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aimdots Ceplitis dzimis un uzaudzis Riga, tolaik zajaja un

klusaja Pardaugava, netilu no Zasulauka stacijas

gleznotdja un zimelanas skolotdgja Krisjana Ceplisa un
fotogrdafes Alvines Ceplites gimené (diemzél Laimdota
dzims$anas gads ir arT téva aizie§anas gads).

Skolojies Rigas 46. pamatskola un 5. vidusskola, vienu gadu
arm Rigas KultGras un 1zglitibas darbinieku tehnikuma ($aja laika
uzsicis darba gaitas, straddjot par noliktavas stradnieku
"Zasulauka manufaktara"). Studégjis filologiju Latvijas Valsts
Universitate.

Péc augstskolas beigSanas 1956. gada wvipa vieniga
pamatdarba vieta ir bijis Instittits — Iidz 1991. gada beigam
A. Uptia Valodas un literatiras institits, pgc tam Latvie3u
valodas institits. Jau ienakot Valodas un literatliras institita, tiek
pamanitas Laimdota daudzpusigds un dzi|as =zinaSanas
valodnieciba, vipa interese un griba nodoties zinatniskajam
darbam. Ir redzama ar? vipa centiba un neatlaidiba nepartraukti
un sistematiski vairot zinaSanas gan tie$i sava specialitaté, gan
teorétiskos valodniecibas jautdjumos un zindtnes metodologija,
ka arT psihologija un logika. Tapat nepalieck nepamanitas
Laimdota valodu zinaSanas, v€lme padzi]indt jau labi zinamo
valodu prasmi un sakt mactties jaunas.

Likumsakarigi, ka jau pec paris gadiem Laimdota zina3anas
un pétnieciskais darbs iemiesojas nopietnis publikacijas — "Dazi
vErojumi par runas intondcyu latviebu valoda" un "lzteiksmigas
runas pamati" (kopa ar N. Katlapi}. Seko nodala "Runas
intonacijas nozime teikuma" ("LatvieSu literaras valodas
gramatikas” akadeémiska izdevuma 2. sg§juma) un citi raksti par
fon&tikas jautdjumiem. VElak, péc gadiem, ka tlggad€jo runas
intonacijas pétjumu rezultats top monografija "Runas intonacijas
analize" (krievu valoda), kas talt p&c publicésanas kluva par

-
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fonetiku rokasgramatu visa bijusaja Padomju Savieniba (ar 1as
dazadajam fonetikas un fonologijas skolam) un ari arpus tas
robezim. Par 3o darbu 1975. gada Laimdotam Ceplitim tiek
piedkirts filologijas doktora grads.

Japiebilst ari, ka tas bija Laimdots, ar kura pulém un
organizatorisko darbu Institiitd tika izveidota eksperimentilas
fongtikas laboratorija, izstradats fonétikas pétiSanas plans un
iesakti darbi 3aja jomd. Vairakus gadus, piedalidamies
dialektologijas materialu vak3anas ekspedicijas, Laimdots 3aja
nozaré ieviesa tehniskos lidzek|us, un pats ierakstija
magnetofona lent&s dialektologijas un folkloras materialus vairak
neka 100 000 metru garuma.

Vienlaikus ar savu sirdslietu — fongtiku — [.aimdota
uzmantbas loka jau gandriz no pa$iem pétniecibas sakumiem
iek]ust latvieSu valodniectba mazpéetitas sintakses problémas.
Tiek uzrakstitas nozimigas nodalas "Musdienu latvieSu literaras
valodas gramatikai" par vienkopas un bezkopas teikumiem.
1963. gada par bezkopas konstrukcijam latvieu valoda Laimdots
iegust filologijas zinatnu kandidata gradu.

No paSiem valodnieciskas darbibas sikumiem Laimdots ir
ieguldijis daudz darba rakstibas pilnveidé. Vin$ ir sekméjis
noteiktu principu izstradi citvalodu cilmes ipadvardu atveidei
latvieSu literaras valodas rakstos un runa, sastadot noradijumus
par vacu, spanu, francu u. ¢. valodu ipadvardiem.

Kad 1964. gada nogalé Laimdotu norko par Zinatnisko
vardnicu sektora vaditaju, vip$ pievérias ar leksikografijai.
Fundamentalakais darbs latvielu leksikografija — "LatvieSu
literaras valodas vardnica" — papéma daudz (reiz€ém parak
daudz) speku un laika, vienu otru sirdsdarbu un nevalas priekn
spieda nolikt uz vardnicas altara. Tadu, atskatoties pagatng, griti
iedomaties kadu citu, kur$ labak par Laimdotu biitu spgjis tikt
gala ar vardnicas darba un organizatoriskajam, vardnicas
kolekttva aug$anas gruttbam un Skeér§liem, reizu reizém arl ar
daila dzimuma kaprizitém. Ar to visu bija jatiek gala, veidojot 30
latvie$u valodniectbas brieduma apliecinatdju darbu.

Noturiga interese par rakstibas jautdgjumiem gadu gaita
neaprobeZojas ar citvalodu Tpasvardu atveidi. Laimdots ir veicis



Linguistica Lettica 2000 e 7

redaktora darbu un bijis arl viens no autoriem "Latvie$u valodas
pareizrakstibas  vardnicai” (1981) wun "Latvie3u valodas
pareizrakstibas un pareizrunas vardnicai" (1995).

Un vél raksti par dazadiem valodas prakses jautajumiem,
dailliteratiras un literaras valodas attieksmé&m, literaras valodas
normam, valodas kultfiru, par lektora runas meistartbu... Bija vEl
art vairakas lielakas un mazakas ieceres gan saistibd ar fonétiku,
gan uzkrato bagato pieredzi leksikografija.

Pasa 2000. gada vasaras vidi Laimdotam biitu jubileja — 70.

Lai gan ir pagajusi jau vairak neka 8 gadi bez Laimdota, reizu
reizém vel aizvien pietrikst 8T patiesi inteligenta cilvéka ar kluso
smaidu. Cilveka, kur§ miléja miiziku un pats bija spélgjis vijoli.
Kuru aizrava teatris, ko arT pats gadiem bija spélgjis (un pat
vadijis Valodas un literatiiras instittita dramas ansambli). Kuram
patika gleznieciba, jo bija uzaudzis starp teva gleznotiem
darbiem.

Janis Valdmanis
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Dace MARKUS
Skaniguma jeb sonoritates princips latvieSu
valodas zilbés

Tradicionali latviedu valodnieciba teorgtiska fonologija ir vaji
attistita nozare, art zilbes pefjjumos ir daudz nenoskaidrotu
jautajumu, Raksta risinatas dazas latvieSu valodas zilbes
fonologijas problémas, salidzinot latvieiu valodas piemérus ar
atbilstoSiem piemériem ang|u valoda.

Ir visparigie principi, kas pamatos tiek ievéroti lielakaja dala
valodu, un specifiskie jeb variativie principi, kas raksturigi tikai
kadai valodu grupai vai pat vienai valodai. Viens no galvenajiem
visparigajiem principiem zitbes fonologija ir sonoritates (s)
princips, t.i. katra zilbé ir tikai viena sonoritates virsotne — zilbes
kodols (K). Ar somoritati saprot skapas relativu skajumu
(skanigumu — D. M.) salidzinajuma ar citam skapim
vienados apstiklos (Giegerich, 1992). Zilbes sakuma (S)
Iidzskani izvietojas sonoritates pieauguma seciba virziena no
kreisas uz labo, zilbes beigas Iidzskani ienem pozicijas
sonoritates samazina$ands seciba virziena no kreisas uz labo. Lai
analiz&tu latvie$u valodas zilbju atbilstibu sonoritates principam,
jazina, kada sonoritate piemit konkrétam skanam (sk. sonoritates
pieauguma skalas 1. variantu}.

1. variants
Sonoritates pieauguma skala

pb ¢ 3 fv m i 0
d ¢35 5z j u e
k s Z n 1l r e

X a

>

Latvie$u valodd blakus cietajiem Iidzskaniem % g, »n, !
nostitos atbilstosie mikstie lidzskani, bet garie patskani un
divskani aiznemtu divas sonoras vietas.
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Sonorittes pieauguma skalu meédz attelot art ki iedalijumu
fonému grupas péc diferenciilajam pazimeém (sk. 2. variantu),
bet janem véra, ka katras $adas fonému grupas ietvaros ari ir
atskiribas péc sonoritates, kaut ari ne tik lielas ka starp grupam,
pieméram, frikativas fonémas Isf, {4, /ﬂ I, iz un [3 i
skanigakas par pargjam [- sonorantajam'] fonémam. Sonoritates
picauguma skalas 2. variants lasams 3adi: 1) [- sonorantas]
fonémas ir mazak skanigas neki [+ sonorantis); 2) [+ sonorantas,
— nepartrauktas] fonémas ir mazak skanigas neka [+ sonorantas,
+ nepartrauktas]; 3) [+ sonorantds, + nepartrauktas, + lateralas)
fonémas ir mazdk skanigas neka [+ sonorantas, + nepartrauktas,
— lateralas]; 4) [+ sonoramtds, + nepartrauktas, — lateralas,
+ konsonantiskas} fonémas ir mazak skanigas neka
[+ sonorantds, + nepartrauktas, — lateralas, — konsonantiskas]
fonémas;, 5) [+ sonorantas, + nepartrauktas, — lateralas,
— konsonantiskas, + augstas] fonémas ir mazak skanigas neka
[+ sonorantas, + nepartrauktas, — laterdlas, — konsonantiskas,
— augstas] fonémas.

2. variants
Fonému soneritate latviedu valoda
[- sonoMmorams]

T —

[- nepartraukts] [+ nepartraukts

[+ latgrals}

[- laterals]

[+ Konsonantisks]  [- konsonantisks]

PN

[+ aTgsts] - al.[gsts]

p.bt,d kg, mnn 1] r j,i,u €,0,¢a
fv,x. k kg,

c.8 3,558

Z, %

! Fonologiskajas formulds izmantots starpiautiskais termins.

10
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Vai latvieSu valodas zilbé fonémas tiesam paklaujas 3$adai
sisttmai? Teorétiski zilbes sakuma jebkurai [- sonorantajai]
fonémai varétu sekot jebkura [+ sonoranta] fonéma, tomeér
latvieSu valoda nevarétu iedomaties sugas vardus, kas varétu
sakties ar pm-, pp-, bm-, by-, pj-, bj-, par ko rakstijusas jau
Dz. Bonda [1994], A. Laua [1996], D. Markus [1999] un
Dz. Sulce [1993]. Tadas skanu kopas reti saklausamas pat
aizgltos vardos. Tatad latviesu valoda ir ierobezojums, ka péc
/bl un [ p/ zilbes sakuma latviskas cilmes vardos var sekot tikai
fonemas [l/un [+ , pieméram, blikskis, plava, braucéjs, bet
aizgiitos vardos ar1 dazas citas, pieméram, psihologs, pneimonija,
un tas ir jauns, pakartots princips. lzmantojot vienkarSu
sonoritates grafiku, vardu plava un psihologs attélojums biitu
sads: :

-
S =N W AL 8D

P I a v a
Laiks (t)

1. att. Varda plava sonoritates grafiks.

-
P T T -

P s i x o 1 o : k s
Laiks (t)

2. att. Varda psihologs sonoritates grafiks.

11
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Abos grafikos uzskatami redzami zilbes kodoli, to skaits
sakrit ar zilbju skaitu vardos: 1. attéla divas virsotnes, 2. attéla —
tris virsotnes. Visos attélotajos gadijumos zilbes kodolu veido
patskanis.

Interesanti paliikoties, ka sonoritates principam atbilst
diskutgjamais iedalfjums zilbés tados vardos ka centrs, kakls,
katls, bebrs, putns u. tml., kuros par otras zilbes kodolu varétu
uzskatit zilbisku sonantu. Sonants ka zilbes kodols tiek atzits
anglu valodnieciba, bet ne lietuviesu valodnieciba (Sal. Markus,
1999). llustracijai izmantoti vardu centrs (3. att.) un putns
(4. att.) sonoritates grafiki.

O = W kO N ® D

3. att. Varda centrs sonoritates grafiks.

-
- N R SV

4. att. Varda purns sonoritates grafiks.

Abos attélos redzams, ka otras zilbes kodols sonoritates zina
nesasniedz pirmas zilbes virsotnes augstumu, tomér kapums un
kritums ir labi saskatams, tapéc no sonoritates viedok|a Sie vardi
atbilst divzilbju vardu struktiirai.

12
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Sonoritates principa lietojuma valodnieki tomér saskatijusi ari
grutibas un trilkumus. Anglu valodas specialisti atzinusi, ka $o
principu nevar izmantot, skaidrojot zilbisko struktiiru runataja
valoda, it seviski sarunvaloda, kura frazes bieZi tiek izrunatas
atskirigi no atsevisko vardu izrunas un tadéjadi, pieméram, vardu
savienojumu hidden aims ‘apslépti mérki' un hid names 'apslépti
vardi' fon€miskais atveidojums var izradities vienads, t.i.
/hidnemz/, kaut art pirmaja vardu savienojuma ir tris zilbes, bet
otraja — divas [Giegerich, 1992]. Sonoritates teorija $adas
at8kiribas netiek skaidrotas.

Ar sonoritates principa lietojumu vien nepietiek, lai pateiktu,
cik fonémas var bit zilbé, kada ir to iesp&jama seciba, kur ir
zilbju robezas. Griitibas ir arf dazu vardu analizé, pieméram,
latvieSu valodas vardu skola (5. att.) un Skanis (6. att.) att€lojuma
biitu tris sonoritates virsotnes, kaut tie ir divzilbju vardi, tiesa,
s pirma virsotne nebiitu |oti augsta.

O =N W k- ®O

5. att. Varda skola sonoritates grafiks.

=T RO P -

6. att. Varda $kinis sonoritates grafiks.

13
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Angju valoda vardi, kas sikas ar spr-, str-, sr- u. tml.
sonoritates pakapienu varda sdkuma, tiek uzskatiti par
izp€émumiem jeb principa parkapumiem, kas neatbilst uz
sonoritates principu balstitajai zilbes definicijai. Vardos spring
'pavasaris', street ‘iela’ u. tml. izp€mumu rada fonéma /s/ (sal.
Giegerich, 1992].

Ari latvie$u valoda fongma /s/ lidzskanu grupas sakuma pirms
zilbes kodola ir ta, kas parkapj soncritates principu: stiga, spole,
skats, spriegums, stradat u. tml. Aizgitos vardos un fonégtisku
miju rezultata lidzigd pozicija atrodama arT fonéma /%/,
piemeram, Séecina, skaudi, Skelt, $képs, skobities, Skinis, Sprice
u. tml. Nav iespgjams, ka vél kads cits latviesu valodas sonoraks
Iidzskanis ievaditu pargjo Iidzskapu grupu varda sakuma.
Teorétiski tidas grupas vargtu bat f&-, fp-, ft-, Ib-, ld-, Ig-, Iv-, Iz,
mb-, mk-, mp-, ms-, rb-, rd-, rg-, rm-, rv-, rz-, zb-, zd-, zg- u. tml,,
bet latvie3u valoda 3adi vardi nav atrodami. Tatad fonémas /s/ un
{8/ ir pasi elementi, kas parkapj sonoritates picauguma principu
varda sakuma.

Lidziga paradiba vérojama ar7 varda beigas. Ja pienemam, ka
sonorantie naseni un pladeni var veidot zilbes kodeolu  (akls,
putns, centrs, katls u. ¢.), un ja uzskatam par morfologisku
iznémumu sonoranto glaidu /)/, kas atseviskas vardu
morfologiskajas formas var atrasties sonoritates virsotnes
pozicija, piem&ram, dobj, krapj, lemj, stumj, urbj (7. att.) u. tml,,
bet ir jaunindjums un sarunvalodd medz zust (Endzelins, 1938;
Sulce, 1993), pieméram, dob(j), bet it seviski dob(j)s, slap(j)s
u. tml, tad ari varda beigas sonoritates kritumu lielako tiesu
izjauc fonéma /s/, piem&ram, vardos vdks (8. att.), tirpst (9. att.)
u. c., retak foneéma /¥/, pieméram, briks, urksk [farksk] vai [urksc]
(10. att.), pavisam nelielu sonoritates palielindjumu varda beigas
var izraisit arl afrikatas ¢ raSanas skanu kopd -rs, pieméram,
vardos spilgts, spirgts, Zirgts (11. att) u. tml., bet tas ir
nenozimigs palielinajums, kas nebutu pat pamanams, ja grafika
izveideé tiktu izmantots sonoritates pieauguma skalas otrais
variants.

14
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(=T S S Y - -]

7. att. Varda urbj sonoritates grafiks.

S = N W s N 00O

8. att. Varda vaks sonoritates grafiks.

15
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w
(=T S P L Al - - =]

9. att. Varda rirpst sonoritates grafiks.

IE
8

7
6T
ss
4

31
5.
18
ok

u r k § k
t

10. att. Varda urksk sonoritates grafiks.

16
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w
(=R S R L~ AT B - - =]

11. att. Varda Zirgts sonoritates grafiks.

Tatad latvieSu valoda sonoritates princips ir nozimigs zilbes
fonologija, bet tas nav vienigais zilbes sastava noteicgjs. Pieméri,
kas neatbilst sonoritates principam, jaanalizé, izmantojot citus
patstavigus vai pakartotus principus vai teorijas.

Literatura
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valodu). Disertacija filol. doktora grada iegtsanai. Liepaja,
1993.

The Principle of Sonority in Latvian Syllables

Summary

The principle of sonority is one of the most useful general principles
in phonology of syllable in most of the world languages. It is very
significant in Latvian syllables, too. Phonemes /s/ and /§/ violate the
principle of sonority more than other Latvian phonemes.

18
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Juris GRIGORJEVS
LatvieSu valodas patskanu sistémas akustisks
apraksts

Cilveka runa ir sendka valodas pastavésanas forma un, lidz pat
misu diendm, galvenais cilveéku savstarpgjas sazinas lidzeklis. Runas
procesa rezultats ir apzinati raditu skanu virknes, kam piemit tadas
pasas fizikdlas Tpadibas ka citam daba verojamam skanam. Varétu
teikt, ka katrai valodas skanai piemit divu veidu Ipaibas: objektivas
(fizikalds) un subjektivas, t.i,, tas Tpadibas, ko nosaka katra runataja
runas organu fiziologiskas ipatnibas un artikulacijas ieradumi, kas
var bt runatajam individuali vai kopigi teritorialai. socialai vai kadai
citai grupai. Cilvéka runas organu fiziologijas pétijumu rezultati
apliecina to, ka mutvardu sazipai lietojamo skanu skaits ir visai
ierobezots. To nosaka gan runas organu uzbuve. gan dzirdes uztveres
ipatnibas, gan prasibas pec skaidras un neparprotamas informacijas
parraides. No pétijumiem izriet, ka katras valodas skapu sistémas
izveide ir paklauta universaliem nosacijumiem (Lindblom 1963,
1984):

1) cilvéka runas organu kustibu amplituda un atrums ir saméra
ierobeZoti — tas ierobezo teorétiski izrunajamo skanu daudzumu;

2) dzirdes uztveres Tpatnibu un artikulacijas polimorfisma dg]
akustiski un auditivi vienddas vai loti tuvas (nebdtiski atSkirigas)
skanas var tikt izrundtas ar vairdkiem at3kirigiem runas organu
stavokliem;

3) valodas skanu inventdra izveidé dominé ticksme panakt taja
ietilpstodo  skapu maksimdlu no3kirtibu ar minimalu energijas
patérinu.

Atbilstosi Siem nosacTjumiem veidojies katras valodas skanu
inventars. Energijas ekonomijas tieksme nosaka to, ka no vairakiem
vienadu skanas signalu veidojoSiem artikulatoru stavokliem tiek
izvelets tas, kura veidoSana prasa mazako pieptli. Ja kadas slimibas,
traumas vai citu Skersju dg| Sis artikulatoru stavoklis vairs nav
iesp&jams, tas tick aizstats ar tuvako iesp€jamo, kura rezultata tiek
ieglita analoga vai maksimali tuva skapa, pieméram, pec luizuma
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fikséts zok|a stavoklis netraucé cilvékam runat bez jatamiem teikta
uztveres trauc€jumiem.

No iepriek$ sacita izriet, ka pastav fiziologiski noteikts un galigs
teorctiski iespgjamo valodas skagu inventirs, no kura kadas valodas
runatdji izvElas savai sazinal nepiecieSamo hidzek|u kopumu. Kad
$ads skanisko Itidzekju kopums ir izvéléts, rodas vajadziba to péc
iespgjas izsmelodi un reiz€ — ekonomiski aprakstit. Fonému un
fonému parmaingu teorija fonologija jauj sadalit jebkuras valodas
skanu inventaru neliela fonému sistéma, kur katras fonémas konkréta
realizacija paklavjas noteiktu fonologisku likumu prasibam.
Aprakstot fonému Tpaibas, tiek aprakstitas 5o valoda nozimigo
skanu idealformas un to iesp€jamas mainas $ai valoda funkciongjolu
fonologisko likumu ietekmé.

Ilgu laiku fonému apraksta domingja artikularas §kirgjpazimes, jo
tas saistitas ar vieglik novérojamajiem artikulacijas procesiem.
Jaunakas fonologiskds teorijas (Ladefoged 1989 u. c.) apraksts
papildinats art ar auditivam 3kirgjpazimém, kas liek domat par
idedlformu komplekso uzbtivi. Tomeér skanu artikuldcija un uztvere,
kas ir 3adu fon€mu aprakstu pamata, ir liela méra atkariga no katras
valodas noteiktajaim skanu subjektivajam ipaibam. Balstoties uz
$adiem aprakstiem, var tikai nosaciti salidzinat divu valodu skanu
sistémas, jo, piem., patskanis, kas viena valoda tick aprakstits ka
augsta méles pacéluma patskanis, citd valoda var atbilst vidgja
pac€luma patskanim. Lai glitu péc iesp&jas pilnigu priek3statu par
katrai fonémai atbilstod@ skapas stercotipa jeb idealformas TpaSibam
un noteiktu §is fon&mas vietu universalaja, cilvékam izrundjamo
skanu sistéma, katras fonémas aprakstam biitu jaietver arT objektivas,
no runatdju individudlam vai kolektivam Tipatnibam neatkarigas
ipasibas.

Ta ka skana ir svarstibu izplatianas vide (runajot par valcdas
skanam, $7 vide parasti ir gaiss), katru skanu var saméra objektivi
raksturot, aprakstot tas fizikdlas ipaSibas, kas ir fizikas nozares
akustikas izpetes objekts. Akustiska fon&tika nodarbojas ar valodas
skanu fizikdlo (akustisko) ipasibu izp€ti un aprakstiSanu, lai
tuvindatos péc iespéjas objektivam valodas skanu inventara
aprakstam. T2 Kka noteiktas akustiska signala ipa$ibas stipri ietekmé
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ar dzirdi uztveramas skanas kvalitati, raksturojot §o Tpastbu kopumu,
var raksturot skanas akustisko idealformu. Pasaules fonétiku pritus
jau vairakus gadu desmitus nodarbina jautdjums, ka noskirt
skaniskaja materiala valodai raksturige daju no katra runataja
individualo TpaStbu noteiktas. To mégina panakt, raksturojot skanas
no uztveres viedok|a. Zinot, ki dzirdes mehanisms reagé uz
akustisko signalu, un aprakstot uztveré nozimigas vienibas, var
raksturot auditivo idealformu. Uzlabotais patskagu idedlformas
modelis (Kent & Read 1992: 90.-91. lpp.) ir balstits uz skanas
formantu centru frekvenéu akustisko datu nelinearu parveidojumu
psihofizikalds uztveres vienibas (melos, barkos, kénigos, erbos utt.).
Barku skala atspogulo iek3€jds auss gliemeza darbibu, kad uz
noteiktas skapas akustiskz signala frekvenfu joslas izraisitu
kairindjumu reagé iek3€jas auss gliemeZa basilaras membranas
noteikta platuma josla, ko sauc par kritisko joslu. Lai vél vairak
sarmnazinatu runatiju individudlo pa&ibu ietekmi uz objektivo skanas
signdlu, ieteicams patskanus raksturot nevis ar to formantu centru
absoliitajiem psihofizikalajiem lielumiem, bet gan ar patskanu
pamattopa (F0) un pirmo tris formantu (F1, F2, F3) savstarpgjo
attiecibu  koeficientiem (FI1/F0; F2/F1; F3/F2) wvai intervalu
lielumiem jeb tonotopiskajam distancEm starp Siem formantiem
(F1-FO; F2-F1; F3-F2). Sis ieteikums izriet no formantu attiecibu
(Formant Ratio Theory) un telpisko paraugu teorijas (Space Pattern
Theory), kas nosaka, ka noteiktas skanpas pazimes tiek pazitas péc
skapas izraisitds iedarbibas uz ieck3&jas auss gliemeZa basilaras
membranas dazidam vietam telpisku paraugu jeb kliSeju veida.
Telpiskie paraugi jeb kliSejas ir ciedi saistiti ar energijas joslu
(formantu) savstarpgjo novietojumu skanas spektra. Ta ka klausitajs
atpazist vienadas dazadu runataju izrunatas skanas, piem., patskani
[a:], ka vienas un tas pa3as fongmas realizacijas, neskatoties uz to
at3kirTgajam absolitajam formantu frekvencéu vertibam, tonotopiskas
distances starp formantu centriem (Traunmiiller 1981} vai formantu
centru skaitlisko vertibu attiectbas (Miller 1989) acmredzot sniedz
svarigiku informaciju par patskanu kvalitati neka patskanu formantu
centru absoliitas veértibas, jo, aprekinot no atskirigiem dazadu
rundtaju formantu frekvendu datiem formantu frekvenéu attiectbu
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koeficientus vai distances starp formantiem, atskirbas starp
runatdjiem tiek liela mera samazinatas.

Tatad, lai ieglitu saméra objektivu fonémas jeb skanas
idealformas aprakstu, skanpa jaraksturo no akustiski auditiva
viedok|a. Tas saistits ar to, ka valodas apguvé tiedi auditivais
prototips jeb idealforma ir ta atskaites vieniba, ar kuru tiek
salidzinata gan paSa, gan citu izrunas rezultatd raditi skana.
Akustiskais signals, kas atbilst 3adai auditivai idealformai, veido
akustisko idedlformu, kam piemTt noteiktas fizikalas Tpasibas. Skana,
kuras fizikalas ipasibas atbilst akustiskajai idealformai. savukart tiek
izrunata, veidojot noteiktu artikulatoru stavokli - artikularo
idedlformu, ko panik ar atbilsto$o nervu un muskuju darbibu, kas
veido neiromotorisko idealformu. Tas, ka kurliem cilvekiem ir
traucéta runas spéja, vedina domat, ka auditiva idealforma ir viena no
svarigikajam idealformas kopéja jédziena dalam. Tomer jaatzist, ka
auditiva idealforma nevar veidoties bez skanas signala jeb akustiskas
idedtformas esamibas.

Lai papildinatu jau esodo akustisko informiciju par patskapiem
un dotu kompleksai latviesu valodas patskanu idealformu izpratnei
trakstoso patskanu akustisko un auditive idealformu raksturojumu,
tika veikti eksperimentali p&tijumi, kuru rezultati isumé apkopoti $aja
raksta.

LATVIESU VALODAS PATSKANU AKUSTISKAS
IDEALFORMAS

Ta ka runa ir par patskanu akustisko idealformu noteikSanu un to
ipasibu aprakstianu, ir janorobeZojas no latviesu valodas patskanu
akustisko Tpasibu pétisanas dabiska vai laboratoriskiem apstakjiem
pielagota rund, ka arl pétfjumiermn ipadi izraudzitu teikumu vai
atsevisku vardu izruna, jo 3ajos gadijumos idealformas realiziciju
ietekm& konkréta runas situficija, runataja individualas Ipatnibas,
runas temps, fonetiska apkaime un citi faktori. No lielakas dalas
minéto ietekmju ir iesp€jams izvairities, petijot izoletu patskanu
izrunu. Saméra neierobezotais garo (zinama méra — ari 1so) izoleto
patskanu izrunas laiks dod iesp&ju runas organiem ienemt optimalu
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(artikularajai idealformai iesp&jami tuvu) attieciga izoléta patskana
artikulacijai nepiecie3amo stavokli un formu, kas tiek sasniegti
artikuldcijas izturéjuma faze. Ta rezultata tiek izrunata skapa, kuras
akustiskas Tpadibas artikulacijas izturéjuma fazes laika ir vistuvakas
pétijama patskana akustiskajai idealformai. Ir ari citi labvéligi faktori
izolétu patskagpu lietoSanai akustisko idealformu noteik3ana.
Pirmkart, izrundjot patskani izoléti, ta kvalitati neietekmé ne
fonétiska apkaime, ne varda vai zilbes uzsvars, ne runas temps, bez
tam — intondcija parasti ir kritoa (intonacijas vienveidiba ir 1pa$i
svariga garo patskapu kvalitates apraksta). Otrkart, izrundjot kadu
skanu izol€ti, runatdjs biezi neapziniti censas to izrunat maksimali
"skaidri”, t.i., pEc iespgjas tuvu §is skapas stereotipam jeb
idealformai, kas valodas apguves procesd ir nostiprindjusies vina
apzina.

Ta ki ilgu laiku par galvenajiem skanu raksturotdjiem tika
uzskatitas skanu artikularas idealformas, patskanu un lidzskanu
kiasifikacija liela mera ir balstita uz tam. Ari misdiends dala
fonétiku uzskata, ka jebkura skana, par spiti runas plistoSajai dabai,
var tikt saistTta ar tai raksturigo stabilo artikulara mehanisma stavokli
un ka 8is stabilais stavoklis (artikulara idealforma) ietver visus
artikularos nosacTjumus, kas vislabak raksturo skanas kvalitati. Citi
fonétiki pret to iebilst un artikulacijas polimorfisma dg], kad vairaki
artikulatoru stavok]i var radit joti tuvu vai identisku akustisko
signilu, par galveno skapas kvalitates raksturotdju uzskata skanas
akustisko idedlformu. Patskanpu akustisko idealformu aprakstam
pasaules fon€tikas praksé tiek lietoti vairaki at$kirigi apraksta modeli
(Kent & Read 1992).

Vecakais ir vienkarsais patskana idediformas modelis (Simple
Vowel Target Model). Péc 53 modela tiek pienemts, ka katrs
patskanis pastav viena kanoniskd, dazados kontekstos un runas
situacijas nemainigd forma. Tas raksturoSanai pietiek aprakstit
statisko (runas organu stavok|u un formu noteikto) virsbalsenes gaisa
celu jeb balss trakta formu patskana artikulacijas laikd, kad ta
artikulacija visvairak tuvinas patskana artikuldrajai idealformar jeb
prototipam. Ta ka rezonatora rezonancu frekvencém, Ko nosaka
runas organu stavok|i un formas, atbilst akustiska signala formantu

23



Linguistica Lettica 2000 ¢ 7

frekvences, jebkuru patskani var raksturot arl akustiski, noradot
patskana formantu centru frekvenéu skaitliskas vértibas vai grafiski
attelojot patskanim atbilstofu punktu akustiskaja F\/F; plakné vai
akustiskaja F\/F,/F; sféra. Sada modeja lietoSanai nepiecie$ama
dazado runatdju izrunas datu normalizéSanas procedura (Speaker
Normalization), ar ko samazina 3o dazado runatiju fiziologisko un
izrunas ipatnibu noteikto akustisko datu atSkirtbu no patskana
idealformas jeb stereotipa akustiskajam ipadibam. Izlidzinot
atSkirtbas dazadu runatdju izrundto patskanu akustiskajas Ipasibas ar
datu normalizé3anas proceduru, tiek pemta vera balss trakta garuma
un formas izmainu izraisita ietekme uz patskanu formantu centru
frekvenéu skaitliskajam vértibdm (Fant 1966, 1975; Nordstrém 1975,
Sundberg & Nordstrom 1976).

Lidzigs ieprieki€jam ir uzlabotais paiskana idealformas modelis
(Elaborated Vowel Target Model). 1zejas pieneémumu par nemainigo
prototipy un runitdju izrunas datu normalizé3anas procediiru
papildina ar izrunas akustisko datu parveidojumu uztveres
psihofizikalajas vientbas, kas raksturo auditivo skanas augstumu vai
auditivo filtru Tpasibu skaitliskas attiecibas. Tas tiek panakts ar
dazadu formulu palidzibu, nelineari parrékinot formantu frekvendu
skaitliskas vértibas (hercos — Hz), kas ieglitas izrunas pétfjumos
(Koenig 1949, Fant 1973; Zwicker & Terhardt 1980; Moore &
Glasberg 1983; Traunmiiller 1988). Sadu parveidojumu merkis ir
iegiit vienibas, kas ir nozimigas skanu pazifana un fonologiskaja
klasifikacija cilvéka uztveré. Ari $aja modell katru patskani var
attélot ka punktu, taéu Soreiz — uztveres psihofizikalaja F\/F; plakng
vai psihofizikalaja F/F./F; sfeéra. Katram patskanim atbilsto$a
punkta koordinatas veido no patskapa formantu frekvendu
skaitliskajam veértibam izskaitlotas psthofizikalas vientbas. Datu
interpretacija no uztveres viedokla ir svariga tade], ka daba pats
uztveres mehanisms veic nepiecielamo izrunatas skanas akustiska
signdla datu normaliz€Sanu, lai panaktu to atbilstibu atticciga
prototipa noteiktajai klisejai. Tada veida 3aja modell, parejot uz
formantu psihofizikdlo lielumu attiecibu  koeficientiem  vai
tonotopiskajam distanc@m starp formantiem, tiek panakta nozimiga
dazadu runataju izrunas datu at§kirtbu samazinaSana.
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Atskings no abiem patskanu idealformu modeliem ir patskana
dinamiska apraksta modelis (Dynamic Specification Model). Sai
modelt ir izteiktas prasibas aprakstit patskana akustiskas ipaSibas ne
tikai artikulacijas iztur€juma bridi, bet arT ekskursijas un rekursijas
laika, lai patskana apraksta ietvertu arl blakus esoSo skapu ietekmi uz
patskana kvalitati. Tiek uzskatits, ka artikulacijas ekskursijas un
rekursijas fazei atbilsto$as patskana formantu centru skaitlisko
vértibu mainas un $o mainu ilgums raksturo patskana prototipu labzk
nekd izturgjuma fazes akustiskas ipaSibas. Lidz ar to patskanu
pazisanai biitu jabit labakai gadijumos, kad klaustidjs dzirdétu
patskana artikulacijas ekskursijai un rekursijai atbilsto3as dalas,
neka, dzirdot tikai artikuldcijas izturéjumam atbilstoSo daju.
Eksperimentalie pétfjumi 3o pien€émumu apstiprina samera reti.

No trim piemingtajiem patskanu akustiska apraksta modeliem $aja
raksta lietoti vienkar$ais un uzlabotais patskapa idea!formas modelis,
jo tiem ir visplasakais teorétiskais un eksperimentalais pamatojums,
bet uzlabotajam patskana idealformas modelim atbilstosais patskanu
ipasibu apraksts ir papildinats ar psihofizikilajas vienibas izteiktam
skaitliskajam vértibam. Sis apraksts nav pretruna ari ar auditiva
prototipa teorijam (Kuhl 1991). Vairaku eksperimentu rezultati
liecina, ka dinamiskd informacija par patskanu formantu vErtibu
mainam artikulacijas ekskursijas un rekursijas fazés tikai papildina
izturéjuma fazé giito informaciju, bet neietekme patskana pazisanu
(Fox 1983; Harrington & Cassidy 1994). Citos eksperimentos gita
atzina, ka klausitdji vienlidz labi pazist patskani, kad tie dzird tikai
artikulacijas izturéjuma fazeé vai tikai ekskursijas un rekursijas faze
raditas skanas (Jenkins et af. 1983). Tatad patskana artikulacijas
akustisko rezultatu var pietickami raksturot ar patskapa formantu
centry frekvencu skaitliskajam vertibam, kas iegitas, izdarot
mérjjumus kadd momenta artikulacijas izteréjuma fazes vidi. Uz
3adi iegitam skaitliskam vertibam ir balstits ari uzlabotais patskana
prototipa modelis.

Latviedu valodas patskapu akustisko idealformu notetkSanai tika
tzmantoti visi 12 latvieSu valodas patskani: /i/, /1/, fel, le, fel, led,
fal, Ja:/, fo/, fo:/, ful un fu:/ (sistEmas labad arT /of un /o, lai gan tie
batu uzskatami par vienas fon&mas variantiem, jo atSkirtba no citiem
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Tsd un gara patskapa pariem patskana ilgumam $aja pari nav stabilas
nozimes 8kireéjfunkcijas). Patskanu izrunas ierakstam tika izraudziti 6
informanti (3 viriesi — V1, V2, V3 vecuma no 23 Iidz 35 gadiem, un
3 sievietes - S1, S2, 83 vecuma no 29 lidz 39 gadiem), kuriem
visiem ir augstaka izglittba un kuru izruna vértéjama ka skaidra un
bez runas defektiem. Visi informanti dzivo Rig@ un runa literaras
valodas normam atbilstodu valodu bez jitamam dialektalam
iezimém. So informantu izvéli noteica patskagu akustisko ipasibu
petjuma  (Grigorjevs 1995) iegitie dati. Min&taja petijuma
analizéjamie patskani atradas [t] fon€tiskaja apkaimé vardos, kas bija
ieklauti petfjuma mérkiem ipadi konstruétos teikumos. Pétjjuma tika
izmantoti 28 informantu (21 virie$a un 7 sievie$u vecuma no 19 lidz
65 gadiem) izrunas ieraksti, kas tika akustiski analiz&ti Stokholmas
universitdtes Valodniecibas institila fonetikas laboraterija. Visu So
informantu izruna bija atbilstofa vai maksimali tuva ar literaras
valodas normam noteiktajai izrunai un bez runas defektiem vai
jutamam dialektalam iezimem eso$a. Pec mérjjumu datu statistiskas
apstrades tika izraudziti 6 min€tie informanti, kuru izruna parstav 5o
28 informantu grupu, kura vairums dzivo vai nak no vietdm, kur tiek
runats vidus dialekts (Riga, Cesis, Valmiera u. ¢.).

Informantu V1, V2, V3, S, S2 un $3 izrunato izolgto patskanu
ieraksti tika analizéti Latvijas Universitates Matematikas un
informatikas institiita Maksliga intelekta laboratorija, lietojot
personalajiem [BM tipa datoriem paredzétu akustiskds analizes
programmu CSRE 4.5 (Canadian Speech Research Environment,
versija — 4.5). Patskanu akustiska kvalitate tika noteikta, novietojot
vertikalo kursoru uz monitora redzamas dinamiskas spektrogrammas
kvazinemainiga posma vidusdalas un nolasot ar LPC MC metodi
noteiktds formantu centru frekvencéu skaitliskas vértibas. Patskanu
ilgumi tika noteikti, mérfjot dota patskana skagnas vi|na ilgumu no
svarstibu pirma cikla sakuma |tdz pédgja cikla beigam. Pamattopa
(FO) fiikne tika izskaitlota ar atlaso3as filtréSanas metodi (Comb
Filtering method), kas deva iesp&ju noteikt pamattona frekvences
augstako un zemako, ka art vidéjo skaitlisko veértthu viena patskana
robezds. No §Tm vértibam merfjumu rezultitos noraditas pamattona
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1. tabula. LatvieSu valodas garo un iso patskapu pamattopa un pirmo ¢&etru formantu
frekvenéu veértiba hercos (Hz) un ilguma vértiba milisekundés (ms). Katram
patskanim noradita vidéja statistiska vértiba (VSV) un standartnovirze (SN), kas
aprékinata tris informantu virieSu tris reizes izrunatiem patskaniem.

Patsk. FO F1 F2 F3 F4 ligums
VSV | SN | VSV | SN [ VSV | SN | VSV | SN VSV SN VSV | SN
fiz/ 117 11 286 | 42 | 2189 76 2047 | 155 | 3734 | 286 487 | 156
i/ 128 7 312 52 | 2182 3 2894 196 3700 275 207 34
le:/ 114 14 426 | 26 [ 1975 92 2644 | 117 | 3469 75 481 159
le/ 118 9 458 37 | 1921 66 2630 | 129 [ 3483 127 208 40
fae:/ 113 16 681 a8 | 1532 85 2488 51 3442 125 493 | 118
e/ 111 9 675 60 | 1564 81 2485 44 3475 | 225 219 33
Ja:/ 110 12 657 50 | 1005 52 2668 70 3452 109 501 114
fa/ 108 9 690 | 63 | 1044 69 2546 | 144 | 3458 168 229 40
fo:/ 112 11 468 | 31 731 55 2503 | 167 [ 3371 116 488 | 127
o/ 112 10 509 34 | 787 93 2474 81 3334 102 229 44
fuz/ 120 10 325 | 41 589 51 2239 | 104 | 3210 88 436 | 110
/ 120 8 323 | 54 | 642 79 2350 | 158 | 3121 60 192 25
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vidgjas vertibas patskana robezas. Sikdku informaciju par materiila
ierakstam un analizei lietoto aparatiiru un darba metodém var git
J. Grigorjeva raksta "Latvie$u valodas patskanu akustisko idealformu
noteik$ana” (Grigorjevs 1998, 168.-169. lpp).

Merfjumos iegiitic akustiskie dati (katra informanta 3 reizes
izrundto patskanu formantu centru frekvencu dati) tika apstradati ar
statistikas programmu SPSS (versija — 7.0 Update), aprékinot katra
patskana ilguma, pamattona un pirmo &etru formantu (F1, F2, F3 un
F4) centru frekvendu vidgjas statistiskas v&rtibas un standartnovirzes
virie$u un sievieSu izrunai atseviski. Sadi iegutie rezultati redzami
1. un 2. tabula, bet datu grafisks atspogu]ojums redzams 1. A. attgla,
Atseviski vérojot virie§u un sievie$u izrunas noteiktis patskanu
zonas akustiskaja plakne, redzams, ka atSkinbas starp garo (melni vai
balti aplisi) un Tso (melni vai balti trisstiiri) patskanu zonu centriem ir
samérd nelielas, bet ar elipsém apzimétas patskanu zonas |oti licla
merd parklajas (izng@mums ir patskani [o] un [o:], kuru zonas gan
virieSu, gan sieviedu izruna parklgjas pavisam nedaudz). No ta var
secinat, ka garie un Tsie patskant ir saméra tuvi kvalitates zina. Tas
lielda merd apstiprina agrakos pienémumus, ka latvie$u valoda garos
un Tsos patskanus Skir tikai kvantitite, tom&r 30 apgalvojumu
nepiecielams parbaudit no psihofizikala viedokla. Skatot att€lu
kopuma, vérojams, ka pastav saméra liela at3kirtba starp virie3u un
sievieSu izrundto patskanu formantu centra frekvencu vértibam un 5o
patskanu zonu novietojumu akustiskaja F2/F1 plakne. Bez tam
sievieSu izrunato patskanu [o] zona pilnigi parklajas virieSu izrunato
patskanu [a] zonai, bet [0:] zona — dalgji parkiajas [a:] zonai. Lai
parbauditu, vai vidgjo statistisko vertibu un standartnovirzu lieto3ana
mérjjumos noteikto datu vieta neietekmg secindjumus, tika izveidots
1. B. attels, kurd par patskanu punktu koordinatam lietotas visu se3u
informantu (V1, V2, V3, S1, §2 un S3) tris reizes izrunato patskanu
pirma (F1) un otra (F2) formanta frekvences skaitliskas vértibas. Saja
attela (1. B. att.) skaidri redzama ar apliS$iem apziméto garo un ar
trisstiriem apziméto Tso patskapu zonu savstarpgja parklasanis, ka
ar sieviedu izrunato patskanu [o(:)] parklasands viriesu izrunatiem
patskapiem [a(:)]. Pargjas sievieSu izrunato patskanu zonas
(iznemums ir [i(:)] un [e(:)] zonas), attelojumam F2/F1 plakn€
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2. tabula. LatvieSu valodas garo un iso patskanu pamattona un pirmo &etru formantu
frekventu vertiba hercos (Hz) un ilguma vértiba milisekundés (ms). Katram
patskanim noradita vidéja statistiska vertiba (VSV) un standartnovirze (SN), kas
aprékinata tris informantu sievieSu tris reizes izrunatiem patskaniem.

Patsk. F0 F1 F2 F3 F4 llgums
VSV | SN | VSV | SN | VSV SN VSV SN VSV SN VSV | SN
fiz/ 223 29 360 30 | 2788 107 | 3336 182 4367 236 458 88
i/ 226 25 352 41 | 2767 54 3287 147 4353 208 224 68
fe:/ 217 26 604 42 | 2411 75 3038 159 | 4359 173 492 74
le/ 221 27 634 33 | 2411 58 3054 184 | 4329 186 254 59
lee:/ 215 27 881 109 | 1863 | 206 | 2986 | 218 4299 117 473 71
e/ 218 32 916 90 | 1993 137 3000 | 265 4299 150 245 64
/a:/ 211 25 892 | 103 | 1313 91 2924 167 3993 168 486 54
fal 218 30 938 | 120 | 1369 141 2951 253 4071 151 250 68
o/ 214 26 602 91 960 52 2780 | 254 3884 86 490 75
lo/ 216 33 670 44 | 1038 60 2897 | 219 3960 109 253 63
fu:/ 213 28 374 44 778 40 3073 | 279 4014 118 428 83
fu/ 215 27 412 38 773 47 3000 | 267 4066 146 197 37

e eansmaui]
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1. A. attéls. Patskanu zonas F2/F1 akustiskaja plakné. Garo patskanu zonu centri attéloti ar
apliSiem, bet Tso — ar trisstiiriem (virieSu izrunai ar melniem, sievie$u — baltiem simboliem).
Zonu centru koordinatam kalpo 1. un 2. tabula noraditas F1 un F2 VSV, bet patskanu zonas

apzimgjosas elipses konstrugtas, izmantojot 1. un 2. tabula dotas standartnovirzes (95%) no
VSV.
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lietojot me&rfjjumos notetktas vértibas (1. B. att.), nav tik skaidn
noskirtas no viriedu izrunato patskanu zonam ka gadijuma, kad tika
lietoti statistiskas apstrades dati (1. A. att.), tomér kopéjas tendences
saglabajas neatkarigi no datu izvéles un attélojuma formas.

Runataju dzimtes noteiktas atSkirtbas vienu un to pasu patskanu
zonu novietogjumd  akustiskaja  F2/F1  plakng saistitas  ar
fiziologiskajam at$kirtbam runas organu veidoto rezonatoru izméros.
Liela mera 31s at3kirtbas patskanu zonu novietojuma ir novérsamas ar
visvienkariako vienmerigo datu normalizéSanu, lietojot koeficientu,
kas ieguts no virielu un sievieSu balss traktu (rezonatoru) garuma
skaitliskas attiecibas. Vienmerigu datu normalizé8anu ar koeficientu,
kas iegiits, aprékinot zema meles pac€luma patskanu (kuriem F1 >
600 Hz) tresa formanta vidéjo skaitlisko lielumu attiecibu viriefu un
sieviesu runitdju grupam, izmantojudi un sava darba aizstavgjudi
P. E. Nordstréms un B. Lindbloms (Nordstrém & Lindblom 1975).
Zema méles pac€luma patskanu tre$o formantu skaitliskas attiecibas
izvéli P. E. Nordstréms un B. Lindbloms pamato ar to, ka ta
vistuvak atbilst rezonatoru garumu skaitliskajai attiecibai. Sekojot $o
autoru paraugam, tika aprckinati normalizeSanas koeficienti, péc
zema méles pacéluma patskanu /a(:)/ un /&(:)/ trefo formantu (F3)
vidgjam skaitliskdm attiectbam. Lai atvieglotu aprékinus un padaritu
dazddas normaliz88anas metodes salidzinamas, pamatojoties uz
G. Fanta ieteikumiem (Fant 1975), P. E. Nordstréma un B. Lind-
bloma piedavatas normalizé$anas koeficienta aprékinasanas metodes
vieta lietota G. Fanta izstradata metode. Normalizésanai lietojamais
koeficients k = 16 % (kop€js garajiem un Tsajiem patskapiem) tika
jegiits no izolétu zema méles pac€luma patskanu datiem péc
formulas, kas veidota atbilstodi G. Fanta ieteikumiem (Fant 1966):

k=(F3s/F3v-1)x 100 % .

Saja formula ar v apzimeéta viriesu, bet ar s — sievie$u izruna.

Normaliz&jot ar aprékinato koeficientu (k = 16 %) sieviedu
izrunas datus (3 tuvinot tos virieSu izrunas datiem), tika lietota
formula, kas izriet no G. Fanta aprakstitajiem normalizé3anas
koeficienta aprékiniem:

Fns*=Fns/(k/100 % + 1)=Fns /1,16 .

3
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1. B. attéls. Patskapu zonas F2/F1 akustiskaja plakné. Garie patskani attéloti ar aplisiem,
bet isie — ar trisstiiriem (virieSu izruna att€lota ar melniem, sievieSu — baltiem simboliem).
Simbolu koordinatam kalpo me@rijumos noteiktas katra informanta (V1, V2, V3, S1, S2 un
S3) 3 reizes izrunato patskanu pirmo divu formantu F1 un F2 centru frekvenéu vértibas.
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2. attéls. Patskapu zonu novietojums akustiskaja F2/F1 plakné péc sievie$u izrunas datu
vienmérigas normalizé$anas ar koeficientu k = 16%. SievieSu izrunatie garie patskani attéloti
ar pelékiem aplisiem, bet Tsie — ar pelékiem trissturiem. Parklasanas starp patskapu [a(:)] un
[o(:)] zonam ar §adu normaliz&§anu stipri samazinata un uzskatama par saméra nebitisku.
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Saja formula ar k apziméts lietotais normalizésanas koeficients, ar
Fns — formanta ar kartas numuru n mérita centra frekvences vértiba
sievietes § izrunai, bet ar Fns* — normalizéSanas rezultaia ieguta n-
ta formanta frekvences vértitba. P&c visu tris sievie$u (S1, S2 un S3)
izrunas datu normalizésanas tika veidots 2. attéls, kura redzams. ka
normalizéSana ietekmé&jusi patskanu zonu novietojumu akustiskaja
F2/F1 plakné. Veérojams, ka sievieSu izrunato patskanu zonas
pietuvojuias virieSu izrunito patskanu zonam, liela mera ar tam
parklajoties. Parkladanis starp sievieSu izrunato patskapu [o(:}] un
virie$u izrundto patskanu [a(:)] zonam ilevE€rojami samazinata un
vairak uzskatama par saskarsmes, nevis parklasanas vietw (skat.
peléko simbolu parklasanos melnajiem [a(:)] zonas augsdala. kur F1
= 600-700 Hz un F2 = 850-1000 Hz').

