju — mila uzvar.”
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Paraléles redzamas ar Katulla slaveno divrindi:

Odi et amo. Quare id faciam, fortasse requiris.
Nescio, sed fieri sentio et excrucior. (85)

“Es nistu un milu. Varbat tu gribi zinat, kadé] es ta daru.
Nezinu, bet jitu, ka ta ir, un mokos.”

Katulls jatu disonansi precizi izteicis divrindé, paradot mokas, kas
saistitas ar nelaimigu un taja pa$a laikd neparvaramu milu. Savukart
Ovidijam tas ir tikai divas rindas no piecdesmit divu rindu dzejola, kura
apspriesta §1 pati téma, pie tam §is varsmas atrodas praktiski dzejola
centra, un lasitajs, kas ir gana zino$s, domajams, $o atsauci uz Katullu
pamana, pie tam jiut komismu, kas taja ielikts. Raksturiga iezime ir ta, ka
slavenaja Katulla divrindé jatama personiska ieinteresetiba (verbi excrucior,
odi, amo ir pirmaja persona), savukart Ovidijs raksta it ka no malas, jo
naids un mila ir tie, kas cinas, bet nav nekadas norades uz to, ka §is sajiitas
plositos vina pasa, tadéjadi Ovidijs parada savu vieglpratigo attieksmi.
Viena no nopietnakajam Ovidija elégijam $aja krajuma ir tre$as gramatas
devita elégija, kas veltita Tibulla navei. Gan kopéja dzejola noskana, gan
atseviSkas rindas liek domat, ka Ovidiju tie§am ir satriekusi Tibulla nave:

Cum rapiant mala fata bonos, (ignoscite fasso)
Sollicitor nullos esse putare deos. (111, 9., 35-36)

“Ta ka launais liktenis nolaupa labos (piedodiet par atzisanos),
es tieku aicinats uzskatit, ka nav nekadu dievu.”

Tai pasa laika pat $aja dzejoli sastopamas loti aspratigas rindas, kuras
saskatima rotalaSanas ar Tibulla milas dzejas motiviem. Ovidijs liek
vienlaikus pie Tibulla pisliem atrasties gan Délijai, gan Nemesei:!s

Delia discedens, Felicius, inquit, amata

Sum tibi: vixisti, dum tuus ignis eram.

Cui Nemesis, Quid ait? Tibi sint mea damna dolori,
Me tenuit moriens deficiente manu. (111, 9., 55-56)

“Délija aizejot teica: Es tev esmu

laimigak miléta — tu dzivoji, kamér es biju tava uguns.
Vinai Nemese: Ko vina saka? Kaut tev batu mani sapigie
zaudé&jumi; vind mirstot mani turéja nogursto$a roka.”

Ka redzams, Ovidijs izfantazé situaciju, kada varétu rasties, satiekoties
divim siancensém par vienu virieti, bez tam komisko efektu vél pastiprina
tas, ka Ovidijs gandriz vards varda cité Tibulla dzeju:
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Te teneam moriens deficiente manu. (1, 1., 60)

“Tevi kaut mirstot es turétu nogursto$a roka.”

Japiezimé, ka Tibulls $o rindu veltjjis Délijai, bet Ovidijs liek to citét

Nemesei, kas uzskata, ka likusi Siem vardiem piepildities. BieZi $i spéle ar
citu autoru motiviem $kiet komiska tikai tam lasitajam, kas tos atpazist.

Ka redzams, Ovidija krajums Amores ir netradicionals milas elégijas

tradicija ar savu vieglpratibu, nenopietnibu un komisma iezimém, no tam
Sai raksta pievérsu uzmanibu tikai dazam. Sada pieeja kanoniem norada
uz to, ka Sis Zanrs sevi ir izsmélis, un ta ari notiek — ar Ovidija, varétu pat
atzit, parodiju par $o Zanru milas elégija Roma faktiski izzad.

ATSAUCES

Sadi Ovidijs sevi nosauc krajuma Tristia jeb “Skumjas elégijas” (IV, 10., 1).

Izmantotais Ovidija teksta izdevums: P Ovidii Nasonis opera omnia/ Ed. I. Millerus.
Berolini, 1757.

Numerus gravis jeb nopietnais pantmérs — daktila heksametrs, varoneposu pantmérs.
Proti, Ovidijs gribéjis rakstit daktila heksametra, kam visas rindas péc shematiskas
uzbives ir vienadas (at$kiriba no elégijas pantméra pentametra, kam katra otraja rinda ir
par vienu pédu mazak).

Seit un turpmak tekstu fragmenti doti raksta autores tulkojuma.

Glatt M. Die andere Welt der R6mischen Elegiker. Das Persénliche in der Liebesdichtung.
Latomus, 1991, S. 144.

Ovidija draugs.

Viscaur elégijai izvijas vietniekvardu sastatijums hic: ille (viens: otrs), atbilsto$i apziméjot
milnieku un kareivi.

Sikak par to sk.: Lee G. Otium cum indignitate. Tibullus I. 1// Quality and Pleasure in
Latin Poetry. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1974, p. 108-110.

Grieku varoni Dioméds un Odisejs dodas izlikos uz trojie§u nometni, kur atptsas ari
trakie$u kareivji ar savu valdnieku Résu, kam pieder briniskigi zirgi. Dioméds nogalina
divpadsmit trakieSu kareivjus un Résu. Odisejs atraisa Résa zirgus un izved tos no
nometnes.

Kaléjs — Vulkans.

Kontroversija— runas veids, kas izmantots retorikas skolas, kazuss, kura jaatrod
parliecino$i argumenti gan vienai, gan otrai pusei.

Izmantotais Katulla teksta izdevums: Catulli Tibulli Propertii carmina / Ed. L. Mueller.
Lipsiae, 1901.

Morgan L. Escapes from Orthodoxy: Poetry of the Late Republic// Literature in the
Roman World. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000, p. 73.

Délija ir varone, kam veltits Tibulla pirmais elégiju krajums, Nemesei veltits otrais.
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SOME ASPECTS OF THE COMIC IN OVID’S AMORES

SUMMARY

Ovid calls himself lusor tenerorum amorum, and his talent to play
(ludere) makes his elegies, Amores, playful and comic. Three methods how
Ovid creates comic mood in his poetry are especially apparent.

Firstly, Ovid draws parallels between the serious and unserious. For
example, he compares love and war: when Ovid writes about love, he
often uses the terminology of war; he also uses contrast between a serious
situation of myth and an unserious situation in the life of lovers; the
author includes comic situations from mythology.

Secondly, Ovid uses means of controversy that is characteristic of
rhetoric. For example, in Elegy II, 7, Ovid swears to his mistress Corinna
that he has never had an affair with her chambermaid Cypassis, but in
Elegy II, 8, Ovid expresses his ignorance and surprise to Cypassis about
Corinna’s suspicions of their affair.

Thirdly, Ovid uses and transforms motifs that are used in the poetry of
other poets. For example, Ovid’s Elegy II, 6 about the death of a parrot is
based on Catullus’ Poem 3 about the death of a sparrow; even in the most
serious elegy of Amores, dedicated to the death of Tibullus, Ovid playfully
alludes to Tibullus’ Elegy I, 1.
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DIALEKTS KA KOMISMA AVOTS:
SOCIOLINGVISTISKIE UN SOCIOVESTURISKIE ASPEKTI

levads: kas, kur, kad?

Si raksta pamata ir referats, kas nolasits klasiskas filologijas konferencé
Antiquitas Viva 2007: the Comic/Comicality 2007. gada 5. decembri.
Uzaicinata piedalities $ai konferencé, kas Soreiz bija veltita komisma
témai, noléemu dalities daZzos savos atradumos un secindjumos, kas giti
nesena pétijuma gaita un ari agriakajos darbos.

Piedaloties viena no starptautiska pétijumu projekta Languages in a
Network of European Excellence (LINEE) darba grupam, kuras uzmanibas
loka 2007. gada bija regionalas lingvistiskas identitates, izvéléjos analizét
Ziemelkurzemi. Sis Latvijas regions ir ipa$s ar savdabigu trisvalodibu:
1) tur (konkréti taja Ziemelkurzemes dala, kuru sauc par Libiesu krastu jeb
Livéd Randa) visilgak saglabajusies Latvijas vienigas autohtonas (vietéjas)
minoritates valoda, t. i., libiesu valoda (l7v6 kél), kas pieder pie somugru
valodu saimes; 2) tas ir viens no apvidiem, kur libie$u un latvie$u valodas
kontakta radies latvieSu valodas libiskais dialekts. TieSi Ziemelkurzemé

sastopamas visdzilakas §1 dialekta izloksnes, kuras sauc ari par tamnieku
izloksném un tautas muté reizém ari par ventinu valodu / méli (ventinmel');
3) ka valsts valoda tur klateso$a ir ari latviesu literara jeb standartvaloda.

Viens no galvenajiem mérkiem bija noskaidrot, cik liela méra ziemel-

kurzemnieki (pétijuma formats prasija izvéléties vienu konkrétu regionu)
uztver savu dzimto dialektu par savas regionalas un etniskas identitates
raditdju un vai tas vinu apzina saistds ari ar libiskumu, ar asimilétajiem
libieSu senciem. Pétijjums galvenokart balstijas uz datiem, kas iegiti
100 anketds un 10 intervijas, aptaujajot Ziemelkurzemé célusos vai ar
to citadi saistitus cilvékus. Respondenti tika atrasti gan tieSo pazinu
(un vinu radu un draugu) loka, gan ari portalda www.draugiem.lv. Dala
rakstveida anketu tika izplatitas Mazirbé ikgad&jo LibieSu svétku laika,
ka ari Ventspils Augstskolas studentu vida. Izmantoti ari dazada veida
literatiira un medijos pausti viedokli un fakti, kas saistiti ar aplikojamam
témam. Datu analize sniedza daudz interesantu faktu un secindjumu par
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latvieSu, libieSu, kurzemnieku un tamnieku / ventinu identititém un to
mijiedarbigajam izpausmém.

Un, apltkojot dialekta un standartvalodas attiecibas, netriika ari tidu
atzinu, kas saistitas ar komisma, humora un smiekliguma jédzieniem.

DaZi pretstatu pari un iss ieskats divu Rietumeiropas tautu vésturée

Pirmkart, kas ir dialekts, kad un kapéc tas varétu tikt uzskatits par
komisku? Un salidzindjuma ar ko?

Ar terminu “dialekts” valodnieciba apzimé regionilu, nenormétu
valodas paveidu, kas vésturiski izveidojies kada teritorija. Savukart
literara valoda jeb standartvaloda saskana ar tradiciju ir apzinati norméts,
kodificéts valodas paveids, kas kalpo ka kopigs un oficials sazinas lidzeklis
visiem attiecigds valodas dialektu runatdjiem. Parasti standartvalodai
piemit noteikts prestiZs un pareizas valodas reputicija, salidzinot ar
dialektiem, turklat daudzas kultiiras bieZi vien standartvalodas lietojums
asociéjas ar galvaspilsétu, bet dialekti — ar lauku apvidiem. Noteikti
japiemin Senas Romas gramatiku un literatu lietotie jédzieni sermo urbanus
(‘pareiza, literara valoda’; burtiski: ‘pilsétas valoda’) un sermo rusticus
(‘nepareiza, neliterara valoda, ari dialekts’; burtiski: ‘laucinieciska valoda’).

Si saistiba nebiit nav nejausa. Dazadi valodnieki — DZons Erls Dzozefs
(Jobn Earl Joseph, 1987, 65 u. c.), Lui Zans Kalvé (Louis Jean Calvet,
2002) un citi — ir uzsvérusi, ka tipiska standartvalodas veidoSanas jeb
valodas standartizacija aizsakas tie$i ar pilsétas attistibu. Galvaspilséta
parasti veidojas vietd, kur ekonomisku un geografisku iemeslu dél
no dazadiem apvidiem saplast cilvéki, kas runid dazadas valodas vai
valodas variantos un kuriem nepiecieSams saprasties un atrast kopigu
sazinas formu. Apkopojot dazadu ekspertu viedoklus, varam secinat, ka
standartvalodas veidoSanas seciba ir §ada:

pilséta > wvalodu kontakti > wvalodas standartizacija > wvalodas
“pareizibas” apzindsands.

Kad radies prieksstats par valodas “pareizibu” (politkorektums laikam
gan prasa $o vardu likt pédinas, jo “pareiziba” un “klidainiba” attieciba
uz valodas lietojumu musdienas biezi tiek uzskatiti par subjektiviem
jédzieniem...), tas izraisa virkni daZadu lingvistisko attieksmju. Galveno-
kart te jamin parspiléti centieni saglabat valodas normas, kritizéjot
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atkdapes no tam (preskriptivisms), un it ipa$i izvairiSanas no citvalodu
ietekmes (pirisms). Rodas sava zina paradoksila situacija, ka “lingvistiska
dazadiba, kas sakuma ir literaras valodas rasanas priek$noteikums, vélak
tiek uztverta ka literaras valodas ienaidnieks” (Strelévica, 2005, 260).
Un, lai arl dala Rietumu valodnieku pédéja pusgadsimta laika ir biezi
kritizéjusi preskriptivisma un pirisma izpausmes ka nezinatniskas un
nedemokratiskas, tomér japienem, ka cilvéka daba vienmér bus tiekties
péc “pareizibas” un “tiribas” vai vismaz pieprasit to no citiem... Ka atzinis
kanadie$u valodnieks Dz. K. Camberss (]. K. Chambers), vértéjosi spriedumi
par valodas lietojumu ir cilvéka komunikativas kompetences neatnemama
dala (2002). Savukart tas, kas atskiras no “pareizibas” ideala (3ai gadijuma
no valodas “pareiza” varianta — standartvalodas), cilvékiem palaikam $kiet
vai nu biedéjoss, vai nevértigs, vai kritizéjams, vai ari komisks. Tadéjadi
komiskuma reputaciju var iegiit ari valodas regionalais variants — dialekts.
Klasiskas latinu valodas perioda gramatiki patiesam augstu vértéja savu
rapigi izkopto sermo urbanus un daudz laika veltija dazadu vitia elocutionis
(‘runas netikumu’) analizei un kritikai. Amerikanu klasiskais filologs Edvins
RamidZs (Edwin S. Ramage) uzsver, ka romiesu literatird (piem., Plauta
un Lucilija darbos) lauku apvidu dialekti un to runataji palaikam attéloti
ka komiski un ka Cicerona laikos, kad Roma kluva par arvien lielaku un
etniski daudzveidigu centru, urbanitas ideja bijusi ipasi attistita (1961).
Noteikti japiemin ari kdda cita Eiropas zeme, talak uz ziemeliem un
nesenaka pagatné, kur sermo wurbanus un sermo rusticus pretstats ilgu
laiku ir bijis gan lingvistisko attieksmju, gan sociala vérté§juma pamata.
Runa, protams, ir par Lielbritaniju, kur standartvaloda ari ir attistijusies
galvaspilséta — Londona, vai, precizak, t. s. “Londonas-KembridzZas-
Oksfordas trijstari” (gan geografiska, gan simboliska zina). Kadreiz (t. i.,
pirms politkorektuma un demokratizacijas laikmeta) britu sabiedriba tiesi
cilvéka lietotais valodas variants noradija uz vina piederibu attiecigam
sabiedribas slanim un noteica attieksmi pret vinu. Valodniece Linda
Maglstona (Lynda Mugglestone) cité kadu 18. gadsimta britu, kurs teicis,
ka augstako aprindu cilvékam jabat tik daudz redzéjusam pasauli, lai vina
runi nebitu saglabajusas nekadas dzimta apvidus ipatnibas (1995).
Laucinieki vai zemakam sabiedribas slanim piederoSie, kas neprot
anglu standartvalodu jeb King’s /| Queen’s English (‘karala / karalienes
anglu valodu’), anglu literatara palaikam tikusi raditi ka komiski téli,
panidkot 30 iespaidu tiesi ar valodas lidzekliem — kad personaZs censas
runat “pareizaja” valoda, bet tas neizdodas. Sai noliika nereti izmantoti ne
tikai reali nestandarta valodas (t. sk. dialektu) elementi un hiperkorekcijas
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dél radusas kladas, bet ari ipass stilistisks lidzeklis, ko sauc eye dialect
(varbiit latviski $o terminu varétu tulkot ka ‘optiskais / acimredzamais
dialekts’?). Tas ir panémiens, kad anglu varda izrunu atveido citadi neka
pienemtaja (anglu vésturiska rakstibas principa) standarta — pieméram,
says (‘saka’) aizstajot ar sez vai what (‘kas’) ar wot. Izruna ir identiska,
tacu komiski nepareiza rakstiba rada iespaidu, ka personazs runa dialekta
un/vai ir neizglitots. Interesanti, ka britiem tipiska ironija par vienkarsa
cilvéka censanos izlikties esam par kaut ko “labaku”, t. i., par sabiedriba
augstak stavoSu (sk. kaut vai populdro Lielbritanijas serialu “Smalkais
stils” (Keeping Up Appearances)!), ir lidziga kadai paradibai sengrieku
kultara, kuru pétijis vésturnieks Harijs Tumans — sengrieku eposos ka
komiski téli ir raditi tie zemas izcelsmes cilvéki, kuri izturas ta, it ka batu
lidzvértigi varoniem (Tumans, 2007).

Kas notiek Latvija? Standartvalodas un dialekiu savdabigas attiecibas

Vai ari Latvijas situdcija varétu runat par kadu sermo wurbanus un
sermo rusticus pretstatu, un kur$ no tiem tada gadijuma batu komisks?
Masdienu Latvija (ka radija ari LINEE projekta aptauja) pret dialektiem
ir pretruniga attiecksme — dialekti un izloksnes tiek uzskatiti gan par kaut
ko loti dargu un vértigu, gan vienlaikus (tapat ka seno romieSu un neseno
britu sabiedriba) ari par kaut ko komiski “nepareizu” salidzinajuma ar
literaro jeb standartvalodu. Ka zinams, latvie$u valoda ir tris dialekti:
1) vidus dialekts, kur$ ir misdienu latvieSu standartvalodas pamata
(tautas apzina $ie abi jédzieni ir tik ciesi savijusies, ka ari LINEE pétijuma
respondenti uz jautdijumu par dzimto dialektu reizém atbildéja, ka
viniem nav dialekta un vini runa literaraja valoda, jo dzimusi vai dzivo
Vidzemé); 2) augszemnieku dialekts jeb latgalie$u valoda, kas ir izraisijis
daudzas politiskas un lingvistiskas debates un lielu sabiedribas uzmanibu;
3) libiskais jeb tamnieku dialekts, kur$ sabiedriba, ka skiet, netiek uztverts
ipasi nopietni.

Ka veidojusies divéjada atticksme pret dialektiem? Latvija valodas
standartizacijas gaita katra zina ir bijusi interesanta. Nav Saubu, ka
valoda un it ipasi literara jeb standartvaloda latvieSiem ir loti nozimiga
ka tautas vienotibas un nacionalas identitates simbols; to uzsvérusi daudzi
valodnieki. Tradicionali par misdienu latvie$u standartvalodas sakumu
uzskata 19. gadsimtu — jaunlatvieSu laikmetu, kad latviesu valodas
pétnieciba un kop$ana pargaja pasu latvieSu rokas. Tolaik sakas intensiva
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piirisma kustiba, atbrivojoties no daudzajiem vacu valodas aizguvumiem,
un nostiprinajas ideja par “tiru un pareizu” valodu ka tautas eksistences
pamatu — un ari par latvie$u valodas kop$anu ka nevardarbigu cinu pret
citu tautu dominanci (Strelévica-OSina, 2007c).

Tacu latvie$u rakstu valoda aizsikas 16. gadsimta un vispirms balstijas
uz multikulturalaja, daudzveidigaja galvaspilséta, t. i., Riga runato latvie$u
valodu, kuru bija ietekméjusi gan Rigas pamatiedzivotaji libiesi, gan tas
politiskie saimnieki vaciesi. 16.—17. gadsimta Rigas latvie$u rakstu valodai
(ko sauc ari par veclatvieSu rakstu valodu) bija raksturigas reducétas gala
zilbes, reizém visparinata 3. personas forma, ari dazadas analitisma iezimes
morfologiskaja struktiira (par to sk. Velta Rake-Dravina (1977, 36-39),
Janis Kusgkis (1998, 70-73) u. ¢.). Un, lai gan palaikam ir ticis uzskatits,
ka talaika teksti ir tikai cittautieSu klidains (un komisks) méginajums
rakstiski atveidot latvie$u valodu, ir vérts apsvért Jana KuSka minéjumu,
ka tolaik Riga tie$am runats visai lidzigi (1998, 73). Valodnieki palaikam
ir diskut&jusi ari par to, vai talaika tekstos ir saskatamas konkrétas
libiska dialekta iezimes vai ne. Interesanti, ka ziemelkurzemnieka Kairla
Milenbaha mégindjumus tas atrast ir nokritizéjis no Vidzemes vidienes
nakuSais “tird” vidus dialekta runatajs Janis Endzelins, “aizradidams,
ka gluzi visas K. Milenbacha par tamiskam domatas ipatnibas iespé&jams
skaidrot ari ka senakas vidus izlok$nu formas” (Kuskis, 1998, 68).
Tomér libieSu un vacu ietekme uz viduslaiku Rigas latvieSu valodu ir
neap$aubama.

