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Intelcktuali — spozums un posts
The Splendors and Miseries of Intellectuals

Aivars Tabuns. prof. [ soc.
Latvijas Universilate
Socialo zin@mu lukuitare
F-pasis: alvars.tabuns 2 ulv

Rakstd analizets mtelekmilisma jedziens; teorygas, urae wsicaidro ointelekudlu un citg sociilo
wrups sitiedtbas, K3 T apskaot antiintelekdlioma emesin DurbE e arahiz&tas publisko
intelek il tehiennn melekudlo asditom, dedve s ehsporu protenyipas an tpishie s edibas
veldt. Darba ompirisko bz vowdo Jurs Paidera, Advara Tasvida, Lato Lapsas un Bena Latkovska
ekt analtze, Jo vinu mksn visi bl rakstare komention i@mas wn o mtonacu. Autors
ezsxata, ke sddu wkstu kopnns var veteindr sabiedriba nihitistiskas nestadnes, soaidlo pasiviti.
varas negedmianbar b 2liets nosaciumus, Analizds arlo ki nikoind v monties publishe
intelektuilu grupe un tds upiskic rictbas veidi

Andesvardi: intelektuahisas ntelebiudin, publiskic imtelekmudli, antentzlektualisms,

Key words: infellectualiy, intezecoials, public intellecinids. anti-intelectualism.

1. Intelektuili un intelektuilisms

Pladnmrigplatits viedoklis, humielekivatismy sacies ehiiros salonos. tad paredlies
vz publiske wipu. ber mead iv airadis citas majvictas — plassazmas Tdzeklus vl
iversiyiles un ar tam saistids institicijas. Zigmunts Bawmans (Zvennei Baiman)
vVirdu intelektudli” amecing uzs daudziem garfed darba vele8jiem. 34)d grupl ietvens
eaipriesu rakstvezus. dazddu religiju ideologus (brahmagus, makus v tmi.). Bitvo
ntelekwdio parddisanos Eiropd Baumans datd ar divpadsmito gadsimiu un pie Eiropas
mielekinilisma pronternien preskaita vagantus un klainojosus unts ersitites studentus®
Baununs usskate, ke misdienn iutelektuilus ruksturo tas, ka v i atbiivojuiies oo
kopienas varas. i laudis “hez smimniekiem™, Pee vina domany. intelektudius raksiure
viélme norddit cinem. k3 viguen jartkojas, ka jadoma, uz kAdiem merkiem Siem citiem
1 j2oneni@as un ar kdadiem dzekliem fe merkr sasniedzami.

Intelekiudl ari nav viendabiga kopiena. un pee vigu apsningsana tek ianantot
visai duudz j8dzienn - mtehgenu. krivkl izgfote. ckspert. morlisu, disidenti.
katrd aiseviskd eadijumi akeentSjot Kadu atseviska §Ts grupas weanmu van darbibas
Jaukuw, Lat kaut nelield mérd izvairttos no parpratemiem, 3is neviendabizas grupas
anallzg tek izmaniott vardki intelektullu dihotomishie daljum (speciailisiiiuniversili
organiskicdradicionahe: angaZzene zilonkaula torna (commitment ivory tower):
vkumdevEp/imterpreiaton ). Intelektudlus var klasificg divis citds grupds: nacienalajos
intelekieilos, tois tapos, kuru pamatveniba un rapju objekis e nuciondlis kopienas,
un universitlgos mtelekiuglos, kurt savas wWejas preskuno ukar sapria un humanisma
vartthum. suvd vertibu hicrarhijit ignor@jot nacionilis intereses.
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Publiskic mielekwwdh ek defing K3 personas, ks, pamatojotes ue suim
ideram, wdmna eickmer soc1dlos vul pohuskes procosus’. Savakart Johuns Galiangs
flohir Golruney uskatas ko askirbd no meligentom mteickudlion pretensijas uz varu
an soctiio ek i pakanotas puticsurna pretenzgam”. Publiskie mielehiuih parast
apralvo. Ka vinu prenakunms o azstavet umversalds vertibas - tisnicun, brisibu
ull. un aevis prelagoues polinskajar komunkitin:, ve&rdbu kompromisizin. [omer var
nzdot Jautgiumu. k& §is vartthas ir erarluzclas, aik ez 14 nekonhkie un saskand ar
kadien kridrijiem prioritate tek dota sienal universilar veritbal un egla cian

Austnedo ckonoimists un 1971 sada Nobela premijus ieguvels Fridohs Hajeks
{Fricdvich A Havcky, kas o plad pazistams art ar savu nepatiku pret kresst oreniclion
domdidjem uo vipu idejam’, wielekiudiu aozam: sabiedThd ir vertgns e Erojant
kntskak. letehauten)d apeer? ntelekiuah un sociilisms™ Hajeks apgalvo. Ko eksisie
suva verda bierarhya sabiedribu parveidojoso wdeju radisanid un zplaiSaoa. Relanv
mitzs skards orngindlu domaidiu weeer un izstradi deras, weu, lan G wenotu. @s radost
Japadrsteada un jlizplaa plasikam mielektualu slinun darbos. has galu wald sasimeds
1zglitoto publiku, Tief 1o bija dufjudt socialist. apgalvo Hejeks: un s pats jadara
iy s sabiediThas apolog@uem.

Hajeks domi, ka tpishs imtelektu@hs 1 aizgtu wepe dalitigs. Moanoprat, nes:
tipcée akadenuskaya vide tada vErba ek vellla ¢Inat par korektu ciiédanu. t L. ¢
pret ntelcktuiliem parzitem. kas tkan retranslE paralélos wekstus, Hajoks veskata,
ka tpisks intelekiudlis nav neds engindls doemaigs, nedz art zinditnieks van ekspernts
kada jomd. Tipiskiin mielektualim nav vajadzigas ipaSus zindsanas kadd noteikid
prickS&metd un nav @ Jabot seviskmeiigentam. o prdie savu lomu, G sarpaicka
lomu ideju rplatifana. Lai spetu velkt So darbu. mtelektuilim ir bes piepiles 13iasn
un jaraksta par plasu jagtdjumu loka, ki art vinam nepicciesams tads ainats vai
paradumi, kas paltdzetu ifeparities ar jaung)dm idejam dtrdk neki lliem. pie kuriem
sigs varsas . Intelektudlim i tpasi svarTel veldot reputdciju ta)ds jomais, kurds lémumu
prensmé)i nebalsifs uz eksperiu pEHjumu rezuitdtion, het ir atkarigi no plasas publikas
politiska atbalsta™

Politisko 1&8mumu piepem&pu un inielektudlu savstarpgjo attiectbu modelu skatts
i visal rerobezots, un tTs no tem var ukr uzskatTu par paradigmatiskienm: opozicija -
1zolaciga - sadarbiba. Manuprdt, pat mainoties valsts un individe attiectbim,
intelekindly visbiezik twpina darboues, wevErgjot nacionilds Lantelekiuilu un varas
attiectbu™ tradicyjus, nevis redlos poliishos apstaklus. Analiz€ot Austtumeiropas un
Centrdleiropas mtelekmiaiu kopiena Tpaiuthas. fo attiecibu p2clecibu ir visal waskatim
demonstré)is Beumans”. Sajd regiond pohitikes lavki gt domingja svedzemnicku elites.
Lidz ar w atticetbas starp sabiedribas vardkumu un politiske valst biga kontliktéjosas
un nevis verstas uy sadarbihu. Lal konkuréu ar politisko varu, inteiekindli bija spiesti
meklet sabiedrotos mazak izglitow wedsvolggu slanos, vienlatkus wzgemotes par
nem patrondzu un uzstijoties ki 3o grupu priekdstavie. AT nde tam, kad poinisko
vard paméma naciondlis elites, valrums intelektodlu turpindja uzvesties ki varas
opoziciondri un nevis ki (ds partnern val sabiedrotie.

Cmelektualu un varas attiecibu™ tradicnju noturtgums lau) 1zskaidrot a7 to.
kipee valstis ar visadt NTdgdgu socidle sistému un politiske sekinu mtelekiualu un
varas atticeibas var noverol tk lielas atskirtbas. Maikls Keliys éMichae! Kellv)ar
analizeps uldkitbas starp franéu un brite intelekzhiem ™. Briwe mtelekiudjus 1Tdz
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patb 00 sade sakummm nas viczh nedkirt no briwe elites. Ta heto Antonie Gramsi
linenio Gromseir werminologse, tad v i vEngiami ki 37 elites organiskl parstivi
gall pde savis 1Zcelsmes. gun a @pee. ka st aba grupu parsias jiem domingja
fojalindtes attiedibas. Britw imtelektudD integrdjias vicld)a elii jau 19, padsimta vidi,
un kop3 1d latka gan elie. gan cids sabiedribas grupds antnueickwihsms nebye
seviski izplatits. Art velak antnntelektudlizins. ko rekstare negsativa atieksme pret
inteiekiudliem. anglosakiu vide nav wzpadics Gk radik2las forma h3 valsas, kar
intelekindi pretende)e ws mesifes lomue Var teiki ka bou clena savus mtelehiuilis.
bet tfrandt goding tos. Britu makshnieki, rakstnieki tn zindtniek vienmer ar nepatiki
ir nztvérudt nielehiudalu kolekivas idenutdtes ideju. Tiedt ouddi — vinn labpriiak
sevi identificdja ar savu profesionidlo lanku var nozan (filozofiju. vésturi uit) un
SenversalesT mtelekualus uziver ar neuzticibu, kas raksuaTea profesiondliony. Dazi
petniek: So atskirtbu pirmsikumus skardre ar abu valsin redigiskajim tradtenjam,
1oL franca mielekiuiic turpinot katelu macitdu radiejas, mégina tzsturidil vispicdjus
morthas regulicgas noteikumus. bet brin scko tradicgam, kes raksurmgas anglikigu
buznical. kur donune ripes par mdivida atbildibu un ahstrakiiem morilien principiem
it ~ckunddra nosrme !

Francu mitclektudy i darbojudies valsit ar augstu varas centraliziviias pakiipi un
radikdlzm, nereli revolucionaram pelitiskim tradicijam. un ntelckwalds kopicnas
identitdle te ir vienmar bijust neskaidrz. Jau no Dreitusa pravas tatkiem vini sevi ddve
par politisk3s sisiémas galvenyjiem akrieriem . Francu inteleksi] biezdk nekd brit ir
fokusgjusl savu uzmanibu vz peolicku, 00 vienas puses. cenfoles varu etehm@t, bet,

no QUAs puses, no tEs nepartiaukt norobezojotios un ustverol sevi k3 opogcioninu
morilo varu,

Arm Vacnd, ki vz o ir norddij;s Makss VEbers ( Max Hihor). akad@nuskald vide
pulitisko esmsu veniere ki koruptivu darbrbu. kura i pretrumd indelektuilu patiesajam
aicindumain. Viliands pasauld esot mtelektuilu kolekinvais liktems un veids, ka
pretdies dozadam hterate” wopyam un L kafejoicu mtelektualiom™. Raksturojot
viicu mtelekalu tradicijus, Turgens Hibennass Aween Habermas) licto wzicicienu
Lprila fendizaca™ | adeé)ads akeentCyol viieu intelekiuilisma teorctisko un nevis
lietisko rakswre,

Ir Lietderigr vzdot jawiajumu, var mmtelektuall ir veswures gaivends darbojosas
personas. Sadu varbatibu vert@jor visai kritiski, Dzcfriis Goldbergs lefirer O
Goldbere) norada. ka sabiedribas un politskis dienaskartibas jaulajumu nozimiynms
visal biczi tick parverténs, bet wkpat nepielawjamr bilu $os aspekius novert@t par
zemut’,

2. Intelektualu kolektivis identitates
Dzeremirs Dzenimgss fferemy Jennings) veskata, ka intelektufjus var saprast. ja
atbild uz trim jantdumiem™:
s Vaj intelektuaju darbibas lauks valstoir autonoms, un ¢ik tas it autonoms. jo
autenonjas iztrikums var veicindt intelektudlos pasierobezojumus un kavat
intelekiilu kolektivo identitadu veidosanos.

o Kadas 1r atticctbas starp miclekwale, varas un ekenomikas lauku - cik hela ir
intelekwdld lavka atkarTba no varas un ckonomikas lauka.
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o Kuras mtelektudlu grupas doming imtelekudlagd lauki (nea inde ntelektuil

fhuet visbiesdk kaneentrjas universitdles) v ar varas un chononukas istiticm
st telektuilys centra un pepf@rjas stelektuadu attiecthas: intelokiy
Lingysteka homogeniite, un R omottek oo cirkuldcija stamp vigient, kadi i
s Ierobezojun).

Diskusyar rar e ekivile holektivim ideatiti@&m v vi=un sena vesture. Jau
ne divdesiutapom gadiem socologiska zerat@ri™ mtelekieip bieZi ek uneiizeu
alskerton 1y kA patstiviza skive (cfass-in-rhemselves van class-in-invel 23 ka grupa,
ki saistita wr notetktu Skicw rcfeass-Avindi. 31 k3 bershiras grupa ecfass-fess ). Dazados

pertedes Kads no stem viedokliom domindga, L gan vienlarkus visa ariikulct bija
duirdamas ot opozicionidru balsis,
Klasiskagd marksisind Skiras parasu cha delingies K3 eraShu grupas. kas aiikicas

pac 10 vields ruzosanas sisiCmd. pav to ditecibim pred rsesanas

fduckliem. poc
o lomas subiediiskd darby organizdend un 1Tds ar o pée o sabredriskis bugdtthas
tegtsanas velda' . Ja imelekiadn nay eklantt chonomusko atticeTou sti8mi, ad
saskand

f0 definTegu var izdarit wskifess secindjumus. Jujan viniem nepreder

ruzosanas dzekll un vinn ir dpas uesaim mzodemas atedibim, wd var piesent ka
ntelektudii var bot 13 grupa. hural vaudh dip visas sabledimbas kolekiTvie icguvuimi.
un 1@ vepaklausies kddas noteikias ckononiskds grupas korporativam mteresgm. Nu
otrus puses, Ja vimiem nepreder mzoSanas Hdeekln un vign i drpus Uesam razos:

Lais

attiecTbini ki gan vim spd) stenot seyvas kolehtn 3s intereses ta tdas ir) un 1ds ar
o bat ueatkartel no crtim ckoneruskim grupam?!

2.1. Intelektuali ka Skira

intelektudius k3 patstivTen dkirv roanalizcius tad weverojamt demiatan ki
Dxiljens Benda tulien Bendas, Robero Nihelas iRoberio Michelsy™ un Piers
Burdje ierre Bowrdicn), jo uzskatija, ka sal grupai it savas intereses, kuras botiski
wskiras no ciiu erupa interesgm. Dziliens Benda savulaik Joti slavenai darbi “Klerku
nodestba® (Le rrafison des ddere™ 20 gadu Lalhd iika parpublicgts vawdk nekd 50
retzu) vasvera ka intelekwdi var vadiies iikat pée suvai grapal rakstmTedm interesm
un ntelekadlem biitu jdigvands ne sasaistes ar Skirkm val etnishim grupdm (vinu

karalvalsts oy ise pasaule) Masdieno ntelektudlus vind raksiuroja visal kritiskic jo

usskallja. ko vion ke, bet nepiedavi rnsindjumus un [1dz galam nesaprot, kam vigi
=11 00 vajadzig.

PCdd)a lutkd $Ts preetas parstdvp Leliku vamanibu sk veltlt nevis wam, kida i
mtelekdlu sociai nozime, bet tam, k3 tunkeione pati neichiadiu kopicna. Ahmads
Sadrt (4 imed Sacdhiy intelehudle grup@sanal izmantoja divus hrenjus = iatelekual
1) var nu paradigmu wzsradata var an paradign
Sounders versus paradicm-folfoveers)s 2) val nu sTspasaules™, val Midspasaules”
fother-worldiv versus this-worldivy inteleridill (mkarba no ideju socialis
orienticias). Pamatojoties uz fem Kriterijiem, v wsiradaja cerw mtelekualu grupu
klasitikiciju.

sekotdn, verendtdy (paradigin

2.2. Intelektuali ka bezikiras grupa

Karls Manhewns (Karf Mannheim). Edvards Silss™ 7Edhsard Shils) un Rendals
Kalinss ¢ Randull Coflins) savukan domaja, ka ntelekiudlir grupa, kura ir emana-
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pejustes o cnam skirium un vadas pamatl pec saviem adedhem, vErbim. Georys
Zunmels (frooey Sized) uzskatfin’™o ko neemleresCtans npiversalisms lau] pamato
mtelokiud s spjuL atcikies no nepangtotas eodbigthas,
nudrosing labiku pasaoles redzejumu. objekiivaku un puatiesdku t8s vEncjume.
bezaizspriedunminibu, radodo nevidtis. So wadiciu wpiadiia Karls Manheins
apgalveiol, ka intelekisilo nesiabilds idenutites L vigner veudot simdnsku pasaules

uougsto releksiviti

redz&jumu. Manheirms savd simvengd darba L ldeologya un wtopra™ inteligences anulize
vellTiga sadald alzstin Ca @z par intelektuahu socilo nestisiha (socfadly vaatiached,
wadiclioned. et selnvehenden ntelfizenz) ar kadu citu 3kire-. Pamatojoties uz Maksa
Vebera un AlivEda VEhera v ebery darbiem, Manheims m3gindja plerddi, ka

milelekinali neverde ne seva skivu, ne ail i el s piedZklis. Patcicoues trelTiThal,

Vit var distancéties no @y Skiras, no kuras i ndkust vigu vecdki val vinl padi. Vind
padovar v @i@ies, ham plevienoties tn kurds Shudciids o darit val nedar@l. Viens
no i1 viedokln tevErojamaiak

e preponentiom Edvards Silss womér atrina, ka $aj2
sadiumd rodis nestbiistba starp mtelekwialu uriversilajiom wdealiom un sabiedibas
thdieniskajam rapam. Lidz ar w0 pastav risks. ka souks mwelekwidjo asvedindsanis
A sabiediThas,

Rendals Kolinss savukiint pleversis ¢itim problémim - mizo skaitlu hikumam™,
m, ok dandy adejdm viealaikus sabiedtba spgp piey &rst uzanantbu, k& T tany
k3 notek deju klaveriziciia™™, Kolinss usskaTja. ke imeleknfld attseba nenouek
VienmEriygl un i nesTmigu jomua speld ot lerobezots personu loks, kurs veide
kddas inrelekiidlas paaudzes kultdras tradteijo, wreklt nepastupindtas (face o face)
konfronticias apsiik]os.

Liiss Kozers ¢flceis Cosers un Daniels Bels (Daiicd Belfy kurl pdrsliveja o
pieeju, uzskatfa, ka rizveidojuites nosactuny tam, lal inelekwiliem verdotos
skuan dAaga solidanties 14

L Subtedrthas dave w ien preaugol vindianu nomel.
picaug arn o abveky noznne. kuin sesaistitt sabiedribas onIstbas plinesand. un vim
ir vert@an ka jauni elite, kuru vieno nevis kopejas pohinshas verlibas vt intereses.
bet wan kopigas emanas un profestondlsma normas, Seaillds guiinds arvien liclaku
atzimibu ieguva simboiiskds dominGsanas teortja, wdel vka pat rzverdots jauns lerming
“mtelekrdn T rnrellocrares it

Sis precjas atbalsintdin lelu vrtbu pievirsa m, van ntelektuali var b cit
grupu parsiinvg. Upreses sekretin®, Diks Pelss (Dick Pelyy wsskatis ka mtelekwals
i prefestionall svesmickt” (Kloda Levi-Strosa /Claude Levi-Strauss) lermins). pad
bohamieii. kuro ntereses ek vimem norobeZetes. saglabdt savu atsveSinaiiba no
valsis. tirgus un pat no akadéemiskds vides. Patricija Hille Kolmsa®™ (Parricia Hill
Coflingg So stavoklt raksturo ki weksejo arpusibu fomdsider withing, bet Nils Lozaruss
{Nedl Lazarus) to sauc par “vientulibas cempiondin™

Tom@r tiest sada poezicija layj intelekiviliem iegdt ¢ grupu ciem. nosiprindt
SavU autori(@is. STs pieejas kritiki savukart novida. ka brivi klejoiodie (fee-Aoatingg
mtetekiudil ir detzdk Tdzbroucg) nekd Ider., un vigu agresija parasti ir simboliska
un visbieZdk nelstenoras nebd. Intelekedliem patikot domdr. ka vigt v nomadi —
atrodas pastiaTed hustbiz, speyp bitvi $k@rsot visas robezas un nedzn o 7$ujd pasauld™,
Vienlatkus vinl sakrahizg ambivalenct. dazida veida wspdamibas, difrakeijas.
hibrniditdti un mensirognan. Intelekdlim nav neka slikiaka ka biit par fedzimto vai
mazkusiteo. Intelektuflim labik pattk sevi uztvert ki pinvietolo personu fdisploced
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gersedty. alsycdimito. iradicionald Kulifird un s s Brithis neesakaoto, @m marginilo.

S7s piceias kritiki to froniski rakswiro k3 vanscendentv skatican no vekurienes, Tus. ki

ruksta Sizana Bordo (Susan Bordoy. nerell wansform@ay par visurklathimes sapoy

Art Rasels Drakobi Resved! Jacohe) Konstw@, ka agrik intelekadh bip arpusniekn
$1as kIt pur ick3pusniekiom. tyed viss o olridi™

kurs v &

K& nomuadiznu @res piekrn@ue var « 3rét e Zigmunin Buaumnsine, Ko ueshatd R
inteickicalienm nay ge mdju ne socialo sakipa, Tredt newesakaoiibus de) frocmiessnesy)
konkrdtais retanvizdjas. paverot celoe unyversilojam. Lz ar o universalia@as nkas
Kxotad nov svedimesu ™. Viesiatkes Bawimans
saskata bittiskas wldkiThas stacp divim rneiekied [u grupam - uen iteiektihem, kuri

iosistama icklavasies, wod ekirtojudies. un tem, kun b!;lunai nepieder, ir frpusnickn
tostabdished and onrsider inielfecrirale),

nowesaknotiba: Jutkviens ir svedin

2.3. Intelektuali ka grupa, kas saistita ar noteiktu skiru

Antonio Gramai un Midels Fuko rMicke! Foucaalt imelektadlus yvishiezik o
analiz€udi ki personias, kure domdsann un verlibas etehme 1 grupa, no keras vno
i eelusies val kural vind i previensates, Sts piecias redzannzk
Ciramidi uzskall

S parstivis Anonio
a, ka gan burZudszije. san prolewridis rade savos tuelekwdlus, ripée

L

iy pamata uzliikor vines par vienu crup. bet gan per dazide skire epakskopim. La
gan s1e meelektudlt awst sevi par neithard 4 i, e vl i Lennd 30 v erdot soctdlds

utopijas, kas aizstiy savas skiras intore

Sty piecjas parstdsy i paddja laikd licle uzmantbu pioy 33t Kadas i _politikas
intelektedlu™ (police odellecrualst un valsts atieetho s, kustThu intelehiadtu”
revement infelfectiads) un socialo Kusttbu atiecths,

Pyers Burdj@ kettisk verte to ko mitelekiudli var bt e grupu pirsidgn
Rundjot it ki ciu vieti intelehtuih k3 cllu grepu roprezaentClygl patiesthd Lop savas
specitiskds mtereses™. Noliedzol parstavaiecibas 1deju. fakuskr uek nolicg ar?
intelekivdlu K3 subiedribas avangarda koncepeya, Pidrs Burd)@ ast knitze tos, wuri
megina dibotemzet akademiskumu. ne vienas pusces. un pickerfunos. angazolbu
ischolarship and conwmitmeni: copmniiied inteflectuals and vorv ioner inteilec faulsy,
1o ofras puses, Vind uzskali. ki nevigag pretsiatit tos. hurn savus durbus adresé
akwd@ruskar videl un tos, kuri savas idejas publisko plasiakar sebrediban, Burd)e
alzIst, ka sads pretnostatijums var nomierinal peanicka sirdsapzinu. o 1o akeepte
akademisha kopiena, Bet zinZinicks nekllst par divkriiem ymdtuckiem tkai tapce.
ku vigi ar savam zmaganim ncko nedare © Burdje ronize, ka mtelcktudh var sevi
Ztdoes par nomadiem, ket visbiezik vinpu nomadisms izpavzas ki celosana ne
vienas hdostas uzraidamils elpas uz ndkamo. turklia L satikios ar testadiem pasem
"ccl(‘wlﬁjiem” Biezdk vinl i riskaiqn kurt nekad un ne wr ko neriske. Nomadiskais
marcisisms 1w ditzik poza, bet ntelektolu redld vy ediba daudz vairdk athils) Grams:
organiske mtelektuilu pazimem. Marginalit@tes slatusa feguvumi tomer ir ievErojami.
Juontelektuih breiik cilda, nevis pel 3o margnalitit: un turpina apgalvot. ka
centritiaes 1 saskatims nkar no ckscentiisma pozicyun. Robeza sturp cklnuajiem
un neicklautajiom visbiezak gun netick definéta.

Burdje uzskata, ka sadai atturibai, bégianan steriindls var bat nopicinas sociilas
sckas. Burd)e simpatiz tem intelektudbiem. kurus vind déve par kaislfeajiem
publiskagient tnteiektuiliem /pasvicaate pubiic intellectials), unow sociologiu vind
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deline ki cinas spor: W fcombar e Jajau pesauler o jdpieligojas mtelekuaju
wlejar. tad pady o nevar bat no s awtonomt. intelekiualicm )dzima ne tuka pret ke
VInn I bet art par ko vingn i gatavy cinines. Vienlatkus Bmd]u VOrsas prel persondm.
kuras kalun]»lm_id lvuka nay kenkurdispertgas unapce izhickas par iteleklualiem
neinteichmalu audhtorids

Misels Fuko savukart uzskatfjac ka intelektndem nevigadzctu sevt pozicionet ka
wdus. kurt woaedauds prickigald var nedaudz mald, bed inelckudhem nepieciesams
CIatlles pret @m varas forimdm. kurdm vint i objeku vai instruments. Art Misels Fuko
urskat K ir bawdetes pentods, had bt imtelckradlim nozimE bt par citu aalveku pratu
un (vand sirdsapzinu ™. Suarp citu, Zils Deiles (Gilles Ddenzey urzskata, ka tedt Fuko
it licts dandzem domidilapnem nwinﬁ[ies, ka mundt citu vietd u nepcdzaba, un 1adejad
severotmi diskredit@yis veproseniicijas ideju. Fuko al/ist Ja jau vara nay espjama
hez zmasanto wd Zindsanas un vare i dvinumisas, VEime poc varas nerett ket
maskete ki veksme realie zindzanas, Fukoe r visas koitisks arf pret zinddano veitralitau,
Lniversidlo mnielektudlu vietu any ien brezak sak wepemt mtelekual specidlish tspecific
inteltectuads . PCASH erupa vairs aetick uztvernta ki visiem preksa val sinos esosa,
bt gan kit (dda. kura Jarbojas neteibd zindsanu sekiord. Stradik3ld pdnnaina visbiezik
uek skindrota ar wes kaontelektualiem nav azdevies sabledriba saglubal uzlicibu
universalijam. Ka padejais lielins naraiivs i palicis ukan globalizicyjas j8dziens™

Intelektuzlu kritika

Saidzinot ar 200 sadsunta s3kumu, kad mntelektuiiem nereu nka pledavets
kolek:Tvars mesiintsms. starpkaru pertodd arvien biezik izskandja vilsands
imtelekiuilos. Jau 19320 vada Roberto Mihelss (Sociile amatau enciklop@dijas”
skirkIn “Intefektudih™ vinus verepa ki subjekius, kurt visbiczak i demoralizetl un
paskritiskuma parpemii™. Arvien biezak publiska ielpf savus uzskatus pauda e, kurus
var devet par Tamtintelektudliem intelektuiiliem™. Eduards Bents ¢ldonurd Beith)
intelekinilous raksture k3 "no visicm aristokrdtiem viszemiskikos un postosakos™ un
urskata, ko vini ir gaiavi zemoties 37s pasaules varenajiem™. V. 1. Lenins, raksturojol
inteligentus (1902), bija v&l skarbiks: vini ir nevis ndciras smadzenes, bet gan (3s
stdi Pat Nobela prémijas Tauredts Ginters Grass (Grinier Gruss) iU spiests atz1t, ka
ann Gebelss bya mteiehtufins®

Tomer jau 20, sadsimta vidi intelekmidlu sociflais presizs atkal picauga. Visbiezik
tas Uek teskadrows g w. ka $2)a laika picauga ne tkal intelektuilu skaits, bet arT vinu
iesp@)as veramar socidlo problemu rnisimdsanu. Universitites izpTiTbu ie"l'\'il arvien
lielaks cilveku skaits, un de or to preauga auditorija, kuru intelekali vargja ietekmet
Leda verda. 200 gadsumia 30, gados saka domimet viedokhis. ka intelektualu primaras
ripes ir kultiiras fnuks. un tdeady vim Uka atbrivou no atbildibas par visu sociilo
sistdmu. S@ia paradigma intelekivalu vzdevums ir analizétl sabicdribas sinboliskos
resursus un nevis piedalTies citu grupu cina par pohtiske varu van retekmi Intelektuali
itka skutTu nevis ki kidas Skivas pdrstavn, bet ka athildizie par sumbolisko sistemu
wzstradi, wrkiz vigiem i javadis pgc universiliem standartiem.

20, gmudsunta beigas mtelektudl atkal sdka zaudSt sabieditbas uzrictbu, Carlzs
Rauts Mills ¢Charles 1Wrighe Mitlyy 32dus Rietumu sabiedriba izplatitos noskanojumus
tevero jau 30, gades. neradet, ka valdosa pUlllIH}\d elite 1gnerd intelekluiu kotiku
wn deietkumus un neiesastds ar nem polermkd®. Baumans skadro, ka politiskie
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1

MLt bya apeuvus prasmes komume@l ar sabiedribu bez brivi klejoroso inielektudlu
sterpaiccibas, tiem viurs nebia vajadzTel vinu pakalpommi®™. Intelektuilu lomu neretd
wrnémis sabredrisko attiectbu un rexkiImas speoidssi Kurem maksaga vara,

[« S0 procesu raksturomn kil poiniskiis varas nosuprindsanis sckas Adilas
paralZles 1 suskadns Senas Kinns pirvaldes sisema. Kinas ierédot mandurmni
178l
konft 0
Lidz ar to varar bia ne tkat fevrojami politiskie. milidaric un adminisiraivie, [‘-c
art intelekiudlic resursi. ArT misdicns panvaldes darbd nerein 1esaisils personas ar
augstu akadémisko kvahtikaci wn Sle ey Sk nebagin sajadAbn pée citu ineickiniiu
pakalpojumien (g nu vienigl L leginim@tu savu rictbu).

s ar aigstu konmipetened ne ukal valsis pinva'del ber wi mizika, lieratird un
15, Ju bez zindsaniim $iajds nozards nebija resp&lams seglila iercdna stetusu™

20, gadsimita b\.l‘_’d\ picatiga to publikfcie skaits, kurds tka anslizZia anteiek-
wiilisma naves™ wWmat' s apskatot gan nepriviliggo. mazdk squlioto, gan uri elnes
grupu antintelektudbismua. Plagt izplarjas neiicThba tam. ko inelekwedl 1 spggii
sebicdribat izstradat raciondiu nikomes redz@jumu. Sidas noskanas veiciniia ar
intelekiuitlu “kultiras kan™. Daudzas Rictumu vaistts intelekad)u vida dorngia kreist
noskanetie fred-diaper intetleerpals:, un soeidlisma sistémas sabmikums ving avtontau
nevewmaa, At past ving demonstrda apjukusis pazimes. Jo nespcja subiedrtban
piedivat alternativus allisitbas modelus. Kresie melekiudli saka reik uzstities
nekdl varas publiskie krikn bel savas ambicoas contds Tstemot akademiskaga Jauka
{profesiondles zumalos, moenografijas. akademiskis kontereness). Ricards Pesners
(Richerd Posaer) uzskata, ko mitelektualu presuza kntumam i vairaki iemeshi®

1) muosdiengs izweilkdak neka agrek mieickwiall ir koncenorduses akademiskaja
vide un vigu profesiomialiis zargons. dzIvesvaids noreheZo vinus no pardids sabiedribas
un s Mpém; 2) publiskic intelekiulili pardk biezi izgaka pardrosus paregojunius, be
e vishiezik mplcp:l as; 3) pubhskie intelekwali parak bies izsakis par jautdomiem.
kuros vigiem ir visai pieticigas sindsanas (ki pleméry mhio: Noamu Comski £ ¥oant
Chomskyy up vina traktdlus par aepohiiku): 4) inteiektoili mégina atrast skadras
robezas starp Jauno un libo. pat ja s8du robeu nav. Tapee intelekiud 1 padomi nav
seviski noderTen ne jelas cilvekiem, ne art pobtthiem.

A Baumans uzskala, ka. zaudepor kulidras likamdevEia reftural Tegislators),
vesiures atUsubas virziena zpral@u, sabiedrTbes paticso vajadzibu eksperia stafusi
intelekwihem irjasamienngs ar kelidiras wterprei@idia lomu®, bet sabizdiibas acls
Gle mtelektgaly terpret@tag riverpreter-intellectuall zaude autortin®™. Maikls
lematjevs edichae! Tonadieffi 10 vE rdik3laks un apealvo. ka musdlcm.\' vairs
nav neatkartgu iniciekudlu. Domu vietd i uzskatn argament@icija i aizvielon ar
Zumilistiku. polemiku vield ir persontbu raksturopum (personalite profiles s, publiskos
dialogus ir nemanguit sovit, Tapce. lai roksturoti nisdienu mteiekudus, Tunatjevs
licto tadus jEdzienus Kk laika kaveld fentertaineryy un “kamevild ehsd saucén”
fearniveal borkersy, kurt mekl€ [Eu populantat. Cit auton leto il Gdus j8dacuus
ki . jovrnalist-intellectuals 7, | freclance intellecied 7 Kualitras demokratizaeyas dé|
it krittes ttelekiuilu prestizs un mordld awtoritiie. 17dz ar o publiska dzive kst
tuk3a. Visar izplatits klfist viedoklis. ka misdicnu sabiedribi ntelckiuila darbrbu
arvien biezak raksture profesionalizacya, specializdelja, Iragmentizicija un arvien
retak politizicya™. Tomer var uedot jawdjunu: kipee profesionalizicijas pieausums
irjaverte ka intelekwidlu uk milélas auwonomiyas saudeums?
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RooichiTvo sy edimichu rakstoes 1ag, ka vind sp@) saskatlt probl@mu biitthu neatharfy
no ok s3l v e o omtelekindia atredas noveropunas ohiekis, Romantiskie

prendmue par utelekiwdu suiononmie v vinu domiasaias transeeadentile

raksiarg vewinau 0. ko médz raksinror kKa pudtusangosd nardisima kulic tart
K Lxelf-congiatulurars )y un augsipriithu pret visiom paeeiem - ruingta)ien
VIRRPEILZjIem,

[ntelekiudin pricksstat par subiodribne sakpojas dazddds dokirinas an jau retak
ksC, Lan gan valme vardon globihes vispnndiumuas masdienu intelektudgem i
zih tetetkla nekd vinu pricksgdiéenm. wmdr Joprajam daud2 volk tasnas lingas

pru

i
art i kur viss ie nelidzens, dala nedal3mo wn vienkdrio sarczgtiio, Gufanim velind
Tekeya Burdi@ pat aicina ¢inities pret filozolijus hecemonyu pir snodlailm andinem.
Manuprds, ueksme pred visplonijunmnen var Skt klasifiesta ai ki nes @ledanis avn
denves daudavardibue tis clementa savipumin, belektudlo negat’ss

var isskandrol arm ar oo ba paseu’e vishiesak neiederas telekualo idgju Prokrusta
oultd Tomdr wthifis palick pudums, vin diswence@iba var kompensStintelektuiliem
vigu profesiondlo 2ndianu rihumo v abstrakio verbalndn ™

Yairs anaitikn v pamanTiusico ka inteickiodlu vendums parast ir asimetrisks™.
Intelekiudl uek biczl slasi

Copar tim o idep@im. kuoe sekos sobiredriba wetver ar
fabvEThu, un retr tick nesodit par t&m idej@m, kuru Istenodana i provocdjusi seciilas
Katoklizmas, Viend gadijumd tiek slavindu weju autorn un aizmersii 1o Tstenotd)i,
bet crtkrt nepelit idoju Tstenotfiyn, bet aizmis? enotdiv wedvesmotijn bnelekeuilu
IASEEIUING sarezgt ne ki e, Kuidegas var ok Tniepareia saprastas” van nevelksimig
tsionotas, Intewekivahl kK3 pebkur cilv@ku nerett vertd pée @ ko vind i vardis, bel
nay darfjis. Lo, sashand ar neseiives atblditoe principu.

Jau pirms sesdesiue gadiom Jozels Sumpglers fiosepf A4 Schumpeter) noridija.
ku tpiskam intelickiuzlin nav nekidax uedds stbhildibas par praktiskdm fetim un
nav ackiadas saistibay ar tesu zinasanu welsane Arse fand knowledee)™. Lideg
mtelektualus vEridja art Tajeks. Zindtnicki vai ckspert un hetiskie cilveka (the
practical man of affeivsy ez vzskatae ka inielektuah parsvard i cilvekr, kur neko
nepiarzina seviskl iabl un kura spriedurmit par betdm, ko vign, pée pasu domam, saprot.
neizeelas ar ipase suditbu, Neskatotes uz Lo, tedi So alveku spricdumi etekmé
uzskatus, saskana ar kurien sabiedrtba rtkosics tuviakyd nakowme. Dalu ideju aktiviakie
Intelektadili padara par tedjumu kopumu, un process, kurd s kKOst visparplenemias. ir
gandry attomidtsks un nenm Srams. Sie mtelektudli iv izelibas an ideju zplatmnas
orzdns, ko patt misdienu sabicdrtba i radifjusi, un vipu parleetha un uzskat ir siets,

caur kuru jJaizier visim jauigdm koncepeijam, pirms s nondk pre masim.
Tntelekiudla raksiwrTeldkd padime it spriest par jaangim dejam nevis pee Lo
specifikus, bet gan pEc o ederiguma vina pasa visparigajas koncepel)ds un moderns)d
(viga igpratng) pasaules ami. Par visiem konladtyyiem jautdjumicn. jaunam idejdnt un
faktieny vins spriez bk fou visparieu ideju galsma. Bet, t3 K3 vins nav pardk zinfes
aseviskos jutijumos. tad vina krn@rygs i wspeja saskanot jaunis 1dejas ar citiem
saviem uzskatiem un to athilstiba saskanigam pasaules prick$statam™,
Visraksturngakas kladas jebkwd latkmetd biezi vien tiek atvasindtas no kadam
pareizim jaunatkladm paticsTbm, un (s ir jaunu, citds jomis apliecindlu visparindjuinu
klGdains lietojums™. ArT Zils Deldss (Gifles Deleuze) uzskata. ka teorijas un prakses
atnecthay i daudy fragmentarikas un dal@jakas, neka to biezi madz iz18loties teorclik.
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Jebkurn teortia r lokla jo 0s divias U atdecindmas tikal vz twerohezotu prakses
fnku, un tas nozImE, K cites TokGios kontekstos i dvewde aongs eorzas

[ateks veskate, ko intelekdin idedl cizd no wehigam pretrunam, 1de] mdai-
nijumt idedlus stenot prakss noved pie Kaut ki pilaTer atdkirnga no garditd. AT pads
mtelekindl ir ateikuies no pretenzijan wz to, kaodeju aistema vardtn bt galles un
1a bl kopumd japienem bez wehildumier. Spéja Krt«@ akoept@ius viedoklus, per
saunas perspekiiy

as un ckspeniment@ ar jaunam koncepenim rda paticso mtelekudilo
atrmost@ia, Vienfatkus vind domi, ka muoms kst Uber@las uophas, prociammas, kais
nebfitu ne pastavodds kirTbas mwesiiviba, ne ar vipndta sociilisma pavends. bet van

boiu pariest hberals radikalisims. kurs nesaude8 varenes (tad skeitd af arodinedribas ).
nebim stingrn prakusks un neanrobeZotos ar dobrtd politiski esp@iamao. Sabiedrthai
butn vigadzter pueickivali Tdert. ans v38tos stidaddv idedla labd, o cik masis Wil
nebiitu G drizes Tsenosauss redzes. Siem ellvéliens biitu jvElas sekot principem un
CIamies par o priniga istenosanu, ki arm 20dld oikowne. Vigren: bt jaeisd) prakuski
kompromest politikiem. Gaveni mactha, ko patiest liberfiyi var gt no sactithistu
panikummicm. ir drosine bat wopistem. Sidus idejus var letckmat sabiadribas viedokir,
padarit wespéjamu to. his v €l nesen k3 Lk @3is

K nordda Cvetans Todorovs (Tzveran Todorayy, nerett @m kotektn am dalybinn,
kuras Gka verkios, pumatojottes uz humianisma veribant s destrektivas schas,
@Sl pre@as gandama)am™. AT Dzerenins Dzemingss tderenn Jennines) domi. ka
intelektudls revoluciendn i petencidil bistemakt nekd parist dparisess, kun noskir
keltdiru no pohinkas™. Ta
laika distance.

centelekivalu wvericjumy neprecIciums nosacpums 1w

Lidz fim sabiedriba diezean reti it pieprastivust no mtelekiudiiem athildibu par
vinu virdiem up parcgopumiem™. Intelektuah vishiczak ueskata, ku sabiedriby nav
spEitga veikl intelektudlo produktu kvaliidtes kontreli. ideju acdinw Manuprat s muos
var rekstarot ki tiesnedus bev likumiem.

Var uzdoet @17 jautdjemu, pie k3 verdas intelekwill Dandsd civ3ki uzskai, ka
imtelekiudlo produkti nav plada pat@riga produkn. Pedcjas desmigades visar skardrn
e /Imeas tendenee, ku paterdtiju loma docdz biezdk ir birokratiskds organizacias
u nevis pilsonic Parvaldes organizicijas intelekiudlu autortiesibas visbiezak ignore
ca vinu jeteikumus darg zindmus sabiedribai ki pelitiku val werddnu 1@mumus. Sady
situdeiju veicina s, ka misdiends intelektuile produkeiju visbiezik veido nevis
vicnpalnn bet inteektodin apvientbas, i savearmic smadzenu tanki, par kurten Johans
Galtunes Johan Galnigy ironize. ka te Mezak iv more rank than think ™o,

[idz ar o sabledriba veidojas priekssiats. ka miclckwsdlo produkie galvenie
pateréta)i i et intelekiud@in (intelekiudli ki pasapkalpejoda grupa cseff-senving gronp)),
bet pasiern intelektudliem veidojas mmdinieka domasana, intruverta psihologt)a.
Daudsi sabiedribas locekli uzskata, ka intelektuiu tekst nav Tasimi un os nelasy
(oveadable and ynread). bet padt mtelckwali ir kluvasi par paspietiekanmu kastu,
[niclekdl tek kritzdu gan par vinu duudeyirdibu (biw mowdhy. pan art par nespéu
un (val) nevélfianos paust savas idejas sabiedribai 1zprotamd verda. Tos nepatik
tar sabiedribas dalar kura delfisko 1zklasta selu vene ki kapniccisku van nezigu
mashejosu. Tomer joprojdm intelektudi cengas bal auloniates un praviest (iiuli profiic
pmrophet-like intellectualyy nespecilistiom un nevis citu novary prolesiondliem.
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Intormacyas wehnologyu atistiby un medyu vides parmaias aevar newteknet
mtelehuilu pozicias. prestizu un nozini sebiediThd. Jo agrik miclekdius par
mtelekiviitem padaria mast medn: . tad misdiends medijn o el e, kurn sak pilda
agrak nkan intelektudhiem wvElEias lomas, Bitiska norTme Saji procesi v w tam, ka
pladsaapas Ndzeklos =3k domingt viza

un nevis verbald mformicija.

Lintelekiud!s nereid sevi ustver K varas alternativa e ne vienmér paimao., kipéce

sk valstt \uu SUVUS MBS nevar sasniegl, wsaisiolics politisho instticiju
durbibi uesa veidd. Clarlzs Karsmens ¢ harfes Koz wn Dinns Guenss (s
Crvens) sk ©o ko mifadienu inielekuidliem bt (arasing vadrikas problémas - ki
savienot savi wntele 'LLmlo newkarmbu un sattes ar sl

wiltThu, norfipetibu un neitralidin.

clithriamu un cgalitinsmu, ka pasdetincties un veidot atticetbas ar ciam sociilam

grupam. il skaud ar ekspertzent. kot svicdz padomus par gabaldarba maksu.

4. Atikirgie intelektuali

Var jawtat. vat diskusgam par intelekwidhien i kiida j8ga? Mana athilde ir
apstprinesi. Tomer diskusiias par mtelekivile Gmicligentu) un varas attizeThdm nered
aonak strupecli. jo w dalibmekiem i visar atdkrtga izpratne. kur subtedrbas locekli
i uzskwan par mlelektedliem. TurkIfn visai [iefa nevienpriitba valda arT jawijuma.,
kidas ir intelektudlu un pargjo orupu atticeibas.

JTedziena Jintelekudli™ sociotoriska operacionalizdcija misdiends iy visai
problematska. Sebiedrihiis, kur intelekiudld darba veict veido mazikumu un
universiidites eI levtsi loti neliela sehiediThas loceklu dala, sadam j€dzienam bez
lieldm erlittbam var atrast pamatejumu. Misdienu darba nrell augstas mlefekiulds
prasmes un woikdienas wmantoSana ir raksiurmgas profesiju vairemam. [idz ar to,
kida wrapal usurpcjot uesthas sevi savkt par intelekrudlem. vist paréie netiedivaida
tek kiasiticgtt ki nemte.ckudl (G 1. nesapritigie), k& Homo fuher. nevis Homo
sapiens,

Manupril, su problEmu var risin®t. atsakoties no visnkdrSonem seciilas
stratifikdcgas principiem. Tapde es rurpmak analiz@iu varrdkas grupas {publiskos
mtelektedjus, wmehgentus, intelektudlos suditorus, daves ekspertus), kuras apvicno
vienaddas pretenzus. bet nodala askurg upiskas vzvedibas vewdi. Bs nedomigu. ka sis
dalljums i diskréts. 1o duridas situlleyls vienas un s padas personas var klusificet
adkirer $ads dalijums i drizdk avalitisks mstruments, un §is grupas os Verdju ki
iedomilas kopibas,

Ka megindjumu atrast kaut kido nsmijumue $7 bezeertaygd situiend ar
javerté 1edeiena publiskie mntelekiaali™ arvien plasika lietoSana. Par publiskajiem
melekiialiom tek definglas 1@s personas. kuras 12manto pubiiskos forumus, lat pausiu
savus uzskatus par emam, kas uzraue daudzas sabredrtbas grupas vl pee vinu
domiam, ir nozimieas sebicdribai kopuma. Sadu publisko mtelektualu definieriu es
verigju ki nepietickami izverstu. @péc Lo papildindsu ar vairikiem citiem kritdrijient,
kuri lauta norobezot publiskes inlelekudlis no tiem lidzTg@m persondm.

Pirmkart. publiskie intelektud) iv tas personas. kuras sevi uzskata par ..domasunas
chspertiem”™. Lai pretend@tu uz So statust. ir japdrzina kulliras mantojums. vismaz ta
Klastka, ki arl izplauiidkie socialie un kultdras kodi. j@daent. Vinem jaspd) analizu
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realititi, verdot abstrakeyas, klasiikavias, skaidrojumus, kuri lang nodaiti batsko no
nebtuska. e i nepleciesami tadu ne vienmar pretickami nosacfjumi.

Otrkart. par publiskiem mitelektudhem ir pamats urskatit tas personas. kuras spdj
verdor Jaunas abstrakeyjns, klasifikacros, kodus, © 1 i@das mielektudivg produkis,
kuri kalpo jaunu socidle un kuliiras realitisg vedosana, tradiciondlo demdzanas
verdu ransformacean Tas gan nenoZms, ka jaurindami e sabiedrthai noderedk:
nekd t3s trudicionalic pricksstat.

Treskart, domasanas chsperti var B3 ar personas, kuru kompetences hauks ir
s0Cidlas dzives kontlikwu pentdrid. Lidz arto vigl pretenzas uz idzdaltbu pabliskaas
diskusyas var izraisit pamatotas Saubas, Domdsanas eksperti nereti tie, ka vigi i
socidlas dvives chspern, kaul ar? tas nav viens un tas pats. [Idz ar to domisanas
ckspera nereti i parspil¢jumu. nepamatote visparimdjumu un himern radudji. Tipge
par pubhskapem intelekiudliem es uyskaTia sociill kempetentas personas.

Ceturtkart, publiskic mtelekwalt i opersonas, kurw spfju diskut€t neapgrutin
interciu konfliknn un kuras tipee var b vismaz eoréiskn neiralas, Ex lab apzainos,
ka tespfyus vel nenosime to mantosana. Par publiskajiem intelek@ien vur uzskatit
persouas. kuru spriedumus neletekme cilveky, kas ir varas poziejas. Man hnansiala
angazCttha nesastas ar publiskunu.

Visos Linkos visds sabiedribés i bijusas personas. koras uzskat sovi par kulidns
varlibu. subtedribas labkliytbas sargsumem un vardotijiem. Vin: doma, ka labdk neka
pargjie sabiedribas loceklt wprot socidlos procesus un kaltiru, pagdind on tagadn:,
sabiedribas vajadetbas. Tomer §is personas labaka gadijuma spg) ietekmét sabiedribu,
tadu nespel manit savas grupas, i, sntehgences, domisanu vai rictbu. Lidz ar o es
nesauksu vinus par intelektualiem. bet gan par intehigentiem. Tiedi speja val nespeja
maindt savis grupas intelekulas vertthas, péc manim domam, lau) norobezot abas
815 prupas.

Puklisko intelektudlu un inteligentu kompetences Tmena aiskirbas var wil
nebit labt redzamas. Inteligentu 1espdjus veidot savu profesionalis dzives darba
Kartibu ir everojami terobezotikas nekd publiskajiem telektualiem. Inteligentiem
intelektudlisms ir kaut kas [1dzTgs hobyam — aicindjumam — val wit lrdzeklis karjeras
verdofanal. Vipu mtelektudlisms vishiez3k neiziet arpus enciklopddyu var skaidrojoso
virdoteu robezim. Vardkums imtelifentu 1)t pastivigu kolektivas auturrates detleita,
jo sp@ saskalit sava grupas loceklu plagmatsimu. Cite mteligentu acts vint retl kad
1t aulorilites. Ka plagiditu koprenas biedrn v ir konkurenti, un 1@psc solidarittes
saltes S grupd ir vajas. Vienlatkus vimn i medijn starp varu un intelektudnem, no
vienas puses. un sabieditbas vaurgkumu no otras puses. No viem i atkarigs s,
kidas wdejas sabiedriba sadzitdSs. un s, KT 318 idejus ks 1zprastas. Sis statuss biluski
paaugstina mtelektuidju padeienu.

Mand klusifikdeyd intelektualic auditon ir personas ar avgstu kompelences [imen:
kida sociah nozimigd zinasanu laukad un ar aifistam intelektualam iemanam. Vin
visbiczak tzvairds no aktivas lidzdalibas publiskajas diskusyas un aprobezojus ar
viedoklu paudanu publikai neizzinotids profesiondlds apspriedSs. Vinu komuntkaiva
grupa patastt i tadi padt auditor. Tiesi auditort lemj, kam atvieglinit vai apgritint
celu vz administrativiem amatiem un [1dz ar to uz tribindm. Ta ir ikdiend ne pirik
pamaninui, bet Jotr nozmmga etekmes grupa. kuru vienlids vemil gun inteiekiudy,
ean art wtehigentn,
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Mand Klustlikdcyd datives ckspertn iv personas ar augsto viedigumu. kas balsias
us pladsazimas lidecklos v nepasiarpinitd komunikicija iesitdm ¢inidanim un vingu
plaso preredz. Tas Jug) siem civEhiem veidot saves sociilds leorias un popuianizat
s starp sev detgajiem. Soadld vide, kurll vzturas dzTves eksperid, nevelcina
weerctisko nostidnu dazddibu. un tas lay
pricksstatiem. Vinus retdk nekd citu grupu locehlus mide sacbas par savu spriedumu
puatiesumu, jo o apliceins thyvions vino deives muklis un TV zgo radijums. Publiskis
diskusijas vig zmanio. 12l prnveidotu savu orlju arguwmen:dejue un nekas Sajis

Sun personing viegh: airast atbalstu saviem

diskus1jas nevar vigus piospicst 375 teoryjas apsaubil lesp@u robezds vigl socializé
ne tka kaiminues, darbahiedrus, ber it savus bemus, Adz dacdzim viou deidm nay
criiti paman® intelehwedu Enas. kas i ne tikan dizenu ideju daavonpejas apliecingjums,
bet art piemincklis izgItiibis sistémii un pladsazigas Tdzekiem.

Duzadds publikacijis. diskusjiis personas. kuras tick dés Gtas par intelektudliom,
palakam zpelnds visal nekomplimentarus vergjumus. Tas nevarélu pirsteigi, ja fo
plezugu sutert batw Gkar detves ekspertn kurt ir konsekyvenu izukusi bez jebkuru
teksiu lusisanas un pre seamajumient ir nonakudi uzmanicu verojuma celd. Inlehigentus
kautina vardi, kurus inteligentt nesaprot. un idegas. kuram viu neredz hetojumu’
Audttorus kutma meelektualu ekstravagance. Pee vinu domam, i lictderigiak savest
kariaba esoio. nevis vairot jukas.

Vai publiskic intelekiudll sabtedribai ir vajadz1g’? Atklan imelektudiismu ka 1adu
nenoltedz neviena ne Sim grupam, womer pret pasmau intelekigdtiom sabiedrbai neret
ir visat kritiska attieksme. Autoritdrie rezimi ir labdkals apliccindjums tam. cik bisians
var bt antiintelektudlisms. Noledsot agrnds brirdinlsanas sistémas nepieciesamibu,
s0cidld reniitate panersas par nepactrauktu force majenre gl

Ber var demokriingas apstaklos intelekiuah ir subrediban vitdli vajadeatz? Te ar
varas un sabiedribas tever&umu un kotku nodarbojas politiskd opozicija, plassazinas
Tdzekll nevaistskas organizicyus. un ik pa bridun savu attieksmi pret varu var paost
w padt sabiedribas locekli.

Varbdl murns nav vajadaagn vietgie mteleku@fi? Varbut ings vardu apmierinities
ar seruficétu unporta produkeyju? Esmu parliecinats. Ko savi mtelektuall w vizily
vajadaig katran sabledribal. Pirmkart. jebkura teorija i lokidla, ©1., tas secmijumu
visparinguma pakipe nav newrobezola, LTdz ar to vienmér ir nisks. ka dazidos
kontekstos vienu un to pasu vispannijumu paiesums i visal @iskirias,

Ourkart. sabiedripa pamata dzavo akald latka reziind, Politikiom primin ir
tie darbr. kuru veikiana vimem it socidlais pastifjums. laika un finandu resursi.
Art subledriba neretl nav gatava upurdt Sodienu par lubu ritdienar paklaut sevi
brivpritigiem 1erobezojumien, mainit savus eradumus un prickSstatus.

Tomér atklats paliek jautdjums. var intelekiual i tie, kurt var wespaidot varu un
sabiedribu. Ipasi tipgc, ka vini pasi ir sabiedribas sesiavdala. Minhauzena triks ar
sevis vilksanu aiz matiem iniclekwidliem un inteligentiem. manuprit. zdodas reti.

[nielektudfu ideologijas stirakunens ir vinu tictha ram, ka cilvika vietu sabiedriba
noszka pée ving Tpafibim. Jau skold més visi esam redzejusi, ka visaugstdk tick
novineu e, kurt atrak un lielikos apjomes sp€) apgil juunas zindfanas. mik (ds
lietot un atstastit cinem. Zinaganas, intelekualas lemanas un pacietiba ir (3 valita,
kura skold konvertgjas pandkumos un atzinihi
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AT universiates, kur auniedn wrping izgliotics pee skolas berrfanas, doming
lidAea vertibu sistema. sabiedrtba, kuras reprezentaait i pasiied 231, par visu augsifk
VOIS prasmianaizCt domit un feglitos secinficmus pirliecinost publiskon Visangstik
0y CHERYICIT paverus Iespgja vertdl nu jau anas — sakuma studentus, bet veidk al
suvus amata brilus. Tomer tzeilncku ideias neatzsargd swtortiestbu likems k3 cius
izeudrojumus. Vigu sprizdumus konver@ ckonomiskos weyuvumos politiki un nehat
pegrasis kaut nedaudz dalities. Vidgjo patéréidie ne sevisk ineres ntelekinilo
produki un pademi. Ar padomu desana vetksmizi nedarbogas reklama, un ne jav no
atseviskiom intelektudliom ar to cikst@ues.

Baudzi intelektudli domd., ka virdiem premi: magiska sp&ra ranstormat socialy
read 1L un nepietickami novErte cilus sociiie provesu mehdmsmus. Intelekrudl! zing,
kas ir jadara, bet nevina, ki, Tirgus ehonomuki un demokeaud dacbojas pilater ¢
prncipl W denung pieprasquma un prediviuma wWeologa. Lidz ar to, noniket
sevoneterasta videl izglfidbas sistémas 1zcilieks jhtas piluibi apjucis. Sabiediiba
nav licla skola. 1railas domisanas sp&jas te nek vErtétas vemik nek izmanigums.
Dzives gratdienus ret nleresE patiesiba par vinu hikstu lemeshiern. Vi gaida, lai
ukiu atrustt vigu bedu vaininieki. [ab viou problémas kids soiltu atrisind - uzreiz un
nckaveienies. Arn urnémcr domi peinas, nevis patiesibas kategorijas. Vini visaugstak
vertd to. ko var vislabzk pardol. Grimatas par tSnu - ki kiar par bagiitnieku val
kddu pavedinat - i bestsellert Tanm, kuru actori vElak sanem Nobela prémiju, lirgus
pandakumt roicvernjam pietictgiiki.

Intelekiudliem loti nepattk sabiediThas locekiu teksme kultdru vetvert ki wklaidi.
S¢ parAdibu intelekindli visbiezak vEr& ka seciali bistamu paridibu, Pat e intelekiudli.
kuri sevi pieskaila pie varas ndCpienn ir gatavi prasit. lai vara ar doticiju palidsbu
wegrozotu LWkultfiras tirgus suhyu™

Vairdkumamn 1ntelekludlu nav moralas autornates ne sava vide, ne arpus tas.
Viniem padien ann nav moralo autoritdsu. Par

ak bz ir redzama i nesaskaga swarp
mtelekiuitiu viardiem un rictbu. Ideju cipa ki davesvernds un pasapliccinasanas ka
cksistences nosacjums welekmé intelekiudlu atticksmi pret cita intelekiualu 1dejam.
VisbiezEk o alticksmu raksturo vardi Lneiecietiba™ un L gretssirdiba™. lznémums
it mirudie mtelektuali var te, kert dzivo tdlu. Nepastarpindtai kemumkacijai ar
inteligentiem pubhskiem intelekwidliem pietrtkst laika. Nav arm v@l&8anis  misu
teksti rund musu vietd. Ar auditorniem mtelektudlu attiecibas ir sarczguakas. Bez
suditoriem ka kirejtiesnesiem ntelektudli nespé) iztikt.