Lai patskapu apraksts atbilstu uzlabotd patskanu idealformas
modela prastbham, patskapu formantu centru frekvenCu mérfjumos
ieghtie akustiskie dati ir japarveido psihofizikalajos, tadgjadi
parveidojot datus atbilsto$i dzirdes uztveres Tipainibam. Lietojot
H. Traunmillera 1988. gada formulas (skat. formulas 3. A. attéla
paskaidrojuma!), mérijjumos iegutie dati tika parrékinati barkos un
statistiski apstradati. [zmantojot psihofizikalajas vienibas parveidoto
datu VSV un SN, patskani tika att€loti psihofizikdlaja F2/F] plakné
(skat. 3. A. attélu!). Saja att€la simboli lietoti tiesi tapat ka 1. A.
attéla. Salidzinot ar 1. A. att€lu, redzams. ka 3. A. attéla patskanu
zonu novietojums plakng "saspiests” horizontalas ass virziena tiem
patskaniem, kuru F2 vértiba parsniedz 8,5 barkus (atbilsto3i — 1000
Hz). Lai parbauditu, vai mainas prick3€jas un vidgjas rindas patskanu
zonu izskata nav radtjusi kloda standartnovirzu aprékinasana, lidzigi
I. B. attélam tika konstrugts 3. B. attels, kurd8 par patskanu
punktu koordinatam npemtas psihofizikalajas viembas parrekinatas
visu sesu informantu (V1, V2, V3, S1, S2 un 83} tris reizes izrunato
patskanu pirmd (F1) un otra (F2) formanta frekvences skaitliskas
vértibas. 3. B. attéla redzams, ka, attélojot katra atseviska patskanpa
punktu psihofizikalajd F2/F1 plakné, priekicjas un vidgjas rindas
patskanu zonas ir it ka saspiestas F2 ass virziena. Tas saistits ar to, ka
visi akustisko datu parveidosanas psihofizikalajas vientbas veidi (ari
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3. A. attéls. Patskapu ienemtas zonas psihofizikalaja F2/F1
plakné. Apzim&umi lietoti tapat ka 1. A. att€la, bet 1. un 2.
tabula redzamie patskanu akustiskie dati (Hz) parrékinati
psihofizikalajos (Bark) péc H. Traunmillera formulas
(Traunmiiller 1988):
z = (26,81 x f/ (1960+f)) - 0,53

Saja formula z — kritisko joslu raditajs barkos (Bark),
bet f - frekvence hercos (Hz).

Jaz < 2,0 barkiem, lietota cita H. Traunmillera formula:

22=2+0,15x(2-2)

Saja formula z - kritisko joslu raditajs barkos, kas
iegits, izmantojot 1. formulu un ir mazaks par 2 barkiem (z <
2,0), bet z’ — galigais kritisko joslu raditajs barkos.
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3. B. attéls. Izoléti izrunatu latvie$u valodas patskanu
ienemtas zonas psihofizikalaja F2/F1 plakné. Attéls vienads ar
1.B. attélu, bet visu seSu informantu tris reizes izrunato 12
patskanpu akustiskie dati (Hz) parrékinati psihofizikalajos
(Bark) péc iepriek§ minétas H. Traunmillera formulas
(Traunmiiller 1988) un veido patskanpu punktu koordinatas
psihofizikalaja F2/F1 plakne. Lidzigi 1.B. attélam garie
patskani att€loti ar apliS§iem, bet Tsie — ar trisstiriem (virieSu
izruna attélota ar melniem, sievieSu — ar baltiem simboliem).
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méra atgadina logaritmisku parveidojumu, tatad galvenokart ietekmé
augstako frekvenéu datus (jo augstaka frekvence, jo lielaka ietekme).
Patskanu zonu attélojums psihofizikalaja plakngé |idz ar to k]ast
kompaktaks, tadu saglaba tendences. kas vErojamas akustiskaja
F2/F1 plakn& — sievie3u un virie$u izrunito patskanu zonu atskinbas
viena patskana robezas un da?adu patskapu zonu parklasanos
(sieviedu izrunatie [o(:)] un virieu izrunatie [a(:)]). Normalizgjot
psihofizikilajas vienibas izteiktos sievieSu izrunas datus ar
koeficientu k = 16 % (4. attéls), netiek panakta labaka patskanu zonu
nodkirdana par to, kas iegita, lietojot akustiskos datus (2. attéls),
tomér pats patskapu zonu, kuras psihofizikalaja plakng kluvusas
kompaktakas, novietojums plakné kldst vienmeérigaks un vairak
atgadina fonologiskaja patskanu &etrstiirt vérojamo.

Ja atsevidki salidzina virieSu un sievie$u iso un garo patskanu
formantu centru psihofizikilas vértibas (skat. 3. A. attélu!), redzams,
ka nevienam gard un T1sa patskana parim 3$o vérfibu starpiba
neparsniedz 1 barku. Tas, ka gan fizikalaja (skat. 1. B. attélu!), gan
psihofizikalaja F2/F1 plakné (skat. 3. B. ati€lu!) garo un 150 patskanu
koordinatu FI un F2 noteiktie punkti liela méra parklajas un ka garo
un iso patskanu formantu centru psihofizikalo vértibu starpiba
neparsnjedz 1 barku (bicZi ta neparsniedz pat 0,5 barkus — skat. 3. A.
attélu!), liek secinat, ka garajiem un isajiem patskaniem ir jaatbilst
vienai un tai pasai patskanu kvalitates katcgorijai (livonen 1987). Sis
petijums tada veidd apstiprina tradiciondlo piengmumu (Laua 1961
u. ¢.), ka latviesu valoda, 1idzigi igaunu un somu valodai, garo un iso
patskapu fonologiskas at3kiribas pamatojas uz kvantitativajam
(relattvo ilgumu attiecibas), nevis kvalitativajam attieksmé&m. Lidz ar
to var apgalvot, ka latviesu valoda patskanu ilgums kalpo ka
fonologiska nordde (Phonological marker — Rosner & Pickering
1994), kad gara un 1sa patskana fonémas patskanu pari tiek skirtas,
balstoties uz to relativo ilgumu attiecibu. LatvieSu valoda patskanu
relativo ilgumu attiectba vidgji ir 1+2,3, t.i., gara patskana ilgums ir
vidgji 2,3 reizes lielaks par Tsa patskapa ilgumu. Spektrilas atskirbas
Sai gadijuma ir ka paligfaktors, kas sekmé& garo un Tso patskanu
fon@mu noskiranu, bet pats to nenosaka. Petjuma iegitie dati
neatbilst citu valodu, kurds ilgums kalpo ka fonologiska norade.
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pétijumos novérotajam tendencém, ka salidzinajuma ar garajiem
patskaniem Tsie patskani ir novirziti akustiskas vai psihofizikalas
F2/F1 plaknes centra virziena (skat. 1. A. un 3. A. att€lu!). Gan
akustiskaja. gan psihofizikalaja F2/F1 plakné garo un iso patskanu
novietojums nedaudz atSkiras, turklat iso patskanu koordinatu
nobides virziens ir apméram vienads virieSu un sievieSu izrunato
patskanu attélojuma. Nekas tomér neliecina par Tso patskanu punktu
nobidi plaknes centra virziena (iznemot viriesu izrunatas /e/ un /u/
skanas, attélotas akustiskaja plakné), tatad nevar runat par akustisko
centralizaciju izol&ti izrunatiem Tsajiem patskaniem salidzinajuma ar
garajiem. Iso patskapu izruna 3ados apstaklos acimredzot ir
pietiekami  energiska, lai nelautu darboties  artikularajai
neitralizacijai, kas ir akustiskas centralizacijas cglonis. Tatad
vérojamo 1s0 patskanu koordinatu atskiribu no garo patskanu punktu
novietojuma izraisa citi c€loni, tacu ST novirze ir neliela, tapéc art
latvieSu valoda nevar runat par 1so patskanu piederibu citai kvalitates
kategorijai, pretstatot tos garajiem patskapiem. Sis zinasanas ir
svarigas materiala sagatavosana auditivajiem eksperimentiem, jo |auj
patskanu kvalitates uztveres eksperimentu vajadzibam lietot tikai
garos patskanus, kas ir ilgaki un klausitajiem vieglak uztverami un
novertéjami.

LATVIESU VALODAS PATSKANU AUDITIVAS
IDEALFORMAS

Pétfjumos konstatéts, ka klausitaji auditivo patskanu idealformu
noteik$anas eksperimentos izvélas stimulus ar tadam formantu
frekvenc@m, kadas nav vérojamas neviena cilvéka normala izruna
(Johnson et al. 1993b). Parasti patskanu uztveres sféra salidzinajuma
ar patskanu izrunas sferu ir plasaka visas dimensijas, t.i., augsta
meéles pacéluma patskani taja ir augstaki, zema pacéluma — zemaki,
prieksejas rindas patskani — prieksgjaki, bet pakalgjas — pakalgjaki.
Tadejadi hipersferas efekts nav tik liela méra saistits ar izrunu, cik ar
klausttaju reakciju. Pats uztveres hipersferas efekts tika atklats,
lietojot divu formantu sintezétus patskanus. Runajot par hipersféru,
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4. attéls. Patskanu zonas psihofizikdlaja F2/F1 plakné.
SievieSu izrunas akustiskie dati pirms parveidoSanas
psihofizikalajas vienibas vienmérigi normalizeti ar koeficientu
k = 16%. Grafika tie apziméti ar baltiem apliS§iem un baltiem
trisstiriem. Patskanu [a(:)] un [o(:)] zonas apvilktas ar peleku
[iniju, lai skaidrak butu redzams $o patskanu zonu parklasanas
apjoms. Redzams, ka pat vienkar§aka normaliz€3ana ar vienotu
koeficientu visiem patskapu formantiem krietni uzlabo
patskanu zonu noskirSanas iespgjas ar uztvere.

39



Linguistica Lettica 2000« 7

to ir izdevigi attélot plaknes veida, tapéc par noteicosajiem lielumiem
kjast pirmo divu formantu F1 un F2 novietojums. Formanta F1
novietojums frekvence parasti tiek saistits ar méles pacéluma vaj
mutes véruma pakapi, bet F2 — ar méles paceluma augstdka punkta
novietojumu muté virziena no priek$€jas uz aizmuguréjo daju, ka ari
— ar labializaciju. Patiestha $0 formantu frekvences ir saistitas ar
runas organu veidota rezonatoera tilpnu lielumiem un to savstarpéjam
attiecibam. Lidz ar to vajadzétu runat nevis par méles augstaka
punkta, bet balss trakta maksimala sasaurindjuma vietas koordinatam
(Rosner & Pickering 1994). Izmantojot pirmo divu formantu datus
izrunas sferas pétijumos, jaatceras, ka, lai ar7 1. un 2. formants (F1
un F2) sniedz pamatinformaciju par katru patskani, §1 informacija
nav pietieckama nek|ddigai labialu un nelabialu augsta (ar7 vidgja)
pac€luma prick3€jas rindas patskanu savstarpgjai noskir3anai, jo Siem
patskapiem  "pietickama  kontrasta” radiianal  nepiecie$amo
informaciju satur augstaki formanti, Tpasi F3 un F4 (Eek & Meister
1994). Igaunu kolégi, sekojot zviedru pétijumu rezultatiem (Carlson,
Granstrom, Fant 1970; Bladon & Fant 1978), atzist, ka uztveres sfera
patskana aprakstifana ar pirmo divu formantu datiem ir pietickama
un parpratumus nerada. Tiesa, lidzigi zviedru fongtikiem savu divu
formantu sintezeétu patskanu otros formantus F2 vipi neizvélas
atbilsto$us dabiski izrunatu patskanu otrajiem formantiem, bet gan
aprékina to frekvences péc formulas (Bladon & Fant 1978), nemot
vérd arl dabiski izrunatu patskanu augstdko formantu (F3 un F4)
centru frekvendu vértibas un ta iegistot t. s. efektiva otra formanta
(F2', kas sintezétos divu formantu patskanos aizstd) visus par F1
augstakus formantus dabiski izrunatos patskanos, t.i., F2, F3, F4 utt.)
frekvences vértibas. So izvéli A. Eks un E. Meisters pamato ar G.
Fanta atzipu, ka F2/F1 uztveres plakné tiek izlidzinatas distances
starp lidzas esoSajiem patskaniem (Fant 1969) un ka 31s distances,
balstoties uz psihoakustiskajiem krit€rijiem, ir pietickamas, lai
saglabatu patskanu auditivas at3kiribas. Efektiva otra formanta izvéli
divu formantu sintezétu patskanu veido$ana saviem eksperimentiem
igaunu kolégt pamato ari ar patskanu spektra "gravitacijas centru”
petijumu rezultatiem (Chistovich & Lublinskaya 1979; Chistovich er
al. 1979; Johnson et al. 1993a), kuros noteikts, ka formanti, attalums
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starp Kuriem neparsniedz kritisko distanci (3,5 barki), spektrali
integréjas un kopa veido vienotu "graviticijas centru”, kura
frekvence atrodas starp divu vai vairaku biakus eso3o formantu
frekvencem. Spektralas integracijas pétijumos noteikts, ka tuvu
atrodoSies formanti uztver€é var veidot vienotu energijas
koncentracijas vietu jeb ta saucamo "graviticijas centru", kas
uztveres procesa, nosakot patskana kvalitati, aizstdj vairaku formantu
sniegto informaciju. Tas saskan ar hipot&zi, ka patskapa "$auruma"
vai "platuma” jeb mutes v@ruma noteik3ana izteiksmes F,-F,
rezultdts (F, — pirm3 formanta frekvences vértiba, Fy — pamattopa
frekvences vertiba) ir svarigiks par Fl frekvences vértibu
(Traunmiiller 1981; Traunmiller & Lacerda 1987). Ar "gravitacijas
centra” ietekmi var skaidrot arl sintezétu divu formantu prickséjas
rindas patskanu efektiva otra formanta F2' nobidi uz augiu
frekvence, salidzinot ar sintezétu ¢etru formantu patskapu F2
novietojumu (Carlson et af. 1970; Bladon & Fant 1978). Ta ka
patskanu auditivds uztveres sferas teorija liela méra baistita uz
sintezétu divu formantu patskanu petfjumiem, ari latviesu valodas
patskanu auditivo idedlformu noteikSanai tika izvEléti sintez&ti divu
formantu patskani. Tada veida iegltic pétjjuma rezultdti ir
salidzinami ar citiem ITdzigiem pétjjumiem. Bez tam — sintez&tu divu
formantu patskanu lietoSana runas tehnologijas vajadzibam |auj
samazinat datora atmipas noslogojumu.

Lai noteiktu klausitaju atmina nostiprinajusas patskanu auditivas
idealformas, bija nepiecieSami eksperimenti, kuros eksperimenta
stimuli butu sakartoti ta, ka stimulu virkni ievaditu atskaites stimuls
(¢etru formantu sintezets patskanis), kuram sekotu divu formantu
sintezéti patskani ar mainigu pirma vai otra formanta frekvenci. Saja
gadTjuma, dzirdot atskaites stimulu, klausitajs sapem informaciju par
patskani, kuram jamekle vislabak atbilstosais divu formantu stimuls.
Ta ka atskaites stimuls ir dzirdams tikai vienu reizi eksperimentam
veidotas stimulu virknes sakuma un starp stimuliem ir pietiekami
ilgas pauzes, meklgjot atbilstoso divu formantu stimulu, klausitajs
vairs nevadas péc atskaites stimula skan&uma, bet gan salidzina
sintezétos divu formantu stimulus ar auditivas patskana idedlformas
ipastbam, kas nostiprindjusas vipa atmina. Sada veida ir iespgjams
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noteikt gan katra patskana auditivas idealformas koordinatas, gan
katra patskana zonas aptuvenas robezas auditivas uztveres sfeéra.

Lai noskaidrotu, kadai jabut sintez&tu divu formantu patskanu
efektiva otra formanta {3aja petijuma tas apziméts nevis ar F2', bet ar
F2') frekvencei, lai tic maksimali atbilstu latvieSu valodas runataju
prick3statam par latvieSu valodas patskanu idedlo skangjumu, tika
veiktl divi auditivas uztveres eksperimenti. Tre3a auditivas uztveres
eksperimenta mérkis bija noskaidrot idealas pirma formanta vértibas
(3aja petijuma tas apziméts ar F1', pretstata citu autoru lietotajam
apzim&jumam F1*) divu formantu patskaniem, kuriem otrais
formants atbilda iepriek$€jos eksperimentos noteiktajam efektivajam
otrajam formantam (F2"). sajos eksperimentos tika iesaistiti cilveki,
kuriem latvie3u valoda ir dzimtd valoda. Pirma eksperimenta
auditoriju veidoja latviesu filologijas studenti un pasniedzéji, bet otra
un tre3a eksperimenta — dazadu profesiju parstavji, kuru izruna nebija
vérojamas izteiktas dialektalas iezimes.

Eksperimentala materiala sagatavo3ana tika izmantoti informanta
V2 izoléti izrundtu garo patskanu analizes dati. Informantam tika
dots uzdevums izrunat garos latvie$u valodas patskanus ta, lai tie
maksimali atbilstu latviesu valodas patskapu idealajam skangjumam.
Sadi izrunati patskani tika ierakstiti Igaunijas ZA Kiberngtikas
institita Fonétikas un runas tehnologijas laboratorijas bezatbalss
telpa, lietojot augstas kvalitdtes dinamisko mikrofonu SHURE
PROLOGUE 14H un digitalo kasesu magnetofonu CASIO DA-7.
Ierakstito patskanu spektrala analize tika veikta, izmantojot
profesionilu fonétisko pétijumu aparatiru Kay CSL 4300. Patskanu
spektralds pasibas tika noteiktas, izmantojot LPC metodi (LPC -
lineari paredzo$a kodésana), lietojot 8 LPC koeficientus /i:, e:, =:, a1/
spektralai analizei un 12 LPC koeficientus /o:, u:/ analizei. Tika
noteiktas ar katra patskana pirmo ¢etru formantu centru frekvences,
kuru skaitliskds vértibas akustiskaias mervienibas (Hz) un uztveres
psihofizikalajas mérvienibas (Bark) redzamas 3. tabula.

Sintez&tn  divu formantu patskapu  materidls pirmajam
cksperimentam tika veidots, izmantojot Kay CSL 4300 LPC sintézes
metodi (programmatira ASL 4304). Sintezéjot divu formantu
patskanus, dabigo izoléto garo patskanu pamattonis FO un pirmais
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formants Fl, kd ari pirma un otra formanta amplitida un joslas
platums tika atstati nemainiti, visi formanti, kas bija augstaki par otro
(F2), tika izdzesti, bet otra formanta F2 frekvence tika pakapeniski
mainita ar 0,33 barku intervalu. Katram patskanim (/i:, e:, ®:, a:, o,
u:/) tika izveidotas divas sintezétu divu formantu stimulu virknes.
Pirma virkne tika veidota ta, lai ta saktos ar stimulu, kura F2 bija
zemaka frekvence par mérijumos noteikto dabiski izrunita patskana
F2 frekvenci. Katra sekojo3a stimula F2 frekvence tika paaugstinata
par 0,33 barkiem, |idz ta sasniedza frekvenci, kura bija augstaka par
mérTfjumos noteikto dabiski izrunata patskaga F2 frekvenci. Otraja
virkne tie pasi stimuli tika sakartoti apgriezta seciba. Virknes stimulu
minimala un maksimala F2 frekvence tika izvéléta td, lai ta
iesniegtos cita, apméram td pafa mutes véruma patskaga F2
frekvences josla. Sadas izvéles merkis bija noskaidrot, vai patskana
kvalitates uztveré robeZa starp diviem apmeram vienada mutes
véroma patskaniem, piem., /e:/ un /o, tiek noteikta kada
artikulacijas vietas (atspogulota ar F2 frekvences vértibu)
pakdpenisku mainu bridi, kad F2 frekvence ir starp /e:/ F2 frekvenci
un /o0:/ F2 frekvenci, vai patskaniem /e:/ un /o:/ katram ir sava
noteikta F2 frekvenéu vertibu zona, kuras robezas patskanis tiek
uztverts ka /e:/ vat /o:/, bet §Ts zonas nesaskaras, jo tam pa vidu ir F2
frekvendu josla, kura patskanis péc uztveramas kvalitates neatbilst ne
/e:/, ne fo:/. Katru stimulu virkni ievadija sintez&ts ¢etru formantu
patskanis (LPC sintezes procesd tika izdzesta visa spektrala
informacija, kas dabiski izrunataja izoletaja patskant atradas virs
ceturta formanta), kas kalpoja ka atskaites vieniba idedld divu
formantu patskana noteik3ana. Visu virknes stimulu ilgums bija 300
ms. Starp virknes stimuliem bija 2 s pauzes, bet starp divam viena
patskana virkném ~ 5 s pauze. Visu eksperimenta materialu kopuma
veidoja 198 sintez&ti patskani. Eksperiments tika veikts Latvijas
Universitates Filologijas fakultatg, un taja piedalijas 16 respondentu:
3 fonétiki, 4 valodnieki un 9 ceturta kursa valodniecibas studentes.
No respondentu atbildem bija redzams, ka katram patskanim ir F2
vértibu zona, kurd ta kvalitates mainas tiek uztvertas ki vienas
fonémas dazidu variantu iespejama kvalitate. F2 v&rtibai atrodoties
arpus §is zonas robezam, patskanis tika klasificets ka "latvieSu
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valodas patskapu sistémai nepiedeross”. Sts patskaqu iespgjamo F2
vértibu zonas savstarpgji bija noskirtas, t.i., tds nesaskaras un
neveidoja kop€ju robezu diviem apméram vienada méles pacéiuma
patskaniem.

Priek3€jas rindas augsta un vidéja pacéluma divu formantu
patskaniem /i:/ un /e:/, atbilstoSi teorijai (Carlson et al. 1970; Bladon
& Fant 1978}, tiefdam vérojama augstako formantu integricijas
izraisita otrd formanta F2 frekvences paaugstinasanas, salidzinot ar
F2 frekvences vértibu dabiski izrunatos un sintezétos ¢etru formantu
patskanos, tatu §is vértibas nesasniedza teoretiski paredz&tas
vertibas. Eksperimenta noteikias F2' vértibas norada uz to, ka gan
fiz/, gan /e:/ ceturta formanta loma spektralaja integracija ir saméra
neliela, lai gan tonotopiska distance starp patskana /i:/ treo un
ceturto formantu (1,09 barki) ir mazaka neka distance starp otro un
trelo formantu (2,18 barki), bet patskanim /e:/ $1s distances ir
apmeéram vienadas (atbilstodi — 1,91 un 1,86 barki). Vérojams, ka pat
tre$a formanta ietekme spektralaja integracija 3iem patskapiem ir
mazaka neka tas biitu paredzams, ko varétu skaidrot ar otra formanta
energétisko parsvaru par treo formantu. Ta ki izvéleta sintezes
metode radija grutibas velaro patskanu /o:/ un /u/ (ar? faringala
patskana /a:/) sintézg, 3o patskanu divu formantu stimulu F2 zemaka
frekvences vértiba nebija iesp&jama mazaka par 967 Hz /o:/ un 588
Hz /u:/, jo, pazeminot 3o patskanu stimulu F2 frekvenci zem
min&tajam vérttbam, iegito skanu kvalitate neatbilda eksperimenta
prasibam. T3 rezultatd patskana /o0:/ divu formantu stimula minimala
F2 frekvences vertiba bija nevis zemaka par dabiska patskana /o:/ F2
vértibu (868 Hz), bet gan 99 Hz augstaka par to (967 Hz). Tas janem
vérd eksperimenta rezultatu noveért€juma, un tie $ajd gadijuma
uzskatami nevis par absolltiem, bet par orient€joiem. No
cksperimenta rezultatiem redzams, ka respondenti, salidzinot ar /a:,
o:, u/ dabisko izrunu, par idealu atzinusi pakalgjaku /a:/ artikulaciju
(F2 vértibas ieverojami zemakas par meritajam un paredzétajam} un
priek$gjaku /o:/ un /u:/ artikulaciju (F2 vertibas ievérojami augstakas
par méritajam un paredzétajam). Sada artikuldcijas vietas parbide
ietekm&tu patskanu /a:;/ un /o:/ fonologisko klasifikiciju — /a:/ no
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3. tabula. Uztveres eksperimentu materidlam par pamatu pemto, viena informanta (V2)
izrunato izol€to garo patskanu pamattopa un pirmo ¢etru formantu frekvenéu vértibas

hercos (Hz) un barkos (Bark).

Paisk. FO Fl F2 F3 F4

Hz Bark Hz Bark Hz Bark Hz Bark Hz Bark
fi:f 138 1,35 314 3,17 2177 13,58 3034 15,76 3614 16,85
fe:/ 131 1,28 458 4,55 2048 13,17 2711 15,03 3669 16,94
fae:/ 121 1,17 681 6,38 1639 11,68 2203 13,92 3313 16,31
fa:/ 124 1,21 768 7,02 1147 9,37 2667 14,92 3666 16,94
fo:f 127 1,24 529 517 868 7,70 2618 14,80 3520 16,69
fuzf 138 1,35 328 3,31 699 6,52 2438 14,33 3008 15,70

BN} eonsindui]

L= 000T
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4. tabula. Pec R. Bladona un G. Fanta 1977. gada formulas
(Bladon, Fant 1978: 3.-5. lpp.) aprékinatas teorétiski
paredzamas F2' frekvences vértibas Hercos (Hz) un

barkos (Bark).

Paiskanis Paredz&tas F2' vértibas

Hz Bark

fid 3058 15,81

le:d 2296 13,98

[/ 1704 11,94

faf 1152 9.39

fo:/ 869 7,71

fu:f 702 6,54

vidgjas rindas zema méles pacéluma patskana k]iitu par pakalgjas
rindas zema mé&les pac€luma patskani, bet /o:/ no pakal€jas rindas
videja meles pac€luma patskana k|itu par videjas rindas vidéja meles
pacéluma patskani. Tas biitu pretruna ar tradicionalo $o patskanu
fonologisko klasifikaciju, kas ir balstita uz nopietniem So patskanu
artikulacijas un akustisko TpaSibu pétijumiem. Maz ticams, ka
patskanu idedlformas izruna un uztveré kvalitativi var bt tik
at3kirigas. Respondentu negaidita izvéle drizak bitu skaidrojama ar
fa:/, lo:/ un /fu/ sintezéto divu formantu stimulu nepictickamo
kvalitati. Lai parbauditu So pienémumu, tika sagatavots un veikts
otrals eksperiments.

Otra eksperimenta materiala sagatavoSanas procesa liela
uzmaniba tika veltita sintezétu divu formantu patskanu stimulu
kvalitites nodroiinasanai. Tas tika panakts, sintezei lietojot
kvalitativu aparatiiru un citu metodologisko pieeju. Soreiz sintézei
tika lietota HEWLETT PACKARD 715/50 darba stacija (operativas
sistemas UNIX specializéta versija HPUX 9,0) instaléta sint€zes
programma SENSYN (ra’otajs — Sensimetrics Corp.). Cetru
formantu atskaites stimuli tika sintezeti, izmantojot 3. tabulad
nordditos dabiski izrunato izoleto patskapu formantu frekvenéu
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datus. Katra patskana divu formantu stimulu pirma (nemainiga)
formanta F1 frekvence ari atbilda 3. tabuld noraditajai attieciga
patskapa F1 frekvences vértibai, bet otrd (mainiga) formanta F2
frekvence tika maintta ik par 0,33 barkiem. Visu stimulu ilgums bija
300 ms. Pamattonis FO tika novienadots visiem patskaniem -
patskapa sakuma tas bija 90 Hz, nakoSo 100 ms laika ta frekvence
paaugstindjas |idz 100 Hz, tad pakapeniski samazinajas, patskapa
beigas sasniedzot 80 Hz vértibu. Stimulu spektra harmoniju jeb togu
amplitidas dators aprékindja automatiski, balstoties uz formantu
savstarpéjo novietojumu spektra. Formantu joslu platumi tika
novienadoti visiem patskaniem: divu un éetru formantu stimuliem F1
joslas platums bija 60 Hz, bet F2 — 90 Hz (Cetru formantu stimuliem:
F3 — 150 Hz un F4 — 200 Hz). Lidzigi pirma eksperimenta
materialam, stimuli tika sakartoti virkng€s. Katram patskanim tika
izveidotas divas stimulu virknes: pirmaja virkng F2 frekvence
pakdpeniski paaugstinajas, bet otraja — samazinajas. Katru divu
formantu patskanpu stimulu virkni ievadija sintezéts Cetru formantu
patskanis, Starp virknes stimuliem bija 3 s pauzes, bet abas viena
patskana virknes 3kira 5 s pauze.

Ta ki 1. eksperimenta rezultdti noradija uz katra patskana
kvalitatei atbilstofu F2 zonu esamibu, stimulu skaitu var€ja
samazindt, jo nebija nepiecieSsams vadities p&c nosacijuma, ka katra
patskana virknei jaiesniedzas blakus patskana (izrunata ar Iidzigu
méles pac€lumu) izrunas vertibu zond. Divu formantu stimulu
virknes tika veidotas 1, lai to stimulu minimalz F2 vértiba biitu
mazaka par izolgtu patskanu izrunas meérjumos noteikto F2 vértibu,
bet maksimala F2 vértiba — lielaka, un lai tas ar uzviju nosegtu
1. eksperimenta noteiktas katra patskana iesp&jamo F2 vertibu zonas.
Visu eksperimenta materialu kopumé veidoja 142 sintez&ti patskani.
Eksperimenta piedalijas 7 respondenti: | fonétikis un 6 personas,
kurim latvieSu valoda bija dzimta valoda un kuru izruna nebija
verojamas dialektalas iezimes. Nevienam no respondentiem
eksperimenta bridT nebija zin@mu runas vai dzirdes traucéjumu, kas
varétu ietekmét eksperimenta rezultatus.
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Ki jau vargja paredzét, stimulu kvalitatei bija liela jetekme uz
respondentu atbiidem. Atbildes statistiski apstradajot, tika iegitas
vidéjas izveéleta F2 vértibas katrai stimulu virknei atsevigki.
Aprekinot vidgjo vertibu no abu virkpu vidéjam izvéleta F2
vértibam, tika iegiitas F2' skaitliskds v@rtibas. Aprékinu rezultati
apkopoti 5. tabula, kurd noraditas gan katras virknes videjas F2
vértibas, gan F2' vértibas.

Ja salidzina 5. tabula redzamos 2. eksperimenta rezultdtus ar
teorgtiski paredzamajam F2' vértibam (4. tabula), kuras iesp&jams
izskaitjot ar R. Bladona un G. Fanta piedavato 1977. gada formulu,
novérojama samera preciza to atbilsme. Vidgjas rindas patskanim /a:/
un pakalgjas rindas patskaniem /o:/ un /u:/ veérojama minimala
novirze no méritajam un paredz&tajam F2 vértibam.

5. tabula. Eksperimenta ar mainigu F2 noteikto labdko divu
formantu stimulu F2 vidéjas vértibas virknés ar
pakapeniski palielinatu (1. virkne) un pakapeniski
samazindtu (2. virkne) otra formanta frekvenci un no
tam aprékinatas efektivd otra formanta F2' vertibas
katram patskanim.

Patskanis 1. virkne 2. virkne F2

Hz Bark Hz Bark Hz Bark
./ 2584 14,72 2609 14,78 2597 14,75
fe:f 2141 13,47 2250 13,80 2196 13,64
1. ¥} 1739 12,07 1787 12,26 1763 12,17
fa:f 1141 9,33 1115 9,19 1128 926
fo:f 887 782 857 7,63 872 773
ha:f 693 6.47 682 6.39 688 6,44

[znémums ir priek$€jas rindas patskani /i:/ un /e:/, kuru 2. eksperi-
mentd iegiitds F2' vértibas norada uz efektiva otra formanta vélamo
novietojumu frekvencé, kas ir gandriz pa vidu starp dabiski izrunatu
izol&tu patskanu /i:/ un /e:/ F2 frekvenc@m un teorétiski paredzétajam
F2' frekvencém. Tas liela méra atgadina 1. eksperimenta rezultatus,
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formants (14,75 barki) atrodas gandriz precizi pa vidu starp dabiska
patskana otro un trefo formantu (tonotopiskds distances vidus
frekvence atbilst 14,67 barkiem). Tas liek domit, ka latviesu valodas
patskanim /i:/ uztvere spektrali integréjas otrais un treais formants,
veidojot vienotu energijas smaili, kuras frekvence ir pa vidu starp
integreto formantu frekvencém. ArT sintezétam divu formantu
patskanim /e:/ otrd formanta frekvence ir augstika par dabiska
patskana otra formanta frekvenci, bet novirze tresa formanta
energétiskaja ietekmé& ir mazika par patskanim /i:/ novéroto.
Apkopojot priek3gjas rindas patskanu /i:/ un /e:/ noverojumus, var
secindt, ka klausitdji par labakajiem divu formantu patskaniem atzist
tos, kuru otrd formanta frekvence atrodas pa vidu starp dabiski
izrundtu patskagu otra formanta vértibu un teorétiski ar R. Bladona
un G. Fanta formulu paredzeto efektiva otra formanta F2' vértibu.

Priek3€jas rindas patskana /&:/ vélama F2' frekvence ir izraudzita
124 Hz (0,49 barkus) augstaka par merijjumos noteikto un 59 Hz
(0,23 barkus) augstdka par teorétiski paredzamo F2' frekvenci (skat.
3., 4. un 5. tabulu!). Tas tiri labi saskan ar efektiva otra formanta F2'
paredz&3anas iespéjam izmantojot R. Bladona un G. Fanta formulu.
Sads rezultats nav pretrund ari ar "gravitacijas centru” teoriju, jo
tonotopiskas distances starp patskana /z:/ formantiem ir tadas, ka
spektrala integracija vai nu nerodas, vai arl var rasties tiklab starp
pirmo un otro, cik starp otro un treSo formantu. Si eksperimenta
rezultati liecina, ka ir vérojama tre5a formanta ietekme, tadu tas
apjoms ir visai neliels.

Mingtas latvieSu valodas priek3gjas rindas patskanu Tpatnibas
varétu biit skaidrojamas ar to, ka latviesu valoda nav fonémam /i/ un
/e:/ pretstatitu labialu prieksgjas rindas patskapu, kuru esamiba
prasitu augstaku /i:/ un /e:/ F2' frekvences vértibu, lai noskirtu Sos
patskanus no labialajam fongmam, kurdm labializacijas radiajs divu
formantu sintezgtos patskanos biitu zemaka F2' vértiba. Paaugstinata
frekvences vértiba fonémas /®:/ sintez@tajam divu formantu
variantam, domdjams, norada tikai uz ticksmi to uztverg vairak
noskirt no fonémas /a:/, padarot to "prieksgjaku”. Pargjo patskapu
teorétiski paredzeto un 2. eksperimenta iegiito F2' vertibu atskiribas
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ir krietni mazakas (3 - 24 Hz vai 0,02 - 0,13 barki), tapéc
uzskatamas par nebatiskam.

Tresa eksperimenta materiila izveides procediira bija analoga otrd
eksperimenta materiala izveidei. At8kiribd no otra eksperimenta, kad
par nemainigd (F1) formanta frekvenéu vertibam tika lietotas
mérjjumos noteiktas (skat. 3. tabulu!), tre3a eksperimenta materiala
katra patskana divu formantu stimulu otra (nemainiga) formanta F2
frekvence atbilda 2. eksperimenta visbiezak par labako katra
patskana divu formantu stimulu atzita stimula F2 frekvences vértibai.
Lidzigi pirma un otra eksperimenta materialam, stimuli tika sakartoti
virkneés. Katram patskanim tika izveidotas divas stimulu virknes:
pirmaja virkng F1 frekvence pakapeniski paaugstinajas, bet otraja —
samazinajas. Katru divu formantu patskanu stimulu virkni ievadija
sintezéts Cetru formantu patskanis. Starp virknes stimuliem bija 3 s
pauzes, bet abas viena patskana virknes Skira 5 s pauze. Divu
formantu stimulu virknes tika veidotas ta, lai to stimulu minimala F1
vértiba blitu mazaka par izolétu patskanu izrunas mérijjumos noteikto
F1 vértibu, bet maksimala F1 vértiba — lielaka. Viena artikulacijas
rinda esodu patskanu divu formantu stimwlu F1 vértibas parkiajas,
piem., augsta pac€luma patskapu FI augstakas frekvences tika
izvélétas ta, lai tas atbilstu vidéja méles pac€luma patskanu F1
vérttham. Visu eksperimenta materialu kopuma veidoja 136 sintezgti
patskani. Eksperimentd piedalijas 12 respondenti (no tiem 6 tie pasi,
kas piedalijas 2. eksperimenta).

Atbildes statistiski apstradajot, tika iegutas vidgjas izveleéta F1
vertibas katrai stimulu virknei atseviski. Aprékinot vidgjo vértibu no
abu virknu vidéjam izvéléta F1 vértibam, tika iegitas F1' skaitliskas
vértibas. Aprékinu rezultati apkopoti 6. tabula, kura noraditas gan
katras virknes vidgjas F1 vértibas, gan F1' vertibas.

Pirma formanta (F1) spektrala integracija ar pamattoni (F0)
varétu biit gaidima tikai patskapiem /ii/, /e;/ un /fui/, Kkuriem
tonotopiskd distance starp pamattoni un pirmo formantu ir mazaka
par 3,5 barkiem. Patskaniem /a:/, /0:/ un /uz/ bitu iespgjama F1
integracija ar otro formantu (F2), jo tonotopiska distance F2-F1 Siem
patskapiem arf ir mazaka par 3,5 barkiem (attiecigi 2,35, 2,53

50



Linguistica Lettica 2000 0 7

6. tabula. Eksperimenta ar mainigu F1 noteikto labdko divu
formantu stimulu F1 vidgas verttbas virkn€s ar
pakapenmiski palielinatu (1. virkne) un pakapeniski
samazinatu (2. virkne) pirma formanta frekvenct un no
tam aprékinatds vélama pirma formanta F1' vértibas
katram patskanim.

Patskanis 1. virkne 2. virkne FI'

Hz Bark H:z Bark Hz Bark
v 378 3,80 387 3,80 383 3,85
fe:f 494 4,87 513 5,03 504 4,95
fx/ 716 6,64 743 6.84 730 6.75
fa:/ 733 691 793 7.19 773 7.05
lo./ 522 5,11 539 5,25 531 5.19
fu/ 311 3,14 317 3,20 314 3,17

un 3,21 barks). Noveértgjot eksperimenta rezultatus, secinams, ka
starp pamattoni FO un pirmo formantu F1 spektrila integracija nav
notikusi, jo patskaniem /1:/, /&:/ un /u:/, kuriem ta biitu gaidama, nav
ievérojami pazemindjusies pirma formanta F1 frekvences vErtiba (/1:/
un /e:/ 13 ir pat paaugstingjusies). Ja par gaidama "gravitacijas centra”
frekvenci piepem tonotopiskas distances FI-FO0 vidus vai tai tuvu
frekvenci, patskamim /i:/ F1' frekvencei botu jabut 226 Hz (2,26
barki), patskanim fe:/ — 295 Hz (2,92 barki), bet patskanim /u:/ — 233
Hz (2,33 barki). No eksperimenta rezultatu salidzingjuma ar $im
paredzamajam frekvenc€m redzams, ka gaidita F1 vertibu
pazeminasanas nav notikusi. Vienigi patskanim /uy/ uztveres
eksperimenta ir noteikta idealforma, kuras F1 vértiba pazeminata.
salidzinot ar atskaites stimufa F1 frekvences vErtibu, tomér §is
pazemindjums ir saméra niecigs (14 hercu jeb 0,14 barku) un nevar
tikt uzskatits par spektralas integracijas atspogulotaju. Patskaniem /i:/
un /&, turpretim, F1 frekvences vertiba ir nevis pazeminajusies, bet
pieaugusi, t.i., attdlinajusies no paredzamas F1 vértibas, kas bitu
gaidama spektralas integracijas sakara, Lidzigi ir arT ar patskanu fa:/,
fo:/ un /u:/ F1 spektralo integraciju ar F2. Patskapiem /a:/ un /o:/ F1'
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frekvences vértiba ir paaugstinata pavisam nenozimigi (vidgji par
0,026 barkiem), bet /u:/, ka jau teikts Fl un FO integracijas sakara,
F1' frekvence pat pazeminita.

Zema pacéluma patskapiem kopuma vérojama F1 frekvences
vertibas paaugstinasanas, kas saskan ar atzipu, ka uztveres sfera
zema pac€luma patskani kltst vél "zemaki" (Johnson er al. 1993b).
Ari vidgja pac€luma patskaniem /e:/ un /o:/ vérojama F1 frekvences
paaugstindsanas, kuras apjoms caurméra atbilst tai, kas ir vérojama
zema pacéluma patskaniem. Tas, ka vid&ja pacgluma patskani
uztveres sfera k|dst "zemaki", var tikt skaidrots ar to, ka respondenti
cenias panakt vienmerigu patskanu novietojumu uztveres sfera,
izlidzinot distances starp augsta, vidéja un zema pacéluma
patskaniem (starp patskapiem /z:/ un /e:/ veidojas 226 Hz liela
distance, starp /a:/ un /o:/ — 242 Hz, starp /o:/ un /u:/ — 217 Hz). So
hipotézi apgaz patskagpa /ii/ pirma formanta frekvences
paaugstinadana gaiditas pazemina$anas vieta. Tas rezultata distance
starp patskapiem /e:/ un /i:/ nevis palielinds (no 144 Hz dabiski
izrunatos patskanos) un klust apméram vienada ar distanc@m starp
pargjiem patskaniem (217-242 Hz), bet gan sariik Iidz 121 Hz, kas ir
gandriz uz pusi mazaka par paréjam distancém. Patskana /i:/ pirma
formanta frekvences paaugstina$ana ir pretrunid ari ar atzinu, ka
uztveres sfera augsta pac€luma patskani kjust vE] "augstaki”
(Johnson et al. 1993b), lai gan patskapa /u’/ frekvences
pazeminaianas 3o teoriju apstiprina. Vienigais skaidrojums 3adai
paradibai ir abu formantu frekvencu savstarpgja saistiba sintezgtiem
divu formantu patskaniem. Ta ka patskanis /i:/ ir vienigais, kura otra
formanta frekvence eksperimentos ar sintezétiem divu formantu
patskaniem ir izvEléta daudz augstaka par dabiska patskana otra
formanta frekvenci, un pirma formanta frekvence - augstaka par
dabiska patskana pirmd formanta frekvenci, var piepemt, ka,
paaugstinot vai pazeminot frekvenci vienam no /i/ formantiem par
noteiktu lielumu, attiecigi paaugstinds vai pazeminds arl otra
formanta frekvence.

Izmantojot otra un tre$a eksperimenta rezultatus (5. un 6. tabula),
tika izveidots 5. attéls, kurd eksperimentos noteiktas F1' un F2
vértibas veido Kkoordindtas auditivo idedlformu attélojumam
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psihofizikalaja F2/F1 piakng (lielie pelekie aplisi). Bez tam,
izmantojot respondentu atbildes, kuras tika atzimétas ne tikai &etru
formantu atskaites stimulam vistuvakas skanas, bet arl visas citas
divu formantu skanas, kas vairak vai mazak atgadindja atskaites
stimula kvalitati, F2/F1 plakné tika novilktas iespéjamas robezas
starp patskanu auditivajam zonam (biezas pelékas linijas). Lai
parbauditu, ka auditivi noteiktas uztveres zonas atbilst izrunas datu
mérfjumu rezultatiem, 5. attéla papildus tika attgloti visu 6
informantu izrunato patskanu punkti (ka 3. B. attéla), un starp So
punktu veidotajam zonam novilktas robezas (Saurds partrauktas
melnas Iinijas), sadalot F2/F1 plakni péc iespgjas vienlidzigi. Zonu
parkla3anas gadifjuma ([a:, o:, u:] zonas) robezlinijas vilktas, sadalot
parklasanas laukumu aptuveni uz pusém. Attéla redzams, ka auditivo
idealformu pelekie aplisie atrodas apme&ram pa vidu starp sievieSu un
virieSu izrunato patskapu zonam. Izpeémums ir patskana /i:/
idealformas novietojums, jo 3is punkts novirzits sieviesu izrunas datu
zonas virziend (tas varStu bit saistits ar spektrilds integricijas
jetekmi) un ir ar augstaku F1 vertibu, neka tas batu novérots
mérjumos vai teorétiski paredzams (to vargtu skaidrot ar F1 un F2
saistibu, kura svariga ir formantu vertibu attieciba vai tonotopiska
distance starp tiem). VErojot patskagu izrunas datu novietojumu
attiectba pret auditivajam zonam, var secinat, ka vid&ji apméram
15 % izrunas datu paliek arpus $Tm zondm. Tas varétu bit atkarigs no
ta, ka auditivo eksperimentu materidls bija paredzéts auditivo
idedlformu (nevis - patskanu auditivo zonu) noteikSanai, tapec
neuzrada auditivo zonu Tstenas robezas. So jautdjumu var noskaidrot,
veicot eksperimentus ar Tpasi §ddam nolukam sagatavotu materialu.
Kopumai secinams, ka patskagu zonas uztveres psihofizikaliaja plakng
daudz neatskiras, t.i,, to novietojumu Ipasi neietekmé tas, vai zonas
noteiktas, balstoties uz izrunas pétijumu vai auditivo eksperimentu
datiem.
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F2 (Bark)

17.00 16,00 15,00 14,00 1300 1200 1100 10,00 9,00 800 7.00 600 500 4.00

F1 (Bark)

10.00

5. attéls. Patskanu zonas psihofizikalaja F2/F1 plakné.
Auditivo eksperimentu rezultata noteiktas labakas F2' un FI'
vértibas veido koordinatas lielajiem pelékajiem apliSiem, kas
apzimé idedlo patskapu novietojumu plakng€. Biezas pelékas
linijas sadala F2/F1 plakni patskanu zonas, ko nosaka auditivo
eksperimentu dati. Salidzinajumam dotas arl patskapu zonu
robezas (Saurds partrauktds melnas Iinijas), kas iezimétas,
izmantojot izrunas datus (izoléto patskanu datus, kas atbilst
3. attéla redzamajiem) — sadalot F2/F1 plakni péc iesp€jas
vienlidzigi starp patskapu punktu (melnie un baltie simboli)
iezimétajam zonam. Zonu parklasanas gadijuma ([a:, o:, u:]
zonas) robeZzlinijas vilktas, sadalot parklasanas laukumu uz
pusém.
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Acoustic Description of the Latvian Vowel System
Summary .

There are certain rules governing the development of the sound system
of any language. Some of them are of physiological, some - of
psychological nature, The choice of sounds for the sound system of a
language is usually made on the basis of the articulatory, acoustic and
auditory characteristics; hence we can talk about the arliculatory, acoustic
and auditory targets of each sound. The description of the Latvian vowel
systern and classification of the vowels in it has been traditionally done on
the basis of articulatory characteristics, so we can assume that the
articulatory vowel targets are described in sufficient extent. On the other
hand, there is no sufficient information on the acoustic and auditory vowel
targets of Standard Latvian. The aim of this article was to describe the
acoustic and auditory targets of Latvian vowels 1o fill this gap.

Chapter ! is dealing with the acoustic vowel targets representing
different theories of their estimatton and gives the data of the frequencies of
fundamental and first four formants of each vowel produced by 6
informants (3 male, 3 female) chosen out of 25 speakers recorded for the
earlier investigations. The averaged results for 3 male speakers (mean and
standard deviation of frequencies and durations) are given in the Table 1,
but for 3 female speakers — in Table 2. Figures 1.A and 1.B show the
graphical representation of Latvian vowels in the acoustic F2/F1 plane
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(male pronunciation depicted by black symbols, female — by white; long
vowels — by circles, short - by triangles). To reduce the difference in the
focation of male and female vowels in the F2/F1 plane, the uniform
normalization is applied to the formant data of female vowels. The result of
such "sex-scaling” by factor k=16 % is shown in Figure 2 (normalized
female vowels shown by gray symbols). To get the correspondence of the
results with the Elaborated Vowel Target modei, the vowel formant
frequencies were recalculated from physical units (Hz) into psychophysical
units {(Barks) using Traunmiiller’s formula (Traunmiiller 1988), Figures 3.A
and 3.B show the data plots similar to 1.A and 1.B respective, but this time
in the psychophysical F2/F1 plane instead of the acoustic. The general
tendencies in the placement of vowels are retained, although in the
psychophysical F2/F1 plane the plot is compressed along the F2 axis. Like
in the case of the acoustic data normalization much better grouping of data
points in the F2/F1 plane is achieved after the uniform normalization of
female data thus nearly completely eliminating the overlap between the
zones of adjacent vowels /a(:)/ and fo(:} - Figure 4. As the results of the
investigation show, that there is normally less than 1 Bark difference
between the formants of long and short vowels, the theory is supported,
according to which there is only quantitative (and not qualitative) difference
between long and short vowels in Latvian. The quantity in Latvian thus is
used as the Phonological Marker, and the duration of short vowels is related
as 1+2.3 to the duration of long vowels,

The Chapter 2 is dealing with the auditory vowel targets of Standard
Latvian. They are investigated by the heip of the perception tests with the
synthetic two-formant vowels. The formant data of the speaker V2 (Table 3)
were used for synthesis of two- and four-formant stimulae. The effective
second formants of two-formant stimuli {Table 4} were calculated according
to Bladon's and Fant's formula (Bladon & Fant 1978) and then compared
with the ones obtained from the 2™ perception test (shown as F2' in Table
5). The results show a peculiarity, that for the front vowels Latvian listeners
prefer the value of the 2™ formant in two-formant stimulus to lie in between
the calcutated and measured values. In the 3" perception test were found the
optimal values of F1 going along with the F2' values determined in the 2™
test (shown as F1! in Table 6). Using the results of the 2™ and the 3"’_
perception test was constructed the Figure 5. Here the values of F2' and F1'
form the coordinates for gray dots corresponding to the auditory vowel
targets, but the thick gray lines separate the vowel zones in auditory F2/F]
plane. For the purposes of comparison the psychophysical data of vowel
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production (like in Figure 3.B) were plotted in the same plane and the vowel
zones in production space drawn by the thin broken lines. It is clearly seen
that the vowel zones in production and perception space are very close and
the most production data fall into the zones drawn on the basis of perception
tests. The differences in the spacing of the vowel zones can be caused by
the peculiarities of the auditory system and/or the fact, that the auditory
vowel zones are determined using two-formant stimuli, where values of
only one formant have been changed at a time (F1 has been kept constant
while changing F2 and vice versa, i.e., all possible F2 values have been
determined for one particular value of F1 and vice versa).
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Maija BREDE
Palhigviardu izcélums:
semantiski fonétiskais aspekts

Atskirtba no gramatikas, kuras pétniecibas objekts ir runas
formalas 1pasibas, diskursa studiju centra ir runas funkcionalais
aspekts.