Savukart vidus dialektu par latvieSu rakstu valodas (tatad vélak ari
standartvalodas) pamatu izraudzijas 17. gadsimta Jelgava dzivojosais
baltvacu valodnieks un teologs Georgs Mancelis (Georg Mancelius). Par
t. s. Mancela reformu, iespéjams, varétu teikt, ka tas rezultata Rigas sermo
urbanus ka latvieSu standartvalodas pamats tika nomainits pret sermo
rusticus — Zemgales (un ari Vidzemes centralas dalas) dialektu. Iespéjams,
tie$i $is notikums saglabaja latviesu valoda izteikti fleksivo gramatisko
sistému u. c. senatnigas iezimes, kas to vélak padarija par interesantu
objektu indoeiropeistikas pétijjumiem. Varbut tas arl sagatavoja augsni
vélak izplatitajam viedoklim, ka lauku valoda un lauki vispar ir kaut
kas autentiskaks, pareizaks un latviskaks neka Riga ar savu lielpilsétas
daudzveidibu... Ilustracijai citats no kada komentara portala www.delfi.lv:
“Vienmer ir bijushi, ir un bus mazizglitoti cilveki; un te es domaju ne kadu
lauku tanti, kura runaa loti labaa latvieshu valodaa, bet tadu, kas maisas
apkart visur un kjersta leksiku un dzives stilu no visiem” (16.11.2007;
izcélums mans).
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Lidzas citiem 19. gadsimta no vacu kultiras aizgatiem latviskas
identitates stirakmeniem, tadiem ka folkloras vik$ana un pétnieciba, kor-
dziedasanas tradicija u. c¢. (par to sk. Dace Bula, 2000), noteikti jamin
arl interese par vésturisko un salidzinimo valodniecibu (kur§ patriotisks
latvietis gan nebus dzirdéjis par “ipaSo tuvibu” starp latviesu valodu un
sanskritu!) un ari par dialektologiju — par dialektiem ki senu formu un
valodas véstures avotiem. Ka atzinis vacu valodnieks Péters Rozenbergs
(Peter Rosenberg), dialektologija patiesam “aiz indoeiropeistikas bija otra
svarigaka pétijumu joma 19. gs. beigu un 20. gs. sakuma vacu valodnieciba”
(2001; tulkojums no vicu val. mans). Tada ta lield méra kluva ari latvieSiem.
Dialektu un izlok$nu reputaciju noteikti céla ari tas, ka jaunlatviesi, attistot
latvie$u standartvalodu, bija papildinajusi tas leksiku ne vien ar slavenajiem
pasdarinatajiem jaunvardiem, bet ari ar dazadiem apvidvardiem, kuriem
nereti pieSkira jaunas nozimes. Vini rakstija par latviesu valodas bagatibu,
senatnigumu, kra$numu, un, pilnigi iespéjams, kops ta laika latvie$u tautas
kolektivaja zemapzina ari iesaknojas doma, ka ne vien valoda ka tada, bet
ari dialekts un izloksne ir liela vértiba un skaistums, sava novada identitates
iemiesotajs, idealizétas lauku dzives simbols utt.

Latviesu valodas libiskais dialekts: iss tipologisks raksturojums

Ka raksta valodniece Marta Rudzite, libiskais dialekts ir radies,
asimilétajiem libieSiem sikot runat latviski “un parnesot daZas savas
dzimtas valodas iezimes ari $ai valoda” (2005 [1969], 62). Ka zinams
daudziem — ari citnovadniekiem un ari valodniecibas nespecialistiem —
libiska dialekta galvena atSkiriba no latvieSu standartvalodas un vidus
dialekta ir gramatisko dzim$u neskir$ana (t. i., tikai virie$u dzimtes
lieto$ana); vardu galotnu (resp. neuzsvérto patskanu vardu beigas)
“norausana”; 3. personas vienskaitla verba formas lieto$ana visas personas
un skaitlos. (Jamin ari patskanu un lidzskanu elizija; genitiva aizstaana
ar dativu un citiem locijumiem dazas konstrukeijas utt.)

Tradicionali tiek uzskatits, ka libiska dialekta iezimés atspogulojas
konkrétas somugriskas ipatnibas, tidas ka gramatiskas dzimtes trikums.
Libiesu valoda, tapat ka citds somugru valodas, patie$am nav dzimtes,
tacu ka ir, pieméram, ar verbu lociSanas paradigmu? LatvieSu valodas
libiskaja dialekta visparina 3. personu — pieméram: es ir, tu ir, vinsfvisiviné
ir, més ir [‘es esmu, tu esi, vind/vina ir, més esam’] utt. Tacu libiesu valoda
gandriz visas personas un skaitlos verba formas atSkiras, sakrit tikai
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vienskaitla 1. un 3. persona: ma um/iiob, sa iod, ta um/iob, meg ioméo
[‘es esmu, tu esi, vin§/vina ir, més esam’] utt. Un kadé] latvie$u valodas
libiskaja dialekta ir stipri samazinajies genitiva lietojums, kaut gan libiesu
valoda genitivs ir? Daudzi valodnieki atzist, ka gramatiskas sistémas
vienkar§osanas, locijumu reducé$ana u. c. biezi ir valodu interferences
sekas. (Ka uzsvéris vacu valodnieks P. Rozenbergs (2001), $ados gadijumos
viens no pirmajiem sak izzust tie$i genitivs — to aizstaj ar dativa vai
prepozicionalam konstrukcijam.)

Reizém divu vai vairaku savstarpéji nesaprotamu valodu saskarsmes
rezultatd rodas jauns valodas variants — t. s. pidZinvaloda, kas sakuma ir
pavisam vienkar$s sazinas lidzeklis un kuras nakamo attistibas pakapi,
kad ta jau ir kluvusi par dzimto valodu kadai runataju grupai, sauc par
kreolvalodu. PidZiniem un kreoliem parasti ir raksturiga vienkarota
morfologiska un sintaktiska struktira, reducéti locijumi, dazu formu
visparindjums, reizém ari dzimtes zudums; vispar priekSroka tiek
dota analitiskam, nevis sintétiskim formam u. tml. Tradicionali ar
jédzieniem “pidZins” un “kreols” apziméja valodu variantus, kas
kolonialisma laikmeta izveidojas t. s. tre$ds pasaules valstis uz vietéjo
valodu un kolonizatoru valodu (pieméram, anglu vai fran¢u) pamata,
un kadreiz Siem terminiem bija nievajoSa pieskana. Tacu tagad daZas
Klusa okedna salu valstis u. c. kadreizgjas pidzinvalodas un kreolvalodas
jau ir kluvuSas par “istam” valodam ar valsts valodas statusu. Turklat
arvien vairak valodnieku péta pidZinizacijas un kreolizacijas procesus
arl plasaka méroga un saskata tos ari citos valodu kontaktu vai valodu
apguves gadijumos. Te var pieminét legendaro Dereka Bikertona (Derek
Bickerton, 1984) t. s. “bioprogrammas” hipotézi, kas tiecas izskaidrot,
kapéc daudziem pidziniem un kreoliem ir lidzigas iezimes, kaut arl tie
veidojusies uz dazadu valodu bazes, turklat vairakas pazimes ir lidzigas
arl bérnu valodai. Savukart sociolingviste Suzanna Roména (Suzanne
Romaine, 1992, 380-381) uzsver vairakus neatbildamus jautajumus
pidZzinu un kreolu pétnieciba — pieméram, cik lielam izmainam jabut
notiku§am valoda, lai to vairs nevarétu uzskatit par “to pas$u” valodu,
bet jau citu; cik lielam jabiat valodu sajaukumam, lai to varétu saukt par
pidZinizaciju un kreolizaciju, nevis vienkarsi interferenci?

Katra zina Sie procesi ir notiku$i visos laikos un visa pasaulé.
Atcerésimies, ka uz latinu valodas pamata izveidojas musdienu romanu
valodas — ari tas notika ne bez citu valodu ietekmes, un ne velti ari §im
valodam ir “vienkar$aka”, analitiskika struktara salidzindjuma ar
klasiskas latinu valodas izteikti sintétisko morfologiju. Savukart anglu
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valodai daZi valodnieki pat nevairds pielagot terminu “kreols” (vairaku
viedoklu apkopojumu sk.: Brandy Ryan, 2005 u. c.), jo savu misdienu
formu — atmestas galotnes, analitisko struktiru u. c.— ta ieguvusi
senanglu (Old English), norvégu un francu valodas kontaktos. (Ari
gramatisko dzimti anglu valoda ir zaudéjusi, kaut gan nav saskarusies ar
somugru valodam!)

Tada gadijuma varbiat varam hipotétiski uzskatit ari latviesu valodas
libisko dialektu par sava veida kreolvalodu. Ka noradijusi Ina Druviete,
citéjot divus 19./20. gadsimta mijas valodniekus, “A. Bilensteins doma, ka
§is paradibas [= libiska dialekta ipatnibas] célugas libiesu valodas ietekmé,
A. Becenbergers — ka to pamata ir “latvieSu valodas iek$€jais spéks””
(1990, 161). Varbut ir vél treSais iemesls — pidZinizacijas un kreolizacijas
process ka tads neatkarigi no konkrétajam iesaistitajaim valodam?
(Libiskaja dialekta tida gadijuma vérojama ari t. s. dekreolizacija —
paradiba, kad kreolvaloda klast tuvaka superstrata valodai. Ka atzina
vairaki gados vecdki respondenti musu pétijuma, Kurzemé jaunie$u
runatais libiskais dialekts vairs neesot tik izteikts un jau pietuvinajies
latvieSu standartvalodai.)

Vai Riga rund pareizi vai nepareizis

17. gadsimta, ka atceramies, ar G. Mancela gadibu latvie$u rakstu
valoda par savu pamatu ieguva vidus dialektu. Tac¢u kas notika ar Riga
runato latviesu valodu — to, kurd sazinajas asimilétie Rigas libiesi ar
citiem, ne vietéjiem, t. i., baltu un germanu izcelsmes, ridziniekiem; to,
kas ar sava zina bija veidojusies ar pidZinizacijas un kreolizacijas iezimém;
to, kas kop$ Mancela reformas vairs nebija “pareiza valoda”? Pamazam, ka
varam iztéloties, Rigas valoda kluva tuvaka latviesu rakstu valodai, tacu
joprojam saglabaja savdabigas ipasibas.

DiemZél Rigas valoda ir pétita maz, galvend uzmaniba ir tikusi
pievérsta tas leksikai. Latviski runajosie Rigas “mietpilsoni”, ka zinams,
jaunlatvie$u laikos un ari vélak sanémusi ne mazums parmetumu par
savu komisko “karkluvacietibu”, jo vinu valoda bija daudz aizguvumu -
dazadu majsaimniecibas priek§metu, édienu u. ¢. nosaukumu - no vacu
valodas. Inta Freimane apcer ““karkluvaciesu” reakcionaras tendences
gadsimtu mija izvirzit mietpilsonisku vaciskd manieré lauzitas latviesu
valodas idealu” (1993, 46), un lidzigi kritiski izteikuSies ari citi autori. Vai
nevajadzétu parvértét musu attieksmi pret “karkluvaciesiem”, kaut ari ar
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atpakalejosu datumu? Literatiira palaikam uzsvérts, ka vini ipasi centusies
runat ar vaciskajiem elementiem, tadéjadi it ka uzvelot viniem vainu un
atbildibu — tomeér visdrizak ta bija nevis makslota, snobiska cenSanas,
bet vinu dabiska ikdienas runa, savs pilsétas jeb urbanais dialekts, kadus
misdiends Rietumu valodnieciba ari nopietni péta. (Pieméram, Kanadas
provinces Kvebekas franc¢u valodai savulaik bija izplatits Monreila lietots
dialekts ar nosaukumu joual, kura ir daudz anglicismu, lai gan vispar
kvebekiesi, tapat ka latviesi, ir diezgan puristiski noskanoti pret savu
bijuso apspiedéju valodas elementiem sava valoda.) Tiesa, ar savu rezervéto
attieksmi pret pilsétu un pilsétas valodas variantiem latviesi nebit nav
unikali. Slovaku sociolingvists Slavomirs Ondrejovics (Slavomir Ondrejovic)
télaini izteicies, ka senidk slovaku “dialektologi vairijas no pilsétam ka no
lepras midzeniem” (2007, 119; tulkojums no anglu val. mans).

Vélreiz uzsvérsim, ka Rigas un ari Rigas nomalu un tuvakas apkartnes
vietéjo iedzivotaju izloksni ir ietekméjusi gan vacu, gan libie$u valoda.
Citgjot vésturnieku Andri Cauni, “drosi varam teikt, ka to veco ridzinieku
dzislas, kuri (.) gadsimtiem ilgi dzivoja Daugavas salis un Rigas
pievarté, rit seno Rigas libiesu asinis” (1998, 7) — un tas ir atspogulojies
ari vinu valoda. Kaut gan K. Milenbahs pirms vairak neka gadsimta
apgalvoja, ka ap Rigu vairs nav saglabijusas libiska dialekta pédas
(citéts: 1. Druviete, 1990, 163), un ari Latvijas dialektu karté apvidus
ap Rigas ziemelaustrumiem ir iekrasots ka vidus dialekta areals, tomér
libiska dialekta iezimes te joprojam sastopamas — it ipasi virieSu dzimtes
un 3. personas visparinajums. To apstiprinot, varam citét ari sava veida
Rigas folkloru — kaut vai $adu Vecmilgravi dzirdétu divrindi: “Més brauks
uz Buenosaires’, | Es stirés, tu airés,” [‘Més brauksim uz Buenosairesu, /
Es stQrésu, tu airési’], kur vérojams gan verba 3. personas lietojums citu
personu vieta, gan reducétas galotnes. Lai pieminam arT jau folklorizéjo$os
frazi “tétim Vanadzin$” no slavend vecmilgravieSsa Vila Laca stasta
(1961) — ar libiskajam dialektam raksturigo piederibas dativu genitiva
vietd. Ari, pieméram, folkloristes D. Bulas pétljjuma par Mangalsalas
iedzivotaju atminam par V. Laci, citéjot respondentu runu (lai gan ta
liekas redigéta un pietuvinata standartvalodai), vietumis paradas libiska
dialekta ipatnibas, tadas ka visparinata 3. persona: “Uz laimi met to tiklu
iek3a. Jo jos jau nezin, vai tur bas kas” (2005, 139). Ari vacu aizguvumi
Rigas un tas tuvakas apkartnes vietéjo iedzivotdju runa ir visai izplatiti —
pieméram, Vecmilgravja un Carnikavas izcelsmes rakstnieks Visvaldis
Lams kada bérnibas atminu stastd uzsver savas mates lietotos vardus
Snudrana, anstendigi, Sirce, gardinstanga u. c. (1971, 99).
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Katra zinia $ada bija daudzu vecmilgravie$u, mangalsalieSu, carni-
kavie$u u. c. lietota izloksne vél lidz gluZi nesenai pagatnei. 20. gadsimta
vidi, pieméram, vecmilgraviesi vél bija saméra “etniski” viendabigi un
savstarpéji sapratas labi, bet vélak, kad globalizacijas tendences jau bija
saku$as un Vecmilgravi ieradas arvien vairak ienacéju no skaistakiem un
latviskakiem Latvijas apvidiem, viniem vietéjo iedzivotaju runa reizém
palika neizprasta un likas nenopietna...

Ja jautatu, ar kadu latvie$u valodas variantu daudziem latvieSiem
asoci€jas Riga tagad, tad lielakoties ta laikam tomér bitu standartvaloda.
Ar1 Ziemelkurzemes pétijuma respondenti nereti noradija, ka, parceldamies
uz Rigu, sakusi runat “pareizi”. Kadas intervijas laika kopa ar respondenti
nonidcam pie secinajuma — ja Riga ieradusies ziemelkurzemnieki saskartos
pirmam kartim ar istajiem, “iedzimtajiem” ridziniekiem, tad vini drosi
vien savas dialekta iezimes saglabatu ilgak. Tac¢u “iedzimto”, libiskas
izcelsmes ridzinieku Ipatsvars uz ienacéju fona musdienas ir tik niecigs, ka
iespéja nejausi satikties libiskaja dialekta rundjosam ziemelkurzemniekam
ar, pieméram, lidzigi rundjosu libiskas izcelsmes vecmilgravieti nav liela.
Vairums Rigas iemitnieku ir iendcéji no citaim Latvijas vietam, ka ari citu
tautibu parstavji, un latvie$u valoda, ko vini lieto savstarpéjai sazinai, ir
vidus dialekta balstita latvie$u standartvaloda. Urbs (‘pilséta’) ir ieguvusi
jaunu sermo urbanus (‘pilsétas valodu’).

“Cik maz més viens par otru zindm” — un par sevi ari...

Reizém gadas dzirdét ari viedoklus par “Rigas valodu” vai “pilsétas
valodu” ka garlaicigi pareizu salidzinajuma ar kraspajiem, dzivigajiem
dialektiem un izloksném. Tados gadijumos “pilsétas valoda” patiesam tiek
lietota ka standartvalodas sinonims.

Savukart libiskais dialekts vai vismaz spilgtakie ta elementi (“norautas”
galotnes u. c¢.) reizém cilvékiem asociéjas tie$i ar laucinieciskumu (gan
pozitiva, gan negativa zina), un ir vérojami gadijumi, kad Sos elementus
izmanto ka stilistisku lidzekli tada ka “lauku kolorita” radi$anai. Ta kads
www.draugiem.lv lietotdjs viend no portala diskusiju sadalam izsaka
savas domas par ideju “veidot vienu radiostacij’ prieks tautas iemilotiem
slagermésliem” (8. feb., 2008; izcélums mans). Portala www.tvnet.lv kads
komentétajs pie raksta par satiksmes problémam saka: “Ko micds pa to
idensgalvu [=Rigu]? Brauc tik uz laukiem un dzivo bez stres. Slosers toks
vakar teic, ka Rig ir tik ost, ne pilsét. (..)” [‘'Ko micaties pa to udensgalvu
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[=Rigu]? Brauciet tik uz laukiem un dzivojiet bez stresa. Slesers tatu
vakar teica, ka Riga ir tikai osta, nevis pilséta’] (22. janv., 2008). Ja
vértéjam pilnigi objektivi, tad reizém 3$adu it ka dialektisku iezimju
attélofana rakstveida (pieméram, galotnes patskanu atme$ana) patiesiba
ir tads pats stilistiskais panémiens ka iepriek§ minétais anglofonaja
literatira sastopamais eye dialect (‘optiskais dialekts’) — jo, ka atzinis
fonétikas eksperts Juris Grigorjevs, tehniska analize rada, ka ari latvie$u
standartvaloda neuzsvérto zilbju patskani runajot patiesiba tiek reducéti,
kaut ari ilgu laiku tas nebija ticis atzits (2008).

Nezinataji reizém libisko dialektu saista vienigi ar Kurzemi. Pieméram,
“Dienas” Zurnaliste Zane Radzobe, aplikojot Pétera Blima gramatu
“Rigas peles Edolé”, konstaté, ka viena no gramatas varoném Rigas pelém
“runa lidzigi Raimondam Paulam - kurzemnieciski norautim galotném”
(2008; izcélums mans), ignoréjot faktu — kuru, starp citu, gramatas autors
P. Blams pats uzsvéris (2008, 13)! —, ka slavenais komponists tau ir
ridzinieks, dzimis Rigas nomalé Ilguciema. Gribot negribot jasecina, ka tie
“ridzinieki”, kas ironizé vai jusmo par libisko dialektu ka kaut ko izteikti
lauciniecisku un/vai kurzemniecisku, nevar but isti ridzinieki, ja reiz
nezina, ka ari Rigas valoda ir libiskajam dialektam raksturigas iezimes.

Arl misu pétijuma ne viens vien respondents saistija libisko dialektu
(un libiskumu vispar) tikai ar Kurzemi, un uz jautajumu “Vai jas uzskatat
sevi par libieti vai libieSu pécteci?” atbildéja: “Es nevaru bt libietis, jo
neesmu tacu kurzemnieks” un tamlidzigi. (Ne visi respondenti bija
ziemelkurzemnieki péc izcelsmes, jo starp Mazirbes svétku apmeklétdjiem
un Ventspils Augstskolas studentiem bija ari citu novadu parstavji.) DazZi
respondenti savukart dalijas ar interesantiem, emociondliem stastiem
par to, cik patikami parsteigti bijusi, pirmoreiz no Kurzemes noklastot
Vidzemes piejiras apvida un izdzirdot, ka tur vietéjie “runa tapat ka més”.