Spricdze starp publiskajiem intelektudliem un varu ir neizb8gama. Tautas
LJpaArstaviiT vienmér sevi uzskails par sabiedribas reprezentantiem un lidz ar o
greizsirdign raudzisies uz visiem. kurt meginds o vinu lomu apsaubTt val pamemt.
Vimem puobliskie wrelektuali bija un biis varas vzuarpatort. Vienlaikus Lparstivp”
pastaviel atrodas interedu konfliktd pan ar savam parti)am. to vaditijiem, pan ar savu
partiju sponsoriem. [as law ntelektualiem nepdrtraukin — ar val ber pamatojuma —
apsaubit _pirstAvju’ godapratu. Sim kenfliktam reli inddz bt draudeles risindjums.

V&l viena masdienu intelekiudlu tezime ir speja radit teorijas. kuras sabiedribu
neusbudina, Atikirba no politikiemn. kuriem patik solit. intelektudliem sagAda baudu
sabledribu biedet, bet 1dd&jadi intelektudll nereti provoce nevis rictbu, bet gan socidlo
pasivitati.
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5. Publiskie intelektuali Latvija

Latvijas publisho mtelekwdlu anailer apgrduna vardkt apstakh, Pirmka -1[
personas, karas saskand ar trezdk zmamotdm defintenim bt klasificdjamas s
grupll. pasas sevi Sidd vada neidentfice. Visbiezik Sis personus pasidentficgjas
ar notetktam protesionilam gropdm (plemra, reprezenid sevi ki mkstoickus.
publicistis. sociviogus, pohukaes zindtnrekus utt ), un Tdz ar w gan vig, gan pétaekn
var patnatol apiaubi katras atseviskas personas wekjouiunu peblisko mtelekiudju grupl
Oukart. Latvna lidz $im nay veikis pat atsevisku protesiondlo grapu darbibas publisks
i arums. Al aizevidku personu devuans parast tiek s endis tka péc nehrologo
publikicijes. Lidsarie s Ards anallzes wesplyus 1r visun ierobezotus, Tdpéc tiliki
analtze ir vongjama uka ki provizorisks intelektuilu analizes mégindjums.

Lrskabe ka visa daudzas personas Latvyd ur vencjamas ki publiskie mtelekrudly,
Jor Sts personas reguldn iesaistas publiskajas diskusiias un wjls pauz nevis organizaciju,
bel suvu personigo viedokli: 518 personus analizE socifilo realifati, klasific? un skaidro
socidlds parfidibas, mEging 7 8118 un 1etekmét socifilos procesus un sabiedribu.

14 ka viens no viedoklu paudanas komunikacyas kandliem wnterneta portilos
publishoiie teksu (sadalas: Viedokl™, (. Versyas™), tad turpmakaga anaitzel 12vE1E)os
Celras personas, kuru veriejunm par dazadiem sabiedribar butiskiem jautdunuem
regulart tiek publicéti portdlos Delfi™ un Apolle”™. Portdlu formacija i visal
patercigs mualeriitls, jo 43 gadjumd viegli ir analiz&t ne ik autorn tekstu kopumu,
bet wT sabledribas reakeiju uz stem tekstiem, autoru izvirziidm idejam. diskasiju
temim.

Portalos visal biezi publictjas daudz aulori. bet wwrpmak cs pievErsisos jura
Paidera. Aivara Tarvida, [ato Lapsas un Bena [atkovska tekstiem. So un nevis citu
auloru analizes izveEll neleica vinu visai plasl atpaetstamtba, ki ar? tas, ka vigi ir
vairZku gramata autori un vigu teksti visal labi raksturo komentiru t€mas un to
mteniacyu.

Juris Paiders (1963) ir geogrifijas zindtgu magdistrs, sUaddjls dazados preses
izdevumos (visilgdk ir bijis Lukraksta “Thenas bizness” galvenais redaktors (1992
2003Y). vairakkdrt sansnus augstus savas protesionalds darbibas novertgjunius (Latvijas
Preses 1zdevEju un redaktom asocidcijas apbalvojumus: “Lakikais redaktors™ (1993);
“Preses nagla’ (1993): “‘Popul"trﬁkai\' zurndlists™ (1994); Labikais divektors™ (1993}
2000, gadd Bonnier grupas prémiju par labiko rakstu Latvijas presc). ir bijis Latvijas

Preses 1zdev@ju un redakioru asocificias prezudents (1993)7

] aikd vin$ it public@jis septinas griimatus™. kurdis analiz@)is
Latvijas drpolitikas un ckonomikas jautfjumus, lalviesu seksualilit un raksabu®™,
islama kultire Latvya un pasaulé.

Juris Paiders ir akiTvi iesatstijies diskusid par Nacionilas bibliotékas jauno €ku,
apsaubot s celtniecibas lietderibu, Vins uzskata, ka ..Sobrid ir loti daudz brivu teipu,
kuru pieligosana bibhotekas vajadzibam nav vajadzigas tidas milzu izmaksas, nedz
art 3ada verda projeku - Kam tad 81 bibliolka i vajudzaga? Vai bibliotgka vajadzTga
politikim ki pieminekhs vinu vajadzibam. val bibliotcka ir vajadsga lasitiem ..
Kiads vElas pagemt manu nodoek|a nuudu. lar bav@tu sukla kalnu, Tad duriet to privala
kird .. Kapée jiis mand nodokla maksitija kabatd bazict kepu, lat bilvctu lietu, kuru
s negribu? Kads tautsaimniectbas ofekts. 177
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Trkpat akilvi vins protest@ja pret Lavijas estasanos Eironas Suvienibi un NATO.
apsatbol to. Ka jestdsunds EY un NATO vewcinds Laiy as ckononusko aiistbu™,

AT pov Latvpas estadunas BS Jurs Parders marpina apsachit §1 pohitiska 1emuma
lietderibu (v bya el jEga stattes ES. i nondkw iel3kd enere€lska wkartba no
Krievqus?),

Paiders ir komeméiis arf Lictuvas Arlictu minsirijas pausto sasutumu par Lictuval
nepicpemamnt Molotova—Ribentropa pokia interpretdciju 2004 vada 31, tugustd
Pirmyd Baltyas kanilll demonsurétga filma “Gadsimta nosiSpum:™, Vins uzska.
ka Sl gadyumd Lictuvas Arlicie ministrija iikojas ki PSKP CKO™ Vienlaikus
vind uzskawa, ka "210 cadsimta Kremlis e reglament@fis tkai nedaudzus varas un
sabiedribas attiecibu Jautdjumes. Kriev gas televizyim paliek nulzagi plasa wlpa, kura
nav nekddus cenziiras un wpaoksanis™

Paiders am velak vairikkart publice rakias par Molotova-Ribentropa pakiu. Vigs
uzskata. ka Molotova--Ribentropa pakis sen Jau 1r anclets un Baltijun nevagadz@tu ar
Krieviju apspriest 63 gadus vecu Zzamu®. ~Pagie lai palick vésturmeku un pénicku
7ind” 7. Vipam 1r pilnfgl nelzproiams. “kiEpée Sacima. deklacdjot ka komunisina
nozieguni 1 jaranekde. pasluding pirms 1zmeklesanas rezultiiu pabergdonas. ka
pie totalitaraiem nozicgumiem vaimiga bis vienlel Knievija, o Deklardega wicina
izmekl8l un vienlaikus pasiuding vaintgo bez izmeklSSanas. Ticsi ddas metodes
pickopa totalitara rekana. kuru Saeima tuisds nosodu . Pur okupacies sekam atbildiba
jauzpemas ne tikal PSRS republikim. bet ukpat licla merd ASY, j0 ASV prezidenis
FoRazvelts 19450 gada. lai pandktu PSRS tesamstfanos kard pret Japanu. piekria
PSRS ictekmes papladimadanai uz Boigu un Austrumetropu. . Varbutar laiks paprasit
arT no ASV materiifu un morilu kempensacyu par 1945, guda foud un Polsdama
nosléao darfjumu?™. ”

Visal vegularn Paiders ir krittecis “Sublednbu par atklatabu - Delnag™ Vins ueskata.
ka .Delna’” rikojas k3 ekstrgmistiska pohitiska pania. o, . ja nevalsuska ereanizicija

Sk

sak akitvu agrestvu politisko nomelnosanas kampanu, .. tad tik te$am o var uzivert ki
Latvijas likumu un Satversmes pirkdpumu. .. Delnai™ ir nekavEjones jilegalizg sava
politiskd darbiba un jarcéisrgjas ki politiskal pardjai™=. Delnas sagatayoto korupeijas
uztveres mdeksu vigd rakstare ki “apmelojumo un smirdofu meéslu zlureindsanu
Lalvija korupeijas Zind o bérna autinos. .Delna™ péc 5§13 apmelodunas kampanas ir
rdusskata nevis par aevalstisku, bet agresivi pretlavisku organizacijo™™

Juris Paiders visai regulan ir kritizéhs valsts ckonomisko politiku™ un publiski
akiivi arzstave)is Telekomunikiciju tarifu padomes priek3likumu par elekomunikiiciju
tanfu paaugstunasanu (1993) "

Aivars Tarvids (1957) ir macTjies LVU Filologijas fakultatg (micibas nav
bewdeis). ir stridajis vairakos preses izdevumos (Zumils “Avow”, avizes "Tev™, “\akara
Z1us™)7, no 1998, gada r Latvyas Rakstnicku savientbas biedrs. Divu grimatu autors
(Simultinspéle. Dami: stdst 1987 Nelaga diena: romians. 1992)). Gada fuka {(no
2005, gada aprila [dz 2006, gada aprilun) portala “Apollo™ it publicéys varak neka
40 rakstus par visai plasu tematu loku.

Advars Tarvids ir reguldri koement&ns Sacimas lemumus par Jurus dienas
ieklausanu valstiski svinamo dienu kalendara™, prieksvElcianu agiaciyas Lkumu®,
[Bmumprojekiu par deputdta Nikolaja Kabanova (PCTVLY atsauksanu ne Saeimas
Arliew komisyas®™. Rakstos ir komentén vandki Ministru kabineta 1dmumi (pieméram.
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valdibas [&mums neatba st Lumpritigo “Celu satiksmes notetkumu™ parkipéju
vardu publiskoianuw.” zveidot darba groapn. kas izverids PSRS okupicijas radiios
zoudejumus Latvias valsig un md/wm'-uem Y oun Nalsts pl‘L/ldt;n[B\ Vairns Vikes-
Freibergas dibimaias Straidgiskds ana'Tres Rombuds darks". kuru vins raksturojis ka
Lnaciondlo olgalyju faurd doka smadzenu trest’™ Tarvida uzmantba ir vairakkart
pieversta art Valsts prezidentei Vairal Vikei-Freibergai (CANamma apligo Laviju®™
- prezidentes gadskangjai runai Sacimas deputitiem par stivokli valsti®|, prezidentes
viziel Maskavd un 20030 gada magga politiskajicom notkuniem™, Lawvas prezidentes
valsis vizitel [zragld™)
Visal regulfr Tarvids ir komentcjis am valsts arpolitiskos igmumus un notitkumus
ciias valsis demumo par NATO lideru goiotnpu konterenct RIgd™ | karikatfou kara™',
poliliskos noukumus Francna®, putnu gripu Eiropa”

Firopas Savienibas eatavibu
uzsaki sarunzgs par Turclyas vzpemsanu 3u)a organizﬁcuﬁ”':, alombumbas nomesanas uz
Hirosimu gedadienu™. pavesta Jana Pavila Il nivi™). No visiem 11dz $im minétajiem
rakstiem ukal peddjars nav uzraksiits poiinskds kniikas var pamficia zaord (wri vist
wrpmak miunctie raksu preder pic Siem Zannems).

Tikpat reguidn Tarvids ir komenteps iekSpohiuskos noukumus: depuldtu balsu
pirksanu Jamialas dome™: legiondru alceres dienu®™; Berevovska atzifanu par Latvijai
aevelamu personu®; ckologisko l\rm Llc]up S cinisko netecietibu'™: sabiedribas
atireksmi pret seksualam minoritatem ™ nottkumus, kas saisiin ar sporw’™; skandalus
un notikumus, kas sastid ar Latvijas polisko ehia'™,

Vairaki Tarvida rakst ir preskangot valso oficiall wizim@jamam dienam'™ . Daudzos
Tarvida rakstos ir analizeu Latvijas socialie un politiskie procest. So tekstu intondceiju
labi raksturo to virsrakst (‘Sum dzive'™; Tiz'o iesp@ju zeme': Sirgnas nedzird™,
Visu nelaimju vaininiece ™ Solidaritates nevaid'; Debesis rand'').

Lato Lapsa (1909) ir vairaku gramata autors (Lalvijas miljondmn noslEpumi un
Jaunals Latvijas S00 miljondru saraksts. 2005.; Latvijas miljondn bez maskam un
Jaunais Latvijas 600 miljondru saraksts 2006.: Zelta zeme, kuru pametusi ziemelblazma.
2003). vins ir publicgiies vairdkos preses izdevumos (.Diend”, . NeatkarTgajd Rita
Avize”. Klubad™, . Nedg&la”).

Luersofi statistika par gadd lasttakajiem rakstiem laikrakstu bibliotgkd 2004. gada
k3 trefais  NeatkarTgaga Rita Avizg” lasltakais raksts ir mungta Lato Lapsas publikacia
4 Latvijas 1sue ¢ekisti” (24.07 2004, ber 2005, gad3d starp zurndla “Nedéla™
lasitakajam publikdcijam bya piect viga raksn {L:mm:. 100 popularakie miljondrn
2005, 26.09.2005.: 20 megapirkumi Jormala, 27.01.2005. Kas saunnieko Latvijus
bankas? 17.02.2003.. Arf brivd prese kadam pledEL Bel kam? 17.03.2005; Latvijas
bl¢7zu un kombinatoru tops - spilglakie, 1zclakie, nevelksmigakie. 14.11.2005). 2005,
gadd Lato Lapsa tika nomin€ts Cicerona baival par petnieciske zurnalistiku.

2005, gada Administrativa apgabaltiesa atzina par prettiesisku byusa mimsiru
prezidenta Einara Rep3es 1icibu — nesniegt atbildes péec biitibas uz jautajumiem, kurus
vinam rakstveidd uzdeva zumnaila “Klubs™ redakiors Lato Lapsa. Tajd pa3a laika tika
noraidita Lapsas sudziba dali, kur laats uzlikt RepSem par piendkumu atbildét uz
Jiem jautdgjumicn.

Lato Lapsa rakst: 1r regulan {aptuveni divi raksti méenest) publiczti poniilos
CDelfi” (2005) un _Apollo” (2006). Rakstu tematu daudzveidiba ir visan plada. Tikai
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dazi vina raksu o veltin ckonemikar - bet vanrdkums e kiasiticejzn K pehitshu
nodkumu raveridums, Lato Lapsa e rakstiys par neecelibu pret homosehsuihsuem'”
antisemibismu “o amatpersonu tendkenat deklardejim-. Latvges Krieviyas
robezigumu' ", Valsts prezidentes 1teibus | pasvaldibu vEiSianam . valsis drodibas
ajssardzibas testizu” un LTV Zma dienestt darbu'=". Lato Lapsa ueskata, ka LTV
creformas™ emesls i puliiku v Elme pums V318
atzv 3kt potenciide problému avoin.

i L sekdrtot” nepaklacstyos un

Savos rakstos Lato Lapsa ir preveistes Latvias politiskejal ehitei™=, s
parstaviiem Awvaram Lembergam 2. Olatn Berken' . Ingas Cepiolkinai®=. Indulim
Emsim'*, Erikam Jekabsonamy =, Aigaram Kalvitim ¢ k3rgjais saul edis kangia oadu
miyd megina uz austm sakaringt kingjos makaronus)'= . Jarmalas méra vléianu
kukujdosanas et ™. Law Tapse interese. k3 par Andra Grintpa advokiita biroia
khenw ir kluvis Korupeyjas novErsanas un apharosanas biroja darbinieks Hmirs Bode.
o kithem @diem Nidzekliom nzbuga atlasts KNAL mspekioring apmaksa nebiit ne
Ctos Grasupa advokitu birora pakalpojumusTi=?,

Bens Latkovskis (1963) i swddijls vairiikos preses tzdevamos CONeatkarTea)d
Rita Avizg™. _Rigas BalsT’) ur i verakstips rominu, Nelakes teredas ar nokavEganos™
(2002). Laikd no 2005, gada auguste 1dz 2006 sada aprthm pontdla De'ti” publicgis
vuirdk nekd 15 rakstus par visar plasu wemae loku.

Atskirba no s wpncks mindidjiem antoriem dives rakstos Beas Latkovskis ir
preversies Latvijay sasniegumiem ¢ latviesu tautal ic tkan dive gadi, ar kerem 13 var
no tiesas lepoties, Tie ir 1919, un 1991, gads™ 2 . ¢s uzskatu. ka sapmis par brivu
un reatkartgu Larviju, kadu Toloju pirms divdesmit vadiem. ir prepidijies un ar to wd
csimu zpmierinats. Masu pasu rokds iv calt 1ddu Lawviju, par kldu sapnojdm™ 0.

Pargjos raksios [idzigs seprckdcpnem sutonem Bens Latkovskis ar previrsies
wan Luvijas ekenomikar (kredniClanar ™, ES sirukwrfondu sada Lozemes
kadasuaias vertthas noteiksunar 7. inflacias spkarofanar 7, darbaspaka wmzplilanal wz
Rictumiem* ), gt art wekdpoluikas jawauniem {politiskiem konflikuem valdibi''.
korupcijas apkurosanal' . Borisa Berezovska vizer Lav gid'™
un Latvijas sievieSu probi¢mam'!).

. Latvyas depopulacyar™

Lalkovskis uzskata. ka Rietumvalsus verdas pret islima valstim. jo |, Islams sava
batthd r anukapudlistisks, jo aizlieds ekspluatét cite darbaspZkue.. Islims bremegg
patdrina pieaugumuo. .. VEIMI vesterniz&t treso pasauli mudina (Riefiwng) centien
ieviest pat@rina kuiwn 3ajas zemd&s™. Vind ar parliconits, ka LRictumu ideologiskic
strardgs parrekindjds. domijot, ka izdosies imigrantu pajus veiksmigl integrét (lasi:
asimil@) Rietumu sabiedriba, 12dgjadi paliehnot patdrdiaju kulta pickritgju skaits
Eiropa™+

Ar ldzTgtem argumentiem Lutkovskis izskadro ar? Sorosa Tonda darbibu
(.. .. kas tad ir sorosisms? L sludin@td dzamumu en rasu dztestba patiestbd ir vElme
paplasindt patéréldju loku .. vientgl no patenna preanguma vicdokla jauztver sorosiesu
pagaidim v&l maskatie centienl graut gimemiskas vertbus, jo gimene kopumai paldré
mazik nekd atseviskl individi. .. Viena no sorosiesu paginidam vEl neatkianyim
uzbrukuma fromém ir cilveku vElme pieder?t kada notetkiar nacionalat grupai. ..
daziem sorosismu apologStiem jau las vien. ka kaut kas Latvyyd vel preder latviediem.
tr k3 kauls rikl¢ un jadara viss, lai Ipasumi nondkiu rzemnuieku rokas™ ).
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Visun krisk: Latkovskis v@n@ Laivias plassazings Tdzek us. vins ars noriida, ka
podejo piccu gadu Lukd fatviese presé visvaurdk promineto personu saraksta pirmagi
simtniekd i tkan dazi cilveka, kas nav swstii ar pehuka — gporust Sandis Ozoligs
un Artars [Irbe. k@ art Lawvijus Hokeja federaeyas prezidents Kirovs Lipmans'™,

Latkovsk: Sis fukis nepiratedy. 1o zdeveiom (Tpadnickiem un reduktoriem)
esot velme ne vien atspoguiot ber arf batiski tetekmet pohitiskos procesus. “Dienus™
redaklori noedarbojoties ar polinsko rotaldsanos. bet “Lavijas AvTze” sava mdu ir
aradust intelekwdl mazprasizd un 2tk nacionihsusks domajosd sabiedrbus
dala™. NeatkarTgd™ swya tnjowne Lir pastanda lom3d un $o situdeju mainit bis Jou
oritt”. Polittkas domuiname lutviesu prese saknojas art izdeveju paracciba. ka
sabiedrtha visvarak mteresS tiest polintku. Latkovskis ueskaa, ka cpohinka Latviid
it parversta par nacwondio sportu. kuran maza susaiste ar redio dzivi™. So siludciju
vewna art Glatviedu zurnihistukas kltrems™, Ta k& vienTgie. kuri ir gatavi rundlt
par jebkuru tému un viemndr i pelinki. wd polinky un zummalistt .viens no otra
burtiskl barojas. Jo viemg zurnilstt var verdot poliiku publicnalt, kas i absolut
nepivciesams vinu darbibus pumatelements. savukart pohinki ar savu rostSanos vl
kaut var viedoklu pausanu sienmer ir gatavi atgpiidit trikstosos lnukuwmus Tntkrakstu
slejas ™ Polinkiem nekldjas atklan citus nomelnot 3pae 1o vipu vied dara mediji
ar kurtem Sie politiki ir viena sassic'™,

Cetra’ autoru vadk nekd devindesmil rakst lau) tzdarit vairakus secindjumus.

Pirmkart. katrs aulors pretende vienlaitkus bt gan iekipelinkas, gan arpolinkas,
gann ar? ckonomikas cksperts.

Otrkiirt, autort operativl reagd uz dazadiem notikuniem. ta)a pada laka
konsekventi ignorgiol varas var sabiedribas panakumus, k& ar? visus nottkurmus, kuri
var slecindl par varas var sabiedribas velmi un speju risidt socialdas an ckonomiskis
problamas. Lasor Paula Bankovska rominu “Eiroremonts™, Benam Latkovskim biez
vien bija radies 1espaids, “ka autors 1t k& 18ds Stalina laiku veterdns, kuram viss
apklrt noueko$ais dzili riebj. un vigs, 3o zultl nespgjot {vat neyribot) saturat sevi. to
1z3;aksta uz apkanenem. . tas. ka “Eiroremontd” faktiski nav ne tikal neviena daudz-
maz pozitiva val kaul cik normala t€la. bet nav arl nevienas cpizodes ar pozitiva
cmocionilo ladigu. pucara fastanu stpri apgrainesu’™ ™
gun pasa Latkovska. gan arf pardjo autoru tekstus. Sajd »ind teksti ir lon [Tdziy
krievu prese domindjoiariem komentirem. Latkovskis waskata, ki “Latvyll arsevisks
(mans izcélums) zumalist politisko ganisenos padamjué ne tkar par normu, bet par
savas popularitites zelta detslu Wirgdsands zinfimos sabiedribas slinos uek uaverta
ar neslépiu tksmt ..o vienkardt nozélojami, Ja uz $iin pasim s1gdm spéle e, kur
sevi uzdod par Latvias progresa dpoesiem™ . Manuprit, syl weksta frugmenta ir
heks ukai vards atsevidkl™ . Analizéto auteru tekst nevelema lasTijos telbu vinu
spgjal ietekmgEt procesus. teksti neprovoceg lasitajus uz ricibu. Ja analize kartru teksw
azeviskl, tad var rasties prieksstats. ka to autoriem sabiedribas intereses it primira
viriba. Vienlatkus ir visal maz ticams. ka $adi teksti var kavet negodpritigu lemumu
prenemaanu. Drizak 33ds tekstu kopums var noderdt lasitdjiem par alibi individualam
amoralismam un veleinal sabiedriba wihilistiskas nostadnes. socidlo pasivitah un
nosacTjumuss, kas ir labvEligl varas negodpradba.

Treskdrt, autori visal kritiskl 17vErl€ varas parstavju spriedumus, Taid pasa laika
rodas lespaids, ka vini pasi it noslégusi savstarp€jo .miera ltgwmu™. Auleri nekritizg



4. Tuhans. intelektuug ~pozuins un pos's 25

yiens otru pat teds juovina vertqunn hrist atskiras. Vel vardk — starp vinlem aenotchk
mtelektudlas diskusyas, Vit ir augsiprido ne uka pret politikteni. betart pretsav iem

koiggien. Plemeram. Lato Lupsa urskata, ko liela daly syowdiznas Do factn sizelu,

Cskiet, verdopudt amatierisku revoluciondiu puiciau dalibnicki ar nepaseiztu vidéjo
izglTtbu™

6. Publisko intelektuilu niakotne

Lo Akademiski izgliiow persoai vidd publisko imelektodlu Tpatsvars samazingdsies.
Sabicdribal ir ekl neplecieiuimtha. lan paliclingtos izgllion cils ki skaits, Tomér
ney pamata uzskalt, ka publiskoe diskusiju doudzums paliclinfisies nedi proporcionili
zalfiote personu skaitum, Sabrediiba var vientakus apspriest ieroberow jauldjemuy
skatlu, ArT te personu shuails, kuras Kidd diskuesia var paust save viedokli ar
werobezos.

20 Samazinasios atsevitku pubhbisko Intelekwdlu retekme gan uz akaddmisk

glttote. gan akademiski neizglitoto sabiedribas delu. Vairdakuwms mselektuifu nekad
nekios par evaigzngm’ Lielakais, uz ko niikotn€ vini vares cereloar kjat par desmit
mindiu slavenibu, Sabiedribuas <pdja atpazit cilvekus nav naierobezota, bet. triksiot
sun elementam. nav esplrns Kjat par harismatsku persontbu. UL Wdu karam o
aworitite, kuram cilv@ki he.

3. Pubhiskie mtelekwidl arvien vardk parveriisies no soctdlas grupas par
profesionilu grupu. Vel 200 gadsimta vidd starp publiskyjiem mtelekinalicm bija
visul duudz tadu. kors nebia saistine ar umversiaem. tacu masdienas vandkums
durbojas akademiskaja vide un plassazinas [dzeklos. Seil vin neizhceami klGst par
Kkonkurentiem, jo pretende uz ierobeZotn akad@misko amni skaitw un komemi&tiju
slejim. LIdz ar to publiikEs diskusijas arvien vairfk var parversiies par view, kur
notiek savstampgjo atticetbu. nevis ideju noskaidrodana. Intelek:ualu spju ue selidaru
[IeThu s nevairo.

4. Pavidjindsies saites starp intelektuiilien un inteligentiem, Jeuw tigad universitisu
programmu profesionalizacija ir novedust pie t, ka universi

su beidzgius griti vertét
ki iidus. kurt meguvudi vispusisu izginttbu. Universitite anvien mazik ir universitite
un arvien vairdk transforméjas par arodskelu. Sectelogi nesaprot ekonomiku, bet
ckonomisti ir ttkpat nekompetenti sociilajos jawtdjumos. Intelektufilu tetekme
nepirsnicdz vienas fakulliles, bet visbieziik - pal vienas programmas robezis. Lidz
ar o wuversiiasu beidzjiem ir visal vaja izpraine par cilvéku, sableditbu, ds vidi

5. Profesionalizdcijas d&| arvien vairdk pavijinisies samtes starp pasiem
mtelekuiliem. Jau tagad akad@miskas diskusijas vishiezik notick paralglaj2s sesijas,
[ L. viend profesiondlajd grupd. L1dz ar to publiskajds diskusijas dazidu nozaru
parstiv! cits cile saprot visal van un visbiczak nav sp@iipi kompetenti izvErigt citu
nozaru cponentu viedoklus.

6. Arvien vairak pur publiskajiern mtelektualien klas dabaszinatnu un dsvibas
ZINEIRu parstavji - genduki, mediki, Kimiki — un samazindsies soctilo un hemanitaroe
nozaru publisko inteleklud]u Tpatsvars un nozimigums. Jo ik tus notiks, jo labik
ks bis sabledrbai, Tai gan ¢s neticu véstures bergam. Sabiedrbar gan atliek ceret,
ka 3Ts personas pasmicibas celd teglis zind3unas, kas lautu 1zvandt savu leteikumu
politiskdis. socidlds un ekonomiskas sekas.
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ToAwvien evEropmika nogdme sabieditbas e bas nevis asseviskiem inelek-
e bet gan 1o apyvienibam. Par o frecma kaut var JSabiednba par atkla-
ubu - Defpa”™ Rictumu valsifs intelehwfio tunkeyas vetksmigl piarge 1 saucamie
smadzepu tanky, Tomer wiT $is aulsithas scendrix var bat soctah bistams. ja $ada
grupa wegbst monapoladvokll diskusijas vai o Tderl wmanto $Ts apvientbus publiske
apslptu mcrku sasnegianal.

RONostprinetes valsij, arvien lielika nozime 1Emumu pienemsand bus ckspertien.
Kuru aidast veie past valsts parnvalde. Sie eksperti uzstisies ka publiski itelektudlt,
patiesibd biidam durba pémici ur vislin no & fakia znctodaiam sekam. Lide ar
to subiedrtbun arvien eritak bos wprast. kuras personas 1o industryjus. Briseies val
Latvias valdibas angazoas un kuras personas pauz viedoklus, kas nav saskanoti ar
darbu devepomn, Ueticibu publskayam diskusyim tas nevamros.

9. Nastiprinoacs plassazigas Idzcklicn. o persondis arvien plasdk sk pildu
pubhiske intelekudiu loma Tado art Zumdlisti un koment8td)i ir darba 98me) un vinu
atlast veie darba devéps. Varums plassasinas dzeklu ir privEtimemumi, kuni peloa
visal bitiskt i atkarmea an rekf3mu devEiem, t 1. citiem privaluznémajiem. Visas &8s
personas ki darba devEp oo nemidh socialajas diskesijas, Lides ar te i risks, ka publisko
dizkusiju darba kartthu un suturo teteken@s personas, kurdm ir interesu kontlikts.

10, lnfermacias pleejamibas pleaucums samazinds pieprasijumu pee publiskiem
itelekudliem kit 2maganu brokeriem mediatorien. Tomeér informéiTba nav sinontms
persenas spEam herarthiz&t un iz 8018 zindsanas, i Tpadi situdeyds. kad informaciias
lavks i defonndts. LTde ar to ir nisks. ka zinifanu pleauguns var neveicinit sabiedribas
pudlzpratnes pizauguuiu.

P Neredigeto plassazagas [dzeklu attistiba {piouam kdntam rena 1m par tenietu)
sniede wespdju kyat par publiskiun personam tiem. kuru kompetence van mtelektualas
bagizas kvahidie ir visul apdaubama. Publiskajien intelekiuajien nav ne masiko
ceribu diskutgjol parspct 5o dzives ckspertu daudzskatdtgo armju. Man nerada bazas
tas, ka subicdriba var tkt maldindia. Sie dzives eksperti spg ol velksmigi ¢its cita
apkarot. Probigmas drizdk var saglabat kakofomska bungu ribena, kura var nomikt
pargjas skanas. Sekas ir visparé)s kurlums.

PATEICTBAS

fzsaku pateicthbu kolégiem — Ausmai Tabunal, Talim Tisenkopfam, Agita
Misinel - pur vE&rt&umiem un prerimént. kas ir palidzgjusi sagatavet 50 rakstu.
The Splendors and Miseries of Inteliectuals
Summary

The anticle analvses the idea of intellectuahism. theories explaining the relations
between mieltectuals and other social sroups, and the reasons tor anti-inteliectualism.
The article analyses the pretensions and typical behavioural patterns of public

mzellectuals, the mielhigentsia, intellectual auditors and experts. The eropirical basis
of the research is provided by a textual analvsis of the work of Junis Paiders, Aivars
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Tarvids. Luto Lapsa and Bens Lutkovskis, as therr mneles are characterisuie in the
chotee o topic and inwnaton of such commentary. The author areues et such texts
can promate the strengthening of nihilstie siews and sociel passiveness in the public.
L. can promete favourable condittons lor dishunesty by the povwer cite. The article
alse examnes possible changes 1 the greup of public miellectuals and its typicul
helavioural pattems.
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= 1¥a4 padad par spiegodanu Vacijis laba notiesija Prancijas virsntekuo cbroju Altrédu Dreilusu,
Publiskas diskusijas par spricduma pamatotibe terpindjds vairikus cadus un noveda pic
Tredis republikas smagdkas iekspoliniscas krizes. Roafronticias [8zama punkes biia Emtia
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S ANvars Tarvids,
CAdvars Tarvids,

vvars Tarsids,
“Advars Tarvids.,
T ddvars lanvids.
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“ Advars Tarvids,
™ ANvars Tarvids.
b Advars Tarvids,
= Advars Tarvids,
Y Advars Tarvids.
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7 Arvars Tarvids.
S Aavars Tarvids.
* Avars Tarvids.

™ Afvars Tarvids,
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Rigas miris. Apoilo. 2006, gada

5
3.

Imarts

Atdosin Berezovsk krieviem! Apollo. 2005, gada 23 seprembns,
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arauins’”. Apol

Ti rundja Garda Apollo. Tarvids.
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2003 pada 2. junijs: Nivars Muzs 71y
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>,
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IERNTHITES
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Lapsa. Brivibas iidere Lanma un cio joku stast. Apollo, 2006, gada 6. marts.
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10. janvart: Lato Lapsa. Dazas pardemas par ancverdivo virtuile pulkefanu, Delfi
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Lato Lapsa. Lemberga kungs! Vai latks pic ‘pukém skaistd dobg™ Delfl, 20035, pada
IR, februdns: Lato Lapsa. Par abiem Latvijas helakajicm nekaupam. Apollo. 2006, gada
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rLato Lapsa Jokupétens Olats Berkis un ciu “tiesiskas valsts” aizstivii no Ventspils un
Riwas, Detd, 77 i R

~“Lato Lapsa. Par abrem Latvigas helakagiem nekaundm. Apollo. 2006, gada 230 janvaris.

“TLato Lapsa. Par ko lick aizdomaties Tnduja Emda muldontbas »3rga. Apolio. 2006, vada
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“Lato Lapsa. Fekabsons un e aktieri (un statisti). Delfi. 2005, gada 24, oktobris.
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Fa 200 s,
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Uz kreditdianis saulamo Lrastu |

URens Lotkovskis, Skedpens pee mitjona, Delin, 2006, gada iy marts.

zemes kadustrdlds v3Thas vairakkand)s proanguwns byas eeer®s, T ored pardditos

as Ipasami kuri pagaiddm vEl pieder vom. kurt tos mantojust var padsmil
Hruslova vai Brezpevu mkos™ Bens Lutkovskis, Perturblojes nexustamo
Ipusumu urel. Delft. 200600 cuda 14 februaris.
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ckonomist dm anmaskow o fakusko mazetekuvitao. ad i plins tka s Judingts par slepenn™
Bens LatkensKis, Slepenais plans slepent eviests. Delti, 20035 gada i

. septembris,

Be L jamaina 8§ virdes nedetinétd prioritdte no inflicijus terobezosanas, kas tick konsckventi

v Erota jau valrdk nekd desmit gacus. uz durba algas stramju cedfanu™ Bens Tathovskis,
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rekordiem. Delti, 2003, gada 26. decombris.

S kiida sfera, ko s apkaroldji agimredzami nevElas bizt sava decueu. 57 sfora
ir biviueetba, Unopat ne redld celtnieciba, kurd, k& 133 eksperu. apuvent tresdala derbu
uck veikti ekonomikas peitkald zona. Runa ir par projekt@Sanas un blivat]anas sanemsanas
stadipu™. Bens Latkovskes, Korupeijas pedéjas bastuons. Deiti. 2003,

1 korupey

oada 14 novembris.
™Bens Latlovskis, Neparastais piczemjums icnaidzsicka N 1 teritorijid. Delli. 2065, vada
27, sepembiis.

[F

. miirude skaits parsnicdzis jaundzimuso skaitu vairak nekd par 130 wkstodiem. S skaitlis
icsamérojams ar Staling luiku nobend@o skaitu. . zaudSumus valstii rada jauni, biezn vien
fabr izgliton cilveki, kurt jau ied/avojudies Rictumos un damienc vars negrasis atgrieziics”
Bens Latkovskis, Kam prestadit relinu? Delfi. 2005, gada 13, augusts,

W Latkovskis uzskata, ka Latvi)a sieviesu helakd problema e griitibas azvadot palickesas
atticetbas ar premérotu vivieti”. Bens Latkovskiz, Dazas plerimes pavasara guididanas
svelzos. Delil. 2006, gada 9. marts.

HrBens Latkovskis, Katrm jadsed sive dziesma Delfi. 2006, pada 26, febrmans.

HBens Latkovskis, Mita par Sorosu ckonomiskd bize, Delfi, 2006, gada 20. (chrudns,

Fhden.

lbrdem,

“Bens Latkovskis, Politiskds un mediju olites savdabigd simbioze. Delll. 2005, vada
23 novembrts.

“Bens Latkovskis. Pauls Bankovskes - negativisma lukimeta pravietis? Neatkarigd Rita Avize.
20035 gada 6. aprilis.

#Bens Latkovsks. Politiskds un mediju chites savdabrgd simbioze. Delfi. 2045, gada
23 novembris.

“Vur prebilst. ke Paulz Bankoyska portalos publiskeue teksti ir butiski “pozitivi
Bena Latkovska tekstiem.
H0 biden.

| par pasa
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Ziemelu puspeleks ikdienas dilums. Nojégums par
ikdienas dz1vi latvieSu dzeja
The Meening of Everyday life in Latvian Poetry

Tialis Tisenkopfs. prot.. Di: soc.
Latvias Lniversitate
Secialo zinapu lakulie
E-pasts: tais.tsenkoptsia lulv

Petijumna empinsko panata v etdo dazadu laikmetu fatviesu antoru -4 dzejas griomatas. kopumd
6 034 lappuiu teksta, kurd ple Tpafas metodes atlastti. koddu un analizu tic dzejus
fraementi. kuros attélote tkdiena (pavizam 137 fragment). Raksth vispirms izskaidrota
pEiuma metodologia. pde tam zk[3stin rezultdtu - ikdienas dzTves rakswrajums latviesu

{ tkdieras saikne ar socalapem procestem dzejas skatjjuma; ixdienas jénas un ailveka

ricibsp&jas mekl&umi dzeid. Rakstu noslédz diskusija par Tstentbas poctiskad un sociologiska
atspegulojuma mipiedarbi un dzejas sumbolu rzmantodanas Tespejdm sociclogjd. Raksta
pamatdona - dvg)d raditie ikdienas 1@l 1 nzskatimi art par sociologiskim kategorijam un tw
zmantosana padzalina socialo paradibo izpraimnn. Predds s jauns jedziens - posuska rictbspéga,
kas paplagina socivlegijas weordtiske skatfjumu uz cilvika ictbo,

Atslegvardi: ikdenas dzive. dzeja, poctiskie kodio metatoras, sociologiskis kategorijas.

Key words: everyday life, pocoy, poetic codes, metaphors, sociofogical categorics

levads

2004, gada rudent kida veIa pecpusdicnd, kad jau siipri satumst, pabeidzis
rakstudarbus. es stuigdju pa Meda kapiem. Alejd pie Cakstes pieminekla pakini
atcerdjos kadi radiopdrraidé dzirdstus virdus: “Ikdiena nogalina™. ST frdze mana
apzind spiletl savijas ar cittem 1dzigiem teteieniem par ikdienu - peldku, drimu,
vienmulu. . Aleerdjos Raini: Pr tevi dienas allaZiha’ K& upe 18ni alzrit pari: / Zied
krasta pukes. lide spari =/ Tu [eni peldi [Tdz bez valas. BanT uzplatksnija spontans
protests — nevar bit, ka ikdiena i tik driama! Kapée cilvekn o, kas s ipem visvandk
dols, 1z1&lojas negatTvi? Varbiit tas ir laivictu kolekiTvs paraduns - pieskirt ikdiena
negativa nokrisu? Nolému parbaudit, ki tkdiepu raksture alviedu dzeja, kuru tacu
médz uzskatit par cilvSka ick8&o bulsi. Val art wr (3 ir tkpat drima k3 lauzu valedis?
Nolému izlastt dazddu latku un autorw deejus grimatas un pirhiccndues. kidiem
vardiem, télien: un sumbolien dzejmicks raksture tkdienu, kadu jegu un kadas nozimes
lai pieskir.

T3 tapa 51s sociologiskals p&tums, kura mérkis bija noskaidrot ikdienas dzives
nozTmes latviesu dzeja, Mann mteresgja. ki dzeja raksturo ikdienu: kur saskaia (3s
jeeu: kada dzejas skatyjumi ir cilveka 1zveles un rictbas 1espgja. Pemjuma obrekis bija
tkdienus dzive. bel metode -- dzejas twekstu analtze. Tkdienas deive ir pétia sociologyi
un antropologijd. Ta analizéta ki cilveka picrasto darbibu. atticeibu un dzives apstaklu
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I Tixenkopy, Zremelt puspeieks tkdieras diluns Nopegums par ikdienas daini latviesu dzeja

hoprms. arm k& radodas padizpausmes stere, Petijumos aplukots pladgs @mu Toks: darbs.
velikis pelntzana. simence. mijokba bérnu andviniiana, zglloianas, piedallionis
sabicdriskaid dzive, izklawde” Trmanioias spciologiskas aptaujas, antropologiski
aoverojumi. blografiskis un citas metodes.,

Sujd pattjumi ikdiena analizdia caur dzejas t&liem. podtiskim metaforim,
degjnieku paustajam domam un pIrdAveqomiem: Ta ir movativa pieeja. kas paplasing
soctotogiskos peIjumus arpus prerastayiem statistiskas analtves, kvantitaTve apiaoju
un kvalitative interviju ietvariert. Pamatejos uz plengmumu, ko laba dzeja pasaka
blsko par jebkuru jautdjume. Vicw filozofs Arurs Sopenhauers ir teicis: “Dogzijas,
ki jebkuras mikslas, biittba i platomskds wdejas uziversana, 1o biiska.. uziversana
asseviskm @™ Poduskie teksi ir ne ukat miakslinicciska lasimyicla, bet ail bagits
wej, tostarp sociologisko idgju avols.

1. Teorétiskais pamatojuins — kultaras sociologija

Kultiiras sociolegna péta simbolisko vértibu veidoSanos un to welekmi uz cilvéku
domam. Ji1am. prakusko rikosanos, secialajam attieciham. T4 pieverios garlige
fenomenu un kultiras tekstu socialds funkcwoncSanas analizer. Pelijuma svarigaka
dala bija dzejas kodu — j€gpilnu ikdicnas deives raksturojumu - wtfifréiana un analize
dzejas tekstos un to sahidzind8ana ar citu sociotogisko pétijumu resultatiem.

Dizejas soviolomska anallze 1zvirza jam@jumu. val hierarie tekst uzskatanm
par “drosucamu” informacijas avown hidzigt k& medz vzlnkot aptauju rezoltatus un
stutisitkas datus, vai tie drizdk ir rotala. valodas spéle, aurora padizpausme. Viens ne
3 petfjuma pamatpiendmumiem ir par dze¢jas radofo. sociali akiivo nozimi. Drega
radu sabiediTba simbeliskas noxtmes, kuras ietekmé ar citus kullaras taktus. Gricku
vards poicsis nozime radit, un dzejan plemit ne ukai garrgas. kulturilas, bet ar socialas
radiSanas speks. Dzeja var bat social akiiva, “hecinat” par sabtednskaim norsém,
paust vErtepumus un attieksmes. Talantigh dzejd iekedetie simboli sabiedrbas gareya
dzive dazkart funkeioné ki “redh™ sociah fakti.

Ludvigs Vitgendlems ueskatiia, ka vards rada realitan. Arm hiterdrie sunbeli un
@1 verdo socialu saitl. Zuns Fransud Liotdrs raksiya, ke valoda ir kod@ta sabicdribas
puarole  Lidzigt dom3ja Pjérs Burdid: “M3kslas durba izprasana v dekodésancas
akts... Mikslas zindtones merkis it midkslhinieciska kodir rekonstrucfana, kuru saprot
kd vestunski vetdotu klasifikacyas sistému, kas noformuolgta vdrdn ansambli un
lav mums uztvert atdkiribas.”™ Alsaucoties vz Siem filozoliem un sociologiem,
makslintecisko tekstu analize svartgn meklet kodus, kur koncentrela veida pauz
abjckla norTmes — Sajd peijuma  ikdienas dzives nozimes.
fazefas sociala misijo

20, zudsumta socidalayd doma un literatGiras teoryd tedibinits veskats, ka dzeja,
tdpal ka cilas kultras formas, 1r socidla. Frandu feminisima teorétike un rakstniece
Mihja Kristewva literatfrai pied2vepa sabledrisku mispu. Francu 30. gadu cksistencialic
inirksisttar Sartru priekigala uzskatja, ka filozofijai jabiit praktiskat un ka vislabaka
prakse i dumpis, sacelanis pret apspied&em vai vel labik — Simonas de Bovudras
formulgjuma — “miiziga revolicya™ Sim uzskatam piebiedrojas daudzi literati,
sociologl. mikshnieki, kultdras darbiniekl. Vim sludingja. ka literotiica. filozofija.
soctdld knitika. dzeja g@ist morilu attaisnojumu, tikat partopot darbiba. kas maina
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pasauli. ledvesmodamies no arvien jaundm socidlim kusttham un politiskam
traurmam — pretosands, Al#rijas kar stiadenin nemieriem. vidusskiras izvirsanas un,
peddid mika. no imigrantu nemieriem - francu intelekiodli iv mekI3judi savu parigo
nodarbju jegu i sabiedrisko attiisnojumu, 1960 cados, kad eksistencidhsmu Fraoncja
nonunia strukturdlisnts kK& "padiem savs” krisks un nez8ligs eskats sabiednbi.
Taia Kristeva ievilka at literatiiru 3273 nesaud 2wl durb - sabiedibas atmaskosuna,
Vina poe filozofijus un socidlds teonyas parauga pleskira lierathrat dupibas garo,
postulja, ka i jabat tekstudla brivibas razofanan sabiediiba, kurd neplinraukil uek
pasirddits kolekiTvs noviegums.”

Sekejor Kristevas doman, dzejas augstakass vedevams ar atbrivosaads. Frandu
soctdla weorifa bijusi parpeimta ar domu. ka tal janetiek kolektiva forma. un suimpitjas
pret masu kustibu Koavuias par sinonimu brinvibas alkdm. Strukturdist urzskata
ll‘Lermﬁru par kolektivas kusttbas dalu. ST piecja sasaucas ar Mihaila Babtina literatiiras
teoryu kurit makslinieciskajiem tekstiem arm pied@véts masu apzinu mobilizgjuss
speks. Bahting uzskaiija, ka potzija var izpuausties ki masu kustiba, laukuma svatkt,
karevals, kas pace] individu pian tkdienal un tuvina brivibai. Tagu pocmkal\ teksts,
ka raksia Bahuns, ir divdablas, driTvibu var ieglit ne tikai “kopi ar visiem™, bet art
persomiska, individudla pardzivojuma veidd. Lidetgu domu pauz Kristeva — pogtiskd
valoda, caur kuru mums ja3k]ast briviem. nevar tikt formalizeta. 13 ir heterogdna.
partrauc nozimes, paver celu jaunam zpratoem.”

Kultdiras sociologya atgds, ko miakslinieciskayiem tekstiem premtt divu bini-
bu - ndividullas un kolekiivas bitvibas — rudiSanas spéks. Kuru briivibu v3ridt sugstik
un kura dvejus forma - sociala mamifesticija var itims pardzivojums - ved wuvak
“patiestbai”, i hteratGrknuskds tzprawnes un persenmiskas pirliecibas jautipums. Tomer
skaidrs ir viens — kurlums pret pocusko valodu, nesp&ja vstvert dzeju. nevgpratne par
31s kultdras formas saikni ar subledrhu val pat “praktisko poliiku™ var novest pie
nespe)as realiver savu personisko brivibu un saprast Tstentbu.

Cildinosi teikts par datlrades zanru, kura trdzas Latvijd pedejos 15 gados krirusids
desmitkdrrigr un kurg no dvzives vetksminieku puses tiek urztvents kil pagride, bet starp
neveiksminickiem — nodots aizmirsttbal. Dzejas izspiesana no publiskds stSras, 13s
fr$a val nefifu atzmiriana noved pie iztEles sadeurinisanas., socidlo nozimju lauka
noplicinZsanis un refleksijas vajuma. Dzive bez dzejas panveérias par phiekanu vardu un
seklu duarbu plidiem. Nov@rdotics no dzejas. cilveki rada 1esp&ju virs1t savas personas
cenird rosige varont kurd reds intereses. bet neapanas sekas. No literatiras esam
micTjusies. ka patiesa briviba rodas punhkta, kurd cilveks utilitaros mérkus konfron@ ar
kultiru un izrongas prenemamus rismanumus. A dzeja verdo socillas jégas. poctize
dzivi, ir dalma no mdivida un arl nacias pocliskas ricTbspéras. Varbal tat sakars anl
ar palitisko un ekonomisko I'lt.lb\pu_]u’ Val gan var icdomatics cilveku, kurd spgj radit
her dzejas? Dzeja bija swistita ar latviesu pirmo atmodu, 1905, zada notikumiem. tai
piemita simboliska nozime padomju okupdcijas un trimdas apstiklos. Dezeja individam
vajadaiga, [t labidk apzindtos savu esamthu un (@s aréjos nesacTjumus. Cilveki cer
us deeju kad uz 1ek$8)u un argju brmvibu. tapéc padibenu (zravienam un mietpilsonu
snaudai sabiedniba vienmér scko potu revolicra.

Deeja eksiste divos [Tmepos — personiskayd un sociila)d. Socidluyd NMmend tan var
piermist snbiedriska misija, dzeja var cintties uz bartkadém, kalpot ideclogiar un Skirat.
kritizet raupjo realitali, izvirzit socialus ideilus. Bet 83du socidln aktiva dzeju klustba
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var lasTt arm te, kam kolekifvisms sveds. Labas dzepas individudil saprasid v Eotiba
var bt pat augstika par t3s soctdlo funkeyu, Laba deea sp@y vientatkus uwsrunit van
plasu auditoriu, gan asevisku individe. Taéu drzeja vor wrvert ard nerobezosanos.
bt mndivida distanedsanis Tdzekhs no “vulgdeds subledibas™ ar (8 nepienamanigam
norudm. Sades gadijumos “masas” un paifraigru sumediibas vinrakums nerett uzskata
dzejuiekus un dzejas clentidjus par divaipren.

2. Metode — dzejas sociologiska analize

Pafjuma galvend metode ir dzejas soctologiska analize. 13 nav biea rzmantoi
metode, tfipse to vers raksiurot stk

Dzejas grimalu un aulory izvele. Vispinns izvEl810s degjolu erimatas. veidoju
zlases kopumu. Sakumi nebija stingru keit@riju, cerdu izaasit simt krdjumuos, Tas
1zradijiis par daudz, beigis aprohezojos or 23 drejolu s&umicm (skatit pleiikumu).
Majas biblioweka n2mu erimatas, kuras patriiptjas pa rokal. T3s pirkosi mana milte.
un tas lick awzdomates par dzejas atskiuieo nozami dazidu paaudza dzve. Skats uz
craimatplaokiu. cite cilveku nodomi, nejaudtba un parliceTha. ka dzeja pascaka biilsko,
bija galvenic jzlases veidosanas principi.

[zlasé parsvara iekluvadt 20, gadsimia 700 80, sadu dzejas krijumi. ks nojausu
nodomus, ar kddiem tie 1egddati - runas reizgm jubilejis, darbavietas pasakumiem.
kora sartkojumiern. skolas montdzam. Dzeja atspoguloja dzives skaisto pusi, grimatas
pirkt bija modé. un tds bija 18tas. ST dveja bijusi svarfga vienai paaudzel pirms manis

mavas. uz dzelleniga papira un sthiem buctienn deukdtas gramatas. kas maksija 40
kapetku, bet wvak 80. gadiem - jau 70 kapeikw. 20 gadsunta 60.--80. gadi 1we/imeas
ar kvanutalivu pacclumu latviesu deeja. Videpd alaika deejas urdza bija 19 tiksiod
chsemplaru weprel daziem simuem misdiends. Vidusskolas laik@ es ar roku klade
parrakstiju Ramn. bet p€dgjos 15 gadus esmu atradies &rpus dzejas lauka. 1 ka
sibiedriba batu netikudi kadr svarigaki procesi, par kunem rakstts avizes un politiskis
skrejlapas. lespejams, dzejas lauks musdienas kluvis saurfiks un vairs newzrund “pladas
masas. Tapce sterdzos uz gramatmcu un nopirku petijumam vel kidas 10 pedejos
sados 1zdotas dzejas grimatas.

Pettjuma gaitd 1zlast papildingju, lai blu aptvert dazadi dxejas laikmeti, parstaveti
Klasiki un pademju autort, “lieli’” un “mazi” dzejoieki. Bija svartgr ieklut dzeju, kas
rakstita 20, gadsimta sdkuma (1900.-1920. gadu dzeja), pirmas neatkarfpds Latvijas
Republikas Jatkd (20.-40. gadu dzeja), socidlisma periodd (30.-90. cadu dzepa). ki
arT aljaunotajad Latvijas Republikd (misdienu dzeja). Tas lau) salidzindi duzidos
vEstures posmos defindtas ikdienas nozimes un spriest par latviedu deejd noturigam
ikdienas j&gam. lzlases kopumu veido 43 deejas gramatas ar kop@jo weksta apjormu
6634 luppuses (sk. 1. tabulu). Lzlase daudz parstaveta padomyu latka dzgja. to varelu
usskatlt par zinamu vienpusibu, lomer mant interesdia Sy latks, jo a5 sasaucas ar
mant bErnibus un jaunibas pieredzl — ar 51 perioda ka sava latka misdiene drzguir
atguias un dzivojudas §1 briza aktivas paaudzes.

Aslgpvirdu defingdana. Pirms dzejas lastSanas bija jaizvElas atsl8gvindi, ar kuriem
apzimat ikdienu un pgc kuriem identihicdt tekstus. Galvenie atslégyvird: bya: “ikdiena™.
“diena”, “dienas”, “Sodiena”. ar? Crits”, it Cvakarn”.. Nebna lespljams paredegt
vists ikdienas apzim&umus, lasol atkliyds ari i epitet: “nediena”™. “iknakis™,
“dizndiena”, “visas tavas dienas”, “manas dienas”, “dikdiena”, “s&rdiena”, “katru
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dien™ “3s dienas”  Abstreheos no citiem Luka apZamEumiem un mctatoram. tadim
ki stundas™. TourklisTo vLuks T Centos newetvert ant sunbolus, kas apzimé alvéka
luicisko esibu. piemdram. "mazs" mGzbaT L o s stipi papiadnaly peluma
lauku, Jedziens “ikdienas deive” ietver dives vardus, no kunemn koneenurépos uz
pirme. tomer atseviskos gadiitimes i2vaEl¢jos art citdius, kuros bija pienunts jedziens
“dzive™. No kulturelogiska viedokin ikdienu deting ka parasto dzivi weprett sveétkiem,
A5 pretnostatijums Jaug labak saskatil vértibas, kuru thdiend neretl kst cildenas,
nepirejosais, biitiskats. Ciiem virdiem  svelki izgaismo ikdienas “negativas™
nozimes, apstiaklu Saurtbu un vertbu defictie, t3de] alseviskos gadijumos dka
analizell dzejas fragmenin. kuros prenminets “Zeemsvitki™, “dvimumdeena™ (Pladona
origindrakstiba) uw. tml.

[ tahmdu
{7lases kopuma un dzejas citdtu raksturojums

Latkkmets Drzcjas kst
Tpn.\‘tm; drejas I'J/:j'::ﬂ_ Toksiz Fiksctiz tkdienas kdienas 1&mas ipatavars”
sarakaTianas latks | grdmoaw skaits | apjoms. lpp. | rekserojuem, citito skats tekstos, lpp. Y
IRS0, 908 . 3 44 ) 10 2.3
(900 1920, u, 1 | 2> 14
19201940, 2. 5 1273 ' 41 R
1901990 9. Zo 3585 72 20
T RY6 2005, ., 7 484 12 L4
RUPY \ 45 a3 157 24
D/G_J_ Tad keros pie lasiBanas. T notika varakiem pug@micniem 2005,

vada vasar l\dd dzn vju savits laonku mias. Drejas lastsana amama daudz latka bet bija
iniercsanta. pirmoreiz tik Lielos apjomos no vielas lasTin dzeju, atklaju sev tuvas autoris.
Man patika. piem&ram. Mildas Loshergas dzejoli. vinas dzej ir sent ritmiski slani:
Dienu jaklt strawgajd - Daudeds puses vEzgjos. / Kur pSe manis taujdja, — / Mazgidjos.
mézé&jos. Un, protanis, Rains. Ziemelnieks, Sudrabkalns, Kurei)s, Pladons... Iepazinu
ari dzejas banilo pusi. Lasot bija sevi jadiscipling, lai koncentrtos uz atslegvardiem un
atturdtos no dzejas pirliekas baudisanas. Allaz patwdiu pratd meklgjamos raksturvardus:
“kdicna.. ", dienas. . U Dienu diend.,”, Darba ikdiend raitd. ", CTavail sodienat
skandet visskaistako daesmu.”. tomer turgju priatu atverlu art citiem 1espéjamicm
epitetiem. Galvenats bija lustéanu paklaut sociologiskar disciplinan la nevzdotn par
ikdienu ikvienu dzejas vindu - galu gald visas 18s i par dzivi,

Citatu izraks8ana. Lasol atzin€iu los degias fragmentus. kuros sastopam
atslégvardi. PEc wm sikds ciatu zrakstidana, 13 bija Lukiculpiga. bet nodmigs
pélijuma dala. jo. parrakstot dzeju, vislabak var uztvert tis jégu. Citals it pabeigla
dzejas forma, kas pauz jezpiinu domu val 170t par tkdienu, Citdtd aslegyvirds kopa
ar cihiem vardiem. epitetiem, teksta dalam, atskanam, dzejas ritmu 1zveldo aulonomu
pogtisku t2lu ar koncentrZtu nozinu. Parasté citédanas vieniba bija pants vai divrinde.
Pavisam tka 1zrakstiin 137 citdtn, kuros t&lota ikdiena, lieldka dala citdte ieklauti Saji
rakstd. Kadi bridi noguru, Likds - Sis darbs i tikar niekoSanas.