Ikvienu no runas daZadajiem Zanriem raksturo lingvistisku un
paralingvistisku pazimju kopums. Analiz€jot mutiska diskursa
butibu, seviski svarigas ir tadas prosodiskas Tpa%ibas ka balss
augstums, uzsvars, runas temps. Daudzi pétijjumi liecina, ka
mutiskd diskursa prosodiskajam Tpa§itbam salidzinajuma ar
gramatiskajam, leksiskajam un teksta Tpasibam var bt izkirosa
loma (Tench 1988).

Amerikapu lingvists D. BolindZers norada, ka individualas
leksiskas vienibas var iegut atSkirigas nozimes atkara no
intondcijas pielietojuma. Intondcija ir vairak saistita ar izteikuma
pragmatisko, nevis ta burtisko nozimi (Bolinger 1989). Frazes
uzsvars aktivi piedalas izteikuma satura atklasmé.

Dazadi runas zanri saistas ar dazadu intondcijas sistémas
izmantojumu. Tadu arT viena un ta paSa Zanra ietvaros pastav
ievérojamas varidciju iespgjas (Ceplitis 1968, Brasil 1985).
Intonacija pirmam kartam pieSkir specifisku nozimi leksiski
gramatiskim vienibam, tadgjadi dodot runatdgam iespgju
smalkak izteikt un dazkart arT korigét nozimju kontrastus, ko
piedava valodas sistéma (Coulthard 1977). Runitdjs vai lasitajs
saskana ar komunikacijas mérki var brivi izveléties no
paradigmatisko iespéju klasta. Prosodiskaja limeni 31 izvele
ietver izteikuma dalfjjumu intonacijas grupas un izcéluma
realizaciju, jo tiedi §1 izvEle parada, kuru izteikuma daju runatajs
uzskata par svarigu vai nesvarigu.

D. Brazils sava darba par intonacijas komunikativo slodzi
ang|u valoda definé izcélumu ka lingvistisku izvéli. Katra
intonactjas viemiba ir zilbes, kuras tiek uztvertas ka vairdk
uzsvértas salidzindgjuma ar paréjam. Sajas zilbés tiek realizéts
izcélums, kas pieSkir izc€luma efektu vardam. Savukart izceltie
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vardi nosaka izteikuma nozimi. lzcéluma sadalfjums ir atkarigs
tikai no pasu runitdju izvéles, tadgjadi runataji var attiecigi
rikoties ar visas sistémas nozimju potencialu (Brazil 1985),

Anglu fonétikis A. Gimsons uzskata, ka zilbe tiek izcelta ar
uzsvara, balss augstuma, patskapa kvalitdtes un kvantitates
paltdzibu, bitiba ar jebkuru vai arm visiem $iem faktoriem
kopumd (Gimson 1991). Interesanti atzimé&t, ka uzsvars, kas
parasti tiek formul&ts ka artikulacijas speks no runataja viedok|a
un zindma skaluma pakipe no klausitdja puses, faktiski ir
vismazak efektivais lidzeklis, lai panaktu izcélumu. "Uzsvars
saistitd rund no uzsvara daudzzilbju varda atikiras ar to, ka
saistltd runa uzsvaru liela méra nosaka visa izteilkuma nozime"
(Gimsen 1991, 261).

Lai ar? saistTtd runa pielau) brivaku akcenta struktoras izvel,
runatdjs parasti izce| leksiskds nozimes vardus pretstata
pahgvardiem.

Ir lingvisti, kas apstrid tradiciondli pienemto tieSo korelaciju
starp uzsvaru un vardu piederibu attiecigam gramatiskam
kategorijam (Schmerling 1973). Tacu ir arm daudz gadjjumu, kad
zinamu pragmatisku apsvérumu dg| tiek izcelti funkcionalie
vardi. Vienigais kriterijs —~ kadas runas vienibas runataji uzskata
par svarigam.

Latvie$u valodas lingvistika varda uzsvaru, ki arl uzsvaru
saistita runi apzime ar tradicionalajiem terminiem "uzsvars” un
"akcents".

Nozimigakos vardus sintagma izce| ar logisko akcentu. Par
izteikuma dalas nozimigumu liecina art tempa paléninijums un
intonativa spéka pieaugums (Ceplitis 1974, 1977). Parasti
teikuma netiek uzsverti:

1) prievardi, saikli, partikulas un dazkart apstakla vardi;
2) vairikas vietniekvardu grupas;
3) darbibas varda "bit" locTjuma formas (Ceplitis 1968).

Lingvistiskaja literatiira ir arT norades, ka paligvardu uzsvars
pieskir Tpadu nozimi visam izteikumam.

Konkrétas analizes mérkis ir parliecindties, ka paligvardi no
izcEluma viedokla tiek lietoti latvieSu valoda, kada méra
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izc€luma faktors sp&j noradit uz nozimes mainu vai niansi,
salidzinot ar §1s vardu kategorijas ordinaru lietojumu,

Paligvardi tiek aplikoti divos diskursa veidos, kas paredzéti
lielam auditorijam un kvalificéjami ka publiskas runas formas:
1) sagatavots materials (uzstasanas konference),

2) daf&ji sagatavots materials (radio un TV intervijas).

Analizes materidls sastav no izteikumu kopuma (vairumi
gadtjumu tie atbilst teikumam) ar $adiem izceltiem paligvardiem:
saik]iem, prievardiem, partikulam, attieksmes vietniekvardiem.
Visbiezak tos izruna ar lidzenu toni; tekstd tas netiek Tpasi
uzradits. Atseviskos gadijumos, kad paligvardi izrunati ar kadu
no kingtiskajiem topiem - kritofo vai kapjoso, tie attiecigi
atziméti, pieméram,” ka I, * bet I. Ir arT izteikumi, kuros
paligvardi veido atsevidku intonacijas grupu. Ilustrativaja
materiala noraditas ari pauzes: { (isa pauze), | (vidgji gara
pauze), |l (relativi gara pauze), ||| {loti gara pauze).

A. Saikhi

Vairuma izteikumu lietoti sakartojuma saikli — gan vienkarsie
(un, ari, bet, toties), gan saliktie (lai gan), gan art divkarsie
(nevis — bet gan, ne tikai — bet ari, ne — ne). No pakartojuma
saik]iem uzsverta pozicija atziméti ja, lai, ka, ka, lai gan.

1) Psihologiska barjera deputatos jaiznicina, || um vispirms
deputatos; || jo vini jau piepem likumus. ||

Runatajs, acimredzot, izce] wn, lai uzsvertu nakamos vardus.

Leksiskd ItmenT to skaidri norada galvena varda "deputati”
atkartojums. Bez tam Ts@ intondcijas grupa ar un palidz veidot
viegli uztveramu ritmisko zZiméjumu, kas ar piedalas uzsvara
efekta veidosana.
2) Es, ki Nacionalo Brunoto Speku komandieris, | saredzu |
misu brunoto { struktiiru ka vienu sastavdalu no visas valsts
drogibas, || un | ja gribat, | ka vienu sastavdalu no valsts izglitibas
un audzinasanas sistemas. |}

PauZu skaits norada uz to, kadu nozimi runatajs pieskir
saviem vardiem. Un, savienojot divas domas, vel vairak pasvitro
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runas emfatisko manieri. Tacu, veidodams atsevidku intonacijas
grupu, un norada an vz zinamu vilcinasanos.
3) Skolas jaatbalsta militara sagatavoSana, || ari augstskolas. ||

So struktiiru var viegli parfrazet, aizvietojot vienkar$o saikli
arl ar divkarSo ne tikai — bet ari, un tada gadijuma ari ir
uzsverts atbilstosi parastajam uzsvara sadalfjjumam. Ari, 3kiet,
piedkir lielaku nozimibu visam izteikumam.
4) Bet || kas palidz€s cilvékam mainities? ||
Lai arT bet tetkuma sakuma parasti tiek kritizéts no laba stila
viedok]a, tomer $aja izteikuma tas lietots atsevid3kd intonacijas
grupa un, izrundts ar zemu kritoso toni, vairak pievers klausitaja
uzmanibu tieSajam jautajumam.
5) Tie bija parsvara gados jauni cilvéki. || Toties | Sie cilveki
pazina savas tautas tradiciju. ||| Bet | varbiit vini to darjja, | ka
vienkarsi ta pienakas. ||

Relativi 1€nais temps un divu saik]u lietojums teikuma
sakuma liek noprast, ka runatajs Tpasi vElas pievérst uzmanibu
attiecigajai runas dajai. To varétu interpretet ari ka pieredzgjusa
runatdja pan€mienu, ka iesaistit klausitaju attiecigas témas
netie$a apspriesana.
6) Tad més sasniegtu 3o mérki un varétu palidzét citiem, i} bet tas
nenozimg, | ka Sobrid mums biitu jasez klusiem. ||

Bet paradas viend intonacijas grupa ar verba nolieguma
formu, kura kada cita runataja interpretacija varétu bit galvenais
izceltais vards. Saja izteikuma tas dod emfatisku kontrastu un
vienlaicigi norada uz vilcinasanos.
7) Protams, | tas neatrisinas $o problému, || bet tas bus stimuls.
I Tas skan naivi, | bet Il bet, | kap&c ne? Bet |j varbiit izsludinat,
| ka Riga tiks apmaksats, | nopirkts dzivoklis ... ||

Bet atkartojums tik Tsa izteikuma vispirms liecina par to, ka
runatijs mégina formulét domas jau runajot. Pirmaja gadijuma
bet vEél var saprast ka noradi uz emfatisku kontrastu. Tacu péc
tam saiklis atsevi§kas intonacijas grupas skaidri apstiprina
hezitdcijas funkciju.
8) Masu mediji jau to plasi aprakstjjusi, j| tomer | nav lieki
atgadinat. ||
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Uzsveértais pretstatjjuma saiklis, acimredzami, pasvitro domas
svargumu.

9) Tas neatbilst teiktajam { ne péc nozimes,  ne péc mérka. ||

Relativi 1sas intonacijas vienibas ar nolieguma saik]a dajam
rada preciza ritma iespaidu, tadgjadi pasvitrojot negativo
informaciju. No otras puses, jaatzist, ka neuzsvérts saiklis 3aja
konteksta tapat veidotu izteiktu ritmisko zim&jumu.

Dazkart, izcelot divkaria saik|a daju, runatajs faktiski veido
samocitu struktiru ar nelogisku uzsvaru, ki tas redzams
nakamajos divos pieméros:

10} Mums jaspgj redzét ne tikai negacijas. || bet { arf pozitiva
programma. Il

11) Teceretie parkartojumi { nevis sekm&s lidzsvarotu attistibu, |
bet gan vérsti socialas vides degradacijas virziena. ||

12) No inspekcijas sp&jas { nevien uzraudzit likumibu, || bet ari
informét savus klientus, | ir atkarigs, ||| vai { Latvija veidosies
investoriem labveliga vide. ||

Runatajs uzsver divkaria saik|a otro dalu, iesp&jams, lai
klausitaji labak uztvertu sacitd nozimi. lzceltais vai ievada
teikuma vissvarigako dalu.

Izteikumos ar pakartojuma saikli ja runatajs. liekas, censas
pasvitrot talakas izteikuma dajas nozimi.

13) Visvairak mgs iegitu, | ja Latvija izdzivotu. ||
14) Ja Skéles vieta bitu kads cits, | es to uztvertu tapat. ||

Pedeja piemérd tas, acimredzot, ir saistits ar runataja
personigo emocionalo attieksmi, jo tiek minéts konkréta cilveka
vards.

Nikamais izteikums ir v&l viens nevizigas runas piemers.
Ipasi izceltais lai nebiit nepalidz apzinaties izteikuma svarigumu.
Drizak gan So efektu panak pauzes.

15) Més arT nevélamies, | lai nauda, | kuru mes prasam, | tiktu
kadam nonemta. ||

16) Vai ta ir ta pati padomju laiku uzspiesta atticksme, | vai |
jauna, | brivpratiga | un tade] vél jo ciniskaka? ||

Saiklis vai, veidodams atsevisku intonacijas grupu, virza
klausitdju uzmanibu uz kontrastu izteikuma otraja daja.
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17) Sodienas prakse mums vésta, | ka, || diemz&l, | minoritasu
skolu veido$anas jautdjums | ir atstats paSu minoritaSu un
kultiiras biedribu zipa. ||

Ka, kuram seko gara pauze, signalizé gan par zinamu
vilcinasanos, gan koncentré$anos turpmakajai izteikuma dalai.
18) Es personigi gribu izteikt viedokli, | ka ||| deputatam tomér
biitu ||| jabut tadam, | kuru var atsaukt. ||

Seit ka, izrunats ar kritoso toni un saméri garo pauzi, rada
pat kaut ko lidzigu dramatiskam efektam.
19) Jautdjums ir tikai par to, | ka gudrak un efektivak aizstavéet So
mazo tautu tiesibas, ||

Runatajs, acimredzot, censas pieSkirt lielaku svaru domai
paligteikuma, kaut gan vardi "gudrak” un "efektivak" jau parada
izteikuma nozimibu.
20) Krievija to, protams, | uztvers Il ka | izaicinajumu. ||

[zceltais saiklis atsevika intonacijas grupa liecina, ka runatajs
meklé piem&rotu vardu.
21) Lieta nevirzas uz priekSu, | ~ tapeéc ~ ka | kaut kas nebija
kartiba ar parakstiem. ||

Uzsvértais célona saiklis palidz precizét izteikto domu.
22) Uznémumi nav atbrivoti no nodok]a avansa maksajumiem, ||
“lai” gan | likums paredz ienakumu nodok|a atlaidi. ||

Runatdjs ievada izteikuma pirmas dalas skaidrojumu ar
izceltu saikli atsevi$ka intondcijas vieniba.

B. Prievardi

Prievardi, salidzinot ar citiem funkcionaliem vardiem, tiek
uzsvérti diezgan reti. Analizes materiala ir sedi gadijumi, no
kuriem tikai divos klausmtaju uzmaniba, iesp€jams, virzita uz
nakamo informacijas daju. lzceltus prievardus var skaidrot arT ka
vienkarsi hezitacijas elementus.

23) Loti grati nostaties ir | pa | vidu. Il

24) Tagad | par deputatiem valsts uzg€mumu un banku padomgs.
It

25) Vini doma tikai par | 30 te | musku]u masu, | kas jauzaudze. ||
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26) Pirmam kartam tas saistitos ~ ar: | zemnieku jautdjuma
izstradi; || ... (utt.)

Prievards ar, izrunats ar augstu balss kritumu, diezgan
parspileta veida tevada uzskaitjumu, ko, runatdjaprat,
nedrikstétu nepamanit.

27) M@s esam virzijusi savu skatu uz | NATO. |

Nakamaja izteikuma prievards tiek izcelts bez noteikta
iemesla. Vards NATO, kas seko prieviardam, nevarétu biit pedéja
bridi ie3avies prata.

28) Ari miisu centra | pie arsta var ierasties bez iepriekigja
pieteikuma. |l

Runatajs, izsakot uzaicindjumu, akcenté prievardu, lai
piesaistitu klausitaju uzmanibu minétajam nosacijumam.

C. Partikulas

Partikulas vairak neka citi funkcionalie vardi latvieSu valoda
ir saistiti ar uzsvaru. Ir partikulas, kuras:
a) ir vienmér uzsvertas (piem., ari, ja, n€), b) ir vienmer
neuzsveértas (piem., it, ik, jo), c) var but gan uzsvértas, gan
neuzsvértas (piem., pat, gan, tikai) ( MLLVG 1959, 780).

Analizes materiala tikai detras partikulas atzimétas ka
uzsvertas. Partikula vai, ievadot jautajumu, parasti ir neuzsvérta.
Divos ndkamajos pieméros runatdji to izcéludi atsevidka
intonacijas grupa.
29) Vai | péc neatkaribas atgiianas | §is budZets | ir bijis citads |
neka izspiests citrons? ||

Biezas pauzes norada vz ti¥u tempa paléninasanu, kas pieskir
papildu izcélumu visam jautajumam. Vai labi iederas 3aja
emfatiskaja izteiksmes forma.
30) Vai | Sobrid, } jisuprat, | situaciju spgj ietekmét tas, | kas
notiek ar valdibas veido3anu? ||

Vai lictojums, Skiet, lidzigs iepriek3jam, turklat jitama
intervEtaja personiga atticksme pret sarunas tematu.

lerobeZojuma partikula tikai pieder pie tam, kuras atkara no
izteikuma satura var biit gan uzsvertas, gan neuzsvertas.
31) Finansgjums pagaidam skar tikai mainigo daju. ||

67



Linguistica Lettica 2000 #7

Seit partikulas izcélums norada uz izteikuma dajas nozimibu,

Partikula lai parasti netick uzsvérta. Nakamaja pieméra
uzsvara efekts ir saistits ar zinamu kritisku attieksmi, pat ironiju:
32) Tad lai 31 vienota valsts novértéanas sistéma noverte, |
kur ir labak sagatavoti bémi. ||
33) Pensijas vecums | ik gadu | pieaugs par 6 ménesiem, | lidz
sasniegti 62 gadi. Il

Saja izteikuma dala rundtijs palénina tempu, lai it ka
nostiprinatu informaciju klausitaju apzipa. Uzsverta partikula un
prievards par veido Tpasi emfatisku struktiiru.

D. Atticksmes vietniekviardi

Aftiecksmes vietniekvardi, kas registréti izvéietaja materiala,
ievada apzimetdja un papildinataja pahgteikumus.
34) Seit tika apspriestas idejas, l kurn realizicijai { lieli lidzek]i
nav vajadzigi. ||

Uzsvertais  vietniekvards  pieSkir  teiktajam  stingraku
parliecibu.
35) Mégs dzivojam valsti, | kurid ir | mainigi procesi. ||

Ne tikai vietniekvarda izcélums, bet ari pauZu lietojums
saméra 1sa teikuma neparprotami liecina par runataja
vilcinaianos.
36) Un mes domajam, | kas més esam, | ka mums rikoties, ||

kas ir patiesi svarigakais, | vértigakais mana dzive ... || Kas tad
ir pats svarigakais? ||| Tas, | kas esmu es pats, | tas, || kads esmu
es pats. Il

Sintaktiskd struktira, kas ietver vienlidzigus paligteikumus,
reizé ir ar7 efektiva ritma pamats. Runatajs izvelas atkartot vienus
un tos pasus vardus, un arl tas pasvitro visa izteikuma nozimi.
37) Kaut ko no &ku projektiem || kidus redz&jam izstadg, | varétu
izmantot ar7 m&s. ||

Akcentétais vietniekvards mazina izteikuma labskanu.
Neuzsvérta forma tas piek|autos verbam un veidotu dabisku
proklitisku ritmisko vienibu.

38) Ne vienmer kiosku ipasnieki tirgo tikai to preci, || ko tiem
atlauts tirgot. ||
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Skaidrojot situaciju, runatajs akcenté paligteikuma ietverto
informacijas dafu. lespéjams, ka sava loma ir ari ritmiskajai
struktiirai — uzsvértais ko atbalso uzsvérto to.

Lai gan cik nepieder pie atticksmes vietniekvardiem, ki
pakartojamais vards tas ievada paligteikumu (nakamajos
pieméros — apzimétdja un méra apstak]a paligteikumu).

39) Neviena no ministrijam nav iesniegusi aprékinus, | cik valsts
budZeta nepiecieSams, | lai palielinatu minimalo algu. ||

Negattva informacija vél vairak tiek uvzsvérta ar izcelto cik.
Izradas, ka tas ir galvenais vards ne tikai leksiskas nozimes dg|,
bet arf ta lomas d&] ritmiskas struktiiras izlidzinasana.

40) Organizacijas zina viss nebiit neizdevas tik labi, || cik gribéts.
I

Ja konstrukcija tik - cik tick lietots uzsvars, tas parasti krit uz
pirmo komponentu. Uzsverot cik, runatajs pauz savu emocionilo
attieksmi.

Secindjumi .

Prosodisko Iidzek|u funkcijas mutiskd diskursa organizacija ir
ciedi saistitas ar citu valodas limenu teksta organizacijas
Iidzekliem. Runas prosodiskais noformgjums ir bitisks
pamatnosacijums konkréta fonostila veido3ana.

Galvenais faktors, kas nosaka paligvarda izc€lumu, ir runataja
vélme uzsvert kidu izteikuma dalu, parasti nakamo. Paligvarda
izcélums palidz pretstatit domu vai faktu, kas minéts kada cita
izteikuma da]a. Tas pilniba atbilst publiskds runas stilam, jo
runatajs "runa tapéc, lai izteiktu kadas domas un iedarbotos uz
klausitaju apzinu, pieraditu, parliecinatu, uzmundrinatu,
ieinteresetu, skubinatu utt.” (Ceplitis 1968, 179).

Dazkart izceltie paligvardi efektivi papildina izteikuma
ritmisko uzbuvi, tadgjadi piedaloties emfatiskas izteiksmes
formas veido3ana. Ipadi tas sakams par tiem gadijumiem, kad
paligvards veido atsevi$ku intonacijas grupu un tiek izrunats ar
kadu no kin&tiskajiem toniem.

Japiebilst, ka, salidzinot abus analiz&tos diskursa veidus,
batiska atskiriba paligvarda izc€luma netika konstatéta.
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Vairakos gadijumos (biezak intervijas) uzsvérts paligvards
norada arf uz runataja vilcinasanos, parasti, lal iegitu laiku
domas talakam formulgjumam. DaZreiz ar, piemeram, uzsvértu
saikli, to pat atkartojot, tiek aizpildita pauze. Hezitacijas efektu
apstiprina ar runas tempa paléninajums.

Skiet, ka runataji no aplikotajam paligvarda grupam saikjus
uzsver biezak neka citus paligvardus. Tomér jaatzist, ka bez
vajadzibas izcelti paligvardi liecina par nevizigu runas maniert,
kas nereti dezorientg klausitaju.
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Prominence on Function Words: Semantic and Phonetic

Aspect
Summary

In spoken discourse prosodic features are of particular importance
together with such linguistic features as grammatical, lexical and
textual. Intonation is more attached to the pragmatic rather than the
literal meaning of an utterance. According to the purpose of
communication the speaker realizes prominence on certain words
including also function words.

The present analysis looks at the treatment of function words in
Latvian trying to establish to what extent prominence may indicate a
shift or a shade of meaning. The study examines function words
(conjunctions, prepositions, particles, relative pronouns) in two
discourse modes intended for public: 1) prepared material (reports at a
conference); 2) semi-prepared material (radio and TV interviews).

One of the main factors that determines the singling out of function
words appears to be the speaker’s wish to emphasize the following part
of the utterance. It also helps contrast an idea or a fact in a different
chunk of discourse. There are cases when prominent function words
add to the rhythmical stwructure of the utterance, participating in
building up an emphatic form of expression. It especially refers to those
instances when a function word forms a separate intonation group and
is pronounced with one of the kinetic tones. The use of a prominent
function word may also be an indicator of hesitation.

Out of the function words analysed prominent conjunctions seem to
be especially favoured by Latvian speakers.
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Vaira STRAUTINA
Runas intonacijas pétijumi,
to praktiska nozime

Skatuves runai un oratora makslai pievérsusies jau antikaja
pasaule. Ari pirmie latvieSu teatra kritiki, noradot uz aktieru
neskaidro un zinama méra nedabisko izrunu, ka vienu no tedtra
atbildigajiem uzdevumiem izvirzijusi valodas kop3anu (MV).
Pamatus latvieSu skatuves runas makslai 20. gadsimta sakuma
lika J. Duburs. Nozimigu ieguldijumu skatuves runas makslas
attistiba veicis Zeltmatis un citi skatuves runas pedagogi, gan ar
savu praktisko darbu, gan, talak attistot un pilnveidojot
izteiksmigas runas teoriju. O. Bormane, apskatot valodas kultiiru
latviesu teatros 50. gados (O. B.), ka pozitiva atzimé to, ka
valodniekiem pamodusies interese par skatuves valodu.

Pirmas norades par latvieu valodas runas intonaciju
valodnieciska skatTjuma atrodam jau pagajusa gadsimta izdotajas
skolu gramatikas punktuicijas jautdjumu sakara, kam bija tiri
praktiska nozime. Pirmie runas intondcijas  pétfjumi
valodnieciska skatjjuma sakas 50. gados fonetiskaja sintaksg, un
tie skatiti galvenokart interpunkcijas aspekta (A. B.). Kaut arT
latviesu interpunkcija noteicoSais it gramatiskais princips,
intonacija ir nepiecieSams teikuma veidosanas elements.

Plasak runas intonaciias pétijjumiem pievérsas L. Ceplitis
(L. C.). Kopa ar skatuves runas pedagogi N. Katlapi tika
izstradats darbs "Izteiksmigas runas pamati” (1959), kura
aplikoti izteiksmigas runas jautajumi ne tikai skatuves runa, bet
plasaka skatijuma. Ka norada autori, gramatas mérkis ir sniegt
nepieciesamas pamatzinasanas publiskas runas joma visiem, kam
jauzstijas plasaka klausitdju pulka prieks$a. Ja pirmaja izdevuma
runas intondcijas piemcru analize veikta ar subjektivas analizes
panémieniem, tad otraja izdevuma (L. C., N. K.) tos aizstaj
ZA Valodas un literatiras nstitita fongtikas laboratorija ar
objektivam metodém analizétas runas paradibas.

Turpinot latvieSu valodas supersegmentalo lidzskanu sistémas
izp&ti, tas akustisko raksturojumu un ar to saistito semantiku,
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L. Ceplitis izstradaja latvie$u runas intonacijas analizes pamatus
funkcionala un semasiologiska aspekta, runas intonacijas teoriju,
kas publicéta vina darba "Ananuz pedepoil uHTOHaiMu" (1974).

Runas intonacija veidojas, mainoties skapu ipasibim -
intensitatei, frekvencei, ilgumam un spektram, ko uztveram ka
skajuma, augstuma, garuma un tembra mainpas runas plismi, kas
neskar skapu kvalitati, bet izsaka satura nianses, t.i., daju no
izteikuma satura. Runas saturu neveido tikai vardi, bet ari
intondcija. Intonacija vienmeér saistita ar runatdja psihiskajiem
procesiem un pauz gan logisko, gan emocionilo informéciju.
Cilvékiem, bet it ipa8i bemiem ir ticksme intonacijai ticét vairak
neka vardiem. Tapéc ir svarigi ne tikai, ko pasaka, bet ar7 — ka
pasaka. PaSlaik sabiedriba arvien nozimigaku vietu ienem
saskarsmes problémas un valodas komunikativa funkcija k|ast
par svarigako valodas funkciju. Liela uzmaniba tadé] javelti ne
vien vardu izvélei, bet arm runas makslai, lai saturs butu viegli
uztverams, skaidrs, runa biitu iedarbiga un emocionala un taja
pasa laikd atbilstu &tikas prasibam. Misdienas ve€rojams
saskarsmes kultoras trikums gan uzvediba, gan arT runa. Apgiit
makslu sarunities nozimé apgit maksiu ciennt cilvéku. Intonacija
atsedz cilveka garigo pasauli, tadé| runas kultirai ir nozimiga
vieta jebkura cilvéka dzivé un ta javeido jau no mazotnes. Licla
uzmaniba 3iem jautdjumiem javelti skola, it ipasi latvieSu
valodas stundas. Sakot ar 80. gadiem, latvie3u valodas gramatas
sikumskolai (A. K.) ietverti dazi runas intonacijas jautajumi, kas
sekmé intonacijas elementu (logiskais akcents, melodija,
diapazonaugstums) un intondcijas nozimes (emocionala,
voluntara, intelektuzla, t€lojuma) izpratni un lietojumu. Diemzzl
latvie3u valodas gramatas pamatskolai $iem jautdjumiem nav
pievérsta uzmaniba. Neliels teikuma melodijas apraksts dots
nodala par teikuma veidiem péc izteikuma mérka (D. P)
lzstradajot jauno latviesu valodas maci$anas koncepciju, kura
lielaka uzmaniba biis veltita sarunvalodai, runas intonacijas
jautajumiem biitu iedalama nozimiga vieta.

Valodnieki fatvie$u valodas runas intonacijas p&tfjumus veica
arf sastatfjuma ar pétijumiem citas valodas (V. B.). Sads
sastatijums palidz izprast katras valodas intonativo savdabibu un
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vairak vai mazak apzinati izvairities no latvie$u valodai sve$am
intonacijam, ka ar1 apgut citas valodas intonativo veidojumu.,

L. Cepiitis noradijis, ka intonacijas ir ar1 noteikts valodas stila
veidoSanas lidzeklis (JI. LI.), tad€|] nozimiga vieta ieradama
pla3akiem dazadu runas stilu, it pasi publiskds runas stila
intonativajiem pétijumiem (M. B.).

L. Ceplisa izstradatas latvieSu runas intonacijas teorijas talaka
attisttba un teorétisko atzipu ievieSana prakse ir valodnieku
neatliekams uzdevums.
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Researching Speech Intonation,
Practical Signification

Summary

The speech intonation of the Latvian language has been first
researched linguisticaly in the 50ies of the 20™ century. The system of
suprasegmental means of the Latvian language and the principles of the
analysis of speech intonation have been elaborated under the guidance
of L.Ceplitis at the Institute of Language and Literature of the Academy
of Sciences. The research into speech intonation and its implementation
into practice entail the development of cultured speech and the
realisation of the communicative function.
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Maigone BEITINA
Vienkopas predikativas vienibas
17. gadsimta vardnicas

Laimdota Cepli3a bagatigi zarotaja zinatniskaja darbiba
sintakses izpétei ir nozimiga vieta. Viena no latvie$u valodas
problémam ir vienkopas teikums, kuru L. Ceplitis apcergjis no
dazidiem viedok]iem — strukturdla, semantiska, kontekstuala,
plasak gramata "Musdienu latvie3u literaras valodas gramatika”
(I1 d., R, 1992, 478-502. Ipp.), dal&ji ari nodaJa "Bezkopas
teikumi” {538.-565. Ipp.). Valodas vienibu saistifanas likumu
izpéte, ar ko darbojas sintakse, nav kontrastd ar vardnicu izveidi,
ar leksikografa darbu, kam velttti ilgakie L. Ceplifa miiZza gadi.
Vardnicas izveidé leksikografa un sintakses pétnieka darbs ir
cie$i saistits, jo varda nozimes skaidrojuma biezi vien nepietiek
ar vienu kadu atbilstoSu vardu vai vardkopu, bet vairak noderiga
ir predikativa vieniba — teikums vai teikuma dala. Piemérs no
LLVV 6, s¢.: pluinities .. 1. .. Mati pluinds vé&ja
2. sar. Kauties. Zgni pluinas’®. Savukart, sintaktisko
konstrukciju izpetei var noder& ar1 vardnicas, ar1 valodas
vestures aspektd, jo leksikogrifi cendas fiks&t sava laika vardu
krajumu iesp&jami pilnaka apjoma. To var teikt arT par lielakajam
17. gadsimta latvieSu vardnicam — G. Mancela, J. Langija,
K. Firekera vardnicam.' Tas mav tikai tulkojoSas vacu-latviesu
(Mancela) vai latvieu-vacu (Langija un Firekera) vardnicas —
Skirklu skaidrojumos nozimiga vieta ir dazadam latviskam
sintaktiskam  konstrukcijam -  vardkopam, predikativam
vienibam. Tauta noklausltus izteicienus, armT sakamvardus,
parunas autori iesp&jami trapigi censas likt lieta, ta atklajot ne
tikai vdarda nozimes, bet arm to formu lietojumus, izteikumu
variantus. Pieméram, neregulara darbibas varda fet tiri latvisko
imperativa formu ilustracijai (nevis — laidiet mums fet, bet eimal)
gan Mancelis, gan Langijs, gan Firekers min rosindjuma
teikumus:

' Avotu un satsindjumu raditajs raksta beigas,
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eima sweioht M. Fr. 284%*

Eima bauditees (~ ejam cikstéties!) F [ 47, F II 50

eeSim kalladd F 11 62
Langijs ipasi skaidro $o formu: "Lai mihs ietam, dif spricht
Mann eleganter aus mit einem Wartlein Eim" — L 65.

Vardnicas rodam labus materialus sintaktiskajai sinonimijai,
jo autori saskatijudi un grib&judi paradit dazadus sintaktisko
konstrukciju variantus, pieméram, verbilu un nomindlu teikumu
sinonimiju:

Die Dim mahlet wol/ ta Meita labbe mall/ labba maleja.
M. Fr. 314

Mance|a tulkojumos redzam ari vienkopas un divkopu
teikumu sinonimiju:

Es wird Licht/ Tag/ ghaisch tohp/ Deena aust M. Fr. 381

Ir v&l viens iemesls, kapéc rakstam par avotu izvélétas
17. gadsimta vardnicas: ka liecina lidz38ingjais ieskats latviesu
valodas sintakses vesturé, vienkopas konstrukcijas vardnicas
lietotas ievérojami biezak neka religiskajos vai juridiskajos
tekstos 16. un 17. gadsimta Vardnicu teksti vairak saisfiti ar
zemnieku ikdienu, ar vigu darbu, ar dabas norisém, tie ir vairak
latviski, tajos mazak vacu valodas ietekmes. Un vienkopas
teikumi ir tada sintaktiska konstrukcija, kas vacu valodai nav
raksturiga. Ka zinams, vicu valoda subjekta pozicija teikuma
gramatiskaja centra parasti ir aizpemta, kaut vai ar formantiem
es, man, piemeram:

ta nhe klahjas, es geziemet sich nicht. L 114
Uggun waiag labbe sargaht, das Feuer muB mann wohl
verwahren. L 321

Latvie$u valoda, turpreti, vienkopas teikumi, tas ir, teikumi ar
nesadalitu gramatisko centru, ir patstavigs teikuma tips, tas
eksisté blakus divkopu teikumanm, tas ir, teikumam ar sadalitu vai
potenciali sadalamu gramatisko centru. Vienkopas teikumi
konstatéti jau paSas pirmajas gramatas, kas izdotas latviedu
valoda®, un pastavgjuii laikiem cauri Iidz misu dienam™.
Vienkopas teikumi lietoti ar latvieSu tautasdziesmas, kas ir senu
laiku latviesu valodas liecinieces®. Tadé] 8kiet interesanti verot,
ka viena no savdabigam latvieSu valodas paradibam pastavejusi,
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attistijusies, nepakjaujoties vacu valodas ietekmei, pat arT vacu-
latvieu, latviesu-vacu vardnicas ne.

Latvie3u valodnieciba ir dazada vienkopas teikumu izpratne.
Rakstd ar vienkopas teikumu, resp. vienkopas konstrukciju,
saprasta tada sintaktiska vienmiba, kura predikativitate izteikta ar
vienu teikuma locekli un subjekts nav ne implicets (ka
konstrukcija Ndciet!, ne ar kontekstuali elidets (ka konstrukcija
Veiks N , kas zaudés). Konstrukcijas ar subjektu, neatkarigi no ta
formas (nominativs, genitivs, dativs, vokativs, infinitivs,
nedaldms vardu savienojums) pie vienkopas teikumiem netiks
analizétas. Nav Tpa&i skirti termini predikativa viemkopas
konstrukcifa, vienkopas teikums, arl vienkomponenta teikuma
modelis, jo viardnicas specifikas dé&| predikacija ar vienu
virslocekli var realizéties gan vienkaria teikuma:

Seema warr’ teescham pa Esser braukt. L 68,
gan salikta teikuma:
No tahs Asses Sajem Malk’ kur jau eejemts L 92,
gan paligteikuma, kura virsteikums ir reducgts — nosaukts tikai
tiedi tulkojo3ais vards:
Altaris, der altar. Basnizas Galds, kur Deewa maisit jem.
FI33,FII15°

Virsteikuma lietvards sintaktiski varétu but izteicgjs —
kontekstudla predikacija ar skirk|la vardu: Alraris ir baznicas
galds, kur .., tatad eliptiska divkopu, ne vienkopas konstrukcija.

Par vienkopas teikumiem nav uzliikoti un nav ¢kscerpet an
dazadi konsituativi saistfjumi, kuros darbiba vai cita pazime
attiecinata uz kddu vairak vai mazak noteiktu personu:

Zittu urda, pati gull F1292, F 11 343
Wehi newa peedsehris, bet tikkai mas paschilbis F 1267,
FII 265

2 Firekera vardnicas | un II manuskripta rakstibas atSkiribas, ja tis
neietekmé teksta sintaktisko izveidi, $ai rakstd netiks atveidotas.
Pieméram, citétajd teikuma II manuskriptd ir at$kirtgas pieturzimes,
atskirTgs lielo burtu lietojums:

Altaris, der Altar. Basnizas=Galds, kur Deewa Maisit. Jem.
Cité3anai 1zvElets viens, visbiezak F 1, vartants.
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Raksturigi, ka vacu tulkojuma personu vietniekvards gan netiek
izlaists:
Andere purrt sie, sebst liegt sie F 1292, F Il 343
Er hatte sich noch nicht betruncken, sondern nur ein
wenig betruncken, erwdrmet F 1267, F {1 265
Raksta avoti ir frontali ekscerpéta G. Mancela vardnica
"Lettus" un pielikums $ai vardnica "Phraseologia Lettica”
{1638), K. Firekera vardnicas "Lettisches und Teutsches
Worterbuch.." T. Fennela publicgumi 1997. un 1998. g,
J. Langija Latviski-vaciska vardnica .. (1685, publiceta 1936. g.).
Zimigs, manuprat, ir vienkopas konstrukciju Tpatsvars katra
no avotiem, ja to salidzina ar 5kirk|u skaitu (dati no D. Zemzares
gramatas "Latvie$u vardnicas" R., 1961, 11., 77., 84. Ipp.).

Vardnica Leksému Ekscerpti — vienkopas
skaits konstrukcijas
Mance]a "Lettus" 17
ap 6000 62
"Phraseol. Lettica” 45
Langija vardnica ap 7000 ap 150
Firekera |
ap 3500 ap 180
Firekera Il

Kopa ap 390.

Domajams, vienkopas konstrukciju ievérojami biezako
lietojumu Firekera un Langija darbos, salidzinot ar Mancela
leksikografiskajiem darbiem™, noteikusi ne tikai So vardnicu
tematika un specifika (Mancela "Lettus" ir vacu-latviesu
vardnica), bet arT skaidru latvisku konstrukciju pirsvars visai
izvérstaja $kirk]u skaidrojuma Langija un Firekera vardu
krajuma.

Savukart, art vienkopas konstrukciju sintaktiski morfologiska
izveide skaitliski zina ir visai at$kiriga — liela parsvara ir verbalie
vienkopas teikumi, retak, tau sastopamas arT nomindlas un
adverbialas vienkomponenta predikativas vienibas.
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L. Verbalie vienkopas teikumi

Vardnicas verbdlo vienkopas teikumu gramatiskaja centra
visbiezak ir darbibas vardi daramas kartas istenibas izteiksmes
3. personas forma, retak vajadzibas izteiksme, reti cieSamaja
karta, vel retak nenoteiksmé vai divdabja forma. Vienkopas
konstrukciju paveidu noSkirumu nosaka gan formali, gan
semantiski faktori.

1. Nenoteiktas personas vienkopas teikumi ar trispersonu
verba 3. pers. formu centra 17. gadsimta vardnicas veido it plaSu
grupu — pari par 60 ekscerptu. Skirk]u ilustrativie teksti izsaka
kadas visparinatas atzipas, padomus, kadu faktu konstatgjumus,
kas parasti nav saistiti ar konkrétu cilvéku:

Zeek reisas Ghaddus=kahrta Awis zdhrp? M. Fr. 269

No kasas wihtoleem darra kluhgas F 1309, F II 366

Ka tohs Kapohstus noslodsihs? F 1222, F 11 297

Scho gaddu dauds gulleja Karstoni F1 117, F1I 129
Verbu semantika Sais konstrukcijas ir visai plasa: tie izsaka
dazadas laukos veicamas darbibas:

.. Jdhram .. Pautinus no=seen .. L 89

.. appinna stihgas .. mett .. dahrsa F112, F1I 18

.. malk. no ka skallus plehsch F161, FI178
Lielaka dala nenoteiktas personas verbalo vienkopas
konstrukciju realizéjas saliktos teikumos, visbiezak saliktos
pakartotos teikumos, tadgjadi precizak tiek izskaidrota tulkojama
varda nozime:

Tur aug tahdas pohpas, kad minn wirssu lihkst lihds

dibbenam F 1 176 (F 1l nav skirkla Pohpas, pohps,

pohpi.)

Kad tahs Saknes no gaila=paslawahm bersch in eewelk

nahsis, tad assaras nahk pee azzim F 183, F 1197

Kad pumeni [=zieme|rietumu V&ja] meeschus jeb

kweeschus sehj, tad aug pupeschi F 1307, F 11 356
Dala salikto teikumu ir stabili frazeologismi — sakamvardi:

Tad Sunn barro, kad Wilks Sahta L 293

Jo lahzi lahd, jo lahzis tuhk F 1283, F 11 339

Sawu Nasi taupa, ohtra deld F 162, F 11 69
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2. Liels skaits (ap 80 ekscerptu) vardnicas ir nenoteiktas
personas verbalas vienkopas konstrukcijas. kuru gramatiskaja
centrd ir kads verbs, kas izsaka atticksmi pret citu verbu
nenoteiksme, reti — divdabja forma: var (43 eksc.), vajag
(24 eksc.), grib (4 eksc.). v€l daZi. Finitais verbs niansé
piesaistita verba izteiktds darbibas realizacijas iespgjas,
nepiecieSsamibu, paradumu. Visbiezak lietotais atticksmes verbs
varé! izsaka darbibas iespgjamibu vai neiesp&jamibu, ko ietekmé
kadi apstakl|i: laiks, vieta, célonis:

Seema warr teescham par Purw' brauckt L 205

Nu warr’ pahxtes dhst L 186

Weena Zirtuma nhewarr' Kohku nozirst (nolaist) L 357

Jahschu warr islaipaht, bett braukschus newarr F 1 124,
FII 160

No Galwas Reibum' drisse warr' py Sem krist L 73
Verbila gramatiskd centra papladingjuma meédz bat dazadi
papildinataji, visbiezak akuzativs vai kads prepozicionals
savienojums:

Nhe tick dauds nhe gir pa tappas/ ka warrdtu Ghallwu
pakassiet M. Fr. 241

No tahms Spallwahms warr dischanu Spillwéinu darriet
M. Fr. 282

Ar Maises kumusing warr Sunn’ pee=labbinaht 1. 129
Ja gramatiska centra apkaimé ir kads kadibas apstakla vards —
griti, viegli, leti, tad verbam varér drizak ir saitipas bir funkcija:

Léhtiahke warr noardiht; nhe ka uhstaissiht L 16

Gann gruhte warr' nu sawu Mitteckl dabbuit L 170
Sinonimas konstrukcijas varétu bt adverbiali divkopu teikumi:

Létdk ir noardit nekd uztaisit;

Gan grigti_ir nu savu mitekli dabat.
Varétu domat, ka sve$ado vienkopas konstrukciju ietekméjis
vacu valodas teksts, tau arT tulkojuma ir kopulativa predikacija:

Leichter ist abreissen als auffbauen 1. 16
Piebildums par leksémas varét semantiku.

Langija vardnica 3kirklIt varét ir kads interesants veidojums:

Ees warriht, genesen, von der Krankheit wieder

auffkomen L 337, kur verbam varér nepiemit atticksmes varda,
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t. s. modala verba, funkcija, tas nepiesaista citu verbu, bet pats
kopa ar verbu iet, kas te izsaka procesu, pauz Ipasu nozimi —
izveseloties, atspirgt, kjit veselam, spéctgam. ST pati semantika
realizéjas arT verbalsubstantiva varéSana: Fees warrdhschana
(L. 337). Varbit domaits lokativs — ies varésana, lidzigi ka ies
labuma, ies vairuma vai ari ies mazuma — LLVV, 3, 402,
Nozime kfir spécigam, stiprakam, dusigdkam saskatama
Firekera vardnica Skirklt varens, kur ir verbs ievarinaties:
Gann tee Zahlischi eewarrinasees. F 1302, F I 350
Verba varét konstatdta pilna, patstaviga nozime varétu balstit
agrak izteiktu atzir,luf'“, ka verbs wvarér latvie$u valoda nav
uzlukojams tikai par saistitajverbu, ka saka, pieméram,
J. Karklips.™
Salidzinot ar verba varét lietojuma biezumu saistjjuma ar
infinitivu vienkopas konstrukcijas, citu finito verbu $ada funkcija
analizétaja materiald ir maz. Pieméram, miisdienas biezi lietotais
attiecksmes verbs drikstér (Mllvg, 11, 520) konstatéts tikai viena
pieméra:
lggauna=zemmeh ne driest applam ick=kattra
Uguns=kurry eet. M. Fr. 299,
Verbs gribét saistiba ar infinitivu  lietots 4  pieméros,
gribéties — 2
Kad Sirnus gribb wahriht jeb seht, tad buhs tohs
pluhdinaht F 1218, F 11 285
gann gribbeja to Lahzi noschaut, bet newarreja ne=ka
peeguht F186,FI1116
Pa divam reizém visparinatas darbibas nozimé lietoti
nenoteiksmes saistfjumi ar verbu mégt un ar verbu kuider (ME 11
300 kuidét .. kénnen, vermogen)™ :
Leischos mehds dauds atdeeni seht F 129, F 1126
Nekuid wiss tik dauds doht, ka isdsery;
Dohbles Sudmallis nekuid malt F1 101, FI1 152
3. Skaita zipa neliela ekscerptu grupa (3, visi no Firekera
vardnicas) ir divkarsi predikativa konstrukcija — ta saucamais
"accusativus cum participio”.”
Sweedrus sakka nahkot, sakka zellamees F 1 231,
FII324
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To Wehrschi sakka baddam F 143, F 1139

.. breescha Gohwi sakka ar leeleem tesmeneem essoschu
tee

negribb tahs maitaht, kamehr ta atdsemdejees F 1 51,
F 1165 .

Gramatiska centra finitais verbs saka paplasinats ar sekundari
predikativu saistijumu subjekta akuzativs + infinita verba forma:
zviedrus nakam (ka zviedri nak, celas),

vérsi badam (ka vérsis bada),

brieza govi ar lielu tesmeni eso3u (ka brieza govs ir ar

lielu tesmeni; te ipasSibas instrumentalis ir predikativa

funkcija).
Fakts, ka $ada saméra sarezgita sintaktiska konstrukcija Firekera
vardnica lietota, varétu but saistits ar Firekera darbo3anos
latvieSu gramatikas izstradé. Adolfija gramatika, kur Firekera
devums, ka zinams, ir batisks, atrodam vairakas lidzigas
konstrukcijas. Verba formu izklasta tas Skiet ipasi konstruétas, ne
visai redlas latvieSu runa:

Mans Brahlis sakka/ tew winnu ganna sargajshu. Id est,

ka tu winnu gann essi sargajs (Perfectum). Adolfijs,

254. Ipp.

Kas tew sazzija/ man tewi gribbischu sargaht?

(Futurum).'™
Tacu Adolfija gramatikas sintakses nodala "Formulae logvendi
Letticae per Infinitivum et Participia” ar atzimi C. F. (tatad tas
noteikti ir Firekera teksts) ir vairaki predikativa akuzativa
piemeri:

Winsch $akka tewi essam (essim/ essoti) bagatu.""
Vienkopas konstrukcijas gan gramatika nesaskatiju. Vardnica
ierakstitie teikumi var€tu bit sadzird@i no latvieSu runataju
mutes, un Firekers tos prasmigi iesaistijis sava darba. Veélakajas
gramatikas (G. F. Stendera, A. Bilensteina) acc. cum participio
aprakstits daudz plasak un ticamak.