Noteikti jamin ari visklasiskdka klada attieciba uz libisko dialektu un
libiesu valodu — $o jédzienu jauk$ana, ar ko reizém gréko pat akadémiski
izglitoti cilvéki. Varbiat par to nav jabrinas, jo, ka zinams, objekti, kas
atrodas talu no mums, $kiet esam tuvak kopa neka patiesiba (ka dzelzcela
sliedes, kas tiluma Skietami saplist)... Tapéc, iespéjams, tiem, kas ir
patalu no libieSu témam, somugriska libieSu valoda un baltu valodu grupai
piederosais latvie$u valodas libiskais dialekts var likties viens un tas pats.
Pat kada angliski rakstita latvieSu valodas macibu gramata arzemniekiem
“Runisim latviski” (1997), isi raksturojot latvie$u valodu, minéts, ka tai
ir tris dialekti, tai skaitad libiskais dialekts (Liv dialect), kur$ piederot pie
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somugru valodu saimes un kuram esot ne vairak ka divsimt runataju.
(Patiesiba, protams, vienas valodas dialekts nevar piederét pie pavisam
citas valodu saimes, turklat libiska dialekta runataju skaits noteikti ir
mérams tuksto$os, kamér libiesu valodas runataju daudzums gan diemzél
ir stipri mazaks par diviem simtiem.) Savukart pirms vairakiem gadiem
realitites Sova “Ekspedicija” dalibniekiem, kuri celoja pa Kurzemes
jarmalu, pa celam izpildot dazadus uzdevumus, reiz bija jaatbild uz
jautajumu: “Kads populars teiciens latviesu valoda ir aizgiits no libiesu
valodas?” Gaidita atbilde bija #d vis i’ [‘ta vin$ / tas ir’], lai gan $is teiciens,
protams, ir aizgiits nevis no libieSu valodas, bet no latviesu valodas libiska
dialekta. (Sis popularais teiciens, starp citu, ir pelnijis ipa§u komentaru.
Ka biezi vien vérojams, tas pat ir kluvis par tadu ka ventinu identitates
simbolu. Ari kads musu aptaujas respondents, atbildot uz jautajumu: “Kurs
ir josu dzimtais dialekts?”, aspratigi atrada izeju no situacijas, nezinidams
ta oficialo nosaukumu, un anketa ierakstija: ““Tg vi§ i” dialekts!™)

JaukSanas iemesls varétu but ari lidzigie nosaukumi- [ibiesu un
libiskais. AtbilstoSie anglu termini pat ir identiski — Livonian language
un Livonian dialect (reizém abiem lieto ari saisinatu variantu Liv) —
tadél LINEE projekta pétijuma vajadzibam es ieviesu garaku, tacu
neparprotamaku terminu Livonianized dialect, kas burtiski varétu nozimét
‘libiskotais dialekts’ (Strelévica-O8ina, 2007a, 2007b). Iespéjams, to bitu
vérts ieviest ari plasika lietojuma. Arl pétijuma respondenti palaikam
jauca abus jédzienus (libieSu valoda un libiskais dialekts), tapéc, lai nebutu
parpratumu, es reizém intervijas 3o dialektu apziméju ar tdmmnieku vai
tauta iecienito ventinu vardu. Vairaki respondenti uzsvéra, ka ventinu,
t. 1., Ventspils apkartnes iedzivotaju, izloksne esot “pavisam savadaka”
neka popinu (Popes iedzivotaju), dundZinu (Dundagas iedzivotiju)
u. c. izloksnes. Tas nenoliedzami ir taisniba, jo katrai izloksnei ir savas
ipatnibas, tacu ventinu nosaukums pamazim paplaSina savu nozimi,
vismaz neoficiala lietojuma. Tapat ka savulaik nelielas krivi¢u cilts
nedaudz parveidota varda més esam nosaukusi visu daudzskaitligo krievu
etnosu, kura, bez Saubam, ir apvienotas dazadas seno slavu etniskas
grupas, tapat ari ar ventinu vardu daudzi citnovadnieki apzimé visus
Kurzemé dzivojoSos libiska dialekta runatajus.

Dazi respondenti savukart nopietni uzsvéra savu ventina identitati,
reizém pat pielidzinot to tautibai: “Neesmu ne latvietis, ne libietis, bet
ventins.” Diemzél vairakos gadijumos respondentiem sava regionala
lingvistiska identitate bija visai neskaidra, jo vini pa$i isti nezinaja, ka
savu valodas variantu saukt — it ipa$i jaunie$i vecuma zem 25 gadiem,

CXIX
119



DACE STRELEVICA-OSINA

pat Ventspils Augstskolas studenti. (Anketas vini palaikam to nosauca
vienkarsi par Kurzemes vai kurzemnieku dialektu vai ari atzina, ka nezina
nedz oficialo nosaukumu, nedz ari, kada valoda to ietekméjusi — kaut gan
dialekta galvenas iezimes nosauca pareizi.)

Kads latvieSu sabiedriba ir viedoklis par libieSiem? Dazados apstaklos,
aizskarot libieSu tému, ir nacies piedzivot sarunbiedra izbrinu par to,
ka libiesi patiesam vél ir, vai arl skeptisku jautajumu: “Nu, cik tad vinu
patiesiba ir, pieci, sesi vai divdesmit?” LatvieSu attieksme pret libieSiem —
it ka tuvo, blakus eso$o un reizé tik sve$o, noslépumaino tautu — palaikam
bijusi vai nu neluz]ticibas pilna, vai arl nenopietna. Ilustracijai citats no
Maras Zalites dziesmuspéles “Tobago!”, kur viens no téliem saka par
kadu citu: “Vis i gan zavatniks un vilkats. Bet kurs$ libiets tads nav?” [‘Vins
gan ir burvis un vilkatis. Bet kur§ libietis tads nav?’] (2001). (Ari dzivé
ir gadijies dzirdét viedoklus par “libieSu paganiem”, kas nevarot bat isti
kristiesi u. tml.) Reizém pat ir grati novilkt robezu, kur beidzas latviesa
ironiska attieksme pret sveso, citado libieti un kur sakas libiesa pasironiska
attiecksme (jo, ka atzina vairaki dalibnieki kada libieSu tematikai veltita
TV raidijuma 2007. gada rudeni, libiesiem diezgan raksturigs ir melnais
humors). Pieméram, LINEE pétijuma uz anketas jautdjumu, vai kads
respondenta tuvinieks uzskata sevi par libieti vai libieSu pécteci, kads
atbildé rakstija: “Ja, mans onkulis, kuram ir Sizofrénija,” bet kads cits uz
jautajumu “Kad un kapéc jas visvairak apzinaties sevi ka libieti / libieSu
pécteci?” atbildéja: “Kad esmu kapséta.” Iespéjams, ka dala $is attieksmes
ir skarusi arf latvie$u valodas libisko dialektu.

“Komiskais™ libiskais dialekts — vesture un sodiena

Jau iepriek$ minéts, ka Latvija pret dialektiem ir pretruniga attieksme,
turklat ari pret dazadiem dialektiem cilveki izturas atSkirigi. Atceroties
literat@irzinatné un mitologija lietoto trikstera jédzienu, ko Janina Kursite
definé ka “kultirvarona komisko dubultnieku” (2002, 418), gribas secinat,
ka vidus dialekts, latvie$u literaras valodas pamats, latvie$u uztveré ir
ka célais, pozitivais kultiirvaronis, tacu libiskais dialekts — komiskais,
ambivalentais triksters. (Ari pret latgalie$u valodu gan pasiem tas runatajiem,
gan citnovadniekiem ir nopietnaka attieksme neka pret libisko dialektu.)

Ka izteicies kads komentétajs portdla www.laacz.lv, “A ventin meél i
liel nelaim. Neviens to nenem lietot nopietn. (..) Latgalisk rakst pa vis ko.
Bet ventin méle voj nu salkans bérnebs atmins, voj jok gabals” [‘Ar ventinu
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méli ir liela nelaime. Neviens to nelieto nopietni. (..) Latgaliski raksta
par visu ko. Bet ventinu mélé vai nu salkanas bérnibas atminas, vai joku
gabalus’] (13. marts, 2007). Ari folklorists Guntis Pakalns, raksturojot
kadu folkloras teicéju, saka: “Par spiti tam, ka tagad pierasts, ka
kurzemnieku dialektos (at$kiriba no latgalie$u) iespéjams vairs tikai “dzit
jokus”; te stastijums lielakoties ir nopietns” (2004, 77; izcélums mans).

Ne bez iemesla pétijuma intervija ieklavam provokativu jautajumu: “Vai
libisko dialektu var uzskatit par atsevisku valodu?” Parasti tadu neviena
diskusija interneta par Latgales jautajumu, t. i., par to, vai Latgalé lietotais
valodas variants ir dialekts vai atseviska valoda, nepaliek bez neiztriikstosa
komentara, ka tad ari libiskais (visbiezak gan saka — ventinu) dialekts
jauzskata par atsevisku valodu. Bet ari tad tas parasti tiek teikts ar humoru,
autoram paSam isti neticot, ka tas nepieciesams un iespéjams. Pieméram,
portdld www.tvnet.lv kads komentétijs raksta: “Un tadas paSas tiesibas
ari ventinu un citam izloksném. Tiesu pret Lembergu noturét ventinu
mélé!” (22. sept., 2007). (Par apstidzétd Ventspils méra A. Lemberga
etnisko izcelsmi no ventiniem gan nekas nav dzirdéts, bet attieciga apvidus
iedzivotajs vins paslaik ir, ta ka sava logika $aja apgalvojuma bitu...)

Tomér no pétijuma respondentiem gan reti kur$ atzina, ka libisko
dialektu varétu saukt par atsevisku valodu. (Varbit vini domaja, ka
pétnieka — valodnieka klatbtatné jaizsaka “pareizs” viedoklis?) Talu
vairaki atzina, ka viniem reizém $kiet aizvainojosi, ka Sis dialekts ir kluvis
gandriz tikai par humora objektu.

Varbuat $1 dialekta gramatiska struktiira ir ta, kas pati prasias péc
komiska lietojuma? Ta patieS$am, no malas vértéjot (t. i., abstrahéjoties
no valodnieciskajam zind$anam par to), atgiddina uzjautrino$i kladainu
cittautieS$a runu, kada palaikam tiek attélota dailliteratara (kaut vai,
pieméram, vacu baronu runa latvie$u tautas pasakas) — ar neatbilsto§am
dzimtém, ar atmestam vai nepareizi lietotam locijumu galotném, ar vienas
verba formas lietojumu visas personis. Pat daZi respondenti, pasi budami
kurzemnieki un libiska dialekta runatiji, sacija, ka vinu dialekts esot tada
ka “sapurgata latvieSu valoda”. Tas varbiit skan $okéjosi, bet ir saprotami,
ja nem véra, ka citvalodu ietekmes visas kultiiras parasti tikuSas uzskatitas
par kaut ko degradéjosu. Cilvéki ta varbiit apzinati vai neapzinati
reagéja uz faktu, ka $is dialekts ir radies citas valodas ietekmé, valodu
interferences dél. Iespéjams ari, ka pidZinu un kreolu struktiirai lidzigas
iezimes liek zemapzina nojaust, ka $is valodas variants savulaik veidojies,
divu savstarpéji nesaprotamu valodu runatajiem méginot saprasties — tapéc
tas varbat asociéjas ar valodas zinasanu trikumu, neprasmi un neveiklibu?
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Dazi respondenti, gluZi otradi (bet ari ar zinimu humora pieskanu),
apgalvoja, ka libiskais dialekts btitu daudz labak deréjis par pamatu latviesu
standartvalodai neka vidus dialekts, jo esot értaks, vienkarsaks, lakoniskaks;
arl arzemniekiem butu vieglak to iemacities, jo nebiitu jaiegaumé tik daudz
gramatisko formu kaut vai darbibas vardu konjugésana.

Ka jau minéts, rakstveida libiskais dialekts galvenokart tiek lietots
komiskos kontekstos, turpreti latgaliesu valoda ir sarakstiti visdazadaka
Zanra un stila teksti — no religiskas literatiiras lidz pat postmodernai
dzejai. Valodniece Aina Blinkena savulaik, rundjot par valodas
substandarta variantu (dialektu un sociolektu) lietojumu, teikusi:
“Atseviski publicéjumi dazados laikposmos kop§ 19. gs. ir ari libiskaja
resp. tamnieku dialektd, galvenokart humoristiskos saceréjumos vai
folkloras materialos; ari 21. gadsimta sakuma tie ir visai populari, tacu $i
t. s. ventinu valoda nekad nav pretendéjusi uz atseviskas valodas statusu
un lietojumu oficialaja saskarsmé” (2006, 100).

Viens no pirmajiem ievérojamakajiem libiskaja dialekta raksto$ajiem
autoriem laikam ir Ernests Dinsbergs. (Dialektologe M. Rudzite savos
darbos citéjusi vina dzejolus Dundagas izloksné — “Pousars” [‘Pavasaris’],
“Rudis” [‘Rudens’] u. c.) Savukirt komiskas dzejas tradiciju libiskaja
dialekta, ka $kiet, ar savim poémam parliecinosi ir nostiprinajis Alant Vils
(istaja varda Fricis Forstmanis) 20. gadsimta 30. gados; ari Kuraz Kriss
(Karlis Zvejnieks) 60. gados. (Abi autori péc Otra pasaules kara emigréjusi
uz Rietumiem.) Uz §1 dialekta saistibu ar humoru nereti atsaucas ki uz
visparzinamu faktu. Pieméram, Anda Kubulina sava priek§varda Emmas
Karkla (istaja varda Maijas Krikles) dzejas krajjumam “Ta vis i...” (2006)
uzsver, ka Karkla dzeja dominé humoristisks sizets, “ka jau tas Kurzemé
pienemts un ventinu dzeja iegajies”.

Libiskais dialekts palaikam dailliterattira izmantots, ari attélojot literaro
varonu runu, ja darbiba notiek attieciga novada. Te var minét, pieméram,
Aivara Freimana gramatu “Sorento” stasti” (1988) par kada piejiras ciema
iedzivotajiem — krodzina “Sorento” apmeklétajiem, ar kuriem atgadas
dazadi kuriozi notikumi. Interesanti atzimét gadijumus, kad gramatas
sizets neparprotami norisinas Ziemelkurzemé, pat Libie$u krasta teritorija,
bet, ja tam ir nopietna vai tragiska ievirze, tad nekadi libiska dialekta
elementi netiek izmantoti, ki, pieméram, Dagnijas Zigmontes romana
“Laintu lasts” (1984) un stastu krajuma “Gausigais nazis” (1988) — laikam
tadél, lai neraditu nevajadzigi komisku efektu. No nesenakiem literariem
darbiem janosauc jau iepriek§ minétais M. Zilites librets tragikomiskajai
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dziesmuspélei “Tobago!” (tas darbiba, ka zinams, notiek Kurzemé hercoga
Jékaba laikos), kur dala teksta ir libiskaja dialekta.

Lidzigs ir 1 dialekta lietojums ari periodika. Pieméram, savulaik Zurnala
“Republika.lv” katra numura pédéja lappusé bija divas humoreskas par
aktualam témam - viena “latgaliesu valoda”, bet otra “ventinu izloksné”, ka
tas nosauca zurnila veidotaji. DaZi pétijuma respondenti sacija, ka ievérojusi
lidzigus tekstus ari vietéjas Ziemelkurzemes avizés. Un, visbeidzot, ari libiesu
periodika (avizé “Livli”, ka ari gadagramata, kas laika gaita iznakusi ar
dazadiem nosaukuma variantiem: “LibieSu / livu kalendars / gadagramata”,
“Livlist | randalist digastrontdz” u. c.) palaikam tikusi publicéti Baibas
Dambergas (pseidonimi: Barbans, B.N.J.K. u. ¢.) un Ulda Krasta (pseido-
nims: Krastulds) humoristiskie stasti un dzejoli libiskaja dialekta.

Reizém libisko dialektu izmanto ari tulkojumos, lai atveidotu origi-
nalteksta lietoto dialektu, un parasti tie$i komiska konteksta. Loti
veiksmigi tas izdevies Jana Zigura tulkotaja igaunu rakstnieka Jiri
Talika (Jiri Tuulik) stastu krajjuma “Jaras btisana” (1981) — te tas pilda
gan humoristisko funkciju, gan uztur somugrisko un piejiras koloritu.
Jaatzimé, ka daZos stastos ievijas arl nopietni un skumji motivi, tomeér
dialekta lietojums nebut neliekas neiederigs un nekadu disonansi nerada.
Tas pierada, ka latvieSu valodas libiskajam dialektam tomér ir ari zinams
“nopietna lietojuma” potencials!

Ari maksliniece B. Damberga, libiskaja dialekta raksto$a talantiga autore
un viena no respondentém LINEE pétijjuma (vieniga, kuras identitati Seit
atlausos atklat...), atzist, ka palaikam domajusi par tradicijas [auSanu un par
to, ka 3o dialektu varétu un vajadzétu lietot ari nopietnos tekstos. Jaatzist,
ka to B. Damberga veiksmigi jau paveikusi stasta par libieSu makslinieku
J. Belti “Belte, tas malders” [‘Malderis [=gleznotajs] Belte’] (2002), kur
dialekta aprakstitas gan komiskas, gan ari smeldzigas un tragiskas epizodes.

Mekléjot iemeslu tam, kapéc libiskais dialekts literatiirda parasti
saistas ar komismu, rodas vél kads secinajums. Varbit nozime ir tam,
kads ir pirmais iespaidigakais teksts un/vai autors attieciga valodas
paveida literaraja tradicija, kur§ sava zina nosaka toni ari turpmakajai
attistibai un lasitaju attieksmei? Anglu valodas skotiska dialekta (Scots)?
literatira viens no spoZzakajiem parstavjiem nenoliedzami ir dzejnieks
Roberts Bérnss (Robert Burns) ar savu milas dzeju un patriotisko dzeju —
visnotal nopietnas tematikas darbiem. Tac¢u latvieSu lasitdja apzina ar
“ventinmélé” rakstitu tekstu pirmam kartam noteikti asociéjas Alant
Vila un vina sekotaju jautras poémas, avizés publicétas dazadu autoru
humoreskas un, iespéjams, ari jau minéta J. Talika stastu krajuma
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tulkojums. (Par to, ka J. Tilika “Jaras basana” latvie$u literatiira noteikti
ir atstdjusi savu iespaidu, lauj domat kads no t. s. “Lata romana sérijas”
darbiem — Valentinas Ozolas humoristiskais detektivstasts ar lidzigi
veidotu nosaukumu “Rinciem biisan un nebisans” [‘Runciema biiSana un
nebisanas’] (2004), kura darbiba notiek iedomata Vidzemes ciema netilu
no Igaunijas robeZas un kura varoni runa libiskaja dialekta.)

Bet, ka gluZi logiski noradija vairaki pétijuma respondenti — ja reiz
cilvéki, kam §is dialekts ir vinu dzimta valoda un ikdienas valoda, to lieto,
lai parrunatu dazadas nopietnas témas, tad kadé] lai nebiitu iespéjams to
lietot ar1 nopietna satura literatiira? Dala respondentu teica, ka, péc vinu
domam, $aja dialekta noteikti tiek runats ari, pieméram, Ziemelkurzemes
pagastu pasSvaldibu sanaksmés u. c. oficidlas situacijas, ja nav klat citu
novadu parstavju.

Katra zina tamnieku, ventinu, dundZinu u. c. méli, kaut ari komisku,
daudzi tiesam izjat ka saikni ar libiskumu. Tas paradas ari B. Dambergas
humoreska “Kapeic es iet Rigs tunelem a likam” [‘Kapéc es eju Rigas
tuneliem [apkart] ar likumu’] (1997). Tas galvena varone ierosina citam
varonim rakstit libieSu romanu, uz ko vins§ iebilst: “Libisk (..) es mak tik
“labdien” un “sveik” [‘Libiski es miku tikai “labdien” un “sveiki”’]. Tacu
sarunbiedre atbild: ”Tas nav $kérsals. (..) Puce pa dundzisk.” [‘Tas nav
Skeérslis. (..) Pucé dundziski [= Dundagas izloksné]’].

Savukart §1 pétijjuma anketu un interviju analize radija-— daudzos
gadijumos ka libiesi vai libieSu péctedi jutas tiesi tie cilvéki, kas par savu
dzimto bija noradijusi latvieSu valodas libisko dialektu (pat ja libie$u
valodu neprata). Savukart no tiem, kas libieSu valodu bija macijusies un/
vai pat konkréti zindja, ka viniem bijusi libieSu senci, sevi par libieSiem
neatzina tie respondenti, kas nerunaja latviesu valodas libiskaja dialekta.

Kads respondents anketa uz jautajumu, vai vin$ sevi uzskata par libieti
(vai libieSu pécteci), atbildéja: “Ja ventis i libiets, tad ja” [‘Ja ventin§ ir
libietis, tad ja’].

Quod erat demonstrandum!..

ATSAUCES

1 Saja darba, nemot véra pétijuma specifiku, teksti latvieSu valodas libiskaja dialekta
tiks kursivéti un papildinati ar tulkojumu latvie$u standartvaloda — tapat ka teksti
sve§valodas.

2 Sis valodas variants savulaik izveidojas germanu grupai piederoias vidusanglu (Middle
English) un keltu grupai piedero3as skotu valodas (Scottish Gaelic) kontakta; misdienas
to reizém uzskata par atsevisku valodu.
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3 Atgkiriba no zinu u. c. portiliem, kur ir briva pieeja visiem un rakstit iespéjams ari ar
segvardu (ka paréjos Seit citétajos interneta komentaros), portila www.draugiem.lv
iespéjams ieklat tikai registréjoties un tikai ar isto vardu. Tapéc pagaidim nav skaidrs,
vai §1 portala diskusiju sadalas publicétos tekstus var uzskatit par materialu, kuru autori
piekristu publiskot arl jebkura cita medija vai izdevuma. Drosibas péc citéto autoru
vardus aizstasim ar inicialiem.