Dzejas kodesana. Rados intercsantaka pétijuma dala biyja dzejas kodélana -
vispirTuas kategorijas pledevciana teksta frugmentam. KodéSunas baliba 1 nozimes
atdifrésana. Katram cititam tika piemeklISts kods — vimigs viieds, metafora. (&8s, kas
vislabzk pauz fragmenta galveno domu, pirdzIvojumu vil noskanu. Nondcu pie




L fsenkopds, Zelu puspelns ikdienas dilums. Nopdowr~ par Sdienas Jzis: latvicsu dzeja 24

azapas. ka vislabikars deejas kods i tads. kas taeikis ar vienu sardu, premeran
relectba”, Usteiga Tdarbs”, “I'L'lpc'{‘, Tnogurums’. Uspoauns T Kodt o plesiunidn
cas vardi. to wzdomisana prosgaiziéh. bija zimdmimdd subjekiiva, Kodu mekliesana
wsAdingja virsraksia redomatanu dzejohiem bez nosaukuma. un apstakiis. ka tik dauds
varsmim dzeiniekt nav devudt virsrakstus. liecina par grartham izietkt dzejas weju
viend viardil Dazkart 12vetejos koda vardu, kurs teksid eiradds blukus atslégyvardam,
cireiz piemekleju noskanal prem@roin virdu, kurs nemaz nebia preninets ekt

pe
jé

Dizejus kedClana atskiras no ehnisku dokumentu, standarizctas runas. “vien-
karsas taiksunas”, avizraksid, informatTvu vEstgumu, terviu prerukstu un <1
ekstudlu dokumentu kodeanas ar to, ka lterfriem wkstem premu Lielaka wlainiba
un daudznozimiba. Lidz ar o griizdk piemckISt vicau pocusko kodu ar nemainign
fiksetu nozimi 1espljamt art ciu kodic Dzejas teksta analizC ne seviki premerota
batu brjust kvantitative kontenanalizes metozu uir detorprogranunu lictofana — 1as
fiks€ virdu biczumu. sectbu. izkarojumu teksta, Ar 3im metoden nevar noterkt dzejas
kodu simboliskas nozimes. Sumbonskas mterakelonisms maca, ki nogiines rodas,
cilvekiem interpretgjot simbolus. Sts nozimes pauz veidu, ki ciiveki uaver objekius
un v gatavi rikoties attiectba pret Lein, lapee objektu noznnes dazadiem cilvekiem
var atskarties. " Tpadt tas sak@ms par kult@ras simboliem. kadi ir dzejas 161 — wjos
iesl@pta dubulta daudznozimiba - dzegnicka wkod®d un lasnidga (a7 sociolodiska
analiika) mterpret@a objektu. viirde un atuectbu noghne. lespéjums. au sociologi,
kodgjot dzejas masivu, bitu pamangudt citus kodus un wzverdojusi askirigu kodu

klasifikiciju.

Sajd pettjumi galvenie dzejas kod3ianas keitdrinn bija 3adi:

o Tika sevireta deejas fravmenta galvena doma. idera un konteksts.

o Poltiskars kods tika apzim3ts ar vienu vardu, parasti tas byja (cksta piemncts
virds.

o Dauadznozimibas padijumi prick3roka tika dota tam koda vardam. kurd bija ciesak
salstils ar dzejas (ela, metatvras spilglutu,

s Tika atzrs. ka piedavade kodi nayv absolft, katram fragmentam wespajami ari
citi kadi, kas izee] citas nozimes.

¢ Kodi veidoti un grupdti 1175 rakursos: 1) tkdienas dzivi (1s situdeyu. apstaklus.
Izpausmues, 1pasibas u. tml) raksturojosie kodi; 2) ikdienas socidles procesus
raksturojosic kodiz un 3) ikdienas jabiuibu — velumo situacnu. 1dedlu — raksturojodic

kodi.

Kodu grup8lana. PCe tam cititus salidzinaju, lidzigos kodus apvienoju. Ta tika
regits galtigals kodu suraksts un sakartots cudtu masivs. Pavisain uka wzveidon
7 deejas kodi. Akiniba no citiem socwlogiskapem péfjumiem. kuros immantol
kvalitativi dau, premérant, intervyu transkripti, dzejus tekstus biys gratak 4pvi ienul
zem vienotlem kodiem, jo poénskd valoda atskuiba no standartizétas runas ir 1élaint
spileta, wzteiksmes zind daudzveidica.

5

3. Rezultatu analize

Petijuma skatits kopsakars starp Tstenibas liriske un socioiogisko tvErumu.
dzgjus un sociologijas valodu. wegiti un analizétl dzejas kodi un spriests par to
socrologiskajam nozimém. Uzrakstil rezultdtu analtzn bya visatl grit. jo bya jaroed
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pamztojums. kapee gan dscjas ¢ un pediskie kodi batu interpret@am it ka
soviologiskas kategorijas, kas pauZ bitskas idejas un atanas par socilo realnzn,
konkren pur rkdienas daavi

3. 1. Tkdienas dzives raksturojums latvicSu dzeja

Ikdiena i viemi no neskuitamam degas 1@mam gandiTz bezealte plask it 2mu
wkd, Tas Tpasvars izlases hopuma. rekinat pe fappuiu skana. e 2.4% (sk. 1. tabulu).
Janem verd, ka tekstos skartas am citas wWimas, skdiena, visucamdh. nav prioritars
dacjas Juutijums. Pecnskis lnlereses rarstfanas zind 1 drodt vien alpahek no tadam
1€mim ki “milesiiha”, "mazzba’.. Tomer @ nay arl nebiuska. No 43 izlasTigim
drcjas grimatdm ihdienas aslevidus neisdevas idenufict ukal sesds gramatis.
Decpnzekn jau parast publicejust vairdkas gramatas, dpée gunditz drods var teikic ka
katrs no viaiem paveérsies an thdrenar

Vishierak sastopamus thdienas rakstarojums Jatviesu drgjd o - peléeiba (sk
1. felikumu): Sais dieniis pelekis, kad lietus 1Tst un Itst..; Ko amak $T rudens diena
- Pelgkam actm?; Kia pelckas dajas gar vientulu logu / Skrien dienas. . Peleka krasa
laiviedu likd ir duudznezimiva, jespElams, tal saistiba ar latviede mentalititi un
ziemelniecisko klimatu. Tiesi peléciba un nevis spilgtis pamatkrdsas — sarkand, zild un
deeltend — atkla) dzives kolonsusko pamatu. padara t3s substanct weraugimu. Pelékais
ir latviesu deejas pamattoms — krasu valodi wteikta dzejas robezsituacya - noe vienas
puses. S tonis pareds ity krasu wespejamibu un linskd varoga mekl&jumus péc
spilglakam krdsam, no olras puses - - peleko tonu tadnia melanholya laup pleversties
sev: kad “diendiend reds tikai peizko hetus makuju loku...”, 1tk nedoties apeeret un
bl nak miegs.

Tkdienu raksturo arm @dl kedi k3 7steiga’™, "aizgdjiba”™, “sipes”. Usmagums’,
“pogurums”, Cerfitums”, wkinms” Crigiums T, Sie raksturojumi ietver negativu
nosimi, cmocionili tie ir s&pigl un skumil, tadu podliskie fragmenty 1r vieni no
visskastikajiem. las vedina domait, ka skumjas ir viens no deejas skaistuma avoliem.
Retak sastopamas newrdlas ikdienas nozlmes, tadas k3 “darbs™, “rlipes™, “parastums ™,
vl retik — poztlivay Ipasibas. piem&ram - “milestiba™ “prieks™, “spozums™,
“skaistums™. Sy venibas dzejnieks drizak ziglojas ki ikdiend neesosas, meklé (as,
domajot pur ikdienas jegu.

[kdienas apeerel vairak prev@rsudies dzejuieky, kuriem raksturigs skumigs skats
uz detvi. Plemeram, LlTuas Z3lTtes un Arijas Elksnes deejd ikdiena t8lota ki saviski
“erliia”., Tniclga. bezeeniga”. Tomer autera eksistenciala. pat tragiska pasaules
iZjata vel nenozZime. ko vipd apeer tkdienus stinnl. Pleméram, Amandas Alzpurnieies
dsejolu gramata ikdienas atslegvardus netsdevas atrast. Cui awert. kuru dzeja ir
optinistiskika, piemcran, Imants Auzini. Amelds Auzing, Milda Losberga. ikdiena
vairdlk suskata pozitivas ietmes  darba rosmt. milestibu, prieku.

{. ielikums
Tkdienas dzives raksturojums latvie$w dzeja: pottiskie kodi un citati
Suja fehkuma dzejas kodi un citan sakartoti biczuma sectba. tic raksturo izplatitakis
ikdienas dzives nozimes latvieSu dzeja. Kodi raksture ikdienas situacyas, ipastbas,
apstiklus. rada, kada ir parasta dzive. Koda nosaukums trekninits, bet fragmentes
atslégvirds val paskadrojodie vardl pasvitroti.
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releciba

Ls zian ihdiena i,

kad kgt nedaudzos, pajsos wnos

pasaygle ichrasota.

[Clza Sudmale. Ty sargdju detvibos Rrisas™ Stry on prestara speless Riga: Tzdevnicciba
Cliesmao 19750107 Ippl]

Ko arak 31orudens dicna

PelEkdm acun??

Mana sirds ir klusa un viena

~A kapuracum,

[Adras Kuorergso “Peléka diena™ Decja R
2620 -]

—i

L}

a Latvijas Valsts Tadeyvimeciba, 1958

Tu vairs negribt manits matas,

[imants Ziedonis, “Pasaki labu vardinu.” Ty teeyu sevi. Dzejoil. Riga: lzdevniectba “Licsn™.
1908, 111 Ipp.]

varbiit @ ir mana shimiba -

pelckd nepieciciamiba’?
Hanis Rokpeimis, “al vasara, vasara...” Dzeja, Rigar Apgids “Aena’™, 2004008 [pp.l

M3 katro s,

dgd nepamoduiies,
wlecint tagos
vakardicnas

biczajos pelckos pelnoes...

jOjars Vaciens, “Peiekd”. Antractls. Dzejoli Riga: Izdevnicciba “Liesma™, 1978, 13 lpp.|

Atkal mums jatenirst gards. pelfkds diends..

[Witauts Lidéns. “Laiva ITgani sHd..7 Trisdesmitgadipas acis. Riga: Tzdevnreciba “Liesma™,
Euty.. 6. Ipp.|

Thenvidus debesu
spirdzinoss slums
Ziemelu puspeldks

Bdienas ddums. ..

[T Rarnis ~Salve!™ Gals un sdkums. Viena ritima ziemas daesma. Picktais iespriedums. Riga:
Valtera un Rapas akeiju sabiedribas 1zdevums. 1935 24, Ipp.]

L dienam manam.

Prickiim un tuksam,

Wairs skaitu neatrast.

[Pavils Vilips. “Saruna ar dzgjnicku”™ Treju loku varaviksna. Tzlase 1930 1970, Riea:
Izdevnieciba “Liesma™ 1972, 17, lpp.]

ki pelikas dijas gar vientulu logn

Shrien dienas..
Pavils Vlips. "Rudens dijas™. Treju leku varaviksna, Izlase 1930 1970 Riga: JzdevniceTba
“Licsma™ 1972 27 Ipp.]
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Un 2o balid diena

ki akmens (astep) kalna

ur Hardod tam ks,

L Kinmim palekinm.

[ Dona Avotina. “Adxvainoiwms”. Counas pédu raksts. Dzera, RToar ITzdevnicetiba “Licsma™,
1979, 40, Ipp.]

Sais diends padkds, kad betus 1750 un [T

da simaga top kd zeme preizjust

LEImu Ziliee, ~Lictaing divra™ Virdi zili Deejolu ivlase. Riga: lzdevnicciba “Licsma™, 1975

99 Ipp.]

Acs diendiend redz nkai peléky fietws miknju ok
Zanu, bk zamu. Ka aizsaiept (o varstu Lo pat ar roxu,
[Vilis Pladons. “Dvéscles simaguims™. Tahie kst Jaunas dzejas. Riga: AL Gulbis, 1934

=3 lpp]

Steiva

Caur visam skeiesanam, wsanim.

caur visiem stdkuruen, alkumicm,

caur visient prickiem un cieianim - -

Al dzive! Jel éava punu !

Jmanes Auzips, “Duzidu gedu vindas”. Taurgums. Riga: [zdevnieciba “Liesma™, [9706..
96, Ipp. |

Tad nestiast: “Rau, vauwdk gnbadu
Es savos gados ienirt dzives d/lcs,

Beot dienas skrdja, steidza. zibdia. .

[hnants Avans, “Dazida gado nindas™. Taurgjums. Riga: Tedevniectba “liesina™, 1976,

100. Ipp.]

T3a dicna. kuras pretriika,

nu jau par nedélu waugusi.

Stiv un K& sveda pusaudze

Raugas uz manu pust.

[Mans Cakiws, T3 diena, kuras pietritka®. Pulkstepu ezers. Decjoli. Rigar Trdevniectba
“Liesma™. 1979 60, Ipp ]

Ka tetvard glezna es tevi.

Ar tevi sizkos un berdzos.

Un tom&r palicku viena.

Ls diena.

Jo steidzos.

[Mara Zalire. "Tu estomans agrars its..” V&) mekle majas. Dzeja. Riza: Apgaads “umava™.
2004, 43, Ipp)

Tu vakar steidzics.
Tu sedien sterdsies.
Tu mizam steidzies.

Un kur w steidzies?
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1ad

Poc ka i steidzies?

Foamds| o steidzies?

|Jazeps Osmas, “Stadeigas” Vilkoyale jeb Vajuwspricks: Rizae ledevmectba “Licama™. 1974
63, Ipp |

gai pilsCla vakar

ir degtist karst sasteigta dienz,

B
perckd agruma
welpoju s sadegumu,

[Opdrs Vaciets, "Peleka™. AntrucTts, Dzojolic Rigas [zdevniectha “Liesma™ 197811 Ipp. |

sappos vipam radias zala tale,

[hynas bursma biezi s hieks.

ot Kad Rigd smarzo plautd s,

S1dl athal mostas lanemieks.

[Armoelds Auzins. "Rigd playj sienu”. Ticiba, Dreja. Rigur ledevnieciba “Licsma™, 19749
17 I ]

Gul mezi pricde. v3tras lauzia

Rit laiks, un saule rict un aust.

Pee dienas diena kaut kur skrien.

[Jans Balwvitks, “Gul mezd pricde. varas lauzta.. 99 Trioletas. Riga: Izdevnies
2003 32 lpp]

"ba “Potergaiha

Is var dienu skreld

Kiadreiz 03 grimt,

Sl gaist var jautrd seja,

Acis lTksme rimt

[Pavils Vilips. “Punn vienmeér nedzied zaros™ Troju loku varavtksna, Tzlase 1930 1970, Riga:
zdevnieciba “Liesma™ 1972, 39. Ipp ]

ki phks pa nitrem esmu kulies,

Bet darbu nepaspaju veikt
Ui pat neviena mila varda

Tev §odien nepaguv (eixt.

[Amolds Auzing, “Buldde par alzejoso dienu”, Tictba, Dzeja. Riga: Izdevniceiba “Liesma’,
1979 8% tpp.]

Bet kiusums visapkart

Lietas divainas stdsta.

Vind stasta dauddz varik

Par dicnas_dpnu.

kas dveseli padura

Seklu un slunu.

[Vihs Pladens. “Klusums tuna”. TEhe krast. Jaunas dzejas. Riza: A Gulbis, 1934
105, Ipp .}

N sadzives negaisiem Jaudis.

Mo negaisiem dabd os mulsi,
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Bet caun visam jutu

Raity tkdienas pulsu.

[Hlerberts Dorbe, ~ZI8ku Zusos”, Lidumnicks no Zlgkam, Dzejol 1975 1978, Riga: [zdevnieciba
“Liesma™ 1979 27, Ipp.|

Darbs

Ritdhienu kal kalves,

saverp) vErptuves...

[Tmants Auzips, “Dazado zadu rindus™. Tawdjums. Riga: lzdevniectba “Licsma™ [976..
97, Ipp.!

No ritiem, agri piceclusics.

Es steidzos vistas pabarot

[Marta Grinuna. “Mana diena’™. Priczu ziedi. Riza: Izdevnieeiba “Liesma™ 1977017, Ipp ]

ks mifn ikdiemskus darbus:
Man patik baltas gridas berzt.
[Marta Grimma. “Mijas darbi™. Priczu ziedi. Riga: lzdevniectba “Licsma™ 1977, I8, Ipp.]

Darba ikdienai raitai

Varam darindt timi.

Diiver hikume savi

Bargt un negrozami.

[Herberts Dorbe. “Tika viesizrade”. Lidumnicks no ZIEkZim, Drejoli 19751978, Riga
IzdevniecTbha “Liesma™, 1979, 18. ipp.]

Ly zinu, tkdiena 1a:
darbi. ko 1kdiend dar,
tavas ripes un pavarda paluims,

kas ritos un vakaros parasts blav.
[Flza Sudmale. “I's sargdju dzivibas krasas™. Staru un pretstaru speles Riga: Izdevnieciba
“Liesma™. 1975, 107, 1pp.]

Es zinu. mat, teyv darbd paiet visa diena,

Kaut nomoda vienm@r t esi sen pinms gaismas,

Bet vElos vakaros tu biezi sédi viena

Un sirds tev pilna griituma un baismas.,

[Eltna Zaltte. “Mater™. Virdi zili. Dzejolu izlase. Riga: Tzdevnicciba “Liesma™, 1973,
29. Ipp.]

Nost no dicnas darba raujos,

Pienakums ko lick.

Sirdij sapnu pricku Jaujos.

Tikam winsa tick.

[Vilis Pladons. “Sapnu kameling™. Talie krasti. Jaunas dzejas. Riga: A. Gulbis, 1934 .
112 Ipp.]

Stridi. vai nakts ir,

Vai vakars, val diena:

Visa tava dzive
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Ir darbdiena viena,
[Vilis Plidoens, “Stridd. ok soeadal” T8
133, Ipp.]

¢ krasin Jaunas dzejos, Riga: AL Gulbis, 19340

Aizpajiha

Peisniis rindas ki redenos dzdrves

Mitza debests dienas iet manas.

stavu milziga truma vida,

Kam ne gala, re sEkuma mana.

| arvids Skalbe. “Dienas”. Kalums. Rivar Larvijas Valsts izdevnieciba, 196346, [pp.|

Pa dienai wizplist dzTve miZu ried.

Un vimas strawmem muzam neizsike.
PJanss Ziemelnicks. “Jauntbai™ Drzejn. Izlase. Rige: Lawvias Valsts izdevniccthy, 1960,
162, 1pp.|

Bet fodion os pa victdm cju tim.
foar sinnas mezs un teka stnam klac

Daudz domit lick par dienam bijusam.

[Janis Ziemelnieks, "Vastule™. Daeju. Tzlase. Rigar Latvijus Valsts izdevimiectba, 1960,
193 dppl]

Sen dzisis zelts awalas simalso jomas.
In purpursega vajd mrusé.
Tik wmsa deg ki sveces manas domas
fre Tava skirsta, Dicna mirusé.
[Janis Zieine|nieks. “Vakara noskana™ Dzeja. Izlase. Riga: Latvijas Valsts izdevmectba, 1960,

284 lpp.]

T3 nav ne wmsa. nav ne gasima,
Ko saredz8t var pamtius.
Neomiiza drisma. gadu balsma —

Par Jienfim tum tik miela dus.

[Eriks Adumsons. "Pagijusis dienas™ Izlase. Dzeja. Proza. Dramarurzija. Riga: Latvijas Valsts
wzdevniectba, 1957, 87 Ipp.]

iPar tevi dienas allaziha
K3 upe lent wiznt par:
Zied krastd pukes, lido spari
Tu g peldi lidz bez valas.

|7 Ramis. “Dienas alloziba™ Gals un sikums. Viena rituma ziemas dzicsma. Picktans wespledums.
RTua: Valtera un Rapas akeiju sabiediibas izdevums, 1935, 98, Ipp. ]

Riipes

Tu labt zini. ka nckas

Tev dzive nemainisies,

K sodien -- ritu pelckas

Tov rlipes apkart tisies.

[Glma Zalite. ~Gaidas” Virsi zili. Dzciolu izlase. Riva: Tedevnieciba “Liesima”, 19735,
S0 pp.|
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kusa diena
Arikdienibu turpings.

Roas as pac sz

Kur savu stko vienreizvienu

Man ansts ripes purpiva?

[Ariia Elksne. ~Kaut sapnt™. [T sauled aizdomit Dzejoli. R Ladevniectba “Licsma™, 1977,
260 Ipp.)

Bt kas 7 Kas? Unoacis 10 K3 arverus.

o~ redzu riapiu dienu. nopat prvadito,

kas atsnes dzives pricku, manis nebaudico,

i zicdo samcibar 1o un raydot aivadas - -

[Fras Barda “Rapju diena™ Lirtkas Antras Vagneres sakartopums. Rigas Apgdds “Zvaigzne
ABCT 2 Ipp]

Atiet dienas, wmiziet dicnas -

Ripes, ruizes kit ol skaujus:

Vel velo sirds tov ganda

Dzives skatstas, gaisas, strayjas

[Nilis Pladons, “Uzzied pukes. nozied pukes™. Talie krasti, Jaunas dzejas. Riear A, Gulbis,
19334 136 Ipp.]

Ta e mes padyava kliaport,

Ui niprt b&mi laims dod.

Tie sagddi mums stkas ripes.

Bet wties lielas atnent prot,

[Amolds Auzmd “Mewar™ Tictba, Drzeja, Rigar [vdevniectba “Licsma™ 1979, 81 Ipp.|

neuzZtraicies

netirinies

nesvajag e visu pleraksti

visas 875 ikdicnas

mulkibas

wisus 505 tknakls

stkuztraukumus

[Peters Brovens. “acuztraucies...” Ziedi zaud&tajiem! Dzeja un atdzeja. Riga: Apgids “Atina™
1999 83 Ipp.]

Stkumi

Noladctie mazie Thumi!

Vai e vart pa tiem st stalts?
Manu dzivi aped sTkumi:
Nelabi cikst gulta. klibo galds. .

[Tmants Ziedomis. "Stkumi”. Ts iecju sevi. Dzejolic Riga: [zdevnieciba “Licsma”™. [968.
75 Ipp ]

Bet jdis. neizturamic stkun,
no jums man batles!
Kaz vienkirio. neiemicamo gudribu dos

ar jums diendiend. gadu pados cinities?
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[Mirdzz Kempe. “Sthumi™, Gaisima akment. Dreie]is Riger irdevniecTha “Liesme™ 1967,
AU ]

Sints mazos sthos darbos sadiip diena.

Simts azos sikos darbos sadmip mazs.

[Arna Elksne “Pardds™ Tre3d bezgaliba Ripa: 2dovmectha “Licsma™ 1971700 Ippj

Acu mdjus ir

jznemts ikdionas gruzis

{Opdrs Vaciens, “Karpati ir - acu mijas..” Antraclts. Dzejolic Riga: Fadevaiectha “"Liesma™,
1978, 35 1pp.]

Starp patcklivm un deives pelniem

Sirds cierdka ik dienas Kifist.

[Elina Z3lte. “"Romuntikas zieds™ Vs il Draiolu lises Rigar Tadeynieeibu “Licsma™,

Nictha

I aks 13 ki 23l noplayj dienu.

Val zala td, vl pelgka,

Ikvakar vienu lick pie sicnas,

[Janis Balovilks “Laiks 13 k3 74l noplay) dienu 799 Tricleias. Riga: Izdevniceiba “Pétergaill
2003, 38, pp.

Sodien rundjiet ar mam

Klusant ka ci dienu:

Sudier sitdl séru zvani

Kapa vada maldu vienu.

[Fline Zilite, ~CGrita diena”™. Vst zilio Dzejelu izlase, Rizar IzdevnieeTba “Liesma™ 1975,
b Ipp.]

Pules gadt. nonims 1lyas.

Acts vauns nodzisis,

I3y Gselr Ka sausas si

Saitas, tuksas dicnas (75,
[Elwna Z&lte, “Vird zil 7 Virs zih, Dzeoju izlase, R
129, Ipp ]

slzdevniectba “Liesma™, 1975,

Man zile vistosd bos blakus,

mad ziie T alvks VTt

Yaret pa heleelu van taku,

\ai dikdiend vai darbd svist

(Harys Galins, ~Greki™. Vilni. Dzejoll Riga: Izdevnieetba “Licsma™. 1981, 142, Ipp.]

Parastums

kad clekironiskais lifts
mani nonesis leja,

ox kldgu atkal parasta,
ikdicnigka,

[Bilda Loskerga. “Hicro

it VEjaroze, Riga: Tzdevnizeiba “Licsma™ 1973 24 Ipp.]
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lerastd kKustiba

Dionw diend svaida.

No nunis alioba

Smndu pee st

[Velte Kaltiga, ~Un p3kdni vienalua " Evecvig b, Drejoli 1973 1977 Riga: [zdevnieciba
SLiesma’ 19T TG Ippd

{r arfiti svatkus svinet katru diend.

Dandz vicglah deves pamstibn nest...

[Arija Elksne. *Tu vienigais™. Tidz saclel aizdomat. Dzcioli, Risa: Ladevnicciba “Licsma’,
i9y7. o Ipp

Sis rTs tAds pats K8 vist oiti

T T vienadi var bt

Turpat o mit, kur 1wk

[Janis Baltvilks ~Sis rits t3d= pars Ka visi citi 7 99 Trioleras. Riwa: IzdevniceTba “Pltergailis”,
2003 21 Ippl]

Milesitha
\.'.
Val ar puku vTmds visies

tw slegsies akmens sienis

Vienrerz tava miza dichiis

MTias acis weskatisics.
[Janis Zremelnicks. "Liktenis™. Dzeja. [zlase. Riga: Tanvgas Valsts wzdevniecTba, 1860
31 top.]

Pee gardum, tveicdjosim dienim

Pron vietainé no pasaules

Starp klusim. sammsiogam sicendm -

Pie tavim lapam liecos es,

[Jams Ziemcelmeks. “Pee garmim, tvetcefodam dienianm™. Dreja. [Pase. Riga: Lanvyas Valsts
izdevniceTba, 1900, 73 Ipp.]

let divi laumigl milétali. Nakis viniem pretim ndk, Vigl naktly ir pateicTei. Vinr jutas vEl
lanntglki. Tad nak viniern pretim digna - uk skaista ka vEl neviem.

[Arija Elksne “Maza balide par milEtEjiem un adates aci”. Tresa berzealiba. Riga: Trdevnieciba
“Liesma™, 1971 87, ipp.|

Tad. 1 ar nomakn mids dzives tkdieniba.
Lay mizam dziva paliek muisos milestba, .
fFncts Biarda, “Albumd”™, Linka. Antras Vagneres saklimojums. RIga: Apgids “Zvaigzne ABC™,

9. 1pp.]

Smagums

Makari smaer, nav ko licgrics.

Retl apoiemo prieks...

| Dalna Avotiga. ~Atkal it 1its, Es sastopu dienu...” Caunas pdu raksts, Dzeja. Riga: Lzdevniceiba
“Liesma™. 1979, 63. Ipp.]



T Fisenkopls 23

ns parhdienas d73u batvietu drefd 44

melu puspelehs kdienas dilums, M@y

Tils Viddids. £UIds Kainl dienu dzive

Tk \'H'jl_l cilvakam K acTos cletumesargs,

5 alzaulo, kur nave slépias brive,

s bez pldam palick parks.

[Haris Galips. “Plka damai™ Vil Dzejosi Rigae IzdevniecThe “Licsmu™. 198156, 1pp. |

Salauzte dyvEsele nakolnei netic.
Ve
[Aria Elksne, “Teved mani micgos ddepes”. Treds bezgaiba, Rigus dzdevieeiba “Licsima’.
1071 .16 Tap

W pat fediena v par sinagu...

Tavatku latvas cittem dienas

Vieph skre) pirlicku:

Sy Hedl srlitumi v janes:

Sotdt, skunyas, unkmi,
Mas% ‘dll}-d katru pricka,

Adamsons, “Mard menua enickina dzicsma Izlase, Dzcia, Prova, Dramas
i ] i X
LJ.-.\ ras Valsts izdevnice 1937.. 37 pp.j

wgi Riva:

Sapes

U'a gaidu vakaru, kad [Endm
Naks mikreslis par mam véss.
Tad Liusu neicéu e3 Ind.

i abrdds varbir viurs nesapés.

[res Mikolaitis-Puting. “Pecpusdicnas saule”™ Peters Bruvens. Ziedr zawdZanem! Dzeja un
ardreja. Riga: Apgdds “A@na™. 1999, 38 pp.]

Kaut varéru spes un priekus,
ko diena lick izbaudit.

aibus ziedus a1z loga

& vakarus fedesi,

(tricis Barda. “Puku mezs™. Lirika. Antras Vagneres sakirtopums, Rigar Appads “Zvaigzne
ABCT 1 dpp

Dsivojam uz vienas plangias,
Guiam stradijam. tdam.
Bet disnas aizzvadz k3 plickanas mondtas,

Palnis sirdestiern un Bédaim.

|fmants Ziedonis. “Par sirdesuem, ¢z un abru”. Es feeju sevi. Dzejoll, Riza: lzdevniectba
“Lizsima™, 196, 49, Ipp]

Prieks
L' obrizn in, kad sqtios es hieks,
kad sird? ukss viss sklet un pasauld.

Tais s stundas plist Tavs “Dienu prieks™,

Na balzams briméks mand dvésclé,
[ams Ziemelmieks. “Akuraterain”™ Dreja. Izlase, Riga: Larvijas Valsts izdevniectba, 1960
109 ipn.]
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SorioLagna

Rad dienu prigxs i dv@alel 2ips swrEm
Lo ovakars logl zvaigZzon rakstos jaue,
Tad adedes e smmo e varhm
Nodrimias akmens podzin s <kuus,
[Tanis Zieme|nicks. “Kad dieru pricks v dv@slel ¢aiis zardm™ Dzeja. Izlase. Riga: Latvijas
Vasts izdevaieetha, 19600 1150 Ipp |

Nogurums

Tapat vie debests, un suuls soejus.

Vdziesina - sieds vk plrvErusss:

I3 novurust dienu sThas @pds.

Vs wehiesmo wn pedzied visas pusds,
[Fiina Zalite. ~Need dziesma™ Virdn zili Dezcjolu iztase Rz lrdeviiectba ~Lwesma™, 1975,
o po ]

S Senosapnim sveda bauda

Ui dicing vurnis siks.

[Janis Ziemelnicks. ~Ziais sapnis”. Dacja. [7las
TEoppd

&
[

Riga: Latvijas Valsts 1zdeviiecTba, 1960..

Vajadzibas

. K vaiadzetu gan
apstdtics. atskatitios,
nevis miFren m@iak

ikdieras nebeidzma’as va adzibils dzitics!

Td més sev apkdrt

diemske nepaderanabu krawjan.

dienisko fodicnveicamo.

dienriko jodienédamo,

dienizko sodiensterdzamo. ..

[ Jamis Sirmbardis. “Domiju arvien biczik..” Droas midjas kapitdlremonts. Riga: [zdevniceiba
“Lieswa™ 19840 1130 Ipp.]

Picticiba

[kdientgl upes maid

baltd smulil aug piericigais vTtols.

[Pavils Vilips. “Stiprais vitols™. Treju loku varaviksna. lzlase 1930 1970, Riga: lzdevrieciba
“Licsma”™ 1972, 238 ipp.]

Ironija

Unest mierigs, trmans viendientda auzumin

un mana viendieniga dviselit

lai labi garso tev tas viendienTia kompots

ko forts.

[Ojars Viciets. *Un kas pur to..” AntracTts. Dzejoli. Riga: lzdevniceiba “Liesma’™, 1978,
L35 op.]
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ks ckdiends didums Nesepums pac dadienas daivi fab e deed :1

Soditia
Fucu chena nak biez ki sods.

[tmants Auzips, “Uvertivg™. Taarciums. Riga: izdevoiecibe “liesma™ 1976, 34, tpp |

Tukiums
Ed wwkius sérkocinus savas dicnas

Cs ampakal kirbind gridisu...
[Tmais Ziedonis “Tos zinu, kur irmuna dv@sele.” s et s Dzcjell Rigas ledevnicetba
“Licsma’l 1Yoes. 108, ipp.)

Riigtums
(kdienas riivnnmes un daiba

Mums jaunds sicdis cletas klase
{Fling 73Tte. “Nopietnie faudis™, Vi zils Drejolu iz2ase, Riga: Ledesmieeiba “Licsma™ 1975
121 pp.]

SpoZums

Mani drauge ir ne.

kas prett diengs spoZumim iet,

Kas jiru fenttl nevis seduma vien.

JElza Sudmale. “Kas prety dienas spozumam iet”. Staru un pretstaru speles. Rivar Jzdevnieciba
“Licsma™ 1975, 46, Ipp ]

Vilsands

“OpIndhs gdjus

pa baltu celu.

ra balie puten

dienina balia.

ALZRESOL ricksavas

ceribas manas.

[Dama Avotina. “Nepimdks gdjusi” Caunas pédu raksts. Dzeja. RTpa: IzdevnieeTba “Licsma™,
1979, 90, Ipp.|

Puvams

ne nurkhs zalgoss, bet padidts dienu siens

mums 5il8s sijdjas ki avzas bira odas .
{Jams Rokpelnis, “pac nosvidusiem pulksteiem wr eda..” Dzojas Riga: Apgdds “Aténa ™.
2004239 Ipp ]

Daudsveidiba
K& sauvles lavkumini meza metras -

T3 muna diena — maza mozatka...

Hmants Ziedonis, “Ka saules laukumin meza métrds..” Caurvgj:. Dzeja. Riga: Izdevnicctba
“Liesma’™, 1975, 115 1pp.)
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Cictums
D210 1espiczos cictuma msi.
Zainu —

Nik misn digna
[Andreps Kweijs, e

ama galds”. Dzeras Rigne Lanvyas Valsts fzdevnicetba, 1938 2130 Inp ]

Nemiers

Kade] sirds skamyu prilng arvienu
It kKA fets piclitis mezs,

Kadél ikkane saalainu dienu

Apuimie aemicrs kd miakoms sveds?

[Elna Zalfe ~Rade]?™ Viesi zilic Drojoiu izlase. Riga: Tvdevniociba ~Ticsma™ 1975 220 Ipp.]

Nevina

Kur es savu valvu Tikiu,

Kad 3w dwenay prenaks gals?

Vai zem siita Jumita migsu.

Vai uz lauka, kur v sals?

Tlhma Zaite. “Celinieka dricsma™ Virs zili. Dzejolu izlase, Riga: Tzdevnjeciba “Liesma™,
1973, 90 Ipp.]

Skaistums

Cel vakars cirvie. Sarto asgu pald

K.a skaista karalicne Dicna beidzas,

Un 1ztraue€ts no lauka zemmieks steidzas,

Un gam salijinds meza mali.

[Yanis Ziemelnieks, "Cela”, Dzeja. Izlase. Riga: Latvijas Valsts izdevniectba, 1960, 59 lpp.|

Bailes

veja atrautas durvis
stavu ar kritzit rokd
kakis pie kajam sasme|
bailés 1#lictu_diean

{Inese Zandere. “Kakis™. Meinds éliskas maiznica. Degjoli. Riga: Neputns, 2003 88 lpn |

Neparastajs

Griez grieze plava cauru naktl.
Sie mirk]i mazibai tick zagti.
Tos jaatdod bios kidudien.

[Janis Baltvilks. ~Grie? gricze plavd cauru naku.
2003, 23 Ipp |

799 Trioletas. Riga: [zdevnicciba ~Pétergailis™,

Troksnis

PZc dicnas trokiniom _zvaigznains vaxars zilst

Par gards stravas noguluiem sniegiem. ..

[Janis Sudrabkalns. “Saltama™. Spernota armada. Krajuma:
lzdevnizciba “Liesina™, 1974, 10. Ipp.]

“Sapnotdjicm. Dzcja™ Riga
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o Tsenbupts. Zieme|u paspetehs ikdienas dilums. Noggaums pac ikdienas d21ve latvieto dreja

Vientuliba
N mozan peanznurst 3xhienas

pod tumses kKlgumoes viees vinds maldes ex

POs vegs un asms smaku pretun nes.

L'n mTlas sirds. un mils sicds nekur nevienas
Janis Sudrabkalns. "57s dienas”. Sparnod armada, Keypumi

[adevinediba “laesma™, 1730420 Ipp.j

SSapnetinem. Brea’ Riga

Tumsa

Tunsa un sija

Mgn tkdiena 1ikas,

Darbs garlateindja.

Nekas nepatikis.

[Vihs Pladens “Bonving dziesma™ Talie krasti. Jaunas dzejas, Rigas A Gulhis, 1934
L. Ipp.|

3.2. Ikdienas saikne ar socialajiem procesiem dzejas skafijuma

PEmjums liecina, ka ukat retu reizi latviesu dzeje ikdienu saista ar bittiskiem
soctdliem procesiem un athiecibam. piemeram, ar “nevienlidzibu”. “netasntbu
“konfliktu”, No tgdases Kopumd parstavelagiem autoriem asam soc1diam problemim
pievérsusies Eduards Veidenbawms, bdvards Treimanis-Zvirgubs, Rains, Plodons,
Andregs Kuretjs. tEted - 19, gadsimta baigu un 200 gadsimta sGkama un pinnis puses
Leviesu dzejmick: (sk. 2. elikuma). Padomiu fatka dzegi 2ie motive ganditz neparadas.
par soailiem konfliktiem un neviealidzibu klusg art misdienu fanicsu dzeja.

Varctu jautal. kapee socialas @€mas fatviesu dzejd ir tik nrecig parsiayetas, ja no
sociologijas zinam, ka itkdiena ir dramatisku konfitktu, nevienlidzibas un asu pretrunu
pilna. Kéapéc Plidons vargja rakstit par “divi pasaulém’™ un Veidenbaums -- “No
suprakd samits, vEjaks kur I6s17, bet jaunakd latviedu dzeja neakiahze misdienu
rapitdlisma podziju — neslinesanos. nabadzTby, socillo aisumtibu. globalizicijas un
putdrniectbas regus? Val solaitku dzejai skaudrd realitite un akiitie dienas kartibas
Jautdjumi ir mazik tuvi nekd dzejai pirms simt gadiem, un vai ta aisty sociilo sipi
mndividualu crefanu sterai?

Pejums rada iespaidu, ka latviedu dreja kops 200 gs. 30, eadiem. cau

1 padomju
latkiern un arm misdiends ir socidli pastva, vl reagd uz sapiedm sabiediibas
problémisn. [r saprotami. ka dzeja kluséa padomu okupdcijas rezimd. Liclikd dala
dzgpnicku savos tekstos nevargja bt socidli kritiski un aiklat pretotes nosiidném par
“seciidlisma celuueabu™, padenyu tauw”, “henumstisko audamdsana”. Tekstd pausta
protesta viela vint Upretofanes” parverdoja padevigas skumjas par dzaves “pelecibu™
Turiibiam™” un CsApém’

Bet ki 1zskaidrot pasreizgias dzejas klusGianu, piemeram. par “noslinofanoes”,
“korupeiju’, “demokrdtijas vajumu”, “nedrofthu pasaule™ un cuam misu fatka
SIGitham un problémam? Vai tikai ar dzejas pastarpinZto. inttimo rakstura? Jautdjums
nav par makslas kalposanu padreiz&jam brTdin, bet par sp&ju pieskarties Tstentbal ar
radodu un neatkarigu speku. Dzeja i ne ukar teksta radidana, bet art yarToa politika,
un dzejnickl var rikoties dazad — cinities, pretoties, noversties, nepievérstes, klusét,
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pudeies. wegemt atsveimitu pozu. Drojas giévumu var attasnot, ja pati subledriba
i gleva, ja 1 nenons=mas Lol deejos uzmantbas vertas kollzijas, Tacu misdienu
Lutvia socta:d un poliiskd dzive ir pilna dramanskiem konfikiiem. notick straugas
s0Cdlas parmainas, karas ictekm? indnido dAvi.

R

Socialt akiTva, iedarbiza dzeja rodas no talanta un bitvibas. Taelar drefai
tikai viens krit€rijs - cik licla bijust dzejnicka briviba, uzdiikstEsands un risks. Ia
cilv ks ne ar ko neriskE, vigs nevar bitt liels dzejnicks. bet var tikai parakstTt Kangjis
inteligences vestules. Dzeja ir personiskds biivibas izpausme un vientatkus radidanas
speka apliccmijums. Daziem dzejnickiem bt socidlu wdealu karognesdjiem, liel
usreksiitd vastijuma zinncdten. Sadas dzejus neklidies indikators Wolalitiros reZimos
ir deejnicka izsludindiana mekidsani, vina saglistiiana un 1eslod/Asana cielumi. bet
demokritskos rezimos — intelekuglu atzintba un novert@jums. Bet kad cictuma
pedejo reizl séddjis latviesu dzejnicks? Un ko par dzeju demd misdienu Latvijas
intelektuali?

Pienemoet, ka mes deivojam visal fragment&d sabiedrba. kurd konkurd dazidas
ideologijas, mikslas veidic vzskanu sist@mas un dzivesstili, dejas lespéjus predavil
sabiledribal kritiskas socidilas idejas mazinds, Literfrd podzija patl individualizgjns.
marginaliz&jas. klTst par nigas nodarbi un produkte. Sados apstiklos picaug 13
saucamis persemiskis potzijas jeb wuropoiosis nozZime, un ta var bt ne tikai Hterdr,
tekstudle, bet a1 praktska, prot — irpausties k3 individu prakuska 1mkosanids vigu
profesyas. garteard un fiziska)d darbd, sociilayd saskarsme u. il Persomiskd podzija.
parfidzcjot Niklasu Linana lictoto tenminu arfopaiesis, noZime spéciga personibas
peiradosa un ard arjl Jaunradoda elements KIahGint cilvEka darbibi un pastarpi-

niti — arf sabiedribas ckonemiskajos un socialajes proceses. Sadid nozimdé par
drejniekiom var bilt ne tikai protesionalt literan, bet art praktizgjosi advokat, celtmeki
un citu darbu veiedji, ja vien vint ir hrivi un radodi. Thviens var bat duejnicks. Dzeja
nav nekas cirs ki uzdrikst@iands — jaunrades, talanta un riska paveids. Tapéc literdtn
Kus@sana par asdm sociilim problémam nav licla béda, ja vien individiem piemil
praktisklls pogzias spks padiem bilt savas dzives veidotiiiem (poctiem).

2 ielikuns

1kdienas saikne ar socialajiem procesiem dzejas skatljuma: poetiskie kedi un citati

Netaisntha

E) bidas un mitros pagrabos.

Kur mana tik sapes un vaidus,

Un tor uz sérdienu lupim spied

Sen zaudus, alzmirstus smaidus.

[Cdvards Treimanis-Zyvargahis. “Savam sapnu tSlam™. Kur Gauja ar Raunu nekas. 1zlase. Riga:
[zdevniectba “Licsma™, 1978, 21. ipp.]

“Vuy tamde) man biy kQE dzimt un sil@ dusée” -

Dzird [enu balsi debess augstunws;

“Lui mani dzimuindeend tikai bagdtnecku b

Par manu picdzimsanu preccatos...”

[Pladons. “Kad Zecmsvetki peevard™. Dzives zimfonias. Episki deejojumi. Riga: A. Golta
Apgddiba, (91325 Ipp ]
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Kur dzelzi un cievii bez cimdanas klawds,
Pec maizes, pec partikas vergl kur kauag,
No stprikd samits, vijaks kur last,

Un asins un sviedrt ik_dignas
[Eduards Verdenbaums. K

kur phist.

a zulbp balti padebesi ien” Daeja. Riga:

CO200S L ]
Vienkdrsiom lantinem
Dumzas v galvinas,

Verdzibus Kedes tie sev

Pagi kal dien no dien.

iCduards Veidenbaums, “Vienkdrsi fauingl..” Dzepa, Riga Nordik, 2005 42 Ipp ]

Nevienlidetha

PParss atmostas ne decnis snavdesii:
Ap ieepu fapim lampu leesmas vijas.
U veegleem spameem maiga mizika
Pa gaisu lide debessharmentids.

ivad saule tvikstot jiiras guitd krit.

Un ap o dejo demantkumpes kavi

I miin biidam. wklus jura dai.

Lecn stivi. drlimi. salikusi stive

[Pidons. “[ivi pasaules”™. Daves smfonius. Fpisky decqojuni. Riga: Ao Goite Apgadiba,
[913.. 5. lpp.]

Tauta

P3e eeram. yroim dicnaim atkal pata.

N tautas sirds vEl mandis krtds dauzas..
“Aandreps Kureygs. “Pée grttdm diendm™. Dzeja. Riza: Latvygas Valsts azdevniectba, 1958
1otpp]

Konflikis

K3 suns es stavu. ki ievainots lops

azsnuekla, Kauna,

Ln vienmér,

Vienmcr

Es redzu jis, kus witlSat mam. wiz ciciuma rezgiem.

fAndrejs Kureips, “Clenuma galds™ Dzofa. Rivae Lanvijas Valsts izdevniectbin 19580 214, Ipp ]

3.3, Ikdicnas jégas un cilveka ricibspejas meklejumi dzeja

JEbRbu mekle poznivas vartibis — “ilgls”. “skaistuna”. “briviba”, prickIT (sk. 2.
tabulu). ArT cilvéka rictbspéja un cels uz vElamo dzivi tiek saistita ar pezitivam veérti-
bam  “apskaidribu”, “idedhem”, “droson”, “stkstumu.
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Sovicinmskl fethsp@u var skaidror kT ol Sha spéju tecer@i un Tstenot savus
merhus un nodomus, Tad neprectesamas persoriskas Tpasibas - AnGsanas. prasies.
ariba. trdmksi@3unds, w vickoe Sroju faktoru - tinansu Tdeekl resursi. attiectbis
ar cimiem cilvékiem vl Dezeja ricibspeat atkiar virkni emociondli. persemski
un @t nonmigas Csastavdaius”oun aspekos. Piect hierik sastopamie dzejas
kodi teverdo ipatneiu ifctbapdias formalus “ilpas™ - mapskadioba™ o ovienaine”
“darbsT

istunn L Ja o pepildinim s el ar thimviba”, Uhrinoma”, gamsimu’ wn cliam

ricibys metatoram. weglistum pinvertivu ciiv Sk poda ko ricihspefas raksivropumu,
Lal cilvCkr varca T\lul]\)l sivus merkus an weceress vintem e supen Jlgajas, jo bez
dedm nehas nav iespluns, Vigiem nepleciesannt vienane, kurd apzinllies un 12prist
sevl, Unovimiem i jastrida. jo ckar caur prakusku rtkotanos vine var piepildit veimes,
Pre i Kla v 3l Bekans skaistums K& it un atgddindjums par vicibas pilotbu un
wledle, kuru redlmd daive retn izdeduas sasmicgt Unoviniem nepieciedama apskadriba
KO epeina par savu sSlmgu un vardsanas atliedibim. T4 varetu turpindl par katru
rrcibspegus Kedu un egau arvien pilnigdku wepratan par 1icibas dabu.

Poctiskd analtze papilding sociologisko. Teorcuskaa socwlogya cilvéka 1ieiba
heldkoties analizéia darblbas socidlo leoriju @etvares, prickdpiand vireot tadus
1edzienus ki vigadzibas™, imtereses”. kL Uiideeki7 faormas™, Cricibas
paraug:”. Usocdld kontrole” u ¢ Darbibas sociologiskds formulas ir visal sauses un
ZIANE MmO vienpusigas i pamaitgl analizets darbs, bet vienalne drtvdk uzlakota
ki darbibas kavekhis, kaut kas pretgfs soclam sartem. Tapat socolognja dandz
analizggust fictbas vispirgjos modelus un atticetbas. tadu 13 gandriz nav runajust par
Wdiem rethas aspektiem kd “stksiums™, Tredzigums” un Tprieks™, nav pletiekami
Aoverigjusi sIEptos riethas avolus — “ilgas™, paldvibu”™, “atjaunowd™. “meklEjumus”
“idedlus” Tos Eansmo degja. lespeiams, socialo wnitpu vardateas Jitz papildings
Jedzienn un 2l kas azgin vo deeias un makslim.

3. delikens
Tkdienas jégas un cilvtka ricibspéijas meklgjumi dzeja: poétiskie kodi un citati

Sajd ielikuma apkopoli drejas kodi un ellliti. kuri pau? ikdienas ideala, jabiitbas
meklZumus. Raksturipgh. ka lelaka dala cithie un koedu ir pozitivie te aktualize
velamis vertthas — ilgas, apskaidiibu, patnas spéku, individa spéju rTkoties, skalstumu
w.tml e virza hinsko vivoni prett 3adas kdienas veidodamai. Vardiki kodi {plemeram,
darbs. shamstums, pricks) sakeit ar pirm3 ielikuma kodiem, kures itkdiena lietdkoties
riksturoly no negndvis puses. lemes!s ir tas. ka pirmaji gadfjuma konkrdiis vertibas
atzias kinkdiend neesodas, nepletickamas. bet otrgf gadijumd — ki thdienas v8lamais
stavokhis,

Iyas

MazTyais 18y s'

Nedod wan nuera.

Nedz gurdenas laimes,

Nodz vidagas ikdienas dzives!

Pildt mun ¢ oselt

Ar [l0osinos!
[Radol{s Blaumans. “Muna 10
1969.. 31. Ipp.]

", Sptka ozols. Dzejulu izluse. Riga: [zdevnrecTba ~Liesma™.

'i 1
7



7 Trvenkopts. 7

ot prapetdks debenas dilums Nojéoems par ikdienas dzivi larviesu dzejd 37

Tur vien wvi ciivek. reda.
var no citdm bawnsm skirt,
Kad w kaislds Jlgqs dedzi
Skasti dzivot. skaisty mirt
[Edvards Treimanis-Zvargohs, “Raflo™ Kor Gaua ar Raunu tiekas. [zlase. Rivi Izdevnicaba
“Lresma’ 19780 17230 Ipp. |

Tur s7ka ikdienas virding

Cul noslépumt bes minas

Ik sk ticdienas viirdy

Auplyas un sapes_bes Znas,
[} Ra: o Gals o sdkuris, Viens titna viemas dyiesma
Pickiais jespiedums. Ricar Vallern un Rapas shegu subiednbas irdevums, 19330100 Ipp.)

mis. "AE melndm rakstn nnding

| 1ord 3IEp tu sevi pats.
Vil Jo d7iiah savas sipea:

Talz un dyn pilns ayvs skats:

Zima manas stirmaz slipes.
[I Raims. “Nakis Balnd”. Gals un sikuns, Viena ritwing zizmas dziesua Prektas wspedums.
Riga: Valtera un Rapas akeiju saktediribos izdevimns, 1933161 Ipp

Apskaidriba

let bargms vakars,

Nk niknais rity.

Up vidd viss laiks
Ir nnktl Tits.

Az divim nivem

Yol resdomb,

K3 seklina aka

Dave Kt

[J. Ramnis. “Tris naves un dzive™ Gals un sakums, Viena riccma ziemas dziesma. Piokos
yespicdums. Rigar Valtera un Ruapas akeijy sabiedrbas izdevoms, 1935129, Ipp.|

Ka zvatvznes #zila naka b

1a manas dienas kit

Uinomuozs mans ZvaivZou nursojines

starp vakaru un

[Fricis Birda. “Zvaigrres”. Livika, Antras Vagneres sakintopunts, Riga: Apgids “Zvaigzne
ABCT 02 Ipp.

Az logiem gari lieti st

Pie miglim nnglas sienas,

Mans skats vairs gaismas nopa
Gar miju bilas Snas kilst

Tisy gy - manas dicnas.

[J. Rainis. “Dradzene un dravgs”. Gals un sakems. Viena rituma ziemas dziesima Pickias
wipiedums, Rigas Valtera un Rapas ukeiju subiedribas wzdevums. 1935063 ipp.|
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Mant gadt un vy cadi
AMirklis, kas miizihas 2vaiezndos vied,
Pase mes sodiemt past s vands

e

v slarp

U stavam 3

Pt Simebirdis, Gadta” Degjas mdjas kapidiromoent. Rigas Trdevnicetba “Licsma™ 1984
1o, Ipp.]

Vienatne

Auclus, Ko savd sirdt es Skin,
Misdiends velil uz trow man vast
Tade] vigntufas 1akas cs mien,
Dz7ves ki 1 vieglak o aest
Pdvards Trenmans-Zviirculs “Vientelas mhas™ Kur Gagjo ar Raunu tickas Trlase. Riga:
[rdevmieciba ~Lagsma™, 1478 132 np ]

Mor piadi savu sirdl visu suanemit!
S¢ ks tov veldzSt visus Tavas ~dpes.

Ui viss Tavas donas neerd woeds

Un tavd vientuliha bas ey bied

|1, Rants, “Gravas viedi”™ Gals un sdkums, Viena ritama zeos deaesma, Tickianis icspiedns.
Riva: Valtera un Rapas akaju sabwedethas izdevums, 193326 Inp.]

kad dienu burzma - vienuine tevi met.
Ar sakndm koku  ziau noe conees kelis.
Tad mirse tu vk savam [atkam.

& diedams uz cita dzivy,

Nrenbt
{1 Raines, “DTgss™ Grads e sdxums Viena riinma siemas deiesmin Prekans jespiedums, Riga:
Valtera un Rapus akenu sabiodiTh, - izdevuims, 1935, 172, Ipp ]

[z 1Gpdm atkal dzZives [abd garia
Vel

La1 jaund gijumi

i viens man irkarojams kar

Mans vienpatihas cSiiens

Nebiite tik wark

[Milda Losberga. “Péc vienpatibas ccliena”. V§jaroze. Riga: Tzdevnicetbe “Licsma™. 1973
S0, 1pp.]

Darbs

Jau saule laizas ury debessmah,

et steigdamis darba neddla uz ealu

Cik 1lgi vgl, kad by pirmdienas rits,

U, van digvin, eik ez i padarts!

VE standima luka [Tdz wmsar varbac

Varbfit vel ko varesu sastaigt un giit.

[Radoelts Blaumanis. “Negaidits vakars™. Spéka ozels. Dzejolu izlase. Riga: Izdevnicciba
“Licsma™ 1969, 31 lpp ]
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| nenw ikl strasyc

[daud7as pusds virdjos.,
Four pec maius ujda. =
Mazudtdjos, mExdios.
fedzi — maza limijas
SApamus IeNIEr nesnine.
Ui ga Tsheingjies,
Prebhidzinies ezim!

[Mhida Losheren Meza™ Veja rose, Rigar fzdeviioctha “Hiesma™ 197379 I

kamar vel silts,
kamar v vas rokas nay cizsiogotas,
pem, Zema i darba Jaihs, duksu

un izirdi_athwodo vol nedienu funn

[Midris Caklais. "Ziema dirba Taks™ Pulksteny czers. Dropoh, Rize: Brdevnicetba “Lieamz”,
1979113, Ipp.]

skaistums

foad dicna eelas ret pasaul zelt,
Nakls s
Tas vina darina kiusu,

2 CTE. Tl rotas seliut

RKad velu 1 pedejos aizliz ur dusu
L Rainis. "Dargwmu trauks™ Guls an ~3koms. Viena itoma zientas dzicsimas Pickiais
jespredinns. Rigas Valwra ue Rapas akeju sabiedrnibas Srdevwms, 1935290 Ipp.]

Yienu dicnu es s aciy

Dal-dailu amu,
Kur viga gaisa? Kas man o sact=?

Ras vinu ndmz? Kam dusu vaing?!

Vienu dienu - -
1§, Rwmts. “Vieno drenu™. Gals un sikumas, Viciia niwne 2cims dziesnn Prekoas iesmedums,
Riga: Vailera un Rapas akeiju sabiedribay izdevums, 1935 47 Ipp |

oAU dvZsele K3 koks un dagles Jausinu

Salc debesis par jkdienibas dausmu.

| Andreis Kurcijs. “Dzicdijums™. Dizeja, Rigar Latvijas Valsts izdevniectha, 19330703 Ipp.]
Iirnvilia

Sapniem un brivibai auklgju sevi,

Parlasii diena jan skima &3 cads...

[Janis Zicmelnicks. “Sapoiom uvn brivibai auklcju sevin. " Dreja Trlase. Riga: Latvijas Valsts
izdeviiectbu, 960, 68 1pp. |

Zib pustonos un tonos dsives,
Un peltkas nevienas nav,

Bet ne jau vienmer wribas brive
Ir cejvedis un karogs tavs,

[Arija Elksne, “Duzi vardi par dzivi™. Tredd bezgaliba, Rig
27 1 |

s lzdevnieciba “Liesma™, 1971,
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Zeltzvanas celstes o, Ly sp8ks zied dzhva,

Zrzd cibvécer un brivel sveta iwiver.

Ak szt zvanu vord! Klistikdienibas similis

Un sdlauzts sirmats ndves vilis,
[Janis Sudeabkalns, ~Zoam™ Spamotd anmada, Keijenst “Sapnecipem. Deea’. Riza
tzdevniecTha “Livsma™ 1974 41 Ipp. |

Brinums
Fos gaidu, semitos gapdit

Un Lo ko brinumms reiz naks

ST ticTba wthauj man simaidit
Kad sirdi spies ikdienas viks.

[Elina Zale. "Brinums™. Vuss zih Drzejoju izhase, Riga Trdevriceiba “Licsma™ 1975,
31 Ipp]

K3 barni, kuriem apseltia rotallict,

Mas caidam tdienu: nu brinums niks,
N jauna aole par mums apideér saxs

1 miks

Klis ropju toka cicta

[IFlna Zalie, "Rutdiena”™. Virsi sl Dzegolu wlase. Rigw Izdevmieeiba Licsma™, 1975,
46, ipp|

Gaisma

Ta ka arztwes, kaut sam glabits,

ki duryis atveris ens,

[0 es aizamrsu, dicnas aphans.

ha vl valedzios kKaEds. kas spid.

[Maris Caklais “Smiley gvikas pelekd snieed. . Pulkstenu ezers. Dzejoli. Riga: Ladevnieciba
“Licsna™ 1979, 62 ipp ]

[Jiena var hiio msa,

Diena var biit tiisa

oo mlzg easmu

Rads no tiles sOt.

[Mirdza Kempe. “Sudrabkxalna vestules”. Gasima akiment. Degjol. Riga: lzdevineetba “Laesma™
1967.. 45, 1pp.]

Prieks

Tai dhenal. ks vel tiles miy

Sirds ciesanas. sirds 1lgas neaw s —

To dienai siapes lzrauju no dyéseles

Un pricku redu asru valkos silos

[Jinis Sudrabkalns. “Larvijar”. Sparnotd armdda, Krijumi: “Sappotdjiem. Dzepa”. Riza
Izdevnicetha "Licyma™ 1974, 30, Ipp.]

Viemd vientge saucienu apvarines dzind:

“ave. sol! Sverka, saude!

Mz niksimues tagad ikdien!™

[Imants Auzind “Velreis . Taurgums. Rz ladevnieeTha "Lieama™ 1976, 26 Ipp.]
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\ ¢éltsanas

kil jisimas svargznes ikdienal pie kajam

un saskist tikstos smalkas Skeles.

Vai d4jd britind art

Kads kaut ko vElgias?

[Mara Ziahte. "VeleSands™. V&S mekle majus. Dreja. Riga: Apgads “humava”™

Sims veldumi katru dien

Nik. ziid un celas citi:

Bet sirds uz tevi gaida vien.
Alzvien, aizvien,
Ki vaida zieds uz biti,

2004 18 Ipp]

[1. Rainis. “Simts vEl&uni™. Gals un sakums. Viena rituma ziemas dziesma. Piektais iespiedums.

Riga: Vaitera un Rapas akciju sabiedribas izdevums. 1935 64, Ipp.]

Redzigums

Tas, ko visi redz.

aptd to. ko visi neredz.

Katru dienu mums ir

Zxyinas uz acim.

[Imants Ziedonis. “Par dzives apliccindjumu”. Es iecju sevi. Dzcjoli. Rig
“Liesma™. 1968., 38. Ipp.]