4. Savdabiga konstrukcija veidojas ar daramas kartas
pagatnes lokamo divdabi predikativa lietojuma:

Labbis arris, ne ka kahris F1 13, F11 22

a
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Papeekschu augsti zehlis, pehz atkal pehlis F 1 183 (F 11
neatradu $o tekstu).
Labbis pats ahsjemmees, ne ziltu, ne pateesi ahsjehmis,
Es ist beBer du redest vor dir selber, alB.. FI 91, F II
119
Ta ka nav lietots paligverbs, nevaram drosi noteikt ne izteiksmi,
ne personu, bet arT par bezpersonas teikumiem tos nevar saukt, jo
izmantotie verbi ir trispersonu — art, kart, celt, pelt, aizpemt (ME
142, 4 - 'runat par kaut ko'). Teikumi izsaka visparinatas atzipas,
kas var konkretizéties noteikta konsituacija, ki tas médz biit ar
sakdmvardiem un parunam. Vardforma labbis, labak (F 11 22)
pieskir teikumam vél&juma modalitates niansi.
Veélgjumu, tradiciondlu novelgjumu izsaka arm  jaukais
latviskais teiciens:
Wessel pihruschees L 185
Gluzi tapat ka pirms vairak neka 350 gadiem, art tagad latvietis
novél — Veseli pérusies! Veseli édusi! Veseli braukusi!
5. Verbalas vienkopas konstrukcijas, kas 1zsaka vajadzibu.
17. gadsimta vardnicas rodamas vairakas sintaktiski
morfologiskas konstrukcijas, ko varétu uzlikot par gramatiskiem
sinonimiem, jo tas atSkirTga formid izsaka lidzigu semantiku —
vajadzibu veikt kadu darbibu —
ta jadara,
(a vajag dart,
ta bds darit.
Katra analizétaja vardnica parsvard ir kada viena no $im
predikativajam vienibam, pie tam, ka redz€sim, sava ietekme ir
arT teksta stilistiskajai ievirzei.
1) Konstrukcijas ar vajag.
Verbu vajadzét ki cita verba paustas darbibas nepiecieSamibas
izteicEju iecienTjis Langijs (26 ekscerpti). Firekera vardnica,
turpreti, nemaz nav $kirkla vajadzét, un vienigais pamanitais
piemérs:
Tik warreju is=swehrtees, bohmja buhtu waijaga ar ko
isswehrt. F1274,F 11 323
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rada, ka Firekers vardformu waijaga par darbibas vardu laikam
nav uzlikojis. Nenoteiksme izsvért nodalita paligteikuma — ar ko
izsvert.

Mancelis verbu vajadzét analizétaja materiala arf nav lietojis
saistijumd ar citu verbu, bet, tulkejot vacu bediirffen/ truhxi/
wajadseht,  parada at8kirtbu subjekta forma: vdcu valoda
nominativs, latviesu valoda — dativs:

Ich bedarf/ mann wajaga M. L. 28

Langijs verbu vajadzér un ta atvasindjumus divkart apcergjis
vardnicas 8kirk|u izklasta (326. un 334. Ipp.). un ar7 daudzu citu
vardu skaidrojumos rodamas 32 verba formas ar dazadu apkaimi
— nominativu, akuzativu, genitivu. Vienkopas teikumos verbs
vajadzet (parasti forma vajag) saistits ar cita verba nenoteiksmi
un kopa izsaka visparinitu atzinu par kidas darbibas
nepiecielamibu, vajadzibu, noderibu. Ar 3o konstrukciju var
izteikt padomu veikt kadu darbibu:

Uggun waiag labbe $argaht L 321

Ka Maise py Gald' nhe peelihp, Waiag mackeniht Miltus
pabahrstiht 1. 155
' Ka Bihrnam Mutte ir piln' Sleekas,

Waiag tam Mut! mazgaht, jeb tas ar Sleekam ais=/

ahs=rihsees L 267
Ar vajag + nenoteiksme var izteikt arT darbibas nepiecieSamibu:

Gailos waiag zeltees in eesahkt mait L 157

To waiag Issaklai=taupiht L 232

No Deewa Dusmibas waiag biahtees L 32

2) Vajadzibas izteiksmi vienkopas konstrukcijds vairak
lictojis Firekers (9 pieméri), retak Langijs (4 pieméri). Manceja
analizétajos darbos konstatgju tikai vienu vienkopas konstruk-
ciju, kura ar vajadzibas izteiksmi izteikta nepiecieSamiba:

Kad Ghailis pirrmo reisu dseed {(oder/ pirrmahjohf
Ghailohf) ja zeffahp. M. Fr. 280
Langijs nedaudz varigtu atkarto 3¢ pieméru:

Pirmohs Gailohs jazeflas L 71
Dazu citu vardu skaidrojumi ar vajadzibas izteiksmi pausts
padoms, iesp&ja, bet ne kategoriska nepiecieSamiba:

Arzeems wairahk ja=titz, nhe ka Ausseems. L 18
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Kad tey warrdht teescham brauckt, nhe buht rur
Jja=sengih [=jamércéjas] L 251
Firekera teikumi ar vajadzibas izteiksmi ir Iidzigi - lielako
tiesu izsaka ricibas noderibu, iespéju vai neiespgju:
Kad wehderas sahp tad ja=guf] zurisku [uz celiem] F |
316, FI1 377
Dazkart teikuma kopiga semantika var paust arT noteiktaku
nepieciedamibu:
Ba, kungam jaklaussa F 1 34, F 11 40
3)Vajadzibas izteik3anai 17. gadsimta vardnicds veidota
ari t. s. analitiska debitiva'* konstrukcija — verba bat personas
Sforma + cita verba nenoteiksme:
bils macities,
nebiis snaust ..
Ari 30 konstrukciju biezak izmantojis Langijs (10 ekscerptu),
nedaudz retak Firekers (6 eksc.), Mancelis (2 eksc.) Visi autori
analitisko  debittvu  visbiezak  izmanto  kategoriskam
mudinajumam vai aizliegumam:
Kas zittam peeder, to nhe buhs eekahroht L 358
Wezzu teessu nhe buhs saudeht F 1242 F 11257
Kahsahs buhs gohdige turrihtees L 103
Kurram Deews ko lubb’ peesuht, to nhe buhs skaust
(nhe nowdhliht) L 261
Tacu teikumos ar atskirigu modalitati — jautdjuma teikumos —
analitiskais debitivs izsaka arT darbibas iespgjamibu vai
neiespéjamibu:
Zeek Ohlektis buhf} vsschkehret? M. Fr. 353
Ko buhs ar 1o Maissu darriet/ jo taf3 tiek schaurs ka
Mehle. M. Fr. 311
Newa seekalas ko buhs wehrpt F 1258 F11274
6. Verbalas bezpersonas konstrukcijas, kas raksturo
1) norises daba, ir gramatiski stabili veidojumi gan
latvieu, gan vacu valoda. Kenstrukciju paralgles redzamas
vardnicas. Par bezpersonas teikumu veidoSanas procesu vacu,
baltu un citas indoeiropiesu valodas ir vairaki petijumi, tai skaita
K. Brugmana darbs par vienkardu teikumu indoeiropieSu
valodas'™. 17. gadsimta latviesu vardnicas dabas norisu atveidei
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izmantoti lidz §im bridim labi pazistamie vienpersonas verbi —
list, snieg, salst, kiist, put, macas, aust u. c. Biezi vien teikumi
izversti ar dazadiem precizéjumiem dabas noriSu apstakliem:
ar Salst? — zirwischki mett. ['ta salst, ka ar cirvi cirstu'] F
11374 -
(F I neatradu vardu cirviski, cirviski.)
Ar Wehju sallst. M. Fr. 381, L 331
kad no rihta sarkst, tad leetus, kad wakkara Sarkst, tad
skaidrs gaiss jagaida. F 1256, F 11 256
Kad balta Swihre skrien pa lauka tad sneeg F 1232, F 11
325
Lisanas, snigSanas, sala intensitates atveidei Firekers atradis itin
precizus vardus — aprasinat, smaldzinat (ME IV 951 — §is pats
piemérs), drapstit (ME 1 490 — Sis pats piemérs), apvizétis,
atmist, kuri ne visi ir rodami misdienu latviesu valodas
vardnicas. Dazi pieméri:
Tatschu norassinoja gann labbi F 1206, F II 238
Drapstiht. Klein shneie drapstija Scho=Riht F 11 75
(Neatradu F L)
Wakkar bij sasallis, bet nu ir atmittis. F1 16, F 11 26
Darbibas vardu formas $ais teikumos, ka parasti, ir vienkarsa
tagadne vai pagatne, it biezi ari salikta tagadne, tatu retumis
gadas ar kadas k|udas. Piem&ram, teikuma
Scho nakti labba kahrta sniggussi gan plegsnes beesumu. F 1
175 (F 1I neatradu skirkli Plegsne — das Fufblaat), Skiet,
neiederas divdabja sievieSu dzimtes forma snigusi, jo
bezpersonas (un nenoteiktas personas) teikumos ir visparinata
virieSsu dzimte. Ta ir ne tikai latvieSsu valoda — par to
A. Holvuts."
Citétaja Firekera teikuma ar sievieSu dzimti saderétos ne
lokativs laba karta, bet gan nominativs — laba karta [salsnigusi.
Teikuma newa ahssallis, tikkai apwihsesees (F 1 305, F Il
365) varétu but iespiedkluda: ne apvizésies, bet apvizéjies.
Atgriezeniska forma (apvizéties; ME 1 136: apvizét) nav
raksturiga verbiem, kas izsaka dabas paradibas.”* Tatu 3ai
semantiskaja grupa atgriezeniskie verbi gadas — krésloties,
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skaidroties, makties (F 1152, FI1 181), mesties (Gaisch .. mettas.
L 71).
Teksta latvisko koloritu paspilgtina dazadas stilistiskas

specindjuma konstrukcijas:

lihst ar weenu lihschanu F1 131, FI1 171

zauru Deenu Hijifi. M. Fr. 380

nit likst it Suit (ME IV 1116: suir, schwer), F | 265,
FII 320

2) Cita verbala bezpersonas konstrukcija raksturo kadu

vidi, vietu lauka, meZza, purva:

te irr labba weeta, te weeschahs F 1297, F 11 355

Tey strikg’ (muhk') L 289

Nikni walki, .. kur muhk F 1295 F1I 348
Mancela un Langija tekstos ir veidota grupa vienkopas
konstrukeiju ar vienpersonas verbiem, kas raksturo norises
virtuvé — ka uguns deg, ka ediens varas, bet norises subjekts nav
nosaukts:

laid dischane skaidre diigg: jaw déidgg M. Fr. 296

Grusd' L 85; Nu gir=/ ir ifgailihjis L 7)

laid labbe peewdrd; jaw peewirris. M. Fr. 300

Raug ka nhe pahreet L 349
lespgjams, Sos teikumus ietekmeéjusi vacu valoda, kur atbilsto3a
tulkota konstrukcija veidota ar Skietamo subjektu es
(Scheinsubjekt, Hilfssubjekt).'® Ta¢u jaatzist, ka latviesu valoda
attieciga konsituacija Sos teikumus par eliptiskiem neizjutam.

3) Ir bezpersonas konstrukcijas, kas attiecindmas uz
cilvéku, nosauc kadu fizisku, retak psihisku stavokli:

kneesch deggond. F1 99, F 11 143

Sirdi eekremt, dedsini, tad no stasees F1207, F1I 243

Kas sinn’, kad sa=dsihs L 58

Ne=kait neeka, dohts dohdam atdodahs. F155, F1173

Nu winna ta ir islohzita, ka ween tihk, k& mihl, mihleht.
FI138,FII173
Ar Siem vienpersonas verbiem it bieZi saistas subjekta dativs,
tatad veidojas divkopu konstrukcijas:

Man suhst L 292

Te winnam knuhd, te winsch behrsejahs F 1350, F 11 54
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ai ne tuhkst man kaut ir kohdusi F 1284, F 11 339

4) Ir vienkopas bezpersonas konstrukcijas, ar kuram
raksturo kadu situdciju kopuma: 1a kigjas, ta pieder biit, ta
neklajas, labi izdodas u. c.:

Gan rassani isgahja, nekluhdijahs wiss. F199, F 11 142

Labbe ifi=dohdas. L. 53

Woi nhe=gir// wa tee Pohli, kas tur brauck? R Tahba

ifrahdas L 209

Nhe peederr' kahju preeksch mest L 99]

Eefikajoht/ ghann ta ldtzahff M. Fr. 244
Gramatiska centra paplasinajuma, ka redzam, visbiezak ir kads
apstak|a vards — ta, kd, labi, raZeni u. c., tacu var bt arf kads cits
vietas vai vides raksturotajs, pieméram, lokativs:

Manna Prahta duhras .. L. 199

Konstrukcija iederas salikta pakartota teikuma virsteikuma, jo
paligteikums apraksta situaciju, norisi, kas ievirzita virsteikuma
ar vienpersonas verbu:

Karra laika notihk', ka teems, katreems Wissa Mant'
tohp pa/ at=jemt, wihl Kary[a] wihreems par labb' py paschas
Mantas wackt ja=turr L 324

Ar Nas eeskajoht notihk, ka (Bet nhe tihsche) Galwa
greesch L 65

Sis vienkomponenta predikativas vienibas ir sinonimas
divkomponentu konstrukcijam, ja verba subjekts ir nosaukts vai
nu ar nominativu, vai dativu:

ka Deewam pattitzis/ ta gir taf} notitzis. M. Fr. 226

7. CieSsamas kartas konstrukcijas var veidot vienkopas
teikumu, ja nav nosaukts ne daritajs, ne darbibas objekts. Tadi ir
nedaudzi, bet morfologiski un sintaktiski atskirigi veidojumi.

1) Ciesamas kartas Tstenibas izteiksmes saliktie laiki,
visbiezak tagadne:

No tahs Asses sajem Malk' kur jau eejemts L 92

pareise skaitietz M. Fr. 414, L 260

Jau ifkurts, pa=kurts L 127
Maisdienu latvieSu literaras valodas gramatika 2. s§juma $is jau
17. gadsimta veidotas konstrukcijas analizétas nodala
"Bezpersonas verbalie vienkopas teikumi, kuru galvenais
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loceklis izteikts ar infinitu verba formu" (530.-534. Ipp). Ir
iebilstams pret $o verbu formu pieskaiti§anu pie infinitim, jo
neatkarigi no paligverba lieto3anas vai elipses morfologiski tas ir
personas formas:

tur ir peeseets pie zittu Wehrschu F1172, F11210

Ar ko juhs ifmihrin, taps jums atkal eeméhrihts. L 152

2) Ir gan reti veidotas predikativas vienkopas
konstrukcijas ar cieSamas kartas tagadnes lokamo divdabi,
kam Langija un Firekera teksta atdkirigas formas, atdkingas ari
no miisdienu valodas:

The redsims, da ist zu sehen 1. 309

Labbis baudijams, ne ka ne redsejams befer wenig alff

gar nicht F147 FII50
Langija lietota forma redzims veidota ka i-celma verbam.'™
Firekera darinata forma redzejams varétu bt veidota péc
analogijas ar baudijams, jo §im verbam tagadné iespéjama forma
baudiju, ka cieniju, cintju u. c.'™ Firekera teksta — sakamvarda —
gkiet, lieka ir partikula ne;, velakajos latvieSu sakamvardu
krajumos, pieméram, F. Brivzemnieka krajuma'™ tas rodams
forma Labdk baudams, nekd redzams.

3) Bezpersonas konstrukcija Langija vardnica izmantotas
vardformas nav rastins, nav atrastins (es 1st nicht zufinden), ko
K. Milenbahs uzliko par "vajadzibas" divdabi’®, bet
J. Endzelins 30 vardformu nosauc par verbaladjektivu ar latinu
gerundiva nozimi.”"

Langijs skirklT rast, atrast veido it ka predikativas vienibas —
ar saitinu nebit, bet bez norades uz kadu vietu, laikn, uz kadu
subiektu vai objektu (atrast ir parejoss verbs):

Nhe gir/ wa rastins, atrastins ..

Ai rasses. Gan rassees. L 213
Blakus cie$amas kartas formam to var@tu skatit p&c sinonimijas
ar tagadnes pasivo divdabi — nav arrodams.

8. Nenoteiksme verbalu vienkopas konstrukciju gramatiskaja
centrd 17. gadsimta vardnicas izmantota pavisam nedaudz:

Winsch jau senn isluhkoja, isbija, tad wigsch sinnaja pa
kurin eelihst. F 1103, FI1 154

.. bohmja buhtu waijaga ar ko isswehrt F1274, F 11 323
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Predikativie infinitivi konstatéti tikai salikta pakartota teikuma
paligteikuma saistiba ar attieksmes vietniekvardu {ar ko) vai
apstakl|a vardu (kwr). Misdienn valodi nenoteiksme
paligteikumu  nesadalitaja  gramatiskaja centra ir  visai
- a - . ' .
produktiva.”™ Var domat, ka 17. gadsimta tekstos ar nenoteiksmi
paligteikuma konkurgjusi analitiska debifiva forma, ka rada viena
un ta pasa Skirkja deér atSkiriga izveide Firekera vardnicas
I manuskripta.
Ne sinnu kur dehtees F 1 62 un 11 manuskripta —
Nessinnu kur man buhs dehtees F 11 70
Nozimiga ir T. Fennela piezime parindé, ka vardi man bas
sakotngji atmesti, péc tam pierakstTti no jauna.

Par otru konkur&josu biezak lietotu sinonimu konstrukciju
varétu uzlikot verba varér personas formu var + cita verba
infinitivs. Teikuma

Dohd schurr to Stanndu [trauku] ka warr Missu
ee=leet M. Fr. 318
paligteikumam ka var misu ieliet  sinonims varétu bt
paligteikums kur ieliet misu.

II. Nominilie vienkopas teikumi

Nominalo teikumu gan lietojuma bieZzuma zina, gan formu
variantu zina 17. gadsimta vardnicas ir ieveérojami mazak par
verbalajam  vienkopas  konstrukcijam. NoSkirami  divi
konstrukeiju paveidi — ar lietvirdu gramatiskaja centrd, ar
Tpasthas vardu nesadalitaja gramatiskaja centra.

1. Teikumi ar lietvairdu nominativa centra, kaut arl ekscerptu
maz, semantiskd zina nav vienveidigi.

1) Ar nominativu nesadaltta gramatiskaja centra izsaka
kada fakta eksistenci:

newa wiss labba ohglu sprikstes ween. F1263, F 11 263.

Tihrs uhdens, ne mas ahsdara. F153, F1179

Lauki ween. M.L.59, L 135

2) Ar nominativteikumu izsaka kadu vért€jumu ~ par
cilveku, par kadu vidi, par kadu faktu, norisi:
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taf bihrns itt vs passchas Ghallwas kritta/ brienums/ ka

taf Kackiu ne lause. M. Fr. 244

Disch (leels.) Augums, mas Tickums. 1. 19 -

wezs wihrs, ne warr winsch wairs dsirdeht F 1 65,

F1I84

Tahds appajs [sh] waigs, ka appodsinpam F112, FII 19

3) Saliktd salidzinajuma teikuma ar saikli jo .. je un
lietvardu izsaka laika ritéjumu virsteikuma nosauktajam
procesam:

Jo deenas, jo besdeewigaks tohp F192, F11 123

Jjo deenas, jo wairak mahzahs. F192, F 11 123

Jo deenas jo wairahk L 49

4) Varéw pie nominalam vienkopas konstrukcijam minet
ari kadas izsaukuma vai sveicindgjuma frazes ar nominativu,
vokativu vai citu lietvarda locijumu;

ock Deews! L 182

Tu Nelg L 178

Labbu Rikt' L. 221

2. Teikumi ar ipa&ibas viardu nesadalitaja gramatiskaja centra

gluZi tapat ka sobrid var raksturot

1} kddus laika apstaklus — ir auksts, karsts, ir gaiss,
tumss:

Wai, nu irr auksts, dsestrs F164, F11 82

Smags wehjsch puhsch, buhs mihksts F 1297, F 11356

Mance]a un Langija tekstos aktualas ir saitinas tapt un it Tpasi

mesties, retumis ar paiikt, pastaver:

Ghaisch tohp M. Fe. 381

Ghaisch mittahs M. L. 117

Tums tohp (mettas) L 318

Kahdu brihd saufi pastahwiihi (pallick) L 285

2) Adjektiviska vienkopas konstrukcija var raksturot
kadu vietu, vidi:

Nikni walki ['stranti'], nikna leschanana, kur muhk in
awoksnainsch F 1295, F 11 348

Widdukleem irt tuksch irr ¥ 1307, F 11 360

3) Ar ipasibas vardu un saitipu var atveidot art kadu
sadzivisku situaciju;
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Sche Nauda/ skaiti/ arrieg buhf pills. — pills gir.
M.Fr. 414

4) Ar predikativu adjektivu (bez saitipas) var nosaukt
kadu cilveka 1pasibu, kas raksturo ari vipa ricibu vai situaciju,
kada cilvéks nokluvis:

preeksch Kunga nabbags Preeksch karrja baggats.
F1187

(F Il nav skirkla prieks.)

jaw gan pliks, jo pliku padarr F1 186, F 11221

Teews in garsch, Slinks in kahrs. F 183, F 11 100
Sis sakamvards Brivzemnieka krajuma ir nedaudz variéts, $kiet
trapigaks:

Leels un gaysch, slinks un kahrs™* | bet F1 rekera variants
tiesi atbilst vacu sakamvardam: **

Schmall u. lang, faul u. lekker. F1 83, F II 100.

III. Adverbiali vienkopas teikumi

Ar adverbialiem vienkopas teikumiem vérte situaciju: k@ ir?
ir labi, nav laga, ta videji u. tml. Saitina parasti ir bair 3. persona:
ka irr ar behrneem, jau atstahja drudsis F 1307, F 11 360
nu gir magkeniet labbahk M. Fr. 394, L 128
ne warri teikt, nei pelt tahdai widdejadi F 1 307,
F 11 360
Kaut Deews buht' devis pahrliht, buhtu labb' 1 111
Nolieguma predikacija izmantota gan saitinas nolieguma
forma, gan partikula ne:
tanni ['tur'- ME, V 129] newa lahga F1 123, F1I 159
kad wissi kauli twihkst, tad jau ne labbi F 1 285,
FII 341
Retumis adverbialas konstrukcijas gadas ari kada cita saitina,
piem@ram, palik::
Redsi, ka klussu pallikke F 1 203, F 11 238
Adverbialas predikativas vienibas var izteikt kadu méru —
ilguma, taluma, daudzuma méru:
Jau par Puss=deenas pahre L 185
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Tee gaili blakkam, lihdsam, plahtim dseeda, ne buhs
tahju no Deenas F1 83, F 11 97

sinnieg tu to Zeflu? .. gir tahje? M. Fr. 364 -
ka illge! kg dauds!1 98

Te irr masa cekscha [F 1191 —eekSan] F170

Iht mas, [ohte mas 1. 149; Nheneek' L 179

Sava veida sintaktisks frazeologisms veidots salikta pakartota
teikuma forma:

Buht ta ka biyis/ ta gir ka gir. M. L. 205, L 301

Sis teiciens dzivs sarunvaloda arT $obrid, noder ari mums, ja
neesam par kaut ko isti droii:

13 (nu}ir, kd ir —LLVV, 2. s€j., 149. Ipp.

Leksikologe, leksikografe Iiga Jansone, vértgjot K. Firekera
devumu latvieSu leksikografija, izteikusi iesp&ju, ka Firekera
vardnica iek|auti visi tolaik zinamie latviesu valodas vardi®®. Vai
nu gluzi visi. Varbat arf ne gluzi visas, bet lielaka dala no
latviesu valodas vienkopas predikativajam konstrukcijam
izmantotas arT 17. gadsimta vardnicas — gan Firekera, gan arT
viga laikabiedru G, Mancela un J. Langija valodas krajumos.

leskats citu 16. un 17. gadsimta tekstu sintaksé”® liecina, ka
cita stila tekstos — religiskajos, juridiskajos — at3kirigs ir
atsevisku sintaktisko konstrukciju, tai skaita, vienkopas teikumu,
lietojuma bieZums, varianti, tacu teikumu tipi bitiba tie padi vien
ir.

AVOTI

M.L.— G. Mancelius. Lettus. Das ist Wortbuch/ Sampt
angehengt am tdglichen Gebrauch der Lettischen
Sprache .. Riga, 1638. Citéts péc A. Gintera
faksimilizdevuma "Altlettische Sprachdenkmiler”,
Heidelberg, 1929.

M. Fr. — G. Mancelius. Phraseologia Lettica .. Riga, 1638. Citéts
péc  A. Gintera faksimilizdevuma "Altlettische
Sprachdenkmiler”, Heidelberg, 1929.
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Manceja "Desmit sarunas” ". Bakalaura darbs. Liepaja, 1999,
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6a. Beitina M. Sintaktiskas konstrukcijas ar verbiem vareét,
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materiali. Liepaja, 1974, 3.-5. Ipp.
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10a. Adolphi H. Erster Versuch einer kurtz=verfasseten
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13a. Brugmann K. Die Syntax des einfachen Satzes 1m
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14a. Holvuts A. Latvie3u valodas pasivas un nenoteiktas personas
konstrukcijas no aredltipologijas viedok|a. — Linguistica Lettica.
1.R, 1997, 117.—-128. Ipp.
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literaraja valoda apzimé dabas paradibas. — LVU ZR, 86. sg&j.
Latviesu leksikas attistiba. R., 1968, 119.—156. ipp.

16a. Brugmann K. Citétais darbs, 53. u. c. Ipp.

17a. Endzelins J. LatvieSu valodas gramatika. R., 1951, 925. Ipp.
718. §.

18a. Turpat, 820.-825. Ipp.

19a. Brivzemnieka raksti IV. Sakami vardi, miklas un burvibas
vardi. R., 1914, 20. Ipp.

20a. Endzelins J, Milenbahs K. Latvie$u gramatika. R., 1907,
159. Ipp. 264 §.

2la Endzelins J. LatvieSu valodas gramatika. R., 1951, 310. Ipp.,
150. §.

22a. Moze M. Verbs paligteikumu vienkopas shémas kodola. —
LPI RK Vards un varda funkcija. R., 1977, 92.-99. lpp.

23a. Brivzemnieks F. Citdtais darbs, 35. Ipp.
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25a. Jansone I. K. Firekera devums latviedu leksikografija. — LU
ZR Sastatama un lietiska valodnieciba. R., 1999, 22. Ipp.

26a. Kjava K. Die Sprache der lettischen juristischen Dokumente
vom Ende des 17. Jahrhunderts. Stockholm, 1989, 54.-58. Ipp.;
Cinciusa I.  Divdabju sintaktiskais lietojums Zalamana
sakamvardu G. Mancela, E. Glika un A. Bilensteina tulkojuma.
Bakalaura darbs. Liepaja, 1997, 77.-83. Ipp.. Sidefska L.
Darbibas vardu nenoteiksmes sintaktiskais lietojums Ziraka
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72-78. lpp.; Cigane G. Paligteikumu veidi Ijaba gramata.
Bakalaura darbs. Liepaja, 1994, 99.-101. ipp.

Eingliedrige pridikative Einheiten in lettischen
Woirterbiichhern vom 17. Jahrhundert

Zusammenfussung

Der Beitrag von Lexikographen kann wichtig auch in der
Erforschung von Problemen der Syntax sein, denn in lettischen
Worterbiichern des 17. Jahrhunderts ist im Unterschied von religidsen
und juristischen Texten die Interferenz der deutschen Sprache weniger
bemerkbar. Die Autoren der ersten groBeren lettischen Worterbicher
G. Mancelius, J. Langius, Ch. Firecker haben fiir die Erkldrung von
Whartern reichlich die Beispiele der lettischen Umgangssprache beniitzt
- Wortverbindungen, einfache und zusammengesetzte Saize, darunter
verschiedene eingliedrige  Kosstruktionen. Davon sind vorwiegend
verbale eingliedrige Sitze, unterschiedlich in semantischer und
formlicher Hinsicht. Wegen der Spezifik von Worterblichern gibt es in
groBer Zahl Sitze unbestimmter und verallgemeinerter Person, die in
dem ungegliederten grammatischen Zentrum das Verb in der Form
3. Person haben. Die sind Dreipersonverben, die verschiedene
Tatigkeiten aus dem Leben der Bauer ausdriicken — k@ cérp avis,
nosloga kapostus, skalus ples ud. Dieselbe Semantik hat die
Konstruktion, in der das Verb im Infinitiv sich einem Modalverb in
3. Person anpasst — var brauki, nevar nocirst, grib varit, nemédz sét.

Semantisch einheitlich, aber in formalicher Hinsicht unterschicdlich
sind verbale eingliedrige Konstruktionen, die einen Bedarf ausdriicken.
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Jeder von Autoren der Worterbiicher wihlt vorwiegend eine davon aus:
Langius — vajag + infinitivs — bérnam vajag muti mazgat, oder das
analytische Debitiv — kazas biis godigi turéties. Firecker wihlt das
synthetische oder analytische Debitiv aus — kungam jaklausa; vecu
tiesu nebis zaudét. Unpersonliche Konstruktionen, dhnlich wie in
anderen  indoeuropédischen Sprachen,  charakterisieren  mit
Einpersonverben die Verldufe in der Natur — salst; sarkst; bija sasalis,
nu ir atmitis; die Gefiihle des Menschen — knies deguna, sirdr iekremt;
sowieauch charakterisieren eine Situation in der Gesamtheit — ta
izradas, ta lécas, ta neklajas.

Infinitiv, im Unterschied von der lettischen Gegenwartssprache,
wird in eingliedrigen Konstruktionen in Waorterbiichern vom
17. Jahrhundert sehr selten beniitzt, nur in Nebensitzen: nezinu, kur
déties, bomja vajag, ar ko izsvért.

Von Partizipien sind hiufiger Partizipien Priteritum Passiv in
finitem Gebrauch zu trieffen — pareizi skaitits; jau pakurts. Es gibt auch
Prisens Partizipien in verschiedenen Formvarianten - redzims,
redzéjams, rastins, atrastins; nakam, badam (in der Konstruktion
accusativus cum participio — zviedrus saka nakam.

In nominalen und adverbialen eingliedrigen Sitzen bildet sich
gewdhnlich die Pridikation mit der Kopula in der Personform — rop,
metas gaiss; ir labi, labak.

Das Substantiv in dem ungegliederten grammatischen Zentrum ist
gewohnlich in der Komponente des zusammengesetzten Satzes
inbegriffen — Tirs idens, nemaz aizdara. Jo dienas, jo vairak macas.

Die Leistungen von Lexikographen des 17. Jahrhunderts zeugen
von der syntaktischen Konstruktion der lettischen Sprache, darunter
von gewisser Stabilitiit von eingliedrigen Sitzen im Laufe der Zeit.
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Axel HOLVOET
Infinitival Relative Clauses in Latvian:
their Structure, Development and Tendency
Towards Lexicalisation

‘A characteristic syntactic feature of Latvian is the occurrence
of infinitival relative clauses, as illustrated by the following
examples:

Vins gribéja ierikot veikalu, no ka dzivot. (T. Zeiferts)

'He wanted to set up a shop out of which to make his
living.'

Vin$ pat meginaja ieteikt kadas ... gramatas, ko vipai
lasit sava atpiitas laikd. (A. Eglitis)

'He even tried to reccommend some books for her to read
in her moments of leasure.’

Such clauses, quite frequent in Latvian, are of very limited
occurrence in Lithuanian and in the Slavonic languages, where
only one particular subtype of them (usually not even described
as such in grammars) is attested, 1o be discussed below.
Infinitival relative clauses are one of the types of what Palmer
(1986, 178-9) calls 'relative purpose clauses'. Relative purpose
clauses express the purpose of an object or the function that the
person demoted by the antecedent is expected to perform.
Because of their final meaning, they are usually characterised by
the occurrence of other moods than the indicative. Latin, for
example, has a type with the subjunctive, e.g., Scribebat ..
orationes, quas alii dicerent 'He wrote speeches for others to
give' (Cicero, Brutus, cited by Palmer 1996, 178). A subtype of
relative purpose clauses are infinitival relative clauses, attested,
for instance, in English, e.g., a nice place in which to live etc.

For Latvian, the existence of relative purpose clauses as a
more or less distinct syntactic type is recognised by the Academy
Grammar (MLLVG 1962, 673). Here, a subtype of relative
clauses is mentioned which 'norada [...] uz attieciga apziméjama
j&dziena noliiku vai piemgrotibu kaut kam, tada karta iegudami
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zinAmu finalas nozimes niansi'. The Academy Grammar adds
that such clauses contain the conditional or the infinitive.

As far as the conditional is concemed, this statement is not
quite accurate, because the conditional is not characteristic of
relative purpose clauses as such: it just marks the non-assertive
modality of the relative clause, and the non-referentiality of the
antecedent. In fact, relative purpose clauses are but one subtype
of non-assertive relative clauses. Consider the following
example:

Kaut atbalsij ir visas balss ipasibas, Iritkst tomer
tieSuma, kam modindi, satraukt, aizdedzindi. (P. Rozitis)

‘Though an echo has all the properties of a voice, still it
lacks the directness that could [is neccesary to] awaken, excite,
impassion.'

In this sentence, the effect of the conditional (frikst tiesuma,
kas modinatu, satraukty, aizdedzinatu) would be different from
that of the infinitive: it would suggest that the property
expressed by the antecedent (fiefiums) is a sufficient condition
able to produce the state of affairs denoted by the relative clause.
The use of the conditional is therefore connected with the
negation in the main clause. It is opposed to the indicative in,
say, Balsij piemit tieSums, kas modina, satrauc, aizdedzina 'In a
voice there is a certain directness that awakens, excites,
impassions'. As the entity denoted by the antecedent of the
relative clause is ascribed a faculty that is a sufficient condition
to produce the effect described in the relative clause, the
sentence is characterised by a unilateral factive implication lifted
by a negation, or by the implicit negation contained in frikst; the
conditional just marks the non-factivity ntroduced by the
negation. The infinitive, on the other hand, suggests that the
notion expressed by the antecedent is a necessary condition
required to produce the effect described in the relative clause; the
absence of the state of affairs descnibed in the relative clause is
ascribed to the non-fulfilment of this necessary condition. This
seems to be a defining feature of relative purpose clauses: the
antecedent refers to implements, circumstances etc. that are a
necessary condition for the achievement of the state of affairs
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described in the relative clause. By their very nature, relative
purpose clauses are always non-factive, and this status is not
dependent on a negation. What relative clauses with the
conditional and the infinitive have in common is the typically
non-referential status of the antecedent. But in the case of the
conditional, this non-referential status is connected with a
negation, whereas in the case of the infinitival type (and of
relative purpose clauses in general) it is connected with the fact
that a relative purpose clauses defines a class of objects or
persons rather than a unique object or person ('any object or
person able to produce the effect described in the relative
clause’), and the antecedent will therefore usually be non-
referential and indefinite.

The use of the conditional in relative clauses is comparable to
what we observe in complement clauses with negated verbs of
perception, where the conditional is likewise used to mark non-
factivity as opposed to the factive implication connected with the
use of an indicative after a verb of perception without negation:

Es nedabiiju redzet, ka slimnieku sistu vai ka soditu.
(J. Greste)

'l mever saw a patient being beaten or otherwise
punished.’

It is clear that the line of division between both types just
described, and therefore between the use of the conditional and
the infinitive, will not always be clear-cut. But there will be
cases where the non-assertive status of the relative clause is
clearly associated with a factive implication being lifted by a
negation, e.g., Fs te nepazistu nevienu, kas smeketu 'l don't know
anyone here who smokes’, and in this case only the conditional,
not the infinitive, can be used. Clearly, no purpose is involved
here, i.e., the state of affairs described in the relative clause is not
represented as a result that is aimed at, and for the achievement
of which it is necessary that an agent capable of producing it be
found. The example cited by the Academy Grammar (1.c.) as an
illustration of the conditional used in a relative purpose clause
belongs, in fact, to the same category:
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Lize izstaigaja ar citas majas, bet neatrada cilvéka, kas
varétu naki vigai paligd. (Anna Sakse)

'Lize made the round of other houses as well, but did not
find any person who could come to her assistance.’

Strictly speaking, the interpretation of kas varétu ndkt vinai
paliga as a purpose clause is suggested by the situation only: it is
clear that getting assistance is an aim the subject wants to
achieve, but this is not sufficient to give the relative clause the
character of a relative purpose clanse. A relative purpose clause
(neatrada cilveka, kam nakt vinai paliga 'she did not find anyone
to come to her assistance’) would not contain the modal verb
varét, because it would establish a direct connection between the
desired result, viz., getting assistance, and the necessary
condition for this, viz., the presence of a person able to give
assistance, Note that this sentence type refers, in the case of an
animate antecedent, to a person's ability rather than his
willingness to serve the purpose described in the relative clause.
But even if willingness rather than ability is involved, there is no
means of indicating this, as no modal verb can be added here. If
sentences with a relative purpose clause contain a volitional
element, then it has the status of a pragmatic presupposition: if
something is said about the necessary conditions that should be
met in order to achieve a certain result, then it is generally
presupposed that someone wants this result to be achieved. In the
corresponding finite types, with the indicative or condttional,
there is no such volitional element associated, as a pragmatic
presupposition, with the sentence type itself, and the state of
affairs described in the relative clause may also be considered
undesirable (as it might be in Es te nepazistu nevienu, kas
sméeketu). What is stated in sentences like that from Anna Sakse,
cited in the Academy Grammar, is the presence or absence of an
object or person belonging to the class of objects or persons
defined by the relative clause. This class may be defined as that
of persons giving assistance, able to give assistance, willing to
give assistance etc. If willingness rather than ability is involved,
then this must be marked by the modal verb griber (neatrada
cifveka, kas gribétu nakt vinai paliga). In any case, the use of the
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conditional is associated only with a factive implication being
lifted by the negation in the main clause (as opposed to the
affirmative atrada cilvéku, kas varéja/gribéja nakt vinai paliga).
Of course, there is a certain affinity between sentences like these
and those containing a relative purpose clause: the notion of
necessary condition is contained in the semantic structure of
both, but in one case it is involved in defining the membership of
an object in the class of objects described by the relative clause,
whereas in the other it refers to a means in acheving the aim
described by the relative clause.

The only other verb forms that, when used in relative clauses,
convey the meaning of purpose in a way similar to the infinitive
are those combined with the modal particie lai. In Vipa neatrada
cilveka, kas lai naktu vinai paltga there is the same meaning of
purpose as when the infinitive is used, and this 1s marked by the
use of the volitional particle lai. Of course, the antecedent of
such a relative purpose clause will also be non-referential, and
we may assume that in (kas) lai naktu vipai paliga this non-
referential status (together with the non-assertive character of
modality in the relative clause) is marked by the conditional, in
addition to the volitional modality marked by the particle /ai.
Those two layers of modal marking are not distinguished in the
case of the infinitive, which is, by itself, unmarked for mood and
acquires its modal marking from the syntactic context.

Between the infinitival type and that with the particle /ai there
is, of course, a syntactic difference. Whereas the infinitive may
always be subjectless, a finite verb with the particle lai must
normally have a surface subject, so that it can be substituted only
for those infinitives that have an overt subject in the dative; this
may either the relative pronoun, or some noun phrase distinct
from it:

Nav neviena, kam rakstit stastus = kas lai raksta/ rakstitu
stastus

‘There is no one to write stories.’

Vins raksta stastus. ko citiem lasit = ko citi lai lasa

'He wrote stories for others to read.'
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It should be separately investigated whether there is a
semantic differentiation between the infinitival type of relative
clauses and that with the particle /ai. In many cases it would
probably be hard to formulate a meaning difference between the
two. But there are cases where a relative clause could not be
replaced with an infinitival relative clause, e.g.

Bet makikerét ir darbs, ko nekas cits lai netrauce.
{Dz. Sodums)

‘But angling is an occupation that no one should disturb.’

In this case, the particle /ai expresses a volitional meaning
that, in other languages, would be expressed by a modal verb.
One of the realisations of this volitional meaning is that of
purpose: the antecedent of a relative purpose clause denotes the
potential  subject, instrument etc. necessary for the
accomplishment of an action someone wants to be accomplished,
or which people generally want or need to accomplish. This
volitional element is probably implicit in all relative purpose
clauses, but it can also occur without the defining feature of
relative purpose clanses (the antecedent expressing a subject,
implement etc. necessary for the accomplishment of an action)
being present. Thus it is clear that there are relative clauses with
the particle /ai that are not relative purpose clauses. But the
question remains whether in clauses that can unambiguously be
identified as relative purpose clauses, there is a difference
between the infinitival type and that with /ai. This should be
investigated in detail. One thing that may be noted here is that
relative clauses with /ai tend to be somewhat ambiguous as to the
presence or absence of a volitional predicate. Consider the
following example:

Latviesiem toreiz nekas gramatas nebija sniegts, kas lai
statos vinu pasu gara darbu vieta. (T, Zeiferts)

'In those times, books had nothing to offer to the
Latvians that could have taken the place of their own spiritual
heritage.’

Perhaps a more correct rendering of this sentence would be:
‘... that one would have wished (or: that the Latvians would have
wished) to take the place of their own spiritual heritage'.
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Nevertheless the interpretation as a pure purpose clause without
an additional volitional element (=kam staties vipu pasu gara
darbu vieta) would also be conceivable. The line of division will
never be quite neat in such cases, because the notion of purpose
also involves a volitional element.

The occurrence of infinitival relative clauses in Latvian is not
trivial, as they are far from being a universal clause type. With
the exception of one single type (to be discussed presently)
neither Lithuanian, nor the Slavonic languages now have such
clauses. They obviously are an innovation of Latvian.

As far as the origin of the Latvian non-finite relative clauses
is concerned, I will here briefly repeat the conclusions arrived at
in Halvoet, forthcoming, a, b.

It seems obvious that the origin of the clause type discussed
here should be sought in the infinitive of purpose. The Baltic and
Slavonic infinitive was originally the dative of a verbal noun in
*.ti-. The original nominal character of the infinitive can still be
seen in one construction that is well preserved in Modern
Lithuanian: the so-called dativus cum infinitivo, as instanced by
ipvliau pieno Suniukams lakti 'l poured out some milk for the
dogs to lap' and nusipirkau arklj laukams arti 'l bought a horse to
plough the fields with' (examples from Ambrazas 1995). The
grammatical relation the noun bears to the infinitive (subject or
object) does not affect its case form, as the noun was not
originally dependent on the infinitive at all: it was directly
connected to the noun or to the verb phrase as an adnominal or
adverbial dative of purpose, just as the infinitive was.

The Latvian non-finite relative clauses probably arose when a
relative pronoun was inserted before an infinitive originally
functioning as a dative of purpose. In some cases this could be
achieved without any additional changes being required. So, for
instance, the dativus cum infinitivo with the noun in subject
function could easily be transformed into a non-final relative
clause, becanse the subject of an infinitive clause is always in the
dative in Baltic. We thus have lai siaveja virsiinite putniniem
uzmesties alongside kur putnam uzmesties BW 2765 (cf.
Endzelins 1901, 73 = 1971, 150; 1951, 990). Apart from these
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two varieties, there is also a third one, with the form now
functioning as a modal expression, the debitive: lai stavéja
virsinite, putnigiem jauzmetas BW 2765 var. (Endzelins 1901,
68 = 1971, 145).

The last of these constructions is particularly interesting. As
was discovered at the beginning of this century more or less
simultaneously by Prellwitz, Endzelin and Miihlenbach (cf.
Prellwitz 1904, Endzelins 1905/1971, Miihlenbach 1907), the
Latvian debitive evolved from a complex structure containing a
relative clause, the prefix ja- being a trace of the Indo-European
pronominal stem *ye-. Prellwitz and Endzelin assumed (contrary
to Miihlenbach) that the debitive was originally based on the
infinitive rather than on the 3rd person of the present tense, as is
the case now. This assumption is based on the relic jabit, where
the infinitive is retained, as well as on the fact that the relative
clause reconstructed as the basis of the debitive must have been a
relative purpose clause exactly parallel to the modern Latvian
infinitival relative clause. Thus, Old Latvian teem ne bij ja ehd
(Mk 8.1 in Gliick's Bible translation) 'they had nothing to eat'
corresponds exactly to modern Latvian tiem nebija ko ést.

It is quite conceivable that some dialectal varieties of the
debitive preserve an indirect trace of the second variety of the
dativus cum infinitivo, that with the dative in object function.
From the dialect of Vietalva, Miihlenbach (1907, 316) cites
examples of debitives with the prefix ju- which have retained the
original meaning of a relative purpose clause, as against the
forms with jg- which are used in the modal meaning also attested
in the standard language. So, for instance, we have

man nal jubratc
'MHE HE Ha 4EM €XaTh’'

" It is clear that in this case the prefix ju- reflects the
instrurnental of the pronominal stem *ye-, whereas in man nav
jued 'T have nothing to eat' the prefix reflects an accusative. If, in
the original relative clause which the debitive reflects in a
fossilised shape, the relative pronoun was an instrumental, then
the position of the accusative object with the verb remained
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open. And we actually find examples where such an accusative
object is added:

panam kaé pavadu zirgu jusapin

'BO3BMH XOTb TOBO/, YTOOb! UM 3aIyTAThH NOIUAAL"

The Lithuanian equivalent of this construction would be a
dativus cum infinitivo. pasiimk nors pavadj arkliui supancioti.
The Latvian construction differs from it by the insertion of a case
form of the relative pronoun *yo- before the infinitive: *juo sapit
— jusapin. Once this pronoun had been inserted, the whole
construction *zirgu juo sapit became a relative clause, in which
word order could be changed: *juo sapit zirgu etc. However, for
the stage of language development preceding the insertion of the
pronoun we must reconstruct a construction pavads zirg-[?]
sapit, with the infinitive as a dative of purpose parallel to that in
Lithuanian pavadis arkliui supancioti. Before the infinitive lost
its nominal character and became a purely verbal form, the noun
zirg- cannot have functioned as its object, so that the most
plausible reconstruction would be a dative of purpose zirgam
parallel to Lithuanian arkliti.

The mechanism of the transformation of a dativus cum
infinitivo into an infinitival relative clause can still be seen in
residual infinitive constructions with relative adverbs functioning
as adverbial modifiers; they cannot be considered relative clauses
proper because they have no nominal antecedent:

Sienda bija jau agraki iedziti lieli koka vadii, kas miera
laikos bija gluzi lieki un pat traucéjosi, bet tagad tie gluzi labi
noderéja, redelém kur atmesties. (J. Veselis)

"At one time, large wooden pegs had been driven into the
wall; quite unnecessary and rather a hindrance in times of peace,
they now proved quite useful fas a support] for the rack to rest
upon.’'

If it were directly adjoined to the noun vadzi, the construction
redelém kur atrmesties would be a normal infinitival relative
clause, but here it evidently depends on noderér, which governs a
dative, and could once govem a dativus cum infinitivo, In the
original construction noderéja redelém atmesties the adverb kur
was inserted just as in the case of adnominal uses like vadzi
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redelém atmesties. Only the adnominal uses became
grammaticalised.

. The above-cited facts suggest that the infinitival relative
clauses of Latvian arose by relative pronoun insertion from
constructions with final infinitives reflecting an original dative of
purpose, the infinitive being the dative of a verbal noun. The
oldest shape of these infinitival relative clauses was that with the
relative pronouns based on the stem *yo-, residually attested in
the debitive. The close historical link between the Lithuanian
infinitival constructions and the 'proto-debitive’ construction
proves the correctness of Endzelin's assumption according to
which the debitive was originally based on the infinitive rather
than on the 3rd person present.

As mentioned above, the Latvian infinitival relative clauses
basically constitute an innovation of this language. There is,
however, one variety of the infinitival relative clause that has
equivalents in Lithuanian and the Slavonic languages. This is a
variety without overt antecedent. In Latvian, it occurs alongside
a variety in which an indefinite pronoun, or the negative pronoun
neka occurs as an antecedent of the relative clause:

(a) Ja rev nav nekd nopietna, ko runat, tad ej labak maja.
{P. Rozitis)

'If you've got nothing serious to say, then you'd better go
home.'

(b) Ja tev nav, ko runat, tad ef lubak mdja.

'If you've got nothing to say, then you'd better go home.’

Within the internal history of Latvian, (a) should be regarded
as a more recent development, arising from an earlier type
corresponding to (b). This follows from the fact that type (b) 15
also attested in Lithuanian and in Slavonic, whereas (a) is
specifically Latvian. Consider the following exarnple:;

Man nav neka, ko tev dot.
'T've got nothing to give you.'

This construction corresponds to Lithuanian
Neturiu nieko tau duoti.
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The Latvian construction obviously arose from an earlier
construction corresponding to the Lithuanian one by a rule of
pronoun insertion: *man nav neka tev dot — man nav neka, ko
tev dot. Lithuanian, however, also has the construction

Neturiu ke (kq) tau duoti.

It does not seem probable that this type could have arisen by
pronoun insertion from *neturiu tau duoti, for if a rule of
pronoun insertion had operated here, it is hardly understandable
why it should not have operated in constructions like Neturiu
nieko tau duoti. The explanation one would be tempted to invoke
for Latvian (where certain cases of pronoun insertion are
attested) would therefore not work for Lithuanian. It seems
preferable to look for an common explanation applicable to both
languages. As I have tried to show [in an earlier publication)
(Holvoet, forthcoming, b}, constructions of the type turiv kq
duoti, man ir ko dot could have arisen as a result of a process of
pronoun reanalysis rather than pronoun insertion: what is now an
interrogative-relative pronoun could originally have been an
indefinite pronoun (there was originally no formal difference
between both kinds of pronouns), and it was onginally a
complement or subject of the main clause verb rather than of the
infinitive, which was an independent infinitive of purpose; m
other words, there is some evidence for assuming a reanalysis
[[ewriu kq) duoti] — [turiu [kq duoti]), *[[manr ir kas} dot] —
[man ir [ko dot]]. Note that this reanalysis must have taken place
at a time when the neuter pronouns were still preserved, so that
the Latvian example just cited should actually be reconstructed
with the neuter form *ka (attested in Old Prussian, cf. Endzelins
1982, 104), a nominative that could be reanalysed as an
accusative because of the identity of both case forms.

In Lithuanian and the Slavonic languages, the clause type
turiu kq valgyti, OChSl imame ceto ésti was retained without
further changes. In Latvian, it must have provided the model for
the new infinitival relative clauses that arose by pronoun
insertion from constructions with infinitives of purpose: man ir
maize ést — man ir maize, ko &st. However, the original type,
without an overt antecedent for the relative pronoun, was also
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retained alongside the new types, and was even destined to play
an important part because of the new modal meanings which it
could develop. The rise of modal meanings within the original
variety, with the pronominal stem *ye-, gave rise to the modemn
Latvian debitive; the renewed variety with the pronominal stem
*k"o- is also subject to a similar development, which can be
observed in modern Latvian.