DIALECT AS A SOURCE OF COMICALITY:
SOCIOLINGUISTIC AND SOCIOHISTORICAL ASPECTS

SUMMARY

The standard/dialect dynamics has always been an important aspect
in the language attitudes in most cultures. The standardisation of a
language inescapably brings along a certain marginalization of sub-
standard varieties, including regional dialects, to the point of regarding
these varieties as comical. The Ancient Roman concept of sermo urbanus
vs. sermo rusticus (“city speech vs. countryside speech”) dichotomy,
and the historically well-known British attitude towards those unable
to speak “the Queen’s/King’s English” and “omitting their h’s”, are
illustrations of that.

In Latvia, it has to be noted, the linguistic thought and language
attitudes partly stem from the 19th century German cultural tradition
(national romanticism, historical/comparative linguistics, etc). Therefore
regional dialects and sub-dialects, as great sources of lexical, grammatical,
and etymological information for the historical linguist, have often been
regarded by the scholars and the public as national treasure, carriers of
local identity, symbols of the idealized countryside, etc.

However, the main three dialects of Latvian have had different
fates, and the curious fact is that one of these dialects — the so-called
Livonianized dialect, which emerged as the result of contact with the
Livonian language — traditionally appears in printed form almost only in
humorous contexts.

This paper, trying to look at the causes, manifestations, and effects of
this phenomenon, is partly based on the results of a broader sociolinguistic
research project on Northern Kurzeme (one of the regions in Latvia where
this dialect is spoken) conducted in 2007.

CXXV
125



DACE STRELEVICA-OSINA

BIBLIOGRAFIJA

Literatara

Bickerton Derek (1984) The Language Bioprogram Hypothesis | The Behavioral and Brain
Sciences 7.2.

Blinkena Aina (2006) Kopvalodas (literaras valodas) vieta latviesu valodas vértibu skala |
Letonika. 1. kongress. Valodniecibas raksti. Riga: LZA.

Bula Dace (2000) Dziedatdjtauta. Folklora un naciondla ideologija. Riga: Zinatne.

Calvet Louis-Jean (2002) La sociolinguistique et la ville: hasard ou necessité? /| Marges
linguistiques. Revue electronique en sciences du langage, Nr. 3. http://www.revue-texto.net

Caune Andris (1998) Rigas libie$i un vinu ipasumzimes. Riga: Latvijas Kultaras fonds.

Chambers J. K. (2002) Studying Language Variation: an Informal Epistemology | The
Handbook of Language Variation and Change. Blackwell Publishers.

Druviete Ina (1990) Karlis Milenbahs. Riga: Zinatne.

Freimane Inta (1993) Valodas kultiira teorétiska skatijuma. Riga: Zvaigzne.

Grigorjevs Juris (2008) LatvieSu valodas divskanu akustisks raksturojums /| Referats LU
66. konferences Letonikas un baltistikas sekcijas apak$sekcija, Riga, 14. februaris.

Joseph John Earl (1987) Eloquence and Power. The Rise of Language Standards and Standard
Languages. London: Frances Pinter Publishers.

Kursite Janina (2002) Dzejas vardnica. Riga: Zinatne.

Kuskis Janis (1998) Dialektala pamata atspulgs XVI un XVII gadsimta rakstu morfologija //
Baltu filologija VIII. Zinatniskie raksti. Riga: Latvijas Universitate, 1998, 68.-76. lpp.
Mugglestone Lynda (1995) “Talking Proper’: the Rise of Accent as Social Symbol. Oxford:

Clarendon Press.

Ondrejovi¢ Slavomir (2007) Polemics with Polemic Views of Slovak Sociolinguistics | SKASE
Journal of Theoretical Linguistics, vol. 4, no. 1. www.skase.sk/Volumes/[TLO8/pdf doc/17.pdf

Ramage Edwin S. (1961) Cicero on Extra-Roman Speech | Transactions and Proceedings of the
American Philological Association, vol. 92. http://links.jstor.org

Romaine Suzanne (1992) Pidgins, Creoles, Immigrant, and Dying Languages | Dorian N.
(ed.) Investigating Obsolescence. Studies in Language Contraction and Death. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Rosenberg Peter (2001) Vergleichende Sprachinselforschung: Sprachwandel in deutschen
Sprachinseln in Russland und Brasilien | Linguistik online 13, 1/03. http://www.linguistik-
online.de/13_01/rosenberg.html

Rudzite Marta (1994) Latviesu un libiesu valodas savstarpéja ietekme | Libiesi. Riga:
Zinatne.

Rudzite Marta (2005 [1969]) Latviesu dialektologija/ Rudzite Marta. Darbi latviesu
dialektologija. Riga: LU Akadémiskais apgads.

Ritke-Dravina Velta (1977) The Standardisation Process in Latvian. 16th Century to
the Present | Acta Universitatis Stockholmiensis. Stockholm: Almquist & Wiksell
International.

Ryan Brandy (2005) Middle English as Creole: “Still trying not to refer to you lot as ‘bloody
colonials’. http://www.chass.utoronto.cal~cpercylcourses/6361ryan.htm

Strelévica Dace (2005) Hiperurbanisma jédziens valodnieciba: URBS (‘pilséta’) ka pareizibas
simbols cilveku apzind | Antiquitas Viva 2. Studia Classica: Urbs aeterna. Riga: Zinatne,
256.-262. Ipp.

Strelévica-Osina Dace (2007a) Linguistic and Regional Identity in the Livonian Coast (Livod
Randa) and Northern Kurzeme. Pétijuma zinojums LINEE (Languages in Network of
European Excellence) projekta.

CXXVI
126



Dialekts ki komisma avots: sociolingvistiskie un sociovésturiskie aspekti

Strelévica-Osina Dace (2007b) The City and the Country: Some Historical and Sociolinguistic
Aspects of Standard/Dialect Dynamics in Latvia. Referats LINEE (Languages in Network of
European Excellence) projekta doktorantu seminara, publicéts LINEE iek3éjas lieto$anas
majaslapa un $i raksta iesniegSanas bridi vél nav publiski pieejams.

Strelévica-Osina Dace (2007c) Lingvistiskais preskriptivisms Latvijas sabiedriba: trikumi un
priekSrocibas | Valsts valodas komisijas raksti. 3. séjums. Latviesu valoda — pastaviga un
mainigd. Riga: Valsts valodas komisija, 113.-135. Ipp.

Strelévica-Osina Dace (2007d) The Dialect as a Source of Comicality: a Sociolinguistic
and Sociobistorical Insight | Antiquitas Viva: the Comic/Comicality. Referats klasiskas
filologijas konferencé, Riga, 4.—5. decembris.

Tumans Harijs (2007) The Social Aspect of Humour in Homer’s Epic Poems | Antiquitas Viva:
the Comic/Comicality. Referits klasiskas filologijas konferencé, Riga, 4.—5. decembris.

Avoti

Allefm (13. marts, 2007) [Komentars diskusija.] www.laacz.lv

Blams Péteris (bez datuma; 2008?) Rigas peles Edolé. Riga.

Bula Dace (2005) Vilis Lacis Mangalsalas zvejnieku atminds un zvejnieciba romana “Zvejnieka
déls” | 100 gadu kopd ar Vili Laci. Konferences materiali. Riga: Zinatne.

[Damberga Baiba] B.N.J.K. (1997) Kapeic es iet Rigs tunelem a likam. www.livones.lv

Damberga Baiba (2002) Belte, tas malders | Karogs, Nr. 4.

Freimanis Aivars (1988) “Sorento” stdsti. Riga: Liesma

Kubulina Anda (2006) [Prieksvards.]/ Karkls Emma. Ta vi§ i... Ventspils: Ventspils
bibliotéka.

Lacis Vilis (1961) Vanadzins | Raksti. 9. séjums. Riga: Latvijas Valsts izdevnieciba.

Lams Visvaldis (1971) Vienu avota lasi. Riga: Liesma.

Likans (16. nov., 2007) [Komentars rakstam “I. Druviete: Mums jadara viss, lai stiprindtu
tiesi vienu valsts valodu — latviesu valodu”] www.delfi.lv

Marcha (22. sept., 2007) [Komentars rakstam “Piketés par latgaliesu valodas tiesibam™)
www.tvnet.lv

Ozola Valentina (2004) Ranciem biasan un nebisans. Riga: “Lauku Avizes” izdevnieciba.

Pakalns Guntis (2004) Almas Makovskas pasakas | Letonica. Humanitaro zindtnu Zurndls.
Literatiira, folklora, maksla, Nr. 11.

Pi Pi (22. janv., 2008) [Komentars rakstam “Satiksmes problému risindsanai Riga tiks
pienemti nepopuldri lemumi”) www.tvnet.lv

R.K.3 (8. feb., 2008) [Komentars Z.R. rakstam “LR2 — Sausmigas pardomas”] www.draugiem.lv
diskusiju forums “Parunasim”, sadala “Izklaide / mazika”.

Radzobe Zane (2008) Azartiski par vésturi | Diena, 16. februaris.

Runasim latviski. Latviesu valodas elementarkurss. 1. dala. Riga: LU.

Taliks Jiri [Tuulik, Jiri] (latvie$u izdevums 1981) Jiras biusana [Meretagune ast]. Riga:
Liesma.

Zalite Mara (2001) Tobago! [Fragmenti.] www.marazalite.lv

Zigmonte Dagnija (1984) Laintu lasts. Riga: Liesma.

Zigmonte Dagnija (1988) Gausigais nazis. Riga: Liesma.

CXXVII
127



COLLOQUIUM BALTICUM

Antikas pasaules kultirmantojums ir pétits un tomér nav izpétits. Ikviens
var atrast taja kadu sev tuvu $kautni, parlakot it ka zinamas un ierastas lietas
no cita skatpunkta, apzinoties antikas senatnes un miisdienu pasaules saistibu
un péctecibu. Nemainigi aktuila ir saruna-— colloquium — par antikas
pasaules kultiirvértibam un to uztveri un ietekmi dazadas kultirvidés. To
apliecina par tradiciju kluvusais Baltijas jiras regiona universitasu klasisko
filologu zinatniskas sadarbibas projekts Colloguium Balticum.

Colloquium Balticum ir profesora Jerkera Blomkvista (Lundas
Universitate, Zviedrija) un profesora Gregora Fogta-Spiras (Vogt-Spira)
(Greifsvaldes Universitate, Vacija) kopideja un sikotnéji ari kopdarbs.
Pirma Colloquium Balticum konference notika 2001. gada Lunda, un taja
piedalijas abu iniciatoruniversitisu klasiki — pasniedzéji un studenti, ka
ari Baltijas valstu universitaSu pieaicinatie parstavji. Kopigas diskusijas
izkristaliz€jas iespéjamie zinatniskas sadarbibas virzieni un sadarbibas
praktiskas realizacijas forma — ikgadéjas zinatniskas konferences.

Colloquium Balticum mérkis ir antika kultGrmantojuma recepcijas
pétijumi, ar recepciju saprotot kultirtradiciju antikaja pasaulé un tas
ietekmi jauno laiku Baltijas jira regiona valstu kultiiraina. Visnotal plasais
projekta pétijumu diapazons paver iespéju taja piedalities dazadu antikas
pasaules aspektu pétniekiem.

2009. gada, atskatoties uz iepriek$éjo gadu sadarbibu, ta pamatoti
ir atzistama par veiksmigu. Gadu gaitd ir nostabilizéjusies Colloquium
Balticum universita§u kopa, kas regulari piedalas projekta pasakumos —
Greifsvaldes Universitate, Lundas Universitate, Latvijas Universitate, Vilnas
Universitate, Tartu Universitate. Pédéjos gados projekta darba iesaistijusies
arl Sanktpéterburgas Universitate. Kop§ 2002. gada ir notikusas ikgadéjas

Attéla monétas ar Apollona un Dionisa attéliem (5. gs. p. m. &.). Avots: Die Schénsten
Griechenmiinzen Siziliens. M. Hirmer. Im Insel-Verlag zu Leipzig, 1940.
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starptautiskas konferences — divas Greifsvaldé, divas Lunda, viena Riga un
viena Tartu. 2008. gada Collogquium Balticum konference notika Vilna.

Zimigi, ka Colloquium Balticum konferences notiek universititém
nozimigu gadadienu atceres pasikumu laika. Greifsvaldes Universitatei
2006. gada ta bija Universitites 550. dibinaSanas gadadiena, bet
Tartu Universitatei 2007. gada — 375. dibinasanas gadadiena. Klasiska
filologija ir akadémiskas izglitibas tradicionala un neatpemama dala, un
Colloquium Balticum iesaiste universita$u gadadienu pasakumu kopaina ir
apliecinajums klasiskas filologijas atzitajam nozimigumam.

No pasiem sikumiem regulari Colloquium Balticum konferencu
dalibnieki ir Klasiskas filologijas nodalas macibspéki Gita Bérzina,
Ingars Gusans, Vita Paparinska, Ilze Ramniece. Colloquium Balticum
ir laba iespéja starptautiska telpa paradit Latvijas klasiku daudzveidigas
zinatniskas intereses un darba virzienus, kas aptver antikas literatiras
un latinu un grieku valodas izpéti gan antikaja pasaulé, gan kopsakariba
ar antika kultGrmantojuma recepciju Latvijas kulttarvidé. Priecé latvie$u
literatiiras specialistu Ievas Kalninas un Ojara Lama iesaisti§anas projekta,
bagatinot Latvijas klasiku pétjjumu tému loku ar profesionalu antikas
pasaules kultarnoriSu recepcijas analizi Latvijas kultartelpa. Konferencu
diskusijas apstiprinds atzina, ka més visi piederam vienotai Eiropas
kultartelpai, kuras saknes sniedzas antikaja pasaulé.

Colloquium Balticum konferences ir ne tikai forums dalibvalstu
klasiskas filologijas specialistiem. Svariga ir jauno klasiku — magistrantu
un doktorantu — lidzdaliba gan ar zinojumiem, gan klausitaju statusa.
Pétjjumos gito atzinu prezenticija ir iespéja parbaudit kompetenci un
diskusijas spéju starptautiska auditorija, ka arl samérot savu eso$o un
potencialo varéjumu ar arvalstu jauno klasiku sniegumu.

Ne mazak svarigi ir neformalie kontakti ar arvalstu kolégiem.
Klasiskas filologijas studijas citds valstis, pasreizéjais stavoklis, gratibas
un veiksmes, pasakumi studentu piesaisté un ieintereséSana, klasiskas
filologijas saglabasana un nostiprinasana izglitibas telpa — $ie jautdjumi ir
vienlidz aktuali visaim Colloquium Balticum dalibvalstu universitatém. Ta
ka problémas ir lidzigas, vértiga ir domu un informacijas apmaina, ka ari
arvalstu kolégu pieredze.

Colloquium Balticum konferences tradicionali notiek véla rudeni.
Rudens ir apcerigu pardomu un izvértéjuma laiks. Un tadél ir labi uz
mirkli apstaties un atskatities un paveikto, apkopojot gada veikumu un
ieziméjot jaunus pétniecisko mekléjumu virzienus.

Vita Paparinska
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NE TIKAI URBI, BET ARI ORBI:
ANTIKAS PASAULES TEMATIKA ZINATNISKAJAS
KONFERENCES UN SEMINAROS CITVIET EIROPA

Pédéjos gados starptautisko konferenéu pieredze rada noteiktu
tendenci: nosaucot tik§anas un diskusiju tému, zinatnisko forumu rikotaji
antikas pasaules un klasiskas filologijas joma biezak izvélas kadu konkrétu
laika nogriezni vai Tpasu tematisko aspektu (lidzigi ka tas bijis pedéjas
divas Antiquitas Viva konferencés Riga).

Visnotal novértéjot atbildibas nastu un parstavot LU klasiskos filologus,
[. Ramniece izmantojusi iespéju bagatinat pieredzi gan konferencu
organizé$anas, gan pétijumu un atkldjumu (referatu un diskusiju) joma
trijos plasos $ada veida zinatniskajos saietos.

Vilna 2006: Saeculo primo: the World of the Roman Empire over the
Threshold of the “New Era” (Pirmaja gadsimtda: Romas impérijas pasaule
uz jaunds éras sliek$na).

Uz konferenci ar $adu nosaukumu aicinaja muasu tuvakie kaimini—
Vilnas Universitates Klasiskas filologijas katedra sadarbiba ar Francijas
pusi (Ecole pratique des hautes études, Paris). Senis Romas hronologija
izvéléts batisks posms — 1. gadsimts jeb laikmetu griezi, ko ieziméja gan
impérijas dzim$ana (pamazam sairstot republikaniskajiem idealiem),
gan agrino kristietibas zinu paradiSanas Romas valdijumos; fakts, kas
pamazam gatavoja un attistija politeiska pasaules skatljuma mainu antikaja
pasaulé.

Konferences atseviSku sekciju tematiskas vienibas paradija, ka Romai
zimiga laika nogrieZna noteik$ana pavérusi iespéju un nepiecieSamibu
apvienot klasisko filologu intereses (Senais un modernais klasiskaja
literatiira) ar filozofu, sociologu, antropologu, vésturnieku un religijas
pétnieku zinatniskajam potencém (sekcijas Klasiskds filozofijas pédds,
Romas imperija: valdiba un tautas, Progenies nova — jauna audze jeb
kristietibas vards, Pirmais gadsimts velako laiku skatijuma).

Konferencé bija parstivétas Polijas, Krievijas, Vacijas, Francijas
augstskolas, no Baltijas zemém — kupla skaitd, ka jau tas saimniekiem
nakas — pa8i lietuviesi un arf latviesi.

Vilnas konferences plenarséde pavéra skatu ari uz témam, kuras
sniedzas pari kadas konkrétas sekcijas robezam vai ari raksturo Romas
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Grieku un latinu valodas sekcijas séde Brno Universitates konferencé
Fotografija no Brno Masarika Universitates mdjaslapas arhiva

republikas pirmlaikus plagaka kultirkonteksta (patristikas jautajumi,
klasicisma iezimju veido$anas skulptiira, cittautu jeb barbaru pasaules
skatijums, 1. gadsimts ka gara parmainu laiks Hégela atskata).

Konferences pamatieguvums noteikti bija laikmetu griezu tipologisko
iezimju kopsavilkums, kads veidojas no 29 referatu atzinam, ka ari
antikas pasaules pétnieku pieaugos$as vélmes un tendences vértét faktus un
notikumus vairak recepcijas un ietekmju konteksta.

Brno 2008: Early European Languages in the Eyes of Modern
Linguistics (Sends Eiropas valodas miusdienu valodniecibas skatijuma).

Maisu ¢ehu kolégi (Interdisciplinarais seno valodu un moderno valodu
agrino stadiju pétijjumu centrs) no Masarika varda nosauktas universitates
Brno pilséta, noslédzot Eiropas fondu finansétu triju gadu pétniecibas
projektu, aicindja uz starptautisku zinatnisku konferenci valodniecibas
jautdjumos. Ka rada pati pulcéSanids téma, ari valodnieki, seno valodu
specialisti, ir gatavi veidot saviem pétijumiem “atskaites fonu”, proti,
ietvert tos jaunlaiku lingvistikas nostadnu konteksta, ieraudzit un paradit
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attiecigi at$kirigo un kopigo, jaunatklijamo seno un ari misdienigas
pieejas, kuras sava zina jau bijuSas pazistamas seno valodu aktivas
pastavéSanas laikos vai kuras ir laiks izmantot seno valodu pétnieciba.

Ka zimiga saistiba ar jaunlaiku geopolitiskajam realijam vértéjama ari
iecere vienota pétnieciskaja telpa ieklaut visas lielakas senas valodas, kuras
reiz veidoja (vai saka veidot) Eiropas regiona lingvistisko un ari kultarainu.
Ari lielas darba sekciju tematiskas grupas bija vairakas atbilstosi seno
valodu grupam: grieku, latinu, germanu, romanu un slavu sekcija.

Konferencé parstavéto valstu augstskolu un pétniecibas iestazu loks ir
gana plass: Cehija, Griekija, Horvatija, Italija, Francija, Kanada, Latvija,
Lielbritanija, Niderlande, Polija, Sveice, Vacija, Zviedrija. Attieciba uz
personalijam nevar nepieminét faktu, ka ipass pagodiniajums konferencei
bija pasaulslavena lingvista mikenologa ¢&ehu profesora Antonina
Bartoneka piedaliSanas ar referatu konferences plenarsédé, ka ari vina
aktiva lidzdaliba vairakas sekciju diskusijas.

Isteni konferences gari bija vairiki dazadas senis valodas sastatoi
referati; vairums kolégu gan bija uzticigi vienam pétniecibas objektam —
konkrétai valodai un tas faktiem, kuri pétiti visos limenos: fonétika un
fonologija, morfologija, leksikologija un leksikografija, sintaksé un teksta
stilistika.

Jaatzist, ka tadas musdienu lingvistisko pétijumu kopainai svarigas
apaksnozares ka, pieméram, sociolingvistika vai datorlingvistika, — lai gan
ar interesi gaiditas konferencé ar $adu nosaukumu — vél taja parstavétas
netika.