Manas jaunibas visu redzigds acis.

Lupiniet saltiem t&rauda naziem

Ikdienas plévi no mandm acin!

[Andrers Kurcijs. Dzeja. Riga: Latvijas Valsts izdevnicetba, 1938, 309, Ipp. |
Neparastais

Kaut reti $ie brizi — bet puke tak ar

Tik vienreiz gadd uzziedeét var —

Sie brizi caur tumsam likstam mis nes

Un ikdicnai pari cel dvéseles.

a: lzdevnicciba

[Elina Zalite. “Neikdieniskie mick]i™. Virdi zili. Dzejolu izlase. Riga: [zdevnieciba “Liesma™,

1975, 120. ipp.]

Laime

Dienai no sparniem miniites pil.
Vai vienkarsi lases no airiem?
Laime nav uzbaziga,

Jutis, ka vairamies.

[Mara Zalite. “Neizskirtba”. VEjs mekIle mijas. Dzeja. Riga: Apgads “Jumava™, 2004..

51 Ipp.]

Atelpa
Se./ pem — ! ¢s tev dodu 3o dienu. / lai atel$as dvésele tava.

[Miris Caklais. “Atminas par Hidenze". Pulkstenu ezers. Dzejoli. Riga: [zdevniectba “Liesma”,

1979., 33. Ipp.]



&
62 SOCIOLOGUA

Mekléjumi

Saul” un méness velt et
Mandm actm garam:
Digpas aug un dienas riet.

Visas laizu gardm:

.\‘-élu un nau. ¢s ﬂCrUdu.

Kur ti viena diena, -

Visu miizu ardotu,

Biitu uk td viena.

[1. Rainis. “Ta dicna™. Gals un sakums. Viena rituma ziemas dziesma. Picktais iespiedums.
Riga: Valtera un Rapas akciju sabiedribas 1zdevums, 1935, 142, Ipp.]

Samierinasanas

Kad tey ir jaaiziet.

Kas ir par to?

[k katru dien jau riet

Un vakaro.

[J. Rainis. “Nakts rasa”. Gals un sikums. Viena rituma ziemas dziesma. Piektais iespiedums,
Riga: Valtera un Rapas akeiju sabiedribas izdevums. 1935, 131, Ipp.]

Milestiba

Tad. ja ar nomiaktu mis dzives ikdieniba.

Lai mizam dziva palick miisos milestiba...

{Fricis Barda. “Albuma”. Lirtka. Antras Vagneres sakirtojums. Riga: Apgids “Zvaigme ABC™,
9. lIpp.]

Atjaunotne

Jo - kur dzive neved jaunumd - dienas

1zsikst rivas Jaunuma...

[Imants Auzins. “Par tevi. vite nove”. Taurcjums. Riga: [zdevnieciba “Liesma™ 1970..
67. 1pp.]

Linu kreklus retais valkd.
Dvielus nece| godi.

Ir jau tiesa - Jaunas Salkas
Savis dienas rodam.

[Mitda Losberga. “Pira lade”. Vijaroze. Riga: Izdevniectba “Liesma™, 1973, 62. Ipp.]

Ironija

Vairs nevairos no neviritas dzives.

Lik. sudrabpanni necepts zadijums.

Kas 07 tik nepamdcosi un sivi,

Ka neuzdrodinos ne cipslas pasnicgt jums...

[Janis Rokpelnis. *Vairs nevairos no nevaritas dzives...” Dzgja. Riga: Apgads “Atcna”™, 2004.,
226. Ipp]
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Humors

tciveks Jdaudy Zirglak
Pa dzivi kiuimuio,

ik
Nedizmirst himoeru.

pat sailras bricsmis

[Jaseps Osmanis. “Humors un <atira”, Vilkuvdie jeb Valaspricks, RTga: Izdevniectba “Lisina
1973 75, top.|

Sapni
s sapnoid’s, Mizen par galvu
man ziedoia hepu Jule

Magas dienas atpeld un airpeld

k3 wulbiu pulks makopu bl

|F:it.‘i?- Birdit. “AMam <apni
ABCTU A Ipp ]

Lirina, Anas Vagneres sakino Rive: Apedds "Avaigsne

[deali

i ooraid Sre laudis ap man kas sie

3

L3 nusas pricks_lctainas dicnaes”

Kos i vigw mérkis? Kids ndketoes rits”
Ln ocik vieniem zvaigzou?  Nevienas!

jFricis Barda, “Kas imaid 37 dsive. ko drtvoyn es 7 Lainka, Antras Vagneres sukirtojuus, Riga:
Apgads “Zvalgzne ABCT, 7 1pp.]

Drosme

Tikal zela act stdver,

Sevimazdisibu ndvdi

katudien.
[Veha Kaltiga, “Krupits dare alutipe. 7 Bgrette Alba. Dzcjol 1975 1077 Riga: Ladeviieciba
“Licsma™. 1978, 25 ipp]

Griba
o ntvibas
leks d7:

Visg dzives skaistums 30pous:

as_un 1eks kusitbas

Zals lapu jumis. zils debessauts

Tur v sapols kardjas

NooniaFibas

Tavs gars tai SGplT SGpojas.

Driz nolayzas. driz pacelas.

Ny ikdienibas vald s

Starp zem” un debest lidinds

No omibzibas.

[J. Rainis. »Sipols™. Gals un sakums. Viena rituma ziemas dzicsma Piekiuis tespiedums. Riga
Valtera un Rapas akeiju sabiedribas tzdevams, 1935 206, Ipp ]
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Athalsts

Dicav skarbunin rfitdienas Tabd e panes,

bot tivdjo slinesy ne..

[Pavils Vips Dienn kamol7 Trelo lehu viranihsna, Tzhase 19302 19700 Ripa:r [zdevriceTba
SLicsewa™, U720 230 Ipp |

Sikstums

U7 waivas uryizds gricsti,

Lo wandr e dziva paliki

Un visus tos eadus. kas ciosti,
Saiauzrus apkart sev salia
EMitbda Losberga, »Ue calvas ues
34 Ipp.]

o Vemrose, R ladevmiectha “Licama™s 1973

Palaviba

Neprasic i keirn dienu

Draugs kads b sevan kiGe ..

[Elina Zalfe, "Upuntina ™. Virst il Dzcelu izlase. Ricae [zdevnieciba Liesma™, 1975 7R
top.|

Ciena
Unonedoakst ar kiju ~pert " nevieau . dienu, [Ogars Viaciens, “Nu refz e esmu bagins..”
Antracits, Dzejoli Rigar Irdevaieeiba “Licsma™, 1978 110, Ipp.]

Shividana
Sxarbd Premare. kKMstodo amilfu strdle.
Vieru vanik par visu os vélos

Tavw Sodieral skand@t visskaismhso dziesin.

Ktz jebkad rteikust ailveks mzie,

[Harits Gahgs “Picmarer™ Vijpl Deejolis Ripa: lzdeviicetba “Licsma™ 1981 23 lpp )

4. Diskusija un secindjumi

Vieno no svarigdkigam peuma alzmam i atzina par decjas $&lu o metatoru
1zmantosanu sociwoleena, Tie parada objeklu nozimes un ricibas aspekius. kurus
sociologia nepamana ar prerasto metozu un radictonilo weeryu pultdabu, Saskond
ar petjuma pienémumu dzejas 1281111 ne vien estetiski. bet wit sociologiski noj@gumi,
tipde tos var izmaniot socidlos skaidiapumos. Sis ir pirmais sociolo@iskais petijums
Latvyja. kurd par informacijas avotu izmantota dzejn un podtiskis metaforas tulkolos
ka sociologiskas kategorias.

Dzeas 1@lus var iegt tekstu soctologiskas at$ifréianas celd. Dzeja kod@ realitati.,
tap&e thviena alsifrela poctiska nozune izmantojama art ki alveka socialis esanibas
un rictbas apzimetdja. Seviska vzmaniba pieviriama tem kodiem. kurt tekstos
sastopami vishiezdk, Par deejas un sociologyas mijiedarbes prickSnoteikumu var
uzskatTt art pogtiske t€lu spilgtumu.




7 Tisenkopfs. Zicowls penctaice adienas dilims. Noesums

nar ikdrenas dzivy latvietu dzeid

a3

J fabaia

Tkdienas dsives po€tiskis. socialds un politiskds nozimes
o nordivas e - opeitralas, © - pozitivas nozines)

Potnskis nuzimes'

S0cilds noAmes

Politiskds nozimes'?

Lkdienas deTves
raksturoqums
drejs

Ikdienas jieas un
cilvéka ricibspéjas
meklgjemm dyg)d

AIAes uz Jautdjuniu: Vo,
fod=n, i imteresanmialas livias, e
ke Jidy regudart nodarbajaties!”
Fn 0 Gl tenr

Pohitiskl deklarcu
deTves kvalivines
aspekil

* Peldciba, 12

® Stoipa, 12

e}

LR PO
* Neiba,
@ Parastums, -+
o MTlesiba, 4
* Sagunms, 4
* Sapos. 3
D Pricks. 2
* Noguruns. 2
* Vajudzibas, 2
* Pictictba i
* [romja. |
® Soudiba. 1
® Tukiunmm, |
* Rigums, |
9 SpoZums.
* Viltands.
* Puvums.
0 Daudzverdiba, |
® Cietums, |
* Nemiers, |
* Nezina, |

® Skai

Sigms, |
» Bales. |
@ Neparastins, |

* Troksuis, |
2 Vientuliba. 1
* Tonmsw, |

® ltgoas. 4

o Apskaidba, 4

° Vienatre, 4
2 arhs, 3

3 SEastums, 3

9 3,

S Brimens,
9 (Gaiomi.
S rgks, 2

= VEIlGiunis,
9 Reduiguims,

° Nupurastais,
afame, |

A MekIE i,
S Alclpa. |

? Suamienndianis,
S Afflesttha, |
T Ayuunetms. |

& o 1

3
A
hl

1

8 Humors, |
9 Supti |
2 ldadil, |

9 Drosme, |
EGirha ]

8 Athidats, |

o Pajdvibu. |

Lo gramare., presi (31
12 TV, videofilmas 1269
sridid dirza, kopy pukes (16!
Faveda latku ar gimeni. bamiem
113
Sporio. il [l sporaan 15
Uzter arec s, pavaddi tethu ar
drouy
Radalarbi 1700
Apmiekid pasdkunus (10
Mukskerc, medi 110)
Licto darone, inkermetne (9)
Strada ()
Celo 13y
Gralitve O3t saimnicko pa maju (6)
[Daed. rzied, dejo, 7im. spelc
watri ()

Alpiises pie dubzs (5)
ea. sann (57
leklaudeias 13

LT
prakacs 4]
Klausas maaku {4y
Pasiaigijas (4)
Micis | 3)
Rrace o auto, remontd w (3
AlpBias, euf t3)
Cita athilde 120
Nezina (1)

Aprckl

[ntormatbe
lewdiniba
Jaunrede, wvdicins
Nadarbinidiog
Labkidjtha
Vides wizsardzih.
[eaurst v otesans
Inlrasirukidegs
pakatlpejume
Regiony alisiihy
Cilvekresurs:
Vescliba
Soctild drostha
NMijukhs
Gimene
Subiediibas suiicddiihy
Demokrdua
Ticsskims
Fiz1 troitha
Privalums
Pirvaldes
modermizicija
ATeIEs aniecibas
Alvertibi
St o8 novimiba
[P IENG
Idenfitdmes saglebdsinm
Kuliiiea
Latviciu volodas
3N
Briva laika izmentosana

Ot atzana i par deziidu kultiras formu un ar 2ningu nezaru athieciodm. wspju
pamest nozies. jJedzcnus un skindrojumus no viena mterpretaejas lauka old. pemaram.
no dzejas vz sociologyu. un otridi. no sociologijus uz poliikas zindtm u. il Interesantus
rezuliats snicdz ikdienas dzives w@lojuma. zmantolo j@dzenu un nozmyu salidzinijums
dzeja, soctologi)a un politiskajos dokumentos (sk. 2. tabole). Kamér dzcjuicki ikdienas
jabuibu sasta ar “skastumuo”, Cbrivibu™, pricku”. veleiunos”, soctologiskd apla)a
respondent ki interesantakas lietas. ar ko vin nodarbejas thkdiend. nosauc: “preses
lasisanu™, “televizora skattSanos™. “laka pavadisane ar gimeni”, “snidigang dired”,
Usporlosanu’ un citas UplezemeasT nodarbes. Savukin politiska dokumeniu autort par
velamiem itkdienas dves raksturopaniem uzskata “informé@ttbu™, “izehtbu™. “jauaradi”,
nodarbindtibu”. lubkldjtbu”. “demokratyu”. Cizavgsmi” un citus makrosocialus
ciilttdus. Deejas tkdienas apzina un politiskis ideologias v atikiuen domdsunas un
zpratnes luukl. tapec w formulétie pnekistat par tkdienu atSkiras. Tomer starp dazidam
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Kultdras wn izzias Jumdm esplpamas parejas, sociologyae var etekmeties no deejus.
dzeja - o kritisk3s socidlis domasanas, art politiskajas diskusyds var Lzmantet méakslas
meratorss un @lainds domdsnas papémienus.

Sociolofuskos 1@dzienus var sapludindt ar decjas them. un socielo@iska 1zzind
wespéjams pieddvil teonjus un hipotuskus skaidrojumus, kuros izmantotas podtshas
metaforus. Tacu miteresants ir autdjums, akidl deeja var iciekmal zindtniske
sociologisku pdmumu, Lzznas wkiem may wespgiams apvilk stineras robezas, parcjas
starp daziddm zndtpu nozardm un kultras formim i svorieikes nekd wresands pie
“sugas WTbas” Ta var pandkl plasiku v prlnskantzaku skatiumu uz cilvEka deiv:
ka kompleksu sovidlu. moralu, persotusku, estetisku un politisku realnau. Plemeram,
ikdienas deives pogtiskie 2l — pelCeth

CUstenga, tarzgttha T ilgas T, Credaiguns”
“drosme” usskatimi par tikpat svarfgien nojegemiem ki sociologyas analfuskis
kategonjas - “darbs”. “tendkomi”, Crzglinba”, cmagoklis™. Chitva luika pavadiSanas
formus™ u. ual. Secielogiju defing k& “anitnt par cilveku rictbu. myjredarb&m un
socialajdm atuectoam ™. acu ir vilinost ieklaut t3s metodelogiska)a arsenald arm degjus
twlus, Sociologijar ir tesTbas uzrunat ikvienu cilvika esamibas ivpausmi. Domadanas
lauka atversana un nogmuu parnese Jau) vispusigdk eskadrot objeklus. [oatela
grafiski parddita dzejas luuka un sociologiskas 1izanas lauka myytedarbe. Dzejas
valodu detves situaciju raksturoganan zmante daudz cilveki. kalab to profesionalos
pPelumes nevaréiu lzmaniot socielog? Patnicee Batbu Bela dzives kvaludies peljuind
analizéust cilveku esttitas vestules par thahienas dzivi un konstin@jusi, ku daudzas
1o @m ietver podznas elementus . [kdienas ilustreSanat cilvEki leto gan padu rudiu.
van ciciu dzeju. gan “arrnemas” dzejas valodu, ArT 1as dod pamatu seciolofnskajz
petijumi, analizéjol ikdienu, dves kvalitatl, izmantot deejlt paustos t2lus un socialos
prieksstatus,

Ioanéty

Dzejas un sociologijas mijiedarbe

e T ----_._ CILVEKA ESAMIBAS LAUKS
7T 77T SOCIOLOGIIAS LAUKA "7e  Laom=o
PAPLASINASANAS
. ESPEIA \

; i x*_ ¥ SOCIOLOGAS ‘.
; ; DZEJAS ¢ LAUKS : 5
: . LAUKS \ ; : '
\ \ — > ) B '

Perfjuma tredad svarigd atzipa ir par poczijas radofo spéku Dzejar piemit gan
estetiska, gan socidla tedarbiba. jo td vienlaikus “rada”, “atspogule™ un “§ifrg”
Tstentbu, Deeja veido socidly objekin norimes, iesaistis komumkacyi un objekn:
sociila konsirugsand. ‘ladeadi 1a, kaut mazd merd. bet neticdi etekme sabiedribu.
Pogziju var interpretét gan ki literdiru, gun sociilu faktu, saistot to ar praktisko ricibu.
Tadd gadijuma iespéjums 1zvirzit prendmunu podtisko rictbspéju — cilvgku radode
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spoju verdet diaves meaiaforas un noziimes ar wksta up prakiskds neibas padzbu
Pociski ricibspéra izpauzas ne tkar kil usrakstits dzejohs, bet art ka radodi paveikts
darks. Bat par dzejuicku 3add nozuné var art ciiveks. kurd neprot rakstit. Pogsia ir
pins‘:;’nka par tekstu - 18 caurviy visas dzives jomas. it pati radosd daive. Tacu i svarigi.
ka dasl dzenmekn So autopoez arl uzraksta k3 literdru tekstu un mardda ciuen.

Dzeia maca. ka rictbspljal nepleciesama vienatne un spéctea tlgosanias. Al
redziguma un apskawdribas welos tetverta drila Jeea. RICThspEia nozime ne tika
darbTgumu. bet art redzigumu - speju pamantt svarTgo - un redziyuma augstihe
pakiipi apsxadribu par savu wespdju robeZdm. lzpratne par nevarianu ir ukpat
svartga kd griba darbotes. Cilveka nodomiem ir davdz vairdk lespju nepiepildities
nekd prepildities, un dzeja pardda. cik plass ir nepicpildamo certbu lauks, Viens
no soctologiskajiem 1elbspejas kritgrifiem attiectbd pret netespéjumeo 1r potusks
apskawdriba. Tied apskaidriba novelk robezas, karas mes apzinamies, velamies
parkapt val paliki Sapuse,

Visbeldzot. daZas subjcktivas pardomas. kas radudds. viend panermena zlasol
ik daudz deeras. Maul ¢inas 1dedlists un redlists. Gribas slavet dzeju. bet jaatzst,
ka hela dala 33 i banila. 1as redzams art iehkumu entiitos. Vija dzeja rada nedrtu
situelu lastiijam un metodologrskas griitbas p&tmekam — var var uzticies
simboiiem. kurl atvasinatl no $adas dzejas? 6654 lappuiu zlasT3ana lauj izveidot
savu subjektiva dzejas tedalliumu. Pismo dzejas paveldu es nosauktu par skaisto
deeju. Tie i dzejoln, kun mevelk ar siesnibu, atskapdm. fonnas tribu. domas vijumu
un alstato peegariu — kopgjo emociondle un intelektualo 1edarbr vz lasnan. Pie $1s
kuteporijas es picsktitu liclos latviedu dzejnickus - Ziemelnicku. Pladoni. Rainl.
agrino Sudrabkalou... Man 31 dzeja it vistuvaka, 1a nelick vilties un nozelot. Otro
dzejas paveidu es nosaukiu par tematizejodo dzeju. Ta pazistama pcc autoru vélmes
rakstit par svarfedm lietdm. kuras par t3dam sabiedriba tick uzskatilas. Autori raksta
par muiestibu, certbu, prieku, saulrietu. 1ftu un vakaru. raksta pec sirds patikas un
sava talanta méra un pdc iespEjas nosauc §1s lietas varda. Sada dzeja vesta par
dvives svarTgo un skaisto pusi, 8T degja vElas pamacil, atgddindl par vErtTham un
audzinit. 1redo grupu vardtu apzun&t ki virda dzeju — 1ja katrs vards ir savi vietd,
nekas nav lieks un spilatus télas integre Alozofiska wdeja. Vards dzejas rindu 1etvard
puspilgting savu noxinme un kepsakara ar cittem vardiem iegfst jaunas nozimes. Sui
dzejon brizam pieirikst sirsnibas, 13 nav skassta “parastd, folkloriz&1d” nozime, bet (3
antelekiudln skaista, Ceturto dzejas paveidu, péc maniem leskatiem. varétu saukt par
handlo dzeju. TA pactstama pec vienkarSotiem sadziviskiem spriedumiem ua £liem.
i3 rodas no specigas velines rakstt, tiedd sasléguma starp aci un spalvaskdru un
zinamas grafominijas un padkotikas trikuma. Banala dzeja ir liels padomju laika
plesarpojums latviciu literatlnd, $kiet, 1@ byusi sastiia ar kaut kddu izredz&tibas
sindromu, ka bit ducjnickam nozim¢ piederl augstika Skirar Biju parsteigts, cik
loti mand interpretacyd $aja dzejas kategorya ekluva padomju laikos goda celti un
joprojim péc inerces slavindt autorl. Par bandlu dzeju drodn vien var ikt 1o padu,
ko par banZlu socielogiju — ja tu raksti, tad atldy,
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Latvijas Republikas “Likuma par informacijas atklatitbu™ raksins: “Ikvienam
pilsonim ir tesibas uz patiesu un drodticamu informicije.” Vai dzeja atbilst Latvijas
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Republhikas kumdesunais Tal spricz prohuron un tesa, Sabiedrtbd ir svang. ka decja
palidz vaturet brivibo.
Mielthuniy
Analizetie dzejas krijumi
Adamsons Lriks, Irlases Dreia Prosn Dramatergija, Riga: Latvijas Valss tzdevniecba.
|us?
Aazpuniete Amands, Vivin debestss Dz Riga: Apedds “Tumava”, 2002
Aravs Valdis, Vien?

pais. kas kaut ko spd). Riga Apedds “Jumuva™, 2003,

Aurind Araolds, Tictba, Dreia, Rigar [sdeviieciva “Licamsd™, 1979,

Auzms hnants, Taurdjums. Rigus Ladevineciba “Laesma™, 1976,

Avotina Daina. Caunas pdu ralests. Dreja Riga: fzdevnigeiba “Licsima™ 1979

Balitvilks Janis, @9 Triodctas, Rivar [zdevorecTha “Patersarhs™. 2003,

Apgids “Zvaigzne ABCT. 2005

Blawmanis RGdoits. Spoka ozols, Dyejolu izlase. Riga: Tzdevnieetba “Liesma™. 1969,

Apzads “Ane . (Y9,

1979.

Dorbe Herherts, Liduminicks no ZICkEm. Dzciolt 1975 1978, Riear Izdevnicetba “Licsn’
1979,

Eiksne Arija. Lidz saulel aizdomdt. Dzejolis Riva: [zdevniceTba “Licsma™. 1977,

Barda Iricts. Lirika, Antras Vagneres sakirtojums. Rig

Briveris Poters. Ziedl zaud&djiem! Dzeja un atdzern Riga

Caklats Mirs. Pulksienu ezers. Drejoli. Rivar Irdevnieciba “Liesma™,

Elhsne Arja. Tresd besgaliba, Riga: Ladevnieatba “Liesma™ 1971

Galind Harjjs. Vilni. Dzejoh. RTga: Izdevnicciba “Licsma™ 1981,

Criomra Marta, Priczu ziedh. Riga: [zdevnieciba “Lesima™. 1977,

1", 1684,

Kaltuna Vel Daretta Alba. Drejoh 1973 1977, Riga: [zdevmieciba “Liesma™, 1975,
Kurcijs Andrejs. Dzeja. Riga:

Imermanis Anatols. Dzilu norcihums. Riga: Tzdevnieciba “Licsm

Latvijas Valstz izdevnieeTba, 195

Kempe Murdz Guisnta akment. Dzejoll, Riga: lzdevniectba “Liesma™. 1967,
Livena Larma. Zamn klajas debess, Rigae Trdevoreetba “Licsma™. 1981,
Losberpa Milda, VEaroze, Rizar Ludevnicctba “Liesima™, 19735,

Tha “lacsma™, 1969,

Osmans Jazeps, Vilkuvile jeb Valaspricks. Riga: Izdevniceiba “Ligsma™. 1974

Lidens Vitauts. Trsdesmitgadigas acis. Riga: [zdevim

Plidons., Dzives zumtorjas. Friskt dzgjojumi. Riva: A, Golta Apgéadiba. 1913,

Pladons Vilis, Talie keastl. Jaunas drejas. Rigas AL Gulbts. 14934,

Rainis J. Gals un s@kums. Viena nituma ziemas dzicsma. Piekiams wespicdums. Riga: Valtera
un Rupas akeiju sabledribas wdevunis, 1935

Rokpelnts Janis. Dzeja, Riga: Apedds “Adna™, 2004

Simnbardis Janis. Dzeras majus kapit@lremonts, Riga: Izdevnieaiba ~Liesma™. 1984,

Sxalbe Arvids, Kalums, Riga: Latvijas Valsts izdevniceTba, 1963,

Sudrnade Elza. Staru un pretstara speles. Riea: Izdevmiceiba “Liesma™ 1975,

Sudrabkalns Janis. Spamuotd armdda. Krijuma: “Sappotdiiem. Dzeja™. Riga: Izdevniectba
“Laesma”™. 1974

Treimanis-Zvargulis Cdvards. Kur Gauja ar Raunu tickas. Tzlase. Riga: [zdevnieciba “Licsma™,
1978,

Vicietls Ofars. Antractts. Dzejoli. Riza: Izdevnieciba “TLicsma™, [978.

Viezemnicks Laimonis. Arsaukianis. Riga: Irdevimectba “Laesma™. 1989

Veidenbaums Eduards, Dzeja, Riwa Nordik, 2003,
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Vitips Pdvilss Trequ loku varavinata, fzlase 19300 19700 Riga: {zdeveieciby “Licsma™. 1972
Laltte Tlinae Vi 21 Drejolo izlase. Riga: ledevolectha T iesma™, 1975
Zaltie Mara. V&L meklS mapus. Dreia RTea Apcads "™, 2004

Zandere Inese. Mcelaas Cuskas marznica. Dzejoli. Riga: Neputns, 2003

Ziedonis Inmams. Caurvs Proja Riga Trdevniectha “Licama™, 1975,

Ziedoms Imants, Esotecju sevT, Dzejont Rigns TedevniocTbe Liesma™. 196N

Zicdenis hnants. Ka svece dey. Rige: [zdovnieetha “Licsma™, 1971,

¢

Ziemelniexs Janis. Dreja Trlase, Risw Laivigas Valsts tadeviizciba. 1960.

The Meening of Evervday Life in Latvian Poetry

Summary

The arucle examines and clussifies meanmings ot every-day life in Latvian poctry
and discusses relations between the poetic and sociological definmion and reflection
ol reality. Based on reading and coding 66354 pages of iterary texl. 45 books of
versey. wrillen und published over the last 100 vears. the resceerch determimes maore
dhan 30 ot the most common pecetic codes and metaphors that characterise uspects and
values of day-to-day living, These codes and metaphors are compared with analvticsl
categories used in sociological and polirical studies of every-day lite. The ardeie puts
forward an iden that sociologists can diversity methodology and brozden theorcucal
understanding of social phenomena by mcorporating in explanatory accounts the
poctic codes, lterary metaphors. scientific deas and cultural meamngs formuelated
other fields of cogniuve acuvity. scientific, cultural. and emotional product.

ATSAUCES

de Carteau. Michel (1984 The Practice ot Lvervday Life. Berkley: Univaraitv of California
Pross

Gullestad, Marianne (1996) Tvervday Lite Philosaplhers, Modernity, Morality. and
Authobiography in Norway, Osior Scandinuvian University Press.

Tisenkopts, Talis (ar Tdzawtoriem) " 19620 pada diena Lanv gt Rivas Laiks, 20040 N T
M dpp.

Arturs Sopenh:mcrs. Aforisnu drives gudrebal, No vicw vatodas wlkops Tgors Suvagevs,
Riou: Zvaigzne ABC: 146, Ipp.

[votard, fean-Francors (1979 The Postmodern condition: A Report on Knowledge.
Minneapohis: University ot Minnesora Press, P 0.

Bonrdieu, Pierre (1996) The Rules of Art Genesis and structure of the Literary Field,
Cambridge: Polity Press. B3 13

Mike Gane (2003) Freach Social Theorv, Londog, Thousand Oaks. Now Delhi: SAGE
Publications. P 102 124,

[hidem. p. 139,

Miana Baxtun (1963} Tropucetso puncya Padie 1 Hapo A KyIETYDL CPCIHCBUKOBLA
1 Peneccanca. Mockea, Ny (0RO TREHRAA JIHTEPATYPA,
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* John Lechie (1994) “Julia Knisteva™, iy Key Comentporary Thinkers. From Structuralism
to Postmodernity, Londen and New York: Routledge. P 141,
Blumer. Herbert (1986) Symbolic Interactiontsm. Perspective and Method. Berkley:
University of California Press, P 7-11.

Dzejas analizes rezultdt: 45 dzejas krijumi, 66354 lappusu teksta.

ledzivotdju aptaujas rezultdu: SPPI Tautas auistibas projekta pétijums, 1020 respondentu,

aptauja veikta 2003, gada vasard.

© Poliuska dokumenta analize: ~Cilveks pirmad vietd. Lanvijas izaugsmes modelis”™. Darba
dokuments. Strat@giskis analizes komisija, Riga, 2005,

* Tisenkopts, Talis (2004) The role of national and international feldwork in secielogy,
Referdts 3. Baltijas sociologu asocidcyas konferenceg “Third Baltic Readings Conterence™,
Tallina, 2004, gada 30. oktobris

' Bela, Baiba (2006). Dzives kvalitites pé&tuma rezultiti. Nepublicéti materiali,
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Muzikalas gaumes latento Klasifikaciju izpéte
Research of Latent Classifications of Musical Tastes

Janis Daugavietis
LU soctologiias doktorants
E-pasts: jans.dacgaviets o fwls

Petumd tew analizéts Pyjgra Burdje gawmes soctolofijas teoras numalplegdmuing, ka esiétiskie
spriedumi balsids uz Grpusmikslas nozZimem. kuras, suvoekir, saxnoias domindiedds secidy)is
atnecibas. Otrs ruksta vzdovums e puarbaadin, b Dela méra wtvertic Jauayum paplasiog 1espdjas
atklat muzikakas gaunes latentos klasiikiciio prinepus kadi i gauines kvanotativos pétijumeos
mantote abvérte jautijumu mewdologiskie leguvumic kidas papildu datu analizes 1epeas
podrosina St pautapunu un kadas problémas redas. tos analizgpot

Autors uzskata, ka respondentu atbildes urz arvérto jantd3iwmu par vinw milakapom wpidind:
paver plasas 1espéjas gaumes analizer un fau), pomkKart, izvaimites oo metodelogizkajicm
artefaktiom, otrkdrt. konstatet gaumes latentos klasifikGelju principus, trexkidrt, venet dist
{tuvamutalumu) starp socilajam val etniskyim grupam.

Atslegvardic goume. kvaniitativas metodes, metodologije. kulthrus sociclogia, gaumes
Jautajety veidosana.
kev words: taste, quantitative methods. mothodolog: . sociolopy of cuiture

ievads
Viena no galvenag)fm eaumes' kvantitativis pStmiecibas metodolomshaiam
probiemam ir klasitikaciju verdosana, Lai vardtu analizet gaumes {aktus — Itdzdaliby

kalliras akbivitités (piemeram. dae(lﬁéanu kart var dalibu rokgrupa) var pasivo
kuttdiras produkiu paterggdana (preni@ram. TV shattianos vin operas apmekl&&anu), ir
neplecietama So fakm repnieksc)a klusificesana un hierarhizesana,

Viens no kult@ras fakw operacionaliz@3anas veudiem 1 to grup@iana atbilstoss
fradicionitlo miakslas veidu un Zanru nesaukumiem Sajd gadijumnd péinieki balstds vz
prencmurnu, ka klastfikaciju esamiba jau pat par sevi novime arl Zininu vienpratibu
par 1o parnatebu. Sidas nostayas kritks urskoety, Ka miisdiends nepastay viena kultdra
un domimngjoda zZimju sistema un lidz ar 1o viena mozikilo fakwe klusificedanas
ssléma. Nav mizika, v mizikas’s nav viena makslas pasaule, 1w dandzas paralélas
un akirigas maksias pasanfes’. Taple gawnju péniccibas centrd i jauldjums par
o, kEdas klasiAkacyas siswemas ir metodoelogiskl vispemcerowakas.

Lai respondentiem neuzspiestu potencialy svelas klasifikacyas sistCmas® un
tidéjadt netegliu metodologisko artefakiu’, viniom ir japiedava tiksst taktus. Mazika
tie varélu bit apmekléto operizrazu nosaukumi. mazikas kelekeiju apjomi. nopirkto
compakidisku nosavkum:. Tas. ka so faktu skaits var biit loti liels un dauda no
tem var neparklaties ar citu cilvéku faktiem. padara 3o 1zpetes metod: kvantitativis
aptuwjas griitl izmantojamu. Sis problEmas tsindjums ir dazu visbiezik sastopamo
faktu atlase un 1ekjaudana anketds (parast ue ir konkrétu makslas durbu nosaukumi
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vl by autorue vardi ) Tomer AT metode var dot fabus resuitdlus, pétot nkar visw
hemogdénas kultdras, nesy s misdienu heterog@nils sabredrhas.

Punuiivjoies us Sddiem apsverunnem i veidojol ankeln Rigas vidusskolenu
aptiaujal citl bleZi Zmatollt aumes jawtdime starpa wekiivu art atveario jautdjumu.
Twra ludzu respondenius nosaukt 10 savas milakos miizikas 2p0ditus, gropas un
komponisius, Ruksta e izvendtas 8is plecias prieksrocibas un teiikumi, meginot atbildée:
ws diviem gaovenajiem jatdjumien: 1) cik metodoleashn pamatota ir sGda nps ctvérto
joutajume liewodana gaurtes peliumos: 2 cik licld m&rd ar $adas metodes paitdzibu
reuilite duti puplasing analfres iesplias un lau) atklat couwmes latemds Klastikacijas
principus.

P3dgjumas 30 pandmicnu visbiezik ir izmantopudi ciin socilile zindinu pirstivii
ipreméarar, psihologiy, Arf Latvia stda metode ir izmanow, bet, 13 ki pe&ljumu
rezultdti nav publicel, tad 3o darbu yar vertél ka inovativu un iepefitis atzinas izmantot.
PEIOL cllis paumes (premeérant. el Kino vat lusTsanas caumes).

1. Gaumes sociologija

Lar nonakiu pre augstikas abstrukenjas secindjumiem, sociolua socilas paradibas
cenias upigdt terobezota skatta grupas (parastt W ar mazdk par desnil). Grupedana var
notikl yan pamatejoues uz demogrdliskagm var ekonomiskajam pazimem (premcram.
drrmims, vecuns. alga), s arm wz cibveku attieksmé&m, ricthu. Viens no ricibas
petisanas veidiem it patenna analize. Parind liecina gan par ciiveku vErubam,
altieksmen, gan @i par vinu ckonomiskajam iespeiam, stausu. Paterind liecina ard
per cilvekn poaumein un deavessuliem. Patdrniectbas pEtniccibd viens ne galvenajiem
1edzieniem ir Tgaume”. an ki viens no pirmajiem $ts parddibas analTzer pieversis
Torstens Veblens. Savi gridmald The Theon of the Leisure Cluss. kas publiceta 1899,
sada, vips anahizgpa paradibu, kuru nod@veja par “uzmunibu pleveérsoso putérigu”
(conspicions consymption ;. To ruksturo ddu pre¢u. pakalpojuuiu tegade un
demeoenstrativa lietosana, kueeas nay klosificgjamas ki plomas nepiecie§amibas preces
vl pakslpojumi. S3da rictha i Tpadi rakslwTga rledko ledzIvotiju slnim. Arto vin
eenas atskirties no cit@m grupinm, un 5da veida patgrigd klast par ikiras neatnemamu
aribiitu. Veblens o skaidroja ar individu vl at$kirties no citicm un sacensties ar
clliem. Ar gyresnumobjekiu pa@rdianu cilveki demonstre parakumu un cer tegdrn clenu,
10 5ada patérésana liecina par augstu statusu un labkianbu. Tatad greznumpricksmetu
simboliskd vertiba kldst am par to ekonomiskds vertibas pamata vardotaju [21]. Lidz
ar 1o “gaumes standartl neatspogulo autopomus un Z&r&jus skaistume ctalonus (), tir
dirgu produkiu iegfisand un patgr@sani iemantojama ciend. kas nosaka misu gaumi.
pal Ja clepas apsveruul nav apzinfu artikul @™,

Misdienu gaumes pelniectba fieid merd balstas uz Pjéra Burd)E vaumes sociologijas
plenemumicm. ka gaunwes izriet no stratifikdcijas un saméra precizi aspogulo
sabledribas, 13s $kiru. slanu un grupu noslagosanos. Pasistamakals un bezik crctas
Burdjé darbs ir 1979, gada publicctals Lo distincrion. Critigue sociale du jugement un
i anglu valodas wlkojuma vanants Distinction: | sociul eritigue of the judgemenr of
teste.” Darba izklasiTia gan vina kultlras socidla teorija (18s teorétiskie pamatprineipd,
o pleradijum), gan Jdoti t3s empinskas verificSsanas paraugt.””

Burd)e pamattése un vina kuliiiras sociologijas izejas punkts ir marksistiskas
apgalvojums par kultiiras produktu un 1o uztveres socialo wzeelsmi val pat detenminisimu.
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ko fenomenologisk un interpretativa seaidli weorija bija ~aizmirsus: ™. Burd)e saka ar i
k3 trividhen apgalojuomiem: “Tebhora miakslas [darba] uztvere ir apzinata yal neapzindta
alsfresanas operdene.” ' Tas nozIme neicthin athitrdsunas kodu im]r Puwkunu L I
tadas vztveres, kus nuizmanioid neapzaniius Umconscions) kadus (7 5 Bued)e apgalvo,
i miakstas darba uztveri nosaka s Sswure, konteksis, cilvEkuo ioprieksdia preredze un ka ar
sucivlogiska noverojuma palidzibu iespéjams fiksStun s 1K aid: e atshinigus wstveres
paraugus. Tespejims, ka Burd)@ galvenals pienesums kultfires seciilo)d peiniccibi
Ir pﬁnueto_mm:\ teorija tam, kipée atskirmeds gaumes un padrind tomer nay bosgals
aiskinel. bet grupgjas un w robezas ir drezgan skudrus.©

Burdjc .. \dkutbu 7 paiveno pienSmumu déy @ par homalogijas argumento: gaunyu
Idztba var atskitba iecma par [dzigim (homologinn attiecThin starp 1o var city
soctalo grupu. Hemoelegijas arguments pavera plasos wespéas interpreldt kuliGiras
padripe ja gaumju robofas sakilt ar ciin veida sociiily)dm robeZim, wid ganmes
pliieetba var bt instrumants. ar ko noledd verda iospéiams wpai citis sootilas
reahitfites. premcerant, ckonomuske siraotikacygu, Tapee @ victa, al m3ginin tes:
aoskaidrot jutigids un mimas respondenta sociaipoliiskas wdentitites. més varum jautdt
respondentam par v mizakagiem muzikilagiem zanriem van tedtra apmek!Gumu
biezumu, tadejadt pa aplinkus celiem eglstot wpratn vinu idenit@tém izpratm
par “manu un (var) sveio”

2. Gaumes izp€tes problémas

Muzikdilds gaumes kvanutalhves péijjunmos ro\pnndcnncm puristi iy i Ei8ties
zinfmu skattu Zaare no eprickd sagatavola saraksta. Tan retik Un]-\LU tck piedivau
lepildniaju vardi, Vel retak sad jawajum uck verdoti ka anvériie, t
tieh dota tespgja pasam ieraksiit suvas tavEles - milzkos izpildi

respondentam
ajus val tevikos zanrus.

Kvantitarmvu aptauju QadTium"i tradicionZla stratfgija caumes noskaidrodanal ir
noteikin makslas zanru saralstu pledavisana. respondentam Liekotl ivelelies var nu
daruy sev tuvakos zanrus. val T novert€l katru pfe predi 3ias shalas (premram,
ballu var Leikerta tipal.

Prem@ramn:

TEs nelastiu saraksto ar varrakiom mazikas zanriem, lzveletes, kurd ne kartind
atzimedjiem yenéjumiem vislabak atbilst jGsu atticksmer pret katru miizikas
zanrw. SAksim ar big Aaad miiziku, Vai t& jums Jon satik. patts. 1 izraisa daiftias
Hatas, nepatik, ot nepatix. sar wif 1@ ic mazika, par ke j8s mas ko zinat!”
Predavatic zanri: OQfelies rock: ComrnivTestern: Moad-easy lsicning: Gospel
music; Blues or Rivvthsr and Blues: Big Band Swing: Contemporay poplock:
Brovcway musicatsichow funes: Juzz: Classicad nosic svaphony & chomher:
Biluecrass; Folk music; Regyae, Latim Mariachi-Saiva, Opera: Now ugelspace
anesic: Reap music: Heavy metad”

Sidus Jautdjumus var dével par i2vElu jeb caumes jautEpemiem. Lidag i 13 dévaue
lidsdalibay Jawdnum, kas veidon. lal noskaidrolu respondenia lidedulibu akuvitaes.
has saistitas ar kulttras pat€rigu, pieméram. [tdzdalibu koneertu apmekl@sani.

Pieméram:

“Vaj pedejo 12 menesu laika esat apmeklens kidu operas uzvedumu? Ja ja. ok
daudz reizu p&djo 12 ménciu latka?” vat art NVar pedcie 12 meneiu lakd esat
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vubliskt wepildyrs daesu LA cud juntiganida - ciis Z2anws v predaliies dzeza
nitskas meginidumd '

Abos gadijumos petnieki var tiksct gan kides par@dibas kvaniativos aspekius
faktiniidin brezomuo nowikid ks spridd). gan wt pacnna vin akivudsu veidu,
Tomdr peuticka klusiikicnas sistma, kunis tzpavsme ir predvitins Zaury saraksts
un i usbiives prineipt, var neabilst respondentu klasifikicnas poincipiem. Gratibas
rada gan péintcka speéjas sagatavol labu anketu”” gan respondentu nevienpritiba
par noteikuen mdikatoriem (Aa gadijumid  anre nosaukwmiem), Vadkkan i
norZdits, Ka ekspertu ua respondentu duzidie vaskati par to. kas. premdram, 1 roks
vai latimamerikdnu mozika. rada anelakio nisku en Ndz ar o gradbas mlerprelicija
v dazitddu p&humiu sulidzndsand."™ Tapge ar viegh saprotama dandzu ekspertu skepse
pret sadicm mE@mdjumient atklin gaumn ar kvanutativam metodem van ard kenstruct
Kaut Radas abstraktas videpis muzikilias gaumes.

Zaore izvE biezi analizf “uugstds un (van) zemas” kullGras koncepeiias
parstavie' jo 83d pahum lau) konstatét kultlras patéripa stratifikaciju. lzvelRue
zanrl var Lecmiat par dazadu wedgivolaju grupu velm klausties visal askirngu
mitziku ~ gan angstvertuu, san mazak vertigu, Citas visbiezak analiz€las muahalas
gaumes dinensyas 1 tradiciondld vai moedernd. dejojama van klausamad. agresiva val
reluksgjoia, Tomér miizikas Zanru val stlu wvéles biezuma konstatdeiju nenoedreding
Komplicctaku pemiveisko uzdevumu susnicgsuanu. 10 Zanrs i visal plads un augstas
abstrakeiay visparnndjums un idz ar w §ada analizes vieniba law parbaudit tikal
fidzrea vispannajuma hipotézes.

Allernative 1zvEles quutdjumu kritkr uzskata, ka S8di jantdjumi varak liecma
par respondentu kompelenci un ievErojami marik par vinu saluriskujam izvél@m.®
Alternattva atverto un sl@gto Jautdjuma strat@gijal ir pagémiens, kad respondentiemn
lfidz nosertet var nu padu mdkslas darbu, ko vigiem var art parddit vat atskanon
val arT vigiem janovertd konkréts autors. Tomer $3dus Jauldjumu sagalavosana ir
komplicgta, procediira ~ garm, bet konstruetas skalas nav drosas un universilas. 60,
gados 31 piceja uika lanarioln sumerd biezn jo vel pastavga iluzas par sablediibas
homoegenildi un koplyajim kultlras vertibam.

Pemick: medz izmantol arl atvertos gaumes jautdjumus. Atbiidot vz fiem,
respondents pals norida, kidu miziku vins klausds vai kadu kino mil $ida gadyumi
var progriozgt lielu un atskirigu atbilzu skaitu. 8Ts pieejas krittki uzskata, ka $3di
Jautaiumi var radit gandriz neparvarmas atbiliu sislematizicyas griitibas. un 13péc
repregentativas kvanbitafivas aplaujds atverty Jastdjuin parasi netick 1zmantot.

Kvantitativan apkepofanar var Ukl wwmantott wii tadi atvertie jautdjumi, uz
kuriem atbndotl respondentam ir pasam jaraksta autora vai darba nosaukums.™
Tade)adi. pirmkart, ir noversta iesp2ja, ka Zanru klasifikacyal da2adi respondent
izmantlos atdkirtgas klasifikicijas sist@mas, olrkarl, respondenta atbildes it savstarpén
saltidzinimas. Viens no pEajumiem, kurd respondentiem tiek vaicin vinu milake
grupu nosaukumi, bija ASY soctalo psthologu pétijums.* Pétniekiem bija svarigl
amnil. cik ligla i respondentu “apsestiba’™ ar neteikticm intakas zanriem, tapéc uka
1zveldta konkrétu vistuviko lzpiiditiju vardu nosaukSanas stratdgga. Pamatojoties
s nosauktyiem trm wivako muzikas zpilditaju nosaukumiem. respondentt tika
sacrupéti UTs gruplds — Heavr Metal fanos. Rap tanos un pargjoes. Tika p&tili pusaud?i.
kas par antisocialim 1zdartbam bija nokluvusi psihiatriskajd uzskaitg, un pétniek:



1 Dazgeviers, Muzikdias caumes laene klasifikicpe izpéte 13

—_—

pigindga parbaudit kriminelegija populery wy: par suisibu stap aseaitlu uzvedibe
un aizrausanos ar asociihe miaku, prenemot. ka par tade v weskaeThepu on smago
rokil. ﬁ:uﬁ vadijumi pefjuma uzdevuus bijd samerd suurs kIR0 respondeniu skals
b mazdhs par 100, @pee kvanuativa anntze nebya wespdama

Auwora darba nosaukurna alvErto jawtdiumu athildes sar suméri vicu!t pirkodGt pse
orikim puzimem. Premcram. kodéSunus kn&rys var bl valoda. X3da parsverd uek
wpldias deiesmas: mitzkas upn (vokale mstmumentaiad: g
vat cliiskid predertbas vokalistes-a dzunums un daudz aie,

s EzpildiiTe nacionali

Grapu tzpilditdpe avtorn pagibu davdzdimens:onalitiie ir viens no sy
apsverupmem, Kapge ir vEris ramantol sadu atvEno juutiipnn, \aIILI/"ml ar Funru
analtzi. dazadic alvErd jauldjuma kodSsanas veidi dod tespdju veikt ded
miformicijas saturisko analizi. Zanru izvéle licctna par respondentiu vénihar. da
samiu popularititn., to hierarhiju, Turprett ab Sriis autera darba nosavkuni paijumes
lauj anahiz8t gan $Ts. gan art cilas parddthas. No Burd)@ gaumes homelognas argumenta
zriet, ka konkriu izpilditdju demografiskids pasimes var vinu vErttbu ornenticijas var
hil pr ;ekanoqacumm atskirtgiem klausiizjn gaumes spricdumiem. Tos savokart var
skatit k3 asskirTeus caumes vai kultdras klastorus. Sie dazidie klasteni it hamolog
visparizakas pakipes socidlajiem veidojuniem. ko represemd S0 gawmju un atdicksmyu
paudén. Tapée kodESana var izridities pat [@dka aekd vairdky papildjauiguru
icklausana. jo viens 33ds jautdjums (“tavi milakee wpilditan”y fakuski iewver vairakus
citus jaudjumus. Piedevam vel daudzi no Siem jaulGjumiem nepastarpindta veida iy
@it 1Zpetami.

Bansku kritku. anaiizgjot Ndz3iméjos gauvmes un kulifiras paténna pdnumus. 12virz
korporacyas RAND mikslas peticku grupa, sakot, Ka pariatd vise patjums i verdonn. Lai
teglitu athldes uz jautdumiem Lkas?™. ko?”, ka?. bet retus megina jactd  kipee?™
AtvErla jaudjuma atblides rund” respondentu virdiem. tipce taias parddds i vinu
klasikacyas logika, kas ne vienmer ir skawdra patam s pand&am.

1. Rigas vidusskolénu muzikalas gaumes

Rigas vidusskolénu aptaw)a™ uka emantois gan tradiciondlais
izvélel predivijol zanru s

ZANTL JAULE s,
akstu (CKAds stlas Zunras vicgena moako Tu klausics
vislabpralak?™), gan atvertals jputyjums. ladzot respondenticm atzimet 1O vinu milikds
arupas, autorus, zpitditijus (Kadn ir Tavy mijakie wplditiag, grupas, autont? Sic ar
mijikajiem [mlditgpiem, grapam. auloriem]. nosaue ne vairak par desmit”™7).

An et jautdjuma zmantodanu netewea divt argumenti: 1) ndividn klausas witzko.
nevis zanrus: 2) individu kompetence un izpralue par ¥ieniem un lem padien Zauriem
var biitisk atgkirties:

Abu jauEjumu atbilzu salldzinguems deva wespju 12vartet respoendentu tzpraim
par to val citu mitzikas Zanru, ki T tegiit izprami par vinou klasifikacnjas sistemam.

Lai gan nosaukto grupu moedalais biezums bija desnit (sk. Loatielu), tomer
15% 0o visiem respondentiem nenosauca pal vieau grupu izpildiidjn, bet norddito
grupu vidéjars arunetiskais bia 3. Tas liecina. ka desmit grupu nesaukiana pal
tik kompelentiem popmizikas paterelaiem. kidi ic padsmitnieki, ir bijis smags
vzdevums.” Tapde turpmakajos pétijumos nosaucamo grupw/izpildiidu skartu i
lieldertgi samazinit.
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Kalral grupal zprdiam uka zeékindts aan vienkarials biezums (summéts
noradizanas brezumus), gan T indeks8lais brezoms (katra grupa pildnid)s jepuva
siihairteu punkwe skaru atkaribd no 3, val prupa mingi sarakst sdkuma vat beiglsh
Abhos gadljumos bitiskas askirfbas grupa populantdtd netika konstar@tas. - Tas
nurTd. ka nav pamata resputdennem gl manzgl visas grupas-igpdditdjos, jo tas
dakelas at/pilditanu padara griviibu un tgaku

100 -

80 T

o0 1

V Sid Dev —3.56

'E Moan =3
2
soodl 1 14 1 1 b 1 | | | N=47300

601 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 16
grupe skaita

£ arr Mindto grupw/izpildtaju komponistu skaita sadaltjums

Ka jau bija eardams, Sa)a petijuma tka nuinéts liels skaits izpilditdju, kemponisue
un grupt nosaukumu (360) no kuriem eandriz puse tika nosaukti tikar vienu reizi
[ 7dz ar to talakds analizes vajadAakam bez pirkod@Sanas aisevisk analize vargja tetvert
tikai pafus biezikos nesaukumus, het pargjie uka izmantot, pirkoedgjot datus un tos
klasificgjot vispirTgdkis gruplds (nepirkodgjot datus, var iegirn vienig tradiciondlas
aripu popuiaritites tabulas=), jo tik licla atbilzu dispersija nelauj verkt siatistiskus
saltdzindjumus.

Datu anaitzd tika izmantola wit klasteranalize un fukioranalize. bet hipotEzu
parbaudet tka veikta ar T—testa palidzibu. Abas daudzdimensioniilds analizes
metodes i vienas no biezak izmantotajdm metod@m mizikas. gaumiju un patéripa
kvantitativaji analie8. ™ Klasteranalize palide 17prast wuvakis (radmecigikas) gaumju
Jeb izvelu kulegorpas (muzdkas gadijumi e var bat. pleméram. Zann). un to bicx
lLieto, lat wegttu prirmo prickdéstatu par 1o, kada veidii grupéjas respondentu murikalds
gaumes, kas, vinuprat, it wvitkie un @alakie muzikalie Zanri un wpildidji. Savokar:
ar tuktoranaltzi mégina noskaidrot specigikos (latentos) metivus, kas nosaka to val
cite vl (mizikas zanru gadjuma tie vac bat pasi Zanri vai to grupgromi).

VienlaicIza diva joutajumu (par mij3kajiem izpilditijiem un par milake Zzanrw
uesdosuanas galvenis priekiroctbas ir wespgja 12venét atbilzu savstarpéjo saistibu
{koherenet) un saprast. ki respondent klasific? to val citu mazikas Zanru,
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Piem&ram, klasteranalizes dendrogrammad redzams {(sk. 2. autélu). ka ar
Latipamerikas miziku Rigas vidusskolgm visbiezik saprot obrid popularo latinos jeb
ASV latinamenikinu kopienas popmuzikas 1zpilditdjus, pieméram. Enrigue Telesias,
Shakira, J. Lopez, nevis sambu. rumbu val tango. ki iedomijas eksperti.! Visdrizak.
[TdzTgs priekdstats dajai respondentu bijis arf par Zanru “Pasaules mizika”™, lai gan
tradiciondli ar to saista tresads pasaules valstu miziku, Soreiz ar 1o uctmredzot saprasta
i pati Latipamertika. no kuras tiesdm ir ndkudas dazas 13 briza slavas zenila esosus
popzvaigznes. pieméram. Shakira no Kolumbijas.

Cuts premérs ir krievu un latviesu skol@nu statistiski nozimigas atskiribas
diskomizikas 1zvEl&. Dati liecina. ka krievu skol@nt S0 zanru izvélgjas bieziak.
Gan klasteranalize, gan faktoranalize parddija. ka diskomﬁyikau 1zveli noteica
Krievijas diskomiizikas grupu Ruki Verh, Diskoteka Avarija u. ¢. augsti popularitite.
Pamatojoties uz $o analizi, tika izvirzitas vairikas citas hlpUIeZEa kuras velak ari
apstuprindjas. Pieméram, zanra popularitti ietekmé alseviskas Ipadi populiras attieciga
yanra grupas; popularim grupam var biit lielaka nozime muzikilo gaumju klasifikiicija
nekd@ Zanram; dziesmu tekstu valoda ir biitisks gaumes spriedumu veidosanas faktors.
Ja aptaujd@ biitu 1ek]auts tikal zanru jautdjums, analize bitu virspusigika.

.]’(ng 3 S

v P, g
Fuka: Vesh i) ¥ !
“Siagecas

2. att. Klasteranalizes dendrogramma: 20 populirikis grupas un 20 popularakie zanri™
(Daugavietis. 2005: 30)

Savukart faktoranalizes rezultdti** liecina, ka konkrétas miizikas izveli biitiski
ietekm@ respondentu etnisk@ piederiba: Prara Vérra un Tumsa (latviski dziedoSas
Latvijas grupas); Ruki Verh, A—Eiropa un disco (krieviski dziedoSas deju mizikas
grupas), Prata Veérra, Tumsa, A—Eiropa, Taty (Latvijas un Krievijas grupas). Klausitaju
attieksmi pret miziku ietekmé arT tas, kida valoda dziesmas tiek izpilditas.
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Gundrz visas toktoralizes matncis ki pimas un specieikas paradas tukrors,
Kerw nodes o par Lvissiagiko roku™ Ovisbaezdk o wrupa Kosy un Zaaes N Meraly
Aewn Punnily.retah - Umicidly” zanrs k3wt cilas Csmaghy” wrupas - Svstem of
a Dowi Mewllica, Raminsteim., Lidz ar to e pamats uzskatit ko “smaga”™ mizika
I spedigs un awtonoms s dusskolinu gacmes tips. Turpmaka analize to apstiprindja
[dzias fopdi (vispopulardkd muozika jeb hin) wn Hip Hop tas 0 viens no i
galvenapiem Rigas vidusskelgnu muzikias identitates tpicin.”

Klasteranulizes dendrogrurima blakus izk@nojas sieviesu popdaedxijas (Pink,
Medonng, Shakiva) on pats Zours Pop-fop4f). un @s wrodas @alu no “smagy)am”
arupam un Fanriem. an fakioranalTzes matrieds $is divas moakas neparadas kopas Var
secindl, ka meitenes bresak nokd punso klaesas sievietes ipditinos win vispepulirihe
miiziku, savekint pusi dod pricksroku smaggal” mozka. koo vepilda e ®

SECTNATUMI

Atverta jautijuma Nosu

savus milakes izpildtidjus. grupas un kompenisius™)
eklatsana aptatizas anketd palidzEja risindt vienu no galvenajim gawnes péniectbas
problemam - respondentu muakas gaurmnju klasificesanus rekonsurukeyu. Lavelei
metede uzlaboin informicijas validitdtl, un. patcicoties ieefitiis informiacijay
doudzdimensionalnit@tern. klasteranalizes un fuklorunalizes zmantofana deva wespdju
analizet respondentu tzveles latentos kruerijus.

1. Galvenais metodologiskais secindjums — metods var izmantot gawmnes pétnieethi
Pirmkart, 31 nwelode dod esptju icgit mazak etekmédtes dalus un metodologiskos
artelaktus: otrkart. 14 ir cnokonuska, jo ar 1as palideabu tek weglita visar plasa
mformacija.

20 Konkrétu pilditaiu vardienosaukumu weklaudana anketd stipn paplasingja analizes
wespdjas. Katru rzpildidiju var packod@t pee vairdkiom krit€ngrem (piemeram.
valodas, naciondlas var ciniskas piederibas, dzintes, noskanas) un turpmak veiks
grupu statistisko analizi un salideindsanu, notertkt vinu atteksmes un vertibas

30 Athifzu anadtze Jay) notetkt gaumju Skellands dimensijas un latentis klasifikicio
sistémas. Gaunju klastenu saltdzindjums var Hecindt par distanet (tuvumuwtalumu)
starp socialayam var etiska)dm grupam.

1. Burdjc pieeja pamati ir ckonemiski detemmimistiska: katran 3kirai ir sava miuizika:
miizikas atrodus 1@das pat hierarhisk3s aticctbds ki skiras: augsta versus zemi
Job domingjosi verses paklauta Tomer §15 piecjas krittk nordda. ka misdienu
makslas un kultliras Laukd vaies nepastav viena logika un vartgsanas un klasii-
kilcijas sistdma. nav arl viena domincroda lauka ar universilu autoritati, Vin
piekrist, ka dazadam grupdm un frakeam i dazida kultGra, Masdienas letderTyg:
pieverst uzmanibu art citam sabiedribas demarkacias Itagam, priemaram, dzimtel.
cmiskumam, vecumam. 1@apde it nepieciciams modificdt klasiskos empirisko taktu
ménnstrumentus. Rigas vidusskolEnu pethuma zmantotis metodes 1ava atkla:
to, ka fundamentabas gaumnes atskinbas rada an dzimite un <toiskd piederiba.
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Research of Latent Classifications of Musical Tastes
Sunmary

The fellewing research analvzes the basic assumption of Pierre Bourdien’s
“sociolagy of ste”, that acsthetie judgrnent i1s based on outside-ot-art significations.
which 1o their turn are rooted in the dominant secial relations. Another objective of
the paper 1s o exatmine the extent to which open questions enlarge the possibilifies
of revealing the lTatenr pninaiples of musical taste classification, what are the
methodological beneflts of the open questions used n quantitative studies of taste,
whal additional options of data analysis these questions proside and whal problems
arise 1 the process of their analves.