The development of the negated vanety of the construction
discussed here into a kind of modal construction expressing the
futility of some or other course of action is well attested in both
Baltic and Slavonic. In Lithuanian, we have constructions like
Delsti nebuvo ko "There was no point in lingering’, Mums néra ko
skubéti "There's no point for us to hurry', etc. (Ulvydas e.a., eds.,
1976, 811). Among the Slavonic languages, Russian is specific
in having developed an agglutinative form necego < néte cego.
This accretion of the negative form of the substantive verb and
the relative pronoun is treated as a separate pronoun in Russian
grammar, but the genitive necego is also ascribed another
function in Russian dictionaries, viz. that of a predicative
expression meaning 'there is no need to do sth., there is no point
in dotng sth.": Hewezo 3pa zoeopumb, Hevezo 06 smom Oymams.
The original structure is better preserved in Polish nie ma co
mysle¢ o tym, nie ma co tam jecha¢. The development can
probably be reconstructed as follows: first, a variety with the
relative pronoun in object function acquires a new meaning:
instead of expressing the lack of an object capable of undergoing
an action, it 1s used to express the futility of this action: nav ko
lasit initially meant 'there is nothing to read’, and subsequently
'there is nothing that would be worth reading’. The whole
sentence is now reinterpreted as There is no point in reading
anything', and the grammatical relation between the object
pronoun and the infinitive is disrupted. As a result, the same
accusative (or genitive) pronoun can be used in a similar clause
type with an intransitive verb, e.g., tur nav ko brauks 'there is no
point in going there’. And, as the object position with the
infinitive 1s now free because the relative pronoun has lost its
grammatical relation to the infinitive, the latter can now be used
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with its own accusative object, e.g., nav ko lasit tadas gramatas
'There is no point in reading such books'.
Basically, this process takes place in negative constructions.
Jums nav ko liegties. (P. Rozitis)
‘There's no point in your denying.'

However, there also developed, probably on the basis of the
negative construction, an interrogative variety (representing, of
course, a rhetorical question) questioning the sense of a certain
course of action. Here, the relative pronoun is provided with an
antecedent, the interrogative pronoun kas. This pronoun is, of
course, a mere dummy, as the relative pronoun, bearing no
syntactic relation to the verb in the relative clause, cannot be
interpreted as being coreferential with any noun phrase in the
main clause either. This means that, here as well, the sentence
cannot be divided in a main clause and a relative clause, but is to
be interpreted as an idiomatic structure.

Kas man vinu ko aizstavet? (P. Rozitis)

‘What point is there in my defending him?'
One also finds isolated examples of affirmative, non-
interrogative constructions with ir ko as a kind of modal
expression used with a verb that has its own accusative object:

Ir jau ari ko apbrinot So pusmiiza pari. (1. Grebzde)

‘There are reasons enough to admire this middle-aged
couple.’

Some interesting cases of lexicalisation of non-finite relative
clauses may be observed in combination with accusatives of
spatial and temporal extension. In Latvian, such accusatives are
often treated in the same way as objects, as noted already by
Miihlenbach (Endzelins-Miihlenbachs 1907, 197), who cites an
example of an accusativus temporis replaced by a nominative
with the debitive (a treatment characteristic of accusative
objects): Vel viens gads tev japabarojas. It is therefore not
astonishing that in non-finite relative clauses the accusative
pronouns ko may also be an accusative of spatial or temporal
extension, and the clause as such may be adjoined to a noun
denoting spatial extension or duration:
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Zénam bija atlicis vel gads, ko macities Lielvérses |...)
skola. (A. Bels)

'The boy still had a year of attending school at Lielvérse
ahead of him.'

It seems but a logical consequence of this that such a relative
clause may also be adjoined to an adverb of spatial extension or
duration:

Nebija talu, ko iet. (A. Bels)

'It was not a long way to walk'

Reiz pa gadu — tas ir ilgi, ko gaidin. (V. Grévins,
J. Grins)

'Once in a year — that's a long time to wait.'
One would not, however, expect a relative clause to be adjoined
to an adverbial (at least, if it is not a pronominal adverb
correlated with a similar pronominal adverb in the relative
clause). This would mean that the construction 'ir ko + infinitive'
is in fact lexicalised, and functions as a kind of modal expression
meaning 'one must'. This interpretation is also suggested by the
following example, which would be difficult to interpret if one
chose to treat the sequence introduced by ke as a relative clause:

[...] turp bija kilometrus cetrpadsmit ko iet pa puteklainu
lielcelu. (P. Rozitis)

"... to get there one had to walk forty kilometres by a
dusty highway'

['it was a forthy kilometers' walk by a dusty highway']
If kilometrus cetrpadsmit was the subject of the substantial verb
in the main clause, one would not expect it to occur in the
accusative. It seems to function as an adverbial of spatial
extension, and in that case ir ko iet cannot be interpreted as a
combination of main and relative clause, but one should rather
interpret 'ir ko + infinitive' as an idiomatic structure. The same
interpretation is suggested by the following example:

Majas Viesim visu gadu bija ko drukat 5o svétku
aprakstus. (A. Deglavs)

'The Majas Viesis was busy a whole year printing
accounts of these festivities.'
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As the verb drukar has its own object, svétku aprakstus, the
relative pronoun could be interpreted only as an accusativus
temporis, with a noun denoting a space of time, visu gadu, as its
antecedent. However, the main clause could only be interpreted
as an existential construction, in which case we would expect it
to contain a nominative subject viss gads. Instead of this, we
have the accusative visu gadu, an unmistakeable accusativus
temporis. In other words, an attempt to split this sentence into a
main clause and a relative clause would not be successful, and
the whole construction must be regarded as syntactically opaque.
We are left with a lexicalised construction bija ko drukat, which
functions as a kind of modal expression. It should be translated
as 'they had to print’ rather than 'they had something to print’,

If this account of the facts is correct, and the constructions 'ir
ko + infinitive’ and 'nav ko + infinitive’ are becoming lexicalised
as an expression of necessity or lack of necessity, then the
process we are observing at present is exactly parallel to the rise
of the debitive at a much earlier stage of the development of
Latvian. The parallelism is much closer than one would be
inclined to think at first sight. It is important to note that the
transition of a construction with an infinitival relative clause into
a lexicalised modal expression occurs in the case of the variety
without overt antecedent, i.e., in the type nav ko rundt. As I have
attempted to show in an earlier publication (Holvoet, 1998), the
rise of the debitive as a construction with a modal function might
well have been based on this type of infinitival relative clauses
without overt antecedent as well. This is suggested, among other
things, by the form of the debitive prefix ja-, which evidently
reflects a genitive, as recognised already by Endzelin (1905, 321
= 1971, 289); this genitive must have been a genitive of negation
of the same type as we find in Lithuanian neturiu ko valgyti, Old
Church Slavonic ne imRr; ceso ésti, Russian nevezo (from nem
yez20) ecmw. As shown above for Latvian, Lithuanian and the
Slavonic languages, it is the negative variety of sentences like
these that tend to acquire the modal meaning characteristic of the
debitive. Thus, the history of sentences with infinitival relative
clauses in Latvian provides us with a remarkable instance of a
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recurrent process in language history: the original infinitival
relative clauses based on the pronominal stem *yo- became
grammaticalised, and the meaning shift which it underwent
created the need for a renewal of the underlying syntactic type
with the aid of another pronominal stem, *k"o-. At present, the
development that gave rise to the debitive is repeating itself, and
though the result must be referred to as an instance of
lexicalisation rather than grammaticalisation, the same process is
involved in both cases: the debitive also originated as a
lexicalised syntactic structure, but subsequently underwent a
process of agglutination that gave rise to a new morphological
category.
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LatvieSu valodas relativie teikumi ar infinitivu:

struktiira, attistiba un leksikalizacijas tendences
Kopsavilkums

Raksta tiek aplikoti latvie¥u valodai raksturigie relativie teikumi ar
infinttivu izteicgja funkcija (veikals, no ka d=ivot; gramatas, ko lasit..).
Tos var uzskatit par vienu no "relativo nolika teikumu” paveidiem (par
30 jedzienu sk. MLLVG, 11, 673, kur tiek Tsi raksturots sevigks relativu
teikumu paveids, kas "norada [..] uz attiecTga apziméjama jédziena
noliku vai piemérotibu kaut kam").

Pirma apcergjuma dala aptver daZas piezImes par infinitivisko
relatTvo teikumu vietu citu relativo nolika teikumu starpa, un par
izteiksmju lietofanu relativos teikumos vispar. MLLVG iziciktais
uzskats, ka relativos neliika teikumos tiek lietots vai nu infinitivs, vai
kondicionalis, ir japarskata. Kondicionala lietojums nav raksturigs
relattvajiem noliika teikumiem ka tadiem, bet relativajiem teikumiem ar
neasertivu statusu. Lai gan relativie nolika teikumi ari pieder pie
neasertivajiem, tie¥a sakara starp kondicionla lietofanu ki
neasertivitates raditaju un nolika nozimi nav. Ka tie3s noliika nozimes
raditajs relativos teikumos daZreiz tiek lietota (blakus nenoteiksmei)
partikula lai pie tagadnes formas (gramatas, ko lai lasa citi), par ko
neieminas MLLVG. Nav izp@tits, ar ko 3is tips atdkiras no infinitiviska.

Otraja apcergjuma dala tick aplikotas infinitivisko relativo teikumu
vésture un attistibas tendences. Nav ap3aubams, ka latvie3u valodas
infinitiviskie relativie teikumi ka lietvardu un pronomenu apzimétaji
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(gramata, ko lasit; nav neka, ko lasit) ir latviteSu valodas jauninajums.
LietuvieSu valoda (tapat ka slavu valodas) pazist tikai tipu bez
eksplicita antecedenta: néra ko valgyti, neturiu ko valgyti = (man} nav
ko &st. Latvie3u valodas konstrukcijas ar infinitivisku relativu teikumu
ki lietvirda apzimétdju acimredzot radu$is, iesprauZot relativu
pronomenu vai adverbu starp lietvdrdu un apzimétaja funkcija lietotu
noltika infinitivu, piem., galotnite putham uzmesties — galotnite, kur
putnam uzmesties. So procesu bis ietekm&jis jau agrak pastavo3ais, art
lietuvieSu valoda pazistamais tips bez eksplicita antecedenta: putnam ir
(nav} kur uzmesties. Mingtais tips arl pats ir saglabajies un tagad pastav
blakus tipam ar pronomenu ki antecedentu, piem., man nav, ko teikt =
man nav nekd, ko teikr. Bet zinamos apstaklos tas ir pak|avies
leksikalizacijai: man nav ke lasit nozim& ne vien 'man nav neki, ko
lasit’, bet arT 'man nav vérts (neko) lasit’; relativajam prenomenam
akuzativa (ko) zaud€jot savu objekta statusu, rodas tips man nav ko tur
braukt, man nav ko lasit tadas gramatas. Tadejadi rodas idiomatizeta
fraze nav ko (dartt kaut ko) = nav vérts, nav jégas (darit kaut ko). Nule
aprakstitais leksikalizacijas process ir nozimigs ka paraléle, skaidrojot
zindmu vE&sturisku procesu, un proti, debitiva modalas nozimes radanos.
Ka zinams, vl veclatviesu tekstos man ir maize jaéd noziméja 'man ir
maize, ko &st' (pried@klis ja- ir radies no sena relativa pronomena celma
*yo-, ko vélak ir aizstdjis *k"o-). Jadoma, ka debitiva modala nozime
(man ir maize jaéd = man vgjag ést maizi) ir radusies konstrukcijas bez
eksplicita antecedenta: konstrukcija *¢man) nav ja ést '(man) nav ko &st'
(ar pronomena genitivu nolieguma ietekmg, sal. krievu wevezo ecms <
nem wezo ecme, lie. néra ko valgyti) relativais pronomens *ja vargja
zaudgt savu objekta statusu un nostities arT pie intransitivu verbu
nenoteiksmes, konstrukcijai iegistot modilu nozimi: *nav ji braukt
‘nav ko braukt, nav vajadzibas braukt. Ar laiku radies ari
apstiprinamais variants *ir ja braukt > ir jGbrauc 'vajag braukt, bet
genitiva formas ja visparindjums (izloksnés saglabatas akuzativa
formas ju- < *juo- vietd} nordda uz modalds nozimes ralanos
noliedzo3as konstrukcijas. Tatad novérojam jaunakajos laikos
atkartojamies procesu, kas kadreiz bijis pamatd debifiva k& modalas
formas attisiibai.
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Janis VALDMANIS
Making "Latvian Literary Language
Dictionary’': Myths and Facts

Three years have passed since the last, the tenth volume of the
Latvian Literary Language Dictionary' was published. A time
period, long enough, to make an attempt at evaluating the
situation in which the dictionary was compiled. I would like to
discuss some factors that could have influenced and which
actually have or have not influenced the process of making and
the essence of the above mentioned dictionary.

In this connection one would have to talk about the three
myths connected with the dictionary, which have been voiced
when evaluating the dictionary and which can also be traced,
reading between the lines, in those few publications in press
dealing with the dictionary:

(1) the initiative to compile LLLD as if has come "from above",
i.e. from the higher organisational establishments of sciences;

(2) certain indications as regards the type and style of the
dictionary have been issued "from above”;

{3) LLLD 1s a dictionary of the "soviet language"” and not of the
Latvian language.

As in all myths, also in those ones, there is a grain of truth in
them, but the question is — how big and of what kind this "grain”
is.

In order to answer this question I have acquainted myself with
the documents of the archives of the Academy of Sciences of
Latvian SSR (Latvian Soviet Socialist Republic), interviewed the
person who launched and organised the work of compiling this
dictionary, the author and the editor — M. Stengrevica. By the
way, I, myself, also have been one of the authors of this
dictionary (starting with the third volume).

1. Comments regarding the first myth are the following.

! Latvicdu literards valodas vardnica / Atb. red. L. Ceplitis, M. Stengrevica,
Riga: Zinatne, 1972-1996.
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According to the archive documents of the Academy of
Sciences of LSSR and to M. Stengrevica in 1953 an entry
appears in the plans of the Institute of Language and Literature
stating that, based on the decision of the Presidium of the
Academy of Sciences of the Latvian SSR passed on 30.10. 52 the
Dictionary sector is established, which works on the theme of
LLLD, and in 1953 it is planned to elaborate instructions and
compile materials.® Soon afterwards the director of the institute
proposes M. Stengrevica to take up this work. The above
mentioned proposal is registered officially in a form of an order
or 31.01.53’, stilt formally appointing J. Endzelins head of the
project with a remark that it would not be advisable to let him
retire since it would cause indignation abroad (it must be pointed
out here that at that time he was 79 years old).

Knowing that in the soviet times the Academy of Sciences of
the Latvian SSR and the Academy of Sciences of the USSR
(actually, the Ministry of Sciences) recommended for research of
important, expensive and time-consuming themes, and taking
into consideration the decision of the Presidium of the Academy
of Sciences of the Latvian SSR on 30.10.52 it might seem that
this was the case also in this situation.

Besides, another fact has to be pointed out, namely, that in the
fifties both in Russia and in a number of former soviet republics,
for instance, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Lithuania, the Ukraine
voluminous dictionaries were compiled or the work on compiling
of those dictionaries was commenced, and that is why it seems
that there have been suggestions to do something similar also in
Latvia.

Still, the documents from the archives show that since
07.04.45 an intention to compile Latvian Written / Literary
Language Dictionary appears in the documents of the Institute of
Latvian Language and Literature (Latvian State University) and
in the projects of the Academy of Sciences of the Latvian SSR
concerning action plans for research intended for the Institute.*

2 LZA centralais arhivs, 21. fonda 1. apraksia 1. lictas 1. lapa.
* pavale Nr. 20. 31,01.53.
* 1.7ZA Centralais arhivs, 21. fonda 1. apraksta 1. lietas 1. lapa.
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Interestingly, this idea disappears from the plans for 1949,
instead there appears the Russian-Latvian dictionary’, which is
compiled within a few years. It must be added that the compiling
of LLLD was not commenced until the spring of 1953. It can be
inferred that the idea to compile Latvian Written / Literary
Language Dictionary might have originated in the Department of
Linguistics or might have been inspired by J. Endzelins because
the idea about such a kind of dictionary he had already
mentioned in 1933 as an urgent task for linguists®.

Besides, knowing that the soviet bureaucratic system was not
capable of reacting and taking decisions promptly, it is unlikely
that the idea to compile this dictionary could have been the order
of the higher establishments.

2. As regards the second myth, — let us presume that
instructions concerning the type of dictionary to be compiled
have come from some centre of lexicography in Russia. If this
was the case then dictionaries that were compiled or the
compiling of which was commenced at that time should have
been at least of the same type, and above all, in accordance with
all the parameters of the soviet lexicography (i.e. as regards the
volume, the choice of words, the time period to be included, the
criteria of normativism).

First of all I would like to point out that in reality, however,
those dictionaries are very different. One example can be
mentioned here. Dictionary of the Lithuanian language’, one
might say, is a "mixture" of a dictionary of literary language and
a dictionary of dialects. Whereas LLLD is a purely literary

Turpat, 1. fonda 1. apraksta 11. lietas 258. lapa.

Turpat, 21. fonda 1. apraksta 4. lietas 4. lapa.

Turpat, 21. fonda 1. apraksta 3. lietas 8. un 9. lapa.

Turpat, 1. fonda 1. apraksta 78. lietas 30. lapa.

g Turpat, 1. fonda 1. apraksta 181. lietas 42. lapa.

® J. Endzelins. Darbu izlase, 111 s&., 2. d. Riga: Zinatne, 1980, 106. Ipp.

¥ Lietuviy kalbos zodynas. Vilnius, 1941, t.1 (1968 antras leidimas); 1947, 1.2
(1969 antras leidimas); 1956, t.3, tt.
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language dictionary®. Besides, presuming that the seventies of
the previous century is the beginning of the Latvian literary
language. It should be pointed out that this time period does not
coincide neither with the soviet period nor with the period of
literary language in Russian linguistics, namely, beginning with
Pushkin's time.

Secondly, it alsc should be stressed that according to
M. Stengrevica the type of dictionary was not imposed "from
above", "from the centre”. The authors of LLLD discussed the
project with the leading lexicographers of the former USSR, who
worked in the former Leningrad, the present-day St. Petersburg.

Thirdly, the Latvian intellectuals were acquainted with the
principles and model entries. A model of the dictionary was sent
to the establishments who could be interested in the project, who
then submitted to the compilers their suggestions.

When evaluating the type of LLLD, it should be stressed that
the emphasis was placed on the lexicosemantic aspect’. This was
the main factor determining the main characteristic traits of the
dictionary, beginning with the addressee of the dictionary and the
proportions of the philological and encyclopaedic element in
explanations.

3. The third myth has grown from a reasonably large grain of
truth. The influence of the soviet-time ideology and censorship
manifested itself in three ways.

(1) The selection of the literature to be used.

The compilers of the dictionary had access to and could use only
the literature that was available in the funds of libraries. It goes
without saying that they had no access to and were not allowed
to use the literature that was in the "special fund" (which, as we
know, could be accessed only if one had a special permit for
specific purposes). The press publications from the time of
independent Latvia where not accessible.

M. Stengrevica. Latvie3u literaras valodas vardnica (probl&mas un risingjumi).
// Vards un ta p&titanas aspekti. Rakstu krjums. Liepaja: Liepajas Pedagogiska
augstskola, 1997.

® Turpat, 157.-159. Ipp.
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Besides, the advance copy of each volume had to be
submitted to the Central Administration of Literature (i. e. the
chief censorship body) for survey. In order for the edition of the
book to see the daylight, there had to be the Administration's seal
on the advance copy as permit to publish the book. In this
connection I would like to add that in different time periods
when the political pressure eased, other authors were gradually
included in the list and the range of the literature to be used
widened (compare and contrast the list of writers for each
volume).

(2) The selection of the words to be included in the

dictionary.
As there was an abundance of soviet socio-political vocabulary
both in books and especially in the press, the absolute majority of
those words had to be included in the dictionary. So entries
beginning with commmunist, socialist found their way into the
dictionary.

(3) The influence of the soviet ideology showed in the
explanations of the semantics of the socio-political vocabulary.
Part of the explanations bears the stamp of the soviet ideology
and thus does not correspond to the objective criteria.

But let us take a look at what there is in the dictionary.

(1) It is necessary to point out an important aspect here and,
namely, that to explanations of semantics are precise wilnesses
of their time. They should also be perceived as such. They could
be of value for the future historians who will research the soviet
ideology.

(2) Words from the beginnings of the literary language. 1.e.
starting with the seventies of the previous century up to the
twenties of our century, are included in the dictionary under
discussion.

(3) A part (only a part) of the literature of the developed
literary language period, i.e. starting with the literature of the
thirties of our century, is included in the above mentioned
dictionary. We managed to include such writers as Fr. Barda and
J. Poruks, and it was accomplished by excerpting words and
gathering materials from the selected works of poetry and prose.
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It should be added that as we could not take the texts from the
thirties as a corpus, we tried to compensate for it (to a bigger or
lesser extent} with the language of folklore and with words from
the dictionary of K. Milenbahs and J. Endzelins.

(4) Also poor quality literary works (as art) written in a rich
language are included in the dictionary. There was a principle
not to use languagewise poor quality texts in quotations. It must
be pointed out that the texts included in the quotations fulfilled
their task linguistically, i.e. first, they attested that one or another
word exists in the Latvian language, and second, added to the
information given in an entry about the word as a lexicosemantic
unit.

In conclusion I would like to state that LLLD attested to, it
seems, the most important fact, that also in the soviet times the
Latvian language was alive, it functioned.

LatvieSu literaras valodas vardnicas tap3ana:
miti un fakti

Kopsavilkums

Raksta ir pievérsta uzmaniba daZiem faktoriem, kas vargja ietekmét
un kas patie$am ir vai nav ietekmg&usi "LatvieSu literards valodas
vardnicas” (Riga: Zindtne, 1972-1996) tap8anu un ar tas biitibu.

Saja sakara ir runats par trim mitiem, kas ir izskangjusi, vertgjot
LLVV, un kas zemteksta lasami tajas nedaudzajas publikacijas presg,
kuras veltitas vdrdnicai:

(1) iniciativa veidot LLVV esot nakusi "no augias’, t.i., no
augstikstdvoddm zinatnes organizacijam;

(2) noradijumi, kdda tipa un veida vardnicu veidot, esot "nakudi no
augsas”;

(3) LLVV esot padomju valodas, nevis latvie¥u valodas vardnica.

Faktu noskaidro%anai ir izskatiti LPSR ZA arhiva dokumenti un
vairakds intervijas ir iztaujata LLVV darba aizsacéja un organizétdja,
autore un redaktore Melita Stengrevica. (ArT pats $7 raksta autors ir bijis
viens no vardnicas autoriem, sakot ar 3. s€jumu.)
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Ieva ZUICENA
"Miusdienu latvieSu valodas vardnica"
un "Latvie$u literdaras valodas virdnica™’

Misdienu latviesu leksikografijas fundamentalakais darbs —
Latviesu literaras valodas vardnica (LLVV) — ir filologijas
doktora, profesora, Latvijas Zinatnu akadémijas
korespondétajlocek]a Laimdota Ceplida miiza darbs. Vins bija 51s
vardnicas atbildigais redaktors no pirmi Iidz prick$pedejam
séjumam. DiemZz&l Laimdots Ceplitis paragri 5kirds no dzives un
vardnicas pédeja séjuma redigéSanas darbu vipam neizdevas
pabeigt. LLVV 8. sgjums iznaca filologijas dokiores Melitas
Stengrevicas vadiba.

Sakotn&)i jaunajai  vardnicai bija ieceréts nosaukums
"Aktualas leksikas vardnica”. Tacu, ta ka $ads nosaukums varétu
lasTtajus maldinat, darba gaitd tas tika nomainits. Vardnicas
jaumais nosaukums ir "Misdienu latvie$u valodas vardnica"
(MLVV). So vardnicu LU Latviesu valodas instititd raksta
neliels autoru kolektivs, ta tiek wveidota péc Oksfordas
universitites izdevniectba iznaku$o vienséjuma anglu valodas
skaidrojoso vardnicu parauga. Vardnicas veidotdjus 1padi
ietekméjusi 1998. gada iznakusi "The New Oxford Dictionary of
English" (Jauna Oksfordas ang|u valodas vardnica). Dazi no taja
ieviestajiem jauninajumiem parpemti MLVV.

leprieks teiktais nebiit nenozimée to, ka tiek ignorets latviesu
leksikografija padaritais. Rakstot MLVYV, autori izmanto
1987. gada apgdda "Avots" iznaku$o "Latvie$u valodas
vardnicu”, bet astonséjumu LLVV ir vardmica, uz kuras pamata
top jauna viensg€juma vardnica.

Talak 1si raksturoSu kopigoe un atSkirigo abas vardnicas. Viena
no atskirtbam ir ta, ka LLVYV iek]auta leksika aptver laika posmu

* Raksta izteiktais viedoklis par vairakiem “"Misdienu latvie$u valodas
vardnicas” izveides principiem (Tpadi par varda cilmi un lietojumu valodas
kultdras aspekta) atdkiras no LU Latviesu valodas institiita Domes 2000. gada
27. oktobra sédes ieteikumiem.
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no 19. gadsimta 70. gadiem lidz 20. gadsimta 90. gadiem, tatad
vairak neka 100 gadu ilgu laika posmu. MLVV, atbilsto3i savam
nosaukumam, atspogulo vardu krajumu, kas lietots misdienu
latviedu valoda apméram pédgjo trisdesmit gadu laika.

Abu vardnicu — "Misdienu latvielu valodas vardnicas" un
"Latvie3u literaras valodas vardnicas" — apjoms ir lidzigs. LLVV
satur apméram 80 000 3kirk|u, bet MLVV paredzeti ap 70 000
kirk[u. Tatad jauna skaidrojosa vardnica vienda sgjuma ietvers
gandriz tikpat daudz leksikografiskas informacijas. cik LLVV
astonos séjumos. Lai $§adu informacijas daudzumu ietilpinatu
vienda sguma, MLVV autori ir atteikudies no literaro citatu
demonstrésanas, varda funkcioné$anu teikuma ilustrgjot ar
vardkopu palidzibu. Tiek veidoti tsaki, visparigaki skaidrojumi,
frazeologismu un vardu savienojumu skaidrojumi doti tikai
vienreiz. Vietu ietaupa arT regularo tipveida atvasinajumu ar
-ums, -tha, -sana, -fens u, tml, ievieto3ana 3kirklt pie pamatvarda
aiz Tpasas zimes (0).

Lidzigi ka LLVV, norade par $kirk]a varda izrunu MLVV
dota gadijumos, kad varda izruna var rasties neskaidribas. Ta ka
vardnicas lietotajiem var izvirzities jautajumi par divskaga ue un
patskana o lietojumu, ka arT par plata un $aura e lietojumu, tad
MLVYV, blakus jau LLVV noteiktajiem gadijumiem, rada skirkja
varda izrunu, ja burts ¢ apzZimé divskani, un e, & apzZimé platos
patskanus, pieméram, lode [ludde], zems [z&ms], séta [s€ta].

LLVY lietvardiem, adjektiviem un verbiem piederiba pie
konkrétas vard$kiras netika noradita, uzskatot, ka to jau parada
varda gramatiskais raksturojums. Tomer vienkdr§am vardnicas
lictotajam, nespecialistam tas varétu sagadat zinamas grotibas.
Tadeé] MLVV ir ieturéta konsekvence un vardikira noradita
visiem &kirk]a vardiem.

MLVV saglabata LI.LVV lietota leksikostilistisko norazu
sist&ma, ieviests tikai viens papildinajums. Vards. varda nozime
vai vardu savienojums ar sarunvalodas stilistisko nokrasu, ja tas
neietilpst latviesu literdraja leksika, tiek apzim&ts ar noradi sar.
nelir. Pie §1s grupas pieskaitami vairdaki Zargonvardi (pieméram,
forss, feins, kolosdls, baigi "loti"), kurus miisdiends lieto tik plasi,
ka tie paraugusi Zargonvardiem raksturigo noteikto socialo grupu
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robezas un kJuvuii par sarunvalodas vardiem. Ar noradi sar.
nelit. MLVV apzimé ari pédgjos gados tik "popularos”
germaniskos barbarismus ~ bode, dekis, riime, plekis u. tml., kurni
plasas izplatibas d&] vardnica tomé&r noteikti registréjami.

MLVYV skaidrojumi pamata veidoti péc LLVV parauga,
pielagojot tos viens€juma vardnicas specifikai resp., veidojot tos
visparigakus, 1sakus, vienkar3akus. Ir vél ari citi jauninajumi.
Aupu un dztvnieku skaidrojumi papildinati ar attiecigas dzimtas,
gints vai sugas latinisko nosaukumu.

cielava s. lierv. Neliels zvirbujveidigo kartas dziedatajputns
ar garu asti. Balta c. Dzeltena c.

e Cielavu dzimta [Motacillidae).
0 Ka cielava — saka par sievieti ar vieglu un afu gaitu.

cigorins v. lierv. Lakstaugs, ko audz& salatiem vai ka kafijas
aizstajefu; §T auga sakne. Audzét cigorinus. Cigoripu kafija.
o Cigorinu gints [Cichorium)

Vardu pariem ar -veida un -veidigs (caurufveida,
caurufveidigs. diskveida, diskveidigs u. tml} skaidrojumu dod
pie tas formas, kas parastaka lieto$ana (misdiends arvien vairak
lieto genitivenus).

blodveida [bluddveida] gen. nelok. ip. noz. Tads, kam ir
blodays veids, forma; tads kas atgdading blodu. B. 1edobums,

o blodveidigs ip.

LLVV nav dota 3kirk]a vardu cilme jeb etimologija. Lai
vardnicas lietotajs ghtu pilnigu priek$statu par konkréto vardu, ir
jadod ne tikai ta gramatiskais un semantiskais raksturojums, bet
art izcelsme. MLVV rada varda cilmi aizguvumiem un tiem
latvie3u KkultGras darbinieku darinatajiem jaunvardiem, kuri
pilniba ieklavusies misdienu valoda. Zipas par virda cilmi dotas
Skirk]a beigas, isa komentara veida — Iidzigi. ka tas ir darits
"Saunaja Oksfordas anglu valodas vardnica". Sads neliels
komentars virdnicas lictotdjam ir viegli saprotams un rada
interesi par varda vésturi un t3 atilstibas ce]iem. Dazi pieméri:

bagaia
cilme aizguvums no frantu bagage.

ciedrs
cilme aizguvums no grieku kedros 'ttkami smarzigs koks'.
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bomzis

cilme saisindgjums no Kkrievu ©e3z onpedenennozo mecma

acumenscmea 'bez noteiktas dzives vietas'.

burtnica
cilme A.Kronvalda jaunvards, darinats no burts.

MLVV pie atseviskiem 3kirk]iem uz tumsaka fona dod ari
Tsus komentarus no valodas kultiiras viedok|a, ja ar kadu vardu
saistas k|imes varda pareiza izruna vai ta formu lieto3ana, vai
art, ja kads vards vai vardu savienojums latvieSu valoda vispar ir
nevélams. Pieméram:

atlass v. lietv. Zida audums ar gludu un spidigu labo pusi.

Vardu atlass dazreiz k|udaini lieto ar nozimi ‘karSu
sakopojums'. Sada nozime ir vardam atlants.

beres s. tikai dsk. lietv. Mirusa apbedisanas ceremonija.

Vards béres genitiva (béru ceremonija, béru mielasts)
izrunajams ar Sauro patskani e.

remontét

remonts

Nav vélams vardus remontét, remonts lietot, runajot par
apgérbu, apaviem u. tml. Pareizi ir apavus, apgérbu labot, nevis
remontét, apavu, apgérba labosana, nevis remonts.

Zelatins

Sastopams varda Zelatins nepareizs lietojums ar lieku n
iespraudumu — Zelantins. Pareiza forma — Zelatins.

Jauna "Misdienu latvieSu valodas vardnica" tiek veidota gan
apkopojot uzkrato pieredzi masdienu latviesu leksikografija, gan
ari parpemot dazus jaunindjumus no citu valstu prakses.
Domajams, ka §1 vardnica biis atbilstoSa starptautiskajiem
vardnicu standartiem, kur lasitajs viena izdevuma var atrast visu
nepieciesamo informaciju par vardu: gan par ta izrunu, gan
gramatiskajam Tpatnibam, gan leksikostilistisko raksturojumu, ka
ari varda semantisko atspogulojumu un Tsas zinas par ta cilmi.
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The Dictionary of Current Latvian
and the Dictionary of Standard Latvian

Summary

There are only two explanatory dictionaries of Latvian: The
Dictionary of Standard Latvian in 8 volumes (Riga, 1972-1996), and
The Dictionary of Latvian in one volume (Riga, 1987).

Elaboration of a new dictionary of contemporary Latvian, The
Dictionary of Current Latvian, has been started in 1997. This dictionary
is based on both previous dictionaries of Latvian, but the latest
dictionary of English, The New Oxford Dictionary of English
(published in 1998), serves as an example for several innovations.

A number of similarities and differences between The Dictionary of
Current Latvian and The Dictionary of Standard Latvian is the object
of presentation in the article.

The Dictionary of Current Latvian will comply to the international
standards of dictionary compilation. It will contain all necessary
information about a word: pronunciation and grammatical peculiarities,
as well as levels of usage, definitions of meaning and etymology.
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Janis ROZENBERGS
Modes vardi

Modes vardi ir tadi vardi, ko kada valodas attistibas posma
gan runataji, gan rakstitaji lieto sevidki biezi un ar patiku. Dalai
no tiem ir Tpasas stilistiskas funkcijas — pozitivas vai negativas, ir
modes vardi, kurus to lietotaji sabiedribas noteikta virzibas
stadija uzskata par laikmetigiem, modigiem.

Tatad bitiba modes vardi nav kads ipass leksikas slanis, bet
relativi nelielas leksikas dajas funkcija. Modes vardi jau senak ir
bijusi, un laika gaita to leksiskais sastavs ir mainigs, t.i., dazados
laika posmos var bit dazadi modes vardi.

Ta, pieméram, ar Veco Stenderu ka modes vards ienaca
gaudas 'skumjas’, 'bédas’, 'zélabas', kas ir vina "Zipgu lustés"
(Man patik klusas gaudas, gaudu zinges, lakstigalu gaudas,
Jana, Brenca gaudas). Sis vards ipasi "modigs" klust no
19. gadsimta vidus lidz 80. gadiem. To izmanto E. Dinsbergis,
A. Pumpurs un — viens no pédéjiem — J. Lautenbahs
(Dziesminieka sirds beidz gaudas). Tad $1 modes varda nozime
zid.

Tapat ir ar daudziem modes vardiem, pieméram, ar socialas
situacijas raksturotdjiem (cina, fronte, kaldinat, viennozimigi,
atraktivs).

Ir modes vardi, kas ilgi tiek izmantoti, un ir art tadi, kuru
funkcijas ir Tslaicigas. Ta, pieméram, modes vardam dardedze,
péc K. Karula pétfjumiem, ir neilgs mizs (apm. 15-20 gadu),
vardam dail§ — ap 30-40 gadu, vardam klasts modes varda
funkcijas sakas jau 30. gados, un Sodien tas ir pat aktivas.

No valodas kultiras viedok]a Siem vardiem japievers
uzmaniba to mainiguma, nestabilitates dé|, kas rada div€jadas
problémas:

1) vienas ir saistitas ar stilistisko informaciju,
2) otras ar vardu leksisko nozimi.

Modes vardi péc savam funkcijam nav vienadi. Tafu tiem

visiem primara papildinformacija izriet no to izteiktas stilistiskas
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novitates, ko pastiprina tads 50 vardu seviski bieZs lietojums,
kam ir pozitivs emocionali est&tiskais saturs.

So vardu sekundara papildinformacija ir dazada.

I. To var aplikot no novitates satura viedok|a. Saja zipa var
izdalit divas galvenas modes vardu grupas resp. funkcijas:

1y vardi ar tiedi poetiz€josu saturu {durdedze, ddsns,
kiasts, legenda),

2) vardi ar nozimes Ipain&u parnesuma saturu, kas
savukart var biit:

a) ar poetizZjosam iezimém (joma, kaldinar),

b) ar iezimém, kas raksturo socialas vides izpausmes
(cinities, fronte, mobilizél, stars, finiis, atraktivs, imidis, ofiss,
Sponsoreét).

II. Modes vardus var aplukot attieksmé pret valodas normam.

Runajot par modes vardiem, parasti tiek aplakoti tie, kas ir
literaras valodas piederums. Un tas ir saprotams, jo ta ir valodas
kultiiras probléema. Tafu modes vardi var bit dazados limenos
attieksmé pret literaras valodas normam:

1) tie var bat literaras rakstu valodas limeni (cinities,
Joma, klasts, legenda, viennoztmigi),

2) tie var biit literards sarunvalodas [imenT (forss, sendi
‘vecaki', stiligs, perfekti 'labl', 'pareizy, 'gudri');

3) tie var bat vienkarirunas liment {latene, ucuks, vot,

kruts).

Tacu p&déjo divu limenu biezi lietoto vardu raksturs valodas
kultiiras sakara rada citus batiskakus jautdgjumus neatkarigi no to
lietojuma biezuma. Sai sakara ir divas galvends problémas.

1. Ta u probléma par $o vardu atticksmi pret valodas
normam. Ta, pieméram, viens vardu drostalina uzliko par
pogtismu (LLVYV), cits par sarunvalodas vardu {R. Veidemane),
viens vardu grabér 'plapat’ nosauc par sarunvalodas vardu
(A. Laua), cits — par vienkarSrunas vardu (LVV-A-7Z), viens
vardu dancot 'dejot’ uzliko par sarunvalodas vardu (A. Laua),
otrs — par vienkarsrunas vardu (LVV-A-Z}.

2. Otra probléma gan saistita ar vardu biezu atkartosanos,
tikai tie ir cita tipa "modes vardi”, tie ir t. s. ieraduma vardi, vardi
paraziti, kas bez motivacijas piegruzo kada runatdja, retdk
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rakstitaja valodu (tiesam, zini, redziet, saprotiet, vispar, nu,
interesanti, pat. un, bet), bet, ar motivaciju lietoti, $ie vardi var
but par stilistisku izteiksmes lidzekli dailliteratiras un
publicistikas tekstos (ka sacit jasaka).

Tapéec $ada tipa atkartojumi (1., 2.) tiek aplakoti pie attiecigas
problémas.

IIl. Biezi lietotus vardus var skatit attieksmé pret stiliem,
teksta tipiem. Tacu te tie galvenokart ir So tekstu raksturotji,
starp kuriem var biit art modes vardi.

Modes vardu funkcionésana iesp&jams izdalit tris fazes:

1) sakuma jeb cilmes fazi,
2) aktivo fazi,
3) apsikuma jeb beigu fazi.

So fazu attiecibas un raksturs dazadu modes vardu
funkcioné$ana ir atskirigs, dazkart pat individuals, kam vajadzigi
ipasi pétijumi. Bet Seit tiks ieskicEtas tas fazu paradibas, kas
attiecas uz valodas kultiiru.

Pirma — sakuma jeb cilmes faze. Ta ir faze, kad leksiska
vientba klist par modes vardu. Tad Sim vardam ir pozitiva
stilistiska informacija, ko nodroSina varda parnestas nozimes
lietojuma novitate, kas biezi vien varda realizé poetiz€josu
informaciju.

Ta, pieméram, sen pazistamais vards joma 'Saurs licis', 'zema
vieta starp divam kapu rindam' 50. gados ta bieza lietojuma dg|
kluva par modes vardu ar nozimi 'nozare’: jaunrades darbs
literatiiras joma 'nozarg', vai ar vardu novads, lauks parnestajam
nozimém: sasniegumi zinatnes joma 'novada', 'lauka' (ja domats
par ko visuma, bet ne dalu — Iidzskanu mikstinasanu, komata
lieto$anu u. tml.).

Modes varda joma cilme, liekas, vérojama jau pasen un tiesi
dailliteraturas tekstos, kur sakotne ir ari §1 varda poetiz&joSam
pacélumam: AizSalcas buras zvaigznaju joma (J. Sudrabkalns —
1915. g.), ..téloto cilvéku individualas dzives un liktenu joma
(A. Upits — 1951. g.), Prats alkains meklé neatklatas jomas
(A. Vgjans — 1953. g.).

Lidziga veida radas arf tadi modes vardi ka dardedze, dasns,
klasts, sabrs, visnotal u. c.
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Nedaudz at3kiriga modes vardu sakuma faze ir tadiem
peckara posma sazéludiem publicistikas poetiz€jodiem vardiem
ka brinuja 'govs', druva (skolu, kultiras, izglitibas), kaldindt
(uzvaras. panakumus), rit (darbs. sacensibas, cina, zveja. razas
novak3ana), sudrabs (dzivais. diku, zivju, joras, zilas druvas),
vadugunis (= lopkopibas sasniegumi, pieredze, kolhoza lauku
varoni), armija (skolotdju, pirmrindnieku, mehanizatoru), fronte
(celtniectbas, izghtibas, darba), mobilizét (darba rezerves,
maksliniekus, medicinas darbiniekus) utt.

Sada tipa modes vardu radanas ir ciesi saistita ar sabiedriskas
ickartas dazadiem faktoriem.

Pie 31s grupas modes vardiem pieder ari tadi ka viennozimigi,
atrakiivs, imidzs, ofiss. sponsors u. C.

Modes vardu sikuma jeb cilmes faze var bit dazada. Tatu
sakuma faze ir modes varda apliecinataja un ievaditaja aktivaja
funkcija, kuras muZzu nosaka gan valodiski, gan nevalodiski
faktori.

Valodas kultiiras sakara Tpasa uzmaniba pieversama apsikuma
jeb beigu fazei. Tas tapéc, ka Sie vardi ne velti tiek devéti par
modes vardiem, bet mode ir "doming€jo$d gaume noteikia laika
kadd vide" (LVV-A-Z).

Modes vardiem bitisks ir laiks un vide. Tie rodas noteikta
laika un vidé un t1apat izzhd. Viens no bitiskiem vides
komponentiem ir §1s modes noteic&ji, popularizetdji. Tie ir varda
meistari (rakstnieki, Zzurnalisti), arm citu nozaru inteligences
parstavji, politiki u. ¢.

Modes vardu funkcijas sakuma un aktivaja fazé arvien
papladinas, tos sak parmerigi un pat nevajadzigi. nevieta lietot.
Ta ir inerce, kurd modes vardi iegist negativu funkciju, par ko ir
atbildigi tie pasi, kas $o vardu funkciju radijusi, un Tpasi tie, kas
$a1 moder akli seko,

Poetizejoso modes vardu apstkums vérojams tad, kad tie sak
traucét valodas dabiskumu, labskanu, dzivumu, kad tie vairs
neatbilst e¢so3al valodas emocionali estetiskai izjutai. Ta,
pieméram, vards daif§ 19. gadsimta beigas un 20. gadsimta
sakuma bija modes vards ar visai plasam poetiz€osam
funkcijam. Tafu jau ar 20. gadsimta 20. gadiem §7 varda
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lietojums saSaurinas, attiecinats ipasi uz praktiskam dzives
nozarém, tas rada nedabiskas, samakslotas valodas pogzijas
iespaidu: Daifu kantora apkartni padara stadijumi.

Modes vardi, ka jau to nosaukums rada, ir labi tik ilgi, kamér
tie ir modg, bet péc tam tie vairs nav labi.

So vardu pozitivais izpauzas galvenokart divéjadi:

1) tie lietoSanas aktiva fazé ir vairak vai mazak
poetiz&josi un

2) uz nozimes parnesuma pamata var radit jaunas
nozimju nianses.

Tacu tiem ir ari savas negativas sekas:

1) apsikuma beigu fazé tie vairs neatbilst valodas
lietotaju emocionali estétiskai gaumei un rada valodas
samakslotibu,

2) to atvasinatas nozimes izkonkuré citus vardus,
noplicinot valodu un padarot to nabadzigaku,

3) ja modes vardi ir aizguvumi, tad tie var radit
problémas internacionalismu un barbarismu kvalificésana.

Modes vardi var biit spilgtaki un mazak spilgti, ar Tsaku un
garaku mizu, kas izriet no socialas vides izpausmém un to
raditaju, lietotaju un vertétaju emocionali estétiskdas valodas
gaumes, — no ta, cik ta ir nianséta, masdieniga.
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Vogue Words

Summary

The article deals with vogue words, namely, words that speakers
and writers enjoy using particulary frequently within a certain period of
time. These words have been approached from the point of view of

language standartization (in connection with stylistic information and
lexical meaning of the words).
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Elga KAGAINE
Visparlietojamas leksikas
semantiskas identitates problémas
izlok$nu un literaras valodas sistéema
un to atspogulojums leksikografija

Dialektalo vardnicu vidii visai nozimigu vardnicu tipu veido
skaidrojo3as izlokSpu vardnicas, jo viens no obligatajiem
elementiem, kas nepieciedams 3ajos leksikografiskajos
izdevumos, ir varda nozimes atklasme. Tapéc arT dialektalajas
vardnicds lidz ar leksémas fonétisko atveidi un geografiskajam
norddém ne mazak svarigi ir pievérsties vardu semantiskajai
analizei un nozimju skaidroSanai, kas (atkara no izvelcta
vardnicas tipa) tiek realizéta ar daZadiem varda semantikas
atklasmes leksikografiskajiem Iidzekjiem un panémieniem. Saja
sakard biitiski ir konstatét izloksnés sastopamo visparlietojamo
vardu semantisko identitati (vai neidentitati) ar atbilstoajam
leksémam literaras valodas sistéma, un tas ir butiski, veidojot
gan t. s. pilna tipa izlok3pu vardnicas' un izveloties vardu
nozimju interpretacijas panémienus un modelus, gan jo Ipasi,
gatavojot diferenciala tipa vardnicas un atlasot vardnica
iek|aujamos dialektalos leksiski semantiskos variantus.

Ka zinams, jebkuras izloksnes vai dialekta vardu krajuma
lielako dalu veido izloksnés un literaraja valoda kopiga
visparlietojama leksika’, kas abas valodas sistémas pilnigi vai
dalgji saskan arT semantiski, resp. tiem ir kopigi varda
semantiskas struktiiras attistibas virzieni un kopigi leksiski
semantiskie varianti, Nemot véra izloksnes, izlok3nu grupas vai

! par izlok3pu vardnicu tipiem, to fomu un nozimi sk. Busmane B., Kagaine E.
lzlok$nu vardnicu tipi un latvielu dialektalo vardnicu veido3anas jautdjumi. —
LPSR ZA VEstis. 1980, Nr. 8, 59-75. Ipp.: Kagaine E. Apvicnotas latvicsu
izlok3nu vardnicas veidoSanas problémas. — Valodas aktualitates 1984. R.,
1985, 64.-86. Ipp.; Kagaine E. lzlokinu vardnicas un 1o loma vésturiskaja
valodnieciba. — Vards un & pétidanas aspekti 3. Licpaja, 1999. 64.-75. Ipp.

Sk. Kagaine E. Dialektalas un visparlietojamas leksikas atticksmju
raksturojumns. — LZA VEstis, 1993, Nr. 7. 8.-16. Ipp.
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dialekta dazadu iimenu dialektalo Tpatnibu kvalitativas un
kvantitativas atskirtbas, ari semantiskas neidentitates konkrétas
izpausmes var biit visai daudzveidigas. Visvairak atbilsmju vardu
semantika literaras valodas sistéma ir ar vidus dialekta izloksném
(uz kuru bazes ir veidojusies literara valoda), bet lielaka méra
atbilstodo vardu semantika no literara ekvivalenta atikiras
augszemnieku dialekta, kur vardd nozimju vésturiskis attistibas
gaita ir rit€jusi atd3kirigi un ir saistita ar7 ar citvalodu ietekmém,
kas ir viens no semantisko atskiribu ra3anas c&loniem.
Visparlietojamo vardu semantikas salidzind3ana izloksnés un
literaraja valoda ir saméra sarezgita un relativa, un to nosaka gan
dazadi ekstralingvistiski apstak]i, gan paSai varda semantiskajai
struktiirai piemttoSas 1pasibas. No ekstralingvistiskajiem
faktoriem var min&t o abu valodas sistému atikirigo statusu
kopvalodas konteksta, atikiribas socialaja un sabiedriska)a
nozimiba, funkcionsianas formas (izloksnes funkcioné
galvenokart tikai mutvardu forma), salidzinama literara un
izlokdnu materidla kvantitativas attieksmes u. c. faktorus, bet
intralingvistiski §7s atSkirtbas ir saistitas, pieméram, ar tadam
varda semantikas 1pasibdim ka polisemisko vardu semantiska
difuzija, polisemijas un homonimijas plusto3as robezas,
dialektalo un literaro virdu nozimju vesturiskais mainigums un
vardu semantiskas struktiiras nevienmériga attistiba. Tapec art
visparlietojamo vardu semantisko atbilsmi (vai neatbilsmi)
izlok3nu un literiras valodas sistema nevar uzlikot ka ko
absoliitu, tadu, kas ir identa visas lietojuma izpausmes, bet gan
ka kopigo semantikas elementu visparindjumu. Veidojot
salidzinajuma modejus un shémas, balstities var galvenokart uz
relativi patstavigu ka pamata, primaro (galveno, centralo), ta
sekundaro (atvasinato, parnesto) nozimju atbilsmi un varda
semantiskas struktiras kopigam (vai atS$kirigam) attistibas
tendencém, virzieniem, bet nevar nemt v&ra nozimes semantisko
ietilptbu, konteksta vai konsituacijas radito konkréto lietojumu,
stabilo vardu savienojumu daudzumu, tapat identitates (vai
neidentitates) kritgrijos nevar ieklaut dazadus formalos faktorus
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un atkirtbas, kas saistitas ar dazadiem vardnicu tipiem un
nozimju atspogulojuma tehnisko risindjumuy’.