Atliek to vélét un gaidit no Eiropas seno valodu pétniekiem tuvaka
nakotné.

Ilze Rimniece

DOKTORANTI STARPTAUTISKAS KONFERENCES

Jau doktorantiiras sikuma, 2005. gada, intereséjoties par iespéjam
uzstaties ar referatu valodniekiem organizétas konferencés ne tikai pasu
majas, bet ari pasaulé, atradu interneta majaslapu www.linguistlist.org,
kas ir paredzéta galvenokart valodniekiem un kur atrodama visplasaka
informacija par gaidamajam starptautiskajam konferencém valodnieciba.
Tie$i tur 2006. gada gandriz vienlaikus tika izsludindta pieteikSanas
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uz Aténu Universitates (Griekija) organizéto 4. doktorantu konferenci
valodnieciba (4% Athens Postgraduate Conference in Linguistics) un
Potsdamas Universitates (Vacija) organizéto 11. starptautisko konferenci
valodas zinatnu vésturé (11 International Conference on the History of
the Language Sciences). Svarigi, ka abu konferenc¢u organizatori informéja
par iespéju péc uzstasanas konferencé iesniegt izvértésanai tas redkolégijai
zindtnisku rakstu par konferencé ieskicéto tému, kas akcepta gadijuma
tiktu ieklauts konferences rakstu krajuma. Tkvienam jaunajam zinatniekam
ir buitiski ne tikai uzstaties paSmaju un starptautiskas konferencés, bet ari
publicét sagatavoto materialu atbilstoSas tematikas un limena izdevuma,
kas faktiski ir vienigais veids, ka veikta pétijuma rezultitus padarit
pieejamus un to nozimi — izvértéjamu plasakai auditorijai.

4. doktorantu konference valodnieciba, kas notika 2007. gada junija
Aténas, Griekija, bija pirma starptautiska konference arpus Latvijas
robezam, kura piedalijos. Turklat ta bija organizéta tiesi valodniecibas
studiju programmas doktorantiem. Konference ilga tris piepilditas dienas,
no 1. lidz 3. janijam, un to veidoja piecas apakssekcijas, kas sekoja cita
citai: valodniecibas, klasiskas filologijas, jaungrieku valodas filologijas,
Bizantijas laika filologijas un folkloras studiju sekcija. Visvairak dalibnieku
bija no Griekijas universitaitém — Aténu, Egejas, Patru, Jonijas, Kipras,
Trakijas un Tesalonikes Universitates, mazdk no arvalstu: parstavéta
bija Taivanas, Cikagas, Velsas, Latvijas, Zalcburgas, Leidenes un
Amsterdamas Universitate. Kopuma tika nolasiti 57 referati un prezentéti
18 plakati. Konferences valoda pamata bija jaungrieku, tikai valodniecibas
apakssekciju, kas bija plasaka un kura uzstdjas ne tikai Griekijas, bet ari
iepriek§minéto arzemju universitasu parstavji, vienoja anglu valoda.

Ta ka konferences dalibnieku priekslasijumu tematiku ierobeZoja vien
iedalijums apakssekcijas, nevis kada konkréta téma vai vismaz noteikts
prezenticijas apliikoto jautdgjumu laika posms, konferences programma
véstija par iespéju apmeklét visdazadako tematu prezentacijas.

Katra referenta riciba bija apméram 30 minttes, no kuram 25 bija
jaatvél prezenticijai, bet 5 — diskusijam. Diskusiju parasti iesika sédes
vaditajs, izsakot Tsu vértéjumu par dzirdéto. Ta ka sédés piedalijas ari
Aténu Universitates pasniedzéji un konferences goda viesi — profesoru
paris Angelika Malikuti-Drahmane (AyyeAkny MaAwcovtn-Drachman)
un Gaberels Drahmans (Gaberell Drachman) no Zalcburgas Universitates,
referentiem nereti nidcas atbildét uz komplicétiem jautijumiem par
prezentacija proponéto, ka ari uzklausit kritiku. Jaatzist, ka konferences
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AR TARELEL

UNIVE STy POTSDAM

Am Neuen P, lais

Potsdama: Potsdamas Universitates eka. Fotograféjusi B. Aleksejeva

gaisotne bija diezgan saspringta. Pa$ai ipaSs parbaudijums bija pirmo reizi
uzstaties ar priek$lasijumu anglu valoda, tomeér visvairak uztraukuma
sagadaja nezina par to, kadi bas jautajumi, uz kuriem naksies atbildét.
Pavisam citadaka valdo$as gaisotnes zina bija 11. starptautiska kon-
ference valodas zinatnu vésturé, kas notika no 2008. gada 28. augusta
lidz 2. septembrim Potsdamas Universitaté. Konferencé piedalijas gandriz
300 dalibnieku no visam pasaules malim — Rietumiem un Austrumiem,
Ziemeliem un Dienvidiem. Ari témas bija visdazadakas, tomér tas visas
tika iedalitas noteiktds apaks$sekcijas, kuras vienoja vai nu aplikotais
priekSmets, pieméram, indieSu valodu studijas, vai ari laika posms,
pieméram, antika pasaule. Katra referenta riciba bija 45 minites,
tadéjadi uzstasanas vairak lidzinajas lekcijai vai pat semindram, it ipasi
tajos gadijumos, kad zinotajs bija paripéjies par saistoSu uzskates vai
pardomatu izdales materialu. Vairums referentu bija pieredzéjusi un
Skita savstarp€ji labi pazistami zinatnieki, tomér dazi $aja konferencé
piedalijas pirmo reizi. Jaunie zinatnieki tika uzpemti ipa$i viesmiligi.
Ikvienas sédes vaditajs sirsnigi pieteica katru runataju, bet jaunajiem tika
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veltits vairak uzmanibas. Lorensas (Lawrence) Universitates profesors
Daniels Dz. Teilors (Daniel J. Taylor) no Epletonas (Appleton) vadija sédi,
kura uzstajos, un jau laikus bija noskaidrojis, no kurienes esmu, par ko
stradaju un studéju, kada ir mana doktora darba téma un vai piedalos $aja
konferencé pirmo reizi. Piesakot manu referatu, vin$ iepazistinaja ar mani
ari klausitajus, kuri péc prezenticijas gluZzi ki sarunajusi ar sirsnigiem
aplausiem sveica ar pirmo uzsta$anos starptautiskaja konferencé valodas
zinatnu vésturé. Jaatzist, tas radija piederibas sajutu, Skita, ka es ka jauna
zindtniece esmu pamanita un pienemta.

PiedaliSanas starptautiska konferencé jaunam zinatniekam — dokto-
rantam ir nozimiga un vértiga vairaku iemeslu dél: pirmkart, ta ir dazada
veida pieredze, kas liela méra atkariga no ta, cik labi esi sagatavojies;
otrkart, ta ir iespéja publicét zinatnisku rakstu izdevuma, kas biis pieejams
plasai auditorijai; treskart, kas ir ne mazak svarigi, daliba konferencés —
nav batiski, starptautiskas vai pa$maju — lauj apzinaties, ka tavs darbs ir
dalina no veseluma, ka esi piederigs kidam noteiktam zinatnes virzienam
un zinatnieku lokam.

Brigita Aleksejeva

ANTIKA TEATRA PRAKSE LATVIJAS UNIVERSITATE

Zinams, ka filologija ir zinatnes nozare, kas asocigjas ar valodas,
literatras pétiSanu, tacu, tapat ka ikviena cita zinatnes nozaré vai dzives
sféra, skaidru un izteiktu robeZu novilkSana ir gandriz neiespéjama.
Klasiskas filologijas studijas $aja zinid neat$8kiras no daudzam citam
akadémiskim studijam, tacu ipaSs ir $o studiju priekSmets. Iepazistoties
ar antikas pasaules literaro mantojumu, nav iespéjams atdalit valodas
pétisanu no vésturiska kultirmantojuma, kas izpauZzas ikviena saceréjuma,
sakot ar Homéra varsmam lidz pat Romas impérijas laikmeta dzejniekiem.
Klasiskas filologijas studiju procesa $ajos darbos paustas atzinas ne tikai
tiek apltkotas un analizétas, bet dazkart ari iedzivinatas jaunajos laikos,
kad liela vértiba tiek pieskirta lietam, kas spéj pielagoties un rast sev jaunu
vietu vai lietojumu pastivigi mainigajos apstaklos. Saja gadijuma vieta
ir atzina par to, ka viss jaunais ir labi aizmirsts vecais, jo sava laikmeta
aktualitaSu pauSana literatara, un jo seviski drama, bija raksturiga jau
sengrieku sabiedribai. Kapéc aprobeZoties tikai ar tekstu, ja ir iesp&jams
uzrunat klausitaju / skatitaju daudz tie$aka veida?
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2006. gada 17. maija pécpusdiena Filologijas fakultité norisinajas
Euripida satiru dramas “Kiklops” izspélésana, izdziedasana un izdejoSana
klasiskas filologijas macibspéku un studentu izpildijuma isteni antika gara.
Lugas darbiba norit Sicilija, kur Odisejs ir piestajis, méginot rast majupcelu
no Trojas. Vinam izcelas konflikts ar salas iemitnieku Kiklopu, kam ir
nelags paradums neliigtus viesus apést. Soreiz gan vipam pa$am nikas
piekapties Odiseja viltibas priek3a. Kiklopu atveidoja magistrants Andris
Bullis, Odiseju — magistrante Ieva Dombrovska, Silénu — magistrante Liga
Zaiceva. Dieviskas personifikacijas, t. i., Héfaista, téla izpaudas asociétais
profesors Harijs Tumans. Femina ex machina jeb Helene uz skatuves
paradijas lektora Ingara Gusina izskata. Sengrieku dramas neatnemama
sastavdala ir koris, kas $aja luga redzams ka aitu koris. Aitu kora vaditajas
loma bija magistrante Jolanta Bérzmartina, bet paSu aitu kori veidoja
studentes Ilze Smite un Viktorija Gnatoka, magistrantes Inese Strel¢a un
Madara Mierina, doktorante Brigita Kukjalko, profesore Ilze Rimniece,
lektore Ieva Barga un Filologijas fakultates sekretare Maira Dandzberga.

Sada veida uzvedumi klasiskas filologijas studiju parstavju izpildijuma
bija notikusi ari agrak, tacu Vinnija Pika ekspoticijas iedzivinaSana
notika latinu valoda. Soreiz bija pienakusi kirta sengrieku valodai, tomér
tas nebija galvenais apstaklis, kadél Kiklops kapa uz aktu zales skatuves.
Antikda mantojuma izpétes konteksta §is sends valodas— latinu un
sengrieku — bieZi vien tiek dévétas par mirusajam valodam, jo tam tikpat
ki nav nekada lietojuma 21. gadsimta publiskaja telpa. Sads atzinums ir
visai nosacits, un vislabak to var pieradit ar attiecigiem darbiem. Lai ari
“Kiklopa” uzvedums neoficiala Lidus academicus forméjuma entuziastiski
amatieriskaja izpildijuma nepretendé uz maksliniecisku kvalita§u vir-
sotném, jo dramatiska iestudéjuma uzveSana tomér neietilpst klasiskas
filologijas studiju obligataja programma, galvenais ir klasisko vértibu un
ideju iedzivinasana. Savukart, attieciba uz klasiskajam vértibam Soreiz
neiztikt tikai ar Euripida satira dramas tekstu, kas uz skatuves skanéja
sengrieku valoda (ar paralélu tulkojumu latviski), bet ari latviskaja vidé
par klasiku jau kluvusas vértibas — parlaicigais opuss “Skaista ir jauniba”,
zvejniekdziesma “Jara krac un véji pas” sengriekiski jaungriekiska
apdaré, Latviju satricinajusais “Borowa MC” megahits “Vysskaistuokajai
meitinai”, ka ari “Gaujas laivinieka” versija Kiklopa izpildjjuma u. c. Visi
Sie latviskajai kultGrvidei neatnemamie faktori organiski ieklavas antikaja
satiru drama un ari spéja atdzivindt un papildinat epizodi par Odiseja
majupcelu un negaidito $kérSlu parvaré$anu. Lidzigi var atzimét ari
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LU klasiskas filologijas studenti J. Binjara Aristofana “Putnu” fragmenta iestudéjuma
Fotograféjusi I. Barga

akadémisko macibspéku lomu, kas piedalijas §1 izspélésanas fakta tapSana
un veido$ana, iedzivinot unmiversitas principu netradicionalaka gultné,
ka to batu pienemts uztvert gan visiem apkartéjiem, gan ari paSiem
studentiem.

Ar1 2007. gada 9. novembris bija zimiga diena ne tikai LU Filologijas,
bet ari citu fakulta$u studentiem un paréjiem interesentiem, jo $aja diena
norisindjas jau par tradiciju kluvusais biennales seminars “Antikas dzejas
dienas” netradicionala forma, ta ka LU Filologijas fakultates Hellénistikas
centrs un Klasiskas filologijas nodala bija uzaicinajusi grieku aktieri un
rezisoru Jorgu Biniari, kas izveidoja tris meistarklases saistiba ar antikas
tragédijas un komédijas iestudéSanu un izspéléSanu. Jaunizveidotais
studentu un macibspéku sastavs piecu dienu laika multilingvali iestudéja
antika kora partiju fragmentus no Sofokla tragédijas “Antigone”, Euripida
tragédijas “Helene” un Aristofana komédijas “Putni”, akcentéjot tiesi
originalvalodu. Si bija unikala un vienreizéja iespéja klasiskas filologijas
studentiem parbaudit macibu procesa iegiitas zinasanas praksé un, aktivi
darbojoties ar Jorga Biniara piedavato materialu, gat plasaku ieskatu
seno grieku kultara un novértét dazadus sengrieku kultGras fenomenu
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elementus. Tas ari skatitijiem nepagdja secen, ti ka ikviens varéja
vizuali un akustiski novértét epizodes par Helenes nolaupi$anu, Erota
dzim$anu, Antigones upuré$anu un putnu deju. Valodas senatnigums un
savdabigais izteiksmes veids, kustibu nesteidzigums un dejas plastiskums
krasi kontrastéja ar miisdienu straujo attistibas laikmetu, tai pasa laika
klasiskajam vértibam organiski ieklaujoties tagadné un rodot praktisku
lietojumu, kas nebit nav mazsvarigi. Pastiv mits, ka antikas kultaras
tendences ne mazika méra nav saistimas ar 21. gadsimtu, talu batiba
visas kultiiras saknes mekléjamas tie$i tur. Lidzigi ka antikaja laikmeta,
kad mitiskais materials kalpoja par iedvesmas avotu gan varda maksla,
gan daudzas citds jomas, ari latviskaja vidé vienmér ir uzsvérta iepriek3éjo
paaudzu uzturéto tradiciju un vértibu saglabasana. Sadu salidzindjumu
varétu piemérot ari $ai situdcijai, kad pavisam niecigai, tacu noteiktai
cilvéku dalai pazistami un saprotami téli iegiist pavisam citu vizualo, ka
ari audialo noforméjumu.

leva Barga
Andris Bullis

SIMPOZIJS: PARI GADSIMTIEM,
NEZAUDEJOT ANTIKO GARU

20. decembris klasisko filologu sienas kalendaros ir atziméts ar sarkanu
keksiti, kam klat pieziméts kiliks un lieliem burtiem ierakstits: Hordcija
dzim3anas diena. Sim notikumam par godu 2005. gada 20. decembri
toreizéjie 3. kursa studenti rikoja tematisku simpoziju, kas norisinajas...
Platona valstiba.

Jebkura cilvéka aizieSana aizsaulé, kad no vaigiem ZuvuSas séru
asaras, ar laiku iegiist prozaisku un faktisku veidolu. Ta ka visi jau sen
esam samierinajusies ar Horacija viesoSanos Plitona valsti, tad nebit nav
nepienemami paraudzities uz $o faktu ar maza bérna acim, iztélojoties, ka
dizais dzejnieks varétu pavadit savu 2070. dzimSanas dienu. Un ki gan
savadak — katrs, kur§ uzsiicis sevi kadu hédonisku Epikara atzinu, kurs§
atlavies teikt — carpe diem vai nunc est bibendum, savu dzim$anas dienu
pavada dzirojot. Ari Horacijs. Horacija dzires izcelas ar arkartigi augstu
viesu apmekléjumu, sakot no Sokrata un beidzot ar Horacija draugu
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LU klasiskas filologijas studentu un macibspéku grupa péc simpozija.
Fotograféjusi I. Simkevica

Postumu. Ta ka starp viesiem ir izcili filozofi, neiztikt ari bez filozofiskiem
disputiem, kuru galvenais temats — dzives baudi$anas motivs. Un, ta ka
Horacija odas var lepoties ar konkréta motiva parbagatibu, sarunas iegiist
dzejisku nokrasu jeb dziru dalibnieku savstarpéjas replikas ir teiktas
dzejnieka — Horacija — vardiem.

Disputa dalibnieki, Horacija parliecinati, palénam atzist, ka askéze
un parlieku ieturéts dzivesveids ir pilnigi bezjédzigi, jo, lai cik vérsu tu
ziedotu Plitonam, kadu dienu tdpat nonaksi vina énu valstiba un aiz
simts atslégam turéto gardo Cekuba vinu izdzers tavs mantinieks. Dziru
kulminaciji Horacijam tiek pasniegta vislielaka davana — ierodas vina
milota Lidija, un dziru viesi vienojas kopiga dziesma.

Péc diviem gadiem, 2007. gada 5. decembri, magistrantaras 1. kursa
studentes, pieaicinot bakalaura programmas studentus, interpretéja
Platona un Ksenofonta atspogulotis dzires. Par iedvesmu kalpoja lektores
Gitas Bérzinas vaditais kurss Simpozija literatiras tradicija.

Simpozija (cvumoéotov — sengrieku val.) tradicijai antikaja pasaulé ir
arkartigi dzilas un sakralas saknes, laikam ejot, tas pienem arvien lielaku
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jautribas un valibas devu, tacu, kas zimigi, saglaba ari nopietnibu un
meérenibu.

Ari Platona un Ksenofonta raditas “Dzires” ka jebkur§ antikas
literatiiras piemineklis uzskatams par fiktivu autora domu refleksiju, bet
taja pasa laika ir antikas kultiras realiju un tradiciju atspogulotajs. Soreiz,
nepievér§ot uzmanibu tam, cik daudz abu autoru teksti ir vai nu reala
vésture, vai tikai sekoSana literara Zanra tradicijai bez vésturiskas istenibas
pamatojuma, studenti parada, kas misdienu cilvékam raisa smieklus vai
kaut smaidu, lasot un analizéjot Platona un Ksenofonta darbus ar vienadu
nosaukumu — “Dzires”. Ipadi uzsverams tas, ka klasisko vértibu etalons
pastav ari §ada veida darbos, un tas vedina uz pardomam ari studentus.

Ilze Vanaga

EPIKURS LATVIESU VALODA
EPIKURS. VESTULES. ATZINAS. FRAGMENTI.
R.: LIEPNIEKS UN RITUPS, 2007

Divu izméru gramatu plaukti musdienas ir nepiecieSami antikas
kultiiras cienitdjiem Latvija, jo divi apgadi, gluzi vai sacenzdamies
senatnes piemineklu izdoSana, piedava lasitijiem at$kirigi noformétas
gramatas. Izdevnieciba “Zinatne” ir izvéléjusies neliela, gandriz vai
kabatas formata izdevumus, bet apgads “Liepnieks un Ritups” — krietni
pamatiga apjoma izdevumus, poligrafiski krasnus, kuru cietas plakanas
mugurinas gan padara grimatas ne visai értas lasiSanai.

AtSkiribas ir ne tikai formalas, bet ari konceptualas. “Zinatne”
sadarbojas ar Latvijas klasiskas filologijas veteranu Abramu Feldhiinu,
un tekstu izvéles pamata ir literatirvésturiski apsvérumi (tas attiecas ari
uz Platona dialogiem). Tie ir teksti, kuriem butiska vieta antiko literaro
tradiciju tap$ana. Izdevumiem ir demokratisks raksturs tada nozimé, ka
komentaros ieklauts teksta uztverei nepiecie§amais minimums, ievada vai
nobeiguma apcerés ieziméta izvéléta teksta vieta vésturiskaja tradicija.