The awhor beligves that respondents” answers (o the open question about their
tavounte performers open wide possibihities for unalvsis of taste and allow to aveud
methodologicn] armtacts, to ascenain the latent principles of taste classification as weil
as to evasuate e distance (closeness/remoteness) between social or ethme groups,

ATSAUCES

Sociala teorlfa caumi analize k& divdabigu — 2 gan verdojas, gan 1o veido, Gaume
vadetas individa socializici)as gaitd. ber turpmak 1 pan ictekm@ socializaclju. jo gaumes
spricdumi struktere, klasificg un identifice. Gaume keitiitas produktus sadala “manoes™ ui
“syveios”, taddadi 1ezimejot simboliskas robezZas. Uapsc gaunies ki socializacijas produxta
simboliskits robezas sakimt ar visparigiakas pakapes socidlo vetdojumu robezam (Bowrdien,
1996). Gawnes atklijas. un t3s tesp&lams dentificdt mikslas un kultiiras produkmu patérina,
ltdzdaliba noteiktdis kultGrakiivilaes.

© Iedzienu “miazika” daudzskantlt viens no pinmapem saka lietot Makss VEbers savd esejd
e ranomalen nund soziologischen Grundlagen der Musik™ (uzraksina 1910, gada, publiccta
p&c autora naves 1921, gada).
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S Dawgevieniy. Muzikilis panaes latento Klasifikiciju izpéts Sl

Sk PTonend s, Beckor mArt Worlds™ Tt

IErGn. Ja respondentan jzvElas v QAme Irtd viraim aepuzTstnn v dusid

reldiami zanri respondenun lecientio Zanrs repaddadTiands anketd

Pur metodol

giskicm arrefakuem ek uzskarin be atradunu. hun redas ntapzindas mamsanas
klitdus var noteikts petateciskis teinikas def wn tapéc nepatiesi atspogule tstembu ¢ Findings
dder vt refieet the eeal world bus wre rather. an uniniended consequence of measuranent errce.
-or resudt of particular research techmene L rather than aceurate representauon ot the word
Tswirs s rArefacts, statist and methodols: T Miirshiadl 199250 149)
Preméram. Burdi® 12manto gaunies un Kuitims praksu apteieas dutus, Aprawd respendenticm
cita starpd vawedis. ki vigi vene konkedius gleznotajus (sakot ar Rafuchs, Renuding, van Gowu,
berdzot ar DalT un Kandimskip un KonkiStus dricdataius gpiaméram, Mariano, Aznasdru,
Brasenu w. o) {Bourdew. 1996, 327, 533,

n

Termas tek wilkots wri ki Tozkrmiodd patérdsana” un Cdeimonstralivars paterigy
an, 2001 13443
Pums tam Burd)¢ kuithras un gavmes tematikal velto dashbu biblioerdiju veidoga galvenokin
awscviskas publikacos. no Kurdm Tpasl joenag 1968 padd pubbicetus raksts Ontfine of
Soviotoyical Theory of Avr Peicepiion. (i autors t2ordtisks numate savu nostdju kultaras
feromenu izplte: plaiikas socidas worgs olvaros.,
Bourdicu, 1996.
Bourdicu, 1968: 215
©Thdem: 217,
KA gau liecina pats darba nosaukums { Akiribas. Gaumes spriedwnu socidid kritika ™),
1@ atsauce uz Kanta . Spricstspéras krittka 7 un k@ pardda griimatas saturs. arT diskusica
un fitozola esteniskds koncepeijas krinka, Aukirtba no apgaisinthas pédeid filezofa Kant
Burdje est@riskos spricdumus (gaumi) véns drizak ki icrobezojofus. nevis progresivus
val atbrivojosus. Gavmes 1 kolekitvas un {} Ja Kanis eotTusko spricdumus attieciniia
uz universdlu un transeendentu brivibas telpu, tad Burd i@ uzsvira gaumes ikdieniskamu.”
(Duaugavieus. 2005 6

Olivier and Fridm

CBaugavictis, 2005,
* Smith and Muarsdes 2005 [GSS Cuiture Modale 1993]

' Survev of Public Participation in the Arts 2004 [20027.

" Tzplatits ir arl uzskats, ka muzikas Zatms praktsal nav @spojams Kiastficdt (Stzmatov,
19993,

1h

Dalfjums Zonros nav uzskatdms par domindjodo klasibkicijes veidu. ko ikdiend izmante
kultiras pattrétd)s. Nereti par Zanou un stdu rebezam butiskakas i daudz antropelegiskakas
kategorijas: "mans” (piemcram. andzika mand valodi™y jauns”, jauntbas dienu”™ utt
“PiemEram. filovefs, muzikologs un mizikas sociologs Teodors Adorno.
Chan and Goldthorpe, 2004,
Said gadijuma katra asbilde (grupasAzpildTrija vards) ir kods. Apse nav nepieciciama t0litda
parkodeSana koheremid kiasitikacnd. Tas ir gan darbenlnigs process. gun arl metedologisk
niskanta darbiba, 1o var radit artetaktuys.
* Took and Weiss, 1994,

A McCarthy, Ondaatje, Zakaras (2001) “The Tmpirical Literature on Participation™ p. 3 21
i Ciide to the Literarure on Participation in the Ares. utps wwworand.orgpubs. dratis
DRIC2308:DRU2308 ch2 pdf

h)

To 2002, cada nogalt veica LU SZF [ kursa sociologias imagistranti pasmedz€ja Mara
BGranta vadibd. Aptaujiti 23 Rigas widusskolu (ieskaitor vienu Liceju un piceas gimnézijas)
47310120 Klasa skalé. Proporcionah Rigas demogritiskagar siedcpar 23 skolu bija ar
Lricvi, bet 13 ar Jatvicdu macibvalodu,
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= Dangaviens, 200524
“ Gan =alfdzinotl dazidus respondentus, van konfrontdjot respondentu un pétrmicku
vicdek]as

T Viens no iemesliom. kapie “ukar” prektdala respondentn nosakust 10 grupas. vardtu
b s ar apmcros plaso anketu (kepumd mja bija 6 wmatiskic blokt un wandeiz 40
jaukajumi, no tem apiméram 173 avert var dalgj anért). Lidz ar o anketas mzpildisana
prasua everapunn Lnka patdripn. Visbiezak anketas skoldni aiepil
latka un neretd nevardpa wcklaunes aiv3&wyds 30 nEndtds var it anbgja ukt drdk prom. jo
skolotdjas parasu teicie “Alrpldisier anketn uin basiet brivi”

audzinadanas stundu

S Vicuigas reaemms. kad rezult@tos var werekmr grupu rangs. atticeas Uz Mo saucamajiin
kulta erupdm un to noteikSanu (Daugaviens. 2003)

#TE arl ir vEdTea informiviia jo Tz @m bridim Latvijd nav klasisku popelariasu tabulu
Clop). Xurus verdo vaikaid on mternetl nopirkto alburm var daesmu kopiju skats.
Sk premaram, Van Rees. Kees and Van Efjek 2003 Van Rees, Kees, Vernmunt and Verboord,
1998 Siptas and Alvarcz, 2004, Rentfrow and Gosling, 20030 Chan and Goldtherpe.
2004,

"1 3dzica problima tiedi 37 indikatora interpretictjd apraksiita ASY (lepper. 199%).

C Faktoranaliz® tika wkjautas sishicZik minétas grapasiizp:Lditin un zanri.

“legntic uts tipnoar fakoski @Gdi pasi, kadi avdalft oid Loovjas Jaunieiu mozikas kultiras
pamuni. kas bya balsits uz kvahtativim metod3m (intervines ar cksperticnt un patgrédjiem.
pupzomalu satura analize utt ) {Stina. 200163},

* Klasteranalizd apvienotas 20 biezik nosauktds grupas izpilditd) un 20 biezak mindtie Zanri.
Lasot dendrogrammu. mamigic. kas apyvienejas visatrak. tick uzskann par. respondentuprit,
ruvakajiom jeb ticin, ko vini visbiczk izvdias vienu [Igzas otram, SajF yadTjumi tic ir Zanrs
N Metal oo grupa Krvons grupas Liakin Purk un Limp BizAit, Zunn “blazs” un “dzezs™
LidzTed veidd dendrogrammmu var skaflt no otras puses  kurl ir tie mainigie un to grupas
(klastery). kas apvienojas visvalik. Sapd gadjuma skaidr nodalds divi vislielakic klasteri
pinmajd savrupdpeics Pop Topdd. ffip Hop un vispir deje mis
Tsmagi” rekmilzkas Zanet oo grupas (robeza e 1. rausitta vert

atraja — tradicionilie un
a linja).

7 Sis piengmums zpstiprindias, iznantojor 7-Teszee metodi s atiarmgajiem mainteajiom,
kas saistit ar respondenta dzimto valodu (prem&ram. valoda, kurd dvicd mizikas izpilditdjs).
dzimte bija otrs speaigakans neatharigais mainigais, Kas blosk letekmea respondentu zveln
Muitenes nezak nekd puisiizvEEds siovietes tzpilditijas. tipat statistizki butiskas atgkiribas
bija duzu Zarru un asevisku wpilditdju 1zvEelSs {Daugavietis, 2008 50).
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Metodologiskas piezimes par kultiiras un mediju telpas
analizes transkulturalo perspektivu
Methodological Reflections on the Transcultural
Perspective of Culture and Media Space Analysis

Laura Sina
LU sociologijas doktorante
E-pasts: laurasonaga v lv

Rakstd apskalita ranskolturdld anallzes metede, kas v v tkal anTsibas stadijd
Globaliziera raksturoin ki dazado sabiedribas jomu saslepniba nehinedrh tkloium. Giabalizicias
ictelomé notikust kultdras deteriteriabzdcija kuitiiras nozimju sistémus un kultiras fenomeng
nav presaisit konketal nacionalas valsts wrrtoryan e smedzas pari [Wdzsingjam kultirim, kas
presalstites tentorijai. Individu kultiiras identtdsu atsaucu punko aizvien bezak ir ranskulrdli
Deteritonializ&enjas procesad kultGras fenoment sapiast un mijpicdarbejas, veidojot mbridas
kutiras tonmas. STs kultiras formas it translokdlas, individi s lokalisg konkréta)ad vida. tacu
e 1 parrobezu izeelsime, Transku turdld metode anahz8ta, izmaintojot vacy mediju suciologa
Andreasa Tepa (Anedreas Hepp) un bt kaltiras studgo (Colairad Studies) parstavia Syuarta
Hola (Stuart Hally atzinas.

Rohstd teskicdta wranshulturalds wnalizes termmologija - wranslokahifites j2dziens, prodavits
vonzlokils kultiras j@dziena defindiums un translokdls skatijums uy kultras kopienim.
Atslegvardi: kulriiras globalizacia. deteritonalizicyja, wanskmtvralitite. translokalitdte.

Key words: cultural globalization. deterriiorialisation, transculturality, translocality.

Ievads

Raksta mérkis ir ieskic@t transkulturdlas analtzes metodes 1Tdz5inejo verdodanos
nn rosindt s ievieianu Latvijas zindniskajd vide.

Transkulturdlid analizes metode tika altistita @péc, ka [dzsngas kulltras analizes
metodes nespgj pilntha atklil un izskaidrot kulidras telpas zmainas, kuras veicina
vlobalizacijas procesi. Transkolturdla analizes piegja ir piemérola, lai analizetu musdicnu
sultfiras fenomenus kultiras parmainu kenteksta, jo teritoniilis un komunikativas
deteritorializicijas tetekmé iv notikusi dazidu nacioniilo valstu kultiiras atsaucu sistéimu
saiaukfanis. Pamatojoties uz globalizacijas sociologijas (eorfuiskajdm atzinim, §1
enalizes metode paltdz atkidt argji Skietami neslége kultdras kopienu translokalas
rezimes un skadrot. preméram. o lokdlo kopienu centienus norobeZoties, aizslavet savu
autentiskumu, SAdi centieni ne sienmar var Tstenonies. it ipadi multemiskis sabiedribis.
Lar arl sabiedribas ir wranskulturilas, tomer 1as joprojlm cendas sevi definét nacionalds
valsts kategorijas.

1. Kultiiras globalizacija: deteritorializicija
Globalizdciju raksturo dazadu subiedribas steru, pieméram. ekonomikas. polinkas
un kultfizas. pieangosa sarezolla sasléatiba fcomplen connectiviny) nelineard tklojuma,
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atobalizde s process dazidis pusiules vietds norsinis neviermenigl Dazad auton
dlobalizdc Ui Procesu analize fzmunto jedzacnn _pliisma” ffors. Sis jEdsiens nordda,
preces. kermeyt, ¢ elekiron:skis un dightalas tormiacies klast par
sovtiem un kulidras spekien. Mediju. tinansu, tehnikas, ideju un etniskis izeelsimes
plismim pien

TUsavs temps, rims un virziens,® Giobalizicijas del dazidas pasaules
malds o pleeiim plaga spekira semonskie resursic kurg tick izmantot k3 kuliGras
dentitiites references materidln® No vienas puses, joprojm hiclika dala ckonomisko
darbibu un darba deive norsinds nucondld. regionadlz vai lokild Tmem. No olrus
puses. vlobulizacgus del duzidis kultorus formas aizvicn mazak i piesasinas kadar
konkrdta terierijal.” Premerun. dazadi dzives sili vairs nesaknojas tikan un vienig

konkretds radicionilas kueltiiras™ welpus robeziis, Ue sniedzas 3m pird. un Sos kultdras
fenomenus aiavien wrtidk 1 enaliglt ar dsgingjam kuliiras definieyjam,

Stuarts Hols uzskata ka socidle zmunieku uzmentbas cenud wizyien biezik
nonak kuittra, Hols 1o deéve pur divkarie centraliiau, jo. no vienas puses. ir pileatgus
kultiras substancidla nosme — ir novirojams kultdrms nezimes pieaugums gan
mdividu retbi, van atuedibas. gan soctdlo instituciju darbibi. Lielu dalu masdienis
razoio produkiu uzskata par kulidras preduktiem. to nozimi nereti nosaka ne ttka
funkcionalidite, bet an 1depiskd un simboliskd jega. kuru tiem piedéy . Automasinu,
datere val apgsrbu regdddjas ne tkai in parvictotos, su&datu vai nenosaitu, bet arl
tipce, ka svarlgs ir So prickdmetu stils, unidss, téad kultGras nozime.

Mo otras puses, 11dzas kolliiras nozimes kKipumam individu ikdienas dzive aizvien
wzplamizka klOst zinAniska mterese par kultiras epistemolodisko novimi. Pariidthu
sociokulturdlls nosimes veidojas, pumatujoues uz specifiskiem kaltdras modeliem.”
[Tz ar to kulidra ir jadefing ki dazidu klasifikacijas sisiénmu un dlSkLl]\l\ll formiciju
kopums, kura fetvaros tiek veidotas konkratas socii l $ nOZIMes.”

Suskana wr kultaras studiju radieygam sociokuliurilas kasifikicas sisteémas i
maintras, s veidojay sabieditbas grupu miedarbibus dCL tas ar Wslacigus un an
pretruntgas. Vienas kaltiis wivaros 1r sastopamas vairikas klasifikiicyjes sisimas.
kuras anahize kit pretrunizes kultdras artikulacyas plaknes™ — var runat. piemeram.
par politisko hullirw, par ckonomisko kuittru. STs klus‘il‘lkﬁcij"s' sistémas nepastay
huotskr cita citar [1dzas — atbilstodi konkrétagam diskursivajam struktiram 1as saplast
konkratd kopumi. ko var dével par kultims sabiesgjumnicin jeb verdojumien foidined
thickening). No vienas puses, S kult@ras artikuldeyas plakoes iI‘ sablezéiudus” viend

verdojumid, no elras puses, (3s atrodas nepartraukts mainigas, wksen konfliki@josas
savsiarpe)as attiectbas.” Apskuatitaias kultaras dch.m:]_ms nelick mnéla rebezu
novilkiana un piesaistitba teritoryai, acu jauzsver, ka kultdras studipu parsiavi
akeenit sociwkullurala konteksta neznmi kultras nozhimju verdodana.

Lai raksturotu soctokulturdlas parmainas, kuras veicina globaliziicya, kulifiras
sociologi® lieto j8dzienu Ldeteritorializicya™. Nestors Garsija Kanklind (Nesror
Garcia Cancling deteritonializiciu defim@ Kka kultiiras un geogratizko. socidle teritonju
Sdabisko atecthu” zudumu DZzeimss Luls Adames Lull) uzsver. ka wit politikd un
ckonomikd ir novErojamas deteritonidilas ieximes. Vind uzskata, ko deteritorializiicya
r sunboliske resursu un paravgu (pairerns; dalgja dl\mlet*m«,ua o atdaitiaonus no
sociilayam strukiGram, attiectham un etvanem (seffiagy).” Vairums pétnicku uzskala,
ka kultliru sini€zes dé) veidojas kultaru hibridiziicija.

Ka visbiezok mingtie deten[onah?m.ljaa veicinatd) ir plassazinas [Tdzekli. radosis
industrijas un picangesi migricija. ' Daudzo TV, radickanilu un interneta pieejamibas
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£ Seore Metodolovisias prezimey par kuldirs un o nodiju tzloas analizes nanskuiwilo | hik

del mtensivikas ir kKuvusas parrobezu komunizatyis siiecibas un e pamats analizel
Lomumkativo deteritorializacyu. Sakart ar komumkacyu wehnelogiu auisithe
individuald relpa i avdrusies globaluan telpai. Dzons Tomlinsons (John Tomiinsai
uzshata. ka TV, radio un datoru tebnelogijas visetekin ik weickme distaneciu atiectbu
verdosanos. idz ar w indnvids m3jas kst par viet kur satekis globzlas ar fokdlo ™
Komunikativa deteritenalizieya i savstarpd)t saistila ar geogrifisko deteritonalizaciju
{premerant. meracl. adu al ar tkdienas mobzintgu). Preaugot lziskajan mobiliiaiel.
radas nepiecietamiba pee medyiem un komunikaciju tehnologiam. Komunikiciju
teanologijas nodrefma individe socialo un kultdras saikpu wzurésanu par spit
tiziskajar disiancer,

Deteriterializ@cyal pretgs process misdienu sabiedbd i reterconubizicyu -
socidlds mijiedarbes, komunmikacju wehoologipu un plassazinas [tdzeklu hiewofanas
dal konkr2td fiziskd teritora uek pdnveidotas un attisTas Jaunas kuiltiras nozimes.”
sizletktiik reteritortalizicija noveérojama migrantu grupis. Luls norada. ko
panictojoties uz kadu citu vietu, individi biezi aifista savu Jkultdiras vidi”. sugiabijot
satkni ar zcelsmies kaltdru {masdicnas 1o hield mera nodrosina elekromskic suzinas
lidzek]i). Retertterializiicijas d&] veidojus hibrTdas kultiiras tonnas, lokilaja tentorga
tick piesaistitas duzidas deteritorializClas kuitfiras formas. " AT Lols, rundjot par
migrantu kultdrim, uzsver, ka t3s vetdojas, sqjavcoties ciniskiis Lecelsmes kulidral ar
mitnes valsts kualtirim. ' Apandural (drjun Appandrrai)y raksta, ka etaisko minoritdsu
gadjuma tiedi noskirtiba no izcelsmes tenitorijus un reteritoriahiZacias centient vewina
(vtniskis) kultdras identitites pastiprindiu attistibu™ kas izshaidre daziados pusaules
regienes noverojamo naciondlisma un fundamentdlisma atbalstitiju skaua preaugunu
un o vilveku velo saglabat nacionalas var rehgiskas kopienas noslégtibu un kultiras
Lmbu™ Y Vienlatkus dazido detenitonializéio (etnisko) kultiiras kopienu klathiiime
vieigjos wdavolyjos™ wzrasa kulturas apdraud@éiibas sgyiitu — uz deternonializicijas
provesiem ue reagsd ar kultlras reternitorializaciju, Atklipus savdabTua pretruna -
sgjos procesos individt nereti v aesatstih vienlatkus — izmantojot deteritorializ&tos
plassuzinas ITdzeklus un citu radoso mdustriju produkius, individi censas relekalizat
kuitliras nozimes konkrélara lokalaja wernteryya. Analizgjot musdienu kultiras tormas,
JapievErs uzmaniba gan deteritorializdcijas. gan retertioriializAcijas procesient.

Tauzsver, ka plassazigas [dzeku izplatibas un kultfiras nezimju deteritorializicijas
del individam Itd7ds sacionalam kepienam (nacija jonrojim ir nozimigs reterences
punkts) ir precjamas art cita verda kwidras koprenas. kurw reterences punkti ir gan
cinskd izeelsme (k3 s ir diasporu gadijuma). san kolekiiva patérésana (k3 tas ir
jnuniesu kuhifiras kopienu vai dzives stila grupu gadjumia). Stjuarts Hols nordda,
ka identitites aizvicen varrak tiek atdalitas no konkréta laika, telpas. vEsteres un
rradicijim, jo globili Tklotie plassazinas 1Tdzekli atzvien vaindk ienes cilvEka deive
stilus un attglus, kas izplafti visd pasaulg. ™

2. Transkulturala analizes pieeja

Deterttorializiicijas j&dziens atspogulo kultiras pirmainas, kas notikusas
kulturas globalizacyas etekmé. S1s pannamas raksturo jédsens | transkularalitie”
{transcidivrarion). Transkulturalilates fenomens gan nav radies 20, gadsimtd. Etropas
kulgras Tidz 19, gadsimutam, kad atiis(fjas ndcijas. bya transkulturalas. Jau 1930, gada
franén p&meks Femando Ortizs (Fernando Ortizy unaja par transkuhuardeiju, aprakstot
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huhtra saplisanu un apvienosanos, kis nohika. sendkol citu kaltdru clementiem
nacionaiard kultird. JSdziena definTeija sAkotngi ietvera kolentalu un nacionahistisku
tevirzl, tacidazidi avten {plem&ram. Voiteanos Velis (IToffeang Helsch) fo jedzienu
piecmeére)r misdicnu situdcyal-t AT amenkane sociologs Dzeunss Luls. rakstot par
kultiru savstarp@io mpedarbibu. lieto (8dzienu Ltranskulturdeiia™. ar to saprotot
procesu, kura ictvaros kultfirns formas Lparvietojas’™ telpd un laikE mijiedarbojas ar
citam kultiiras formdm un tetekm@ cila citu.~

Vicu migricijas p&imieks Tomass Faists (Thomas Fuist aiTsta wansvalstiskas
telpas frrasstaatliche Raume; 18dvzienu un ar 13 paltdeztbo analizé starppersonu un
grupu ekonomiskids, politiskds un kultdras antiecThas, kas snicdrzas pirn suverdnu
valstu robezam. un dazadu cinisko kopienu tTkojumus un organizicijas. Sis
atiiecThas raksturo augsta miensiate, biczums. ilglaleTeums un siebilidde.” Kulidru
hibridizaciju vienlatkus 1etckme pohitisko, ckonomisko, normativo, ideologiske un
ciin telpu parklasanas, ko vewcina polinska sadarbiba. starptastiska tirdenieciba,
migracya. ledglvolaie mobiliate. pre¢u un pakalpojumu pldsma. Tadejadh kulibras
hibndizacyu Bdzas plagsazinas [Tdzekliem un radesg)@m industrijam veicing ari
polinski. ckononuska un ikdienus dzives prakiu hibridizacyja.

Kuitaras globalizacyas konteksta vanskuituralitites jedzicns nordda uz o, ka
dazados musdienu kultras formas (premcram. dzives suli) ir sastopamas ne fika:
vienas valsts tertorya, bet an vienlatkus vairdkas valsits, Transkulturaias analizes
pieegjas autort izmanto tadas kalifiras dehnicijas, ar kuru palidzibu ir wspdjums
analizCt pretrunigds kultfiras. kas veidojusds globahizacijas wetekme. Nenoliedzami,
nav iespéiams sniegl vienu vienotu kultliras j8dziena definiciju, tomar transku:turalas
pregjas autoru definTeijas vieno tas. ka tis mEgina norobezoties no naciondh
mtegrativas kultiiras definTeijas par labu dehinteijal, kura kaltiru definé ka 1ek3gj

pretrunizu verdojumu, -

Transhuliurdlds pesspekitivas analizes centrd ir lokalic kulioras fenemeni plasa
pamaciondla jeb transkulturdld konteksta.” Transkulturdld analize lau) izvErtét
globalizacijas. komerciaazdcijas. individualizicijas un citu makroprocesu ietekmi
us kultaras un sabiedribas pirmaigdm, piemé&ram, uz individuilo biografiju
[ragmentarizacyu. Kulthras un sabiedithas tiek defingtas kd dinamiski un mainigi
verdojurni. Tas nav sevT nosléetas un paklautas vienvirziena koltdras industryas
{pieméram. masu mediju) tetekinel. tis ir medwliz&ias {uzsikudas mediju produktus
un dazados mediju kanalus), multietniskas un strukturdtas atbilstodt transkulturdlajar
socidlajal videt, dzivesveidiem un dzivesstiliem.™

Transkulturdla pieeja nepostulg to. ka nacionalds kultdras vairs nepastav — 13
aktualiz® milsdienu kultdru atvErtibu aréjam letekm@m un nordda uz to hibriditats.
Dzeimss Luls raksta, ka dazado simbolisko formu pleaugosa izplatiba (ne bey
pladsazinas [Tdzeklu palidabas) veicina to, ka [tdzSing)as kulttiras ideju un rictbu
shémas klast aizvien lragmentardkas un hibndakas. Kolriras fenomen: zaud@ savu
integréjoso un norebezojodo raksturu. Preaug individa nozime kuliiras stilu veidosana.
Individi aizvien mazak atrodas visu aptverodd (pulna laika™ kultora (protams, ka
pilniba to vim nekad nav darfjusl). @ vield vin no piecjamajiem kultiras resursiem
veido daZzadas daudzslinainas, polikulturalas pusslodzes™ kultaras un 1ada veida
apvieno savas .paralélas dzives™ So procesu Ronalds Hiclers (Ronuld Hitzler
sauc par jegas meistarodanu (Sinmnbasteln) — individualizacijas ¢l individs ir spiests
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vaudot savu kultdras nozingu Katmegu. identudie vedojas ki holdza. jo ek izmantotn
di {mizvien brezak wanskuliurdliy references punkin

dit
Analizes pieejas autort wmanto pasreflekstou huliras analizes jédzenu,

kurs atbilst globalizacyas procesu pretruniguman. Anahzeot kultlru. petniekam

jdapzinds un jareflekie sava mdoadeaia kulidras pwigju un ku:tdras koenteksts,

Transkulturalitiites jédziens norada uz o, ]\d kifist aizvien gritak nodalit Lsavde”

Kultfira no Lsvesas” kolwiras, Migricijas \\L"}s T

savejo’ vidd — robezu novilkiana kl8st aizvien sare

kultfis parstavyy i sasiopami
c7aTiha

Nemot verd. ka glebalizieijis un deteritorializienjas tetekmeé kulitrus pinmainas
aotick pirn veco” {nacionale) kuliGru robezam un masdienu sabreditbas ar
mulukuliurdlas, dasdzetniskas un diferencélas pée dsivessiniem un socidias vides,
salidzinosos petumos 1 jiicklaw) paptldu analizes dimensigas, Keldru analize neatbilst
siuicyal. 3o s analiz8 ki noslegtus kopumus. Jaanahizé gan kulurzs koplenu véime
norubezoties. gun o kopigre transkulwurdle kontekst, Transkalturdlis perspekiivas
ictvares pélnieki pieversas kultGres internalizacyas modelu vn duzido kulifiras praksu
saplufanas analizer, 10 procesu 1zpétet. kuru izplatba nesakiit ar nacionile valstu
un kultiiru robezim. Veicol salidzinofos pejumus. dazidis nacioniias kalifiras
vanrs netick skatfas atseviskn (ka tas. preméram. i stirpkoltiry péijumeoes). bet ek
analizett transkulturali wplatitie sociiilic modeli. formas un procesi. kun caurauz
§1s kulifiras. Sads salidzindjums parada, ka kultGras vlobalizicijas de] diferenciacija
un fragmentdrsims nay mazngjics un ka S1e procest aizvien rei@k i sawstin ar kadu
vienu nacienalo kultaru, Pasiiy dazadas parai€las wickmes plusmas. un ir gundriz
netespjami veikt binirus salidzingumus. *

3. Translokala analize

Lal analizetu globahzacyas un deterntortalizacijas veidetos kuliiras fenomenus
un o transkulturalaias iezimes, paimick! manto ranslokahitdtes |@dacnu. [idzas
kultiiras lezmmé&m, kas iet piri dazadiem kultitras konteksiiem, tek pétita ar lokalitate
focalice). Lokalds nozimes Joprojim it svargs references punkts mdivida denve.
Individi dvivo konkrtas gcografiskas vields, kur@m vim pied@vE arskirigas sociilas
nozimes. DeteritorializEcya it veicindjusi soclilis 1Tetbus un geoordfiskas vietas
savstarpeio satknu vijindsanos (disembeddedness). Misdiends sociZ:ds attiectbas var
veidoties plasaka laika un telpas kontekstl — w1 bez fiziskas klatbines var norisinities
s0ciild interakeija. ko nodrosina elekironiske sazinas 1Wdzek]u pirraiditic simboh
un nozimes.” Tacu Entonijs Gidenss {lnthiony Gididens) uzsver ar iesakpo$anis
(recmbeddedhiess) tendenci. kas notiek reteritorializicijas procesu d8), — indnvidi
mekl& . stabilas™ kopienas, tradicijas un references punktus lokilaja teritorija Sie
pretrunioie procest norada uz to. ka lokdlats ir ¢iedt savijies ar globilo.™

Runajol par lokaluat. jinodala dazadis telpas un vietas izpratnes. Nozimiy ir
definét kultliras telpas (\pac ¢) un geografiskis vietas (place) 1@dzienu. Kuitdras saiknes
ar geogrifisko vietu ir kompleksas. tacu ne padsaprotamas. k3 tas biitu atbilstost
dejai par kulttiras presaistiittbu nacionilas valsts ternoran Jedziens (lokalnate™ jeb
Jok@1a telpa™ ietver konkrétas geografiskds vietas fiziskos un sociokulliras aspekius
{pieméeram, piedéveids noAames, socidlds strukliiras). Lokdlds telpas caurauz dazidas
kultdras telpas, kuras sniedzas pdri robezim un ir savtas nelineard globdla ttklojuma.
Lokalitiit tadéjadi veido dazadi kultliras resursi, kuri tradiciondli tika picdévati citign
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lokZiim vietddm T premeram. Berines jokdlis telpas nozinm verdo Kroicbergas
rajoni piegjamie torka parickas veikali

Loxi13 telpa (lokalitate)

lekiid Iiz1y<3/‘w\
/

vieta !

T/

Lokl elpa jeb lokalitate
*RT - globitlos tikles iesaknota kultfiras telpa

Ka redzams z2im&juma. lokalaja teipa vienlaikus nouck globilo, ranskulturalo un
lokdlo nozTmju sajauksands un . piezemciana™ Aziskapa vide jeb, Rolanda Robertsona
i Roland Robertsua) vardiem rundjor.”™ glokalizacna. Lat gan. pieméram, mizikas fanu
grupu izeelsme ir arpus lokalas vietas, tomer 1as lokaliz¢ias un ledzivo keonkrgtaji
fiziskajd vide. Robertsons nordda. ka hela dala kultiras fenomenu, hurus analizé ki
Jokdiluy kult@iras veldojumus, pauesibd ir modificéti. glokal fenomen,™ Nav jesp&jams
prectzi novilkt robeZas starp lokalo un globale, 1@p@e lokidlas wipas jaanalizé gan
tiklottbas, gan teritorialas pieswistitibas konteks:d.

Translokalitdtes j8dzieng wklautais vards Jokalit@te™ uvsver, ka, neskatoties
uz delernonalizicju. individi saglabd atsauces uz lokalam telpam. Salikienu daja
Strans” savukart nerada uz o, ka 57 analtze neaprobezojas ar lokalas vietas un elpas
1Zpell, notiek art w precesu un fenomenu analize, kurt atrodas pa vidu jeb starp
Siem lokilajiem punktiem un caurav? tos.”® T, piem@ram, denutdtes artkuldcyja
gan veldosana., gan paudana) vispirms ir tokdls process. Tiedi lokalaja telpa individ
ikdiena pauz savas specifiskas idenniales. Saja telpa sesmedzas wt indinvida identitaler
nozimigle tkdicnas diskursi un kontekst, Tacu itdzds $iem lokalds victas resursiem
individs aizvien biezak 1zmante resursus. kun atrodas arpus konkretas lokalas vietas
un biezi vien tick talak nodot ar plassazinas lidzekju starpniceibu. Seit it runa par
tadiem translokdliem nozimju kepumicm ka nacijas ideja, etniska predertba, populari
kultdra. dzimte >

Andreass Heps nordda, ka translokald kulidras definicija ir piemérota mainigo
kultiras nozimju analizei, jo kultiras veidejas daziddo lokile fenomenu tiklveida
savienojuma fnetowerkartige Verbindung von Lokalem) ™

Heps uzskata, ka translokalitites |€dziens lauj kultiiras analiz&t no dazadiun
perspekiivam un dazédos [Tmenos. nenovErsot uzmanibu no kultardm. kas plesaistitas
vietal, Vienlaikus tiek analizets gan lokalais. 2an regionalals. gan nacionalas, gan
globiluwis. Tadd veidd ir espgjams anahzet un kotiski zvert@t daudzslanainos kultiru
un plassazipas [idzeklu tThlus ™
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4. Translokalas analizes priekSrocibas

Vienu no visvairizh p@t T g sterdm wanshulwrdlds anallzes perpekifvas wetvaros
IT MIornasy mummmi grake muasikanitautibu wu_mm woeentrd vishiezik biia
minoeniisu stavokle amiize konkrais naciondilas valsts fetviros, Transkuliurdlis

analizes fetvaros tiek ne

s kuldras praksg pretrunt

ris un parvatstiske kuhGrs elpo
nozime. Sts translokdls kultdras telpas iesnicdzas ndividedlaja dsve ar plagsazinos
Tdzekiu siarpniectbn un veido, pu.nuum kopih:
minortdse grupam citiis valsads ™ Mariia Gilespina (Marie Gillespie). piamaram,
pety, ki attrsias mmornasu ]u.umu,u trenskulterdld identizdte, | Jaovini skods populards
kultiras radijumus teleyvizyi”

Iy sajitu ar 1/L‘c]~mu valst v

Ka jau munets wprieks. transkulicidlas perspekiivas aulort kritize teritorialo
kultiiras analizes pregiu. jo s parstay o kultaras analize parik koncentréjas uz
nacion®lis valsts kuitdru zpéi, Ulrths Beks (07rich Bedky nodala divus Roltticas
Jedeienus.® Plrmaas (eritenalas) haittras jedsiens asocie kultaru ar konkretu
teritoriju. Sis jedgiens pamatojas vz pieninuinu. ka kult@ra o galvenokint lokilu
Mactsaniis procesu rezulits, Kalna sabiedribar jeb socizlan grupal premit siva™ no
citiem nodaltta kalidra. STda nostia sakpojus 19 gadsimta romantisina filozolija.
So uzskalu parmdma un alis i Gk 200 gadsimta antropolegi, izveidojot kultdivas
relaiivisma precqu, Saskand ar 50 preais kultfra i vienots veselums, Otrs Lultfiras
jedziens kultGru defin€ k& visparcju indinvida prograrmmatru™ {sofewvare). kultGra o
translokdils macTiands process. Transtokdlas kultGras 1zpraines 1etvares kultaras tek
skatitas dandzskaitit. Tas nemntegré un nenerebezo *° Janordda, ka sids nodaljjums ir
vairik teorctisks konstrugjums, tacu tada veida ir 1espcjams vzsyErl [idziingjo kultiras
petTiumu problémyietas.

Turpmik apskatitas transkulturalas analtzes preejas metodologiskas norades
kultiiras kopicnu analizZ. Tpadi akcent@las picgjas priekSroctbas jaunieiu kuitiru un
Jauntiedu ikdienas kultdru p&mjumos. Transkulturilajai pleejai pretstattias [1dz8ingjds
analizes vadicijas atzinas, kuras ir piesaistitas nactonalajal kuliararn

a) kultiiras kopicnas jeb grupas izcelsme un raksturs

Translekalttites pregjas wtvaros dazidas kultiras klasifikcijas sist@mas un
diskursivie veidojumi, kurt ir noamigt kultaras locek|u atsaucu punkti. bicZi vien
atrodas gan nactonalds valsts tentory, win arpus 1as.” Translokilds kultiiras veidojas
cksogeni jeb dréjas weekmes dél. lo vewdodanos un pastavesanu tetckm?e pladi argjie
kontaki. Translokalas kultGras nav wespdjams pilnTba norobezot citu ne ¢itas. Tas
hibridus. savstarpén tkletas, tajas irieklant dazadi kulldiras elementi. kuri v Esturiski ir
plederdusi citdm kultiiram (shematiski s atspogulots Zineiuma). Dazadas translokilas
kultlizas plfistos: pariet eita ¢itd, savsiarpdji wetekméjas un nesaka cuta i verdogas
specifiski kultiiras . sabiezejumi™, premeram. populdris kulidras koprenas.

Savukan atbilstod: tentonalds kulttras izpratne: kultiiras references vanak saknojas
kultiras iek$iené. Teritorialas kulliras vewdojas endogént. kultliras konakin ir samé&ri
wrobezou un galvenokirt veidoti padas kulllras ieksiend: tos raksturo homogenitite
un nos@giiba, * $ada veida kullliras izpratne var attfstities, pieméram. nomala lauku
ciemata, kur edzivotdiem ir maz saskarsmes ar Srpasaull. tadu misdiends $ada
nereobezosands ir gandriz nelespejan,
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Atz plem&ram. lip hop kattdras _Austrumbloks ™ izeelseu transhuhurilis
picejns dcivaros, jiunahizE dazido pdrrobezu koltdru resursu nternalizacija un
lokai:#3ctin vieidid elpd, LAustrumbloks™ i Lans gas hip hop kulifre ko ranslokalds
un piarcobezu mitzikas izklades mdustrgus sustivdala. ST translokala tiklojuma
produktus jauniedi parpens vn parveido | Austrumbloka”™ lohdld teipd,

Tramshuiturdli- piecjas wetvaros veicot suiidzimodos pgdjumus, dazadas nacionalas
kuitiras vairs netick skatmos atseviski. jo globulizdcgas d¢] notikusT deteritonauzaci)a
un terttonializfcija iv izmaintjusy duzido valst kuitGras, Tiek analizen ranskuilerah
auz $15 keliiras grupits.

zpallie secidlic model, formas un procest. kurt caur

Analizejot dazido Livijas fauniesu arupu saikni ar populdro kulivu, par petijuma
merkn actiek ivirdts einiskais pretstatvoms. Jauntedu kuliiras iv hibridas, un @s ir
Jaunalize no plasikas perspekiivas nehil einishals sadalfums. Uzmaniba japevers citam
pusIment kuras var bat kuidras kopiene veidosanas pamiats konhretyyd lokidaa telpa
Premcram, 1dam pazimém ki radoso industrijn veidotis ganmes. briva Laika pavadisanas
verdt un regiondlid piedertba. Jipievarias pladsasipas [Tdyeklu veidole kuliliru analteer,
s saatopainie ernalizicjzs modelu analizei un daZade kuliGiras praksu supiisanas
amalizel, prem@ram, mediju patéripam. tkdienes un populdrds kultras nozimpu radisanas.
Jaunalize kuldtirns robezas, kuras noxaka pusi jauniesi. S7s robezes var parklities ar
ctniskajam robezam, (adu var tikt veidotas a1t pSe cilam pazimerrt.

Kulitiras kopienu un to referenéu hibriditiites el analize jiveie duzades Tmegos.
Premérari. petot jauniesn mediju internahizacijas prakscs, japela duzidas lokalas
eipas’ - gan mediju internaiizdceijas procesi MajEs. gan xinoledul. gan atrodoties
celd no skolas uz mijam. gan satiekolies ar draugiem, gan sertojol internetd.
ttelcoties Sidal analize’. bt jespSiams wklat mtermalizicnas modelu wesakpotibu
gan deierilorializ&ds, gan teritorializ@as koplends.

b) kulttiras vienreizizuma pamatojums (autentiskums un ,,kop&sana™)

Tertornalls kulthray tradiciondli tiek raksturotas k2 autentiskas kultliras, autentiskums
i konsiants un saknojas vEstureskas tradieyds. Savokart atbilstost trunslokalaju kulttiras
definteal masdienu kultiras vaidojas kopéjil sajaukuma no dazadu kultiras kontekstu
resursien. Translokd3lo kulilimu aulentiskumu nosaka nevis konkretie kulttnas resursi.
bet tas. k3 sie resurst uek adaptat konkrétajal kultiras videt, kontekstam un kultiiras
sabicz8umiem. Vienlakus autentskuma piedévalana kadai kultiral ir atkariga no
4. kuriem diskursiem un kultGras veidojunuem konkrétais autentiskuima definajs
preder. Transkullurdlas perspektivas tetvaros tiek analizgu specifiskie pamemsanas
Jeb _kop@sanus” procest. autentskums veidejas kult@iras pargemsanas prakses
vienrelaba Hip hop kultiiras JAustrumbloks™ autentiskums veidojas specifiska)a
duzido iranskulwralo hip hop mizikas, dejas un gérbsanas stilu, slenga savienojumi
un lokalizesand vietd)a telpi. JaunieSu kultiiras nav statiskas, $o kubttrnu autentiskuma
tprame maimnis atbilstosi runskulturdlds telpus dinamikal — miizikas industnjas regular
atiTsta jaunus mizikas apakdnovirzienus, dejosanas stifus, apgérbu.

¢) kultiiras identitate (,,stabila” vs. mainiga)

Ternorialis kultiras pieejas ietvaros identitate 1r stabils un homogéns veidojums.
Kam piermm slglaeTga grapu prederiba. Translokilas kuliGras picejas ielvaros identitites
references punktl atrodas hibridujos kultiiras resursos. Identitiite tiek veldot.
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norgbezojotics no e tudividu identid@mém un atkartbid no cne individu idenw@ém,
dis reguan ar diskursivi japoziciong. T vietd. lai rundw par sdentitdd k3 kadas
konkrdlas teritoryas 1edzivoldju specifiskaim tpastbant. raashuliaed!Ss plecs parssivy
wlenuidn analiz¢ K@ nepdrirankiu 1denniiikdcijas procesu, ko veide komunikadya un
no kenteksta atkariza norobezolanis ne dazadiem sociokulturaliem denutikicijas
predavgumienm. Tas gan nenozImé, ka soctaiizieojas ki internaliz8tie modei
Uil nostdjas nav lgh

i tdentitdes veidotdil. STy puqu QU0 wzsver sHuative
idenulikdciias procesu nesnni identidtes anikulacya ™ Misdiends jaumeiu dentiites
var dével par medyu dentn@iEm, dazidi individa identitites aspekil tick balsttu ue
Lulttras resursiem. kurt wzvien biezik tiek 131k nodoti ar mediju starpniecibu. Lidzas
adam dentan verdojosim lezimenm ki dzimums, vecums. etniska piederiba, view
subicdribas strukled un kopiend alrvien sval u nosimi teplst idennfikictjas
medeli kas ir global un tek 1alak nodotr ar pladsazinas Tdreklu palidzTbu ™ Hip hopa
kultGiras JAustrumbieks™ dalzbnicku kohifras wdensitdtn verdo gan kelifiras wetviaros
veilktds akuvitdwes. gan medijos pamudiis references. van individudlais sociokulifiras
kouteksts. Atbilsiosi hip hop kuitdres aktivitaicm aktivizeqas specifiskds wdenitdiu
Fkautnes. Maintgag)d iranskultordlajg mediju kontekstZ2  1Tdz7gl k3 no jauna tiek
definets kulthras autenuiskums  jauniesa dentitaie regulang ek atjauninata.

Nobeigums

Rakstd tha apskattas kalifias parmamas. kuas veicma globalizicyga, deten -
tortalizicya un tertonalizicya vn kuru ietekme s eidojas hibrtdas kulttiras formas jeb
transkulturalitate. Sadu procesus analizd jaizmanto dandeperspektiva piceja. kulidras
jedziens jadefing gun lokalya, gan pirlokalya welpd. Transkuliurdlas pleeias autort
atsakis no kultaru anatizes, kuras ietvaros kulidras piesasta naconZlis valsts robesim,
iranskalturalds analizes petjumes peinieki pieversas kuitiru anaitzer konkréiaja
lokdlya teipa. Transkulturalitites fenomenu pénteks analiz@ ar translokalitires
jEdziena palidAabu. Jedziens uzsver kultlras nozimju plurilo iesaknpotibu gan lok3lajd
telpd. gan partelpiskayd jeb wanslokila)a konteksta

Transkulturdld anaitzes perspekiiva piedava ranslokdlu skatpuukiu ue knltiiras
kopienu jeb grupu izeclsnm, kuliGras autentiskuma nozimju un kultfras identitisu
veldesanu, Apskatld anaitzes picega ir Tpadt noderiga jauniesu kultdiru analizet, Svatel
ir plevarsties populiras kualtdras kopienu lokdlo izzlmju mijiedarbibai ar Su Kopicnu
rranslokiliem nezimju horizentiem. Jauniesu kopleniis noztmju kopunmi galvenokart
it verdotl ar plassazipas [Tdzeklu un radoSo industryu starpniectbu un W@dél ir 1steikn
deternitoniall, Jauniesu kultiras atevien vauak ir analie@jamas ki deterntonalu populicis
kultdras kopienu tiklu posmi.

Transkulturdlaros petljumos socidlas attiecthas tick skatitas globalds un
komunikativas tiklottbays konteksta, mazik vzmantbas preverfot indinidu limennn.
furpmakajos pétijumoes bltu Jacensas wvairitics no $adas nevienméribas.,

Transkulurald analize Tdz Sim plasik o awstfesies mediju un komumikaciju
zindind. Lielaka dala pemjumu ir veiku mediju globalizacyas tetekmes izplies
joma un arm identitddu veidosanas un minorittdsu analizes Joma. Joprojam trokst
vienotss lerminologijas. dazadi aulorl levie§ savus jédzienus, tadé)adi veicinot
neprecizitdsu radanos. Turpindk bito welecwms adapt@ trasskuliurdlds peggas wehvaros
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veilkto denn@su un minorzdie analizes pEtumu pieredsr w7 Latvjas sabiediibas
anurel,

Lemantojos transkuliurdlo analizes mewdi. [Gaairds no tersonalids presaistes
ignoréianas, Lu wan dazadas koitiras 0 precjamas visd piasnle, lomdr clnska
predertbs on cit lokiilas preswisws fenemeni joprojim i novimig faktern. kun
verdo kopienas, Neret et mwedip nedredina cinwsklis dipsporas koltaras savdabibas
saglabasunes, pat diasporat gtrodoies @u no ctskits zecismes valsts, No otras
puses, medyu globalizicyas J3] kultiras Tenoment aizyten vairdk iegst ranslokilo
raksturu un transiokdlux reterences punkius. Lide ar to btuski o pieverst uzmanibu
kultdras verdopueu dacdzslagumagam rakswram,

LITERATURA

Appandurai. Arun: Disjuncture aed Drtterence o the Global Culture Leonvmy, in:
Featherstone. Mike (ed ) Globa! Cubiure: Natonalism, Globahzauon and Modernuty: a
Theory. Cultere & Soeciery Special tesue. Theory, Culture and Society. Lendon: Sage
Pubhications 1990 2002,

Anpandurai. Arviun: Globale ethnische Rinime. Bemerkunzen und Fragen zor Ertwicklung
ciner wansaationalen Anthropotogie, i Begk, Ulrich Tergpeltiven der Weltgesellschali,
Frackturt mn Man Sarkamyp Verlag. 1998,

Castells, Manuel: 1
2003,

frinseidwende. Tell 3. Das Informationsyenalter. Opladen: Leske- Burdich,

Faist, Thomas: Grenzen diberschreiten. Das Konzept Transstaaihiche Riume und seine
Anmwendungen. i Fast, Thomas (1g) Transtaatliche Raume: Polik, Wirtschaft und
Kol Brelefeld: ranscript. 2000,

Featherstone, Mike: Postnational Flows, Identity Formmaten and Cuiteral Space. in: Ben-
Rafacl. Lhezer, Sternberg, Yitzak (Ed.): ldentity, Culture and Globaiizanion. Leiden:
Boston; Kocln: Brll, 2001,

Garera Canclini, Nester: Hybrid Cultures, Strategies for Entering and Leaving the Modarty.
Minneapolis: University of Minmesota Press. 1993,

(hdderz. Antheny: Konsequenzen der Modeme. Frankfurt am Mam: Surkamp Verlag, 1996,

Cillespie, Manie: Transnational Communications and Diaspora Conununities. in: Cottle, Stimon
{ed. ) Ethmic Minoritics and the Media. Buckingham: Open Univ. Press. 2000.

Hall. stuart: The Questton of Culrural Idenuity, w: Hall, Start; Held, David {Eds.) Modernity
and Tts Futures. Cambridge: Polity Press, [992.

Hall. Stoart: Rassisimus und kubturelle Identitit. Auseewdhlte Schoften 2. Arpument Verlaw:
[Lunbury, 1994

Hall. Stuart: Dic Zentralitit von Koitur: Anmerkungen zu den kulturellen Revolutionen unserer
Zeit, iz Hepp, Ancreas: 1 oftelholz, Martin (Hrse): Grundlagentexte zar Transkolturelien
Kommunikaton. Konstanz: UVK - Verlagsgesellschaft. 2002,

Hepp. Andreas: Medienkultur als Nationalkultur” im Wandel. Cultural Studies und die Perspektive
ciner transkuituretler Medientorschung im dewtschsprachigen Raum. in: Gattlich, Udo:
Mikos. Lothar; Winter, Rainer (Hgl) Die Werkzeugkiste der Colwrai Studies. Perspekiiven,
Anschliisse und Interventionen. Biclefeld: transeript Verlag, 2001,

Heop. Andrcus: Trunslokale Coienuenmyen und multiperspektivische Krnk: Perspektiven
ciner kritischen Cthnographie und Diskursanalyse im Kentext der Cultural Swidies, n:
Karmasny, Matthias; Hohn, Marco (Hrsg.) Dic Zukunti der cmpirischen Sozialforschuny.
Graz: Navsner und Nausner, 2002,


file:///Verkzeugkiste

LS Metedoloiskas puezimes par kuiedias un medin elpus walizes wanszoluralo Y3

Hepp. .Andrens: Deterritoralisiorung und die Ancigriung von Modienidenutial: fdentitian in Zeiten
der Globzalisiereng vy Medienkommumkaniou. e Winter, Carstens Thomas, o

Hepp. Andreas (Hrsg oy Medieniderstiten. Tdentitit i honiext von Cilokalisicrung und
Medenkultur, Kala: Halom. 2005,

Hepp. Andreas. Netowerke der Medien Modiensnbwren und Globalisicrung. Wicsbaden
Vorlag fir Sovialwissenschaiien, 2000,

Hepp, Andreas: Krotz Fredric
kommuntkation. Eine
2005,

Hepp. Andreas: Kommunikative Ancigaui. . ins Mikos, Lothurs Weenoer, Claudia (Hese
Qualitanive \[uuunfm schung, Konstay: UVR Verlugsgesellsehait, 20050,

Hitzler. Rolend: Honer, Anne: Bastelexisiensz, Uber subjektive Konsequenzen der
[ndividua “\l sreng. Ins Beck, Ulniehs Beck- Glerashieim. Elisabedy iHrsp ) Riskinwe
Freibetten Frankfist am Mam: Subrkamp Veras, 1997

Winter, Carsten IHI\" i Glalbalisg der Moedienen-
irunes Wieshaden: Vi Verlag iy Sozidwissensehe e,

Hoerder. Dirk: Heberi Yvenno, Schnci brima (Lds o Negotating Drassealaral Laves,
Belongngs and Social Capital among Youth 1n (um_r).u aive Perspective, VR R unipross:
Gartirgen, 2005

Krowz. Friednch: Medien als Ressource der Kovsuution von Tdenuzin Line konzepuonelle
Klirong auf der Basis des Svimbolischen Treraktionismus, i Winter, Carsten: Thomas
Tanja: Hepp. Andreas (Hespe Medienadentititen. Identizat zm Kontext van Globabisierung
und Medienkultir, Koln: lalom, 2003,

ulll James: Media, Comnuntication. Culture: A Global Approach, Cambrdge: Polity Pross,
1995,

Lull. Jumes: Supcrkultur, 1w Hepp, Andress: Latfelholy. Martn (Hrzg ) Grondhagentexte zur
Trunskultureilen I\mmmlmmﬂmn Konstanz: VR Verlngsgesellchall 2002,
Marcus, George E. (1995 Ethnography i of the World Svstem: The Emergence of Multsited

Ethnography. In: ;\nnual Review of Anthropology 24, p. 95 117,
Nederveen Picterse, Jun: Globalizanon as Hybridisation: in: Featherstone. Mike: Lash, Scott
Robertsor. Roland (ed.y Global Modernitios, London: Saee Publications, 1995,

Robertson, Roland: Glocatisation: Time-Space and Homuogenneiiv-Heterogeneity, in:
Featherstone. Mike: Lash, Scott: Robertsen. Roland od) Gilobal Mederzues, London:
Sage Pubhcations, 1995,

Temhnson, John: Globalization and Culture. Cambridge: Polity Press, 1999

Welsel, Woltzang: Transkulturelle Gesellsehatten, nu .\lcrz-Bcnz. Peter-Ulrich: Waener.
CGerhard (Heoy Kultur in Zetien der Griobalisicrung, Neue Aspekte ciner soziologischen
Kategorie. Frankfurt am Mam: Humanities Onime, 2003,

Summary

The article dea’s with the transcultural approach of cullure and medid analysis.
This approach explores the impact of culural globalization — the cultural changes.
(Hlobalization is defined as complex connmecuvity of different spheres of society. A
conscquence of globalization 1s cullural delerrilonahization - svstems of cuitural
svinbols and culral phenomena are no Jonger bound 1w o pational state terrtory.
they extend over the territory bound cultures. The reterences of culturel dentitics
are more often transcultural. [n the process ot deterritonahzation cultural phenemena
interact and converge i hvbrid cultural forms. These cultural forms are fransiocal of
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crigin, hut individuals localize them 1o the coucrete Toca'iny. The article deals with
che transcultural spproach in analysing todey’s cultural connunities.
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Socidlais prestizs, dzimtes prickSstati
un celu satiksmes noteikumi
Social Prestige, Gender and Road Safety
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Celu satiksmes negadtjumi pedgjos gados fenem nozlmTeu vigtu gan ziu
siopds, gan statistikas tabulds, gan polinku darba kiribd, 2003 gadd vz Latvijas
celiem katrds Jdivas diends ghjust bojd 3 cilveks, bet wvainoin 35 aillvake Augsto
sutiksoes negadfjumu skaitu skandro gan ar automading skaita un kustibas intensitdfes
preauguriu, gan ar avtolransporta un celu sitkto kyalita sk tabuiu). Tacu. sulidzinot
Latviga reg:sucw awtomadiinu un wedzZivoldjo skartu ar Tdzneiem dauem citds Liropas

valstis, Latvioaskinas arweveropami angstiku negadijuimu hiczumu, Siluacju mégioa
labot ar secizlds atbildibas panugstinianu, rzmaentojor regularas reklimas karmpagas,
unt bargaku sodu evielanu, Abos megindjumos uzlabol siudciju uzmaniba prevErsta
velamagar uzvedibas modelim ue cela. Tomer coju satiksmes nowakamu parkapsanu
nevar uzskatit par wdu novirzi no normas. ko var uzlabot tkat ar sodiem un pareizis
uevedibas modela dermonstcicyu, Notetkumu parkapsana sasta arm ar cilvaka
prickdsiatiem: par braukSanas notetkumiem un velamo urvedibi. bravcot ar auto.

Raugoties us sunksmes negadijumu cflonu statisuku, noznmi weast div

aspekl — 1@ saucaind pirejas Jaika sabiedriba, saltidzinet iropas Savienhas vecas

dalibvalstis un biyusis PSRS republikas. un negadijumu daimies raksturs. raugotics
uz Latvijas swustika, Pirmkart, avgstd mirsttba celu satiksmes negadijumos
raksiurigza pdesocialisma sabledribam. Autobraukiana: ir arm liclz nozime svarigu
sabredribas vEritbu un kategoriju verdesana un pausand. un cilvcku uzvediba uz cela
pardda bousku laikmeta un cilvecisko attiectbu mainu neakarteajd Latvyd. Oukart,
braukiana ar automasiu sabiedribd ir defingta kI vIriska joma, kas tzpauzas gan
vaditdju dzimoma parsvard, gan bravk3anas stila defindsand. Tiesa, autovadisana ir
joma, kurd arvien vairik ienidk sievictes. o parada gan sieviedu augstais patsvars
jauno brauctiu vidd'. can skoléou kolehttva veikld aptauja. kuras rezaliiitn liecina
ka skoléni avtov d(]l‘wd[]tl valrs nesaista ar denmuomu’
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Datu ieguves metodes

Raksts balstits uz Valsts prezidentes 1zveidotis SuratBgiskas analizes komisijas
finuns€tu pétijume par vinskibu, Petgumas 1etvaros uka veikeas 30 padzilinitas inter ygas
daziidas Latvijas vietds, apiaudjol dazida vecuma 21 vIrieti un 9 sievieles. Interviyas ir
agnonumizétas. katram informantam medkirts savs pscidontms. Papildus analizeu komentar:
divos interneta pondlos - Apolfo fv en Delfi b (attiecigs 56 un [46). Komentdin radusics
pec rakstiem, kas dazadis delaliziicijas pakapss atspogulo vienu un to padu notikumu

celu satiksmes negadijumu statistikas prezentiiciju dzimumu griezuma. Delfe v raksid
“CSDD: Sievietes brauc pridedk”™ atstistiti datu prezentic)d wsalstito personu viedokli,
bet Apofin fv rakstd “Sievietes retdk parkdp) celu satksmes notetkumus” smegta stkika
statistiska informacija. Komentétaju aktivitate abds diskusyis vargjama ki vidgja - sie
rakstl piesaistijusi mazik komentiru nekd zigus par lieliem celu negadyumiem.

Komentari interneta portilos neder klasiskal soc:alal analizel jo tie pétniekam
laupa izlases veidosanas lespjas un aplver saltdzinost nelielu cilveku grupu. kas
preklist internetam un kam e brivs laks viedokla 1zieik3anal. Komentlrn nepielauj
art viedokla virzi&anu pétnickam velama virziend un pirkap) datu esuves ritualu.
Patnieks parastt pienem. ka mformants atbild atklit un godigi un ka iformanta
sniepld informicija vinam lauj rundt par socidlo realitin. Sajd gadfjund nituils tek
parkipts, jo ir skaidrs, ka informant var slépt ne tikal savo wenutdti, bet il savus
patiesos uzskatus.