Raksturojot visparlietojama vardu krdjuma semantiskas
atticksmes izloksn&s un latvie$u literaraja valoda, nosacti
(uzsverot to patstavibas relativamu) var izdalit divas
pamatgrupas: 1) semantiski identie un 2) semantiski neidentie
virdi.

Dalu no izloksnés un literaraja valoda kopigas leksikas veido
vardi, kas abas 3ajas valodas sistémas ir semantiski identi.
Salidzinot dazadas izlok3nu vardnicas ietverto vardu krajumu ar
atbilstosajiem vardiem un to nozimém latvieSu literaraja valoda,
var konstatét, ka semantiski identi abas wvalodas sist€mas
visbiezak ir monosémiski vardi, tatad vardi, kas mazak ir
iekjdvusies vai tikusi iekjauti semantiskas struktiiras attistibas un
mainas procesos. Nemot véra So faktu, semantiskas identitates
c€loni varZtu tikt saistiti gan ar visparg)am polis€mijas attistibas
likumsakartbam, gan cilvéku psihologijas patnibam, uztveres
lomu dazadu asociativu sakaribu veido$ana starp daZzadiem
Jédzieniem, gan arT meklgjami pafu apziméjamo jedzienu
pazimés, ipasibas, spgja izraisit $idus sakarus.’ Semantiski identi
var biit visu vardskiru vardi, tadu visbiezak semantiska identitate
(no patstavigas nozimes vardiem) ir vérojama monosémiskiem
substantiviem, ari citiem nomeniem, it Ipasi t. s. denotativiem —
vardiem, kas apzimé konkrétus priek$metus, paradibas, dzivas
biitnes, jo 3eit nozimju salidzind$ana notiek it ka uz varda
denotativo pazimju pamata. Piem&ram, LLVV IV |13 kamanas
‘transportlidzeklis cilvéku vesanai pa sniega vai ledus celiem’,
EIV U1 47 kamanas 't. p.', KIV 1 479 kamanas 't. p.; LLVV IV
418 kréjums 'piena tauku koncentrats, kura ir arl citas piena
sastavdalas’, EIV Il 117 krejams (sub v. kréims) 't. p.’, KIV 1518
kréjums 't. p’; LLVV IV 622 lazda 'bérzu dzimtas krims ar
ieapalam lapam un cieta caula ietvertiem augliem — riekstiem’,
EIV 11 205 flazda 't. p.’, KIV 1 599 lazda 't. p."; LLVV IV 658
lidums 'vieta, kur ir nocirsts mezs lauksaimniectba izmantojamas

} Par Siem jautdjumiem sikdk sk. Kagaine E. Semantiskie dialektismi
Zieme|rictumvidzemes izloksn@s. R.. 1992, 9.-18. ipp.
4 Sikak sk. Kagaine E. Turpat, 18. un sek. Ipp.
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zemes iegasanai’, EIV 11 217 flidams 't. p., KIV 1 564 lidims
't p.-s LLVV IV 672 lielce[s 'plats, grantéts ce|s (satiksmei starp
samera lielam apdzivotim vietam), EIV II 222 liglcéls 't. p.,
KIV I 566 lielcéfs 't. p.; LLVV IV 720 linis 'ezeros vai Iéni
tekodas upés dzivojoda karpveidigo zivju kartas zivs ar tumsi
zalu muguru un tuméi violetaim spuram', EIV 11 241 [inis t. p.',
KIV 1 574 linis 't. p.; LLVV V11, 408 séruve 'séjai izmantojams
lézens, parasti cilindrisks grozs, kurd ber séklas un kuru séjgjs
pakar sev kakld, EIV 111 340 sétuve 't. p., KIV II 389 seruve

't. ps LLVV VII, 441 sifis 'varnu dzimtas putns ar briinu
apspalvojumu, melnu, skérssvitrainu asti, baltziltem raibumiem
uz sparniem, spécigi attistitu melnu knabi', EIV 11l 348 silis
‘t. p., KIV 1II 393 silis 't. p.'. Teiktais nenozime, ka semantiska
identitate vérojama tikai nomeniem, semantiski identi var bt art
verbi, tau ari tie parsvara ir monosémiski. Polisémiskajiem
vardiem, it Tpadi polisémiskajiem verbiem, semantiska identitate
sastopama daudz retak, jo verbi ka vardu skira ietver sevi pladas
iesp€jas veidot savienojumus ar citiem vardiem un Iidz ar to ari
dazadas valodas apak3sistémas veidoties jauniem, at3kirigiem
leksiski  semantiskajiem variantiem. Tapéc ar1 lielaka
polisémisko vardu dala ietilpst otra — semantiski neidento vardu
~ grupa.

Semantiski neidentas leksikas grupa péc savas struktiiras un
uzbiives nav vienveidiga. Taja, nemot véra atbilstoSo viardu
nozimju kvalitativds un kvantitativas attiecksmes, savukart var
izdalit divas apakSgrupas: a) semantiski neidentie vardi, kuriem
izloksnés ir $auraka semantiskd struktlira nekd atbilstoajiem
virdiem latvieSu literaraja valoda, bet registrétas nozimes ir
kopigas abas valodas sistémas, un b) semantiski neidentie vardi,
kuriem izloksnés (bez kopigajam) ir vél kadas tidas nozimes,
kadu atbilstosajiem vardiem nav latvieu literaraja valoda.
Lingvistiskaja literatira 3adu  visparlietojamas leksikas
semantiski atskirigu leksému apzimé&sanai, ka zinams, ir
nostabilizéjies termins — semantiskie dialektismi. Parasti gan £aja
sakara nevar runat par atSkiribam lekseémas semantiskaja
struktird kopuma, bet gan tikai par atsevisku at$kirigu nozimju —
dialektalu leksiski semantisko variantu - veidoianos un
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eksistenci izloksngs. Tapéc ar lielako daju vardu, kam izloksnés
ir atdkirigas nozimes, var uzlokot par dalgjiem semantiskajiem
dialektismiemn.*

Dalgjo semantisko dialektismu grupa ietilpst lielaka
polisemisko verbu daja. To semantiskas atikiribas var izpausties
gan patstavigu at8kirigu dialektalo leksiski semantisko variantu
eksistenc€, gan arT mazak izteikti semantisku nian3u, atikiriga
lietojuma u. tmi. veida. Piemé&ram, polisemiskajam verbam naks
ka literaraja valoda, ta daudzds izloksnés ir Joti sazarota
semantiskd struktira un daudzveidigs lietojums. LLVV V 320-
325 nakt ir registrétas 17 nozimes, EIV 11 346-350 — 23 nozimes,
tapat abas valodas sisteémas ir ievérojams skaits nozimju niansu
un stabilo virdu savienojumu. AtSkiribas abds viardnicds ir
8kirk|a uzbuve, nozimju detalizacijas pakape, nozimju niandu un
frazeologismu skaita un izkartojuma Skirkli (nemot véra dazadas
teorgtiskas nostadnes frazeologijas jautajumos, atskirigas var but
an piegjas o savienojumu leksikografiskaja aiveidojuma; tas var
biit c&lonis gan atskirigam nozimju skaitam, gan to izkartojumam
§kirklt). Apliokojot verba mnakt nozimju pamatelementus, var
konstatet, ka lielaka dala no tiem ir kopigi abas valodas sistémas:
‘virzities Surp, art ierasties, liekot sojus’ (nakt Surpu, nakt uz
maju); ‘virzities, lidot Surp' (dzérves jau Zigli nicls mdjd); ‘braukt
Surp' (te jau nak masina pakal masinu); 'dzimt’ (cukai ndkusi
sivéni); tuvoties, pakapeniski iestaties’ (ziema ndk virsu, drri nak
timsa), ‘tuvoties kadai vecuma pakapei, kJut (liclakam,
vecakam) (vin¢ [béms] jau gadu ndcis; §tas te dbeles nak vai
simtgadu vecas; ndk jau vecaks, pirksti Iiki, stivi); 'tikt iegiitam,
dabutam, sanemtam’ (tas jau viegli vinam ndcis, ta vinc a vieglu
riwoku akal aizdud prud) u. d. ¢. Atskinba médz biit nozimju
niansés, lietojuma, konkretizicija. Pieméram, EIV atraSanas,
novietojuma nozime atkiriba no literaras valodas parasti médz
but saistita ar prieck3metiem, to dalam: us tam latam nak jumc
virsi; Sinas ndk virspus rata laoka; us tam sijam nak grida;

¥ Stkak par $iem jautdjumiem sk. Kagaine E. Turpat, 35. un sek. 1pp.
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kajmainas  trumifspudle, us tio ndca siksna virsd nbo
§vufkrata; tapat ar priek§metiem ir saistita arT nozime 'ieviesties
(lieto3and) — defu setas ndca pédigd latka; vispirms jau sékiu a

spilu arklu arusi iekia, bet ta ndca tic kepaini; cik 1a nu

pasanligi ilgi, ka tds kefmes nica. Lidzigu leksémas nakt

semantiskds struktiiras ainu rada ar7 libiska dialekta izloksnes®,
ka arT dala augizemnieku dialekta nedzijo latgalisko izlokinu.
Pieméram, apzinata valodas materiala zipa bagataja Sinole
(aptuveni 100 000 kartotékas vienibu), kuru var zinama méra
uzlikot par pargjas izloksni no augizemnieku dialekta uz vidus
dialektu, atklajas Joti daudzveidigs 3is leksémas lietojums.
Lielaka dala verba ndkt nozimju $aja izloksné ir kopigas gan ar
atbilsto3a varda nozimém literaraja valoda, gan citas izloksnés
(virzities 3urp, ierasties, sikties, izcelties, tuvoties, dzimt, tikt
iegitam, dabutam u. d. ¢.). Atskirtbas ir vérojamas, pieméram,
kada nozimé sastopamu atSkirigu sintaktisko konstrukciju
lietojuma: ‘virzities Surp, doties, ar1 ierasties (noteikta nolika,
péc ka): n’acu zifga uz n’aburgiem; n’acu piena uz jisu m’aju;
'k|at (kadam)" paika n’ak spakd, paliek stipraks; saimenica jou
ar n'ak miesas, isplast. Turpretim pilnigi atSkiriga ir situicija
daudzas augizemnieku dialekta dzijajas latgaliskajas izloksnés,
kur lekséma nak: vispar neietilpst izloksnes tradicionalaja vardu
krajuma, bet atseviski §7 varda leksiski semantiskie varianti ir
ieviesudies literdras valodas (vai ari citu izlokSnu) ietekme.
Pieméram, KIV 1l 5 naks ir registréta tikai viena sekundara
nozime 'virzities, izplatities Surp (par skanam) ar noradi "reti”.
Lidz ar to atklajas arT leksémas nakt at$kirigais statuss latvieSu
valodas dialektos un izloksneés. Vidus dialekta un ari Iibiskaja

® Sk., pieméram, Adamsons E. Kagaine E. Vainifu izloksnes vardnica.
1., 2. s8. (R.: Latvielu valodas institats, 2000), ka arl Vainizu leksikas
kartoieku: ndk ki plésc ug mai; tu nak ki soikc; ndk preti; dzérus nak, nes
muris lodnag; oiné ndk; kad apprecejas, 1a driz nak bén un rips a-~vién
liclak; Jan nik a sieig, jaliek icsal dikt; rudzriékst nak a:gr gatoy lidz af

rudzim; zemnekim nebi va:{, darb nac vienc uz udir u. ¢,
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dialektd nak: ir biezi lietota mantota leks€éma, kas nozimju
attistibas  un virzibas zina saskan ar attiecigas leksémas
semantiski funkcionilo lietojumu literaraja valoda, turpretim
augdzemnieku dialekta izloksnés nakr varetu klasificét ka
starpsistému aizguvumu, kas no literdras valodas sistémas ienicis
izloksnes sistéma. Sadu aizguvumu, kurus nosaciti varétu dévat
par literarismiem, semantiska adapticija izloksnds ir visai
sareZgits process. No literards valodas nakusais vards, ki tas
redzams arf pieméra ar nakz, netick parpemts ar visu semantisko
elementu kopumu, bet tikai atseviskds nozimés, ar kuru
lietojumu izlok$nu parstavjiem nacies saskarties.

Semantiskas at3kiribas nozimju attistibd vérojamas gan starp
kada dialekta un literaras valodas sistémas atbilsto3ajiem
vardiem, gan arT starp da?adu dialektu un izlok$pu sistémam.
Pieméram, visparlietojamais vards Araiit ir polis€misks un
semantiski sazarots visds valodas sistémas, bet at$kiribas, kas
izpauzas $1s leksemas lietojuma izloksn&s un literaraja valoda,
atklaj dazada senuma un dazadu ietekmju izraisntas semantiskas
paradibas. Kopiga ir pamatnozime 'vairakkart, spécigi un biezi
kustinat (satvertu priek3metu) noteikta virziena Surp turp saméra
nelield attaluma' (LLVV IV 410 krarir), tapat kopigas ir arl
vairakas sekundaras nozimes un nozimju nianses (pieméram, 'biit
par c€loni tam, ka (parasti brauc&ji, priekSmeti) sada veida kustas
augdup, lejup (parasti par braucofiem transportlidzek]iem”: es
ne-maz neséiuds vagubs iekid, ka $ta te drebind in krata
EIV 11 115; 'bt par c&loni tam, ka (cilveks, ta kermenis) dreb,
tric (par fiziologisku vai psihisku stavokli): vecuds laikuds
vairdk a drudzi slimué$i, [drudzis] ta kratif EIV 11 115).

Atskirigas nozimes vardam kratit ir vérojamas Dienvidlatgales
izloksn@s, pieméram, Kalupg (KIV I 516) kratir ir nozime 'kaisit
(pakai3us)' [resp. ¥1s nozimes nianse 'klat ar pakaiSiem (vietu,
telpuY] (cyukom klaus krota ar rudz'inom, kvis'ipom vai

m'iz'indm cysom), kas nav sastopama literaraja valoda un
daudzas citas latvie$u valodas izloksngs, bet kurai ir paralgles
lietuviesu valoda (sk. LKZ VI 450—451 kratvii .. 9. kreikti:
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kiiginius (tvartus) krdto), tapat ar lietuvieSu valodas kraryri
saskan KIV [ 516 min&ta kratit nozime ‘ardit (sienu,
kiitsméslus)': ka iskapacoi mastys is' t'éiruma, to krat'eitiojis' ar
sokum'en'im krat'ieja (sk. LKZ VI 450451 kratyti .. 7. purtant
kapstyti, drabstyti, sklaidyti: mergos Siandien pidyme méslq
kraté). Domajams, ka Seit izpauzas mantota varda kratit
semantiskas struktiiras nevienmériga attistiba, kur saikni ar radu
valodu saglabajusas tikai periferialas, vésturiski saistitas
izloksnes. Lidziga aina vérojama ari citu leksému nozimju
attistiba. Ta verbam kaustit ki LLVV, ta EIV un arT daudzas
citas izloksnés ir registréta tikai viena nozime 'vairakkart ne visai
stipri sist’ (ta ir kopiga abam $im valodas sistémam).
Augszemnieku dialekta Kalupes izloksné (KIV 1 495) verba
kaustit semantika ir atSkiriga: 1. 'piestiprinat (zirga) nagiem
pakavus' (jiokausta zyrks); 2. 'maglot (parasti vecu, nolietotu
priekSmetu, mébeli)’; tikai p&d€ja nozime (ar noradi "nievajosi")
ir 'sist, pert'. Arl $aja gadijjuma semantikas attistiba literaraja
valoda un daudzas vidus dialekta izloksnés ir atskiriga;
Dienvidlatgales izloksn&s ta ir saglabajusi paral€les ar atbilsto3a
varda semantiku lietuvie$u valoda (sal. LKZ V 443 kaustyti ..
1. 'prikalti arkliui pie kanapos pasaga’). Par lidzigiem vai arT
sekundari ar §im nozim&m saistitiem semantiskiem procesiem
liecina arT citu augSzemnieku dialekta latgalisko izlok$pu
materialu vakumi. Piem&ram, Nautrénos kaiistir 'plaut (cinainu
plavu)': vusu Feitu kaiist'ieju ti mozit plaveni; apkaustit 'apkalt':
apkauista zyrgu ai z'imys pokov'im; sakaustit 'sakalt; sasaldét
(parnesta nozimé)': sakaust'eit'i iud'in'i lada.

Semantiskas atSkiribas starp atbilstoSajiem vardiem izlokspu
un literaras valodas sistéma izraisa arT hronologiski faktori, resp.
nevienmérigi vardu nozimju attistibas tempi, kada leksiski
semantiska varianta aktualitaites zudums literaras valodas
sisttma, bet ta saglabasanas periferialajas sistémas. Parasti $1s
hronologiskas neatbilsmes semantisko identitati pilniba
neizmaina, bieZi mainas tikai nozimju seciba, lietojuma biezums,
nozimes nereti var iegit kadu stilistisku vai ekspresivu
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ierobezojumu u. tmi. Piem&ram, vardam svarigs LLVV VII, 297
ir registrétas 3 nozimes: 1) 'tads, kam ir liela vértiba, spéciga
(parasti pozitiva) ietekme; tads, kas ir bitisks, izskiross;
nozimigs', 2. 'paSapzinigs, ari augstpritigs, lepns' un tikai treia
(ar noradi “pareti”) ir min€ta sakotngji primara nozime 'smags'.
Ka galvenas, biezak lietotas literaras valodas sistéma priek3plana
ir izvirzijuias sekundaras nozimes, bet daudzas izloksnés 3ads
semantiskas maipas process nav noticis un nozimju seciba
joprojam atbilst to sakotngéjam stavoklim. Pieméram, EIV 111 464
svarigs primira nozime ir 'smags' (i jau griiti tds svarigds kannas
celdt; pelavu maiss jau nav svariks), tapat biezi fikséta 51 nozime
ir arm VIV un daudzas Vidzemes izlok$nu leksikas kartotékas,
turpretim KIV II 457 svarigs minéts tikai ar vienu (no literaras
valodas parpemtu) nozimi 'mozimigs' un minimalu pieméru
skaitu. Saja gadijumi situcija ir analoga ka ar verbu nake, ari
svarigs nav Kalupei piederigs vards, tas 5is izloksnes sistéma ir
ienacis no arienes ar literaraja valoda izplatitako nozimi.

Lidzigi arm vardam kodigs LLVV IV 288 registrétas tikai
genétiski sekunddras nozimes: 'tads, kas izraisa sirsto$as,
dedzino3as sajutas, arl apdegumu (par vielam), stipri kairinoss
(par smar?u, dimiem) un 'dzéligs, Jauni izsmejoss’, ka ari
sekundaras nozimju nianses (ka literarisms klasificgjams ari KIV
I 531 kuddigs). Turpretim vairakas izloksnés vél sastopama ari
primara nozime 'tads, kas koz; plesigs’ (vipc [cauna) i kak lielum
driz, bet manigaks un kubdigaks vel Svetciema). Sadas

nevienmeriga atiistibas tempa izraisitas semantiskas parvirzes
veido it ka robeZgadijumus starp kopigas leksémas semantisko
identitati un neidentitati dazadas valodas sistémnas. Piemera ar
svarigs ir mainijusies tikai nozimju aktualitate un seciba, bet pati
primard nozime v&l nav pilniba zudusi, un tapéc $adas parvirzes
vel nevar uzlikot par pilnigiem neidentitates raditajiem. So
leksiski semantisko variantu lietojuma secibas izmainas tikai
pakapeniski iezimé ce|u uz leksEmu semantisko neidentitati,
turpretim pie varda kodigs $is process jau ir pavirzijies talak un
minétas leksémas izlokSpu un literaras valodas sisttma butu
uzlikojamas pa semantiski neidentam.
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Ja varda kodigs semantiska saikne starp primdro nozimi un
sekundarajam nozimém vél ir saméra labi saskatdma, tad
daudzos gadijumos tieSds saiknes ar primdro nozimi var
konstatét, tikai Tpasi pétot varda nozimju vésturiskis attistibas
gaitu. Piem&ram, aizguvumam no Baltijas juras somu valodam
laulat (LLVV IV 615) uz latvieSu literards valodas nozimju
sistémas pamata nav iesp&jams konstatét saistibu ar 3T aizguvuma
primaro nozimi ‘dziedat, kas v&l ir registréta atsevi$kas
izloksnés: agrudk gonu maitas gonus tik skaisti laulaja, bet nou
goni kué adeni mutd indmuss — nadzid néi 'moz Veclaiceng.

K& raksturigakie vardu semantiskas neidentitates raditaji ir
uzlikojamas tipiski dialektalas nozimes, resp. dialektalie vardu
leksiski semantiskie varianti, kas veidojusies at$kirigas vardu
semantiskas struktiiras v@sturiskas attistibas rezultald (sk. jau
iepriek3 aplGkotos Ararnt, kaustir), atSkirigu metaforisku
parnesumu vai citvalodu ietekmes dg]. BieZi vien 3ie atSkirtbu
rafands céloni var biit vairaki un tos ne vienmar ir iespgjams
precizi noteikt (pieméram, patstavigu nozimes attistthu var balstit
analogu nozImju eksistence kaiminvalodas un otradi — citvalodu
ietekme var biit saistita ar patstavigiem semantiskas struktiiras
attisttbas procesiem). Tomér, lai kadi ar7 biitu $o semantisko
paradibu c€loni un cilme, tiedi Sie leksiski semantiskie varianti
sinhrona skatljuma pamatos nosaka kopigo leksému semantisko
neidentitati, dialektalas atSkiribas. Pieméram, Kurzemes
rictumdala ir registréts vards cieming ar nozimi 'kaimins' (sk.
LVDA 92. karti). ciemins nozime 'kaimin§' ir tipiski dialektala,
saglabajusi zinamas paraléles un saistibu ar attieciga varda
semantiku lietuvieSu valoda. Nozime nav sastopama latviesu
literaraja valoda un ir sve$a arf c¢itds latvie§u valodas izloksnés.
Polisémiskajam verbam griezz Latgalé un Ziemelaustrum-
vidzemég, ka arT Rucava un Nigrandg ir registréta nozime 'zaget'
(sk. LVDA 98. karti), kas pamatos arT biitu raksturojama ka
dialektila nozime (vismaz attieksme pret daudzam citam latvieu
valodas izloksném), kaut arT (ka nozimes nianse) ir fikséta LLVV
III 143.

Semantiski at8kirigs no literaras valodas Latgal€ ir ar1 vards
netikls, ko augSzemnieku dialekta izloksnés lieto ar nozimi
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'slinks’ (sk. LVDA 93, karti; LLVV V 458 vardam netikis ka
primara ir minéta nozime 'tads, kas ir izlaidigs dzimumattiecibas'
un tikai p&¢ tam ar noradi "folkl." (folklora) fiks€ta ari nozime
'slinks, nevizigs'). Ar lidzigu semantisko struktoru ir ari
substantivs netiklis, kuru daudzis augSzemnieku dialekta
izloksnés tipat lieto ar nozimi ‘slinks cilveks; slinkis', bet
primara nozime literaraja valoda (lidzigi ka adjektivam netikis)
saistita ar izlaidigu un ar7 nevizigu cilvéku.

Visparlietojamo vardu dialektalas nozimes augSzemnieku
dialekta latgaliskajas izloksnés savos pétljumos analizé ar7
A. Breidaks un A. Rekéna: A. Breidaks semantiskos arhaismus
{aruods ‘apcirknis’, atiet 'atnakt, jar 'braukt', krdsne 'akmepu
kravums' u. ¢.)’, A. Rekéna — dialektdlas nozimes, kas paradas
dazadu amatniecibas nozaru leksika u. ¢, jomas®.

Ar izloksngs un literaraja valoda kopigo vardu semantikas
salidzinaSanu un identitates konstat&$anu praksé samera bieZi
nakas saskarties, veidojot t. s. diferenciala tipa izlok3nu
vardnicas, jo $ida veida vardnicas, k@ zinams, pamatos tiek
iek|autas tikai tas nozimes, kas ir dialektalas, novecojusas, vai ar]
no lietojuma literaraja valodd atSkiras ar kadu emocionali
ekspresivu vai stilistisku nokrasu, Tomér daudzu kopigo vardu
nozimju salidzinasana un identific€$ana ir visai sarezgita, jo
robezas starp nozimém daudzos gadijumos ir visai plistosas,
diftizas, tapat vardu nozimes dazadas sistémas biezi vien atSkiras
ne ar visu semantisko elementu kopumu, bet tikai ar kadu
atseviSku niansi, lietojumu u. ¢. Praksg, risinot $os jautajumus,
parasti iz8kiras par 3adu nozimju ieklau$anu vardnica, lai nejausi
(iidz ar kopigo) nepaliktu nepamantta ari kadda raksturiga

" Breidaks A. Augszemnicku dialekta latgalisko izlok3nu dialektala leksika un
tas vésturiskie sakari. — Disertacija. Latv. PSR Zinatnu akadémijas Valedas un
literaturas institats. Riga, 1969, 175. un sek. Ipp.

8 Relkéna A, Amatniectbas leksika daZas Latgales dienvidu izloksngs un 1as
sakari ar atbilsto3ajiem nosaukumiem slavu valodas. R., 1975, 582. un sek. Ipp.;
Rekéna A Par augszemnicku dialekta Kalupes izloksnes priedék|verbu
semantiskajam atdkiribam no latvieSu literaras valodas. — Valodas aktualitates
1984, R., 1985, 87.-97. |pp.. Rekéna A. Semantiskic dialektismi Kalupes
izloksnes leksika. — Latvie3u valodas teorijas un prakses jautajumi. R., 1967,
94.-102. Ipp.
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dialektala semantiska nianse. Ta, pieméram, VIV, kas ir veidota
péc diferencialo vardnicu uzbives principiem, ir ickjauta ari dala
latvie$u sarunvaloda un vienkar§runa sastopamo nozimju vai to
nianSu: VIV 1225 griezt .. 'plaut’ nué rits aizbrodc plava un sék
griést (LLVV I 143 griezf’ .. // Plaut); 'operét' griéz aklo zarn,
tagad vel jépagui uz guft kad laicin (LLVV III 143 griez® .. /f
sar. Operét); VIV [ 196 enge .. 1. 'vira (durvim, logiem)' ste ak:al
ir efg vala, durs gdias loika (LLVV 11 502 epge .. novec.
Vira®); VIV 1 189 dzivuoties .. 'rotalaties' ben dzivejas a
maritipim (LLVV TI 468 dzivoties .. sar. Rotalaties (par
bérniem)); VIV 1220 grabaZas .. 1. 'veci, nohetoti priekSmeti, to
dalas' agrak bi jived visdd grabas lidz, ka gdi uz joun dziy
(LLVV HUI 117 grabaZas .. niev. Veci, nolietoti prickSmeti
(pieméram, mébeles, darba riki), to dajas). Tapat samera biezi
diferencialajas vardnicas tiek iek|auti visparlietojamie semantiski
identie vardi, kas saistas ar kadu senaku materialas vai garigas
kultiiras nozari. Pieméram, VIV 1 77 bars 'plavas vai lauka josla,
ko plavéjs noplauj viena gajiend (LLVV Il 42 bars®), VIV 1159
deramdiena 'kalpu ligianas diena’ (LLVV 1l 309 deramdiena),
VIV 1418 kijnieks 'nelugts, maska térpies, viesis kazas' (LLVV
IV 463 kiijenieks, kajinicks, kiijnieks).

Diferenciala tipa vardnicas ar Tpatngjas dialektilas leksikas
apkopojumu ir v@rtigs informacijas avots, atkldjot kadas
izloksnes (vai izlokinu grupas) dialektalo specifiku leksikas
Iimeni. Pieméram, VIV — brakis 'siena kaudzes karts balstkoks',
braupas 'zvinas', ¢uriski 'tupus, ar galvu tuvu celiem’, daksigs
‘veikls, izveicigs; stradigs’, dencis 'zéns, pusaudzis', gdma
‘ciiveks, kas daudz, negausigi &d', gledit 'pavadit laiku
bezdarbiba; slinkot', kafka 'tricigs, nabadzigs cilveks', kaisi
'pakaiii', knurga 'rikste', kimpiski 'salickta, sakumpusa stavoklr,
krakiski 'kuleniem, velteniski u. tml. (gazties, virzities, krist),
izmugit 'izskriet', uzjestrinat 'uzmundrinat'. Sadas vardnicas
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uzskatami atklaj un parada leksiskos dialektismus, turpretim,
rundjot par visparlietojamo vardu dialektdlas semantikas
atklasmi, diferencidlajam vardnicam ir vairaki minusi. Vispirms
§ tipa vardmicas tiek izjauktas viardu semantikas sistemiskas
attieksmes un sekundaro nozimju veido3anis asociativas saiknes,
jo, izraujot no leksgmas semantisko elementu kopuma kadu
vienu (vai vairakas, neapiaubami dialektalas) nozimes, nav
redzama to saistiba ar citam visparlietojamam nozimém, vai arl
otradi — atrautiba no paréjam nozimém, relativa patstaviba, rada
iespeju reizém attiecigo nozimi traktét ka homonimisku, kaut ary,
skatot nozimju attistibu kopsakara, 3adam uzskatam nebutu
pietiekama pamata.” Tapéc, rundjot par semantikas problemam,
jaatzist, ka optimalako variantu informacijas plaSuma un
daudzveidiguma zina pamatos var piedavat tikai t. s. pilna tipa
izlok$nu vardnicas, kur izloksnes (vai izlokSpu grupas) vardu
krajums tiek aplukots vienota leksiski semantiskaja sist€ma ar
izvérstu vardu semantiskds struktiiras raksturojumu, tadgjadi
radot datu bazi dazadiem semantiskiem petijumiem.

Satsinajumi
EIv — Kagaine E., Rage S. Ergemes izloksnes vardnica. —
R., 1977 — 1983, 1.-3. s§j.
K1V — Rekéna A. Kalupes izloksnes vardnica. R., 1998,
1.-2. sgj.
LKZ - Lietuviy kalbos zodynas. Vilnius, 1959, T.5; 1962,
T. 6.
LLVV - Latviedu literaras valodas vardnica, R, 1972 —
1996, 1.-8. s§j.
LVDA - Latvieu valodas dialektu atlants. Leksika. R., 1999,
408 lpp.
VIV — Vainizu izloksnes vardnica. R., LatvieSu valodas

institdts, 2000, 1.-2. s&.

? Par da¥ada tipa vardnicu specifiku un lomu virda semantikas atklasmé sk. arf
Kagaine E. Semantiskd aspekta loma izlok3pu vardnicu tipa izvélg. - Lietuviy
kalbotyros klausimai XXXVII. Vilnius, 1997, 127.-136. Ipp.
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Probleme der semantischen Identitit der
allgemeingebriuchlichen Lexik in den Systemen der
Mundarten und der Standardsprache und ihre
lexikographische Widerspiegelung

Zusammenfassung

Im Beitrag werden Probleme der semantischen Identitit der
allgemeingebriuchlichen Lexik des Lettischen in den Systemen der
Mundarten und der Standardsprache erdrtert, und zwar durch
Verwendung von in den bisher verdffentlichen lettischen dialektalen
Worterbiichern fixierten Daten zur lexikalischen Semantik. Der
Vergleich der fiir Mundarten und die Standardsprache gemeinsamen
Lexik auf der semantischen Ebene ist besonders wichtig bei der
Erstellung von Mundartwérterbiichern sogen. differenzierenden Typs,
denn darin wird die Wortsemantik nicht in einem einheitlichen System,
sondern wahlweise reflektiert, indem man darin lediglich die
dialektalen, von der Standardsprache unterschiedlichen Bedeutungen
der gemeinsamen Worter einbezieht.

Beim  Charakterisieren der semantischen Relationen des
allgemeingebrauchlichen Wortschatzes in Mundarten und der lettischen
Standardsprache konnen bedingt zwei Hauptgruppen aufgestellt
werden: 1) semantisch identische Worter und 2) semantisch nicht
identische Worter. Semantisch identisch sind in beiden Sprachsystemen
zumeist monosemische Worter, insbesondere die sogen. Denotativa,
welche konkrete Gegenstinde, Erscheinungen, Lebewesen bezeichnen,
denn dabei erfolgt der Bedeutungsvergleich quasi aufgrund der
denotativen Merkmale des Wortes (z. B. lazda 'Hasel', [lidums
'Rodung’, [inis 'Schleie', silis ‘'Eichelhdher'). Bei polysemischen
Waértern, besonders bei polysemischen Verben kommt die semantische
Identitiit viel seltener vor, da die Verben als Wortart weite
Maéglichkeiten enthalten, Verbindungen mit anderen Wértern zu bilden
und somit auch in verschiedenen Sprachsystemen neue,
unterschiedliche lexikalisch-semantische Varianten zu gestalten. Daher
gehoren auch die meisten polysemischen Worter zur zweiten Gruppe
(semantisch nicht identische Wérter).

Die Gruppe der semantisch nicht identischen Lexik ist ihrer Struktur
und Zusammensetzung nach nicht homogen. Darin lassen sich zwei
Untergruppen aufstellen: a) semantisch nicht identische Wrter, die in
der Mundart engere semantische Struktur als die entsprechenden
Worter in der Standardsprache besitzen, die erhobenen Bedeutungen
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jedoch fiir beide Sprachsysteme gemeinsam sind, und b) semantisch
nicht identische Worter, die in Mundarten {(aufler den gemeinsamen)
noch sonstige Bedeutungen besitzen, welche den entsprechenden
Wortern in der lettischen Standardsprache fehlen. Gewshnlich kann
jedoch in diesem Zusammenhang die Rede nicht von Unterschieden in
der semantischen Struktur eines Lexems im Ganzen, sondern lediglich
von der Herausbildung und dem Vorhandensecin e¢inzelner
unterschiedlicher Bedeutungen — dialektaler lexikalisch-semantischer
Varianten in Mundarten sein. Daher lassen sich auch die meisten
Worter mit unterschiedlichen mundartlichen Bedeutungen als partielle
semantische Dialektismen klassifizieren.

Die semantischen Unterschiede dieser Wérter konnen sich sowohl
durch das Vorhandensein von selbstindigen unterschiedlichen
Bedeutungen als auch in Form von unterschiedlichen semantischen
Nuancen, Wortverbindungen u. dgl. duBern. Sie haben sich infolge der
allgemeinen EntwicklungsgesetzmiiBigkeiten der Polysemie gebildet
und stehen in Verbindung zur ungleichmidBigen Entwicklung von
Wortbedeutungen in unterschiedlichen Sprachsystemen, Einfliissen der
Fremdsprachen u. a. Faktoren. Einc gewisse Rolle spielen dabei auch
die miindliche Form der Kommunikation sowie extralinguistische
Faktoren.

In der Erstellungspraxis von Wérterbiichern stellen Worterbiicher
differenzierenden Typs mit einem Bestand der dialektalen Lexik eine
wertvolle Informationsquelle dar, indem sie die Spezifik der Mundart
auf dem lexikalischen Niveau aufdecken, bei der Rede von der
Widerspiegelung der dialektalen Semantik allgemeingebriuchlicher
Worter hingegen  haben  differenzierende  Worterbiicher mehrere
Nachteile. Zunichst werden in Worterbiichern dieses Typs die
systemischen Relationen der Wortsemantik und die assoziativen
Beziehungen zur  Herausbildung von sekunddren Bedeutungen
aufgehoben, da ihre Bindung zu weiteren allgemeingebriuchlichen
Bedeutungen nich sichtbar ist, und das Losgerissensein von den iibrigen
Wortbedeutungen 4Bt die Moglichkeit zu, die betreffende Bedeutung
als hotnonymisch zu betrachten. Somit konnen hinsichtlich der
Semantikforschungen nur dialektale Worterbiicher des sogen. vollen
Typs die zumeist optimale Faktenbasis bieten.
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Manfred GORLACH
Some Reflexions on Corpus Linguistics

1.1 Inmtroduction

Corpus linguistics (CL) has become one of the fastest
developing subdisciplines in modem linguistics — in grammar as
well as in lexicography. Special conferences are devoted to
discussing methods and results, and there is hardly any conference
or issue of a journal devoted to wider aspects of linguistics without
one or more contributions based on it. The impressive selective list
of relevant titles in Biber (1998: 288-295) lists over 150 of which
some 90 % date to the period after 1990. In fact, the impression is
that many younger colleagues have started to equate CL with
'modem linguistics'. It is therefore about time to sit back and reflect
on the possibilities and limitations of the discipline; since this
comes from an outsider, my remarks will not be considered fully
competent, and possibly partisan, but 1 can claim to bring in the
necessary distance which permits me to look at methods and resulis
with relative detachment.

Dealing with huge amounts of data has always been a major
challenge for scholars intending to draw from these generalizations
about synchronic states or diachronic developments. If CL is
defined as the process of abstracting regularities from
representative sets of data, then we can state that the philological
tradition was largely a predecessor of CL, in both synchronic and
diachronic description, and regardless of whether grammar or
lexicon, standards or varieties of a language were concerned.

It may be helpful to sum up the aims and methods of the new
discipline by quoting from the most recent handbook; CL is defined
by the following essential characteristics:

- it is empirical, analyzing the actual patterns of use in

natural texts; :

- it utilizes a large and principled collection of natural

texts, known as a "corpus”, as the basis for analysis;

- it makes extensive use of computers for analysis, using

both automatic and interactive techniques;
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- it depends on both quantitative and qualitative analytical
techniques. (Biber et al. 1998)

Its special attraction for lexicography, grammar, discourse,
register variation, sociolinguistics, language acquisition and
historical linguistics is seen to consist in the possibility of
describing association patterns in huge amounts of text, looking for
preferred combinations of factors that determine stylistic choices
and drifts in linguistic development, as a result of mult-
dimensional companisons,

1.2 Corpus-based statements in the philological tradition

As far as dictionaries are concerned, the rule has been at least
from Johnson (1755) onwards that all statements must be based on
a well-defined corpus and descriptions of meaning and style must
be documented by quotattons. Johnson's corpus was the
accumnulated printed works of the 'best’ authors between Spenser
and his own time, a time span which he saw as the ideal foundation
for the lexical standard that he intended to create for the English
language. Of course, his treatment does not include frequencies
(which would have been of dubious value for a lexicographer
interested in quality rather than quantity) — and his selection can
justly be described as partisan rather than ‘objective’ or
Tepresentative’. In fact, it is 'representative’ in the sense that he
defined a standard, combining the sprachgefiihi of many
generations of the best writers and using it for stylistic
discrimination where the judgment of an individual might well
have been considered deficient. Johnson was bound to his principle
to such an extent that he felt obliged to include (with restrictive
labels) items that did not really qualify as part of the intended
standard, such as large amounts of obsolete lexis and a few
regionalisms such as bonnyclabber sour milk' — admitted because
it was attested in Swift,

Though strictly corpus-based, his compilation was of course not
computer-assisted (we might well ask whether modem technology
would have speeded up his progress and produced a comprehensive
dictionary in less than the seven years that it actually took fo
compile it). The followers of Johnson did not question these
methods, no matter how critical they might have been regarding
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individual decisions. This is particularly true (in Britain) for the
monumental dictionary by Richardson (1844) and the OED, for
which the corpus qualifications were even further defined as
requiring printed documentation (which largely produced the
activities of the Early English Text Society, founded in order to
make available enough quotable printed texts from before 1500).

In sum, scholarly historical dictionaries tended to be soundly
based on textual evidence; however, the principles of the collection
did not always agree with demands of ‘representativeness’ — it is
well known that not only Johnson, but the OED compilers, too,
were biased towards literary sources. Has the recent
computerization of many dictionaries changed the situation for CL?
Only in so far as the GED itself has now become the largest
computer-searchable histonical corpus whose data far out-distance
even the Helsinki Corpus — although it cannot possibly fulfil the
demands of representativeness.

Another precursor of modern CL-based dictionaries is West
(1936). Intended for language teaching, the service list provides the
2,000 most frequent lexical items found in a corpus of 5,000,000
words from a representative collection of text types; the special
feature of the book is Lorge's breakup of words according to
senses. It is significant that, with all the progress in CL, the book
has never been replaced, although the evidence, collected in the
1930s, is very badly outdated.

In the 1950s, leading philologists, such as Kaiser or Mossé,
compiled anthologies of carefully selected medieval texts for use in
university teaching, My analysis of these (Gorlach 1990) has
confirmed that with all limitations set by the scholars' interests,
space requirements and the didactic aims of classroom teaching,
these anthologies can be considered representative in the sense that
they illustrate text types of all kinds and of all regional
provenances. Mossé himself states: "The compromise between
literary interest and linguistic usefulness forced the exclusion of
many waorthwhile documents”, but he nevertheless atmed at
representative exhaustiveness: "There is a sample of all dialects,
and, at the same time, of all literary genres” (1952: xi). Note that
Mossé was rigid in basing his grammatical description of the
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Middle English period strictly on the excerpts chosen, thus
fulfilling the structuralist demands that a grammar is always a
grammar of a text corpus. {The work of Kaiser is sadly deficient in
this regard, since he never came to compiling linguistic notes, or
even a grammar and glossary to accompany his excellent text
collection). If we turn to more modern forms of English, we find
that the major works of Mitzner, Jespersen, Poutsma and Visser
are all strictly corpus-based — however great the differences of
these authors are with regard to the weight they gave to
representativeness  (deductive  considerations obviously not
excluding methods of documenting phenomena after categories had
been postalated). Finally, there is the pioneer of modern corpus-
based grammars, Charles Fries. In his case, the representative
corpus was established first, and then the grammatical structures
strictly denived from the textual evidence.

1.3 Limitations of the traditional approach

The quality of linguistic descriptions depends on the theoretical
refinement applied and on the adequacy of the model for the topic
vnder investigation. Philological schools extending in America o
the perod of structuralism, and continuing until today in
dialectology and sociolinguistics, always stressed that descriptions
can only be as good as the data they are based on. It was
Chomsky's retarn to universalist traditions (again of age-old
ancestry) that placed deduction in its place; data were still
important, but they were ordered (and selected) to illustrate
principles rather than serving as bases in order to abstract principles
from them. As indicated above, philologists like Jespersen and
Mossé were careful to form hypotheses about language structures
of earlier stages of English based on the authors’ very extensive
reading, and then have the hypotheses confirmed by data selected
from a much more extensive sample. A possible cbjection to this
procedure is that it is circular, basing the evidence on the material
that served as the basis of the hypothesis. While this is true, it is
also true that — as we will see — there is no convincing way to avoid
a certain degree of circularity.

Turning to assumptions that claim to avoid the subjectivity
inherent in the method above, we need to ask about the
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methodological consequences. If we assume that a random sample
is representative of the whole (it never 1s), then the rules abstracted
from it represent frequency decisions. Grammar and correct lexis
have, however, traditionally not been based on majority usage,
since this would mean founding judgments on the output of the less
educated, a basis not appropriate for most objectives.

As far as lexicography is coricerned, the Oxford principle has
always been to base lexicographic descriptions on written evidence
to be quoted in support of the lexicographer's definitions; the
principle is, of course, older, going back to at least Johnson's
Dictionary of 1735, There is no claim that frequencies are
reflected, though all must be strictly data-based — the evidence
selected by the insightful, and possibly prejudiced, lexicographer.

Although decisions were not so strictly based on a single
speaker's competence as might be imagined, other dictionary
makers attempted to base decisions on a wider basis, enlisting
panels of language-conscious ‘specialists'’ who gave judgments on
points of debated correctness. This procedure is clearly a
compromise, based on the conviction that correct usage is refiected
in the consensus eruditorum, the consent of the educated.

2 Modern corpora

Modern discussions normally relate to the corpora compiled
from the 1950s onwards, each covering a specific area and
comprising written andfor spoken forms. Those covering
20th-century standard varieties of English are:

The Brown Corpus, compiled by Henry Kucera and W. Nelson
Francis 1963-4 at Brown University; the leading corpus of
AmE based on extracts of 2,000 words each taken from a
great variety of text types.

The British National Corpus, started in 1991 and mainly orgamzed
at Lancaster University, comprsing a corpus of
100,000,000 words from a representative sample of texts
{written and some spoken).

The London-Lund Corpus, collected from 1960 onwards in London
to comprise 1,000,000 words from a great range of text
types (written and spoken), as a basis of the standard
grammars compiled by Quirk er al. From 1975 on, the
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spoken texts have been transferred to machine-readable
form at Lund. For a detailed description of the spoken
section see Biber (1998: 14).

The Cobuild Corpus, developed from 1980 onwards by Sinclair in
collaboration with Collins, which by 1985 had reached
18,000,000 words, and which forms the basis of the
Cobuild Dictionary (1987), the first claimed to be strictly
based on a corpus.

The Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen Corpus (LOB), comprising 500 texts
of 1,000,000 words.

The Longman Lancaster Corpus (used for the Longman
Grammar), 40,000,000 words, 1993-99,

The tendency of PDE corpora appears to be to increase in size
all the time, thereby providing more evidence for each individual
word or sense, and its collocations, for dictionary entries, and to
provide statistical evidence for grammatical preferences,
distinguishing between AmE and BrE, and major registers
{conversation, fiction, news and academic writing n the most
recent Longman Grammar = Biber et al. 1999). The progress n
grammatical description is more evident than in lexicography,
unsurprisingly. Statistical methods are of course most efficient
where high frequencies are involved, and where evidence collected
by hand becomes very tiresome. Therefore, valuable insights have
been achieved for such phenomena as the use of determiners,
modal verbs and relative pronouns rather than the use of rare
constructions, where the stylistic evaluation and situational
appropriateness cannot be decided on the basis of frequencies.

However, even in this field where the value of corpora is least
in doubt, it is necessary to reflect on restrictions in order not to be
disappointed. As in the regional and historical corpora below, there
are, in all these corpora, grievous restrictions as to the definitions of
the text types used for the representative samples, and
consequently, for the information we can retrieve. It remains
largely uncertain in how far four categories only (called 'text types’
in the Longman project) can capture stylistic variation — even for
the general-purpose, predominantly didactic, functions for which
the grammar is intended. It is, however, obvious that such desirable
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refinements would mean a huge amount of additional work and
money, which makes criticism of the concept look somewhat
academic.

This criticism can also be levelled against the regional
distinctions made. The binary contrast between BrE and AmE is of
course not sufficient to capture linguistic reality. If the criticism
relates to the non-homogeneity of 'BrE', the reply could well be that
the degree of variability can be measured and by itself represents a
feature characterizing the entity ‘BrE’, thereby probably exhibiting
a meaningful contrast to 'AmE". However, if we wish to see the
characteristics of Scottish or Irish English in their own right, or
recognize the identity of the English in Canada, South Africa,
Australia or New Zealand, we obviously need corpora devoted to
the regional varieties. They exist and have been used successfully,
for instance, for usage guides and national dictionaries. It is quite a
different matter whether we can also employ them for contrastive
purposes — the aim of the ICE, initiated by Greenbaum in 1988. As
is evident from a comparison of the Brown and London corpora,
whose text-type categories do not completely agree, a compiler of
any national corpus has to decide whether he wants to achieve
representativeness for regional English (giving text types a weight
in propottion to the relevance for the speech community and
frequency of use) — or to achieve comparability by using
unmodified classifications regardless of whether the distribution
reflects the regional usage. As Schrmued has repeatedly pointed cut
(e.g. 1990), the functions and norms of second-language varieties,
and attitudes toward English, differ so much from native-speaker
societies that (whatever the differences even between them) a take-
over of the London categories would hopelessly misrepresent
sociolinguistic conditions and distort statistical conclusions. The
only solution possible is to start from a sociolinguistic analysis of
the multilingual speech community in question and aim at
representativeness, thereby sacrificing (at least the simple kind of}
comparability. The compilers of the Indian corpus (cf. Shastri
1985) were therefore ill-advised in attempting a compromise
solution, which now guarantees neither representativeness nor
comparability.
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3 Historical corpora

3.1 Introduction

There are various corpora devoted to individual periods and
genres (letters at Innsbruck, 18th-century newspapers at Ziirich),
and there is an impressive set of corpora devoted to genres or
periods in English literature published by Chadwick/Healey,
Cambridge, such as The Bible in English, The Century of Prose
Corpus A + B, English Drama, Early English Prose, Fiction and
English Poetry — the latter, though literary-oriented, provide an
enormous amount of linguistic information on the respective
genres. Finally, the data available through the CD-Rom version of
the OED are of immense value as regards quantity and quality, as
my test reported below (3.3.1) impressively showed. All these are
questionable bases for linguists who expect representativeness — a
selection that covers genres, functions, social and regional
categories of writers and addressees in a proportion reflecting
sociohistorical conditions.

Two major research projects attempt to overcome such
restrictions. The ARCHER corpus, which covers the period from
1650 to the present, compiled at Flagstaff (see Biber 1994) includes
representative selections of major English registers (at least ten
texts in each 50-year period, normally randomly selected) and has
been used with great success in various research publications by
Biber and his team. The impact of the ARCHER corpus has,
however, been limited internationally since it is, for copyright
reasons, not available for research.

The field has, of course, been dominated by the Helsinki Corpus
(cf. Kyt 1993), which covers a comprehensive range of text types
from 750 to 1700, concentrating on EngE, but with complementary
corpora developed for early forms of Scots/Scottish English, and
for AmE. Again, the quality of the methodological reflexions, and
the quantity of hard work that have gone into the scheme are
beyond criticism, and many of the results achieved so far
thoroughly justify the effort.