Apgada “Liepnieks un Ritups” pamanamakais lidz$inéjais devums ir
publicé$anas iespéjas piedavasana jaunam tulkotdju tandémam — Agnesei
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Epikirs. Véstules. Atzinas. Fragmenti.
R.: Liepnieks un Ritups, 2007

Gailei un Aijai van Hofai, kuras lidzsinéjas klasiska mantojuma apguves
tradicijas Latvija ir krietni paplain3jusas, piedavajot detalizétu
filologiski tekstologisku pieeju un par tekstu izvéles kritériju izvéloties
ne makslinieciskuma aspektu, bet drizak tulkojamo darbu saistibu
ar domas vésturi. 2003. gada Latvijas lasitaji sanéma Hipokratisko
rakstu izlasi, kura ieklauto tekstu vértibu nosaka nevis to estétiska
kvalitate, bet noteikts aspekts domas vésturé. 2007. gada iznica gramata
“Epikirs. Véstules. Atzinas. Fragmenti.” Teksti, kuri batu uzskatami par
autentiskiem Epikiira saceréjumiem, nav saglabdjusies. Ir pieejami tikai
pastarpinati avoti. Lai gan ir saglabajusies vairaki Epikira atzinu krajumi,
nav zinams ne no kadiem Epikara darbiem tie nemti, ne kas un kad Sos
apkopojumus veicis. Tadéjadi gramatas nosaukums sava zina ir maldinoss,
jo Epikirs atklijams un iepazistams tikai no citu, krietnu laiku péc
vina dzivoju$u autoru darbiem. Par Epikiiram veltitas gramatas galveno
varoni netie$i klast Diogens Laertietis, kur§ masu éras 3. gadsimta, tatad
vairak neka piecsimt gadu péc Epikara dzives laika, darba “Ievérojamu
filozofu dzives” vienu nodalu veltijis vinam, pievienojot tai arl vairakas
Epikiira véstules un galveno atzinu kopumu, pie tam Sie teksti vélak ir
papildinati ar citu komentétiju iespraudumiem, ta radot diezgan sarezgitu
tekstualu konglomeratu. Savdabigi ipatnéjs ir Diogena LaertieSa teksts.
Vina skatfjuma uz filozofu mantojumu svarigakas ir privatas dzives
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peripetijas, baumas, tenkas. Interesanti ir vina apgalvojumi, ka daZus
savus darbus Epikirs norakstijis no citiem un ka Epikirs ticis uzskatits
par nejégu gan attieciba uz dzivi, gan sapra$anu un sprieSanu. No Diogena
LaertieSa iespéjams uzzinat, ka Epikars vairakas reizes diena vémis un ka
vin$ miris, bet par Darzu, Epikiira skolu — tikpat ka neko. Ar Epikara
mantojumu saistita tekstuala savdabiba vinam veltito izdevumu padara
par gluzi postmodernu rébusu, kura risini$anas iespéjas tiek piedavatas ar
plasiem komentariem un apceréjumiem, kuri gan bieZi lielaku skaidribu
neievie$, bet dod nebeidzamu izzinas prieku, tadéjadi kalpojot par
uzskatamu apliecindjumu un iemiesojumu Epikira baudas filozofijai.
Ka uzsver gramatas veidotdji, véstures gaitd epikiriska baudas maciba
ir bieZi parprasta un aplam interpretéta. Baudas filozofija, protams,
padara Epikiaru aktualu ari misdienu skatijuma. Gramatas veidojums
neparprotami sola intelektualu baudu, ta¢u Diogens Laertietis ir tads, kads
ir. Vina trivialitatei ka pretsvars veidots gramatas uzsvérti akadémiskais,
varbiit pat smagnéjais raksturs. Latviskajam tulkojumam lidzas dots ari
grieku vai latinu originals, kas ir tekstologiski komentéts, noradot uz
filologiskajim problémam teksta uztveré. Siads komentéSanas vériens
ir prasijis no tulkotajam apbrina cienigu darbu un rapibu, to pat varétu
nosaukt par pasaizliedzibu, zinot, kadai erozijai ir paklauta humanitara
izglitiba musdienas un cik maz buas lasitiju, kas spés novértét un izbaudit
paveikto. Vienam otram latvju filozofam gan tik sasaukties ar klasisko
senatni, iemest pa kadai latiniskai vai griekiskai ogai savos cepumos,
bet, kad nikas lasit, ka ius ad bellum ir tiesibas uz karu, tad ari klast
skaidrs, ka saiknes ar klasisko mantojumu tiek pietélotas, nevis pastav
reali. Tapéc gramatas veidotaji sava zina uz pasauli raugas no zilonkaula
torna pozicijim. Izdevnieciba “Zinatne” cenSas turéties apgaismoSanas
tradicijas, tac¢u apgads “Liepnieks un Ritups” ienem hellénisma laikmetam
raksturigas intelektuidlas pozicijas, padarot izdevumus par artefaktiem,
kas ari rada spécigu efektu, lidz pat sajitai, ka latvie$u kultara tiek radita
jauna augsne jauniem asniem, lai gan augsne jau iekopta gadsimtu garuma,
sakot ar Johanu Vi§mani un Juri Alunanu.

Teksta latviskojums ir patikams, veikts ar labu latvie$u valodas izjatu,
atrodot ari noteiktu semantisku ekspresiju (valgums, aiztrisulot u. c.),
kas gan atSkiras no originala leksiska rakstura, tomér ir iederiga uztveres
precizitatei. Tac¢u ir ari atsevi$kas neskaidras un neparliecino$as izvéles —
kapéc tulkojuma jaievie$ tads socials anahronisms ka kalpi, lai péc tam
komentaros to skaidrotu ka ‘vergi’.
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Apceré par Epikaru interesantika ir recepcijai veltita dala, talu ta
apraujas ar 19. gadsimtu, nesniedzoties lidz masdienam. Skaidroti Epiktra
lietotie jédzieni, to savdabiba, atrodot ari specifiskas latviskojuma iespéjas,
lai daudznozimigiem grieku vardiem pieskirtu tie$i Epiktra izpratnes
niansi. Te gan gribétos plasiku motivaciju varda “régi” lietojumam. Tas
izklausas parlieku spokaini, bet ne komentaros, ne apceréjumos nav
parliecinosi izskaidrots, kapéc tie$i $2da semantika iezimétas latviskojuma
iespéjas, kapéc izvéléts konkrétais vards.

Ar pamatigu un nopietnu zinatnisko aparitu apgidatajam izdevumam
tomeér ir viens batisks trikums — trakst personu raditaja. Varétu likties tirais
nieks, bet tas $ada tipa izdevumiem ir loti batisks navigacijas riks, kura
trikums liedz lasitajam brivi orientéties daudzveidigaja materiala, un ir
griiti ari uztvert piedavata literatiiras saraksta sasaisti ar tekstu. Izbrinu rada
redakcionalas dabas nekonsekvences — personvardu neviendabigais lietojums
(Diogens Laertietis / Laertas Diogens, Makedonijas Aleksandrs / Aleksandrs
Lielais, lietoti ari tipologiski citi personvardu atveidoSanas principi),
teksta var sastapt gan filosofiju, gan filozofiju, vietumis pie grieku vardiem
apceréjumos ir latiniska transkripcija, vietumis nav, bet E. Narkévica raksta
ir tikai latiniska transkripcija. Si latiniskas transkripcijas klatbiatne rada
divainu sajitu — tiek piedavati detalizéti originalteksta komentari, bet taja
pasa laika gramatas veidotajiem nav parliecibas, vai lasitdji grieku tekstu
vispar spés izlasit. Lai gan var jau bat, ka tas nemaz nav nekonsekvences,
bet intelektualas spéles principi baudas un gudribas iegtisanai.

Ojars Lams

ARISTOTELA “POETIKA” LATVIESU LASITAJAM

Ikviens antikds pasaules tekstu tulkojums latvieSu valoda, ikviens
méginajums latvieSu lasitajam pavért skatu antikas pasaules kultarvértibas
ir apsveicams un pieminésanas verts.

2008. gada Aristotela “Poétikas” izdevums, ko ar Valsts kultarkapitala
fonda atbalstu klasiski atturigd makslinieciska noforméjuma (maksliniece
Gita Okonova-Treice) laidis klaji Jana Rozes apgads, atziméjams ipasi
vairaku iemeslu dél.

Treso reizi (ieprieks 1924. un 1959. gada) latvie$u valoda iznak viens
no butiskakajiem Senas Griekijas tekstiem, kas nozimigi ietekméjis visu
vélako Rietumu humanitaro domu.
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ARISTOTELIS

Aristotelis. Poétika.
R.: Jana Rozes apgads, 2008

Pirmkirt ta ir iespéja iepazit izcila antikds pasaules domatjja,
enciklopédiska prata ar plaam un daudzpusigam pétnieciskam interesém
(reiz aptverot visas antikas pasaules zinaSanu jomas) darbu. Un vél jo
bitiskik — vienu no svarigakajiem, vélaka laika visietekmigikajiem
Aristotela darbiem. “Poétika” vél joprojam — vairak neka divtiksto$ gadu
péc teksta tapSanas — ar tas aptverto plaso estétikas, makslas un literatiiras
teorijas pamatproblému loku uzskatima par kanonisku saceréjumu
estétikas un literatiirzinatnes joma. Ka izdevuma sakuma norada ievada
autors Ojars Lams, ““Poétika” ir ne tikai senakais musdienas pieejamais
dzejas makslai veltitais teksts, bet no ta izaugusi visa Rietumu literatiiras
zindtne, tas licis pamatus gadu tukstoSus ilgai literatiiras pétniecibas
tradicijai” (7. Ipp.).

Saja izdevuma Aristotela “Poétika” iznak viena no izcilakajiem 20. gs.
sakuma klasisko valodu tulkotajiem A. Giezena latviskojuma nopietna
teicamu savas jomas specialistu — Inaras Kemeres un Ojara Liama -
21. gadsimta redakcija.

[zdevuma pirmo dalu veido plass O. Lima ievads Aristotela “Poétika”,
kur, visuma orientéjoties uz plaSu interesentu, ne Sauru klasiskas
filologijas specialistu loku, sniegts daudzpusigs ieskats dazados ar
konkréto saceréjumu saistitos aspektos. Te rodami gan sengrieku filozofa
galvenie dzives fakti, visparéjas literaras darbibas un tekstu mantojuma
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iezimé&jums, gan “Poétikas” visparigs raksturojums ar tik batiska atslégas
jédziena “poétika” izpratnes ieskicéjumu ka misdienu literatirzinitné, ta
Aristotela darba un saliktiem galvenajiem akcentiem tulkota saceréjuma
saturiska izvérsuma. Seko “Poétikas” galveno kategoriju (mimeése,
skaistais, tragédija: katarse) raksturojums un ieskats $1 Aristotela
saceréjuma recepcijas vésturé (no antikas pasaules lidz pat 20. gadsimtam),
kas lasitajam paver plasakus humanitaras domas attistibas apvar$nus.
Ipasa uzmaniba tiek veltita sengrieku domatdja ideju nozimei latviesu
literatiirteorétiskas domas vésturé, un ta nozimigi senais teksts ir saistits
ar Latvijas kultarainu.

Svarigi, ka Aristotela “Poétika” pieteikta ne ka “atsevisks lielums”,
bet arvien attiecigd konteksta (piem., Senads Griekijas literaru tekstu
aplikojuma / saceréSanas makslas rokasgramatu tradicija; kategoriju
aplikojums misdienigd hronologiskas perspektivas konteksta utt.), un ta
jo skaidrak izcelta konkréta teksta nozime.

Daudzpusigais ievads (kas gan neatkldjas satura raditdja), sniedzot
svarigus pieturas punktus, labi sagatavo lasitaju talika teksta adekvitai
uztverel un izpratnei.

Jaatzist gan, ka to vél vértigiku padaritu atsaucu lietojums, kuru
trikums Sai izdevuma nepaver lasitajam iespéju paSam talak veérsties
pie minétajiem avotiem un papildinat zinaSanas par intereséjosiem
jautajumiem, ka ari neatkldj ievada noraditas zinatniskas literatiras
(34. lpp.) izmantojumu.

Izdevuma pamatdalu veido Aristotela “Poétikas” tulkojums ar
paskaidrojumiem katras nodalas beigds. Pamati izmantots senais
A. Giezena tulkojums, tatu véra nemtas misdienu latviesu valodas
prasibas un izpratne par tulkoSanas principiem. Ka ievada norada
O. Lams (33. Ipp.): “.. ir méginits rast precizaku izpausmi gan Aristotela
lakoniskajam stilam, gan skaidraku atveidojumu vina lietotajiem
terminiem.”

To §1 izdevuma tulkojums (salidzinot, piem., ar 1959. gada izdevumu)
patie$am labi parada: vairs nav lieku, Aristotela teksta neesoSu leksému
ietvéruma, ja izteikta doma uztverama ari koncentréta izteiksmé (piem.,
“tragédija”, ne “tragédijas saceréjumi” (35./ 33.); “attélo raksturus”, ne
“attélo cilvéku rakstura ipasibas” (36./ 34.); “notikumus vajag risinat ta, lai
tie batu it ka acu priek3a”, ne “notikumus vajag ta risinat, lai autoram katra
situacija batu iespéjami tuvak acu prieksa” (82./ 78.)); vietam ir precizaks
jédzienu atveidojums (piem., “sokratiskie”, ne “Sokrata dialogi” (36./ 34.);
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“sizets”, ne “fabula” (35./ 33. utt.)); vienkar$akas, labai latvie$u valodai
atbilstoSas teikumu konstrukcijas (piem., “atdarinatji atdarina”, ne
“atdarinatajiem par objektu ir” (39./ 36.); “dorie$i apgalvo, ka tragédija
un komédija esot vinu raditas. Par komédiju ta apgalvo megariesi...”, ne
“doriesi apgalvo, ka tragédija un komédija esot vinu radijums. Uz prioritati
komédija pretendé megariesi...” (41./ 38.)) un tamlidzigi.

Labi jauna izdevuma redigéta tulkojuma kvalitati rada, piem.,
4. nodalas izteikumi par dzejas veidiem, ja tos salidzinam ar iepriek3éjo
izdevumu:

“Dzeja sadalijas atbilsto$i paSu autoru raksturiem. Nopietna
rakstura dzejnieki atdarindja skaistus, sev lidzigu cilvéku darbus, bet
vieglpratigakie — nekrietnu cilvéku darbus...” (2008. gada izdevums,
44. Ipp.)

“Saskana ar katra atseviska autora individuidlajam tieksmém dzejas
maksla sazarojas divos virzienos. Célaka rakstura dzejnieki atdarinija
cildenus darbus un tada pasa rakstura cilvéka ricibu, bet vieglpratigakie —
nekrietnu cilvéku darbus...” (1959, 41. lpp.)

Katras nodalas tulkojumam $ai izdevuma talit seko paskaidrojumi,
kas lasitajam biutiski palidz uztvert tekstu. Salidzinajuma ar iepriek3éjo
izdevumu piezimes un paskaidrojumi parskatiti, nemot véra laika
gaita raduSos jauno informaiciju, lidz ar to vietim rodamas plasakas
un precizakas zinas. Atzistama ari tulkojuma malas sniegta klasiskaja
filologija visparpienemtd Aristotela tekstu numeracija, kas atvieglo
zinatnisku darbu ar $o saceréjumu un vajadzibas gadijuma lauj atri un
precizi atrast nepiecieSsamo teksta vietu.

Visbeidzot, tulkojumu papildina divi nozimigi raditaji: galveno
literatiirzinatnisko jédzienu raditajs, kur lidzas latviskotajam variantam
dota attieciga grieku lekséma un tas latiniskais atveidojums, un Aristotela
teksta un paskaidrojumos minéto personu raditajs. Par jédzienu raditaju
gan jaatzimé, ka atseviSki jédzieni, kas paradas Aristotela “Poétikas”
latviskotaja teksta, te nav ietverti, pieméram, parodija (39., 40.), proza
(39.), tetrametrs (45., 47.).

Nekada zinia nenoniecinot iepriek3éjos izdevumus, kuri sniegusi tik
retu un pamatigu iespéju Aristotela “Poétikai” ienakt latviesu kultarvide,
jaatzist, ka jaunais izdevums 21. gadsimta lasitdijam piedava pieejamaku
(pirmkart ne vairs ka bibliografisku retumu), vieglak uztveramu
un izprotamu iepaziSanos ar seno, tau joprojam nozimigo Eiropas
humanitaras kultiiras pamattekstu.
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Turklat svarigi, ka izdevums noderigs visplasakai auditorijai, ne tikai
klasiskas filologijas, bet ari visu citu humanitaro zinatnu specialistiem,
vél vairak — ikvienam, kuru interesé maksla (seviski — varda maksla) un
estétika.

Gita Bérzina

PAR GRIEKU IPASVARDIEM UN GRECISMIEM
LATVIESU VALODAS VIDE

I
VAI GRIEKU IPASVARDU JAUTAJUMA RISINAJUMS?
M. Vecvagars. Sengrieku-latviesu ipasvardu vardnica.
Filozofijas un sociologijas instittts, 2007.

Ikviens leksikografisks darbs klasisko valodu joma ir apsveicams,
ipasi, protams, latvie$u valodas vidé, kur neesam lutinati ar plasu $adu
gramatu klastu. Tadé| jo patikami ir turét rokas “Sengrieku-latvie$u
ipasvardu vardnicu” - So filozofijas specidlista Mara Vecvagara grimatu
2007. gada laidis klaja Filozofijas un sociologijas institiits. Finansiali
darbu atbalstijusas tris atzistamas institicijas: Latvijas Kultaras fonds,
Latvijas Zinatnes padome un Onasis fonds (Griekija). Vardnicas apjoms
ir vairdk neka 11 000 skirklu, un tas ir liels papildinajums lidz§iné&jiem
sengrieku ipasvardu apkopojumiem, ko veidojusi E. Felsbergs un A. Feld-
hins, — attiecigi aptuveni 2500 un 2600 vienibam (sk. Noradijumi par
citvalodu ipaSvardu pareizrakstibu un pareizrunu latvie$u literaraja
valoda. Sengrieku valodas ipasvardi. Sast. A. Feldhiins, Zinatne, 1974;
E. Felsbergs. Grieku ipasvardu pareizrakstiba latvieSu valoda. Latvijas
Universitates izdevums, 1922).

So acimredzamo kvantitates soli uz prieksu spert vardnicas autoram
pamata palidzéjusas jaunlaiku iespéjas: sengrieku tekstu korpusa (TLG)
e-forma, ka ari moderns grieku—-romie$u pasaules geografiskais atlants
(pilna norade vardnicas 19. Ipp.).

Cits iespieddarbam butisks kvantitativais raksturlielums ir metiens —
100 eksemplari, protams, ir vairak neka pieticigs skaits. Iespéjams, ka
gramatas variants ticis ieceréts klasiskas senatnes un valodu specialistu
salidzino$i Saurajam lokam Latvija (tomér ari tad visi gribétaji noteikti
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SENGRIEKU-LATVIESU

IPASVARDU

VARDNICA

M. Vecvagars. Sengrieku-latvieSu ipa§vardu
vardnica. Filozofijas un sociologijas institiits,
2007

pie ta netika), tacu neierobeZoti plasai mérkauditorijai pieejams vardnicas
CD formats (norade vardnicas 14. Ipp.). Ari Sis pieejas un lieto$anas veids
pieder pie jaunlaiku — 21. gadsimta iespéjam; apsveicami, ka tas ienak
antika kultirmantojuma izpétes un faktu uzskaites joma ari Latvija.

Par vardnicas meérkauditoriju. Domajams, masdienas jebkura publi-
kacija, kuras virsraksta lasaima vardkopa “sengrieku ipasvardi”, noteikti
pievérs latvieSu lasitaja (pirmkart ar valodam un tekstveidi, tulkoSanu,
redigé8anu u. tml. saistitu cilvéku) uzmanibu gan tadél, ka tie$i ar
sengrieku valodas vienibam un ari ipasvardiem nakas visbiezak saskarties
dazados tekstos, gan ipasi tadél, ka to atveides principi latvie$u valodas
vidé paliek labili jau ilgak neka gadsimtu, kop$ valodnieki sakusi
sistematizét ieteikumus minétaja joma. Tatad no katras jaunas attiecigas
publikacijas tiek gaidits jauns (risino$s) solis $aja virziena.

Talab parsteidz autora minétais vardnicas ievadvardu pasas sakum-
rindas, vispirms komentéjot, kas nav §1 vardnica: “Piedavata vardnica nav
personvardu, geografisko nosaukumu u. c. sengrieku ipasvardu pareiz-
rakstibas vardnica masdienu latvie$u valoda, t. i., tai nepiemit ta dévétais
normativais raksturs.” (13. Ipp.)

Tomér turpat talak, aprakstot, kas ir piedavata vardnica, autors izklasta
sengrieku vardu latviskas atveides problematiku, izvérsti sniedz trans-
literacijas principus un pat grieku artikula lociSanas paradigmas. Tiek
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pieminéts ari priek$gajéju (sengrieku ipasvardu atveides norméSana)
E. Felsberga un A. Feldhiina veikums ar piebildi, ka $aja vardnica “lielako-
ties ieklaujamies jau iztirzato paradigmu normativaja ieloka” (19. Ipp).

Vardnicas autors ievadvardos, noradot transliteracijas un atveides
pamatnostadni, uzsver: “Més sekojam (ari neblt ne viennozimigajiem)
prieksstatiem par klasiska laika izrunu.” (14. Ipp.) Tatad, norobeZojoties
no pareizrakstibas jautijuma latvieSu variantd, izcelts ir pareizrunas
aspekts, proti, lai latvie$u lasitajs / lietotajs zina, ka to vai citu ipasvardu
izrunajusi klasisko laiku grieki; $is formas tad daudzviet “var atskirties no
lietojuma ierastajiem un esoSajiem vardiem latviesu valoda, kura senatnes
nosaukumi nereti ir darinati (ipasi lidz XX gs.) no pastarpinatiem avotiem
un valodam...” (13. Ipp.). Zinams, ka citu valodu ipasvardu atdarinajums
latvie$u valoda péc iespéjas tuvinams $o ipasvardu skanéjumam originala
(sk. A. Feldhiins. Noradijumi par citvalodu ipadvardu pareizrakstibu un
pareizrunu latvieSu literaraja valoda. Sengrieku valodas ipasvardi. 1974,
3. Ipp.). Vardnicas veidotdjs Sai valodnieku visparpienemtajai nostadnei
seko, izvéloties nosaciti rekonstruéto izrunas variantu; $aja gadijuma par
originalu tiek pienemta klasisko laiku grieku valoda.