Tomé@r komentiru teksta analtze layy atklat noteikias urgumentacyas sh&mas, kuras
liete viedokla pauden. Lidzign uek aplikots interviju materidls. Intervijas atskiras,
pirmkart. ar argumentdcyas kvalitau, jo imformantu viedoklis i detalizétdks un
ir daziada pieredze vecuma. dzimuma, nodarbosunas un dzivesvielas dél. Ourkirt.
wlervijas atSkiras ar publicitates pakapi  kaut ar7 intervijas solitd anommitate tick
saglabita, tomér o norisi ictekmé vispargjas piekldjibas normas.

Komentdri interneta pertalos un 30 intervijas nesniedz pilnigu parskatu par
situiciju Latvija. Datiem, kay tegiiti ar kvantitativadm metodém, trikst detalizacijas
vakidpes, kas lautu skaidrot materidlu dzijak. Savuokart kvalituIvar metoder piemtt
reprecentivildtes trokums. kurs tek kompenscts ar wedzilingsanos konkrée cilveku
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drtves pieredze, Kvaluativajatl analizel robeias nospranz intormanu pleredse, un
to nevar visparinil kdu universilu kategoryu — sabiedrthas. keltGras var Latvijas
wd/mvorn evaros’s Kvailiivigal metoder ir mT priekiroctbas, 18 layg fiksc
verdu, kada cilhvEk defing. arend un pokiusd probl@inas. lay) saprast sociilu problému
celonis un mek!S tam Jaunus nsinijumus,

Satiksmes noteikumi *“tautas” interpretacija

Viens e celu satiksmes noteikumu neleveEresanas jemeshient ir noteikumu
neatbilsitby sableditha atzgiarm brauksanas stlun, AnaiizEjol argumeniaciju inlemeia
porialu komentares, var izdalit divus braukianas tpus job stilus, Pirmas, kas vairuima
sadijumu ek uzskatils par domingjoso idedltipu. ir dtra draukSuni. parsniedzod
atlauty Ztronua. So tpu par valdofo uzradi. gan e, kas o athalsta. gan ard e kas
to noseda,

VT I agresTVE nensianilal un hieZi vien nepdrliceings par sariksmes droithe,
Vians virs kuran ir hravkSanas s102s vismaz jun 16 gadis wrl dieni2él pieder pie So
agresiva braucéiu kategorijus. un ar katry gadu nevis samazinds ST agresiviiate,
het palielinds (0(¢ () izhraucol ar vive cawri pilsCrad, vsi prieciys, ka (idz
galany exi ticis sveiks wn vesels Un owr? tikko et rima par sievicicm pic suires 13
vcreiz — ko tadd 333 jOdE cosis. glupikes. Uhlondmes " wit (Welta 16:24 28 Jul | Apolla hvy
AgresTvs brauksanas stils komentiivos uek asoci@ly ar vinskibu un augstako sociilo
statusu. tomer vairakas koment@idjas sievietes, kas wmante tuedt $adu brauksanu un
uzskata to par socilil presuzu. uzsvara savu braukSanas prasmi un kompetenct.

Atrs branksangs stils tiek pretstatits “18najam” stilam, kam vellta liciika dala
komentiru un ko uzskata par avarjas provocgjosu brauksanas manien. Komentaros Sis
brauksanas suls Lielakoties tek saistits ar “sieviesu aulovadiianu™, wwéu 31 sutkoe nav
tiesa un nenozimé realas dzunumu atdkirtbas braukianas sula. bet dazadu braukiunas
stilu pretstatu, kura pamald ir priekdstats par dzimtes atikirtbam®. Sim pretstatanm ir
skiriskas reames, prestizu agresivu brauksanas stilu pretstatot 1enal un neclastizai
braukSanal. Brauksanas stilu klasifikacyju, hetojot dzimtes Tpadibas, 1zmanto abu
dzimumu parstavyi. tacu atskiras katram brauk$anas stilam piedevEtals prestizs.
Liwlaka dala sieviviu komeotdru nosoda agresiva antovadifanu.

Diskusya netick tzmantota atsavee uz redlajiem noteikumicm. Ta, piem&ram, abos
portdlos wraishas diskusya par telas $kérsosunu pie dzelienas gasimas. Diskutetiju
domas dalyas. Parsvara komentaros pricksroka tick dota agrestvam bravksanas stilam.
Pur parkapumu tiek uzskatIta apstasends pic zall mirgojesa luksotora sienala. Dzeltenais
signals ek defingts ka signfis. kas atlauj braukt. Savukart viedekla pretinieki noradija,
ka policija soda arT par krustojuma $k&rsosanu pie dseltenis gaismas’

Brauksuna reibumai tick normahiz&ta lidzigt k3 agresiva brauksana. Nosodlta tiek
citu citvéka nepareiza rictha, ja 13 1zrmisa negadfumu. Interviju materidis hecina, ka
noteikumu parkdpumu cilveki attaisno ar spgju kontrolgt savu rictbu, reibuma braucot
Tpast uzniantgl val uzskatot. ka retbuans brauk3anas prasmi vigu gadijuma nepasliktina.
Individa perspektivd $ada brauksana kldst problemitiska, ja gaidama kontrole.

Es zinn ka varu, tetksim, sanemties, nokonceniréties. Ja apstadinds policija,
(e viaiem neko nepicradisi. Un tas auromariski nozrme problemas. (Ukis. jauns
ptcdzinicks)
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[aulas™ sattksmes notetkumu pamists 1 weskats par bravkSunas prasmt Ra wlantu.
Just attomadinu uz cela un “rerakstives™ kopega pitsma ir daudz buuskak nekd izpildn
tormalus notetkumus. Sada noterkumu interpretaca pamatojas uz mdivida spéju
kontrolet suuacyu. Lukojolies uz 3o vartthu enu sabiedribd svarteu vértibu komeksta.
speje kontrol@ ir eledt satstTte ar viriskibas 1zpram. PetTjums par vindkibu (Putnina.
2003) rada, ka 14s formui@iand lela nozime ir varal un spejatl kontrelct apstaklus.
Steviskiba uck definfla caur sociilis kompetences un atbildibus prizmu.

Diskusiju par brauksSanas prasmes atkartbu no dzimuma zraisigu tekst, karos
paustie statistikas dan hecinya, ka labak brauc sievictes. Celu satiksmes negadijumu
statistika lecina par viriesu atskirfegu uzvedibu celu sattksme. Vired kopuma teguvus:
sodu punkius 4 rerzes brezak, kG art sakegudy skanliske hedku punktu sumimo neki
S1evicies”,

Fomar ruudzTties vz so parddibu dvimuma griesuma bitu vienkirion. Intemeia
diskusyu dalibuieki viennodmigl nesuista vinska bravkSanas stilu ar viriediem un
biezn atast, ko brauklanas stils i atkurngs no cibveka, Tadu dzimtes Kalegonjas un
herarhijus paradas gan pleméeru atlasg, gan ued: izteikios stereotipes, hecmot. ka
daimites priekdstati ir noturmel un cilvekos mio dafio Darites stereoup hiek izmantots
ki 1ztetksrues Jrdzekln. Tan klasilictu vevedibu un saistitu to ar socialo prestizu
sabiedribi.

Prieksstati par “sieviSsku™ brauksanu

Analizejot Romenmtarus, “sievidka” braukiana nogimé braukt shkti un lgnam.
iekramp@oties str€. neredzot celu ne pa labi ne pa kreisi. Al vecie ailveki,
skanta vinesdi. p&e brauksanas sula tek iedalin “sievigkibas™ Kategorija, lat noradilu
uz vinu sunboliskl zemo vietu sabiedribas hierarhyd. Katrd portala divi kementin
tika veltt veeu viriesu braukSanas prasmes apSaubTSanal, uzskatol, ka veer cilvika
braue nepdrliecinosi, 1ent un trauce pargjiem satuksmes dalibnickiem. Viena diskusyjas
daitbniece terosina veikt bieziku braukianas iemanu pirbaudi pensionarien.

Interesanti. ka “pensionaru’ stercoliplzglass brauksanas stls sakrit ar “swevisko”
brauksanas stilu, kur§ tiek raksturots ki taisnvirziena brauksana bez mancvrasanas
spejam. ST klasifikacijas sist€ma par pamatu izmanto sociali zemak pozicienclus
grupas pazimes, veidojot spriedumus un defingjol "laulas satiksmes notetkumus™.

Prickistatiom nav te$as saiknes ar realu sievie$u val pensiondru uzvedibu uz
cela. Piem@ram., CSDD statistika par dzimites fukloru satiksmes notetkumu parkapsana
iick apsaubita Y komentdros. uzskatot. ka policija sievietes retzk kontrolé un vigas
vetksmtgik prot vienoties ar policistiem par parkitpuma nekonstatedanu, jo 1zmanto
aréio izskat vai izlickas par dumjam. Lidz ar 10 vainigs vienmér esot virietis. kur§
neizmanto sieviskas prieksrocthas. Visbiezik mingtais “sieviskais™ parkipums ir parik
1€na un stva braukSana van parak strikta satiksmes noteikumu teverodana, nepemot
vard redlo wansporta plasmu. Sim raksturojumam kopwmna veltits 21 komentdrs.

Vicnnozimigt varu pateikt, ka sievietes brauc pilnigi savaddak nefa viviesi. Viriesi
savukarr ieklist satiksmes negadijumos, izvairoties ro pratigajam sievictem vai gluzi
pretéji. Yakar preti vecajai domer uz Valdemara felas viena kundzite bija [odi praiiga,
ka tedegay aizlicdzosa gaisma, td nolika pa bremzcm wa paliku krustojuma vidic liddz
zafajal gaisinal un $ddu maneven atiartoja vel divos nakoSajos krustojumaos. Apskatizu
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kund=fies nesvi SistCione pec visiem skapus siendliom wn sepielkldiigaiiom Zesten.
Cradvenats I0nam pa savu ivdoniiio trajekioriia fedears 28072005 15380 delfi v

Biezi tick pausts art viedoklis, ka sievieres nespe) novictol masinu sidvvieti
sal, noliekot savu madinu, sabejd blukus stavosdds aviomasias. # kementari
veltity “personiskis preredzes” piem@ciem, kunl Lecina. ka sievictes pie sibres ir
nepreklitgakas par vinesicm un nepalai? garim ne gaieius. ne citus vaditijus. Dalgji
sdda rciba tek pumatet pirmkani, ar . ka ek zmmnots sievietes prieksrokas
princips. ke dikie picklaihas normas, un. orkiirl, or jau plemingto sieviefu nespgju
Uredzet panstores malat” Interesanti. ka piekliibus princips. kas lick sievietes palaist
pa pricksu sadzaves situdcijas, celu satiksm@ intereta komznllires netick atzits.

Priek3$stati par *virisku” autovadi$anu

Kopuma “virtskanu™ brauksanar veltts marak kementaru, izeelot $o brauksanas
stilu nosodTjuma tormda val salidzimot o ar steviesu brauksanu. Visbiezak (13
kKomentdros) 3 tiek raksturota ki agresiva un atra brauksana. Lielakapd dala ~ 30
kumentiros — 1o aLT50 par normu, veérsoties pret Jenu brauk3anas stlu un neraksturojot
“pareico” braukSunus modeln stkak. VTrisks™ braukfanas stls wiek verters augstak par
“sievidko™, un. neskatoties us formilo notetkumu parkapunmu. winér. p&e koment@taju
domam, tas veido labu vn elastigu satksme Ta. premcram. kiada koment@tda savu
individudlo labo brauksanu prasmi saista ar “vinika™ brauksanas sila rzmantosanu:

Fisi saka, ka es beaven forst jo nevelkos, braucw bisku Guodk par atlauto un
visy Stokos Uz liclajiem cefiom et vivicsus apd-enu: un mdcos no dfekiem irikus
braukSand:) 1a ka viss Stokos, galvenais iv bravceéls, vina raksturs, pacietihas inenis,
femperaments Wit nevis dzimums... (maybe)

Bruauk$unas stils un 1@ vEridjums nav saistits ar brauvceja damumu. Vairaki
komentaiyn apgaz o prep@mumu. uzskatot, ka braukSanas stila izvéle ir atkariga
no citlvéka rakstura. Tomér, ja individuild TmenT tiek nolicgta dzimtes 1etekime
uz braukSunas stilu, tad dzimte ir svariga. socidll pozitiencjol bravedju uz cela.
Dzimtes konstrukeyu, vetdojot savu braukSanas stilu, autovadit@) izmanto ka socialu
resursu.

Negativd zpausme “vIngks” braukSanas stils raksturots ar nedomiSunu. steigu un
atbildibas wrdkumu. “Virskais” braukSanas stils paradas knuska gasma, komentcjot
ne Tsievieles” pozicijam un uzsverot vaditigu atbildibu par drosibu,

Ka man riebjas katrt divan skatTtics uz tem pasapmicrindtajiem vecu purnien
sagrahdjusas bembikos, golfos ve. miskasics, kas, leraugot sievieti pie stives, zandé
PEdEias saprdta paliekas un par katrie cent mesing apd=it vai savadik demonstre sanvu
wparakunsue . Tiesd tapat neciesu (6s kietinus, kas saseding mastad bornus, nelieto
pasi drosthas jostas wi, protams, héraus neplesprad=e. fesprans savd visgidraja ohnt
clgareti un, neieverojor nekddus CSN {eefu satiksmes notetkumi ], paivietojus pa Rigu.
(sieviete, 17:§4 28, Jul | Apollo v)

AgresTvs braukanas stils ir tradiciendla dzimtes dalijuma torpindjums. Saji
nozime braukiana nav tikai pirvietodanis. bel noteikuu simbolu publiska demonstracija.
Auduergas klathittnes svarigumu uzsver viens no Delfi /v komentétdjiem:

Piekritu (het neathalstu) tam absurdam, ka viviesi lepojas ar agresho braukSany,
bet diemZel, blakussédotdius sievietes bicZi vica to sagaida no savien vivieSiem. ka ric
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i parddis, ke ie Istiv bravcefi — i ka sadksmes drosthas problenias v abu dzimem
kopeja problema, srozies ka gribis qafiih, 280726005 2326 Delfiivy

Demonstrédanas aspektu uzsv@ra art imfonmanti intervyyis, Autovadiiana Jaug
publiski demonsirdt sabiedribd akeeptéto viriskibu™ van pardkama, Suskand ar o abu
dzunumu bravedam ws cela 1r jadomine. Vienlatkus komeman wzimé tradicionilo
dzimites prieksstatu neatbilstibu pasrerzeiam dzamtes attiectbam. Nomentiros tek
slereotipizéta un nosedita katrar deamter raksturted rictba, taéu padt Komenidagt
nerTkojas atbiistodi nospraustaem stereolipien.

No kritiska skatpunkta venéta vindkajam” broukSunas stilam piemmnoesda sacensiba,

kura hek komentétdjrem vilkt paraléles ar citim viriesu dzives jomam. Delin v izraisds
i I ]

komentgtiju diskusya par autovadTianas agresivitites suikm ar vinesa seksualitan.
skatot agrestvu brauksanu ki scksualitites kempensdciju, Raugoties sucensibas
perspekiiva, arl sievieldm autovadithjam veltitie naidigie komentirt tuck skami k3
3§13 sacensibas turpindjums.

Par brauk3anas satkni ar virskthu intervijas rund ari divi informanti. Vinu preredze
liecina, ka neicinteres&iiba automasings un brauksand no sievieSu puses tick vériéi
k3 viriskibas triikums:

Yiena masu ar sievu kopéja pazina no X (ving arl X stradd, kadreiz aizvedu
arF maSo art vinuy teica tE, Vika, £d es oribéry veer ar masine!!! Dika uziviz

€

lekliedzas: | Munéjais Ir aizgenus!” Redz, vinai vivietls iv viFicts, fu vidam 0 5adiia.
Yarbar kadum nav svaefza masToa, Toties vinal vivieus var bot tikai ur masine. Es
uzskatu, ka tas nav pareizi. Ju man, plemé@ram, G musing rebiitn vajad=iga, o 1o
nemdz aepivkin. Pricks kam 10rct nuudy apdrosmdsanai, bessinam L Flialnsg

Abt divi viricdi bija jutudt spiedienu apyiit autovadifanas iemanas nevis 13d3], lai
parvietotos, bet lar apliecindtu savu slatusu,

Man wzmanthas nav. nevar koncentréties, nevaru. Visiedi jukiori, kur man
jauzmands. s vinus nevaru vienlaicigl uomamt. Jahraue {enam. Tai varéto uzskatit.
I cilvéki. kam dikii partk braukt. Man ne tas, ka nepaitk. Kad bravcu, kd darbs.
Es to braukianu daru ka darbe. Un darbs ir japaveic, Man tuy neizraisa nekadus
adrenalinus, vélmes poc kaut kadiam sajiieam. Es lahak aizeju uz koncertu vai filmu,
fusw grdmein. Tur ¢s dabinn 1o, ko gribu. (Fiesturs)

Komentiros pavid doma, ka sievietes braue tkai izpemuina gadijumoes. kad virs
l0 nespé) pee viestbam darit. $adi tek skaidrot satiksmes negadfjumu statistika.
Vel divas kowmentgtdjas apliecina. ka vin i iemaciju$ vindm braukt un 1egidijusies
automasinas. Viestura siastilais liecina, ka stevieles pAmem jomas. kas saistitas ar
automasinu, un vienlaikus apliecina savu varé§anu un pozicion€ sevi augstak sociilyyd
hierarhyja:

Kad izrundaju, ka man tas [awtomasinaf pov infevesefis, tesam iv izbrins. Vinas
sevi pozicione. “Ka, es tadu masing labak ka vecis zinu, Tur viens mans drangs
nezingja, bet es vurdju [saremontet masinug pati. Jui ex biju avcemes ar masinu, ka
es tur mastou selaboju, kur virietis nav ko varéfis. Es visu tur izkartofu, scataisiu,
picléju ™

Dzimtes stereotipus autobrauksanas joma var mamil divi fakior. Pirmkart.
intervijds un kementaros paradas alternativas vinskibas definfeyas. Viesturs savu
socialo pozicyu pamato ar labu darbu augstaka menedzments [Iment un tamn atbilstodu
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algu un spiu podrosmZt sevt un 2iment, Nedrosiba. Ko ving 10t pret bravksanu ar
automasing., aplieciy vina zgémuma statusy un splju lemt par personigad dzine
svarigin letam pasan, Ok, auiomasinidm klGstot par ikdicnas drives dalu and
pricksswtu meni, mainisics stereotpu lictojuma kooteksts, niunot sieviesu un viriesu
femu klasitikaeyu Saga st Inenvijas un homentdn liecina, ka tedomitis dzimtes
aiskinbus bravksana bica wgtst skirtsku hietojuma konteksiu,

Parmaipu periods i nojaucis padomju gados izveidoinids sociilas hicrarhias
un. padaret prevjainus agrak trikstodus resursus, paveris cihvekiom 1veles wespajas.
Ja agrik automadinas eglsane bija saistita ar zindma socidla stivokla sasniegSanu
sabiedriba, tud juunajos apstikles automasina Jaug pagam ciivEkam raksturol savu
socialo piederibu.

Redzent, kax v par lietw, Ak bije Sitaja pagastd divas measTaas privatds, (n visy
tika [oduvits. Visiicheauca wn pandea sanvu. A tagad keaned mapd iy oes masivas, N
wn visiom Sitient spingafetiom tucad teoun vind hrawe. Ui vinl Prauc un nav skaidvas
sincdzenes, Un tapéc jou sitas ik daued=. ( Huialdys)

Tomer awovadiSanus stila Skinskars aspeks tiek skalr pausts than viend interviji.
noradot uz awtobrauceja pardkumu par kKUamgddu. Cuvicl sociilals statuss tiek
puusts caur dzicues sterectipisku skatjjumu,

Brauk3anas normalizé$ana: dabiskums un cilvéka fiziologija

Autevaditana gan wntervids, gan diskusids uek vziverta k& dabiska cilveka
spEja vai talams. S3di w0 formulgjot. brauksanas stils Kjdst atkarigs no katra cilveka
biologskaem fuklorem. Vienlkus 31 perspekiiva layy bistamu brauksanu klasificgt
fiziologiskas val psihologiskds kategorifls. padarot paradibas secialos célogus
neredzamus. Par problému klast nevis, premé&ram, braukiuna retbuma. bet konkré1a
individa nespeja kontrolét savu ricibu.

Sadi imtervijas un komentiros tick stercotipizét un nermalizén alikirigic
brauksanas stith. Galvends dzimies atskirtbas brackSanas stilos meklctus cilveka
fiziologyid. genos var zemapzini. Sievietes Liek raksturotas ka personas, kas biologiska
ortent@jus vz izdzivoianu un atbild par berniem. Sts Tpa¥ibas lauj visparinal un nodaln
veselu brauct)u kategoriju. pamatojot visas $1s analltisk3s vienibas braukanas sulu.
Sievietes braue [éndm. apdomigl. biezik bremeg, jo 1 18 ,uzbivés™

Ln vienalea sievictes biis muzak [parkapusas]. Tapec, ka sievietem latkam vaivdk
ir attistitas bailes wn vigas airak spiedis vz bremzém, ackd vivictis. Es domdiju, ka
seit i svariga bailu sujfifu. (Fialips)

Viredi ar suva “biologisko” dzigu uek raksturott ki agresivi, atrt braucen, kas
arib sacenstics:

Viriesi agresivakt iv. Virlesiom iekid Ir $1s nmthkanms, ST . dusmas, agresija, liekas
varenaks.. vieglak var palaist to visu pdri. Un dawdz kas dzérumd tick izdarits, tur
vispdr v nekddu robeiu. (Harijs)

Viens no biezik mingtajiem brauksanas stila normalizéSanas panémicniem ir t3
pamatodana ar dabiskunu, Agresija un atrums tick uztverta ki neizbégama vingkibas
1zpausimie. Awovadi$ana ir cled: saistita ar cilveka individualo kentroh par savu deivy,
kas ir otra svariga vindkibas dimensija. Arturs, skolas direktors, ceju negadijumu
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prehidgmu tiedt salsta ar AVIrskibue Vinopra, provléma rodas, ja ailv3ks nay gaiavs
85 vIriskibas iemiesosanat

Fivictis cindmd mard (v ickarotdps, civeks hurami vajens valrak pesaplicomdaries.,
izpeistios. Varbit tapec tas G notick. o8 domdju. Ber es neizprotu fos, buri mashiu
wovkare puar rotafliety. Nu kd ndisu skolaicki soka par ZInSSands " varianig — e
tagad nodemaonsirésu, ik Gl var pabrackt, cikoriskantt varw, By wzskan, koo tdoir
privta terobeotiba. Ja cilveks sfFay pie masinas srires, vigam i jduzipemas pilniga
athildthea. Piemkart jaw par tiem. ko vigs ved. et ikpar eld mcrd par visiem tiem,
Fari dv 07 ttZa satiksmes Jdulthaicki us cofo, pa kurw vins brane. feiksim, es vairdk
val Mazdk varu biit goramicns pei sevi,

Artlira teikia)d vienlukus wzimSias pretruna. Lar wif athildiba tek uzsverta ki
pamalveraba uz cela, 1A ealarezuliita matenahiz8as pasad stismdji. kurs redz sevi
kit pretickamt kvalificEn branedju, Lo radiw drodibu uz ecla. Lzvediba abos gudi-
JUmMos  gan TyImesanis . cun Cgarantyjas o vinetbas demonstricija. kuras pamatd
ir varciana un paskontrole. tacu atskirips 1r pats vinetthas saturs. Nosodijums vErias
nevis pret kadu noteikumu parkapumu, bet pret individa nespeju situaciu Hgarant@

Automaiinas vadifanas stuils un noteikumu pérkapsana 31 1emesla dé nav kluvust
par rismamu problému, Ivars sava Wya paradumu braukt dzcruméa normalhiz€ ki
dubisku suava teva personthus 1zpausni:

Nev opnekads tabu. Normala enia, vigs [Ivara tevs) pats iy braucis dzeruma,
SUEES IMaSTHUS UR o VIST Zina, VIS (o aizist un zing, ka mes o zinam, Tus v @, ka
vinany 1r iada pati Bostaia ka muns, het atSkieThd no mums, ving fo dura. Es neesmu
parmetis. Griiti ko parmest, cifveks pats apzinas save Eade, Visi to zina, bet ar
zindsann laikam nepletiek.

Probléma tiek lokalizEta. atsaucolies vz individa pada rieibsp@ju. Problimas
detindjums padara neredzamu s socidlo kontekstu. Ivara siastitais hecina, ka vina
pala pieredee tr veidojusics no @va riethas. Tvara motvieljd braukt skaidrd dominé
téva varakkartgja izdAavesana paka izraisttos smagos celu negadijumos. lickot d&lam
saprast tuva cilveka dzives vEriihu. Teva skardrojums ir vErsis uz vina pasa personibil,
uzskatol, ka nikamo reizi biinumaina izelibsanas no negadijuma var nenotikt.

Lidzigi tick dabiskota sievietes uzvediba uz cela. Saskana ar dzimtes stereotipiem
sievietes mak braukt tikai taisnt un nespéj pievErst uzmanibu situdicijal uz cela. Sieviares
i 1sklaidigas un domad par savu drient art tad, kad atrodas pie stires. Jau epricks
mingéts, ka, saskand ar tradicioniliem stercoliniem komentaros, sievietes parasti pie
stures nes@z. bet Jaug ikdiend ar automasinu braukt viram un 12idz gadijumes. kad
virs javed mijds ne viestbam.

Komentiros valdosie dzimies sterzotipt ¢éludies 19, gadsimla Rietumu
sabiedriba, kod industrializdoyus 8] veidojds tagadgjals drimtes mnectbu models’
Industrializacya jauca modeli, kur majsaimnieciba vienlaikus bija raZzodanas un
atrazodanas vieta, Darbavietlal widaloties no dzivesvietas. uka atskrtas razosanas un
atrazosanas funkeijas. AtrazoSana noitka majas sIErd, un o uzturd)a ar algu razosani.
Viriesi kjuva par “dabiskiem™ apgidnickiem. bet sievicles — par atrazosanas funkeijas
pilditdjam, apgadajot maju, nodrosinet apstaklus stradniekiem, dzemdgjol un audzinot
bérmus. Dzimies stereotipl tiek attiecindti ar? uz pagfini, vispdrinot viriesus ki
vasturiskus medniekus un apgadniekus, bet sievietes kT pavurda uztwrdtdias, Lidygn
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dzimies stercoupes wnak cias 19 gadsimia idejas par evo'Geiju. Viricdu “dabiska”
sacensibas teksmie susaucas ar Darving leoriju par supn wzeeisanos dabiskas izlases
celd un Marksa weoryu par kapnalismue un skire aou. Darvina teorija padara sacensibu
pur biologisku nepiecieSamibu un rada tai sava “yEstun

Argumenticija. pamatojot dzimies stereotipus ar Jabiskuniu, Latvijd vél nav
muinyusics. lat art ckenomiska situdcija pieprasa citus dzimies lomu moedelus.
Pedejas tendences autovadisand rada. ka sieviesu awovadiidju proporcija strauji
aug, mobiliate arpus majas 1 svariga abiem dzimuniem un gimenes var atlauties
egadates vairakas automasinas. gragjot tradicionilo sf@re dalijumu pec dzimwna.
Abos matenialu avolos stercotipi ek apsaubin. ninot perscomsko pieredzi. Tiklidz
nek runaty par konkreiten cilvekiem, perspekitva mainzs, tradiciondlie stereotipi
pazid un tick prelautl izpémum:

Firiesi fan. protams, vatiak f pie sires. To sieviesu, kas brave, v mazak. Es
nemak braukt ar maSing, Bel, kad es braucu ar velosipédu. ey hiju diezgan paraahTea
[smcjas) 1@ ka ey nezing, vai was nikat viFiesiom v roksourial (Faldag

[znémumi [au) 1gnerét stergotipu neaibilstthu ikdienas dzives picredzet un
vienlaikus apstiprina, ¢ik noturigas ir kategorijas. kas izveidotas ar stercotipu
paltdabu.

Vecuma hierarhijas kategorijas

Analizéjol interviju un interneta diskusiju maienalu, atrodama ne tikar dzimtes.
bet arl vecuma hierarhija. Lideie ki sievietes pret vinediem, cu@ konteksit tick
pretstatiil jaunt viresi pret nobrnedudiem vivieSiem vai pensionari pret gados jauniem
braucenem. Jaum virie§i ki kategorija tai pledSved autovadianas prasmé atpalick
no gados vecdkiem sava dzumuma parstavjiem. ViriSkibas kategorija iekdieng ir
daudzslanaina, ar savu prestiza gradaciju.

Interviju materials fiecing, ka virietim ki secilas kalegorijas parstavim ir dabiska
spera but labakam autovaditgjam nekd sievieter. Jaunajiem vineSiem 51 vIrisSka spéja
IZpauzas mazaka val situgeyal neatbilstosa meéra.

Ja pav liela picredze, nu nevar vinu fauto | novaldin Un, ja dGrrums v ik liels,
tad ari ar pievedzi nenovaldis. Tur jaizvéfas airwms. Un fa braue, iad bez alkohola,
hez kaut ka. Tur jau sakas: iedzey, iad sakas ta lieltha, izradiies gribas. (Jékabs)

Pirmkar, jaunu viresu riciba izpauzas neatbilsiiba viriskajam standartam, Jauniesi
1zspele VIEkibu bez tas “stiem atnibatiem™

Es domdgu tas, kad gribds. iv ik davd= 1o vifingjune, ik denid= visadu pasalumy,
ko tiem jaunafiem. man liekas, gribus apskriei pus pasauli, ka liekas, ka tur, kar manis
nav. ir labak. Vigiem oribas visur aizskyict un pabit. Tomé@r neapzinds tas sekas, kay
notick, fa fedzer un brauc. Es neziny. Un Seit dawdz kam (v madinas jau padsmit
gados. Kad ving to maiinie nav ne popelnlfis, ne pats benzimu pérk. Kad tas viss rick
iecots. vipd absoliti neapiéds 1G vertthu, Ju i pais esi to mastnu nopelnijis, tad tu
uz to visu braukianu, Grumu skaties savaddk. Lieldkotios jauniedi brauc nepratigl,
floter)

Ourkarl. jauniest nav st viricdl, jo atbildtba par viniem vel gulstas uz veciku
pleciem. Brieduma pakapi raksuro personas autonomya un spéja savu rictbu kontrolgt.



A Puage, Seadlals mesinzs, dzimies prekdsiat un celu satikames noteikumi 13

Viriskiba jeuniesu koneks
agresyu. bet vienlatkus ar? ar parvaldiSanas un konteles spdju.

pariidas kE potenciltii blstamil jo saistds ar Strumu,

fudejddi vigt neparetzi iy iZppattist save pasapliecindicmos. Poireis o0 1a e i
feks Draviira, Pa diviem izdzcvam snabjoa pudeli s aizhvaecam. Lo, NesodTjmm
Huv BevieRs Izteicls, Jaarvion voivak §55 nosodfiuns BT peaists mosi Im1ormaciios
lrelzckfos. Simenc, varbit kant has mainitos, (AI¢ds)

Alfréda tetkuus apliccina pretrunu viriskibas izpraind. Noovienas puses. viriskihu
avgstu verie sabiedriba un 13 ir idedls m&rkis. uz kurn tiekties ir dabiski. No oiras
puses, vVInikibes zpavsme var bt sabiedriban bisiuma. wén auesta presuza 0] ikdienas
dve o sabiedriba nenosodu. Jauno vinesu bravtira ir mazitk prestiza picangudo acts,
tadu vienaudzu okd 5T vzvediba Jaug reellies.

Protesta viriskiba

Delingjor protesta viridkibas terminu, Konels (Courell, 1995 un 2000) apealve,
ka viricdi, kuriem nav pieejami sabledribd pastivosie kult@ris resursi, izmanto
citus TTdxzeklus, fai apheciniitu savo viniskibu, Es protest viniskibu Latvijd aplikoju
plasik {Putnina. 2003) un rauges uz to can k3 uz resursu picejamibas tritkumu, gan
ki uz cilveka norobezosances no valsts -- thd3 veidd vind pauz avieksmi pret valsig
legittmajiem prestiza ITdzekliem.

[ntervijils uxsverto jauniedu hravi

rigo braukianu var interpretét art ki
protesta viriskibu. Automadinas ir kluvadas par 8o resursu. kas lagj radit zinamas
respekiabilitites iespaidu un vienlaikus Tstenot savu viriskibu. SAda situdciia
automasinas vadiSana k]fst par svarigu socialds apiiecinadanas fuktora. Divi lauku
nformantt Ivars un Modns savas jaumesu kompanyas apraksta k3 mobilas grupas.
Madma klust par neatgemamu jaunieSu daves sastivdalu, L nokliw wzklades
pasakumos. Aualumu parvarésana pan ir kjuvust par iekad

Lalvijas situdeyd autovadiSana I an savas nosiajas demonstracya pret valsts varu,
Klasisks premers protesta vindkibal i Ribarda stasts par atruma pirsmegdanu padomyu
latkd. Savu un ligavas braucienu uz laulibu ceremoniju pa mardrui, ke, revérgjot
satiksmes noletkumus, var€ra veikt pusoud stundd, Rihards apraksts sadi

Liclakais picdzivojums biju ro C lids 1 aizhraukt pusstundas laika Didzamics
ar qiranny F40 ko stondd Mums nebija iespéias, biju vienaldziga 1G ceremanija.
Pusvienos tikai no C izbraucdm. Pusstundu pinns izhravcdm, nokaveidm kadas 7
minttes. d-clzcefa parbrankivve hija ciet. Milicis miy izskreja apuardt. bet paliba
bezpalidzigs, kad més ki melna stripa bijam gardam.

Rihards ari velak turpindjis parsniegt atrwmu un braukt reibumd. izraisot divas
Smagas avaryas:

Neterksim dzériond [hrancis). Vien reiSzi feveihis, otrreiz art, ja Vienrciz policija
nokonstatefa promifes, 1,5 prowmiles. bavs wefbraicn reibumdl. Saprofu ku tas vecitis
augse reso veizi vairs nepalid=es. Es neesmu ticlgs civeks, bet ticu, ka nian dugsda
ner skards un pulied=.

Rihardas stasts liecina, ka dlra brauk8ana un brauksana reibuma pieder pie viga
deives stila. Rihards sevi poziciong ki veiksmilgu uznémé@ju, kurd vairakhart rskeps
un spjis virelt suvu degivi. Automasimas un motocikls vadiZana ir viens no lidzekliem
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savis aphecimiasana: augsta nska apsiaklos. Vind pais brauk$unu racienaliz@, vzskatol.
ka brauksu
JETS SR

fethwina i ukar parvictosands. In rodas probicmas un e jaedzer, tad

ss, Braukt retbumd o vieglik nekd atstat automaesiou un meklét it

i

LEENSPOIG, Ldl PEC LT WarieyLos un madinu papemin. Tomer ard citu protesta formu
1zkldsts Riburda d7ivesstasid hecina, ka pasti uzsventa riskani@ uzyvediba Jaug vienmer
nosiaties prel sabiedribus dikictiem noteikumice: un apstpring vina pasa ricibspeju.
Lrede ar w San neparastal uzvedibai iv svarfga codime vina socidlla)i pozicia.

Alkchols un brauksana

Nemot vErd . ka autovaditdja pasa kontroler par savu ficibur vislilaka nozime
drosas brauksanas nodrosindsand, wm skerslh drosai brauksanai tuek mekléu pades
civekos Attieksme pret atkohola hictosunu pre stdires o divdomiga, Neweietiba pret
aikohola lietosanu pie stiires parddnias tikar divos interneta diskusiju komentaros.
Biezak bracksana reibumi tek skatita ki dalen atusnejama paradiba. To pamato
gan ar vésturi, gan sadzives tradicyam.,

Dandz atkarizs vo cilvéka Ber iv kopdid sabicdvthas articksme. Exam liclé
merd hijusi Kelevijas ingitrifas iospaidd. Un krieviem. pat Klasikos, vigiem pret 5o
predzérusos cilvéku nosodfjums neizshan. Sis i pat 2indmd mérd varonis, ka spéjis tik
dawds icdzert yn nenokvisi Ber faukes prakiski s visi pas@humi notiek ar alkohola
lictosan. Smejaniivs, 1ds somu pivtis, kas hija kaird saimnicd7bd. Mumy bija tada
skaista Praktiské Sajas semu pivtes varéja dods ko dabi gatavu. Nodot kade objek,
athremic visa rajona vadiba, Proteons, paciend 14, ka pée tam jdpalids iekidpt masing
P idzic Prowms, kad nak kéda fondu sadafe, i ceviba, ka kaut ko dabiis vairak,
(AIfreds)

Braukiang reibumi ir atltatsnojuma, ja 1a notiek presardzigt un brauegys o
prasmigs, braue e plesardstgl un spc) sevi kontrolGt.

Brawca dzcrumd. Smagd dzérumd hranca. Jas domdjor. ka tad wmazak bravca?
Toreiz hiju mazdk masine Torciz vaivak bravca ar mastnam nobricdusaki cibvoki,
kus saprata, fo vigd womer iy piedzérvies, tad (omér pedali fidz galan nevar spiesr
@rida. ¢Ariirs)

Brauk$anu reibumi ek uzskalita par bistamu sukard ar avtomasinas plosmas
preaugumy un neprasmizu vadiaju wesast satiksing. Problamas smugums no indintda
tick novirgts uz svétku svin&Sanas tadicyim, kurds alkohols lenem galveno vietu,
val gratagiem sadsives apstakliem, kas cilvekiem ek meklI@ dtru atslabingsanos un
alznmuirdunos alkohold.

Nobeigums

Analizgiot celu satiksmes negadijumu augstos radildjus, svanga nozune ir cilveku
rictbas seciaiajam kontekstam. Celu shktas stavoklis, latka apstakln un automas$mu
kvalilate 1t zingms un nemainigs liclums, kam cilvEkr var pakarot savu uzvedibu.
Neskatoties uz negadijumu statisnku. celu satiksme netiek atziia par tidu sabiedrisku
problému. kas skar katru brauc@ju tiesi un konkrzti. Paraléli oticitla)jiern notetkunmem
past3v sabledribd atziti “noteikumi”. Saskand ar $iem noteitkumiem” nozimiga
ir braucja spija kenirolét transportitdzek!i. Sadi tick normalizéia gan brauksana
“mérend’” reibuma, gan duuma pirsnicgiana.
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Raksia raplikon ket daz kontehstis kas palids aticifto no@kunme pirkdpume
dabiskot. Viens o s:em Kootekstiom i vInskTbas izpratne un vinskTgas ricibas
prestizs sabledmbhd AutonidTnas vadidena tiek koncepiualiz@la ki vnska sitra. un
autovadiSanas ver@iuna i spiaies danmites konteksts, Viriskibax presking divdomiba,
Las no vienas puses atbalsia kentoieiu risky un agresiju. bet no otras puses nosoda
nevelksmigaw un nekontroi® o pesu Ipaithbu wpausuin, laur notekin pirkdpianu
saskattt ki nenosodiamu paradibu. ja vien braucg)s netzraisa nesadijumu, Pi
lecina par kontroles wlkumu post factim,

Kapuns

Autovadifanas prickStatu satkne ar dzimn venlatkus o sunboliska vn neatbilst
redlu sievicdo un viriesu uzyedibal us celas Dzimtes konstrokeya klGst par resursu, w
kura paltdzibu sabieditha tick iztelkia sociald nosliposands. Intervyu un komentin:
materidls Hecina, ka gan steviesu brauksanas stils, gan viriedu braukSanas suls, has
SaIStTts ar "vIriSkTbu™ un tick vértdis ki prestizs, funkeiong ka soaiald sliga prededibas
zime. Augstika veriiba tek pieskirta atral un agrestvai brauksanai un kritizSa 18na
un apdomiga autovadifana. Vienlaikus gan viriesl, gan sievietes prieksroku dod
alternattvam bravk3anas sulam. kas i apdomigs, socizli athildizs an stereoupishi
salstits ar sieviskibu”

Attieksmes maina pretl satiksnies noteikumu jeveruiant iespejann tikil mainol
padu vindkibas kontekstu, Kamer agresiva brauksana tiks asocicly ar pozithvu un
dabisku “viriskThas™ izpausimi un vartéut ki prestizi. to neizdosies noverst. Savukint
laikmeta konteksts {sleiga un cilvEeisko attiecTbu deficTts) decing par socidlas
solidaritdtes un atbildibas nepieciesamibu. Skatfjums uz sableditbu k3 sadrumstalotu
un atsvesinatu individu kopu attzisno satiksmes drodibas zemu priorititi ikdiena, kur
doming katra ¢ilveEka individuala daives rajektoripa

Sada situzcija efektivika un Atrikd rictba situicijas mamai ir jau domindjoie
viridko vertibu lietojums, Sodu bardyThas un kontroles palielindizna ir viriskies
TSN WS, Jo s ananto 135 padas varas un autoritites formas, kuras aplecing
tereibudie brauceg)i. Kontrole [aui “salimet” sabiediibu., Tsluictgn wzstajor tgstodus
un noturiyas socidlas satknes. Hgtennipa nsinarums mekl8ams pusidvigas soviilas
solidaritates veidosana. kas veicinatu kolekitvu athaldibu. JTaumesu mtervijas Liecing,
ka jaunu cilv@éku kompdédnnas brauk$aua retbumi tick apluréta. ja klus@jol neslép)
atsl8gas, tacu braukSuna skatdra un sauksmes noteikumu tevErosuna nay val kluvuss
par sarunu t€mu $ddas ricibas Tnonmalizesana”
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Sk. wsundeijas analize iz¢litbas sistémd par dzimumu Tdzuesibas jawajumiem’™
Ruuguiies no 318 perspektivas, Burdid (Bowrdien. 1993 apiauba liclo vispariiodo kategoriju
pastavesanu,

Saj3 rakstd ar dzimtes j&dzvienu tick raksture’as 13 socidlis atikiribas. kas balstitas sicviesu
un viriedu dzamumu bielogiskmas arskietbas. Ta autovadidanas sula var d8vet par "vinisku”,
klasitikEcitai izmantojor dzimtes atskiribas Vienlaikus $adu braukianas stilu var izmantot
abu dzimuwmu parstiivyi lawjot gan sieviciEm. gun vinediom uz celd uzvestics “ka vivietim™
Celu sattksmes noteikuwmu 362 punkts aizliedz kustibu pic dzeltena luksofora signdla,
iznemot 650 punktd paredz@to cadijumu. kad apturdt transportiTdzeklh var, nkai straugt
bremzgot.

CSDD dat, 01002005,

Sikdk sk Holwer. 2003

Social Prestige, Gender and Road Safety
Summary

The paper looks at the gender aspect of traflic aceidents that appears both i the
statistics and common understandings of the behaviour on the road m Latvia, The
statistics show o greater invonvement of men in tratfic accidents and legal effence on
the road. Intemel discussion forum and mterview data show that the behaviour on the
road is explained using gender stercotvpes. Fast and aggressive doving 1s lubelled
“masculine” and opposed o the slow and careful “ferminine”™ driving. However, car
driving 15 losing us gendered fuce with the increased participation of women and
the increasing role of other straufication aspects as age and wealth. The “masculine”
lype of driving has been transforming o a means of social status demonstratio and
15 used by drivers of both sexes to position themselves in society.
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Etnicitates konstruésana: politiki un masu mediji ka
nozimigakie agenti
Constructing Ethnicity: Politicians and the VMass Media
as Key Agents

Brigita Zepa. prot.. Dr soc.
Latvijas Universidte
Socizlo gindtnu fakultite
E-pasts: brigttuzepa@lu v

Inesc Siipule
LU sociologius doktorante
E-pasts: incsesupule’a biss.soc. v

Atslegvardi: emicitdre, ctnicitites konstruésana, emiskd identitdte. diskurss, kiitiskd diskursa
analize.
Key words: cthnicity, construction of ethnicity, ethaic dentity, discourse, critical discourse
analysis,

Jautajum par etmendt, etnisko dentitat., ctmisho mueru van art konflike i aktudh
vismaz 1o diviemn aspeklicm. No vienas pusces, par ctniska aspekia nezimigumu
liecina sociaiid prakse — vel aizvien uzliesmo etniskie kondhikt (val visimae par tidiem
tick uzskatit daudzr kontiikun), nereu ewnskais fuktors ek saspringt politikiem un
mobiliz€ties lauzu masim. No otras puses. ar? daudzu péinicku uzmantbas lokd
ir jauldjumi par elnicnatt gan masdienu socizlo procesu. gan mdinida wdentitdtes
meklgjumu konteksta.

Etnientates analize ir izveidojusas divas tradicipas, Esencidlistiem un primordia-
listiem etniciiate ir kaut kas 1ads, kas pee batibas premTt kKadar ctmskal grupal
Ernicilates raksturojumam vini izmanio noteikins nemainigus pazimes. kas vienas
etaiskas grupas prederigos atdkir no cnam. Instrumentahisi, gluzi preté)i, efnicitin
uzluko k3 kaut ko sociali konstruélu, kas verdots konkretas vides un kultdras konteksta,
Etnicitdte aplikota arm ka kultdras un politikas Itderu izieles produkts, Kas radils
instrument&lu merku varda.! Dazkan autor: uzsver, ku, skaidrojot etmeutdn, vislubak
ir abas minétas piegjas apvienol.”

Sai sakaribd iezimejas probléma: ja zindtniskajd literatlind etnicititei atrodam ubas
515 pieejas un tas dod 1esp&ju kaul k&dd mérd pietuvindiles 5T komplicdld fenomena
izpratnel. tad citddi tas 11 sociala)d praksé. Pamatot batu izvirzlt piepgmumu,
ka socidlajd praks€ un vispirmdm kandm politkd etniskais parasti tiek uztverts.
interpretcts, lietols lideigt primerdialisiu preggal (protamns. nehetejot so terminologyu
un, vislicamak, neapzinoties 5T diskursa 1z2vEl), uzsverol etnietint K3 pazimes. kas
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stngrr premit noterkiar grapan, TAp&c nosacin mcs vardie aplihot divus nosiziigus
cinteitites dishursus: zindimsko diskursu, ko raksngTas skanjumu daudzvendiguns,
un pohitisko diskursu, kis pauz vienpusio jerobezotn skatijumu, Tas nav nekus
parsteidzods, i politiskats un zinainskens diskurss wiskiras kida janijumd. Negawdinak
b, ja ne sakrstu No painteetska viedokla intercsann bilta ielikotes, ka poliuski
stk diskurss verdo, konstrue soctalo rewitdtl - v &0 Jo vairak tipee, ka poltioskas
diskurss daudzos gadijumos sekn ar vores diskorsu,

Permectbus loukd sizvien biezdk einieiddte tiek vstikola k@ socidli konstrugts
fenomens. kas peinickam paver Jaunas perspekvas cimisko problemu eelogu
wentfikacna, kenthikwe skotdrosenid. prognozcsunid. TRAEAA! tick paverts skats us
hontlikte redizhem jau to sgunads v latentayds stadgds - soln pa solime sekojot

cinienftes kenstrudsanas procesmn, Kas nerel izpanzas kK cwnskds wdentitates

NOZINTEUIN WSV OESany. pad pirspilesuini un neskirojot stiudcias, xad s i nedmign,
no im. kad cioteitdes akeom@iana e pevietd un kKlGst par Skershi citu, piemeéram,
ckonomsku s sociilu, sabiediibas procese atfsaban

I gt novilkt robezskirtn, kad etnicitiites mobilizésuna it novsinaga un produkiiva
un kad 13 bremze. K& noramieu kot vardtu plegemt ctrucitates ki verttbas
atiecthas ar cidm s paretaiim vertibam. peméram. ar demokriitgu, brivibu.

Etniciidite wn varas diskuess. Atttstol teortju par vary un (van) zinasanim. Misels
Fuko raksta, ka vara nepieder noteikien) agenuem. prem@rany. mdividiem, valstm,
gruplm. bet vara izplatds cawr noteiktdm soctilam darbibim. Uz jamajumu. kas nosaka
varas speku. kas lick 1o pregemt. M. Fuko atbild: | Tas, ka i 0 vara, kura valda, kara
akeepte, ir Epéc. ka 13 nevalda pdr mums k3 spcks. kas suku ..o, bet gan patiesiba
cauraus strukuras, rada hetas. ded pricky, verdo zinasanas. rada diskursu™, Saskani
ar M. Fukoe rakstnio dhskuarsy ir relativi terobezotu apealvojumu kopums. Kas nosiha
robeZag wm, kas i svarigl un kam nav norimes. M. Fuke péineks Frapsud Evalds
raksta; L Péc Fuko Tstentha tiek veidota diskurstvi, Patiestba. diskurss un zindlapas ir
Jaskata nevis altiecthds ar esamibu, objektu, realitdn jeb lretam, bet ar dazam vuaras
tehnologijam. kas 1ds pielauy, razo, rada to espgjamibas nesacijumus un vienlaicig:
ne 3Im zindsandm legist sev lefittmiiciju un saliedenbu.™ Uziikojot diskursu ne
tikal kil valodas tragmentu un noteiktas j8vas nes€ju, bet art ki darbibu.’” un méginot
saprast, ko dazidi agent dara ar vrdiem, redzam ka soala realitate uek diskursivi
konstrugra. Varas agentu panstic diskurst ir precizi. un daudzkart atkarrot te ir
neatvairimi socidlds realitates veidotdji. Tadgadi diskurss tegiisl varas dimensiju.
Pamatojotics vz M. Fuko idejfm, arm uz einieitiites konstrudianu varam raudzities ka
we varas diskorsa izpatnsmi. Sai rakstd vairdk plevErsTsimies politiku un masu mediju
ki varas agentu darbibai clnicitites kenstrué$ani.

Etniskas identitates veidoSanas

Piemeram izmantosim Latvijas Seciilo pjumu cenlrd veikios empiriskos
petiiumus par kolekiivo identitdiu veidosanos. PETjumos iegitie dati liccina. ka uz
Jautijuimu par tentoridlo predenba (. Vai varat teikt. ka pirmam kartdm Jas jitaties
piederigs.. savam novadamn. pils€tai. Latvijal, PSRS. Eiropar, pasaulei?™) 1990,
vada oktobrt 53% laivic$u mindja, ka pirmim kdrtam jdtas prederfg Latvijon bet
1991, gada aprilt - 653%° latviedu athildéja apstiprinodt. Piedertbas sajute Latviw
varam definét k@ valstusko ideniutat.” Ja atceramies 1990, un 19991, gada svarigos
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notkumus Latvijas valsts neatkaribas agaenoiand un pelinhte, mase medijn un
s politisko mobilitan kopTan mérka sasnicgfand, tad kiost shadrs, ko pat sesu
ménesu Lukd varcja jatami papladindvies o civiku loks, kam starp predin dtyam
teritoridlajim denntitém noAmigdkd bija valsuskd wdenutiite. Lalvijas valstiskals
diskurss — nentka

A demokrliuska, konkurgspéitga nrgus ekonommkas valsts pretstud
routhitiirisma ideoiogljal, piinveida ekonenckar un okupdtas valsts statusam, Tk
negattvs pretstats bija speetus sitmuds, Lo stpri

0% un paplasindtes juund valsoskd
identizate, piedertbas sajiita Latvijai. Mingtais peijums parida. ka at cniautiesu vdi
bija notikudas redsamas parmainas valstiskdls plederbas kortehstan ja 1990 puda

Latviju kit pirmo tzveli nosauca 31 cittautiesu. tad 1991, gadd juu 43",

Turpmikaja desnuitgud@ vetkue petfiumt par kolekthvapim wdentiiiidm atkii)],
ka Latvijas edaavoiinont einiskd wdentitate rosvarTgus apiuveat 2 3 Tvedesu un 13
cntautiesu etisko wenuat 1zvirza kit nozamigiako citu identitazo vidi (piederThas sajiita
pusctal regonant. pagastam). Ja Lanvgu switdzing ar cram peepadomu vaistim, einiski
wdentitate 1 nozinnga lgavmjus, Ukramas un Bailkrievgas wdzivetigienn bel Dietuvas
un Polyas wdzvotip ka svarigako visbiezak min piedertbu savas milscian cremam. Ja
mingtygas valsts ar hiels mnontdsu tpatsvars, spricdze r clnopohiikas joma (Lanvga.
[paunija). Jo valstt i akudls kads ctoopohiukas jamdums (valeds Baitknevya, regionu
atfkirtga orentacya Ukramd). hielika nozime i preskirta cineitdeen, Savukart vulsits,
kuras pamatnacya verdo teveropumu varrdkumu salidzindiumi ar ciam cintskayam
grupdm, 1aradas, etniska prederiba imazak svariga aitu kolekitvo identizaso hierarhia.
Tawd eticilates konstruedana svariga nozmice i konteksum. Mingd:
domiit, ka wedzivold
proporeija wedivold

i preméri mudina
ju etnicitiites nozimrgumu var schimdt gan wverojama minorntisu
u vidil, gan etnopolitiskd spriedee.

Etnicililes kenstrugsanu varam salidzmar ar citu identitase verdodanue Jau prrms
vairikam desmitgad®m ievErejamie wdentufiles peifjumu aizsicdli Hennjs Taifels {Howr
Tujfed), un Dzons Térners Clodvr Turner) d@lalst, ka identitite tiek konstrudia, izccjot
savu grupu saltdzindiumi ar citlim grupdm, ka So procesu pastipring nepiecie§amika
pec poslivas wdentitdies, kas lcgfistama, uzsverot gan cilas grupas negalivas Ipa-
Stbas, ™ gan noradot ue netaisnibu. kas varcétu rasties ciu grupu déb” Neren askirted
etniskd var lingvisuska grupa, kas atrodas blakus, veicing identitites konstruganu,

Citi autori uzsver, ki emicitites k4 socidias konstruheijas nosTmizums pieauyg
situdcija, kad socidlo grupu saltes i vAjas un elicitite funkciong ki elemenis, kas
strukturé sabiedribu (dnderson, Bencdict, " Paul Brass'). Pie viji allstiam citim
imstituciondldm suukidram, piemeéram, pilsoniskils sabiedribas, kas sekmé dazidu
citu resursu atttstibu un funkciongsanu sabiedrTha, priekspling izvirzas ernicitite ar
savim noteitktam prieksrocibam — Jauzu masam ta ir skaidr uziverama. bet elite ar
to verkl manipulé.

Dzozels Rot¢ailds savukdrt piev@rias tam, ki pirmainas sableditbd veicina
etnicitites nodmigumnu. Rotéalds uzsver, ka pArmainas rada liclu neskaiditbu visas
sabiedribas vrupds un tas izraisa kolekiivas etiskds bailes.” etmiskdls grupas jut
apdraudétibu par savas identildles pastavesanas perspekiivam. Lidzign o Donalds
Horovies' lielu nozimi pieskir grupu psihologija un grupu konkuréSanat. Strawja
kddas grupas statusa maina ir viens no icmesliem. kus var radit etmsku konflikiu,
Latvijas gadnjumd nozimips ir latvieSu un krievu (krievvalodigo) statusa maia  ja
Padomju Savienibas ietvaros krievi vargja sevi uzskaidt par majoritin. bet latvicsiiem
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bja minoriates staluss. wd neatkaried Latvipda krievi ar kluvus$t par minornat, bet
[atviest tegus udt majoriiies slatsy,

K3 Lecina empiriskie pétijume.™ latviefiem joproram peniii savas dentitites
apdruudctibas saplta. kus lzpauzas gan bazas par latviesu valodas statusu, gan
art apstakh, ko Tatviest sav@ valstl ne vienmer j0tas ki vawrgkums jeb muaporntile.
[zmantojot 1igauni soctologu tzstrddate koncepeju un Tdydbas Latvgus un Lgaunpas
sabtedribu atttsiabi un etniskwga susidva, varam ek, ka latviest jiws ki apdravdeld
majontitie. T Anahizggor lutvietu atieksimes un sociidlas identitates ipatmibas. redzims,
ka latvieiu attieksmes, saltdzimoet ar krnieviske rundjoso [awvijas wedzinvotijo dulw
daudzos gudijumos vatrak ldzinds minoeritates, nevis majorisiles nostadném.

leaugu peiniece Verontke Kalmuss i noverejusi tendener. ka etmskajdm
minotitddn ir zeiktika idenutite ar savue etniske grupu neka majoritatei "¢ So
sakarThu noverojanm wm Lanvija, Premeram, salldzinot ar kreviem. latviesiem ir
izleiktdky piedertbas identitite ar suvu etniske grupu. lalviedr ir nosleetaki, mazik
kontaktejas ar citu tautibu pirsidvprem un jutas vairak apdrauden. Savokart krieviski
rundjesajal Latvijas tedzlvoldju dalar raksturmeas majoritiles Tpasibas: atvertiba pret
citiem un kontaki@sanis ar eitu tauttbu parstavjiem.:” Krievi un kneviskn rundjosa
Latvijas 1edzivoldju dalu velidzinds tpiskan emmiskaja van sociolingvistiskaga
minorititer jo. pimkart, vig verdo helu sabledibas dalu (37% Latvijas redzivotdju
daimta valoda r krievu valoda'™). otk knevu valoda hiela dala deves stéraar
paipictickama un lutviesu valodas zindjunas nav nepreciefamas, treskiart, krieviski
rundjosd Latvijas wedavotdyu dala velas saglabat krievu valodw privihgstu statusu,
kads bya PSRS pastayclunas latkd, Kameér latviedi savE valsti nejttas kA majeritite.
he i jiitig pret ewtnieitan, latviedt 1ad piedkir lielu nezimibu un 1r pateicigs objekts
etnicitates konstruésanal.

Subjcktiviis neskaidribas redukenjas teorfiskas preejus parstavyl Maikls Hogs
(Michac! Hoga) un Dominiks Eibrams (Abrams) norada, ku cilvek: liccas mazinat
savil nenoteikiibu, un viens no veidiem. k2 1o izdartt, 1 identificéues ar socialam
srupdm, kas dod skaidrus uzvedibas priekSstatus. Apstaklos. kad prusmes darboties
saskand ar jaunicdibindto institticijn procedaram un nonmam nay 15t apgulas ne
parvildes. ne sakiedribas liment, etnisko grupu Iideri, pohitiki izmanto §is bailes,
neskaidrthas, piedaviiet emicitau kit skatdru uzvedibas modeh. Valdosas elies
izmanto 3adas situcijas un manipul€ ar etniskajam grupam. lal piemeram. velesanas
teghitu sev lieliku atbalstu — tiek radtti naciondlistiski mTt un briesmu draudi. Einiska
izdzivosana klast par iz8kirosu juutijumu veletdju izveles motiviicyja. Pauls Brass
(Perrd Brasy),”" analizgjot ciniskis attiecibas, uzsver tesi politiku nozimi etniskas
prederibas manitest&Sand un mobilizZcijd un uzskata, ka emniskas grupas ir politiski
procesu artefukti. Sava analtzé P Brass pamato. ka konkurence elites grupu starpii ir
cloisko koafhikiu atilstibas ralvenars katalizators, jo elites izmanto emisko piederibu
ki lidzekli, lai mobilizétu lauZu masas. pieméeram, vélet par noteiktu politisku
speku. Etniski piedenba i viens no galvenajiem politisko partiju un etniskas chites
resursiem.