3.2 Limitations: text-type classification
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There are, however, various problems connected with a
convincing and applicable definition of the concept of text type;
these can be summarized under the following heads:

a) Are text types primarily defined by their functions, and if so,
can they be described as sets of features (such as written, formal,
monologic, prose, field:religion, etc.), or should a classification
start with linguistic variables?

b} 1s an individual text type well-defined, and what changes have
the concept and its typical manifestations undergone over the
centuries? A case in which this continuity might be assumed, but
where it does not exist in actual fact, is illustrated by Biber et al.:

It is sometimes controversial whether the " same” register
continues to exist across periods. For example, medical research
articles in the early 1700s were typically case studies written as
personal letters to the editor of a journal; this is in contrast io the
dense experimental journal articles typical of the rwentieth
century. The approach to this problem followed in both the
Helsinki Corpus and ARCHER is to treat this entire continuum as
a single register, leaving it to the analyst to describe the dramatic
ways in which a register can change over time. (Biber 1998: 252)

The problem obviously is that if we assume very broad
categories (as Biber has always done) then we are not affected by
changes in concepts, but our results are reduced to very general
categories such as ‘orality’, 'formality' and the like. If, by contrast,
we think that only more specific categories (prayer, sermon, church
hymn, theological treatise etc. rather than ‘religion’) yield
linguistically relevant distinctions, then we are massively
confronted with the problem of continuity. We cannot seriously
expect invariable categories in societies in which communication,
education and attitudes took so divergent forms as they did in
Europe in the course of the historical development from the Middle
Ages onwards. In fact, the problem we are facing is quite similar to
that posed by varieties of English around the world, even if in the
diachronic framework there is a somewhat greater degree of
historical continuity and therefore of comparability.

33 Limirations: size of corpora
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It is quite obvious, and therefore not in need of explicit
argumentation, that the information to be gained from corpora
greatly differs from level to level, and from problem to problem.
Compilers of corpora tend to be well aware of this — partly because
the reflexions that went into the compilation carried the restrictions
of application with them. However, it is sad to see that sufficiently
cntical uses of the Helsinki Corpus are not universal: its dominant
position has led many scholars to believe that it is a comprehensive,
reliable and somehow representative basis for their investigation,
and they fail to see that the outcome may not in fact be
representative on the linguistic level at all. I will here provide
sketches of three publications to illustrate my concems:

33.1 An investigation of a relatively rare, but stylistically
distinctive syntactic construction 15 reported in Gérlach (1999
a first draft was appropriately written for the Rissanen festschrift);
the construction exemplified in Milton's “"Satan than whom ... none
higher sar" is recorded from ca. 1550 to (marginally) PDE. The
Helsinki evidence, kindly supplied by my colleagues, consisted of
four instances. Systematic searches of the than/then, wh- [whom,
who, which] sequences in all accessible corpora, with some data
from major historical grammars and a few discovered by
serendipity, finally yielded a total of 576 instances spread over
400 years. The inherent limitations of the Helsinki Corpus when it
comes to rare constructions need no further comment.

332 The question of how English influenced Scots and
Scottish English on various levels has been an exciting research
problem for many years. Among the many questions not, or not
fully, answered is whether 'empty’ do, grammaticalized for uses in
some types of question, and for not-negated sentences, spread from
English into Scots, and how, when and why it did. Recent research
by Moessner (1997) has a direct relevance for our problem:

The inclusion or non-inclusion of text passages can have a
considerable effect on our results. Meurman-Solin’s extract of The
Complaynt of Scotland contains no evidence of periphrastic do;
since | included the whole text, | counted at least seven
unambiguous examples. (Moessner 1997: 115)
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Seven examples of a construction at the beginning of its spread
{the start of the 'S'-shaped curve) are a highly relevant figure whose
neglect is bound to seriously distort the interpretation — here clearly
caused by the fact that only a 'representative’ excerpt was taken
from the central text to be included in the Helsinki Corpus of Scots.

3.3.3 It is more difficult to see what led expenienced linguists
such as Cheshire (1994) and Lass (1994) to stick to the Helsinki
evidence in a puristic way when they discussed the development of
the forms of strong verbs in the EModE period. For one thing, it
must have been quite obvious that the corpus data were insufficient
for a comprehensive description of the facts — in particular, because
rare verbs are most susceptible to analogical changes (Lass' topic)
and linguistic correctness is correlated with educaton and social
class, and the test cases for such correct use are again infrequent
verbs (Cheshire's objective). This punstic neglect of outside
evidence is the more remarkable in both authors since the data are
very easily available in the major historical dictionaries and
grammars as well as many special monographs.

334 It is clear that any expansion of the corpus data, as
employed in the than wh-study and suggested as a logical necessity
for the strong verbs, deviates from the representativeness as defined
by the corpus compilers; the paralle] use of many corpora compiled
with different objectives and definitions of representativeness does
the same — it grievously weakens the representativeness, or does
away with it altogether. However, we might well ask what
importance can and should be attached to this principle,
considering the vast gaps of information in historical stages of
English which makes the surviving evidence a small, and somehow
random, sample of what we might need for a full description. Does
it matter under these circumstances if we mix the evidence,
combining as many data as possible, and being restricted only by
the feasibility of including an unrestricted number of texts?

Another possibility for expanding the data base is of course to
supplement the Helsinki Corpus by satellite corpora with well-
defined characteristics to illustrate in much greater detail and with
greater reliability the linguistic structures of a specific genre. This
has led to the very well constructed corpus of early letters
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(Nevalainen & Raumolin-Brunberg 1996): the text type is well
chosen, in particular for the insights into sociolinguistic history it
offers, apart from stylistic conventions independent of social
variables. The policy of such supplements will in due course, then,
lead to a HC which covers much more adequately a number of
fields in which the data basis is insufficient for conclusions to date.

4 Conclusions

CL has provided many new results that would have been
impossible to achieve without computer-assisted research on
machine-readable texts; in even more cases, however, the new
technique has resulted in modifications of established wisdom
rather than in totally new insights. It is easy to criticize individual
findings if they are in apparent conflict with lingmstic facts (as
above), but it i1s much more important to reflect on the restrictions
of data bases and analytical methods with regard to the research
‘objectives. We cannot expect CL to find out for us what is not in
the corpora and in the hypotheses projected on them. Now it is
quite obvious that both involve personal judgement, and this is
mostly required at a time when provisional results are not yet
available that could serve to modify the composition of the corpus
and correct the methods used to analyse it — even in cases where a
pilot study is undertaken beforehand.

Are there alternatives, and can we turn back the clock to a pre-
computer age? We should not, but we certainly should reflect on
feasibility and costing. The amount of labour to be invested into
making corpora searchable is immense, and it would be dangerous
to equate scholarly research with computer-assisted methods, and
thus cut out many rewarding topics that are much better done by
hand' or which involve the use of computers only in auxiliary
functions. 1 will here illustrate the possible alternatives with three
projects in which I have had a share:

1) The distinctive features of regional Englishes and the
coexistence of varieties in a given speech community are well
known to insiders, especially where they are sociolinguistically
diagnostic. This salience is not necessarily correlated with
frequency, so that very infrequent lapsus can give a speaker away.
Such facts cannot be properly handled by random samples and their
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quantificational analysis. It is much better to go for typical passages
that contain a concentration of distinctive traits. I have used this
method for Indian English, focussing my attention on text types
that are markedly nativized (advertising and blurbs from book
catalogues, Gorlach 1995b, 1991). Such considerations have aiso
been behind the selection of excerpts in the Text volumes in the
Varieties of English around the World series which I started in
1979.

2) Such philological pre-knowledge was also indispensable for my
textbooks on historical linguistics, especially those devoted to Early
Modern English, to the 19th century and (forthcoming) the 18th.
Even where corpora are available for these periods, they do not
present period-specific features in sufficient density. Note that even
literary texts including parodies can be useful for linguistic
insights: they tend to bring out typical features in exaggerated form
and it will then be the linguist's job to correctly interpret such
overuses.

3) In lexicography, the use of computer-readable data bases is now
considered a must, but there are cases in which this approach is
clearly out of the question. Compiling the Dictionary of European
Anglicisms (UDASEL) for the past eight years (Gorlach 2000, for
the description of methods see Gorlach 1994), the focus was on
capturing the fleeting impact of English on the lexis of 16
European languages. Several reasons spoke against the use of
corpora as data bases:

a) There was no relevant research or corpora of any description
available for some of the languages covered, the most extreme case
being Albanian.

b) Even where text corpora existed, frequencies of occurrence
would have been totally inadequate bases for the main objectives 1
had in mind, viz. judgment on the degrees of acceptability/stylistic
restrictions of anglicisms and their linguistic integration on various
levels.

c) The speed of the anglicizing process would have made even
newly-compiled corpora badly out of date by the time it was
analysed — not to speak of the time when the dictionary was
published.
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These reflexions left only one alternative, viz. to rely on the
competence of language-conscious informants who also served as
collaborators (supplemented by other native speakers' judgments in
cases of doubt).

Reviewers are certain to point out how preferable the use of
corpora would have been, had they been available. I am sure that
they are wrong and that the additional work and time that would
have to be invested in a CL project would have been very badly
employed, giving a dictionary with more deficiencies and
misleading information than my 'handmade' UDASEL has. (Of
course our team heavily relied on the computer for processing the
data — but even here the decision had to be taken that a conversion
of the evidence to data-bank form was not feasible).
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svarigi saprast iTs picejas ierobeZojumus. Raksta aplukota metodes
izmanto%ana, paraditi sasniegumi gramatikas un leksikona joma. Tagu
ir paradibas, kuras nav iesp&jams nopietni p&tit, pamatojoties uz esoSo
korpusu bazes. Autors uzskata, ka joprojam izmantojamas un pat loti
vértigas ir "tradicionalas” pieejas v@sturiskaja valodnieciba, aprakstot
anglu valodas variantus.
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Kurt OPITZ
Dimensions of the Word and
the Implications for Lexicography

L. On the nature of language and dictionaries

Whether our mind experiences the phenomena of the world
according to an idiosyncratic "inventory" of perceptive "slots" or
whether, in contrast, the infimte evidence of perceived realia
appeals to a given set of discnminating parameters present in
every individual, does not essentially change a fundamental
condition of, first, cognition and, subsequently, language: there is
no way of dealing with reality without the aid of concepts.
Concepts are born of abstraction; they are the necessary
condition for handling the discrete objects of experience in
a coherent and systematic manner through the invention of words
as semi-concrete signifiers. This quasi-circular transformational
process places its final outcome, language, in a precarious
position halfway between reality and imagination which extends
well into all facets of linguistics, also setting up the frame for
lexicography.

Dictionaries, for their part, have from their first beginnings as
interlinear glosses of significant documentary or learned texts
always been pragmatic instruments rather than statements of
erudition. Learned doubts about the proper segmentation of
speech have, therefore, never been able to challenge the prestige
of the word as the foundation of all meaning and hence, as the
proper domain of the most important of all reference works
devoted to the language field, just as words, as the very
substance of language, form the bedrock of language learning.
Pragmatism and a common-sense regard for the users of
dictionartes, who in their vast majority are linguistically naive
and not ready to be engaged in the train of thought and
argumentation that goes into the phrasing of dictionary articles,
nevertheless induce the lexicographer, albeit against his
intentions and better judgement, to manipulate his lexical
material in characteristic ways. Foremost among these is the
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presentation of the lexicon, i.e. the full roster or "vocabulary” of
a language, in an alphabetized list of lexemes and their lemmata.
Thus the chief mark of a lexeme is its isolation from any context
of parole, i.e. the normal condition in which words are actually
employed.

Instead of actual words, dictionaries of language — in listing
abstract entities — therefore contain and describe for the most part
concepts. Superficially regarded, this is as much a matter of
economy for the lexicographer as it is one of the convenience to
the user who is spared the trouble of making a selection from
multitude of available references to instamces of real use.
Actually, though, the convenience of listing lexemes rather than
words in context, lies just as much, if not indeed more so, with
the lexicographer, for it is vastly easier to handle abstractions,
which can be defined and marshalled almost at will, than elusive
words tinged by the varying idiosyncracies of speakers and
speech acts. It is the purpose of this enquiry to loock beyond the
obvious necessary compromise between a surfeit of parole-based
possibilities and the material capacity of a dictionary that can be
consulted by the average user regardless of its particular medial
form, whether as a print or an electronic screen version. What
shall instead be investigated is the full scope of a word's
linguistically significant functions that could potentially be of
interest to the lexicographer.

I1. The meaning of words

The aim of any dictionary is to explain its contents in
descriptive glosses. The contents of language dictionaries being
words, such compilations will attempt to inform their users about
significant properties of those words chiefly in the domain of
semantics, i.e. their endeavor is, to establish meaning. Meaning
is, however, a deceptive as well as an elusive aim in a dictionary
presented as a list of head-words since only a small fraction of
the lexicon — in fact only the class of so-called function words
comprising numerals, conjunctions, and prepositions — can be
said to be endowed with an unchanging and unambiguous
meaning of its own': all other classes such as nouns, adjectives,
verbs, adverbs, etc. are mutunally interdependent and require
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syntactic embedding in speech in order to achieve any specific
denotation.. For an illustration, let us compare the functions of
the word house in the following groups of contextualized
samples.

[haus]

L
- 1 There are houses on either side of the road.
2 They moved into their own house recently.
3 It's that house with the steep roof and a tall chimney.
4 Probably an old schoolhouse.
5 Tenement houses occupy a large section of the city.
6 The number of houses started this month shows an
increase of ... :
7 She kept herself busy around the house.
8 Both Houses of Congress Finally passed the bill.
9 The man in the White House used to command general
respect.
II.
1 lady of the house
safe house
house of cards
house physician
= inhouse translators
the House of Hapsburg
IIL
1 bring down the house
2 put one's house in order
3 on the house
IV. :
literal figurative/metaphorical

1 lighthouse

[powerhouse] — powerhouse
statehouse
doghouse — in the doghouse
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Group | shows various meaning of the word house in different
sentences’. Each sentence provides a particular contextual
environment of the noun progressing from a very general yet
concrete concept {1] to an unspecific abstract sense home [2],
specific concrete instances (3, 4, 5], the general abstract concept
unit [6], a metaphoric application [7], and finally to specific
figurative uses, one abstract [8] and the other concrete [9]. In
group II we can see how the concrete referential value is
undermined in idiomatic collocations, and group Il provides
examples of similar process of abstraction and metaphorization
within lexicalized syntagms. Group IV at last illustrates the
ambiguous nature of compound nouns as isolates when only
experience can yield a clue as to the precise function of the
element house®. The point is that the word, in its singular or
plural form, suggests something different in each case owing to
its co-reference with the other elements of the speech act in
which it occurs; in other words, it is established departing from a
nuclear concept in accordance with the circumstances of its
application and, in order to be so understood by reader or
listener, will be decoded along inferred lines of argumentation
that may, in favourable circumstances, approximate those
actually pursued by the author; but just as often it will differ
from them to a considerable degree, given the distance between
the two in time, place, interest, age, familiarity with the topic,
and host of further personal as well as material variables. This
explains why translation as an exact rendering of an existing text
in different language medium is a fallacious notion, just as it sets
clear and essentially insuperable limits to all lexicographic work.

What makes the same word appear to carry a different
message in different instances of application is a consequence of
the composite nature of semantic signification. Not being
concemned here with morphological features of words either
spoken or written, we must understand semantic to include a
variety of other dimensions that collectively characterize words
according to their prominence afforded by the interplay of
factors that govern their use. Besides the basic denotative
conceptual dimension there are stylistic, rhetorical, and-not at
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least-affective influences at work whenever words are uttered or
perceived, modifying and interpreting nuclear concepts
associated with those words. As a result, the denotative
dimension is complemented by a connotative one, itself variable
to the point of total idiosyncrasy and able to redefine the
denotative value on the basis of subjective experience.

III. Connotation and its working mechanism

Connotation is the term used to describe an interpretation of
any given language sample, whether actually uttered or not, on
the basis of personal experience, and it affects speech as well as
listening. This is not to say that the "normal” encoding and
decoding mechanisms relating to co-referential function of
constituent words are fundamentally invalidated; they are,
however, in varying degrees affected by associations supplied by
prior experience. In the worst of cases, a "message” can thus be
totally misread and falsified, for although in many respects part
of collective or otherwise shared experience, and therefore
transindividual, in its meaning, connotation In its selective
application naturally takes on a highly private character. It could
thus be argued that connotation, as far as shared experience is
concerned, chiefly poses the difficulty of being correctly inferred
by the decoding agent since its deployment is not only optional,
and entirely unmarked, but in fact also unconscious. Yet, there is
of course also an enormous potential of private experience apt to
generate connotation that, in contrast to the shared type, is not
accessible at all via any inventory of common associations and is
therefore usually lost in transit between verbalization and
perception by another individual; nor can this type of
connotation be registered or analyzed with certainty so as to be
meaningfully integrated in the glosses of language dictionaries.

The entire process of constituting and re-constituting ad-hoc
meaning through words attaches itself in pnnciple, to and
informs, each word in the very instance it takes shape,
augmenting its other, relatively stable and accessible dimensions
such as the conceptual, syntactic, or pragmatic one — all of which
can be said to fall broadly speaking into the category of
denotative purposes — by the dimension of associative

169



Linguistica Lettica 2000 o7

connotation®. The effect to connotation on a word is, to move it
away from its "literal” acceptance towards a metaphorical
function, leaving it as it were in limbo between the brightly lit
scene of well-defined cormmon concepts and the realm of
conventionalized figures of speech based on an equally shared
yet freewheeling public perception of real objects. The
connotative dimension of words serves to soften their denotative
rigor, granting their users a certain degree of individual
accentuation or modification of the conceptual system:
"personalized” language that opens the door to emotional
involvernent in the mechanics of semantic activity.

A realistic appraisal of human behavior in general, and of
language in particular, can but lend support to the assumption
that the vast bulk of parole, i.e. of actual speech, is shaded by
precisely that connotative tinge. Although we may be unaware of
it — either because our concepts are "contaminated” to begin
with, or because connotation usually escapes the verbalized
referential grid in speech, if not also — though perhaps less so —
in writing-it shapes our understanding of single words and whole
sentences alike. This makes connotation a singularly pragmatic
dimension, but its paramount rank among the various properties
and rules of language has yet to be fully acknowledged in such
areas of linguistics as semantics and lexicography.

IV. Lexicography conventions and their origins

When lexicographers think of language, they visualize it as
lexemes contained in dictionaries; and visualizing dictionaries,
they inevitably think of users. Therefore it would be wrong to
deny a very obvious pragmatic tendency in lexicography:
obvious from the very beginnings in the scope of dictionaries,
which favoured specialization, and in their mode of presentation
and glossing. Scope will be used as covering all aspects of their
treatment. Although both aspects are related, it is the latter one
alone that is important in this context as a function of the former:
the method adopted in glossing entries must be suited to the
material on the one hand, and to the expected circumstances in
which the dictionary will be consulted on the other. However
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much implicit and practiced in the making of dictionaries, yet
pragmatism in lexicography runs up against very definite limits.

Virtually all language dictionaries — let us restrict us
ourselves for the present discussion to monolingual ones, so as to
avoid complicating the issue by considerations about translation
and its related problems - list, and refer to, so-called "words"
regardless of their length or structure, which may include
compounds and collocations; and it is on the basis of those
"words" that articles are designed and compiled. There may be
compelling reasons for such a strategy: the convenience for the
user of alphabetized listing despite its arbitrariness, and the
persuasiveness of the naive perceptions of lexemes sharing
certain elements as somehow related. Yet it has also helped to
establish among lexicographers and dictionary users habits of
thought and behavior that have discouraged real experimentation
aimed at improving the performance of dictionaries in a
fundamental way.

Essentially, the notion of words as autonomous dictionary
items is related to the failure to appreciate the role that context
plays in determining the functional scope of words. If non-
linguist users of dictionaries may be easily forgiven for their
misapprehension, lexicographers, for their part, have been able
since the formative period of their trade, when dictionaries were
specialized and devoted to the "hard words” of abstract learning
or technical skills, to point with equal justice to the denotational
clarity lent to their entries as a result of acting upon such an
erroneous assumption. For in the linguistic climate of their times,
lexemes in dictionaries throughout the age of Dr. Johnson could
indeed be considered as terms in the sense of today's
standardized nomenclatures: their smaller word lived quite
comfortably on a smaller lexicon. The rate of abstraction which
transforms allround words into terms is likely to be same today
as it was then; what has changed is the lexical material that
undergoes such a process. The words in dictionaries therefore
seemed to work, and were so understood, like names of pure
concepts, uncontaminated by connotation and hence, entirely
unambiguous.
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The result of such thinking was that neither context nor
connotation was fully conceptualized until well into the twentieth
century and hence, no issue; words were considered as all the
cleared and revealing of their true essence when appearing in
isolation. That assumption lost its basis in fact during the post-
Enlightenment era of general stock-taking when specialized
dictionaries gave way to encyclopedic efforts to comprehend and
list the totality of the lexicon. Unfortunately, however,
lexicographic views and practices were passed on very much
inherited, resulting in conventions of glossing that, while
thoroughly adequate to the tasks of specialized dictionaries,
proved to become virtual shackles for subsequent lexicographic
efforts.

Nor was, in a general sense, the influence of modemn
analytical science lost on dictionary-making. What can be
observed in the development outlined above, are the effects of a
process of rational enquiry into the nature of language: in the
course of 18th century enlightenment, language in leamed
discourse assumed the characteristics of an object’. This new
awareness was general European phenomenon, although the
growth of dissimilar national perspectives had the effect of
shedding a different light on that object in the various cultures;
while in Germany, ravaged by the Thirty Years' War, the call for
law and order in the novel object of expenence language, was
voiced on aesthetic level of literature and the arts® , France made
language the testing ground of analytical thought within a
predominantly intellectual and philosophical tradition’. By
contrast England and, later, the United States of America were
preoccupied with such practical concerns as the identification
and classification of the objective world of concrete things,
which eventually would lead to the definitory and orthographic
bias epitomized in the notorious Websterian dictionary Each one
of those perspectives contributed in its particalar way in the
traditional status of the word as a stable. independent and
paramount wnit language endowed with the real and specific
properties of things.
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This image of the word began to fade only in the early
decades of the 20th century as a resuit of the more sophisticated
methods of linguistic scholarship following upon de Saussure
and the traditions of positivist philosophy and the historical
school of scholarly research. Words now began to be regarded as
complex and indefinite entities subject to diachronic change and
synchronic variation; thus the access road towards the concepts
of context and connotation was opened. Even then, few
lexicographers seized upon the new interpretation of the word
sufficiently in order to apply it to their work®. And despite the
large degree of interest the concept of context has roused in
linguistic and lexicographic circles since the Second World War,
its practical effect on the production of dictionaries has been but
slight, and in no way suggests a fundamental revision of
conventional procedures beyond novel methods of data
collection and processing. The only serious attempt in the
direction of context-sensibility can presently be seen in the
combinatory approach — an extension and an application of
valency theory — devoted to English-language leamers'
dictionaries. Yet it does not really answer the problem at the
semantic level, but rather reflects lexicographer's aim of
facilitating language production through the provision of syntax-
related information.

V. Connotation as a lexicographic problem

What steps need to be taken to really benefit a semantically-
oriented dictionary through the inclusion of the connotative
dimension of words? Essentially, a dictionary should endeavor to
adequately reflect the extent and relation of the denotative and
the connotative function of its items, pragmatically based on
corpus data weighted to be as nearly representative as reasonably
possible not only of written formal discourse but of the full range
of parole varieties. Processing headwords chosen in accordance
with such criteria, the lexicographer will — in order to represent
the properties of words in all their dimensions — have to
judicicusly apply the methods of definition and/or description,
relation, and exemplification to elucidate the possibilities of their
meamng at the inter-individual "objective” level of the common
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language as well as at the "private” level of affective speech.
What may not be immediately clear but has to be stressed, is that
this list of lexicographic tasks and methods is to serve only as a
general framework from which a choice of specific means has to
be made in each particular instance depending on the
characteristic dimensions of the word that is to be glossed; there
is, in other words, no standard model for the microstructure of
dictionaries, and even within the same volume it may be
necessary to construct articles in various ways using different
selections of criteria — if they are warranted by comresponding
sets of dimensions in the headwords involved. This may require
of the lexicographer a degree of intellectual involvement and
responsibility hitherto rather unusual’.

Two related problems must be distinguished in this
connection. One concerns the identification of a word's particular
set of dimensions at a given historical moment; the other is that
of determining the complex of meaning which it conveys along
those dimensions and of finding adequate means of glossing. As
to the first, it is the connotative dimension which escapes
lexicographers most frequently, especially when they use
automated data-retrieval methods lacking the proper sensitivity
for detecting "nonobjective” features. Functioning like collective
consciousness, shared connotations are seldom verbalized and
hence disappear in the process of mapping dictionary articles
unless a vessel of that consciousness, 1.e. a human lexicographer
representative of the culture underlying the glossed word, is
involved.

The same restrictions — only, perhaps, to a much larger degree
— apply to the second problem: that of giving a satisfactory
account of contextual and connotative meaning. Short of quoting
the gamut of possible contexts — an obvious impossibility — there
would be no way of rendering the "full" denotative or
connotative potential of an entry even if the fact of constant
change in a language could be disregarded. If quantitative
representativeness with its accompanying problem of selection
must therefore — necessarily — be substituted for the facsimile
approach in dictionanes, the phrasing of connotative meaning(s)
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will prove still more difficult within the material and inteliectual
limits imposed on any dictionary - paper or on-line — by
considerations regarding its useability. Referential frame and
thematic scope, detail and degree of explicitness, allusiveness
and style of presentation, and not at last, the very language
employed to convey all these, call for a degree of circumspection
and sense of balance not every compiler of a conventional
dictionary could be expected to bring to the job. Again, the
challenge lies chiefly in the position of headwords along a
continuum between total literalness and infinite metaphorization
and in the right proportion of description, explanation and/or
paraphrase, and pragmatic typology to be applied in the
respective articles: Fingerspitzengefiihl is more than ever before
a sine qua non in dictionary making'®.

There 1s, furthermore, a charactertstic tendency, by no means
restricted to the linguistically naive, of equating words with
nouns and of the attendant habit of neglecting other word classes
when discussing the subject of meaning. A particular victimn of
such neglect by lexicographers is the verb. Although it is true
that verbs are listed just like words belonging in any other class,
relatively little interest seems to be given to their glossing:
articles devoted to verbs are on average quite short, often
consisting of circular reference instead of descriptive
explanation, and as a rule devoid of any further hints as to style
and connotation. Their occasional contextualization, as of
phrasal verbs, contributes to the emphasis on the syntactic
dimension, and not to the demonstration of their potential
affective quality. That regrettable state of affairs deserves to be
redressed. In principle and as a rule, there can be no difference in
the handling of headwords belonging in such different word
classes as nouns, adjectives, adverbs, and verbs or, for that
matter, of prepositions, conjunctions, and pronouns all which are,
as was pointed out earlier, to some extent semantically context-
dependent.

As connotation is a quasi-universal condition of language
behavior constituting a very important dimension in the
signification of words, lexicography is duty-bound to observe
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and conserve it by any means at its disposal. There is, however,
one variety lexicographers may be excused for neglecting, as
though by force majeure: private connotation based on individual
experience. Private connotation is not merely inaccessible to-
anyone but the individual in question, but also — for lacking a
referent to everybody else — irrelevant to the socially oriented
dictionary of (shared) language. The issue of private connotation
is a matter apart from a possible dictionary of connotation shared
by a language culture — difficult though it may be to implement —
which has actually been suggested'' and for which, if it proves
technically feasible, there would be justification and a market.
Private connotation, on the other hand, can only be approached
on the cumulative evidence of an individual's language behavior
such as a poet's entire oeuvre, and it would take a project of very
specialized lexicography indeed, and prior research by literary
scholarship as well, to detect and reveal such personal traits in all
their ramifications and effects within the words borrowed, as it
were, from the public domain as raw blocks of denotation to be
inscribed with the texture of private associations. Such an
undertaking marks the interface of language and literary studies,
which the lexicographer had better let others explore.

References

' William Gass (1989: 323) in fact argues that even
prepositions do not offer a safe haven of unambiguity unless
placed in come context, refusing to admit them to the small
group of words possessing autoreferential power of signification.

* As will be seen, a sentence represents by means the minimal
context that defines its components, but it is the standard frame
of reference in most instances of general language use. On the
other hand, certain types of discourse representing a high degree
of logical interlinking, as in deduction or allusion, may require
longer text passages in order to establish the necessary referential
grid to determine the semantic dimension of given constituent
word.
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* For a test we might try to place such compound nouns in an
idiomatic phrase. We will find that in the doghouse is the only
one in common use, which suggests that only doghouse among
our examples reflects a tendency towards metaphor, while
powerhouse, in reverse, has practically ceded its concrete literal
meaning to power-station and is today practically exclusively
employed in a figurative semse to characterize human
individuals.

* Connotation represents in many respects the very antithesis
to the charactenstics of the word-in-use insofar as it helps in
sharpening the focus on delimiting meaning through the opposite
approach of supplementing the defining instruments inherent in
the world's general semantic acceptance by other, ever more
private and thus, obscuring elements of signification.

* There can be little doubt that this was, at least in part, a
reflection of the increasing education of the urban population,
founded on the new written culture of the vernacular that helped
to establish more or less (academy-)controlled national
languages throughout most of Europe during this period.

Cf. the line of purists extending from Martin Opitz and
B. Heinrich Brockes to Johann Christoph Gottsched and
culminating in Johann Christoph Adelung's (1732-1806) first
critical dictionary of the standard language.

7 An interesting example of such language-related discussion,
after the authors of Pléiade and before the "idéologues” around
Codorcet, was Pierre-Nicolas Bonamy (17007-1770), the author
of a large number of tracts and articles only recently published in
part by Jorn Albrecht.

¥ Notable exceptions in bilingual lexicography are Rabe-
Rieffel's Deutsch-franzdsisches Satzlexikon (1919} and Heinrich
Rabe's Deutsch-englisches Satzlexikon (1923), both of which
were in turn stimulated by the prior work of Gustav Kriiger along
similar lines. (Opitz: 1998)

? A technical term — let us use the example of statehouse —
will obviously be as a rule sufficiently glossed by its definition;
depending on its range, i.e. familiarity among the presumed
consultants of the dictionary, description may seem a better
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alternative or, if added, may clanfy meaning. On the connotative
side, however, technical terms normally will not give cause for
extended glossing uniess common use has lexicalized themn, as
happen not infrequently, to carry affective meaning. An example
of such a shift would be the entry powerhouse. Here, the
technical denotation having been replaced by the new term
power station, its affective metaphorical function virtually
removes the word from the term dimension, eliminating the need
for a definition but suggesting appropriate descriptive glossing.

'® Words of the common language which are normally located
somewhere in between the poles of literal and figurative
meaning, can sometimes fall very far short of either end, or make
their appearance at several points at once. Take again doghouse
for instance: there is an entirely "objective” correlative to the
word in the physical world; but who, upon encountering it, does
not — provided English is his/her mother tongue — hear ringing in
his mental ear the idiomatic phrase in the doghouse, which in
turn will temper his perception of the noun so as to include
sensations of unpleasantness and embarrassment? A skilled
lexicographer will try to make such allusive properties of the
word explicit while yet preserving the primacy of its surface
sense.

"Georges Kassai (Paris) in a paper delivered during the 18th
International Colloquium of Functional Linguistics, Prague 1991.
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Viarda dimensijas un leksikografija
Kopsavilkums

Raksta interpretéta valodas un vardnicu bitiba, aplikota varda

nozime, konotdcija un tas "darbibas mehanisms" un konotacija ka
leksikografiska probléma, leksikografiskas konvencijas.
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Manuel BARBERA
Providing a Future for a Disappearing Language

Some notes on Votic lexicography
Kinn dig ense i tid
med sidant som ar vrt att sakna.
med allt som tog viagen genom sommaren for att do.
(H. Martinson, Kdnn dig ense..., vv. 14-6).

0. This report serves as a brief introduction to my current work in
compiling a Votic Etymological Glossary (VoEG) and, in
general, to the lexicography of the Votic and Baltofinnic (BF)
languages.

In Section 1. the motivations for undertaking such a project
are explained within the general framework of Votic and
Baltofinnic lexicography. Sections 2. and 3. describe the peculiar
format of the VOEG and offer specific examples of the treatment
of various word-classes. Orthography is dealt with in Section 4.,
while Section 5. discusses issues in etymology.

1.1 As scholars of BF philology will have noted to their chagrin,
Votic is probably the BF language least explored
lexicographically.

Reference works to the two "major” BF languages, viz.
Finnish and Estonian, certainly are not lacking. For Finmish, one
can refer to KOIVUSALO, LANSIMAKI er al. 1985-.. (Old
Finnish), LONNROT 1866-80 (19th century standardization),
SADENIEMI 1951-61 (modern language), and TOIVONEN et
al. 1955-78, usually referred 1o as SKES (dialectological data
and etymologies). References for Estonian include
WIEDEMANN 1983 (19th century language), SAAGPAKK
1982 and ERELT er al. 1999 (Modern Standard Estonian), and
MAGISTE 1982-3 (etymologies).

Lexicographical tools available to scholars for the study of
other "minor" BF languages, while more limited, are stll
considerable. The Northem Karelian — Southern Karelian —
Olonetzian linguistic continuem is well documented in
VIRTARANTA 1984—..; only volumes A-N are currently
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available, but the work offers numerous lemmas and is accurate
in its representation of dialectal data and rich in phraseology. The
smaller Liide domain is covered by KUJOLA 1944, a more
compact work, but one which is detailed in sub-dialectal
differentiations and which includes a brief individuation of the
loans; it also has a useful Finnish index. For Vepse we have
ZAICEVA, MULLONEN 1972 at our disposal; this 1s a medium
sized collection with a Russian index and contains precise
(although less mumerous) dialectal indications. The Ingrian
dialects are covered by NIRVI 1971, which includes accurate
descriptions of the dialectal data, indicates loans and has a
Finnish index. The Estonian dialects, mcluding some which are
phylogenetically distinct, are now represented by HAAK et al.
1994— .. Finally, Livonian has been the object of special attention
since the publication of SJOGREN, WIEDEMANN 1861, and
KETTUNEN 1938 must be considered a major accomplishment.
It is the only BF language dictionary other than Finnish and
Estonian, which contains systematic (although synthetic)
etymological annotations; it contains a German index as well as a
second index of the forms compared.

1.2 Unti] very recently, however, there was almost no such
lexicographic reference work dealing with the dialects of the
Votic language (Western, Eastern, Kukkuzi and Krevin) as a
whole. Nor was there any work dealing solely with Western
Votic, which is remarkable given that it can be considered the
"main” Votic dialect: Western Votic served as the standard
reference against which the extent of "Voticity" of all the other
BF dialects of the Ingrian area was measured; it is also the best
documented dialect and is stiil spoken to a limited extent.

The lack of a suitable lexicographic reference was both
inconvenient and inexplicable: Votic is not considered a minor
language by the historical linguist, even if today it is almost
extinct. Nonetheless, it is the only Baltofinnic language still
largely undocumented in this respect and, while meritorious,
none of the contributions to the field have completely filled the

gap-

181



Linguistica Lettica 7 #2000

The situation began to change only in the Nineties, when the
first volume (A-1) of the extensive Votic dictionary, which had
been planned several years before by the Estonian Academy of
Sciences, was published (ADLER, LEPPIK 1990-...)".

Besides this work, the most extensive lexical source available
at present is POSTI, SUHONEN 1980, which deals solely with
the Kukkuzi dialect, ironically the most divergent variety in the
whole Votic dialectal continuum (so much so that its specific
onginal "Voticity" has even been called into question: cf. SU-
HONEN 1984, etc.). The other main source is the glossary
collected by Kettunen and which was later edited for the
Castrenianum series (KETTUNEN et al. 1986); it is however
limited to the Eastern Votic dialect formerly spoken in Mahu,
and therefore cannot be considered representative of the Votic
language in general. Thus, the old and sketchy glossary
contained in Setdld’s Varjalaismuistiinpanot, which was last
edited in the Sixties (POSTI, SUHONEN 1964), remains the
only complete lexicon of Western Votic in existence.

1.3 This lack of reference material has caused me considerable
trouble in the course of an on-going research project aimed at the
reconstruction of Proto-Baltofinnic’. While this project, which 1
initiated in 1991, has led in the meantime to other relatively
minor works (BARBERA 1993a and 1995), I was eventually
forced to conclude that the lack of material would have to be
remediated before I could proceed with my research. What |
needed was a handy and sufficiently versatile tool which could
be prepared in a reasonably short time (compiling and editing a
truly extensive dictionary, like that of the Estonian Academy,

' Considering the general structure of the BF lexicon, and given the size
format chosen for this first volume, the complete dictionary will
probably require about six volumes; only three volumes have appeared
50 far.

2 At present, the SKES serves as the general Baltofinnic etymological
dictionary, notwithstanding some obvious faults: reconstrucied forms
are rarely given, the data is often presented in a disorganized fashion
and the sources are not always accurately reproduced.
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would require decades). As I imagined that other scholars right
also feel a similar need, I focused my efforts in this direction.

Since the dialectologists of neighbouring areas are faced with
the daunting task of collecting words from the few Votic
speakers still alive, it seemed logical to work with the more
limited printed corpus instead.

In fact, reference works in this domain are few. The main
printed sources are Ariste’s grammar (ARISTE 1968), which
focuses on the Kattila (Kotawl) central sub-dialect of Western
Votic, and two large collections of texts gathered in the middle
of this century (KETTUNEN 1943 and MAGISTE 1959). In
addition, there are some other sources worth considering (I have
chosen not to mention unpublished manuscripts and minor
papers dealing with very circumscribed topics).

Firstly, there are some "Old Votic" sources available. These
include a few 18th century recordings {collected in OPIK 1970
and ARISTE 1935 as well as in Pallas’ 1787-89 Cpasrumenshsie
caosapu  acex A3bikoa u  Hapewuld), the scanty relics of the
Krievin dialect (WIEDEMANN 1870), and a more substantial
body of material from the 19th century (including a valuable
grammar, AHLQVIST 1856, Reguly’s 1841 notes edited in
HALTSONEN 1958, MUSTONEN 1983, the notes from Setdld’s
1889 expedition edited in POSTIL, SUHONEN 1964, and the bulk
of the texts of SALMINEN 1928). Secondly, several works on
grammar provide useful data: in addition to Kettunen’s book on
Votic historical phonetics (KETTUNEN 1930) and Viitso’s
paper on the phonetics of the J&gbperd dialect (VIITSO 1961),
there are also the grammar outlines prepared by Elna Adler for
the FHCCCP (ADLER 1966) and by Arvo Laanest for the Hzexcu
mupa (LAANEST 1993). Thirdly, some data can be deduced
(with cautious prudence) from the general Finnish etymologic
dictionary (TOIVONEN er al. 1955-78). Fourthly, some
information is also included in ethnographic publications, such as
OINAS 1955, RANK 1960, TALVE 1981 (further bibliographic
references can be found in TALVE 1981, 132-137). Lastly,
important data can be found in a fair amount of collections of
shorter texts (ARISTE 1933, 1941, 1958, 1960, 1962, 1966,
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1969, 1974, 1974a, 1977, LENSU 1930, ADLER 1968. and
SZABO 1968).

It seemed to me that the minimum necessary requirement for
creating a useful glossary would be the inclusion of the entire
concordance of ARISTE 1968 (which is a rich source of
examples of phrases in Votic), accompanied by references to the
Eastern and Kukkuzi Votic dictionaries (resp. KETTUNEN ez al.
1986 and POSTI, SUHONEN 1980), and whenever appropriate,
to the SKES as well (TOIVONEN et al. 1955-78). This solution,
which is substantially the one I eventually adopted, offered an
acceptable compromise between flexibility of use and swiftness
of preparation. Within a relatively short period of time, the first
version of the glossary was available in DOS format
{BARBERA, 1994). It was small (about 1,000 items), but
suitable for my more immediate purposes.

2.1 While I refer to the complete VoEG as a "glossary”, it is
actually a hybrid of at least four different lexicological tools. I
believe that this format offers the greatest flexibility for
satisfying different research requirements.

Firstly, it offers a (1) lemmatized concordance of all the Votic
forms present in ARISTE 1968; such cases are nevertheless dealt
with as (2) glosses in the classical sense, namely the
translation of (and/or the comments on) the Votic expression
offered by the source is considered an integral part of the gloss
(i.e. the lemmatized form) itself.

However, almost as in (3) a normal dictionary, a heading
section for each item has been gleaned from the data. This
section contains the following information: the lemmatic form of
the word (marked with an astenisk if reconstructed); a translation
exclusively and strictly inferred from the glosses; and an
indication, also in so far as can be inferred from the glosses, of
the part of speech (POS) and of the inflectional class (declension
and conjugation) to which the head-word belongs.

The VoEG alsg has features (4) of an etymological dictionary,
with a fairly detailed etymological discussion of every item. This
aspect of the glossary was particularly appealing to me, given the
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situation in which Baltofinnic etymology finds itself and also
considering the prevailing historical-reconstructive interests
which prompted me to compile the glossary in the first place.
References in the first version of the glossary are made to Fin-
nish and Estonian cognate forms. References to other BF lan-
guages are only included when relevant to the history of the word
in consideration: complete Baltofinnic language references, for
example, are given for later borrowings, such as the Russian
ones.

Lastly, the corpus was supplemented with SKES data when-
ever it was useful for clarifying certain aspects of the already
established items (etymology, inflection, dialectal variants, or
derivational pattemns); available Eastern and Kukkuzi Votic
cognate forms were provided as well.

2.2 The philological treatment of all the sources was scrupulous.
For example, the glosses from ARISTE 1968 were left un-
touched, except for the abbreviation system which was changed
for the sake of simplicity and internal consistency of the glos-
sary. Such changes were confined to: (1) interpolation of mor-
phological tags between square brackets, (2) affixation of nu-
merical indexes when the Votic word order does not coincide
with that of Anste's English translation, (3) substitution of
redundant words in translations with |xyz), and (4) correction of
occasional errors (usually trivial and safely amendable) of the
source, alongside the original error recorded and placed in brack-
ets.

All  forms and sentences were identified both
bibliographically (with the source in round brackets) and
geographically whenever possible. For the sake of brevity, and
also so as not to force Ariste's data, the forms quoted from
ARISTE 1968 without geographical indications are understood
to derive from Kattila and to be shared by relevant part of West-
ern Votic sub-dialects. Forms characteristic only of Kattila were
marked with the abbreviation Katr.

The Standard Finnish and Estonian forms along with their
English translations have been reported (slightly condensed)
from ALANNE 1980 (always checked against SADENIEMI
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1951-61) and SAAGPAKK 1982 (checked against ERELT et al.
1999) respectively. Explicit bibliographic references have not
been given for these forms, as the originals are all found under
the comresponding voices of ALANNE 1980 and SAAGPAKK
1982. Forms from any other sources have always been
bibliografically identified by source and page number. The forms
in minor BF languages, in particular, have been taken from the
reference dictionanies of each language, ie. VIRTARANTA
1968-... (Karelhian), KUJOLA 1944 (Liide), NIRVI 197]
(Ingrian), ZAJCEVA, MULLONEN 1972 (Veps) and
KETTUNEN 1938 (L.ivonian).

In general, each individual word in the reported sentences was
glossed morphologically according to an especially devised ab-
breviation system3 , to which eventual varations in abbreviations

¥ Since a dictionary inevitably contains a great number of abbreviations,
I attempted to render the more general class of compendiums easy to
recognize by their external shape. Thus, linguistic terms were abbrevi-
ated as all capitals without full stops, e.g. ADJ adjective, PAR partitive,
PRACP present active participle, SG singular, VB verb, etc. Proto-
languages and language groups were given abbreviations of just two
capital letters without full stops, e.g. BF Baltofinnic; single languages
were replaced by two 1o three letters (first capital) abbreviations (dot-
ted}, with extensions before (always in small letters) and after specify-
ing language stages and dialects, e.g. Su. suon or Finnish, mSu. mei-
naissuomi or Old Finnish, Su.KK suomen kaakkoismurre or Southeast-
ern Finnish. Single villages and toponyms in general were rendered by
four letter (first letter capital) compendiums (with full-stops), e.g. Katt.
Kattila. Finally, ordinary words were abbreviated using small letters
with full stops. Also note that the language abbreviations were gener-
ally maintained as in the language they relate to (with exceptions when
no native standard form was available, such as with several non-literary
languages, and when dead languages are involved). and only adapted to
the formal structure described above. Thus, the results are unusual at
times, as is the case of "oEng.” in place of the normal "OE" for Old
English (which is ambiguous since it has the same shape as a proto-
language compendium), or of "mnD." in place of "mnd.” for mirel-
niederdeutsch (which is unrecognizable within this system as a lan-
guage abbreviation).
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of the original sources were also cross-referenced. Where
translations were not provided, I included mine in square
brackets. When the translations provided were in a language
other than English, I added an English one after the original (de-
leting, however, unnecessary repetitions of words and sentences
in German and French): the two translations are separated by a
double vertical stroke " | ", without bracketing.

3.1 The structure and layout of the items of the VoEG reflect its
particular hybrid nature. Each lemma consists of three main
sections: heading, glossary and commentary. Each section,
as we shall see, is also further subdivided.

The first section ("heading") contains the lexical entry, as
previously said. The NOM (nominative} and the INF2 (ma-
infinitive)* were chosen as basic lemmatic forms for nominals
and verbs (with reconstructed forms marked with an asterisk).
The English translation(s), POS and inflectional class are also
given. '

The second section ("glossary"), indicated by a [ in the left
margin, serves as the true glossary and contains all the "glosses"
(in the aforementioned sense, both from ARISTE 1968 and the
auxiliary sources) ordered morphologically. This section 1s
subdivided if necessary into further semantic blocks (numbered
[, @ etc. in the left margin, and cross-referenced to the heading
section).

I would also like to point out that some morphological complexes

were given compendiary morphological tags for the sake of
conciseness. Viz.:

NOM for SG.NOM PERSI for PERS1.5G.NOM

PL ""  PLNOM POS " POS.SG.NOM

GEN “" SG.GEN PERSI-GEN"" PERS1.SG-GEN and soon
PAR "" SGPAR PERSI.PL """ PERSI1.PLNOM andscon

*1t is the same infinitive employed as the lemmatic form in Estonian
lexicography. 1 chose this form rather than the INF1 (the ra-infinitive)
used in Finnish lexicography (and which Adler and Leppik, in a depar-
ture from Estonian practice, used in the Eesti Teaduste Akadeemia
Votic Dictionary}, not only in homage to Estontan tradition, but also for
practical reasons: the INF2 is morphophonemically much simpler than
the INFI1, and thus easier to reconstruct and access.
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The third section ("commentary”), finally, consists of up to
four subsections which list: (1) the internal references (marked o>
in the margin), useful for reconstructing derivational families; (2)
the pertinent comments supplied by the source (marked O in the
margin); (3) the etymological discussion and word-formation
notes (marked <! in the margin); (4) the cognate forms in
Finnish, Estonian and, where applicable, other BF languages
(marked A in the margin). Within each (sub)section the single
main items are generally separated by a raised dot: .

3.2 Rather than dwelling on the structure of each section, it
seems more convenient to include a model of the glossary for
some  representative  word-classes, e.g.  postpositions,
conjunctions, adjectives and verbs’:

3.3 As can be seen in the Table above, the glossary section is
organized internally according to a fixed morphological pattern®,
and special marks separating the various inflectional forms were
devised in order to simplify the search process both textually and
visually (in the DOS version the signs were selected from Math8

¥ For the sake of brevity, the POS of verbs and nouns' is not explicitly
identified: the indication of conjugation / declension and the translation
are, however, sufficent to avoid ambiguities. Other tagging conventions
not previously introduced include "CMP” for "comparative”, "Px3" for
the third person possessive suffix (and so on for Px1, etc.), "n-PRE" for
"prefixing n- after a genitive", "TR"/"INTR" for
"transitive"/"intransitive”; "®" shows the government. For the case
tags, see n. 7, and for the verbal tags, n. 8. Bibliographical references
are given in a shorter form: A68 stands for ARISTE 1968, InS for
NIRVI 1971, FUV for COLLINDER 1955, and SVela for ZAJCEVA,
MULLONEN 1972, morecover ESRJa  (Makc  ®acmep,
Imumanazuveckuli caosapb  pycckoeo  Asetkd, Mocksa, Ilporpec,
1964-1973) and IEW  (Julius Pokorny, [Indogermanisches
etymologisches Worterbuch, Bern - Miinchen, Francke, [959-1960)
were not referred to in the present paper.

% For a more thorough explanation of the morphological tag systern de-
vised for the Volic language and comments on each morphological
category recognized, see BARBERA 1995,
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section subsection schematic example POS
I. HEADING word ‘meaning’ n-PRE POSTPAR ©GEN. POST
II. GLOSSARY O3 | first ex. « second ex. « third ex. « fourth ex. » elc.
II1. references > | wword ‘wmeaning’ ADV, xword ‘xmeaning’ PRE ®GEN, etc.
COMMENTARY | comments O | «so and so» (A68, p.) » «so and so» (A68, p.) » elc.

etymology <1 |DER from the same stem of = wword.

cognates A | Su. word' ‘meaning”; Ee. word"' ‘meaning"’
I. HEADING word 1: ‘first meaning’, 2: ‘second meaning’, ecc. ! CONIJ
II. GLOSSARY |1 (@ |first ex. « second ex. « third ex. « fourth ex. « etc.

2 [ | first ex. « second ex. = third ex. « fourth ex. « etc.
I11. references © |yword ‘ymeaning’ ADV
COMMENTARY | comments O | «so and so» (A68, p.).

etymology <1 | Loanword from Rus. neuseecmno ‘rmeaning’ (— ESRJa, ILp.). Ultimately

from IE *xyz ‘iemeaning’ (— IEW, p.).
cognates A | Su. word' ‘meaning”; In. word"" ‘meaning"’ (- InS, p.); Ve. word'"'

‘meaning™’ (— SVela, p.).
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[. HEADING word ‘meaning’ d.X. ADIJ
I1. GLOSSARY (1 {NOMex./ « NOM ex.2 « NOM ex.3 s GEN ex./ « GEN ex.2 « GEN ex.3 =
etc. ... ¢ PLex./ « PL ex.2 « PL ex.3 a PL.GEN ex/ « FL.GEN ex.3 s ¢x.3 »
etc. ... s CMP(NOM) ex.f « CMP ex.2 « CMP ex.3 s CMP.GEN ex.f »
CMP.GEN ex.2 « CMP.GEN ex.3metc. ... # Pxl ex. ... ¢ Px2 ex. ... ¢ etc.
ML etymology <1 | BF "zxy ‘bfimeaning’ (UEW, p.; — SKES, p.; FUV, p.; eic.), efc.
COMMENTARY | cognates A | Su. word' ‘meaning”; Ee. word" ‘meaning”’.
[. HEADING word ‘meaning’ TR c¢.X. VB
I1. GLOSSARY (3 | indefinite forms: INF1 m INF2 ¢ PRACP = PTACP = PRPSP » PTPSP #
AGN m ACT e active forms: PR-1 w PR-2 m etc. ¢+ IPF.]1 m etc. « PRPF ..
+ PTPF ... « FUT ... « FUTPF ... # COND ... ¢ IMP e passive finite forms...
e negative active forms ... e negative passive forms ... .
111 references & | zword ‘zmeaning’ INTR.
COMMENTARY | etymology <1 | DER from the stem of = zword.
cognales A | Su. word" ‘meaning”; Ee. word'" ‘meaning’.
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and PIFonts sets; in the Winword version now being developed a
special True Type Font, Symbol VoEG, was specifically created).