Tas ir saprotami un nav nekadds jaunindjums, jo ta saukto klasisko
laiku (5.-4. gs. p. m. &.) grieku valoda ir pamats pasaules akadémiskaja
antikas pasaules pétnieku vidé parsvara atzitajai un lietotajai Erazma
izrunai (sk. ievadkomentaru pieminétaja E. Felsberga darba, 3.-5. Ipp.),
no kuras pamatos nav atkapies neviens lidz §im latviesu valodas vidé
sengrieku ipaSvardus iztirzajusais specialists. Ir bijusi tikai priekslikumi
par atsevisku elementu at$kirigu atveidi: pieméram, grieku divskanis ev
un garais patskanis o attiecigi latvie$u izrunas / rakstibas varianta ka ei un
o (bez garumzimes) A. Feldhiina noradijumos (atskiriba no E. Felsberga
sistémas, kura paredz attiecigi ex un 6 lietojumu). M. Vecvagars ipasvardu
latviskaja atveidojuma sekojis E. Felsberga (1922) noradém, neizmantojot
priekslikumu par grieku v atveidi latvie$u valoda ar burtu y.

Tomér nevar nepiekrist vardnicas veidotajam, ka ta “ir daudzu
kompromisu un nosacitibu apvienojums” (14. Ipp.).

Vispirms par transliteraciju un atseviSskiem latviskojumiem: autors
izcel faktu, ka Skirklos parstavéti ari daZi Bizantijas laiku 15. gadsimta
avoti, kuru autori “savos darbos acimredzot pirmo reizi grieku valoda ir
pieminéjusi Baltijai piederigus ipasvardus” (14. lpp.). Tatad runa ir par
laiku grieku valodas vésturé, kad “klasiska” izruna reala lietojuma jau
sen aiz kalniem (iespéams, starp izglitotiem laudim, sengrieku kultiras
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zinatdjiem tiek maksligi uzturéta), tacu pieraksts, pareizrakstiba atbilst
klasiskas valodas normam. Interesanti $ai zina apskatit divus vardus, kuri
dros$i uzskatami par Baltijas regiona “atslégipasvardiem”.

Riga / Prjya: Skirkli dota varda transliteracija “Réga” un latviskais
atveidojums — Riga. Pédgjais varétu noradit uz faktu, ka 15. gadsimta
grieku burts éta vairs neatainoja plato garo ¢ skanu, bet gan skanu i (ta
sauktais jotacisma process grieku valodas fonétikd bija jau daudzos
gadsimtos devis neatgriezeniskus rezultdtus). Transliteracija atbilstosi
“klasiskajai” grafétikai / izrunai $im konkrétajam Skirklim ir lieka, pat
maldinosa.

Lidzigi zimiga forma ir ipaSvards “Révele”, ko gan atrodam nevis
vardnicas $kirklos (?), bet pielikuma, Laskara Kanana celojuma (15. gs.)
apraksta teksta: Prifoule. Komentaros lasams: “Ta ir “Rivile”, t. i.,
Révele (tag. Tallina).” (482. Ipp.) Seit, ki redzams, komentiru autors
vispirms uzrida jotacisma ietekméto variantu Riville. Saji pa$i varda
ari burts béta drosi vien vairs neataino skanu b, bet gan jaungrieku vitai
atbilstoSo v (nevis “Ribiile”), ari epsilona galotne nebiit neataino klasiskas
grieku valodas sievieSu dzimtes virda nominativu. Bétas burta atbilstiba
v skanai redzama ari ipadvarda “Livonija” (AwBovia); savukart, par
variativitati pareizrakstiba minétaja pozicija varétu liecinit cits ar klasisko
senatni nesaistits vards Mtovavol — “litiani varbit litvani” (piedavatais
skirklvarda latviskojums), lietuvji / lietuviesi. Jo, domajot par skaidro
v klatbttni $1 ipasvarda formas citds valodas, digrafs ov vargja atainot
skanu v (bétas / vitas burta vietd) péc ‘klasiskajiem’ rakstibas principiem
(sal. 1pagvardus Ovepyihiog Vergilijs, oveveTol — veneti u. c. tamlidzigus ar
sakumelementu ov pozicija pirms patskana).

Visnotal piekritot vardnicas veidotajam, ka grieku valodas “vésturiskas
izrunas transformacijas” butu problematiski atradit, tomér jaatzist, ka
apgalvojums “.. sengrieku [izcélums mans — I. R.] vardu transliteracija ..
dod iespéju lasitajiem, kuriem nav pazistami grieku burti, izlasit griekiski
uzrakstito vardu” (15. Ipp.) neatbilst visiem Skirkliem. Ko lasitajam (grieku
burtu nezinatajam) dod iespéja izlasit ipasvardu, kas saistams ar Bizantijas
véstures laikiem (un attiecigi ta laika grieku valodas izrunu) varianta,
kada to (visticamak) grieki batu izrunajusi 20 gadsimtus tila senatné?

Ipasi neiederigs ir Aténu pilsétas centra pakalna nosaukuma
latviskojums Likabéts (AvkaBnrTtds), atziméjot svarigakos objektus attéla
“Misdienu Aténu skats no putna lidojuma” (pielikums, 422. Ipp.). Ja
runa ir par miisdiendm, tad, protams, neviens nezinds (pirmaja bridi
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noteikti neatpazis), kas ir “Likabéts”, jo muslaikos 31 geografiska objekta
nosaukums ir “Likavits”; ja minétaja attéla norades ieturétas “klasiskaja”
lietojuma, tad, savukart, vards “parlaments” atkal neiederigs ka misdienu
(romanvalodigs) apziméjums valsts padomei, kuru grieki senatné sauca
“bule”, tagad izruna — “vuli”.

Ka noprotams no vardnicas ievadteksta un ari Skirkliem, veidotaja
vélme bijusi piedavat tas lietotdjam iespéjami citu valodu ietekmju
nepastarpinatus grieku ipasvardu latviskojumus, neuzspieZot tomér
kadu normu, tikai radot transliterdciju un praktisko transkripciju, proti,
latviskojumu iespéjami tuvu originala (klasisko laiku valodas) izrunai.
Tomeér, ta ka darbs ir nosaukts “Sengrieku-latvie$u [pasvitrojums mans —
I. R.] ipasvardu vardnica”, manuprat, skaidrs, ka latvie$u varianti parstav
kadu autora piedavatu latviskojuma sistému, kura - tirazéta vardnica
publicéta — iegiist publicitati. Kadél gan vardnicas lietotdjam batu derigi
zindt “nepastarpinito” klasisko variantu, ja ne tadél, lai novértétu
ipasvarda pareizaku, adekvitiku atveidi miisdienu latvie$u valoda?

No otras puses, var saprast autoru, kur$, nebiidams valodnieks, nevélas
pazinot par kadu sava vardnica fiksétu normu (tadéjadi uznemoties
valodnieku darbu un ar to saistito atbildibu), bet atseviskos gadijumos liek
nojaust potenciilos ieteikumus latviskoSanai. Tas vérojams, pieméram,
skirklos, kurus vieno sikumburts omega (klasiskaja grieku izruna garais o).
Te lidzas transkripcijas variantam tiek uzradita latvie$u valodas rakstita (?)
forma un ari izrunas forma: [Okeands] Okeans «Okeans> (vardnicas veidotaja
iekavu lietojums; sk. ari vardnicas ievadtekstos sadalu “Izruna latviesu
valoda”). Ja, par gara 6 atgrie$anos / aktualizé$anu latvie$u ortografija misu
valodnieku domas dalas, ari jautajjumam par divskani eu latvieSu valodas
vidé (konsekventi lietots M. Vecvagara vardnica) ir senika un ne tik sena
vésture (sk. turpmak parskatu “2004. gada divskanis ex”).

Katras vardnicas uzdevums ir sniegt kadu informaciju; protams,
mérkvalodas informacija nav vienigd, kuru sniedz “Sengrieku-latviesu
ipasvardu vardnica”. Vértigas informacijas vienibas, kuru sagatavo$ana
autors neap$aubami ieguldijis daudz ptlu un prasmes, $aji vardnica ir
divéjas: vairums $kirklu norada grieku tekstu avotus, kuros attiecigais
ipasvards sastopams, un geografiskajiem objektiem parsvara (kur tas bijis
iespéjams) pievienots ari masdiends lietotais nosaukums (sk. ari vardnicas
veidotdja komentaru par to 20. un 22. lpp.).

Te gan attiecigi ari divi vérojumi. Pirmkart, nav dotas nekadu avotu
norades lielai dalai $kirklu (netop isti skaidrs, kads ir tadas atlases
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iemesls); tadéjadi $ajos gadijumos informacija, ko Skirklis sniedz, attiecas
tikai uz avotvalodas un mérkvalodas materialu. Otrkart, vietvardu
miusdienu nosaukumi doti acimredzot anglvalodigd varianta (pieminéta
Talberta atlanta materials), nevis latviskoti.

Pie skirklu izveides nekonsekvencém pieskaitams ari fakts, ka
atseviskiem Skirkliem (atkal nav izprotams, kapéc tiesi Siem) papildus
pievienoti aprakstosi skaidrojumi, pat citati vai ari forma krievu valoda
(sk., pieméram, “Kaiads”, “Moisejs”). Kopuma jaatzist, ka atkariba no
meklétd varda daudzi Skirkli vardnicas lietotajam dos visai izsmelo$u
informaciju, citi — liks kaut kada zina vilties.

Te vieta ari jautajums, kuru atlauSos atstat ka retorisku, par vardnicas
meérkauditoriju: plaam lietotaju lokam vai antikas kultaras specialistiem?

II
2004. GADA DIVSKANIS EU GRIEKU VALODAS VESTURES KONTEKSTA.
(Referats nolasits A. Ozola 2005. gada konferencé Latvijas Universitaté)

Par “gada divskani” eu atlavos nodévét sakara ar 2004. gada aktualo
diskusiju par Eiropas kopigas naudas vienibas nosaukuma pienemamo
variantu latvieSu valoda. Lai gan parspriedumu uzmanibas centra bija
lokamas vai nelokamas formas jautajums (eiro / eira), paradijas ari
viedokli par $i varda pirmas zilbes izrunu.

2004. gada 20. oktobra laikraksta “Diena” (“MK aizstav eiro,
komisija — eiras™) lasam:

“Ta ka konstitucionala liguma saskano$anas gaita ir ieviesta vienota
[varda] “euro” rakstiba visas ES valstu valodas, paSreiz liguma teksta
latvie$u versija ES vienota valiita ari tiek apziméta ar [vardu] “euro”.
Teksta izmantoti ari vardi “Eiropa”, “eirolemums”, “eiroregula”.

Bez tam Latvijas Zinatnu akadémijas Terminologijas komisija
atkartoti nolémusi latviesu valoda ES valitas apziméSanai lietot lokamo
vardu “eira”, nepielaujot varda “euro” lietoSanu latvie$u valoda.”

Savukart “Neatkarigas Avizes” 19. oktobra pielikuma kolégis Janis
Kuskis izvérstu komentaru $i jautijuma sakara iesik ar apgalvojumu:
“Latvie$u valoda ir divskanis eu, nevis ta nav, ka apgalvojusi dazi laudis
[kas it ka ir latvie$u valodas lietpratéji].”

Protams, par “gada divskani” ex péksni bija tapis latvieSu valodas
jautdjumu konteksta, tomér, pirms vértét musu valodas iespéjas un
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vajadzibas $ai sakara, uzskatu, ka nav par lieku atgriezties pie divskana eu
liktena grieku valodas konteksta.

No griekiem esam guvusi ka daudzus sugas vardus, ta ari ipasvardus ar
seno divskani eu, kuru lietojums — variants ar e / eu — tomér ir un paliek
svarstigs, kaut arl noradijumos ir fiksétas normas (eifonija / eufonija;
Eiripids / Euripids).

Tatad par grieku valodas véstures kontekstu.

Sena klasiskas valodas divskanu sistéma grieku valodas gadu tikstosu
plasaja vésturé pakapeniski izzudusi: monoftongizacijas procesi aizsakusies
jau 5. gs. p. m. é. — uz ta pasa klasiska perioda beigu sliek$na.

Inskripcijas un atsevisku leksému parveido$anas liecina, ka laika ap ta
saucamo éru miju, pieméram, divskanis ex jau ticis izrunats ka ev / ef —
attiecigi pozicija pirms patskana vai balsigi un nebalsiga lidzskana. Sada
izruna saglabijusies un dzirdama misdienu grieku valoda.

Rakstu valoda tika saglabata veca klasiska divskana eu forma (tapat
ari paréjie divskani) — §1 runas un rakstu varianta noskir§anas mudinija
grieku gramatikus atklat jédzienu “ortografija” — ‘pareiza rakstiSana’,
kas nu daudzviet (pamata veco divskanu pozicijas) ats$kiras no runas
varianta.

Tomeér no tiem laikiem griekiem netriika tadu valodas jomas kopéju,
kuri riipéjas ari par ortoépiju; tie bija ta saucamie aticisti — Atikas,
Centralgriekijas novada, klasisko laiku grieku valodas normu saglabasanas
propagandétdji. Lidz ar morfologijas un sintakses jomas literarajam
normam aticisti (faktiski, paristi) raudzija saglabat ari seno fonétisko
daudzveidibu (tas gan nacas daudz gratak neka saglabat normu rakstos).
Ta laika Eiropas kultarvésturiskaja konteksta batiski, ka aticisma kustibu
atbalstija ari romieSu korifeji — Cicerons un vina sekotaji.

Tiesi aticistu vairdk vai mazak noturigais viedoklis ir pamata
16. gadsimta Roterdamas Erazma izteiktajam priekslikumam par klasisko
laiku fonétiskas tradicijas izmanto$anu senads valodas apguvé un tekstu
lasisana.

Erazma pretinieki (3ai zind) izmantoja ta saucamo “Reihlina” izrunas
variantu, balstot savu viedokli dzivas (postklasiskas) grieku valodas
izrunas tradicijas un izmantojot tas ari klasisko laiku tekstu izruna.

Pieméram, vacvalodigajas zemés pastav Erazma izrunas tradicija, kura
gan vérojami atseviski pielagojumi pasas vacu valodas izrunas normam. Ta
tas ir ar seno divskani eu, kur§ grieku vardos tiek izrunats ka oz, lidzigi ka
vicu “neu” (jauns’), kas rakstams ar ex-. Seit min&ju vacu valodas pieméru,
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jo tiesi no tas latvieSu valoda iemantojusi grieku vardus ar elementu eu,
kas izrunajams ki ei, pieméram, Eiripids (ne Euripids), un, protams, ari
Eiropa. (Tiesa, Stenders gan “Gudribas gramata” rakstija “Europeri”.)

Nebiit neaicinot lidzigi senajiem aticistiem visus teikt “Europa”,
turpmak sniegts neliels ieskats grieku ex divskana aizguvumu lietojuma
tradicijas misu valodas vidé.

Latvie$u valodai nebiit nav tik plasa véstures gaita ka grieku valodai,
tadé] dabiska karta gadsimtus aptverosi procesi palaikam tiek nodro$inati
strauji, iesakot normu un labakaja gadijuma palaujoties uz tzusa
izlidzino$o palidzibu.

Lai apliikojam norises tikai nepilna gadsimta laika.

Pagajusa gadsimta trisdesmitie gadi: Ozolina un Endzelina “Latviesu
pareizrunas vardnica” (1936) piedava “originala valodai tuvaku”
sve$vardu atainojumu. Pieméram, grieku vardos diftongu izruna aiters,
aistétika, oikonomija, eugénika, pseudonims, bet eiropisks.

Pédéja varda sakara janorada, ka, pieméram, trisdesmitajos gados
LU profesors valodnieks J. Plakis lietoja formu “Europa / europiesi”
(“Indoeuropiesu valodu salidzinama gramatika” (1938)).

Cits LU klasiskas filologijas profesors Péteris Kikauka ar zinamu
kritiku piemin 30 jauninajumu darba “Piezimes par daziem latvieSu
valodas labojumiem” (1937) — ne tapéc, ka, sengrieku valodas specialists
biidams, neatbalstitu tuvinaanos klasiskajai izrunai, bet cita iemesla dél:

“Lai pieskirtu “pareizu runu un rakstibu” tiem sve$vardiem, kas
nemti no vecajim valodim, miasu valodnieki ieveda divskanus “ai” un
“o0i” vardos “arhaiologs” .. ”oikonoms”. Si reforma, konsekventi izdarita,
nebltu radijusi sareZgijumu [dala sabiedribas ar jaunindjumu gan
nebija miera...].. Bet pa$i valodnieki nebija konsekventi savas reformas

realizé$ana, jo dalu vardu vini atstdja negrozitu (himera / himaira,
enciklopédija / enciklopaideija u. c.). .. Radits ne mazs sajukums svesvardu
rakstiba.”

Apskatama divskana ewu sakara ari es novéroju kadu nekonsekvenci,
proti: 1928. gada J. Endzelina un K. Milenbaha “Latvie$u gramatika”
divskanu grupa minéts oi, kur$ sastopams sve§vardos (boikots) (13. Ipp.) -
tada gadijuma naktos par sveSvardos sastopamu uzskatit ari divskani
eu. Pieméram, J. Endzelina un K. Milenbaha “Latvie$u valodas macibas
gramata” (1938, 16. Ipp.) noradits:

“Lidzskana savienojumus ar iepriek$éju a, e, 4, viena zilbé izruna ka
kritoSus divskanus au, eu, iu (tavs, sev, zivs).”
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Profesors P. Kikauka komentaros par grécismu pareizrunu atziméjis ari
vél citas nekonsekvences trisdesmito gadu reforma:

“Nav ari sasniegta nekada “pareiza” izruna un rakstiba, ar ko
minéto reformu motivéja.” Profesors piemin tadus vardus ka “izoglosa”,
“teozofija”, “hairezija”, kuros z skana un burts neatbilst originalvalodas
lasijumam, tas rodas no citvalodu aizguvumiem.

Tikai nieka 20 gadus péc minéto Endzelina ierosindjumu laikiem nica
jauna reforma, kas lidz ar tas motivaciju sniegta 1958. gada “Svesvardu pareiz-
rakstibas vardnica” (sakart. H. Bendiks, redkolégija A. Ozols, A. Feldhiins).

Te redzam atceltu seno divskanu izrunu grécismos (paréjas izmainas
neminésu, jo tas $i raksta témai nav batiskas). Tatad nesen fikséto formu
“pseudonims” un “eufonija” vietd nu lasam “pseidonims”, “eifonija” u. tml.

Tomer cerigs un demokratisks ir vardnicas priek§vardu nobeigums:

“Pareizrakstibas komisija atzist, ka diezgan daudzi no $aja vardnica
dotajiem rakstijumiem nav isti dro$i nepietiekamo izrunas pétijumu dél.
Visi, kam riip latvie$u valodas kultiira, lagti savas atsauksmes par $o
vardnicu sitit Pareizrakstibas komisijai...”

Apméram 40 gadus pirms Endzelina reformas K. Milenbaha “Odisejas”
latvie$u tulkojuma, pieméram, rodam formas “Eirimahs”, “Eirikleja”,
“Eipets” — $ajos vardos attiecigi grieku valoda ir sikuma divskanis ex. Sis
pats divskanis ir ari varda “Zevs”, kura latviskaja rakstiba lietojam v, bet
izrundjam gan ka “sev”, “tev”.

Interesanti, ka K. Milenbahs “Odisejas” tulkojuma lieto formas “Zejs”,
“Zejtévs”, “Zeisa”, “Zeisam”, kuras acimredzot izvélgjies péc analogijas ar
“Eirikleju”, “Eipetu”, kas, savukart, ka jau minéts, radusas vacu valodas
ietekmé (Cois). Sai sakara K. Milenbahs tulkojuma priek$varda (1890)
raksta:

“Nav ko 3aubities, ka apcerama varda [Zevs] sakné slépjas W, bet pie
sve$vardiem neder parlieku saknes raknat, neder svesvardus tada izskata
nemt, kada tie paradas rekonstrukcijas gaisma, bet kada tie sastopami
literatara.”

K. Milenbahs bija konsekvents, lietojot formas “Zejs” un “Odisejs”;
més esam nekonsekventi (attieciba pret originalvalodu), jo lietojam formu
“Zevs” (esam tomér “atrakus$i” sakni, ko neieteica darit K. Milenbahs), bet
lidzas lietojam “Odisejs” (ne “Odisevs”), lai gan abiem grieku ipasvardiem
izskana slavenais divskanis ex. Par saknu raknaSanu tomér jaatzist:
K. Milenbahs lieto formu “Menelaws”, uzradot W, tadu misdienas
lietojam “Menelajs” — pozicija lidziga, tikai ar divskani au.
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Nepilnus 20 gadus péc piecdesmito gadu parmainim klaji naca
A. Feldhiina sastaditie “Noradijumi par citvalodu ipa$vardu pareizrakstibu
un pareizrunu latvie$u literaraja valoda XIII. Sengrieku valodas ipasvardi”
(1974).