Rigas Domes vélésanas (2005) — etniskais diskurss

It izraudedti divi etniska diskursa konstru€ianas agentt: pohukl un masu mediji.
Caur cinjskds pazimes prizmu aplikosim Rigas Domes vEl€Sanas un nedaudz
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wltkosunies knevu un lanvicdu avizcs un salidzindsine t)ds 12g(itibas poiukas
daltbnicku  skolenu un politike  atspogulojumu.
Rigus Domes valeianas (2005) piesalsta usmunibu ar velaigju sinki wieikiu clusku

polarizcsanos. Rigas Dome irinstiGerja kuras wzdevams ir prlsclas sunmmieciskas un

kulttras daives vadidana. prisets atistbas planoiana. Etmepolitikas Jauidjum pamald
tiek 1ziemt Saeimas Iment un tstenot ar atbilstoduw instittegu palidzibu, Rigas Domes
darbibas 1espojas cinopolittkas Taukd i nesamérojami mazithas par ciiem, pirmam
kariam. finandu un smmmeciskagient. darbtbhas laukiem. Pamatows i jawldiums - kapee
notick velelaju cluska polarizacia?

Aknvidte Rigas Domes (32.2%) velesunas ir Iidgiga k3 Latvga kopumd (528
960, Ja par atskadtes punkis pregemam padvaldibu veldsanax 1997 g;lda’l redzam,
ka situacya mainas: ja 1997, gadd evCrojami akivaks bija Tauku veletiy tad 2001
un 2005, gadid. rdzimiekiemn kistor akinvakiem, Rigas un lauku ElEIC' aktivitdle
Leltdzinds. Kas Rigas Domes vEletdjus mobilied sklivik piedaliies velgsanas?

I oahida
Veletaju aktivitate pasvaldibu velesanas (1997, 2001, 2003)

Gads Riua ‘ Latvae Ropuma
2003 RN 53283
2001 653 0198
1997 RO R Se.nd

Avots. Centrdld vEltianu komisija

Prick$statu par vElEtaju etnisko sadaljumu smiedz art 2. tabulas dali, kas at-
spogule 8. Saetmas valgdanu rezultitus péc etmiskis pazimes. No sciam partijdm.
kas leguvudas vietas Saennd, par piccdm pamald balsojuin tatviedi, bet PCTVL
galvenokart atbalstijust mazdkumtautibu velgta).

2 tabulu

Velgtdju ctniskais sastavs: Sacimas vE123anas (2002)

Partitas Lm.\:_r_\l‘r;'i' Citas E:‘-.qu[ib.ﬂ.s, Kopd, s Viclas Sacimi
Tanas Latks 94 4} [EY] 26
Pur livEktieaThim vienotd Latvia I8 82 100 24 l
Tantas puartirn 91 ‘ H 100 21 |
\ Zulo un zermichy savieniba 93 3 100 i2
‘ Latvijas Pirmil paruga hi 13 100 N 10
Apvieniba THB LNNK 91| 6 o

Avoti. Veleuu emiskais sastdvs: Baltijas Socidlo zindmu mstitiits. Latvyas pilsonu aptauja
N =3440.2002. g. okt. VEI&ianu rezultitt (Diena, 2002, 0. 7. okt}

3. tabula redzami Rigas Domes vél&danu (2003) rezultdty. Jaunizverdoetie polinskie
speki {Jaunais centrs. Dzimtene un Socialistiskas partijas apvieniba) un PCTVL, par
kuriem pamaltd balsoja mazdkumtautibu vEISA]i, leguva 22 vietas Rigas Dome. bet
Satviesu partijas” (Jaunais laiks, Tautas partija, LSDSP, TB/LNNKL Latvijas Pinma
partija) kopuma Rigas Domé ieguva 3K vietas.
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3 tabula

Vit sadalijums Rizas Dome (2003)

P Victe shaits Rigas Domd
Jams latks 13
PCTVL 9
Dzaitenss un Secidiinpiiskis pantijas apvicnibe [ 8
Tautlas partija - B3

LSDSP (L aeajas suctiidemokranskd stradnickn |:::r;i_i\:) B - )

Th LNNK T o
Jounas centrs 5_
it par 4

Avots., Centralia velgsanu konnsija

4. tabula redzams, k& mamnies view sadalfjums Risay Domd partijam, par kurim
pamati balso latvies {Llatviesu partyjas™). un partijam. par kuriim galvenokart balso
mazakumtautibu prederigic (. minoritddu partijas™). AcIm redzama ir vEIEtaju 128 Eles
polarnizacijz. ja aplokejam tryu ped@jo velesanu rezultims. Vargiu domat, ko galvenuis
$ads balsu sudalfjuma iemesls 1t pleaugosais naturalizéto piisonu skaits. Saskaya ar
Naturaliz&cpas panvaldes datiern 2001 gadd no visiem Rigas iedzivotijiem 63% bija
pilsoni, bet 2003, eada - 68%. Titad pilsonu skaits ir pieandzis par 5%, bet to skaits,
kas balso par minoritasu partijdm. palielindjies par 10%.

Var secinat. ka vel€sanu rezultitus ietekmé@ ne tikal pilsonu skaita pieaugums
naturalizacijas celd (minoritdsu proporcijas pieangums veldtaju vida). bet art citl
faktori, kas mobiiiz€ ITdzdaitbu vEl&Sanas un 1zv&l péc etniska principa.

4. 1abula

Vietu sadalijums Rigas Domé pCc viletdju etniskds (etnolingvistiskds) piedernbas

Cads Vietis Rigas Doma. karas sancma Vietas Riyas Dome. kuray saudma
Tl = o SR L

de SAdtviesu pilrlijl‘;.* LMD su p}.l]'tljdb

2005 33 s

2001 44 16 !
1997 33 = i

Avots. Centrald vel2sanu komisija. Auteru veiktr aprékini

So sociolingvistisko pretnostatfjumu strikti fezimé prick§véldsanu reklimas
kampana Rigd. Kampanas straléayas krast atSkiras krievu un latviesu masu medyos.
Dazi krevu pladsazigas ldzek]l uznmis | prickSvEl@sanu §taba” lomu. Ta. piemcram,
avize Yae regulin publicgja rukstus, terviias par izglittbas reformas problemanku.
bet dienu pinms vElétanam avizes pirmajid lappusc bija ievietota ,imstrukcija”, ka
rikoties velgsanu diend — 4. punkta bija skaidrt noradits, kuras partijas it anuscjas’.
un par tam ir jabalse (PCTVL, Jaunais centrs, Tautas Saskanas partija).™* Lai | savEjie”
vEletd)i nek|uditos, zimé&juma bija noraditi arT latviskie partiju nosaukumi.=

Savukart “Radic PIK”, kas pamatd raida krieviski, reguliri deva iesp&ju uzstities
polinskis apvienibas .Dzimtene”™ lideriemn, kas savd programma strnikh 1estjas par
krievvalodigo mteresem un kritiz& paslaik 1stenoto valsts etnopolitiku.

No otras puses, latvietu nacioniali konservativi partija TB/LNNK 1zvElgjas
reklamas sauklus . Sarkanie Rigd!”, . Krievi nak!™ un aicindja visus latvicius
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pedalives vE@sands. L sapemtu pde tespéjas vairdk vicwn Rigas Dome, TH/LNNK
mobilizgja vEleidjus. draoudiem tzmantojo! etnolinegyvistisko grupu pretnestatijuimuy
Eiolimgvistiskid pretnostalijuma konstrukeija pricksvElcsunu kampand guva
alspoufojumu arm vEl&ianu iznakumai.

Masu mediji etnicitates konstruélana

Petjuma .. Emnopohuski spricdze Lavvna: koolhkia risindjuma mekI§umit™=* (2003)
tika verkla koievo un lanvwesa valodd iznakoso laikrakstu analtze par jaudjumiem, kas
skar izglitihas retormu ™ Anatizets luka periods, kad visd Latviji notika akiiva protesta
kampana pret izghitbas reformu mazakumtautibu skolas. Analtzei izvEIEu0 Tatka posmi
no 2004, gada 1. februdna 1de 29, ebrudnm un no 2004, gada 15, augusta lidz 15,
seplembrin. Tzmamiojot N Ferklala (Faircfough, 2003) diskursa analizes piecju, teks@
tkat 1zdalt s pumatelementi — procesi. dalibnicki un apstakln Sajd raksta minésim
duzus prerm@rus no daltbnicku raksturojuma, kas spilgu parada k3 uek wmantota grupu
plederTeo pretstiTiani., rundjol par Lndsepem’ un Jvigiem”. Avizrakstu lekstos sirodam
art sprletu Forklalo munétas stratednas izpausmi. kad pretstatifanas strategyan tck
tzmantola precga, kur detaliz¢u aprakstits vElamius un ue Lsavepem’ atliecindtas. bet
pavisam abstrakil un visparigi — tas, kas neatbilst awora perspektival Tadgiad avizes
raksta autors tevied dishursu, kus veding fusitqus idenuficCties ar vina skatjumu.

Meazdakumtautthu skolu skolene attéiojums prese

Gan latviesu, gan krievu avizes skoleni viskiezik tiek saukti par b&miem, tomér ar
at¥kirTgu diskursTvu méerki. Latviedu prese [Ad&)adi uzsver skol@nu nespgju patstavigi
spriest par 1zglTtibas reformu un organizet protesta akcijas un cendas radit pricksstatu.
ka skoléni protesta akeijds predalas tikan ka preauguso launpriligu manipuliciju upurn
un pad st neapznas, pret ko proteste.

Yomiting hija feraudl ari bérnai, kas jaunaki par desmit gadiem. " {(Latvyjas Avize,
06.02.04)

“Skolenuy uckurindja ar megafoniem aprikejusics latjana Zdanoka, Jakovs
Pliners, Genadijs Kotovs un vise hiedrl Nefaujot palim aislabi wn —audér kavpiniceisko
garu, vini pa faikam atkdrtoja izkliedzamo. " (Latvijas Avize, 06.02.04)

“MitinotGin vidit hiju foti daudz pamaiskolas vecuma bérn. kuri par refarmas
hatibu nevaréia pateikl neko, izpemot jau dzirdCias frazes wn lozungus. ™ (Laivijas
Avize. 06.02.04)

Krieviski rakstofa)a presé skolen tiek saukti par bermem (demu. pedsma) 1apac,
lal akcent&tu vigu neazsargdtibu pret politiku launpritigajiem l&mumiem.

Pretép latviesu avizém, tiek uzsverts, ka knevu skol&ur past spgj 1zvertét situaciju un
patstavign vewdot savu viedokh par izglitibas reformu. Tapéc skolém. kas piedalas protesta
aken@s, apzindl pau savu personiske nostiju. nevis ir krnievu polittku manipulaciju
upuri val vienkiréi nevElas iel uz skolu. Krievu presé skoléni tek slavEl par savu gango
briedumu tk agrd vecuma un sp&ju paradit prlsonisku drosmi un inciativu.

“Berni viens pec otra kapa uz skatuves — vinlem bija, ko reikt publikai.” (Hac,
02.09.04)

Lott bieZi krievu avizés uzsverla skolénu piederiba krievu sociolingvistiskajai
kopienai, skol&nus d&vEjot par sawa demu (Cmilsu béros™). Tadgjad: nek veidots un
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UZRVErts pretstats starp latviedu un krieve kopieou un velcindta lastiaju idenuficctanas
ar krievu skolénu 1zgittibas problémam. Savukart lawvieiu avizés, lal nonieciniilu
protestBtajus lasTidju wots. detalizgu uek uispogulota atsevisku protesta akeiju
dalibnieku nekuituedla reiba.

Politikn attclojuns prosé

No minoritdsu partyam presé vishiezak tick atspegulota PCTVL, no latvicio
partjam” - Tautas partija, Jaunais laiks, TRBLNNK, Pinid partija. Gan minoritdsu,
wan varas koalicijas partgu arspogulojums krievu un latvieiu pres@ i krasy atskirmes.
Piemeram, krievu presé PCTVIL deputditn darbiba un viedokil wispogulott dauds
plasak. savukart lalviesu presc vinu viedok!l parddas krietni retak, Krievu laikrakstos
Sacimas deputati ne PCTVL uek apltkotl ki idejiskas avtontates un krievvalodige
ledzTvotdju galvenic atzstivyl un atainol ol pozitivi pretstatd laviein politikient.
Korievw anTees uzsver. ka atraiands opozicyd truued krelsajiem deputiitiem pilnyvertisi
durboties.

“Neviens no deputdiiom, iznemaoi “hites’, pic bérniem neizndea. ” (Becmu Cezaons,
06.02.04)

Turpret latviedu avizés PCTVL parsiavyn parasti tiek raksturot: ka no Krievijas
politikiem wtkuarigl (“gan victéjo Sidbu butites, gan to bitenicki Maskava™) (Diena,
02.09.04.), saviizn deputaty, kas sava politisko intereiu dgl kGda krievvalodigos vz
protesuem: Coreforma i tkat fegoists politisko alcigu rikosanai.” (Latvijas Avize.
21.08.04.; Lot biezi par viniem raksta nicigl, ironiski: .. Buzafevs, Pliners un paréia
labi zinama kompanifa.” (Latvijas Avize, 21.08.04))

Varas koalicyjas partiju politiki krievu avizSs biezi tick raksturoti ki nacionalistiski,
vienaldzigi pret mazakumtautibu problémam: “Pirmo reizi péc dandziem gudiem
valdibas gulva uzaicingsis vz tikianos nelaiviesun macrby fest@u administratorus.”’
(Hac, 20,0804y " weskata Latviju par demokrdtishu valsi, kurd pie varas iv
naciondlracdlikafi. ke acis un ausis I aisvertas pret citu kopienu vajad=tham "
(Hue, 23.08.04))

Jautdjumos par 1zgluibas reformu valsts institliciju darbiba latviski rakstodaja
prese tick atspogulota pozitivakad gaisma nekd krievu medijos. daziadu valsts wostiticyju
parstavil tiek raksturou fot pozitive. Lidz ar to rodas pricksstats, ka vigu ncba i
sapraliga, tilTt€)a un ka viq riap&jas par edzivotdjiem (sk. Diena. 20.05.04.). Tadg)adi
lastedyn ar daudzkinl hetotu diskursu palidzibo ek parhiecinin, ka valsts nstitliciju
darbibat var pilnibd uzticCues — referma ir parciza un pav nekidu pamaia cluiska
rakstura spriedzel.

Turprett kricvu latkraksios tiek akcentéta valsts represiva vara: “lulstiy iv icdevigi
apspicst mus katru atsevisgn " (Hae, 02.09.04.); "Pedéio 13 gadu laika valsts un
Sis regims ir pieradijuli mums, ka vini par mums nerapesies. Vigiem par muns
nosplawtios. Vel vaivak, vigi grib, ol musu hérniem biitu vél gruak neka munis.”
(Yac, 02.09.04)

Krievu avizes nereti a:l pozitTvas lzpausmes no valsts puses tiek interpret&ias
un pasniegtas negativi. Piem&ram, kad izgIntthas ministrs pauda gatavibu izskarit
Jautdjumu par lespdju izveleties eksimenu valodu, Yue to komentgja $8du “rad
Radzevics parteicas vai deva tad soltpumu, lai nomierinane protestus, radis laiks,”
(Huc, 20.08.04.)
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Nobeigums

Socidla konstruktivisma perspektiva lauj vzlikot etnicitat ki socidli Konstregiu
fenemenu un pavert skatu uz etnicilates konstrugdanas procesu Latvija pec valsuskas
neatkaribas atjauno$anas. Saskand ar Misela Fuko teikio diskursi ir relativi ierobeZotu
apgalvojumu kopums, kas nosaka robezas tam, kas ir svartgi un kam nav nozZimes,

Varas agentu paustie un daudzkart atkartotie diskursi i neatvairdmi sociilas
realitites veidotdji. Raksts atkldj, ka emnicitates mas nozImigumu sekmé noteikti
apstak]l, kad sabiedrTba vairak ieklausas, paklaujas vienam diskursam, bet nepamaniti
paliek citi. Sadu situdciju veicina parejas apstdkli, straujas socidlekonomiskis
pilrmainas, ierasto socidlo saidu sairums. viija pilsoniska sabiedriba, sabiedribas bailes
par savu drofThu, strauja grupu sociila statusa maiga.

Constructing Ethnicity: Politicians and the Mass Media as Key Agents
Summary

By applying the perspective of social constructivism we have investigated the
role of two social agents — politicians and mass media in the process of construction
of ethnic 1dentity. The conditions stunulating the dissemination of ethnicity discourse
in society has been shown as well. There are two examples used in the analvsis — the
results of the elections of the cuty cuncil of the local municipality of Riga. and the
analysis of the newspaper “Chas™.
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Science- and Technology-Related Risk Treatment
in the Laymen’s Discourse
Zinatnes un tehnologiju risku uzivere sabiedriba

Anda Adamsone-¥iskovica
Universily of Latvia
PhD stadent, Faculty of Social Sciences
Rescarcher, Centre for Science and Technology Studics,
Latvian Academy of Scwences
c-mail: anda@]ralv

This paper provides a briet insivht into the basic principles of pubhie understanding of scicnce.
addressiny 1ssues related to science-society relations as well as inte the nofion of risk in the
context of scientitic and technological development. In light of these perspectives the paper
reviews the refevant studies carried oui in Latvia and provides an in-depth analysis of laymen
interviews with regard to science- and technelogy-related nisk perception.

Key words: public understanding of science, technology. risk.
Atslégvardiz zindmes sabiedriskd izpratne. tchnologija, risks.

Introduction

During the last decades there has been a rather marked shift towards more
widespread use of gualnative research methods in sociological investigation of
scrence-society relations n the rapidly developing and expanding field of science
and technology studies (STS). Formerly extensively used quantitative surveys of
public understanding, awareness and perception af science and technology (S&T)
are bewng replaced or rather supplemented and eunriched by more microsociological
approaches focusing on the individoal rather than society as a whole. Besides, 1f
formerly the main tocus with regard to public understanding of science (PUS) and
science communication was on the spaces, sourcas, pracesses or contents either lor
sclence communication looking into the various aspects of conveying scicnce 10
wider audiences through diverse channels and modes of presentation or promotion
ot understanding and awareness, then a more recent trend 15 promoting focus more
on theiwr outcome, implications for and actual perception by the targeted audience.
Analysis s being redurected towards more critical questioning of the actual content of
the transmitted information as well as recognising the diverse mechanisms and modes
of generating this understanding among laymen thus shifting the former division of
roles and reallocating agency among the involved parties.

The primary nterest of this article is concerned with the conditionally receptive
end of science communication or the so-called “demand-side of science™ (Grote,
Dierkes, 2000). Such an approach seeks w detect the public image of science and
determinants for its formation from an individual’s standpoint, the possibility of
idenutying science manifestations in an individual’s everyday life through his/her
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subjective self-refecton. With reference 1o Autonto Firmino da Costa this Jargeiv
falls under what he calls “modes ol reluting © science” ar people’s social relation
with actence” (Costa, 2003),

So far this kand of yexcarch has mainly focused on partcular case studies where
setence is manitesied i certan phy sical or culivral groups tocs! communities “having
a familiarity with and someimes a profound practicel undersianding of the knowledge
domains being studied by the imvestizator™ (Michael, 19961113 What | am interested
in is moving from what 1 would call explicit science znd society clash cases to more
implicit cases of particular but randomly chosen individuals {ordinary citizens ™) and
their understanding of scienee without the researcher’s prior knowledee of his her
clear subjective or objectve persona

volvement i any specific seience issue. The
main point here 15 10 let the respondent him herself define mstances where science 1y
or has been encountered in hisher everyday e and rellect upon those with misimal
exlernal puidance.

Against this background this articie sets out the task (o test the capacity of such
an approach to catch various aspects of this interfuce berween science and socicly
and in generating adequate. usetul and valuable empirical mauierial on individualised
views on science and ity manifestations in people’s evervday lives. Although with the
initial intention of the research aimed towards public understunding and perception
of science and technology more venerally this article will focus only on specific
aspects with particular focus on the science- and echnolegy-reliated risk treatment
in the lavman’s discourse.

The anicle initially sets the scene by briefiy vuthning the development of the
field of public understanding of science, with a subsequent focus on the notion of 1isk
and views on ils place m medern society. Agamst this background some empirical
mnsights 1nto the actual perception of risk in Latvian society so far measured by some
quantitative surveys are provided, followed by more qualitative results zenerated by
the interviews conducted for this purpose. The iatter part ef the article 15 based on
the analysis of these narratives 1denutving kev wrends and issues with respect to the
lay perceptions of the place and role of science and technology and reluted risks in
the contemporary world.

Nuts and Bolts of the Public Understanding of Science

The broad research ficld devoted 1w the public understanding of science has
been developing sinee the mid 80°s while largely based on the sociology of science
and scientific knowledge that has evolved earlier (Wynne, 1993:321). According
to David Hess (1997) this stwand of rescarch labelled under public understanding
of science and technology talls under the cniucal and culiural studies of science
and technology in his proposcd division ol science studies alongside philosophy of
science. instirutional sociology of science and social studies of svience, Amaeng other
{zatures this approach is characterised by a disposition towards 1ssues of culture and
power, historical problematisation of modern science and technology as an element of
postmodern conditions as well as reconstruction of science and technelogy developed
by laymen and histoncally excluded groups (ibid:113).

Over time there have been rather substantial internal dynamics of the field. In
broad terms there has been a comparatively recent shift from public understanding of
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science W seentle understanding of publics in the Sivestisaion ol science-soicl
reigtions thus markimyg o wransiion {rom thinking of this relatienship as one-way
aomare digfogue vpe twoawvay interaction (Zmman, 200030, If
e it molnvauen o PUS research was tredgaming public support tor scwence,
then the current tendencies are directed towards increasimg the value ot potential
Lismien’s contribution m exerunyg mflvence on the direction and pace of deveopment

caommunication o

or modern science and technology. Thus one can speak of a paradigmatic change from
the deticii model to the nteracuive one where the public 13 nw longer seen as passive
users and uacriticat admirers of science, wiich is increasingly fosing s privileged
and =elt=sutticient siatus and expericncing growing intervention i its workings by an
expanding range of actors previously extemal o sciene and the seientifle conununity.
The inner dynanues of science are bemng subjected to greater serutny und challenged
on vartous grounds i modern society. thus altering the firmer hicrarchy and power
reittiony between science and the public,

The unaal assumpiion underiving the su-called deficit mode! argeing 1n favour of
a more eificient nunster of scientific knowledge from the scientific communiiy to lay
people was motivaied by the low level of public scientific literacy demonsirated by a
ringe ol surveys conducted siney the carly 707 on both national and intemational levels,
The quantlatuve studics based on these large-scale swveys have heen primartly anmed
at detecting public know edee ol scienufic fucts, their level of knowledge and nterest
in various wpical saience issues. ete. These pereeived public knowledge-deficits were
asstined by scientists, industrialists and government officials as the expiznaiion of why
laymen did not aceept scientific reassurances that fay oured particular technologies. The
solution o the problem wus solely seen n educating people without questioning science
and seientfie knowledge iselt (Gregory. Miller. 19498). Such an approach was based
on a rather hinear top-dowan stvle of science governance that considers the publhic o be
a passive recipient of scienttfic facts. kuowledge and expertise and in a way reflected
an inertia of echnological modemisation und growth — while other institutions were
heing scrutinised. science remained undoubted.

However. despite the range of educatonal imtiatives undertaken to this end no
substuntial improvement in the level ol scientific literacy was captured by subsequent
surveys. Besides. contrary 10 the imtal convicten that wider knowledge inevitably
generales grealer support for science. research revealed that mcreased knowledge
weads to more diverse both positive aud critical — attitudes. This, i turn, led o
the realisation of the inadequacy of the former simplhified transfer model given the
knowledge possessed by lay people (Hess, 1997:144). Accordingly we can speak of
a change from the concept of “public understanding” to that of “public engagement”
(Lewenstein, 2003) or from the so-called positivist or traditional approach to that of
an interpretational or critical one (Michael. 2002). While the traditional approach
wits based on the assumption about the positive eftect of scientific hicracy 10 making
mdividuals mere useful and valuable members of society, the alternative critical
rrwdiion mainly locuses on the cuhural context of the public understanding of science
and the local charscter of any kind of knowledge, be it lay or expert (Michael, 2003).
The main aim of the new perspeciise 1s 1o open up the formerly publicly accessible
hut increasingly closed space of science creation and evaluabon largely conditioned
by professionalisation and nstitutionalisation of this realnt, which accordingly inplies
a potential threat to democratic policy {Shapin, 1992). The underlying assumption
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of this zpprouch lies mothe perceprion of science as an explicitly human avis i
generating results owned oot only 1the scientiic comununity but by society a1 larue
I Locke, 1999 The cxpansion ot the madia has also made a considerabic conuibution

to this rend by providing an imporant chanuel of pubiic access 10 knowledee of

sctence and intormation on scienihic and technaeivgical developments and increasingly
critical reflections on those. [n fact public conmunication of scwenee o one on the
key mtermediary mechanisms kg science and society.

This conceptual change is also embodied i rather substanial chunges i the
methodolagical approach to studving the public understanding of scicuce characterised
by a shifl from @ more macrosociological perspective aiming to Jetect te ievel of
scientific knowledge of the general public followed by a more cognitive psvchological
approach of “menial models” and soctal representations also lermed as “knowledge
description approaches”™ (Michael, 1996) to microsociological field rescarch anned ot
public conceptualisation of scientific expertise focusing on the way people experience
and construct s meaning in ditferen: social contexts (Wyvnne, 1995 The laver s
also referred W0 as citizen-oriented perspective, context-specific and local anaivsis
of “public understunding” vr “micro-social’ gqualitative rescuarch ss oppused o the
“macre-social” quantative data ot public understanding of science surves rescarch
(Irwine Wynne. 1996). Irwin and Michael refer to this strand as “the ethnographic
ture within “public understanding of science and technology” which places cmphasis
less on cognition and more on cuelture and context™ (2003:14). This 15 why 1015 alse
called the “conlextual approach™ to PUS as well (Miller. 2001},

The Notion of Risk in Modern Society

The noton of risk that as such was introduced in the I6th. 17th century i the
context of long-distance marine vovages, and which became more ol a scientilic
concept through application of mathematical and staristical calculazien of probability
in the [8th century, has, of course. altered its meanmg nowadays Respecuvely. of
inttially risk excluded the idea of the human faut and responsibility. since il was a
natural factor:disaster (¢.g., storm, Hoeds, epidemic) that cannot be aitered or precluded
by human intervention then the 19th century was marked by the dislocation ot risk in
human action. The ncreasing presence of the risk concept in current public discourse
is being related to the expanding feeling of insecurity, ihreat and duninishing rest in
soctal institutions and former authorities of individuals in modern socicty.

There is o range of various risk domains in modem seciety including puolities.
economucs. social sphere, as well as the surrounding enviromument and physical satety.
The United Natons (ENDP, 1994y has identified seven realms of (1} economic, {2}
food, (3) health, (4) cavironmental, {3) personal. (6) commumty and {7} political
security risks. This classification does not expuicitly mark out the risk domain
generated by screntific and technological development, nevertheless ¢lements of
these kinds of threats are scaltered throughout a range of the above-nentoned
categories {(e.gr., in realms 2. 3. and 4, incl. geneticaliv modified food. covironmental
protection and issues of ecolegical safery). Another classification of risks  (Luplon.
1999) discriminates between environmental risks {pollution, chemicals, foods. fire),
Iifestyle nishs (food consumption, drug habits, driving manner and sex e habus),
medical risks {medical care and health services), interpersonal risks (torms of social
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mieractiont. ccononic nsks tengmploviment, poverty), and cninvnal risks {(victims of
Ulewal acuviitesy, Thes classificanon also does not mark oul a separate category of
seientifle and wehnologreal nisks. which, T would argue, constituic a risk realm of on
INCreas1ng Iporanes i ngdermn socity.

Modemn techuologies and wehnelogical svstems are characterised by their elevated
nsk and msecurtly, with errors 1 those and applicauon thereof often bringmg about
large-seale disasters. Being exposed (o vanous risks appears to become an imtegral
part of modemn society tliustrated by the unceasing discussions over issucs ke mad
cow disease. ar watfic and road safety. nuclear energy and air pollution Nowadays
many risks are reluted o an increasing application of echnoiogies. thus adding 1o
the exisling concerns over the existing and potential umpact of these technologies on
soctety; and our environment. Ulnich Beck (1986, 1999) points o the proliferation of
risks i modern society relating these largely w the scientific-technological progress
1 the continueus modernisution process. Fle argues that by opeming up new fields of
activity, science wsell generates new risks, promotes insecurity and decreasing public
trust o scientific institutions, We can no longer seeure ourselves against large-scale
aceidents created by nuclear technologies. chemical and gene technologies

Likewise Amhony Giddens (1999) speaks of manufactured uncertamnties, refening
o risks generated by our knowledge that are replacing the formerly external ones.
He points to the shift in buinan concerns from what nature can do to us to what we
can du to nafure. since a decreasing number ¢f aspects of our environment have been
left inteet by buman actien and’or mtervention. Even formerly natural exiemal nisks
are gradually becoming oncs created in the course of industrialisation processes.
Risk level is becoming harder 1o assess. Giddens speaks of our allered relations with
science and technology moving away from passive respect 1o more active invelvement
in decision-making and more sceptical attitude towards science.

Fina'ly, Niklas Luhmann (1993) points to our increasing dependence on decision-
making, including that in the field of scientific research. and its consequences for those
not being able to take part in it. Risk and uncertainties lie as imuch in the unpredictable
outcomes and applications of research results as in the research process itsell
[nereasing knowledge promoted inrer afic by the development of science generates
wider risk awareness and accordingly more factors ot uncertainty in this respect.
Lulimann relates the concept of nisk n society closely with the notion of the rapid
technological development and expunsion of technological resources charactensed by
the diminishing balance between its benefits and potential disadvantages. Increasing
complexity and uncontrollability is generated by introduction of technical solutions
1o technologieal problems

OFf course, these are just a few aspecls of risk and of authors dealing with
risk issues, but I find those tllustrative cnough of the changing place of science
and technology in this context. In order 10 add more empincal evidence 1o this
macrosociological outlook, the folicwing sections will look at the actual science- and
technology-related risk perception by the public with a particular focus on Latvia,

Risk Perception Studies in Latvia
Risk and risk percepuion among the Latvian population are 1ssues recently
addressed by socral scientists also in Latvia. First attempts to grasp these issues,
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though mostly in the form of quantitative surveys either on o natzona or internationa
bisis. have been carried out m recent yeuars. The risk coneept in these studivs s
treated either in the broader framework of human securiy or public undersumding
of serence.

Humarn development repoit on human secarity

Ihe first moest extensive siudy was conducted w2002 1 the framework of ihe
annual Human Development Report. which was devoted o human security and was
bused on the survey of 1000 residents of Latvia over the age of I8 followed by
series of mtenviews and cuse studies (UNDP. 20U3). This study concludes that the
teeling of human secunty m Latvia is o a high degree undermuned by those threas
that are related 1o the pressing social. cconomwe and enviromnental problems. The
five major areas of concem wdenulicd n the survey of human securnity are relaied w
the overarching 1ssue of economic security, aceesy and aftordabiinty of quality hewlth
care. proliferation of nurcoucs. spread of LV AIDS. snd consequences of organised
crime (ibid: 118).

Threats that a person attrivutes ta himherselt or hus her family are imore prone
lo create a sense of insccurity than these threats that an individual does dut perceive
in close relation to one’s daily hie (Kalmiga, Mensikovs. 2002). Therefore the prime
domain of concerns 1s related to the private realm, only then foliowed by (he pubhc
sphere or global processes and potential cataclysms with technological disasters or
threats to state security giving way o daily “aceidents™. Besides. the higher selt
estimatien of the level of influence. the larger the probabilicy of the individual fecling
safe and ready to wke mitiative. 1tis noted that frequently anindividual s not capable
of controlling decisions taken by other people and even does not know the deeision
muakers (ibid: 293 For example, various securtty standards, expert compeience
or imncompetence, advantages and risks generated by technoiogical development,
disasters of larger or smaller scale do not depend on individual choice or action. This
alienation from the process of decision-making promotes the feeling of the pubhe
being left m charge with only socially and polinesliy nsignificant issues, which in
tumn generates the low selt-esteem of one’s ability to exert certain influence on ihe
VATIOUS Processes.

Although this study was rather comprehensive, it has a comparatively lunited
tocus on science and technology related nisks and their perception. The only explicit
reference to science and technology wias made with rezard 10 selected factors
contributing ro people’s sense of security where the survey respondents granted
scienlitic discoveries new technologies the average value of 250", which means thal
people in Latvia are more mchined to see those as enhancing rather than decreasing
the sense of secunity {LNDP. 2003:11).

Euroburometer surveys on society, science and teclnology

More focused studies devoted to science and technelogy related 1ssucs are
Eurobarometer surveys carried out in 2002 and 2005 amoeng other European countries,
also covering Latvia (EC. 2003, 2005a.b). The Enrobarometer survey of 2002 tocused
on citizens’ experience and general perception of science and technelogy. level of
information and interest m science, perception of the media’s rele i disseminating
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seicnafic informaiton, people’s knowledge level of fundumentad scienufie infermation
as well as ol eurrent ssues wiath scienifie relevance. connection between values und
selenee. moeranty of science, selected dssues (e, BSE and GMOs) us well as the
presiige of seientists and saentific vocatronal siuation, and the EL s role i promoung
and supporting scientific research, In their turn the survey reports of 20035 covered
the foilowing muun topics: Furepean citizens imterest and level of information. mmage
and knowledge of science und technology. attitudes iowards sceicnce and technology,
responsibiiities of scientists and pohey-mukers. scientific stndies and the role of
wornen 1 seience. European scentiic research (20034); social vaiues:cthics s Europe
wday, sctors and decrston-meking i scienee and technology. ctines, scienee and
lechnology - therr rowe m the tuture of soctety (2005h).

Siee the focus of this articie 1s on suienee- and wehnology-related nsk perception.
1 the following overview | will dwell only on those resalis that have to do wil tns
specific research aspect. According to the survey of 2002 it 15 observed that most
people i the then U candidute countries agree that science 1s good and usetul with
many respondeits considerg it to be even omuipotent. At the same tme the cesults
show that there 18 great resenvation regarding science and technology as a panacea
for all prublems. Neverthefess. the general conclusion s that the overall image of
selenee 18 more posiuve than uegative 1o the surveyed countries. Another finding of
the survey relates 10 the value neutrality of science where not seience per se but only
application of certain scientilic findings 1s seen by the majority as having to do with
evil lentions. Yot scientists are held responsible fur the misuse of their discoveries
by almost half of the respondents.

As to particular responses by Latvian respondents. the following trends should be
mentioned. From all 13 countries® Latvia showed the highest perceniage of respondents
who (71%%) tended to disagree with the statement that “seientific and technological
developments are oflen presented oo negatively in the media™ However. it is difficult
to interpret this result since it can be treated as an approval ot the existing negalive
treatment of science and technology in the media or a position that it should not
be trealed negatively 1o case media are currently wclined towards more positive
presentation of the related ssues. Shghtly more illustrative can be the following
finding of the survey related to the potential of science and technology where Latvians
are rather reserved in regard w the unlimited potential of science (with only 18%
1 favour of such o statement). Based on the ranpe of 12 items aimed at detecling
the level of optimism related 1o science and technology. Latvia on average ranks 9
with the mean value of 3.8 i comparison to the average ol 6.6 for all 13 countries.
Given that the maximum value implying an impheitly posiuve attitude was 12, the
result for Latvia 1s more inelined towards a less opuimistic stand in this regard. In
addition to that, 64% of the Latvian respondents lend to agree with the statement
that “science makes our way of hfe change too fast’™ 1n comparison to 28% ending
to disagree with that. Latvians are also more inclined to agree (66% vs. 2494) with
the statement that because of their knowledge, scientists have a power that makes
them dangerous™ than other candidate countries {except for Malia).

When we look at the results of the most recent Enrobarometer poll on Europeans’
experience and perception of science and technology (EC, 20052) we find that 32%
of respondents m the EU25 agree to the statement that “the benefits of science are
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wreater than any hanntul effects itmay have™ white 14%, disugree. 29% neither agree
nor disagree and the rest do not know (the nunbers for Luivi are 42%, 18%6, 27%
and 3% respectively). In general based ona range of staiaments IFuropeans are rather
oplinustic coneening seienee and technology, On averaze 78% of respondents of
the 25 Member States {71% 10 Laivia) agree that “scence and technolory make our
fives healthier. casier and more comforieble™ On the more scepiical side of attiiudes
concerning science and wehnology on averuge 37% ot all respondents agree thin
“seience and technology are responsible for mest of the environmental problems we
have today™ with only 20% dizagreeing with the statement, On Uns matter Laty s
demenstrate an even more reserved attitede with 74% vs. 7%. [0 additon. 34% of
respondents think that ~toed made lrom geneticaily modilied orgamsims s dangerous”
(10 disagree. 23% netiher agree nor disagree, 10%5 don't know ) Laty ians are also
more reserved than the averdge 1 the surveyed countrnies on this issue with 9%
considering such food 10 be dangerous. Fuallv, much Like the average for FL23,
2% ol Latvians hold and 18% object 1o the view that Uscience mekes our wiass
of life change oo ast”. Last bul net least. almost halt of all respondents i Furope
(h8%%) and even more (38") 10 Latvia consider that “new invenions will abways be
found 1o vounteract any harmtul effect of scientific and lechnolovical developmen:™,
while around eone fifth (21%% in Lurope and 16%0 in Latvia) disegree with that What
concerns the perceived role ol scieniists and their responsibiliiy in sociely the vast
majority {81% of both Curopeuns in general and Latyvians in particelar) consider tha
“a discovery s 1tselt neither good nor bad. 1t s ooly the way the discovery s used
which matters™. At the sume tme there 1s almost an equal share of respondents n
favour of and against (39% vs. 38% of Europeans und 23" vs. 37% ol Lanvians)
the view that “scientists are responstbic for the misuse of therr discoveries by other
people™. Since the 2001 survey there has been a 10" decline in the number of
[alvians agreeing to the statement that “because of their know!ledge, scienusis have a
power that makes them dangercus™ (36% 1n 2005). An interesiing block of guestions
with regard to risk issues deals with the perceived relation between policy-makers
and the field of science where an equal share of respondents (S170) agree. on the
one hand, that "if a new technology poses a risk that 15 not tully undersivod. the
development of this technolopy should be stopped even it it otters clear benelits™, but,
on the other hand, that ~if we attach too much importance to risks that are not yot fully
anderstood. we will miss o on technological progress™. The proportions. though.
are slightly more differentiated in Latvia (57" and 42% respecuvely). The very last
item from this poll T would like to mention is the statenient that “there should be no
limit to what science 15 alfowed to investigate on” where 36% of Furopeans and 42%,
of Latvians are in favour while 43% and 34% respectively reject such a view.
Concerning the last poll on Furopeans views on ethics in science and technology
{EC. 2005b). T would Like to dwell a bit on the themalic blocks related to decision-
making 1 science and rechnology. as well as perceived impact of new technologies.
According (o the survey results one 1o two CU citizens (33%: 42%, of Latvians) believes
that science and technology decisions should be based primarily on a nisk-benefit
analysis rather thar on the moral and cthical 1ssues involved (337%; 300 of Latvians).
87% of Lawvians believe that “scicnee and technelogy will nnprove the quality of lite
of future generations™, thus by 1%, exceeding the EU23 average. The survey also

showed that the majority of Furopean citizens arc en the whole open to the advances
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al new lechnologies and dre conlident of thetr positive eftect on vur way of lite 1
the neat 20 vears, Given the various areas in which new technologies are currently
developing Laivians are more melined to predict g positive ettect (with 70% or more
of posilive responses) of nmedicines and new medical technolovies, solir energy, new
CNEMEY SOLICes to poewer cars, computers and informanon wechnology, ettergy saving
medsures 1 the home, the miernet. high-tech agriculiire and ar transport, while Tess
s0n regard o moebile phenes, high speed trains and space explorations and even
less (35% and less) o biotechnelogy and genetic engineering. nulitary and security
equipment, nuclear energy fur electricity production and nanutechnology.

As ean be seen from these selected results of the ubove-mentioned survevs.
quile diverse questions in the bread field of public understanding of science. el
risk related issues, have been ilennfied and addressed. Findings of these surveys
are rather mixed with ditferent items demonsirating both positive und moere reserved
atitudes of Latvians towards scrence and technoelogy, While Tatvians tend w be
comparatively sceptical there sre aliso quite many indications of o supportive attitude
towards scientific and technologieal developments. This wend also confirms findings
oif other studies. demonstrating the existung diversity of public views on differeut
Bssues under scemingly the same topie.

Qualitative Approach in Studies of Public Understanding of
Science

Although survey results provide rather rich empirical material there are still many
uncertnties as to the more in-depth understanding of the ¢stablished perceptions and
artitudes and their diversity in between the swetly pre-defined and limunted categories.
Inereasing eritigue towards these kinds of large-scale guantitazive surveys is being
voiced due to their incapability of capluring the context specific and multifaceted
character of idividual responses. attitudes and reactions. These surveys that were
developed primanly i Light of peliticoscientific miterests (Grote, Dierkes. 20000 and
mainly focused on cognitive aspects are recognised o be cither underdeveloped in
terms of the seales, measures and staustical methods deployed (Pardo, Calvo, 2002)
or inadequate tor full understanding of the underlying 1ssues (e.g.. Lewenstein, 1995,
Wiynne, 1993) given their deological dispesition, decontextualised nature, built-in
normalive assuwmptions, precencepuoens about the public, science. understanding,
as well as stress laid on the scientific “facts” rather than scientific process or the
complex nature of science communication. cte. It s argued that these survey results
tfrequently ignore the fact that scienusts themselves are often sull in dispute over
certain scientific issues. thus inhibiing the possibility of having an unambiguous
and correct unswer and that thers are very differant understandings of the secmingly
basic concepts used in the questions and smtements (Wynne. [993). This does not
necessurily mean that a quantiiative approach is no longer relevant or applicable and
that 1t cannot be coustantly refined as a useful methodological tool in the context
of the gbove-menuoned surveys. Instead they can serve as a good basis for {urther
exploration of the obtained representulive resulis through more iwn-depth wvestigation
of underlying factors and vice versa, since the qualitative microsoctological studies
like the one outlined below 2im to look at those spheres and 1ss5ues inaceessible o
the tormer standardised surveys.
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The turther analysis presented n tus article s based on the empuicual material
coliceted by master students i socielogy a3 an assignmeni i the course “Socivlogy
ol Science and Technology™ lectured by myself i the spring erm of 2003 al the
Linversity of Latvia, Altogether 10 Interviews with representatives of various age
croups (10 1m0 the age vroup 13-25. 3 i the age vroup 2535 and 3 the aze
sroup 43-83), seaes (10 woimen, 6 men), population grotps (students, cmploved
persots, pensioners) and occupations tsocial and exact fields) were conducted. Given
the tuct that students were tree in choosing ther reapondents, there is obviousiv a
certan bias i faveur ot the younger gencration thai come from their own peer group.
neveriheless, balanced with inerviews wih those ol the elder generation. this shouid
atlow tor a comparatively good pilot sumple tor further more in-depth analysis of
the underlying issues.

Personal in-depth interviews represent o ciassical qualitative method lor learning
about “people’™s perceptions. meanings. detintions of situations and constructions
of reality™ (Y, 1994 88-91). It seems that so far personal imterview 15 the most
widely used gualitative methed in the field of public understanding of science. which
has also proven to be elfecuve for vielding the necessary information in various
reseurch contexts, Somne of the common advantages of this miethod have to do with the
controlluble puce and direction of the narrative generated by the interviewee as well
as the tiexibility resulting from this possible exercise of control over the course of the
mterview. Given the subject matter, Lo, seience- and technology-relued righs m the
perception of laymen, preference was given to more open-ended and semi-stiuctured
mterviews that let the respondent hun-herself dentify the area of mamfestutions of
those risks and reflect on those.

The general theme of the mlerviews was formulated as the role, perception and
mantifestation of science and technology n the evervday hife of luy people with
parficular questions to be elaboraied and adjusted by students themselves. Sicece the
issues covered by these interviews are rather broud the main focus for the current
article is on the concept of risk associated with science and technology  its presence:
absence. conceptualisation and perception — in the respoadents” discourse.

Analysis of the empirical material was carried owt in the framework of the
methodological approach of discourse analysis. Focus wus on those parls of the
interviews that implicitly or explicitly touched upen the negative side of scienufic
and technological development, which were then accordingly coded and categorised
by the topic addressed, by the key concept that could be further used tor structuring
the analysis. As many quotes as possible have been used in the analyticai section
to provide as much illustration as possible to the thesis and conclusions that have
been put forward.

Laymen Narratives

The interviews provided a rather mteresting insight in the diverse dimensions of
publiv understanding and perception of science and technology reluted risks. At the
outsct 1t should be noted that the terms “risk” and “safely” as such were seldom used
by respondents themselves. Rather these narratives developed areund the concepts off
‘problem’, “damage’. “harm’, “fear’. ete. They more widely embody the percenved
negative consequences of scientific and technological development, wcluding those
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that are already observable at present, expected Lo accelerale and those projected in
the more distant tuture.

The good and the bad side of the story

From the outset it should be specified that the ‘risk narratives™ in almost all cases
went hand in hand with “opportunity/benefit narratives’. bul since | had to delimit
the scope of material and issues to be analysed in this article. [ tried 1o focus on
the former ones although with reference to the latter where necessary in making the
point and demonstrating the amplitude of individual reflections on the subject. In
brief. these narratives rather explicitly embody the continuous trade-offs that pecple
perceive between the benefits and disadvantages of the scienufic and technological
development in their own lives and in modern sociely in general. Scientific progress
is seen as, e.g., incompatible with environmental protecuon. thus questioning the
concept of progress as such and pointing to its relativity:

“Q: Does the rupid development of science lead society towards progress or

rather degrade it?

AT ean't understand the difference hetween these nwo concepts. Pragiess in

one field means degradation in another. For example, progress in the field of

information technologies implies that people themseles move less.” [009F
In many instances this takes the form of a dilermna between dependence as the
negative side and opportunities as the positive side ot technological development:

“Fam happy live in such an age. Actially, if vou watch movies or read books
about the wav people lived earlier. it sometimes seems that they lived in an awful
obscurantism. Such life was subjected 1o different backblows of fortune, such
Jatadie { think that nowadeays it is much easier due 1o scientific and technological
development, much easier: Of course, this also requives much more in financial
terms, also much wore tension and stress, accelerared and intensified pace of
life. " [01,006]°

“Q: Does science provake more positive or negutive emations?

A: Both positive and negative. Let us sav, positive emations are provoked by the

Juct that science and its discoveries make owr life easier by helping to create and

use simpler things [ ] At the same time, due to ull those inventions life has also

become slightly boring. [..] People no longer quite befieve in anvthing. " [009]

“Modern equipment, we need it, though it depends on the standpoind. Well, in

genvral it seems 1o me thut this technigue is on a level that will ruin us, but

we also need it - if we did not have that science and technology for yvears we
would live in a stone aye. It is necessary due 1o practical reasons — once we
had neither wasking-machines nor TV sets, which are required from a practical

point of view. " [013]

On the one hand, as members of consumer culture individuals tend to see
themselves more as consumers of the benefits provided by science and technology
rather than critical examiners thereof focusing more on the advantages provided by
the scientific and technological development rather than its conscquences. On the
other hand, such a perspective is mainly taken from a distance with limited concemn
if the damage caused by science does not affect one directly, while attitudes slightly
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change towards more critical ones when the individual personally taces or observes
cerlain negative side-effects.
Ome direct manifestation ol threat embodied in technologies is the physicaf damage
that can be caused by their applicatien both to humans and to the environment
M mere Bigh-powwer cars are invented this is a risk to human Tife. Of conrse,
safety issues ave considered. hut there is far less chance to get infured on a hiorse
than with « high-power car. [} 7012
“f ] And also such small inventions. like chemicals, new Laundiy softeners. Very
aften this uctually docs not do oo much good o the environment. Although it
s nice ta sleep in soft bedclothes it might not be the best for vour skin and it is
also harder to purifys the water contuining these substances.” [012]
“Whuat serves for the benefit of humuor welfare — there Iy nothing negative ubout
thar, but it we look further - so many cars that cause pollution not w0 mention
auclear weapons, all that thar would not be needed”. [013]

“"Nowadavs it Is (oo smuch in agriculture - they feed the soil with different stuff,
though we (rv 1o enjoy pure food without all those maodifications. Pesticides,
well, this is all bad again when people overdo it We eat, this in turn impairs our
health. The same with these radiouctive substances we have. " [013]

“Well, the same nuclear bomb, for example. But there are other numerous
examples — catch technologies have extinguished fish populations in several
places, differcnt kind of chemical processing fechnologies and technologies
related to fossil fuel generate environmental pollution with such global effects
as that of greenhouse.” [016]

Interestingly that sound and noise generated by technological artefacts 15 perceived
as a negalive side effect of technology:

“I dont like ihe background noise created by technologivs. I hate the tick-tack

sound of a cash register. If you have to come into contact with such sounds in

vour daily life this has u certain influcnce, genervates negative feelings. However,

sometimes It Is a pleasure to hear the motorcyele nicely buzzing by 7 [011]

If there 1s no direct personal experience of nisk it can as well be generated by
sccondary sources of information through mass media and other channels:

“{ like new technologies. However, when yvou read some kind of articles — { agree

that there Is too much equipment around ns. For example, lonization — it is not

recommended to live nearby efectric high-voltage, since this has an influence on

ones psyche. In the same way it is not advisable to slfeep in the same room with
a computer, TV ser.” [011]

U] Risk alwens exists. Stories about exploding TVs have an influence.” [011]
Despite the presence of the physical treats in the narratives the empircal material
clearly shows that technologies are much less seen as threatening the physical satety
of people than cerfain social values exerting influence on the everyday practices
and habits of people, e.g. limited freedom and stress caused by the penetration of
mobile phones in our everyday life. Another illustrative example of this view is seen

in time-saving as a positive feature of modem technologies, which in turn leads to
mcreasing laziness of people:
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el T think that people T veneral like cverviiiing thai iv new and can in sonie

wey fprove Hieir evervday fife, save time. Well, 1 oueht of a situation where

suddeildy one discovers a device thar makes the hed - the majorine of people
wotdd be happy, while at the same time this wonld nvelve alyo negative things
sinee peapde becone lazier In thal case we vwould soon hegome kind of time-

Savitiy robois, " 0021

“frlnk that scientific aond echnological uchievemenis will pramoie our comjor:

i various spheres - social Nt work, Yet one should mention thei Uy delegating

evervihing to antomaric devices or vther kind of technological achievements a

persuil becomes Tazy by natre with problers cavsed alyo i regard o empluvinent

- prople are substituted by “machines” 7 [007)

Quite a few respondents voiced their concerns over the negative conseguences
of computers that in many mstanees manifest themsclves i the form ot fllnesses
and addiction. which are m a sense on the borderline between physical and mental
effeets und which can in certain cases lead to deviant behaviour:

“Sume Kind of computer games - [ totally disapprove. I is that sinall children
are already given computers, mohile phores. Its already the extreme version.
They do not know how to play ball, play with friends in the vard. There is not
that much of that any more. They sit down ar their compater o play games and
thev have fun, They gain welieht und all those problems T think that these kidys
have a slight hrain atrophy. " [004)

VA child, also an adud sits in front of that conputer and thus does not speak with

the family, but with the computer - families lack mtoal conversations, there are

NG cortacls, ROt 10 mertion faking the child inone's lap and cuddling. He sits at

the computer and this does not promaote ones development ” 101.006)

These tendencies also relate to the expunding discussion on the use of the Internet
and 1ts mfluence on the habits of personal as well as public communication and
the generated distortiens of these mediated interactions. In these and other cases
technology 18 seen as largely threatening pre-existing human relations, generating
deepening social alienation us well as modifying established institutions:

“f ] Peopie have become less open-hearted [ f Humanness is being lost.”

[069]

“There is a need for difierent things, science moves forvavd — it is all to muoke

life casier for people. onlv techrigue has gone so far that it seoms to me that we

lose something in our emotional life, we become somewheat div L] 7 [013]

“For example, it is said that theve will be o more need for a lnshand in order

to have a chitd oy pleasure. The raditional fomily maodel will disappear; 1§ will

be no longeir topical.” [012]

With reference 1o information and comiunication techuologies respondents are
zlso concerned about the access to and use of private informaten through Internet,
various daia banks, etc. People are 1in general wornied about the potential application of
power exercised by science through having centrol over information and manipulation
with that,

The threats posed by science and technology to social values are also linked to
the issues of refigion and the mutual compatibility of these instizutions. This 15 also
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dene wizh reference e the aboy e-mennoned endangered trints of humanness. There
ts @ pereetved contlict between values promozed by religious worldview and the one
constructed by screniitic and technological preeress m moedemn society. Religion s
seen s 1 basts for questioning the limils to be set for seience (e.g.. mregard 1o geng
rescarch and manipulation):

"Due to technologies peaple become increasingly self-assired creating an ilfusion

of @ relutive omnipotence that the human Is able w control all in one’s own

lite. God i forgotten. Tius then is the worst — technofogies are maisnly divected

rosvareds the material values. ™ [03.006]

The empowering and lberating potential of technologies and upplication thereof
i our daily activities goes had i hand with hidden and mually unanticipated
effects drawing a very subtle or even nenexistent line between those. These kinds of
mental effects. for example, often manitest themseives in practical and psycholowical
dependence on technologies or even fechnological ensluvement. which is often
accelerated by its collective rather than individuzl character. Under such conditions
people often find themselves helplessly trapped in the surrounding network of
technological artefacts and systems that torm the basis of many core practices of
their lives:

“"There are studies that all those mobile phones prolong the working dav of

peaple almost up 1o 24 howrs. Actwally it is so — vou wre abvavs Jike canght

cvervwhere found in any place with the help of that phiore - actaatly 1 don 't ke
it. [...] There is no more personal life. The only option may be is to wrn i off)

Actwallv I am afraid also 10 twra 11 off, because someone can call. | | A person

becomes depoendent and does so wnwillinglv. " [01.006)]

“The fact that we use devices and processes produced as a result of scieniific

activities on a daily basis is of secondary importance. Bur this iacorporaies

latenr risks making us both psvchologically and pracrically dependent on those.

Psyvchological dependence is the inability to occupy oneself when technologies, e.v.,

computer, so out of order while practical dependence mean that many spheres of

our life are dependent on the operations of echnological devices, starting with
the supph of drivking water, clectricitv and heating and eading with operations of

public and commercial structures, food industry and health care. " [02.006]

"It frightens me when realising how dependent on technologics the so-called

developed part of the world has become.” [03.0006]

"Maodern technologices have reached a level where people use them unconsciously,

which in tirn exposes them to a certain risk. " [03.006]

Altogether lavinen narratives point 1o the notion of the vicieus circle of techno-
logical development, which implies that the constant presence of the unknown element
in this realm determines a somewhat never-ending uncedainty. a search for corrections
and turther solutions 1o generated problems. And this in turm makes nisk an almost
integral part of any scientific and technological activity m our socicly:

“There is a difficult interaction. We create the damuge and with our own

technologios try to preveat it {1 is abways that something will be produced but

we will not know it as being something bad Onby later will it be recognised. oh

ves, that s bad. And then people ure already infected or whatever " [004]
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“The new brings with it also the wiknows — if something nov i discovered it dovs
not iniply thet all consequences and its influcnce have been thoroughly explored
There is much bengficial. but presumably also much wifivourahle. " [012]
“Technologies allow people to do things, the consequences of which one does
wot quite realise. Bui on the other hand, [ believe thar people will be able to
cope with that, control it. Previous experience, though not tov positive, at least
personally makes me believe that humeanikind won b be destroved by technologies,
hue will definitel be saved by them. Of particular hmportance it is nowadays
when there has been a very rapid increase in the number of population, which
has also happened partly due to technologies, but in order 1o keep this number of
people there is an increasing demand for different kind of technologies in order
to secure the natural resources of the planet. In that sense we are 1o a cerfain
extent g deadlock, we can't stap developing technologies.” [016]

As can be inferred from the presented excerpts the nsks assoctated with scientific
and technological development are rather wide-ranging, though with major concems
directed towards the yet not fully realised or already 1dentified threats posed to the
established human practices, relations and mstitutions on both the mdividual and
societal level. Science and technology are seen as altering certain norms and values
with the former being supplemented or subslituted wilh new or modified ones 1 a
way or pace that 15 not always unconditionally accepted by the public.

Risk management strategies in lavmen's discourses
It is rather inevitable that under risk conditions people try to develop certain

strategies in coping with these dangers and exerung some contrel over the related
processes. The interviews generated some interesting insights into such strategies.

One of the strategies encountered 1s embodied 1n disregard as an exclusion of
potential risk, which in a way also parallels with Mike Michael’s analysis of the
discourses of 1gnorance and which manifests 1self i the lack of prior reflection
on particular S&T related issues. This sirategy 1s closely related to reliance on
external anthorities (c.y., regulatory agencics) thus in a way outsourcing the potennal
concems:

“Q: What is vour attitude towards things that you consume in your dailv life? Do

you know what vou put on vour face every morning, what vou have fur breakfust?

A: To tell the rruth, no. [ never go into details of the product composition. Usually

[ buy facial cream based on my intuition or based on the knowledge about my

skin — then { read what skin tepe is it provided for. Well, but someone is checking

all that. Thev can't sell a good that is absolutely harmful 7 [002]

“Although people do not understand asything about the way medicines are being

produced und what is the effect of those medications one buys at the chemists,

thanks 1o developed institutions people are protected and it is not possible to

underiake some kind of unethical scientific experimenis.” [016]

“Q: Do vou see anvthing negative in the development of science and
technologies?

A: On the whole, probably not. May be carlier people used pesticides that are
harmiful to both the environment and humans. Now [ think that those standareds
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are very high. bi the food production pracess, for raw materials as well as other

goods and technologivs. ft seems to me that nowadays more atrention is being

paid to the safer of the environment and people, hence evervihing is thoroughiy

examined hefore its inrroducrion in the public domain. 7 [005]

Another direct strategy in dealing with technological artefacts perceived by
scepueism and a certamn dose of disbelief 1s embodied 1n avoidance from obtaining
technologies or products perceived as risky andsor harinful. On the one hand, such
an attitude does not envisage aclive action but, on the other hand. neither can 1t be
charactertsed as a passive position since it invelves conscious individual cholces made
with respect to one’s consumption patterns basced on a certain amount of processed
information:

“Well, 1dont feel anv adoration towards [the mohile phoncf since 've already

heard thal it exerts a negative influence on people, negatively affects cancer, that

ity radiation is harmful for humans, and { am happy that [ dont have it and |
don't want it. Thats what ['ve heard people saving and that one cannot vet tell

— oalv the future will show. " [003]

“{ ook, for example, where do tomatoes come from. I don't buy chicken from the

Netherlands and the USA because § know thar they are given special nutrition to

stimulate their growth with those nutrients that comprise hormones.” [006]

Of course, such a strategy can be complementad by a inore active approach
embodied in search for alternative options rather than just opting out the undesirable
clemenls, e.g.. in case of buying biofoed, elc.