Tajos rakstits, ka burtkopas eu (kas apziméjusi attiecigu divskani)
atdarinajumos latvieSu valoda nostiprinajusies burtkopa ei — tatad Sai zina
salidzindjuma ar iepriek$€jo posmu izmainu nav.

Tomér zimigs ir priekslikums (publicétd veida ta jau ir akceptéta
norma) senajos grieku ipa$vardos lietot divskanus ai un ei, noskirot
no tiem sugasvardu atdarinijuma normu, kura paliek iepriekséja,
monoftongizéta (pedagogs, ekonomija).

Motivacija: “Sengrieku ipasvardi ir klasiskas senatnes piederums. [..]
No sengrieku valodas aizgitie sugasvardi, respektivi ar sengrieku valodas
elementiem darinatie termini turpretim ir masdienu valodas sastavdala.”
(11. lpp.) Tie, luk, saskana ar sensenu starptautisku tradiciju ieviesusies
latinizéta forma.

Tadgéjadi jaunaja “sistéma” bagatigam grieku ipa$vardu klastam ar
sakumelementu eu- tiek radits iznémums salidzinajuma ar paréjiem, kuros
ir divskani ai, ei (formas “Edips” vieta gan var lietot arl formu “Oidips”).

Kas izriet no diahronisko pieméru giizmas, atgriezoties miisdienas?

e Lietojot grécismos sikumelementu ei-, més neatspogulojam ne
sengrieku, ne jaungrieku izrunu: pirma bijusi “Euripids”, otra ir
“Evripids”. Tatad atspogulojam vacu izrunas latvisko paveidu.

* Ja Endzelina ierosindjumus divdesmita gadsimta pirmaja pusé
(pseudonims, eufémisms) nebiitu parspéjusi nakamie péc 20 gadiem —
vai tagad buitu griitibas pienemt naudas nosaukumu “euro”? Tiesa,
neviens vairs nebis gatavs teikt “Europa”, jo pat klaida latviesu
veidotaja Bicola un Bérzinas-Baltinas “LatvieSu valodas vardnica”
(pareizrakstiba, izruna, formas, nozime) (ALA, 1993) lidzas formam
“eudaimonisks”, “eufémisms”, “eukalipts”, “eugenika”, “eunuhs”
lasam “eiropiesi”, “eiropisks”.

* Domajot par daudzveidigajam minétajam nekonsekvencém un dazadam
atkdpém no piedavatas pamatnormas grieku aizguvumu latviskoSana,
domajot par diftonga ex izrunas iesp&jam no latviesu valodas fonétiskas
sistémas viedokla, domijot par rakstito virdu “euro” nakotnes
naudaszimés — kapéc més nevarétu to atlauties ta ari izrunat?

Domajot par valodas pilnigo$anu, nevis iegrozo$anu —

Ilze Riimniece
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R: Adria, 2007

LatvieSu lasitdja dzejas horizontu 2007. gada ir paplaSinajusi unikala
gramata — UlZa Bérzina un Knuta Skujenieka sarupéta, apgada “Adria”
izdotd antologija “Kipras dzeja”. Gramata vienos vakos apkopo politiski
saSkeltas Kipras misdienu dzejniekus — gan turciski, gan griekiski
rakstoSos, tatad mitoSus dazadas politiskas realitatés.

Méginajums XX gadsimtd radit Kipras divkopienu niciju ir cietis
neveiksmi — péc isa kopdarba 60. gadu sikuma, péc pilsonu kariem,
okupacijas valsts ir saskelta. Lidzas Kipras republikai pastav starptautiski
neatzitd Kipras turku republika. Gramata sava zina ir méginajums pacelties
pari visam, kas $kir, un atrast to, kas vieno, tomér gramatas iznakSanas
gaita radija, ka realitates vazas sien ari dzejas sparnus. Méginajumi sarikot
reprezentablu gramatas atvérS$anu radija pat nelielu apjukumu Latvijas
diplomatiskaja dienesta, jo turku kopienas parstavnieciba nav iedomajama
nekados valstiski atzitos pasakumos.
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Gramata uzdod jautdjumu — kas isti ir Kipra? Kas ir Zala linija, kas
sadala salu? Formala robeZa vai butiska $kirtne? Skaidru atbilZu nav.

Poétiski vértéjot Zalo liniju, to varétu uzskatit par naida metaforu,
bet musdienu Kipras dzejas perspektiva ta drizak klast par cilvéciskas
esamibas katastrofas zimi. Varétu runat par ipaSu Zalas linijas poétiku,
kas atspogulo varmacigas saskeltibas atstatas pédas.

K. Skujenieks anotacija uz gramatas vaka izsaka gaiSu apliecindjumu,
ka krajuma nav Zalas linijas, nav naida.

Bet pat ja dzejnieki, skaudri apzinddamies, ka vinu valsts kluvusi par
ideologisku manipulaciju upuri, atsakas $ajas spélités piedalities, tie tomér
ataino to realitati, kura dzeja top, un Kipras dzeja tas ir spécigi jutams.
Kipras dzeja ir sakapinati smeldziga un skumja. Zalas linijas fantoma
klatbatne liela méra veido $is dzejas identitati.

Dzejas pasaule nav beznaida pasaule. Vésturiski naida motivam dzeja
ir batiska loma. Spécigi afekti — naids, dusmas un niknums — varétu pat
tikt uzskatiti par dzejas pirmavotiem. Lai atceramies kaut to, ka Eiropas
literatiira sikas ar dusmu apdziedasanu, vai Katulla hrestomatiskas
varsmas ODI ET AMO. Ta¢u XX un XXI gadsimta dzeja §1 poétiska
tradicija piedzivo transformacijas, un Kipras dzeja tam ir spilgts piemérs.

Latvie$u valoda lasot, ir zudusi valodas barjera, kas dala Kipras dzeju.
Tas uztverei padara $o dzeju vienotaku. Taja pasa laika nevar nepamanit
arl atSkiribas, kas, poétiski formulétas, izsaka divu kopienu vésturisko
noskirtibu.

Zala linija dzeja nepastav tada ka daba. Dazos dzejolos gan ta ir
pieminéta, tomér dzeja ta drizak klast vienojoSa — sapés, izmisuma,
bezceriba, apjukuma ta klast par metaforu esamibas kroplajam
deformacijam. TurkkiprieSa Mehmeta Jasina (1958) dzeja paradas
spokains pretstatijums “més — nemés” un liriska “es” izmisis kliedziens
“péc asinim es oZu. péc asinim.” Vini un més — varda nenosaukti un
ieslépti vietniekvardu bezpersoniskuma — klist pa kipriesu dzeju. Nina
Kacuri (1941) raksta: “Vairojas sadarbnieki un nodevéji / un més skaitam
un parskaitam/ ../ Vismaz ta tu zinasi/ cik vinu ir un cik miasu.”
GriekkiprieSiem ir sakdmvards — asinis par Gdeni neklast, ar to domajot
netaisni izlietas asinis. No asaram, kas raudatas par izlietajaim asinim,
“upe tecéjusi Kiprai taisni pa vidu” (Mehmets Jasins).

Lai ari sdpe ir viena un ta pati, tomér tas izteik§ana vérojami atskirigi
panémieni, kas ari dzejas pasaulé atkldj plaisu starp abam kopienam.

CLVIII
158



ANNALES

Biitiskas atskiribas vérojamas turkkiprieSu un griekkipriesu telpas
izjuta. GriekkiprieSu dzeja sastopami neskaitimi Griekijas vietvardi,
vésturiski un kulturologiski nozimigi, kuros atspogulojas ilaziju
sabrukums par grieku vienotibu abpus jirai. Vecakas paaudzes dzejnieces
Niki Marangu (1948) dzejas telpas orientieri ir Epidaura, “varenas
Mikénas”, Egipte, kas ari reiz bija griekiska, un dzejolis “Cela uz
Damasku”, kura savijas kristietibas un Griekijas véstures (griekiem tas
bieZi ir viens un tas pats) reminiscences novéléjuma — “lai mirdz uguni

1”

tornos / no Jeruzalemes lidz pat Polei'”. Tacu jaunakas paaudzes dzejnieka
Jorga Hristoduliza (1968) darbos jatamas gluZi citas noskanas griekiskas
telpas izjita — dzejolis “Saloniki” izskan ar atzinu: “Ejam turp, ejam turp /
tu mani mudinaji — / aizrautigi —/ it ka tu neredzétu / ka mums nav kaju.”
Paaudzu atskiribas spécigi atspogulojas telpiskaja télainiba, jo vecikas
paaudzes griekkiprie$i ir augu8i vél nesabruku$aja sapni par vienotibu
ar Griekiju, turpreti jaundko paaudZu bérnibas pieredze ir $o sapnu
sabrukums.

GriekkiprieSu dzejas nozimiga iezime ir dialogs ar grieku dzejas
vésturi, sikot jau ar Arhilohu un citiem antikiem autoriem, bet ipasi
spécigi izjutama Aleksandrijas diza dzejnieka Konstantina Kavafja2
ietekme gan vésturisko motivu, gan baladisko noskanu zina. Jaras un
kalnu semantika jatama atblazma no J. Sefera dzejas. Turku kultaras
ietekmes nenemos vértét, katra zina turkkiprie$u darbos grieku dzejas
mantojums nav jatams, lai gan manama grieku kultaras klatbitne
galvenokart mitologiskos un kristigos motivos.

Ipasu smeldzi un sapigumu gan griekkipriesu, gan turkkipriesu
dzeja ienes bérna téls — “grieku pusé maza kapina, / turku pusé maza
kapina Kipras bérns” (NeSe JaSina, 1959). Mehmeta Jasina (1958) cikls
“Visjaunakas varonpasakas” varétu tikt uzskatits par kipriskas dzejas
izjutas kodolu — pat svétdienas, kad generalis bavé pludmalé smilsu
pilis, vin§ uzduras sicinam gindenim — “liels virs raud ka mazs bérns. /
Svétdienas es generali milu.”

Kipras dzejnieki raksta ari par milestibu, kura gan bieZi ir “tik
mitologija” vai piepilda dvéseli ar pelniem, to raksturo jaras milzenums
gan ka dzilums, gan ka draudiga dzile. Ari ikdienas priekiem un laimei
vienmeér ir ragtena pieskana, tomér Kipras dzeju caurauz ari kads diskréts
gaiSums, jo milas un ceribas razas laiks ir nebeidzams — ta apgalvo Fikrets
Demirags, un Jorgs Hristoduls, ar vinu sabalsodamies, saka:
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1

“Es sérosu vélak

par sikim navém

un derigam katastrofam

par skaisto nobeigumu

un ari par sapniem

kadi tie bijusi tadi palikusi.”

ATSAUCES
Pole — Konstantinopole, ari turku nosaukums Stambula ir radies no §1 tautas valodas
salsinata apziméjuma.
Valodnieki gan ir formuléjusi, ka aizgiitajos vardos, kas beidzas ar -fis, -fe, lidzskanu mija

vsk. genitiva un dsk. nenotiek, bet pilniba solidarizéjos ar K. Skujenieka valodas izjitu,
kurs nelieto $adu iznémumu.

Ojars Lams
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ABRAMS FELDHUNS
(1915-2009)

Fotograféjis Zigurds MeZavilks

Sirma vecuma aizsaulé aizgajis tulkotajs, valodnieks, LZA Goda
doktors, Rakstnieku Savienibas biedrs Abrams Feldhiins.

Pateicoties vina rosigajam darbam, latvie$u lasitajus sasniegusi daudzi
izcili grieku un romies$u literatiiras paraugi visdazadakajos Zanros —
tragédijas, dialogi, vésturiski apraksti, lirika, didaktiskas poémas. Vins
tulkojis ari B. Brehta “Trisgrasu romanu”. Ka valodnieks A. Feldhiins
izstradajis noradijumus par sengrieku valodas ipasvardu pareizrakstibu
un pareizrunu un iztirzajis ari dazadus valodas un literatiiras jautajumus.
Ka leksikografs vin$ piedalijies vairaku vardnicu izstradé. Ar pilnu vina
veikuma sarakstu var iepazities Latvijas radoSo savienibu profesionalo
makslinieku registrd (www.makslinieki.lv/profile/104) vai LNB kataloga.
Tulkojumu uzskaitijums liecina par daudzpusibu, tomér diez vai tas mums
atklas vina darba pamatigumu un dzilumu, vina valodas skanigumu. To
var sajust, tikai lasot $os tulkojumus, kas ir lieliski gan satura, gan formas
zina. A. Feldhiins ir iztulkojis arkartigi daudz — ja nem véra apstakli, ka
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ar antikas literatiiras tulko$anu vin$ aktivi sacis nodarboties tikai péc
pensioné$ands no vacu valodas pasniedzéja darba RPI, — un turpinajis
tulkot lidz pat miza pédéjam dienim. VEél pérn uz vina rakstamgalda
stavéja Eiripida “Hekabe”, ko vin§ diemzél ta ari nepaspéja iztulkot lidz
galam.

A. Feldhiina tulkotais Seneka teic: “Ikviens mazs ir iss... Ar dzivi ir
tapat ka ar lugu: nav svarigi, cik ta gara, bet cik labi nospéléta” (Seneka,
78. véstule Lucilijam, 20). Domiju, ka par §is “spéles” rezultatiem liecina
A. Feldhina darbi - tie runa pasi par sevi.

Latvie$u lasitaji ir zaudéjusi eruditu antikas literatiiras parzinataju, bet
vina darbs nav zudis, tas turpina priecét mis, paliku$os, dzili pateicigos.

Dens Dimins
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LATVIJAS UNIVERSITATES
KLASISKAS FILOLOGIJAS STUDIJU PROGRAMMAS
2005-2008

2005. BAKALAURI

1. Auna Liva
Milas téma Ovidija poéma “Metamorfozes”

2. Bérzina Liga
Liktenis un dievi Hérodota vésturé

3. Sintija Ernsta
Prieks Eiripida tragédijas
4. Jevgénija Jakovleva

Sievie$u téli Homéra eposa “Iliada”

5. Mierina Madara
Dialogs Ksenofonta saceréjuma “Kira audzinasana”

6. Miteniece Krista
Pamacibas Pindara Olimpiskajas epinikijas

7. Ose Ilva
Vardarbiba Ovidija “Metamorfozés”

8. Pérkone Ilona
Vésturiska biografija romie$u vélinaja literatira (Zanra transformacijas aspekti)

9. Turlaja Egita
Magijas motivs romie$u milas elégijas

10. Zaiceva Liga
“Sentiendi” leksiski semantiskais lauks Cicerona véstulés

2005. MAGISTRI

1. Kreigere Laura
Mits par argonautiem romiesu literatiird: Kolhidas Médejas mita recepcijas aspekti

2. Kukjalko Brigita
Filologisko saceréjumu stils antikaja pasaulé: jédzienu definésana

3. Levcana Sanita

Autora viedoklis impérijas laika romie$u historiografija: valodas lidzeklu izmantojums
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2006. BAKALAURI

1. Gnatoka Viktorija
Teognids: caur tikumibu pie ideila vai caur idealu pie tikumibas

2. Gorpeva Ilona
Aténu klasiska perioda béru runa — runas struktiras aspekts

3. Klavina Baiba
Autora viediklis Tacita “Annalés” (Tibérija raksturojums)

4. Liepina Liga
Epiteti Teokrita idillés — mimos un epilijos
5. Leonova Maira

Dionisa kompozitie epiteti ofiskajas himnas

6. Nagle Ilva
KAAOX KATA®OY izpratne Ksenofonta saceréjuma “Majsaimnieciba”

7. Reinfelde Kristine
Meédejas téls grieku un romiesu autoru darbos

8. Smikerste Endija
Kora loma Eiripida un Senekas tragédija “Médeja”

9. Smite Ilze
Valdnieka atspogulojums Aishila un Sofokla tragédijas

10. Zogota Valérija
Dievu epiteti homériskajas himnas

2006. MAGISTRI

1. Berga Renate
Tantala dzimta antiko autoru tekstu liecibas

2. Bérzmartina Jolanta
Krasu leksiski semantiskais lauks romie$u milas elégijas

3. Bullis Andris
Feminais komisms Aristofana komédijas

4. Dombrovska Ieva
Literara patronata faktors romie$u dzejnieku dailradé (Vergilijs, Horacijs, Marcials,
Stacijs)

5. Strel¢a Inese
Runas Homéra epos
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2007. BAKALAURI

1. Abele Zane )
Dziedosie personazi Homéra eposos “Iliada” un “Odiseja”

2. Aleksandrovica Ivita
Apollona téls homériskajas himnas

3. Cimermane Arita
PERSONA DOCTORIS Lukrécija poéma “De Rerum Natura”

4. Cirule Jovita
Frazeologismi Plauta komédiju valoda

5. Devjatnikova Marina
Trimdas vietas télojums Ovidija “skumjajas” elégijas

6. Eglite Ilze
PISTEIS antikas retorikas teorija un praksé (Lisija tiesu runu materials)

7. Eidmane Liga
Romas un Cézara ienaidnieki Cézara darba “Piezimes par Gallu karu”

8. Kurockina Jevgénija

Ligsana Vergilija eposa

9. Kinkere Zane
Dievu runas Vergilija poéma “Eneida”

10. Millere Liga
Véstules autora un adresata attieksmes Ovidija “Héroidés”

11. Mincane Arita
Niobes mits antiko autoru liecibas

12. Poisa Egija
Sievie$u raksturojums Aristofana komédijas

13. Sergejeva Jekaterina
OTIUM veidi Plinija véstulés

14. Simkevica Ingiina
PIETAS Senekas tragedijas

15. Tangali¢eva Estere
Véstitaja lomas Kallimaha himnas

16. Zale Aija
Apraksti Plinija véstulés

17. Bérzina Zane
Sievie$u téli Vergilija “Eneida” (leksiski semantiskais aspekts)
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18. Garkusa Julija
Mila un bailes Ovidija “Heroidés”

19. Kalnina Dana
PERSONA DOCTORIS Ovidija milas dzeja “Ars amatoria”

20. Lieljukse Veronika
Antitézes princips Horacija odas (leksikas limenis)

21. Pavlova Alina
Oratora téls Cicerona traktata “De Oratore”

22. Pukite Teva
AIKH Hésioda poéma “Darbi un Dienas”

23. Smirnova Jilija
Lagsana Homéra “Iliada”

24. Vanaga Ilze
Hetéra Plauta un Terencija komédijas (leksiski semantiskais aspekts)

25. Viktorova Karina
Milas dievibas Propercija elégijas
2007. MAGISTRI

1. Jakovleva Jevgénija
Jaunatiska komédija un sengrieku romans: motivu un télu saskarsmes diskurss

2. Mierina Madara
Romiesu satira impérijas laika: dziru TOPOI

3. Plataiskalna Gunta
Komisms Terencija komédijas

4. Turlaja Egita
Sentences — sakamvardi Senekas véstulés Lucilijam

5. Zaiceva Liga
ST konteksts Cicerona runas un véstulés

2008. BAKALAURI

1. Balandina Liga
Lagsana Homéra “Odiseja”

2. Bekere Ingrida
Dievu raksturojums Ovidija “Fastos”

3. Brokane Anita
Bellandi leksiski semantiskas grupas Cézara “Piezimés par Gallu karu”
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4. Bumbiera Marta
Hermeja téls homériskaja himna

5. Cvetkova Agita
Valdnieka ideals Ksenofonta saceréjuma “Agesilajs”

6. Ivbule Agita
PATHOS Cicerona runas pret Katilinu

7. Konins Igors
Apstiprindjuma lingvistiskas formas Platona agrinajos dialogos

8. Krauze Ramona
Apollona téls homériskajas himnas

9. Kréke Ieva
Apollona téls Homéra un Ovidija poémas

10. Kubulina Aneta
Démetra homeériskajas himnas

11. Lagune Margita
Enejs — episkais varonis Vergilija “Eneida” (leksiski semantiskais aspekts)

12. Lacite Kristine
Hiperaticisms Lakiana satiriskajos saceréjumos

13. Liepina Lasma
Mits Ovidija skumjajas elégijas

14. Peisniece Vita
Dzires Homéra eposa “Odiseja”

15. Pildina Liga
Afekta stavokla atspogulojums Ovidija “Metamorfozés”

16. Rass Marko
ETHOS Cicerona runas pret Katilinu

17. Uzula Ajja
Vésturiskais patiesigums romies$u historiografija: véstitaja diskurss Sallustija
monografija “De Coniuratione Catilinae”

18. Zaicenoka Ieva
Roma Ovidija “Fastos” (leksiski semantiskais aspekts)

2008. MAGISTRI

Liepina Liga
Epiteti ki feminas un maskulinas polemikas télotajlidzekli Teokrita idillés
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programmas doktorante

Harijs Tumans — vésturnieks, Dz hist., LU Seno laiku un Rietumeiropas viduslaiku
véstures nodalas asociétais profesors

Ilze Vanaga - klasiska filologe, Bc. philol., LU magistrante
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