Postponing risk 10 a more distant future or even outside ones’ life span is yet
another way to painlessly integrate existing or realised nisk in ones life. Such a
stralegy apparently tmplies recognition and awareness of the presence of certaimn risks
while taking a defensive position by distancing or excluding oneself from the group
potentially subjected to those:

" Ave vou not afraid?

A: tis an old complex of mankind to fear from something seif-made that will
subsequently destroy us. I am a postmodern person living in a postmodern society
and for this exact day. ” |009]

Finally, one can also identify the strategy of conscious avoidance or dissociation
from certan information and knowledge that 1s perceived as an addilional and
unnecessary source of unresi. Such a position rather explicitly points to the recognition
of ones inability to change the order of things with respect to specific manifestations
of science and technelogy in moedem sociely:

“Dao [ want to know what kind of weapons there ure? Or what happens if they
are used? There would he more to think abowr. But to tell the truth, 1 wouldn't
wgnl to krow " [004]

“f have shared feelings on this [genetically modified food] matter. Henow [ use it 1
lack information on what kind of damage such food ¢an do to me or my successors.
By and large to the whaole world that we inhabit. I realise that [ consume this Kind
aof food, but not all products have it explicitv stated on their labels. Actually, |
don t look for this mformation, [ deliberately avoid it. Fivst of all due to laziness,
secondly because it makes my life more complicated ™ [009]
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O Have vou thopely 1o whan scivice wifl fead ws altogeiier?

A Yo L ve, b i veas g while wgo. [ don ¥ thiink chonr ic any more. Because
these kind of thouglns can load 1o depression and decp psvelological crisis. [
Hewon tive forever [ ] Fiade this deciston when T realixed oan 't regect things
that damage v ife but nigke i conveniene 7 [ON9)

Ol course. other wrs have iWentified some other sirategies and have fornuliated
ihem somew hat differently. but | find the selected ones ruther telling and illustratiyve
ot the ways peopie try 1o either passively or actively manage related risks e their
hives. In certain cases virious struegies can be integrated in the reperteue of a
singe mdividual depending on the domuin of risk under discussion or the level of
technological penetruiien that can range from bodily contact o more distant torms
of potential unpact.

Tecimology, civil socicry, and responsibility
The discourse ef weapacity implicitly or explicitly present in certam sk
management stralegies demonsirates certain fofafism in the narratives with regard w
the potential w change the course of current development and conditions churaciensue
thereot:
A Bur Dwounldn b like gene engineering to develop..
O ine?
AWl o it develops, it will stued all genes and will find some weak poinis
and thus will prolong life up (o 200 vears. dow't know., Or mavhe will clone u
human being. I don 't know whether this is necessarv, [ f 1 think if this beging o
interfere with some natural processes, then well [ ihink that mavbe there are
certain fimits. but vwho Enows? What 1f that staris o cause damage fo someone.
well for example, iclevision is no attainmment, will relatively, Bur [ dont know
whether such development can he siopped.
Q) How do you think?
AWl Tean't imagine that someone would suddenly unpounce that no moie
production. no more development of computer games. 1 think that this is also
science when different viruses are invenied and released " [002]
“Q. What micht be that field of science developiment which creates importuant
Fisks for people or even humankind?
A Probahly those nuclear sweapons or blade weapons, Weapons, explosives,
chemical weapons — those things. Ay often as not even g commonplace thing
comes into the hands of peaple who do not krow how to haadle it [ ] A the
same time, Is there such a thing as the right heotds when [F comes to nuclear
weapons. This most probubly is no fonger avertable.” [G12]
“Development 1s verv rupid. [ f 10ds fine as long as this ail is used for the
henefit of people, still I fear that due to the fact that people are mostly very
ereedy and aspiring o power, these technologies will be increasingly used for
very destrnictive ends.” [03.006]
Interestingly enough these latter quotes also inplicitly address the relations and
shraring of responsibilities between the public and the scientific community, The use
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regard wiil respondents more or less knowingly reflecung on their vwn role m the
undergoing developments:

oi' the pronoun “we’ and or “they ™ are rather wlhing elements of hie discourse 1 this

Chis hard fo define ethics. Be onrselves do Baian i the environmeint continonsi

This ix inevitahle, ™ (009}

O Where do vou sec the sajor visk?

AW, that people — tie same war - those radicactive substances. weapons

should be extinguished. there is vio goad it frightens. [wvontd he avful if someone

fariched those yeeapons, (o would he the end. the Eavty would he Mown up. Like
in Hivashinia — thar s coo mnec Now we bave the same visk - that vielence, [}

He destrov owsehes. " [013]

It is largely about the contributien of the members of the public as consumners
1w the direction the scienttic and wechoological development takes and he etfects
thercof:

T Can vow nainie sone pressing problenis related to the application of

technologios?

A Pollution. Bet the actual problem does not lie i these techinologios but in this

insatiahifity. The real probicm is the availahilin of these. eves not technologics,

hut stuff. Too much stuff. Each person owns oo much stulf, too many plastic hags
and 1o muich food consumed. This is the real problem thar causes das potiution,

Aot the technologies. ™ |001]

Thiy 1ssue 13 also abowt the passive victmisation vs. active role of individuals
n dealing with the conscquences of technological development and in the readiness
o undertake individueal actions in order to reduce centain risks:

QN there sonte avea of scivkee that you jeel wneasy abone?

A Mavbe ecology I have sturted sorting wasie and I do it alveady jor a while”

J009)

“think thot the development of science and fechnology proceeds the wav it

shaowld he. I dont helicve that there will be some vobot revolt und rhat people

will he endangered. Of course, caveless handling of a certain technology can
canse injury or even death. Nevertheless, if vou know how to handfe tem and

are curtious then nothing wrong cun happen.” [003]

The issue of 1zking the role of a passive observer or active parucipant 1s largely
related to the current discussions on the ways and possibilities for promolting and
encouraging public participation in the decision-making processes aimed at improving
the relations berween science and soclety. It points to the problem of not only
sumulating scientists o take the public seriously and to let them have their sav but
also in motvating individuals to assume this responsibility i comprehending and
VOICHNE 0ne’s concerms.

Some respondents argue more or less in favour of an unlimuted though in many
cases conditional freedom of scientific communify 10 chovsing the routes and ways
of doing research:

L] Bur 1 have 1o sav that sclence would not be science if it had 1o ask for a

permit as to what can and what can 't be done.” [0]1]
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M oreally believe in progress and wehnological development and its necessiny:

[ D rhink that any artificial attempes o control and impose some divection of

technological dovelopment mighe be as well perceived ux constraints of human

intellectual frecdom. But, of cowrse, some general principles, limitations should
he set in yepuarate seasitive areas. Technologies, for example, may not violate

Fueman rights. 7 [016]

“f think thut peaple ofren tend to exaggerate different negative side cffecis of

science. Of conrse, they can and do occar, bat [ do not know of a generaf

solution to this problem. An effort to include a provision that the stute should

controf any scivatific acrivity In the constifution — that would be absind. {.] 1

find it hard 1o magine that 1t would Be possible to imploment the same model of

democracy as in state udnuistrarion. And also in the state administration, as we
ko, demaocratic decision-making 15 hy far the sost effective modus operand.

fn scicnce this mighr hinder amye coherent activine,” [016]

Several respondents referred to the value nentrality of science and technology
— an issuc also addressed by the Eurobarometer survey:

“Setence iself is not evil — the question is rather how these discoveries are being

afterwards used by people. " [009]

“l S the fault does not lie in the technology. [ f [ is in they way it is being used.

For example. well in regard to those guns - it is not ondv in the way they are

used, but even waorse. It is about why they are being developed. ™ [001]

Al the same ume respondents question the selffessness of scienufic ntentions
that are seen not as blameless as it might be suggested by the postulated norms
of the scientific community. The role of economic factor — commercizl as well as
military function - as a rather determining one 11 the development of science is being
recurrently brought up in the narratives:

“ovow i have to buy it want it or not. Scientists have to earn money. They have
worked on the wavs o trick people [ ] in order to carn more money.” [004]
“Unfortunately, nowadays science and technology have become an instrument
Jor profit-making thus moving interest as the key driving force further down
the rank, This in turn results in the fact that more intensive development is
experienced by those fields of science and technology able 1o provide immediate
profit (information and communication technologies, production technologies,
also medicine), while hindering development of those scientific branches that do
noi give any profit or where profit-making is associated with certain risk (biology.
history, philosophy, space research). [n short, science has become commercialised
and [ think that it will contimie also in the future with an increasing intensity,
and, to my understanding, this direction of development is wrong. " [02.0006]
Concerns are voiced also in regard to increasing ineguality, the danger of a
deepening divide between more and less developed countries, between those who
have access to scientific and technological resources and those who don’t, between
generations, etc.:

“Those stupning new inventions and different kinds of wonderful remedies — these
actually do not reach men in the street. We get only what can generate profit or
that can make people controllable.” [010)
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“Abroud there are already the so cafled bioshops that offor goods thar come
Jrom biological furms - ceas from hens thar are not held in small cages, animals
thut are hot specially just grown, But. of conrse, this food i imore expensive,
Thase who can afford it choose the biological food Scicntiflc uchiovementy are
therefure not availabie to eveivone. It has two sides - nor evervthing iy good and

aol evervtiing is bad. " | 006)]

The certain discrepancy between the pereeived value neutrality of science and
technelogy and the views on the driving forces behind therr development is once
again an iliusirative example of the ambiguous stands people tend 1o take when it
comes to this field. the flexibility and incensistency ol these views depending on the
perspective taken on the issue.

Conclusions

Develepment of modern science and technology takes an increasingly imporiant
niche in contemporary society penetrating m almost every sphere of the daily te
of ordinary citizens. This inevitably generates rather controversial outcomes that are
being more or less consciously reflected on by the public. A rather considerable share
of public perceptions of science and technology are linked 1o the nsks associuted
with those — the trade-ofts that are inherent in the related developments on both the
micro and macro level as well as threats posed to physical safely and even more so
to a wide range of social values and mstututions in our sociely.

Strategies developed by laymen n dealing with these perceived risks that are seen
to be generated by modem science and technology range from passive reactions to
more active actions. Reflections present in the narratives are rather varied, being either
hidden between the lines or quite explicitly stated by interviewces. Nevertheless. in
any form they point to & certain atitude consclously or mstnetively developed by
laymen and a position taken with respect to certuin develepments around them.

The analysis of the laymen namratives demonstrates that people are capable of
reflecting on the pros and cons of scientific and technological development i their own
termus based on their observations and experiences. But it also shows that people tend
not to have uniform standpoints. Empirical material points te the multdimensional
character of public atitudes towards science and technoelogy and their role in modern
society instead of taking one extreme position or another. Public attitudes are rather
ambiguous and conditienal rather than clear-cut enes. While laymen are more inclined
to speak of such domesticated technologies as maobile phones, computers, TVs,
different other household ilems. they also reflect on more large-scale technologies
that they might not have direct experience with but which is seen as having an impact
on society in general (like nuclear plants, genetic engineering etc.).

The nsk management strategies developed by laymen are largely related to the
perception ol one’s capacily to a larger or lesser cxtent influence the undergoing
processes and the division of responsibilities among the involved actors — both
members of the public and the scientific community. This s an importaut element in
understanding the notion of civil socicty and its relation to the democratic governance
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of science where botiom-up inttiatives are being increasimgly promoted 1w order (o
achicve ore aotnve and participatory involvement ot the general pubiwe i detenmmng
the pace and direction ot scienuific and technologieal development.
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Kopsavilkums

Sajd rakstd dots ieskats zindtnes subiedriskayd izpratng, aplikots  zindines un
sabiedribas attiecibas, ki urt trakicts niska jedziens zindines un tehnologiskis auistibas
kontekstd. Raksta apziniti lidz $im Latvyd verkue tematiskie petumr. ki art anehzets
intervijas gltais materiils par zindtues un tehnologijas risku uztven sabiediiha,

FOOTNOTES

P — decreases my sense of sceurity. 2 does not aftect my sense of securty. 3 increases
my scns¢ of security, 4 - strongly mereuses my sense ol secunty.
* Bulgana, Cyprus. Czech Republie, Hungary, Larvia. Lithuania. Malt, Poland, Romuania,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Turkey.
The countries surveved include the 235 Member States, the candidate countries (Bulguria,
Romanix, Croatia amd Turkev) and 3 EFTA (Earopean Free Trade Association) countrics
{Iceland, Norway and Switzerland).
The countries surveved nclude the 235 Member States. the candidate countrics {Bulgaria.
Romania, Croatia and Turkey) and 3 TFTA (European Free Trade Association) countrics
(leeland, Norway and Switzerland).
The number in the square brackets denotes the code of the interview where the excerpt is
token from.
* Astde from a face-to-face interview [01.006] the ntericwer also had 3 respondents [62.006.
03.006, 04.008] that provided answers to a range of guestions electronically.
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Dzives kvalitates indikatori Eiropas Savieniba.
Metodologiski jautajumi
Indicators of Quality of Life in the European Union.
Methodological Issues

Anna Step€enko, Dr. phil.
Latvijas Universitate
Socidle zinamu fakultate
E-pasts: Anna. Stepeenko@lu ly

Rakstd galvenic it gnoreologiskie un metodologiskice jautijumi seistibd ar koncepia dzives
kvahitate™ teordtisko izstradi. eperacionalizicju un empivisku 1zpéti. Snicgta salidzinoda
mformicya par dzives kvahuin detenmingjodam steram dazadas valsts, par dzives kvalitites
indikatoru klasifikdciju un 1zveirdes jautdjumu. AnalizGt starptautiska. reprezentativa, empiniska
pijuma dat par apmierinitibu ar dzivi (pEajuns verkts 2003, gada maja 28 Eiropas valsis).
Atslegvardi: dzives kvalitate, dzives kvalitit determingjosas steras. dzives Kvalitites indikatori,
dzives kvalutates indikatoru klasifikicya.

Key words: quality of life, determinate areas of quality of life, indicators of guality of life,
classification of indicators of guality of life.

Dzives kvalildtes 1zp&l var motiveél gan tin teordliska nterese. gan an praktiska
nepieciesamiba 1eglil un analizel datus, kas snieglu zinalanas par dzives kvaliat
kadd subiedriba vai socizld grupa, lai legto informicyu 1zmantotu praksg, veidojot
socialo politiku.

Vispirigals, clegantais jédziens . dzives kvalitate” ir gana sareZgits. jo veidojas no
daudzim komponentém, kas objektivi 1ctckmé cilvEku dzivi un subjekiivi lzpauZas
kd apmicrindtibas Itmenis ar dzivi. Dzives kvalitdtn satunski kod@t ir iespgjams
daud»&jadi, un art sociologiski o anahz€L i 1espTjams pee aldkirTgiem indikatoriemn
un daZzados [imenos: mikroliment. mezoliment un makroliment, proti, individudla,
grupu un societdld fment.

Eiropas Savieniba dzives kvalitdtes p&tmumi tick veikt jau samera 1lgl, peniodisk:
apsekojot atseviskas dzives kvalitati determincjoSas sferas vai dazas steras kopuma.
Pemjumu stéru izvele un indikatoru izvele katra stera meédz but aiglgriga. Ta, piemeram,
vieni no pédejiem dzives kvalitates apsekojumiem, kurnu veicis Eiropas d«ives un darba
apstaklu uzlabosanas fonds (Luropeun Foundation for the Improvement of Living and
Working Conditions), 1t 1zvEletas trispadsmit dzives kvalutan determingjosas st€ras.
Katrd no §Tm trispadsmit steram ir izveidota sava indikatoru sist8ma. Indikatoru dat
tiek regulari atjauninitl ar cmpiriskiem mérjjumiem, kas law veikt saltdzinajumus un
noteikt autstibas dinamiku. Tadejads jEdziena | dzives kvalitale” saturs tick dekodels
un konkretizéts.
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Indikatoru trvEle un skaits dzives kvahtates noteth&und var svarsiities ficla
amplitddd no daziem raditdjtem ltdz vairdk nekdi 250 indikatoriem. Thk plass
indikatoru skaits ir, piemeram, 2004. padd Eiwobaromerra veikiy)a petjuma par
dzives kvalititi Eiropas pilsétds (Lrbun Audie), kur péifjuma 12lases kopa iekjautas
233 Eiropas pilsétas [1. 3]. No apjomigd indikatoru klasta $ajd pStijumai 1zmantoll.
piemeram, 5adi indikatori: pils@tas sabiedriskais transporns, drosibz, nodarbinitibas
iespEjas, majokla izmaksas, pdrvaldibas kvalitate, nmsgrantu integricija, tirtba, gaisa
un troksna piesarpojuims.

Raksta mérkis ir konkreuzdt j8dziena ..dzives kvalitdte™ saturu. noskaidrot 51
J&dziena definteiju, apkopot dzives kvalitau determingjosas st&rus un gl ieskalu par
sociologiskt merAmajiem dzives kvalitites indikatortem.

Vésturisks ekskurss jédziena ,,dzives kvalitate” konceptualizacija

Jedziena | dzives kvalitite™ vBsturiskas saknes ir atrodamas socialyja filosofija.
Dzives kvalitites empinskd 1zplte musdiends un 5i jédziena operacionalizicijos
problematikas risindfana ir sastita ar filosofisko un ikdienas apzinas jédzienu
LJlawme”. Personiskds dzives novértgyums laimes vai apmieninatibas skald ir subjekiivs
indikators. kas empinskajos petijumos tick kombincts ar objekitvajiem daives kvalitites
indikatoriem. Dzives kvalitites koncepts ir saistams ar cilveku vEimi deivot laimig,
tatad harmonija ar dabu. vitiemn un sevi. So nemainigo subjektivo vElmi it iespéjams
projicél uz dzives realitat un stenot socialds politikas verdot§jiem valsts vai lokalis
kopienas merogi vat arl individuali persomiska)a dzive. Dzives kvalitiites koncepts
law veidot prieksstatus par dzives kvalitates redlo un velamo stavokli. izvirzlt idejas,
panakl o TsteneSanu un noventét elekuus,

Refleksija par laimTgu dzivi ir pirdomu jautdjums. kas ticis fonmuldts Rictumu
kulidras sakotng anttkzja Griekijd un nemitigi saglabajis savu akiualitli. Anglu
utilitarisma pamatlic€js Dzeremys Bentams 7/, Beuntham, darbd “Deontologi)i jeb
zindtne par morali” ([834) centienus péc laimes ir sasaistijis ar etisko idedlu, lm
“maksimalu laimi sasniegtu maksimali liels cilveku skaits™.

Idejas ir mentdls realitfites projekts. Griba idejas parverS Istentbd. Nikamais
ricibas solis p8c 1am, kad filosofiska ideja darbibai formuléta, ir te nostiprinat
normatlvajd vid€, kas biitu legila baze idejas Tstenosanai. Sociilie notikumi var
50 procesu padtrindt. Sis kopsakaribas izpauduids divos XX gadsimta nozimigos
socialajos sasniegumos — Visparéja cilvéktiestbu deklardcijda un sacialas labklajibas
valsts izveidg. Sie sasniegumi biitiski ietekm&jusi dzives kvalitati. to uzlabojot. Tpasi
tas izpaudies Rietumu sabiedriba, Cilvekiiesibu ievEroSana ir st€ra, kas daZzis valstis
ieklauta dzives kvalitites mérTsand. Sociatas labklajThas valsts statuss raksturo tds
iedzivotaju dzives kvahtates vispargjo himent. Ta, pleméram, sociilas kataklizmas,
kas Europz tika izraisitas XX gadsimld pirma)a pusé. veicinaja radit Fispdréfo
cilvektiesibu deklaraciju (1948) un panakt, lai ta statos speka. So dokumentu. kas
balstas uz ewropeiskas kultlras hummisma idejam, Eiropas Padome konkretizg,
izstradajot Fuiropas ciivektiestbu konvenciju {1950y un Cilvéktiesthu un pamatbrivibu
agizsardzibas konvenciju (1950). Nakamais posms normativo dokumentu sasaistes
logika un subordinZeija ir nacionla likumdo3ana, kas turpina individa socidlo tiesibu
legtimizaciyu, jundiskl tas nostiprinot valstl. Tadg)adi socizlas labklajibas valsts
izveldel ir radils dokumentars pamats un $ai valstt laba dzives kvalitite pieejama
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varakumam, XX gadsimia olre)d puse sociaias labkla

Thas valsts Gdas Lebkibjthas
repratne. kdda @ defincln uwaludnsmd. ir Tstenota Rictumeropd un Ziemeielropd,
il pasa laikd ens sodlis labklijbas valsts modelis — centraliz@las valsts veidos
modelis - pastaveju Centraleiropd un Austrumerropa [2. 77

Sacialis lebklTibay valsts koncepeyju wstriddia britu ckonomisis Viljams Henrirs
Bevendzs (M7 71 bevertdee). Socialas kiirtibas sabrukuma laka. kad Eiropd izraistie
nottkumi radija socidlo kaaklizmu, vins straddja pie plana. k3 veidot labkldjibas
valsts Lrelbrtanyga. 1942, vada naca kigjd Bevendra darbs Sociaf fesiranee and
Adlied Serviees, kas Kjuva pazistams ar nosaukumu Beveridffa “frojums un kur ir
argumentctn izklastta labkldjibas valsts izveirdes progrumma. karam beidzoties.
Soctalas labkiibas valst ar labu dzives kvalitaies standaria iedzvotdjo vairikums
Sat reglona v plered20)is jan vairgkas paaudzZs. Novkumu jogika uin faku liek seeindi,
ku laba dzives kvalitate Firopas Savienibas dibinftdjvalsis i poliuku gribas un darba,
ki art visu socialo slanu garTea un fiziska darba rezulidts.

Sis kvalitaiivi Juunais valsts tips paslaik paklaats neoiiberilisma ideologijas
spiedienam. ks pazeming ledzivotdju vairakuma labkldjibas limeni. Firopas Savieniba
ar neoliberdlisma wdeologiju myiedarbojas komunitirisma (compmnitarianisn)
wdeologya. Abudeologiju daudzo siridu tematiskaya klastd ic universilo biesibu
teorya. aitiecibas starp 10dn1da testham un kopienas tiestham, politiskds micgricijas
nepieciesuratba un nosactjuni [3, 78 79]. So abu ideolodiju sadursini var inlerpretdt
1T kK& brivd tirgus rdeologijas un eiropeiskd huminisma idegju konkurences ¢tpu.
Konkurcjose ideelogiju cinas rezult@ts var bitiski 1etekmeét lielu sociilo grupu
objektivos un subjekiivos dzives kvalitlites radidjus. LikwnsakarTgl, ka valdosa
ideclogija ietekme ckonomisko resursu sadul — neoliberdhsma wdeclogya ir tied
saistita ar labas dzives kvalitites socidlas telpas susaunindsanos. Laba dzives kvalitate,
neoliberdhisinam domingjot. kst par privilgiju. kas preskirta ta munorndter, kura
presavinajust materialos un politiskés varas resursus un Sadu stavokh legiuméusi,

Ekonomiski sociologiska jédziena ,,dzives kvalitate™
konceptualizacija

Koenceptu ,.defves kvalitale™ ir 1zveidejis amerikdnu ekonomists un sociologs
Dizons Kenets Gelbraits {(Jodin Kenneth Galhraith) XX gadsimta 60. gados, analizgjot
mdustridli attistitas sabiedribas vErtibu s1st@mas struktlirn kopa ar tam globalajam
problémam. kas saistitas ar industrjas aliistibu - dubas vides presdmodanu, dabas resursu
iecrobezoto apjomu. 1wdavotaju skaita strawjo picaugumu. Analizes rezultiu liecinaja,
ka tas ckonomiskds izaugsmes un materiilis labkldbas kapimadanas modelis, pée
kura nont€ius) simnieciska attistiba daudzas industnialt attistita)as valsus, i swstits ar
nopietniem riskiem perspektiva. Materidlas labkld)thas kiipums, kas i7pavrzas iendkumu
un patérina preanguma, ir interpret§jams ka d«ves kvalitites uzlabodanis, bet, ja to
pavada vides kvalitites degradacija. kas paklay) nskam veseltbu, tad dzives kvalitites
stavokla mterpretictya klist sareZgitika un pretruntglika. Ekologiska kitze. ko zraisya
industnall attistio valstu saimmeciska darbiba. radijust nepiecieSamibu industriali attistito
valstu valdibam mainil ekonomikas normative regaliciju. Sis parmainas ir saistitas ar
ripEm par izdzivosanu, atttstibas gispeju un dabas vides faktoru, kas weickme deives
kvalitdti. So jautdjumu risindsana joprojam ir politiski akruala. Fkonomiskas intereses
dazu industriali attstito valstu valdibim ir primiras salidzingjumi ar ekologiske un



Ao Srepcenko. T e kvalivites indikatori Eiropas Savienind. Tletadoleg:

ki jautipuem 14>

soatltio prebiEmu risindSinu, Lan gan e spécten biadnd oo signdin omer nactondli
cgocentriskais wsvedibas sils v &l joprojam mainits netick.

Firopas Savient™a dzives kvalit@tes kovcepts. haut ot iam protdurbojas
ckonemiskils darbibas steril, temer kluvis par noteTys sabiedrtbos Jabas parvaldibas
clementu un pémiecthas wmu. Brropas Konmisijas soci3ld onendeda ir izpaudusies
Eiropas Savienthas pliniect

as 3. letvara programinis pamati&ma sirekaied, Programma
tetver Sidis 1I6mas. hos salsiilas ar dzives kvabi

te fdives kvalitdee un dsives resoesy
.. z o o - oo
vadiSena, Licteidiam drandziga inforsideijus sabiedriba. Konkurénpcfiga an
otspCiRoa izargse: Erer@ifa, vide wn Hetspejrga wilsiiba [4) 3

Jedziena ,.dzives kvalitate™ definicijas jautdjums

Daves kvabitites honeepis weiver daudzdimensiondiu sabiedribas un mdivida

labklapthbas 1zv Srigjumu. Tas i reviests, f vardia rakswurot alveka vajadyibu
apmierinasangs kvalnio. ko determune vairako faktora kopums, kura tpoogzgot
nodulimas uTs svareikds prupas: dabas vides kvalitate: soctdlo faktore kopa, kuru, péc
Pigra Buedj§ (Picrre Barerdicn) wn Robarta Patnema (Robore Prtncain) termunologias.
varctu saukt par ckenomiske kapudlu, soaialo kapitale, kulidras kapitdlu un simbohisko
kapitilu: wa. vishewdzo cilvEka psihosomatiskans stvoklis, Bez kida notetkia labas
kvalnzes resursu doudsuma l\d(hl no swem resursu verdiem clvEka vigadaibas
apmicrindt kvalitetiv nay espejams. Lar cilveka vijadabas apniennitu kvalitativi,
resursu daudzums dazidds vietds var bt atskirmes,

Lubas dzives kvaliates delinicipas pamaikodols postmodemaja lukmeid wetver
cilvektiostbu tevérofanu. matenilo resursu pieejamibu, vese!Thu. 12glftibu. socalas
attiecTbas, dzIvi nepiesimota dabas vide. Daaves kvaiuldtes definega Eicopas Savieniba
ki blinsks elements tick icklauta ain cilvéku briviba tiekties pée saviem mérkiem,
nepﬁrkﬁpiot citu tiestbas un ieverojot citu vajadszibas (1zccums mans AL S)
[5.22:6.37]. Mérktieciha sadi civilizen apvaldi@ suld espdjama tad, Ja visis subiedribas
un koplenu konteksta, ka wiT indinvida apzind ir akidlias ripes par ckonomiskas allistibas
tgtspEiu. Biropas Savienthd tick awits, ki valzis soctilyar poluikal un socialaam
msitacyam ir j3stimul da reguleta mdividugla merklieciba.

Koncepls Adrtves kvalitfie™ ir ciedt saistils ar saorisks sacriky jedvienu _dzives
apstak ™ (Uiving conditions). kas nav veldots uz leoras biizes. Daives apsidklu
kategorna Eiropas Savienibd uek ieklaut socilllis staiishkas dati par ikdienas dzives
nesacijumiam. Tas i zinas par majokli, nodarbindtibu, izeiltibu, veselibas apripi,
trapsporiu. fnmem, victgjo koplenu. dvives Iimeni saistibi ar rendkumiem un pat@rinu.
nozcdsibas weplatibu un drostbu [3. 7, 727, Dzives apstiklu c&dDdg v objektivi mérini,
tajos neiclilpst subjekiivie apmierinditbas itmena radnaji ar dazadiem raktoriem, kas
ietekm@ daves kvalitati, Latvia tick méerita apmierindtiba ar dzives apstikliem |77,

Nenoliedzami. ka koneepta dzives kvalitate” defindsana ir process, kurd izpauzas
vatritkas lkumsakartbas, to skaitd piemérogands pirmainaim. Preciz@r dives kvaiiiates
jedzienu 1espejams. aoskaidrojot sféras, kas to determing.

Dzives kvalitati determinéjo3as sféeras

Eiropas Savientbi tick veiki einpiriski péljun par dzives kvaliliit. Sajos pétijumos
parasti tiek ieklautas sféras. kas bouski detenmme daaves kvaliau -- vescliba. darba tirgus.
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tzelaba ieniikure Bmenis un drosiba {3, Jo]. Tick sirdid3s & pie o st8ru nosaukumu
harmoniziicyas, Indnaduedla cn o secialid stuactin dais stgras, k3 an duzidu indikatoru

korelacyas [ notetki individic socizlus grupas van valsts Jobkianbas Tmeni.

Sajos petjumos parasit weklaug art 1adas st@ras. Sas bausk? ierckme dvves

kval

1 majokln ciment

soctdlas atliectibas un ckolog

u. Respondentu vairdkunms

par visnozimizakajam sferam, kas determung dzives kvalngn, weskata iepakuomus,
veselTbu, socialis attiectbas (ircétums nuans - AL S ) |60 77

Dzives kvalitan determingjeso sferu tzvelé un to skana notarkiond gan valsu
gan painteku vidt verojamas adkribas, Literatfiras analize rada. ko lictotd 173 st3ru
nosaukumi kas hecma par jawajuma sarezettibu [50 37,

Dvives kv aditio determindjesds steras. [erarhiya un struirard s
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Avots: European Foundation for the Improvement of Liviag and Working Couditions. Moniioring
gradite of life in Evrope. 2003, P37, pitno Zetru valstu dzives kvaliti deterntingjodo sforu
sadalljumam: Ciropas Savienibas deives kvalitatt detenmingjodo stéru sadalfanma avots: hitpus
wuw uesis org Intormation/sowiNet sowillus osterwvertenung:tndex.hym (sk. 17.06.2004.)
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A Stepcerdin, Daives kvalitites indikatont Liropa: Savienitd, Metodole sk janidun: !

Pedda ko detves Kvalitftes p@ijumos. kas verkte Eropis Savieniba, fivure
rispadsmel sferas. Katrd no am ar weverdois indikatoru kopums, pec kura periodiskt
nek verkln seciolo@mskn mertjum,

Eiropas dzives un darba apstaklu uzlabesanas fonda wrdevuma Monitoring
guality of Life o Ewrope salidziijumam i sntegts ot valswn Aviedeias, Vieyas,
Liclbritanijas un Jaunvclandes  pertodishi apsekojome deives hvalidn determimejeso
sferu saraksis. Jaunzelunde plesaisiita pan 18 sevdabibas, gan augstid labklapbas
limena dej.

Zyviedrpas labklatbas valsts standarts Sar tabuld tick gemits par pamatw
salidzmiasanar. Vienu un 1o pasu vai idsTzu sigr nosankumu modalitaie et no
t0 posaukumu Lictojuma nacionilajam Tpamnibim. Parskaiamibas un salidzandsanas
lespliu labud wbular ir previenotls o Firopas SavienTha lictoto tispadsmil stéru
suraksts, kuras determind dzives kvaitin. Santabules dald ar markSjumu izeelas s
sefay steras, Kurds objekitvo indikatoru sist@ma pamaid ir wzverdola,

Sts bulas dati rada. ka starpvalstu salidzimdjumi lidzas daldjat sakonibal pastiv
atskirtbay sferu 1zvElE skand un sfEru nosavkuinos. T4 Zviednga un Jaungtélande
periodiskic apsekojuimn tiek vetku devinds sferas, kas savsiarpen gan sakall, van
atSkarus, Vacya un Lielbritanyd pernodishiz apsekoiumi uekl veikt divpadsmit
sferis. So abu valsiu suvslarpéja salideindjumi. ki wl salidgindumd ar Zviedriju
un Jauneglands steru sadalljuma ir vCSrojama gan tipatibi. gan visal lielas wedkirthas.
Eiropas Savienibas deives kvalitdt Uispadsmu determungjodo steru saraksts velreiz
apstiprina 30 likumnibu.

Dzives kvalitates indikatoru sistema un klasifikacija

Indikatort 1t pétami objekta pazimju empiriskie radildj. Deives kvalities
stavokla noteik3anai valsts, kopicnas, socialas grupas var individa Iimend tek veidots
un analiz&ts radiadju kopums. kas sadaliis pa steram, turklat kawa sferd ek konstructs
atskirTgs un apjomi visai plass rdditdju registrs. Dzives kvalitates pemicctbas un daiu
interpreticijas metodologija ir daudzveidiga un atv@rta parmainiam.

Dzives kvalitdles indikatoru sist@ma gan valsiu, gan petniecibas msutdcegu vide
tick konstrugta atskirTygl.

Sakirtojot plado indikatoru kopumu sistemia. duives kvalitates indikatoru
klasifikdeijal tiek zmantou vairZki daziida veida vispiriet pamalt. Visbiezak dzives
kvalitdies indikatoru klas:ifik@cija tick Ticton 3adi oTs bindroe tpu radity:

«  makrolimena un nmikrolimena ndikaten,

e onetine un nemonetane indikator.

+  cobjektivic un subjektivie indikatori.

Klasifikicijas pamald makrolimena un mikrolimena indikatoriem ir vispirfguma
vai konkretibas pazime. monetarajicm un nemonetarajiem mdikalonem — lesplju val
principidla nespdja kadu labumu nopitkt par naudu, objektivajiem un subjekiivajiemn
indikatoriem - mérjuma veids val lictotas datu teguves metodes.

Visu min&to indikaloru tipu lietofana petniectba uck vertela ka vienlidz svanga.

Indikatorus izveri€iot pe to noZimigums, daja no tiem tiek atgita par vissvarl-
glkanem indikatoriem (Aev fndicarors). Pieme@ram, ikgadgid zinojuma Socidld situicrja
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Liropus Saviemba” (T Social Siriarion ia the European U piony sissvadgike mdikatonu
kopumd tekisuts 21 indikators, pae kora tiek raksurota kacra dalibvalses [543

Mukrolimena indikatori iv valsis ckonomiskie dii@n  sumoniedtbas veids,
valsis bruto ienZhumi. iekSzemes kopprodukis. jenakumu Tmenis uz vienu wedZvoidju
budseta izdevanmi sociZugim siTrim. tedayoiiju stekidnn gimenes strukidea, ST
tipa ndikatoru grupat wespéiams pievienot vel citus indikatorus vio wil ne kada
atetkines

Mikrelimena indikatori ir dau par ndinadu un mjsaimniccibu waribas silvokii,
par Labkidithas un lubsajlres Tment ua tespéju padam regnld savi ienfkun imeni. Sie
dati tiek ieuliti, representat
ki arT eonpinshe

U lusE apsekojol marsamnicetbu un individu situlicnjas.
wishadrogot respondentu padreterenc Sais stuacijas |30 39

Monetirie indikatori 1r naudas iziziksme meramie radiidy. kas dalén
pirk1Zas ar tlem makroImena un mikroliinena ckonomiskajiem raditijem un
chicktivariem mdlkdtmmm kurt par mérvienibu 1zmanto naudas vientbas, Te var verkt
rultidimensiondiv analtz, piemeram, aprekimidt. k3 enakomu lTmens diferenctias az
vienu ted/avotdju var majsaimniectbu duzidos wdzvetju socidlyjos sidpos: kida i
v1dE3d darba alga nozard van protesya: K sadalds uzkedjumi wa parddic kK3da woesp@ja
atrt sadebit kidu naudas summu ne povapersonam dazadu socidlo grupu eivaros.
Latad e var teulpingt visus tos tendkumus un zdevamus. kas izsak3mi naudi,

Nemonetarie indikatori ar nacdu tesi nav swisliln, tos puncipiall nay 1espejans
merm neuda, Deives kvalities detenminantes ir am naud@ neizsakamas un par naudu
nenoperkamas fiziskas, sociilas, psihoiogiskas un garieas 1edabas puridibas. Ta
dabas vides kvalitte (pleviletba, nepiesamottba val preigjais). individu mijiedarbibas
kvalitdie un psihologiskd klimata kvalitite gimend. darbavictd, publiska)d telpi, kurd
nikas b mijiedarbibid ar citiem ikdienas dzivé un kirojot oficifilas tormalitites. Cits
nemonctarais dzives kvalitdtes indikators ir uzticibas ITmenis varas personam. valsts
un padvaldibu parvaldibas kvalidte, kas batsk — pozdlvt val negaivi — letekme $is
parvaldibas tentorjas jedgivotiju dzives kvalnit, Sablediibas garlgdl siudcia, kas
Lepaazas k draudagums. potenciils atbalsts vai aisvedimatba, vienaldziba, nadigums
vt konkurenees un selidaritdtes samers, wii i icklaupms nemonetiro daves kvalitates
indikatoru tipd. Individuilisma un kolektivisma Kuittiras samérs 1o cifs nemonetarais
dives kvalnates indikators. Sabiedribas miegrdcgas limena dazadic vekton — prlsoniska
lidzdaliba. brivpratbu. ievamejamo socialo grupu secidla cklautba val atstumiiba,
imigrantu integricyas mems  art pieder Sun indikatoru upam [3. 3/

To. ki dzives kvalitan var retekmat socinlas kapitals: Kas nay saistiis ar naudu,
un komuenmkacyus kvalitdte, kay raksturo kidas sabiediThas individu@hstisko v
kolektivistisko tevirzr, kas orientdta uz kopéjo labumu. 1lustre sena lidrtha ar paradiz:
un elli, Tas abas. kA norida 57 dzTba, var tiedibinaties matenali vienos un tals pasos
dzTves apstikles. Sai 17dziba paradize un elle ek (@lolas ki materizli TdvTea situdciia,
atskiTea o cilveku konunikacnas kvalitite taja. Eile uek tElota ki telpa. kuras vidd
atrodas Klats galds. Gursigl smarzojosais edicns atrodas viend lield trauki. kas
novietots galda vidd. Cibvekiem. kas suscdudi pie galda. katram rokd ir gara karote,
ar kuru he Edienu var aizsnicgt. bet nevar o wedabtt mutd, PaltdzSt viens otram vig
negrih un nespdj. jo ir nikni un neapmieriniti. Paradize telpiski ir veidota gluzi tipat.
Ta ka ar care karott pagam pic &ianas netikt, cilveki te viens otru paddina. Atmosfera
54ja telpd ir gluz it — vl te joko. smiejas un v apnuenniti ar dzivi.
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Objektivie un subjektivie indikatori veide ciu indikawery bindvo piin
Dzives kvahido rehsturo objekiive mdikatoru kvantitaitvie dau un subjekifviis
labkid)tbus apliccmdjums. Subpekitvis labkidjibas liment nosaha uplaugds par clvcku
apmiznnatibas vin lames 12jttas imeni.

Objektivo indikatory upam tek preskaittu te daves apstakles un daves

kvaliat raksturoiosie radi

ajt. kurus lesp&rams samari precizi meril. Jo ie eldons 1r

dabaszmainu merjumu precizitdies standarts un kvantilativu méryvieatbu pleeiamiby,
Sos datus I iespjunts precisl noteikl aprakstit un analizat,

Dzives kvalndles objekiivos indikatores vewde sazarotie regustiro un socialas
statistekas dan dazadu kyvanttave ksdramo deives stera fetveros, T3 k3 respondentu
valrakums par visnosimigakayyam sicran. kas determing drives kvaludn, usskata
iendkuimus veseiibu un socialis attiectbas {6, 430 tad i hetderTsi parskail objektivo
mdikatora kepumu viend i Cleictaja srera.

Ja tevelamies tuvak iepasit objektivos tndikatorus veselthas <1904, tad tie Firopas
Suvientba edaili 6 grapds. Pirmas grupa — fed=tvordiin sowknira, Sts grepas indikater
1 damsuba, mrstibu, puredzamans miza nguns (Hfe aypeciaon.

Ouds indikatore grapas nosaukums 10 Dzivesstilis S)d crapld e cklauta pirtikas
struktura, flzskas aktividites. smekésana. alkohola hewosana. narkotiku lictosan:.
pusaudzu gramwetha, socuila waleatiba jeb atsiumtiba (sociol exclusion),

Tredd indikatore grupa retver vides. darba opstdklu. brivi fatka un satiksmes
riskus. Lon.ote glito Raudjumu. savamojurmy un bojdejas sadijumus.

Ceturld indikatoru grupa — feselibas stavokis. STs pry
antropometriskic datr, zobu vesclibas staveklis, individe Tpasls vajpadeTbas un
terobezojurmi, siress, labklajtha un socidi 1zolacya. divgnosticBas infekonyas,
onkologiskis. profesiondlis, garfgds un alergiskas s
stiveokla padvertéjums.

vsoindikatory ar

mmtbhas, M3 ar? sava veselibas

Piekid mdikatoru grupa - nives gadijumi vecoma grupu un c€lonibas
sadalfjuma.

Sesta indikatoru grupa ir saisita ar veselibas aprdpl. un te uek apkopot dati par
mediciniskd persondla resarsiem, stacionaru kapaciidn, cultasvietu skatu us noweiktu
ledzivotaju skattu, uztarelands lguru stacionara. angsto tehnologju pledivajumu uz
miljons redavoldpem un dazido medictnisko whnologiu Lictosanas bierumu LB

Lai integretu plag 1zkliedeto objekiivo daves kvalitates mdikatoru kopumu un
sferas. kurds ek vetkt didves kvaliites memunu, 1997, gadd Amsterdama peunieke
grupa, kas strdddjust pre daves kvalitates mdikatoru wzverdes, nica klagd ar koneepa
Ssocidla kvalitate” predavijuimu, Soadalis kvalidites dingnesticdianal tka predavala
koordindu sistm, kuras vieou asi veldo mikroradityu un makroraditaju sdkuthas,
olru asl  institlicyu un (vai) organzdeyu un pilsoniske grupu un (vard koplenu
raditiju atskntbas [3, 22).

Subjektivie indikatori fkse individu subjektivas labkldjibas [Tmeni. Tas o
apltaujas 1egitds zinas par atticksmi. v&rgbam, neverigumu. laimes iz)liu. lubsajiitas
ltment vat gpmiernditbas lTment ar visdazidaka)im dzives parddibdm. piem@ran.
apmicrinitiba ar starppersoniskim attiecibam gnnens. darba kolektiva, lokala)a kepieni
ar kaimigiem val arf aprmienmdba ar sava darbu. linansialo stavokh. Vispirnot -
respondenta apmicrinditbu ar situdiciju varélu mertt jebkurl dzives sIETd. ki ar noteikt
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apmrerinattbe ar vt kopuna, Dzives kvalitdtes noteikiand noAmiei indikatori i
attrecibu Kvaindles noverléinms ar sev nozimigdm citim persondm mijas. darbi,
kopiena, parmvaldibas mstitiienas, k3wt attieksme pret w valsts Tsienoto ekSzemes
politiku, Kas dererming edyivordju deives kvalititn — valsis ckononisko poliuky,
nedarbinattbas pohinke un socidio polinku [5, 22

Patot apmierinddbu ar deavi, dazkirt tek izmantots linmes j[@daens, Aptawas uek
marTla respondentu lumes izyicas pakdpe. Plonierl launes 1230tas noskadrosand i bijuds
amenkinu seciologn [ 3, 34, ASV kops 200 gs. 60 sadien, had wir uzsika dzives kvalitiles
soctoiogisku wpét, tradicionzll tzmaniba galvenokart uek pieversia subreklivaiem
indikateriem. Amertkdnu sociologiskajos petumos detves kvaluan pirsvard rakstoro
péc 13 cik lield mard aimTer amenkdni [G@as win ek aprienngn v e ar dav [30 /4],
Subjekitvie deves kvalitdtes indikatori 13acjadi tiek wzvuan prickiplind.

Apmierinatiba ar dzivi Eiropas valstis
2owahieda

Apmuerindiba ar deive kopumit 28 Eiropas valsiss

\k P Vdsts nosatkums Lot nenndt (| Diezsan apmicninin (1 Kopd ()
1 [Xina Yy 3 G7
2 Niderfandy T a7 ‘ 0s
3 | vksemburon AN =N | EN]
3, Zyiedrijl 42 33 | u3
N 5 Trija I 30 5(.1 92
G Austra A S vl
7. Sorija h ‘Zh 1 T (J(j—
b At S0 90
L Shovénija 27 A3 30
10 Be dija 26 6l 87
I Kipra AN 39 87
T | spanija 21 | 62 NG
13, Viela 22 64 36
B Colijn | 3 \ 51 53
15 Mualh 4 65 b
16 [Frurcin 13 Hy 83
17 Jaliin 1 . 0 <1
13, Lorugile T 63 -3
[ T Grickij: 15 33 kB
2. Turciia 8 sl 6
M L'ngariia 12 52 G4
22 Lictuva 7 56 63
23 Stoviikija b s 62
24 Polya 14 47 1
2% [raunija 5 32 37
2, Letvia T 4 45 1G
27 Rumanija i 38 42
28, Bulgdrija 5 32 37

Avots: Perceptions of Tivine conditions tn an enlareed Europe. 2004 P 37,
T i i :
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bmpirsku pdtipumu par dzives apstakhei un defves kvaladu Eiropas Savieniba 2005
sadd veicts Eirepas Dzives un dwrdn apst@klu uzdabosanas {onds sadarbiba ar Taropas
Komisnas Nodarbin@ibas un socidio liewu generaldirekiorfie. 2003, gada 120 maija uka
uzsakls luuka darbs respondentu aptawa 2o Firopas valsts vsis 13 Eiropas Savienthas
daltbvaistts un tolnk 15 kundidatvalstTs, Tika apiagdu 26 WGkstodt respondentu.

Sai peljuma tika mantot subjekidyie indikaton Respondeniiem [fdzi neteikl savu
apnucrnatibas pakaps varakas svarieds sterds, k3 o apouenindtibo ar dzive kopunia.
Apmuerinalibas merjumu komgonent byaterikuimd. mdjoklis, darbs, personiska drosiba,
oimenes dzave, kannnp (peibourahood), sociali dzive, veseliba, kora uka sadalita dives
mdikatoros — respondentd veselibas stavoklis un vesefTbas apripes sistema

Apmicrindtibas mérjumu skald bija cetras ledalas: |ot apmicrinits. diesgan
apInierindls. ne visal apmicTiniis, pavisam neapmieriniis. AnalizZ. virsol usmanibu
uy apnienmdto respondenta dou. tois uy tem. kas bije atbnidSuin ka vian i lou
apiniennitt van diezgan apnuerinit. vaistu sadalfjjumd wvewdousies $da apmicrindtibas
proporeijas rinda.

Empimsko datu dala. kas izmantota S tabula. wo ciu datu analize at
likumsakaribu.

) virknt

1. Objekiivie indikateri par ckononiske un socidlo situaciju valsit tiesi korel¢ ar
subjeklvo indikatoru — apmicringtibas marijumu daticr. Valsts, kas i ekonomusk
atlistitas un kur ic sakrtota normativa vide un socidlt ortentéta valss polinka
wedsivotu apmienmatibaz imenis ar davor ot augsis Lidenvalsus pec apmicrindto
redzivotdju skaita ir Danija. Nderlande. Luksemburea un Zviedrga.

20 Subjekivie indikatori apstipring no jzuna. Ka b

opas Savientbas vilsto iedsavotip
Jau tlgaku laku kopuina vzrada augsia apnucrninatibu ar dama

Te piebilstams, ka 2004, gadd, kad Eiropas Savientba paplasiaZjas par 1 salsiim.

vid&jais apmicrinittbas raditadis paplasinitaid Eiropas Saviemibd neshidens no $8%

(LiS13). kads videp byis 15 ES daitbvanstu vidil, uz 83% paplasimitgi siumé (ES25)

3. Apmiecrinitibas 'ment pSe petmicku atzinwma nosaka, pirmkart. ckonemisko
resurse kontroles iespgu. nakamic nozindgdkic lakwori it laba veselthu, labs
socidlas mtegrdeyas [Tmenrs un briviba savu merku sasniegsand 6. 37).

4 Kopuma semiks apmicrimatibas limenis 2005, gada sikumid bijis mksturigs (3
latka ES kandiddtvalsty iedavotipem. lat gan So valsiu grupas atmsitaka)as
valstls - Slovenijd. Kipra. Celyja. Maha — apmueringtibas [tmenis pacsniedza
daudzas ES13 valstis, T4, pieméram. socililistisko valstu blokam reiz prederTeds
Slovenyas wdavotiju apmicrinatiba ar sava dzavi 20030 gadd bija lielzka par
Belgijas. Spanijas, Vacijas. Francyas. [Elgas, Portugitles un Grickijas wedziy oliju
apmicrinatibe, Arf Cehijas iedzivoldiu apmieriniiiba ar dzivi bija liwldka par
Francijas, [ahjas, Portugdles un Grickygas wedeivoliju apmicrinatibu.

Tris zemakd tedzivoidju apmiennatibas himepa valstis bija Latvia, Ruminya un
Bulganja. Sadu povicyu Latvija ienem ple visai daudzicm indikatoriem joprojdm, un
W dzas civern faktoriem lield mérd v determingjust Lawvijas parvatdibas kvahtite.
Merkorientaca uz dzves kvalities celsanu Latvija jau ir nonakust apzinas centra [117].
3. Ja salidzina devipas sfGras. kurds uka merits apmicnnatibes Tmems, tad visds

28 valstis visaugstikd apmicrindtiha bija ar savu gimenes dzivi. midjokh un

kaiminicm. Pcinick: to wzskardre ar cilvéku vElnu verdot tidu savu privito

pasaull, kurd tie var izjust autonomiju un kentroles iespcju [6. 44].
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Citas daves stras - nodarbindtbu, tendkunus, veselThas apripes sisiému -
parsvard konlrold privias drous sekiors un valsts sektors, $7s sfaras liela mérd
ctrodas arpus indinTdit retekmaes, un par @m 2003 gadd v leldkd neammicrinitha
pausta 13 ES kandiddtvalsin redzavotau vide.

Tiek secindts ka personiskds detves apstakln clvZkiem s esneynaTeika et
Riipes par “mazo pasaull” ap seviir primiras. Tikal wd. kad civeka klast neapmicriniu
ar persomskas deaves apstakliem. vipn ir gatavn aistdt save priviito pasa
societ@las ripes un pleversiies politskam akivitieém (6. 43)

Lopuaust

6. Prickatatos par to. Kadiir labas detves svarfedkie nosaeTiuni. atsposuloas
kopTeals un atdkirfeas 1S13 un ES13 kandiddtvalsie redAavotiju veErihonent e i,
[11s pirmajos rangos kandidatvalste iedzivotiju vido tika wrndots “labs darbs™,
“hopdzive ar panoer’” un Capmieninodss majoklis”T Teos pinmos cangus ES 13

iedavoru vida eguva Clabs darbs™ Capmicrmoss majoklhis” oo Cpenckiom
daudy briva laiia un Idzekln, k& w baudn” Bérou eswmTba augstak uek verteta
kandiditvalsizs, bimu ESTY valsils salfdzimost retak nick eklaut labus dutves
nosaciumes. [as lecina, ka ESTS ted ATvotdn ir mdisidudiBistiskak orientdti un
victlathus sueraly akthy ki salidzaniemi ar pdrdpdm petpumd eklautajam Eiropas
valstim. protn, pilsoniskas ldzdulibas Kuliira e ir izkopiaka [6, 471,

Visas apsckotagis Liropas valsts 1zpauzas $ida lkumsakartba: “vertikalis
nevien(idzibas formas  rendkumi. izglitiba un nodarbinitia - parastt apnucrnatibu
ar dzivi wetehme spaeigik salidzindjuma ar tadam hoerzontdias nevienlidzibas
fonam ki damums, daavesvietas regions un tps, k3 am veeuns” {6, 3]

R, Meotodole
savi deiv,

1 nav skatdrs. pde Kidiem krtdrgiom IC‘ZPOH(JL[III subiekiivi novendust
Tatad pielanta neprecizndte mstramentinija zyveid?, Alskaites punkls

varéia bt sulidzindjums ar pasa detves kvalitan pdumm saltdzindjums ar citu
personu dzives kvalitdti vai ambiciozi ndkownes plani. Janem veri. ke newonelitrie
dzives kvahtdtes indikaton arf var bipelan etekmét subjekiive labklijibu. Indisids
var justies apnnennats ar dzivi, kaut oojekivie deves aps!

Ak nebdi nav eklaujami
labas kvalitates kategorijd. un otradi — individs var justivs neapnuerinits ac dzivi
kaut ebjekiivie dzves apstakyir lou labi [6, 37.35].

9. Dzives kvalitate v daedzdimensionils Koneepts  dzives kvalitat oigektv
determine aktoru kopums un subjektno apmierindtiby ar dzives kvalitdn ictekmé
vairaki indikatorl. Par labas deives pamatu Eiropas Savientba 12 valstu sastavi
tick uzskalltas (rls vieniidz svarfeas sustavdalas — ienakun, veseliba un socralis
atticcbas.

Visaugstikie ieniikumi uz vienu méjsmmmecibu Biropas Savienibi un vienlaikus
vislielakd apmicrinatiba ar detvi ir Danya, Nideriundé, Luksemburga, Zviedrja,
Cilvaki Klast loti apmierindti ar dzIvi val sana apmieringdtl ar dzivi. ja vigi spé
kontrolet savu enikumu [fmeni, i pie labas veseltbas v spej to atjaunot. 1r sociali
inlegréti un var brisi Istenot savus merkus {6, 3]

Secindjumi par dzives kvalitates petljumu metodologijas un
interpretacijas jautajumiem
Var likties, ka objekiTvie indikatori, kas raksturo dvives kvaludti, tick noterktn wr

dabaszinamisku vai tal piciuvinitu prec izititi. Redli sociifai@s zinames médy but 13, ka
4 objekiivo indikatoru precizitite ir apluvena. Dala to indikatoru. kas uek klasificen
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A

K3 obeRitvie mdikatori, et no respondentient. jo etia diua par p@iama parddibu
nav. Premeram, smas par o, ik e respondents i smagl shimops, nek eguss no
Dii shaimncsds, Tas rada novirees datu procizisate.

Objekyvie un o subyektivie mdikatori, kas raksturo detves vah v zradit
asteinske kombmacyu, Ta. premaram. dazkirt sustopames spydrsis « uL ahas - nek
pausta subjckliva upmicrinatiba or o3
ua olrddi neapnien
[5. 53]

tem dives apsiaklionn kos apdiedd denabu,

attha ar daavi var skt pansar maecenill Inbv&Toes apsidilos

Art Eiropas Savientbas meroga 'w:ﬁjumu metodelogas 1zsddd sar teviesties
nepiintbas, kaut an augsta darba Kvalitiie 3an valsiv Kopa ir vIsparalzin nom visis
durbtbas jomés. Premcram. mstrumentarijd. kas paredsSty “labas dvnves™ indikatoru
I‘iOh}\dIdI(J..dILil. ukar post facnen Ucis alkiits, kas pamemot B Alevta of Hoiedr
1993) celrpadsinit “labas daves™ komponentu suraksiu, ir tkusi tirazeia
detves kvaludies zp€té nebijoeklowiad dvi ~labe daver” bk biiiski kompoenent
k3 veselibe unenakumi. kun turpmakos paigumos. skt Sal reksta it Giard 2003,
guda petjuma. Uka ek jauti Tiesk, noZimigs VIenmer ir interprelacijas Jauldjums, jo
tidi £, Alerta fetone komponenu ka “labs darbs™ un “veiksimiga karer imphicia
wiver tenakunus |6, 475

itda, an

Dzives apstaklu un deves kvalndtes 12pcte Erropas Savientha ir petiiecibas nozure
ar rzveidotu kenouo. kas tiek modihicdts sa1stbd ar parmaman sabiedithi un zinzing

Sat nozard tiek veikti longitudindli péijuni. PEGumes un stalisidskis |:1ii\['m;’1utja:i
vakiuna resaisties vairakas msilderjas, premeram. Liropas Konusgas Nodarbinatibas
un sociale beto gencraldirektorats, kas zded kgaddio smojumu “Socilld siudeija
Firopas Saviemibd” (The Socicl Sitwation in the Furopean inion), Eiropas DrIves un
darba apstaklu uzlabosanas tonds, Firostats (Fwrostar). Birobarometrs (Fwrobaromeier),
Sim mErkim ir izveidotas akad@misku p&tiiumu progranimas. no kurim darbojus
futernaiional social survey programamie (ISSPp Tdld Talees Servey {WVS) un
waiay agas nzsakt darbthu Ewropecnr Social Srivey [S045]0 Daves kvalitites izpéie FS
nek velkm interdiscipliniri, pétnieku komandas eklaujor ckonomistus, demogritus.
staustikus, sociologus, politologus. psthologus,

Lat noterktu pirmainu dinamiku un veiktu datu sterpravtisku saltdzinesu analtz,
ir svarigl hanmoniz@t p&iniectbas instrumentariju un dikatoru sisi@mu. Vienlaikus
Jaateeras. ka adekvity saltdzindsana prasa pleverst uzmantbu kontekstam un skaidrol
to. Infonnicya par vides hontekstu klast Ipasi svaripga tad, kad wsitiiciji, reguond vai
valstt wegitic datt nek starptautisk salidzindu un ar tiem tck iepazistingdia starptautiska
auditorija. Kouteksta raksturojums datu interpretaciji atvieglo to supradanu citviel,

Nobeigumi jaseeina. ka dzives kvalitites peintectba ir piada sociologi)ias nozare.
kura jau daudz paverkts an vienlakus paveras ;1|1jang~; darbalauks ki teorijas. 13
empirias joma. SfEras. kuras wlekm@ dives kvabidin i identificftas. Daziis no tm
uuldots izsverts, visaptvereds indikatoru kopums. dazas wndikatoru kopums &l
nopietni piloveidojums, Datu starplastisky salidzinody analize, kas draves kvalitiites
lepett dara V3l saistosiku, liek domart par mdikatoru harmoenizaciju. Dzives kvalitaies
1zplles datt var bt zindsanu avols un prakuskis darbibas pamats.

Taddjadi refleksya par individa, grupu un sabiedribas dzives kvalitati un tas
empiriska 1zpdéte var dot gan itelektudlu impuisu, gen impulsu darbibai, kas bt
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varsta uz Latvijas tedavoryu denves Keaditdtes tuvindaana yvismae vid&iam Liropas
Savtenibas valsia [imesim.
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Indicators of Quality ot Life in the European Union. Methodological
Issues

Summary

The nuun subject of this artcle 13 the epistemological und methodological 1ssue

related to the concept of quality of lite. International comparative informution is
presenfed both in areas which arc under research as determinants of quality of life,
and a svstem of indicators of quality of life elaborating these areas. The datn on
measuring lite satisfaction conducted in 28 European countries in May, 2003 are
analysed i the final part of this arucle,
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