As for nominals, the case’ order sequence adopted (and
repeated again firstly for singular and for plural, then for

7 1t is hoped that the tags are self-explanatory in the majority of cases.
Nonetheless, the complete corresponding list is as follows: nominative,
accusative, genitive; inessive, illative, elative; adessive, allative,
ablative; essive, translative, excessive; instructive, second comitative,
modalis and prolative. The last row of cases gathers unproductive ones,
better understood as adverbial derivatives, for they are nowadays
attached only to few nominals, and because the forms they give rise 1o
act mainly as adverbs; diachronically, however, at least INSTRC,
COM2 and PROL are true case markers. INSTRC and MOD,
particularly, require some further comment.

The instructive case, which survives only as an adverbial case
in all BF languages, is more frequently affixed to the so-called i-PL
stem (cf. LAANEST 1982, 172 and ARISTE 1968, 36), even if «dic
Bedeutung des instr. pl. ofl singularisch ist» (as HAKULINEN 1957,
1.68 pointed out). The # of this case (BF *-n) is originally idenuical with
that of GEN and n-LAT (cf. LAANEST 1982, 172 and 285
HAKULINEN 1957, 1.68; etc.).

In Vote the advertial derivative suffix we here labelled modalis,
< BF *-stikw (cf. LAANEST 1982, 286-7 and HAKULINEN 1957,
1.165-6), and the translative marker, < BF *-kse(k), flowed together,
through an irregular phonetic evolution, giving the same result, namely
in Western Votic -ssé and in Eastern Votic -ssi(G. Since the translative
case also acts frequently as an adverb, distinguishing the two forms is
not always an easy task. To my knowledge the criteria are mainly the
following two:

(1) Etymology: in other BF lgs. the outcomes of the two suffixes are
different, e.g.

BF Su. Ee.
*kse-k -ksi’ -ks
*osti-k -sti’ -Sti.

(2) Semantics: Votic MOD acts principally as fy-adverb, while the
TRSL indicates a larger range of meanings, viz. "the situation, relation
or state which is attained”, "the situation, the state in which someone
(something) is", "the time during which some action takes place or
stops, or the time before which an action occurs”, the "purpose”, and -
lastly - "the language that is spoken™ (ARISTE 1968, 31).
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comparative, and lastly for possessive forms) ts shown in the
following table:

NOM INES ADES ESS ABES [INSTRC
ACC ILL ALL TRSL COM COM2
GEN ELAT |ABL EXCES TERM MOD
PAR PROL ]

As for verbs, instead, the sequence of forms® provides firstly
the verbal nouns (VN) followed by the finite tense/moods (T\M);
passive (PS) tense/moods, and finally, the negative (NEG) forms
end the list. The pattern is the following:

VN INFl (-(t)a) T™M PR PS TWM
INF2 (-ma-1LL) IPF
INF3 (-{1)a-INES) PRPF
INF4 (-ma-INES) PTPF
INF5 (-ma-ELAT) FUT NEG
INF6 (-ma-ABES) FTPF e
[INF7]  (-ta-TRSL-(Px)) COND
PRACP (d.VIID) [CDPF)
PRPSP  (d.VIID IMP PS NEG
PTACP (d.XV) [POT}
PTPSP  (d.II)
AGN  (d.VIINX)
ACT (d.XII)

® As is the case with nominals (ct. n. 7), I hope that the verbal tags are
self-explanatory; in any case the complete list is the following: 1st to
7th infinitive, present active participle, present passive participle, past
active participle, past passive participle, nomen agentis, nomen
actionis; present, imperfect, present perfect, past perfect, future, future
perfect, conditional, perfect conditional, imperative, potential; passive
tense/moods; ncgative forms; passive negative forms.

The potential and the seventh infinitive are only marginal and
archaic survivors. The conditional perfect, instead. while not described
in Ariste's grammar, is nonetheless included at least once as an exam-
ple, e.g. eseizin antannu i siié ‘1 would have even [ADV] given
[CDPF-1] to you (SG) [PERSZ-ALL]’ (ARISTE 1968, 107). This
construction is clearly the same as the Estonian past-conditional (cf.
WIEDEMANN 1875, 484; LAVOTHA 1973, 63, § 118; TAULI 1973-
1983, 1.107), cf. Ee. oleks an(:d)nud 1 would have given’,
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4.1 Another major point remains to be examined: orthography. In
any language without a literary tradition, devising a system of
orthography takes on crucial significance. When the language is,
moreover, a dying one (as is unfortunately the case with Vote),
another issue arises: that of philological respect of any written
records already collected. In these cases, even the smallest ortho-
graphical detail in the sources gains paramount importance, since
it becomes impossible to verify it through fieldwork.

Many Uralic languages are, alas, dead or dying. Thus, we are
rather lucky that the phonetic alphabet system used by the Fin-
nougrists, usually abbreviated as FUF (for "Finnisch-ugrische
Forschungen", the authoritative review that launched the system
in its first issue in 1901), is capable of recording even the small-
est phonetic subtleties. Nonetheless, FUF is a cause for conster-
nation to the modern lexicographer, since the system was devel-
oped in days when a letter could be surrounded by a score of dia-
critics, placed over or under, before or after, in a seerningly lim-
itless array of positions. Nowadays, we are faced with limits not
only of typography, but also of the limited extension of standard
computer character sets.

The problem is very deeply felt within the community of
Uralic scholars. In fact an entire congress was dedicated to £U-
transkription vksinkertaistaminen (cf. POSTL, ITKONEN 1973),
and the issue is still a topic for debate.

4.2 The core of (FUF-based) Votic orthography is practically the
same in almost all the scientific sources (KETTUNEN 1930,
KETTUNEN, POSTI 1932, MAGISTE 1959, ARISTE 1968,
KETTUNEN 1986, and POSTI, SUHONEN 1980, etc. - the pio-
neering 1856 grammar by Ahlqvist is the only exception}, with
only minor phonetic differences’. The best exemplar is offered

i Usually when the collector wanted to render the detailed phenetic
characteristics of a specific sub-dialect, or unimportant details, such as
the marking of syllable boundary for affricates (as a rule predictable,
but customary practice in SKES), or the systematic marking of stress
(stress position is fully predictable, but marking is systematic e.g. in
MAGISTE 1959).
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by ARISTE 1968, and it is therefore this core (supplementad
when necessary with subsidiary FUF symbols for sub-dialectal
variants) which I have chosen to accept as "standard Votic or-
thography".

In addition to this "scientific” or "standard” FUF orthography,
another system for the annotation of Vote is also common in Es-
tonia, chiefly among ethnologists, folklorists and ethnomusicolo-
gists. It consists in writing down Vole in a simple, Estonian-like
orthography. While this is certainly a very practical method', in
my opinion, it is not so suitable for linguistic purposes.

The characteristics of this system which distinguish it from
standard FUF orthography are chiefly the following: long vowels
are written twice rather than being distinguished by the macron
{¢.g. <aa> vs <a>); the /e/ is rendered by the Estonian character
<o>; the /If is written according to phonologic criteria, i.e.
without distinguishing the velar tassophone [#]; according to
Estonian usage the palatalized fonemes are unmarked and the
phonetic performances of sandhi are underdifferentiated, the
"voiced" characters being used both for the voiced consonants
and for the lemis unvoiced ones, e.g. <b> stands for both [&] and
[p], while, on the contrary, this distinction is carefully made in
the scientific orthography using <> and <B>.

4.3 While it i1s readily apparent that a solution needs to be found,
it is not so clear what form that solution should take. Thus it is
not surprising that various possibilities have been suggested; in
fact my "solution” to the problem differs from that adopted by
the Eesti Teaduste Akadeemia.

The Akadeemia has chosen to adopt a modified version of the
"current Estonian" orthography into which all the available data
have been placed. The "Estomian" orthography was only adapted
in order to preserve the distinction between palatalized and plain
consonants and that between unvoiced and voiced lenis. How-

ever, the syllabic information contained in the couple C

" It is, in fact, the orthography currently employed to lay down the
standard appellations of Votic toponyms.
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(tautcsyllabic) vs. CC (heterosyllabic} — which stands for what in
FUF is also redundantly noted as C,C — was sacrificed. Unfortu-
nately, the syllabic structure, which is inextricably connected to
consonant gradation, is morphophonologically capital in BF lan-
guages. Much of the subtle vowel quality and length distinctions
were also imemediably lost in the normalizing process.

Besides the questionable philological correctness of this
practice (cf. § 4.1), and the minor discrepancies inevitable to the
process of normalization (cf. the 1able above), the possibility for
distinguishing between different dialects, which was a simple
task in all the BF language reference dictionaries quoted in § 1.1,
is drastically precluded.

In spite of this, the Akadeemia dictionary is a work of inesti-
mable value which has been long and eagerly awaited; I regret
only that such a major work is not useful for purposes other than
strictly lexicographical ones, such as phonetic, dialectological
and historical-comparative investigations.

My work is generally along more conservative lines. The fact
that my primary source {ARISTE 1968) deals basically with only
one Votic sub-dialect simplified my task: given the reduced
number of allographs, I was able to devise a system by virtue of
which the automatic conversion from the onginal orthography
(using only ASCII and Math8 DOS character charts) to the
adapted one would always prove straighiforward and, above all,
univocal. This technique was adopted in the first,
aforementioned, 1994 version of my VoEG, which gained some,
albeit limited and unofficial, diffusion. The introduction, how-
ever, of dialectal variants and the management of comparative
and reconstructed forms in the etymological discussion remained
problematic.

Consequently, I decided to build all of the necessary FUF
character sets in Windows True Type format, an undertaking
which has kept me busy for the past five years: I had to draw the
outlines of about 1,100 characters with each of their five main
length degrees, and then cast all of them in the four standard
typeface styles. A beta version, including about 70% of the
whole system, has now been finalized and will be made commer-
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cially available as soon as it is complete. The beta version is al-
ready fully-functional, and I have made use of it in some recent
papers (e.g. BARBERA 1999 ip press).

With these tools in hand, the equilibrium between philelogical
conservativism and lexicographic normalization has become
more straightforward and consistent. In the lemmatic "heading”
sections, I chose to use only the simpler "standard scientific” or-
thography (cf. § 4.2) for each item, to which any incidental
variation recorded in the glosses refers. In the "glossary”
sections, instead, I was able to remain faithful to the orthography
of the sources and to record every sub-dialectal and philological
subtlety. Work on the latest version of the glossary is currently
under way, and is expected to be completed within a relatively
short time. As for the previous raw data version of the glossary
sections in DOS format, I hope to be able to make use of it in the
future as a tagged corpus for a computational project.

4.4 To help illustrate some of the orthographic issues discussed
in this text, a comparison of all the systems (VoEG headings,
FUF sources, Akadeemia and "current Estonian”) is presented in
the following Table.

A few more remarks may prove helpful. (1) The units
defined in the table are only graphs and graphemes and although
they often coincide with phonological analyzed phones and
phonemes and do roughly correspond to them (for a Votic
phonology, besides the old KETTUNEN 1930, cf. VIITSO 1961
and BARBERA 1995, 69-136), they must not be confused with
them. (2) The FUF sign list I show in this table should be fairly
complete, barring the unintentional omission of rarely attested
allographs or allochrones. As a rule, [ left out all pre-FUF
orthographies (AHLQVIST 1856 etc.). (3) "Current Estonian"
orthography is in itself not strictly fixed; I have used as a main
reference the libretto of the Vadja pulmalawlud ["Volic wedding
songs’] from Unustatud rahvad. Minu héimude vanad lawlud
[‘Forgotten peoples. The old songs of my kinsfolk’] by the well
known Estonian composer Veljo Tormis (released on CD as
Forgotten Peoples, ECM new series 434 275-2).
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V: (secondary stress)

Il

| IR 1 1 T Ti7 I 1

5! I~ Iian o ll ] [ i ) rre ]

Wil~n  (Unlldnllgn |l u r whlri i jr re I

H m m n": m m r rtf ¥ r

H m mm mm mm r rr rr rr

Ml mm mm mm m,m mm mm rr rrfrtr rr r

i n nin n n 2 Frr r’ r

it r2 nih n n n nan n’ n

il 7 iin nn nn n an n'n’ nn
nn nn fin fin nn nn i nni nn i n'n’ nn
- V- (primary stress) - - %% _ _ (sandhi) - -

200



Linguistica Lettica 72000

5. At this point, some discussion of the VoEG etymological
discussion format is warranted. This, 1 recall, was my primary
interest, and my hope was that this would be a first step towards
a far more ambitious project.

With this aim in mind, I researched as far back as possible.
The ultimate source may be Proto-Uralic, for the bulk of native
etymologies, or, in an unexpectedly large number of cases,
Prcno-lndcneuropean]l (summing up the various strata of loans,
from Iranian to Russian, Indoeuropean etymologies amount to
about 40% of the whole Votic Wortschatz), or eventually the
ultimate known source, whatever it may prove to be (which in
the case of some cultural Wanderwdrter may be a very remote
one}.

On the subject of remote etymologies, I don’t nourish any
"faith" in the Nostratic theory, which at present seems to me
more a question of religion than of science. But, in any case, I
am quite willing to acknowledge any possible wide range Eura-
sian connection. 1 am generally of the opinion that some Furasian
Sprachbund (more or less rigorously defined) may provide a
reasonable explanation for many unresolved debates. In my
opinion the difference between a Sprachbund and a Proto-
language (shall I quote Prince Trubeckoj’'s thoughts on
Indocuropean?) consists only in the degree of pervasiveness and
regularity shown by the linguistic diasystem involved: to ask, for
example, if a Proto-Altaic language, or an even more
hypothetical entity, has ever existed, is a very naive question;
and, as for all improperly stated questions, there can be no
satisfactory answer.

Where BF reconstruction is concerned, 1 would like to indi-
cate two points where [ depart from tradition.

(1) I do not write the phonetic outcomes of consonantal
gradation (using the strong grade as the unmarked form), in the

""" For Indoeuropean, I give always the references 1o Pokorny’s

Wérterbuch in his traditional form, adding when necessary a more up-
to-date reconstruction (in some cases put between square brackets a
hypotethical laryngeal-glottalic reconstruction of my own).
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assumption that this phenomenon was not phonologic in Proto-
BF age (I proposed this view in BARBERA 1993, 1o which I
refer for any questions concerning gradation).

(2} I no longer distinguish between the pairs of harmony-
conditioned vowels, using the {graphically) unmarked capital of
each pair to represent both of them, as shown in the table below.
I adopted the same system noting the vowels of living BF
language suffixes. I also set forth a similar (but merely graphical)
simplification of the traditional but cumbersome signs used for
the Fennougric / Uralic indeterminable vowels. The changes |
have introduced are summed up in the following table:

BF UR/FU etc.

A stands for a~d| A stands for &
0 " noon o0~ A " 0w ¥
E (VO- Only) 1] L} 11} g —~ e V " (1] m '?
U 1t n " l‘ — ﬁ

Finally, I would like to express my hopes that this brief
introduction to the lexicographical bibliography of a lesser-
known linguistic area has been useful and stimulating. 1 also
hope that my etymological glossary may contribute to a better
future for Vote, at least within the community of scholars.
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Andrejs VEISBERGS
‘The Evolution of Latvian Bilingual
Lexicography , -

Introduction

For half a century the most common word of greeting as well
as parting in Latvian has been &au. It took fifty years for this
loan to appear in a Latvian dictionary. This paper by dwelling on
the tradition and change in Latvian lexicography will attempt to
explain ocurrences like the above mentioned, as well as look at
their causes: on how the impact of big languages affects the
small language survival strategies, and how these to some extent
promote linguistic isolationism even into the 2Ist century.
Latvian can serve as a model or testground for a situation when a
small language suppressed and often doomed for extinction tries
to gather strength and enter the modern world. And this
took/takes place in time of continual change and absence of
funding for language proliferation and studies.

Generally it can be said there is nothing really unique about
Latvian bilingual lexicography — like presence of a specific type
of dictionary that does not exist in the rest of the world or a
strange approach to the treatment of entries. The peculiarities of
Latvian lexicography are on the whole historically and socially
conditioned and they can be summed up as follows — first, it was
and is almost exclusively bilingual, second, to a large extent it
has been divorced from the real language and third, it has been
purist dominated.

Historical Background

It is usuval to date Latvian lexicography from 1638 when the
first dictionary was published (Mancelius, 1638) containing
about 6000 words. Latvians at that time were a peasant nation
and the official cultural sphere was fully in the hands of non-
Latvian governors, German clergy and landowners. It was to
develop the link between the church and the peasant nation,
between the German speaking clergy and Latvian-speaking
people that the first dictionaries were actually created. They were

214



Linguistica Lettica 2000 o7

used for teaching the clergy more or less decent Latvian that the
peasants could understand, as well as to produce better
translations of religious literature. The Bible was translated in
1689, also testifying to the trend, and very much connected with
the ideas of Reformation. The other two dictionaries of the 17th
century were multilingual - Polish-Latin-Latvian (Elger, 1683)
and German-Latin-Polish- Latvian (Dressel, 1688).

It is difficult to pass judgment on these first lexicographic
attempts, as we do not possess comparable texts of the language
of the period. There is a clear influence of German, both on the
lexical and grammatical levels. Trying to figure out the
complexities of Latvian patterns was certainly not an easy task
for the German speakers and the first compilers seemed to have
done as much as one could reasonably expect.

The following two centuries saw the same - the dictionaries
were made by non-Latvians, they gradualtly improved in scope
and depth (Lange, 1777, Stender, 1789) yet often retained also
the mistaken stock of the previous ones. One can trace numerous
German elemnents in Latvian grammar, collocation patterns and
phrases, not characteristic of Latvian — and that apart from the
undeniable German influence that really existed in the language
and has been retained up to today.

Moreover, for 200 hundred years the dictionaries were made
by the German speakers as well as aimed at the German
speakers, so they were monodirectional. Numerous notions,
relevant for the clergy, while not existing in Latvian, were
introduced by way of translation loans. Some of them look
strange today, yet many were assimilated and have become part
and parcel of Modern Latvian while bearing the traditional
German structures.

Nevertheless gradually this situation lead to two variants of
Latvian. The peasant people were speaking one language at
home and another in communication with the non-Latvian
governors in the official spheres — the court, the church, the
administration, the manor. Only the second vanant of the
language had its written variant. Thus two parallel languages or
two variants of one language coexisted — the so called Old
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Written Latvian and the spoken language. The dictionaries
refiected mainly the first.

The situation began to change in the middie of the 19th
century when the so called Latvian national awakening started.
The dichotomy of the language was noticed. The dictionaries of
the second half of the 19th century were produced by the Latvian
speakers (Valdemars, 1872) and accordingly tended to reflect the
language spoken by Latvians more. However the struggle waged
against German and Russian dominance and its influence n the
language also transferred purism in the language to the making
of the dictionaries — a feature which is still prevalent to the
present day. Despite linguistic and social pressures, towards the
end of the 19th century the national literary language was
formed. However the gulf between spoken and written language
continued to exist. Only by this time it was not the semi-German
versus Latvian variant but real, colloquial language versus
official and purified one.

Thus started the historical pattern for Latvian lexicography —
its explicitly bilingual (multilingual) tradition which lasted for
more than 300 years (of the 10 published dictionaries in the
17-19th centuries all were bilingual or multilingual). Also, the
term "dictionary” for an average Latvian would be associated
with a bilingual dictionary only, encyclopedias coming second.
This is typical of small nations (Czechs, Latvians, Estonians,
Lithuanians, Norwegians) where the main purpose of a
dictionary is seen in helping sustain contact with other cultures.
And functionalism also determined that the dictionaries with the
main contact languages were first to be compiled and stay the
largest, while dictionaries of the smaller neighbouring languages
had to wait much longer.

E.g. the number of titles in the period between 1900-1966:

German-Latvian 12 (17 editions)
Latvian-German 8 (9)
Russian-Latvian 11 (3)
Latvian-Russian 7 (2)
English-Latvian 14 (6)
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Latvian-English 39
Latvian-French 1
Latvian-Esperanto 1
French-Latvian 1
Esperanto-Latvian 1
Greek-Latvian 1
Latin-Latvian 1
Lithuaman-Latvian 1
Portuguese-Latvian 1

A decent Latvian-Estonian dictionary had to wait until 1967,
despite geographical proximity. A Latvian-Swedish dictionary in
Latvia appeared only in the 90ies, a Latvian-Danish dictionary in
1995 (Lomholts, 1995), as part of the Nordic language series.

Even the first big comprehensive general explanatory Latvian
dictionary (Miilenbach) in six volumes is in fact a bilingual book
with definitions In German and examples in Latvian. It is
interesting to point out that the title in Latvian says "Dictionary
of the Latvian Language" while the title in German — "Lettisch-
deutsches Wérterbuch”. Does it not signify something about the
importance of a bilingual dictionary as well as the target reader?
As the dictionary was produced during the independence period
there could be no foreign political pressure, more likely the
opposite. It seems the authors had taken into account the
traditional Latvian approach and were actually killing three birds
with one stone. They compiled the most comprehensive stock of
Latvian for the time, they used German for explanations (so
foreigners could use it as a bilingual dictionary) and they put
Latvian in the framework of comparative linguistics (in vogue
then) internationally. In a way it was an attemnpt to reach out at a
broader andience.

The other tradition (more of an intralinguistic character) is
that of purifying, improving and normativizing which starts
really only in mid-19th century — and can be characterized as an
Icelandic attitude to the language. Paradoxically the early
German-compiled dictionaries were in a way more descriptive
than the prescriptive Latvian ones.
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This tradition affects not only bilingual but also, and much
more so, explanatory dictionaries. For example the above
mentioned Miilenbach's dictionary is clearly prescriptive (having
no late loans, avoiding internationalisms, technical terms,
weeded of undesirable elements). This in a way suggests that it
has been aimed at Latvian user. It reflected the written and
spoken language of the end of the 19th century, in a way creating
a monument to the "right”, unadulterated Latvian.The purpose of
this defensive stand is clear, it reflects the traditional
weltanschauung of the Latvians — even in prewar independent
Latvia the linguistic pressure from the two major contact
languages — Russian and German (having also considerable
minorities) was clear and strong and finally found its legislative
formulation in a rather authoritarian decision of passing over to
English as the first foreign language in the thirties.

As such it set the pattern for other dictionaries — spelling
dictionaries (though spelling in Latvian is so close to
pronunciation that there might seem to be little sense in them)
and of course dictionaries of foreign words where Latvian with
its transcription principle offers a great playground for regular
linguistic intervention, innovation and restructuring. The
following bilingual dictionaries though adding the terminological
component carefully avoided substandard layers of lexis — loans,
colloquial, slang, taboo and vulgar words, for example, the above
mentioned Latvian colloquial form of greeting since 50ies "¢au”
(in fact a loan from Italian). The first dictionaries where this
word appeared was the Latvian-Swedish dictionary (Krastipa,
1996) and then the Latvian-English dictionary (Veisbergs, 1997).

Returning to the dichotomy of the two languages. It cannot be
said that the dictionaries have been divorced from life entirely —
in a way they reflect what numerous Latvians even today see as
two parallel languages existing side by side — the right and the
wrong one. Today there is a nostalgia for the prewar language,
for highly literary language and speech which is fast
disappearing, especially in mass media which most people still
view as the official sphere (60 years of government control
cannot escape without trace). And the postmodern mobility with
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its mix of styles, tearing off the barriers can only but heighten the
awareness of the sudden change. Taking into account that
dictionaries in Latvian history have always been very much the
symbol of the official and approved on the one hand, and the
desired and correct on the other, they are, as it were, caught
between the purist tendency and the objectively changing
language.

The situation today

The remarkable change of the 90ies called forth an amazing
change in language and to some extent in its lexicographical
reflection, too. Two profound and far reaching processes came
underway:
¢ democratization of the language (written, spoken) with all

its positive and negative effects. Abolishing censorship and
passing over to a market economy in Latvia meant
abolishing linguistic censorship and to a great extent editing
as well. So the wntten word has come to reflect the real /
spoken language. Media are full of new words, old "bad"
words, the language has become much more open to change,
variation, wordplay and new patterns. This has changed also
the reflection of the language in dictionaries — it is reflected
in the last volume of the Dictionary of Literary Latvian
(LatvieSu, 1996) covering letters U, V, Z, so that the last
volume looks strikingly different from the other seven.

o the English influence. The greatest change since the singing
revolution has been an increased importance of English.
Though a main foreign language at school, its teaching under
the soviets reminded one of Latin tuition. Now it has become
an active direct contact language as well as intermediate
contact language. It has also substituted Russian as a model
language for wordformation (Veisbergs, 1997) and
terminology. In fact it is the third big change in this century
— German, Russian, now English.

Because of the sudden and fast overhaul of the language some
linguists (Udris, 1997) suggested that lexicographical work
should stop for a time until the language stabilizes, yet this could
be viewed as a sign of confusion or even defeat in the fast
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changing conditions, as well as a reminder of the old times when
lexicography could be centrally planned and managed.

Since the collapse of the old system long term dictionary
projects have suffered a typical setback. Many older dictionaries
are just reprinted, mainly German and Russian ones. The new
dictionaries are now worked out in a rather fast speed by
freelance lexicographers or experts of some sphere, financed by
various companies and as a result creating fragmentary and an
unnecessary variety of terminology. Yet many spheres that had
little Latvian use under the soviets have been rather well
covered, e.g. Dictionary of Aviation, Land Foices Military
Dictionary, Dictionary of Social Welfare, etc.

There are some promissing works of bilingual lexicography
as well.

A large Lithuanian-Latvian dictionary was published
{Lietuvielu, 1995) and all Nordic languages have at last been
covered by medium size dictionaries published by a specialist
company (Lumholts, 1995; Kacevska, 1996; Pajula, 1997,
Dannemark, 1998).

For the general scene it should also be stated that practically
all the big dictionaries are monodirectional — targeted at the
Latvian audience. In looking at the developments 1 will limit
myself to the big Latvian and English dictionaries as these are
the ones that have been revised fully.

Generally there is no sudden change in dictionary treatment
of material, or make-up of (he entries. British varant still
dominates, American being marked with the label american or
referred to the British entry.

The most typical changes in bilingual dictionaries are the
following:

e Freer reflection of lower layers of vocabulary — colloquial,
slang, taboo:

the English-Latvian dictionary (Birzvalka, 1995) was the first to

introduce in the English part substandard register lexis which in

the soviet system was taboo. So most of the four letter words in

English can be found but they are prudishly supplied with neutral

or even scientific Latin counterparts in Latvian, e.g.
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prick si. penis (penis)

cock s/. penis (penis)

dick s/. dzimumloceklis (sex organ)

sod s/. niekkalbis (windbag)

crap vulg. mésli (dung, rubbish)

shit viulg. mesli, sidi, (dung, shit)

arse vulg. pakala, dibens (back, bottom)

balls vulg. pauti (testicles)

turd si. ekskrements (excrement)

bugger si. homikis (homosexual)
vulg. tips (type, individual)

® Borrowings are less ostracized where Latvian wording
sounds ridiculous or where foreign loans have become
accepted — Yuppy — japips, file — fails, cheeseburger -
Cizburgers.

Compilers also had to deal with a2 new problem. Because of the

transorientation of Latvian towards English as the main contact

language instead of Russian the category of false friends has
become very volatile. Many stable English-Latvian false friends

(Veisbergs, 1994) are now fast becoming what could be call "real

friends” or true equivalents — capacity, ambulance, decade, to

arrest, romance. One can look on this as a massive interference
that has to be countered, at least by dictionaries. In the absence
of quantitative data about the process, lexicographers try to avoid
codifying the growing number of false friends loans thus

escaping semantic havoc. However this can also be considered a

prescriptive approach as the dictionaries contain out-of-date

language material.

e The idea of revised editions published yearly or biennially
seems to have struck root at least for the English language.
Thus the English-Latvian dictionary (Birzvalka, 1995) was
published 30 vears after the previous one but has had a
second edition 1n 1997 (Birzvalka, 1997) and a third in 1998
(Birzvalka, 1998).- The Latvian-English  dictionary
(Veisbergs, 1997) underwent thorough revision and was
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published in year 2000. It had a similar prehistory — the

previous dictionary published (Turkina, 1982) was a slightly

updated edition of 1963 dictionary (Turkina, 1963).

The Latvian-English dictionary (Veisbergs, 1997; Veisbergs,
2000) created a set of different problems. The main problem for
lexicographers here was not the search for equivalents, division
of senses in entries or neologisms. The problem lies in there
being no reliable basis on which to build the Latvian part as there
is no corpus of Latvian. Because of the general problem and
especially because of the fast change, there is in fact no reliable
source for determining what the real Latvian lexis today is like.
Colloquial Latvian has not been registered nor thoroughly
described. Terminology sphere, after 50 years of Russian
dominance is limited, glossaries compiled during the soviet times
are Russian influenced and anyway outdated. As a result
English-Latvian, German-Latvian, French-Latvian dictionaries
often bear traces of the foreign language and can be actually
recognized as derived from them. The new term glossaries are
in-house publishings that differ from one mimstry, bank or
company to another. A multitude of terms is being coined —
militaries, banking, maritime affairs, the new spheres:
computers, EU., So there is an enormous overlapping and
redundancy, e.g. software — programmatira, program-
nodrofindjums, programmu nodroSinajums, softvérs;
multiplier — reizinatajs, reizulis, multiplikators; regulation —
nolemums, noteikums, nolikums, regula, regulicija,
priekiraksts, rikojums, likums nosactjums. The multitude of
these terms seriously affects also compilation of Latvian-English
dictionary as the compilers and editor can have conflicting ideas
of which is the "right” term in Latvian.

When setting up the new Latvian-English dictionary it was
mainly experts in various spheres that were involved working on
language spheres rather than separate letters (as before). Thus,
gaps, duplication, redundancies and inconsistencies, supply of
different synonyms was to some extent avoided. A few linguists
rearranged and finished the final product. While there is no
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corpus much of the decision of what is frequent and used is
unfortunately determined by intuition.

The colloquial element was another aspect that underwent
serions change. Numerous phrasal verbs were added in the
English part, formerly disregarded as too colloquial. In this
dictionary also colloquial and rude Latvian words forss, baigi,
dimbi, purns, ¢alis, kilis, fenderét, éau were not feared and
exact English counterparts provided, e.g. €urat sar. to pee, to
piss, to take a piss; kakat sar. to (do a) poo, vulg. to shit;
pirdiens vulg. fart.

Strong emphasis was put on combinatorics or collocability,
gramimar notes, link elements (prepositions) as the dictionary is
mainly used for translation and the users being unfamiliar with
the target language have to be helped in their choice of
surrounding words. Semantic equivalence does not always imply
communicative equivalence thus contextualization is very
important for the success. Understanding of how the words are
used in context is partly an element of learner's dictionary that
has been absorbed by the new type of active bilingual dictionary.
(Svensen, 1993 87).

Increase in the number of synonyms with their semantically
different scope and attenuation has lead to a more frequent
labelling and differentiation by means of explanations.
Paradoxically the dictionary includes many obsolete English
words which are frequently used in Latvia (and found as the first
equivalents in the previous dictionaries). Their simple loss would
be misunderstood and now they usually come at the end of the
synonym raw, supplied with a label obsolere.

Some minor points that distinguish the new generation of
dictionaries — front matter in all dictionaries seems to get shorter,
no doubt reflecting a common sense approach and evidence of
the reluctance of users to refer to it. Both dictionaries are also
simpler, more user-friendly, more explicit (van der Meer, 1996:
193-194), with fewer subject labels and codes.

There are still issues to be resolved — for example the gender
issue, Latvian being a synthetic language where gender i1s shown
by suffix, carries a tradition of using masculine only in A part of
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the dictionary. Yet Latvian-German dictionary (Latvie§u, 1980)
tends to give both genders as separate entries — latvietis, latviete.
However there are strange anomalies — while there is vaditajs,
vaditaja, komunists, Komuniste, sancensis, sancense, there is
only masculine for fairly similar words menediZeris,
konkurents, fasists, nacionalists, reakcionars, utopists.

Latvian-English dictionary is fully masculine (with the
exception of words where feminine forms are irregular).

English-Latvian dictionary, of course, reveals the gender
issue in A part, while keeping to the steryotyped gender roles in
the translation part, e. g. secretary - sekretare {woman
secretary), typist — maSinrakstitaja, printer - tipografs
(printer-man}. There are also more comic cases — stripper -
dejotijs, touch-me-not — svétulis.

Electronic English-Latvian dictionaries are available on the
Internet — one rmun by the Tilde company h#p://
www.tilde lv/dictionary the other by an anonymous hitp:/
dictionary.site.lv. Both are based on the English-Latvian
Dictionary but can be reversed. Yet the reversed variant is a
rather clumsy variant of the printed one as no serious editorial
work has been done, e.g. some fancy entries in the Latvian part:
dzériens augsta glazeé — long drink
zvaiginu briljantiem rotatas debesis — night sky gemmed
with stars
robeZvartejas protokols — Border Gateway protocol, eic.

Along the modem lines we will soon see a new French-
Latvian dictionary {worked upon by Prof. A. Bankavs et al) that
will be a computerized version of French-English dictionary.

However the overwhelming problem is a decent reflection of
the Latvian lexicon and conflicting ideas of what the language is
like. The only radical way out of the problem is by means of a
Latvian corpus that would in quantitative terms show what the
language is really like. Until then lexicographers in Latvia have
to work in a medium where there exist conflicting ideas about
the very subject of their work.
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LatvieSu divvalodu leksikografijas evoliicija
Kopsavitkums

Latvie3u leksikografijas atTstibu liela méra atspogulo mazai valodai
raksturigds tendences sargat valodu no svedam ietekmém. Tas
ipatnibas ir vé&sturiskas un socidli nosacitas — dominé divvalodu
vardnicas, vardnicu saturs ne vienmér atspogujo redlo valodu,
atsevidkos attistibas posmos vardnicis valda lingvistiskais piirisms.

Vesturiski pirmas vardnicas (17. gs.) veidoja vaciesi, lai atvieglotu
macTtdju un muitkungu satiksmi ar latvie3u zemniekiem. To
valodiskaja saturd ir izteikta vacu valodas ietekme. Pakapeniski to
apjoms pieaug, tatu vacu valodas elementi nostiprinas vel vairak. Var
uzskatit, ka pakapeniski vardnicas iegrimst zindma stagnacija, atainojot
veclatvietu valodu, kameér paraléli attistas dziva tautas valoda.

ST situacija daléji izmainas 19. gs. vidi, tatu paralgli tautas valodas
iepli3anai vardnicds vérojama ar diezgan subjektiva vElamo vardu
atlase — zindms pirisms. Kopuma pirmie uis latviedu leksikografijas
gadsimti ir divvalodu vai vairdkvalodu vardnicu laiks, kas nostiprina
vidgja latviedn uzskatu, ka vardnica pirmam kartam ir divvalodu
vardnica. Leksikografija doming lields kontaktvalodas (vdcu, krievu,
veélak arm anglu), nevis kaimipu tautu valedas (igaunu, lietuviesu,
skandinavu).

Pat pirma lield latvieSu valodas vardnica (Milenbaha vardnica)
biitibd ir divvalodu vardnica. Lai gan péc ievirzes ta talu parsniedz
normilas divvalodu vardnicas apjomu un struktiiru, cenfas atainot
latvie$u valodas bagattbu, tomer ar taja ir specigs purisma iespaids.

Sts visai izteikta pirisma ietekme turpinds arT citas vardnicas, kuras
lielaka vai mazaka merd valda ticksme ierobeZot vai apkarot
aizguvumus, sarunvalodas vardus, vienkarirunu, vulgdrismus. Tada
veida saglabdjas dihotomija — reala valoda un tas atspogulojums
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vardnicas. Kopa ar dazado rezimu cenziiru 37 situdcija nopietni ierobezo
lingvistisko iesp&ju spriest, pieméram, par divdesmito gadu realo tautas
valodu.

Parmaipas devipdesmitajos gados skar ar valodu — taja atkal
paradas it ki sen izskaustais germanisko barbarismu slanis, vérojama
anglicismu invazija, un $ie elementi paradas arT vardnicas. Tomér
visstraujak attistas lidz &§im ierobeZotais terminologijas lauks.
Leksikografija problémas rada gan jaunas terminologijas nestabilitate
(neskaidriba, leksiskie caurumi, neskaitami paralélie termini), gan
latvieSu valodas transorientdcijas izraisitas sekas — atteik3anas no
krievu valodas mode]iem.

Paradijudas arT pirmas elektroniskas vardnicas ar neizb&égamajam
"bérniskibas slimibam".
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Andrejs BANKAVS
Jaunakis franc¢u vardnicas latviesu
leksikografija -

90. gadu otras puses latvie$u leksikografija fran¢u vardnicas
ienem sameéra ievérojamu vietu. Ja pirms tam jaunas vardnicas
iznaca Joti neregulari (1), tad tiesi pédgjic pieci gadi ir raksturigi
ar dazadibu fran€u vardnicu izveide.

Visupirms jaatzime, ka tas ir divvalodu tulkojo3as vardnicas
un franéu-latvie$u sarunvardnicas.

a) aktivas virdnicas

Divvalodu Autors Izdo%anas Vardu Apgads
vardnicas (sastaditajs) gads skaits
Franéu- Z. M. Sulcs 1998 ap 23 000 Sniegs
latvie3u
Frantu- L. Sternberga 2000 ap 15 0600 Avots
latviesu
Frantu- I. Odleja 1998 770 Zvaigzne
latviesu ABC
ekonomikas :
terminu
maza
vardnica
b) pasivas virdnicas
Latvieu- L. Sternberga 1998 ap 20000 | Avolts
frandu

¢) vairakvalodu vardnica (5 valodu: latvieSu-anglu-vacu-
franéu-krievu)

MeZtehnikas, J. Dolacis [19987] | 8100 | Antéra
mezsaimniecibas

un kokriipniecibas
terminu vardnica o
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d) sarunvardnicas (tematiskas)

Viardnica Aulors Izdosanas Tému Apgads
(sastaditajs) gads skaits

Latviesu- Fr. Calay 1995 30 LU

franéu (F. Kalg)

Latvie§u- J. Grostiga 1697 20 Ekonomisko

francu attiecibu
institlts

Latvieiu- H. Kalve 1998 14 Jumava

franfu

Ka redzams no tabulas, fran¢u vardnicas atSkiras gan péc
ievietoto skirk|u skaita, kas varié no 770 Itdz 30 000 leksiskam
vientbam, gan pec domatds auditorijas (galvenokart plaiam
lasTtaju lokam), gan péc nozimibas un autentiskuma pakapes
(L. Sternbergas sastaditas plagiatiskas divvalodu vardnicas).

PEc apjoma izdotds virdnicas pieskaitimas pie mazam un
vidgjam vardnicam, kas atbilst vispargjai situacijai latvielu
leksikografija, kur minamas tikai paris vardnicas, kuras varétu
pieskaitit pie liela apjoma vardnicam (LLVV, ME, Krievu-
latviesu 1959. gada izdota vardnica).

Raksturigi, ka $aja Tsaja laika spridi izdotas originalas
sarunvalodas vardnicas. Ja lidz 90. gadu vidum bija tikai daZas
frandu-latviedu, latvieSu-francu divvalodu tulkojosas vardoicas
(R.  S8varcbacha  Franciski-laviska  vardnica  (1931),
I. Zandreiteres un J. Abramas Francu-latviesu vardnica (1957,
1973%); A. Bojates, F. Pizovas, |. Zandreiteres Latviesu-francu
vardnica (1970), M. Alksnipas, R. Grikites un R. Seferes
Francu-latviesu un LatvieSu-francu vardnica (1983)), tad
pédgjos piecos gados (1995-2000) pirmo reizi Latvijas
leksikografija izdotas specialas terminologijas vardnicas
(Franéu-latviesu ekonomikas terminu maza vardnica un
Meitehnikas, meZsaimniectbas wun kokripniecibas lerminu
vardnica) un tris originalas sarunvalodas vardnicas.

Interesanti atzim&t, ka jauno vardnicu veidofanas
sakumposma iniciativu izradija arzemnieki: be]gis Fransua Kalé
(Frangois Calay) un latviedu izcelsmes francizis Zans Marks
Sulcs no Lionas. Vini gan nebija profesionali leksikografi, tomér
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vigu vélme paplasinit francu vardnicu skaitu bija apsveicama, it
ipasi tad, kad bija krasi jatams franéu vardnicu trikums.
Nosacttas konkurences apstakjos autori centas sagatavot
vardnicas péc iesp&jas atrak, kas savukart noveda pie daZada
veida k[idam wun neprecizitatém. Tas skaidri redzams
Z. M. Sulca Francu-larviesu vardnica (1998), kuras
sagatavoSand piedalfjas ar7 studentes. Kop§ iepriek§gjas frandu-
latviedu vardnicas bija pagajusi 15 gadi, faktiski pat 41 gads no
pirma izdevuma naksanas klaja (1957). Tadejadi vargja sagaidit,
ka jaunaja Z. M. Sulca vardnica biis daudz jaunvardu, kuri stabili
ienakusi valodas aprité p&deja pusgadsimta laika. Jaatzimg, ka
leksikas limeni uzdevums ar7 sasniegts un vardnica atrodamas
tddas sintetiskas leksiskas vientbas k3 anglismi (barman
'barmenis’, bermuda 'bermudas’, caddy 'ratini', chips 'Cipsi', curry
karijs', discount 'diskonts', jerrican 'benzinkanna', job 'Sance’,
footing ’'skriciana’, hit-parade 'tops, hitparade’, magnétoscope
'videomagnetofons', modem ‘'modems’, patchwork 'maisijums’,
radar ‘'radars’, tee-shirt ‘t-krekis’), ka ari sarunvaledas vardi
(bobard 'meli, pile', déche 'triikums, nabadziba', foutaise 'micks,
stkums', gadoue 'dub]i’, gargote 'bufete, Ieta &dnica’, guitoune
‘telts', patraque 'vargulis, nikulis’, peton 'kepina, pecina', taloche
‘plauka’ utt.

Labi izstradati $kirk|i, kuri saistas ar Latviju (piem., lettoniser
‘latviskot', lettonisation ‘latviskoSana', lertonité ‘'latviskums,
latvietiba'), toties neprecizitite pielauta, apzimcjot ar Livonie
Vidzemi. K3 zindms, ar Livoniju saprot ne tikai Vidzemi, bet arT
Igaunijas dienviddalu. Batu loti labi, ja virdnicas lietotajs
vienreiz rastu atbildi, ka fran¢u valoda biitu, pieméram,
ridzinieks.

Veérojama arT misdienu leksikogréfijas tendence uzskatit par
leksiskam vientbam vietvardus un abreviatiiras, tos neatdalot
atseviska pielikuma, ki tas bija pierasts redzét iepriek3gjas
francu-latvie3u vardnicas.

Ka negativs faktors minams liels redakcionalas dabas k|odu
skaits, Tpa$i latvieSu valodas dala. Tas izpauzas (skait]i iekavis
apzimé lappusi vardnica):

diakritisko zimju nepreciza lietojumd (pieméram, augstpratigs
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(253), inflacija (140), Joti 2} (94), no darzemiem (410);
vakarikotajs {150) utt.;

lidzskayu  parstatfjuma (pieméram, Kiveja (294), resp.
Kijeva; Pirgjenu pussala (262);

leksemiskajas atbilsmes (barbekju (47), celamskrive (115),
citronade (303), diplomata koferis (37), iglu (262), vectante
(244), vistu putni (323), laps/lapiete “lapzemietis/lapzemiete"
(297) utt.

. Salidzinot ar Luizas Sternbergas sastadito Francu-latviesu
vardnicu, kura izdota izdevnieciba "Avots" 2000. gada sakuma
un kurd ir ap 15 000 vardu, Zana Marka Sulca vardnica,
neskatoties uz neprecizitatém, ir miisdienigaka un originala. Ta
ietver daudzus jaunvardus, sarunvalodas vardus, kas atbilst
misdienu leksikografiskajai praksei — péc iesp€jas vairak
tuvinaties redlajam valodas lietojumam. Savukart izdevniecibas
"Avots" vardnica faktiski ir 1. Zandreiteres un J. Abramas
Francu-latvie§u vardnicas (pirmais izdevums izdots Riga
1957. gada, otrais — papildinatais izdevums — Riga, izdevnieciba
"Liesma” 1973. gadd) safsindts variants. Salidzinot abas
vardnicas, jasecina, ka L. Sternbergas sastadita vardnica ir bez
leksikologiskas veértibas. No iepriek$gjos gados izdotajam
viardnicim parpemts leksiskais materials, to tikai mehanisk
sarucinot, pilntha svitrojot leksikografiskos mikrokontekstus,
daju latviedu valodas leksiski semantisko variantu un frantu
valodas 3skirk|Ju vardus. Nemot véra, ka . Zandreiteres un
J. Abramas sastiditas vardnicas pirmais izdevums iznaca jau
1957, gada, 3eit fiks€tie vardi atbilst péckara leksikai ar spilgti
izteiktu literaru ievirzi, vardu atlase saglabata arl "jaunaja”
vardnicd. Vienigais nosacTtais labums — pircgjam tiek vismaz
pieddvita iepriek$€jas paaudzes prece. Tas atiiecas arT uz otru,
L. Sternbergas sastadito un izdevnieciba "Avots" 1998. gada
publicéto Latviesu-francu vardnicu. Tikai retos pieméros
izdarftas redakcionalas dabas izmainas (pie tam kiiidainas},
pieméram, A. Bojates, F. Pizovas, |. Zandreiteres Latviesu-
Jrancéu  vardnwa  (1970) zem Skirkla  absolvents  dots
mikrokonteksts: vins§ ir Maskavas universitates absolvents — il
a fait ses études a !'Université de Moscou, bet L. Stembergas
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sastaditaja vardnica: vins ir Latvijas Universitates absolvents —
il a fait ses études & I'Université de La (sic!) Lettonie, nemaz
nerundjot par to, ka nav izskausti iepriek3gjas vardnicas sastaptie
tulkotaju viltus draugi (agitators ~ agitateur; ampula — ampoule;
makulatiira — maculature; metodikis — méthodiste;, Zalizija -
jalousie u. c.). :

Paplalinoties starptautiskajiem sakariem un atfistoties
starptautiskajam tirismam, radas aizvien lielaka nepiecieamiba
péc sarunvardnicam. Isi laika posma daZadas izdevniecibas
iznaca tris dazada lieluma sarunvardnicas. Hronologiski pirma
sarunvardnica 90. gados bija be|ga F. Kalé sastadita vardnica, tai
sekoja Janas Grostinas Latviesu-francu sarunvardnica (1977) ar
20 tematiskam grupam un tekstu, ierakstitu audiokasete.
Vispla3aka no izndkusajam francu sarunvardnicam ir Helénas
Kalves kabatas formata 360 lappuiu apjoma Latviesu-francu
sarunvardnica ar isu ieskatu francu valodas fonétika, gramatika
un ar nelielu latvieSu-franéu konkrétas leksikas vardnicu {ar apm.
1660 skirkla vardiem), ki arT ar divam audiockasetém. Nemot
véra, ka vél lidz 5im laikam nav sagatavota francu valodas
macibu gramata pieaugusajiem, tad §7 sarunvalodas virdnica var
kalpot art par macibu lidzekli francu valodas tematiskai apguvei.
Vardnica sadaiita 14 tradicionalas nodalas (pilséta, iepirksanas,
malfite, veseliba, darfjumi, politika utt.). Sarunvardnici iestradits
bagatigs leksiskais materials. Tomér ar7 $ai originalajai
sarunvardnicai ir savi trilkumi:

— nemotivéta dzimtes kategorijas maipa franu valodi
(armistice, cierge, chile, change, malaise, masque, ongle, peigne
u. c. ir virieSu dzimig, bet aspirine, angine, armoire, baleine,
confédération, contre-basse, équerre, liqueur, loge, loutre, offre,
taupe, toux U. ¢ it sievieSu dzimte);

— burtisks parcélums no latvie3u valodas (skapu signali
aizliegti — signaux sonores interdits, resp. Klaxon interdit (82);
Ziemelu ledus okedns — océan Glacial Nordigue, resp. océan
Glacial Arctique (41): Klusais okeans — océan Paisible, resp.
océan Pacifique (41);

— pavéles formas lietojums neatbilstosi situacijai. Ja latvieSu
valoda, Iidzigi ka tas ir krievu valoda, plasak lieto pavéles formu,
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tad francu valoda plasak lieto perifrastiskds pieklajibas formas
(vai jis nevar€u, vai jos nebutu tik laipns, lidzu u. tml).
Pieméram, ielefier antifrizu franéu valoda drizak atbilstu
tulkojums Pouvez-vous mettre de l'anti-gel, bet nevis Mertez
l'antigel (86). Analogiski nomainiet elfu frantu valodas etiketei
atbilstosaks biis Pouvez-vous changer [huile, bet ne
kategoriskais changez ['huile (86) utt.

Ar 90. gadu otru pusi datéjama ari viena nedaudzajam
vairakvalodu vardnicam ar fran¢u valodu k3 vienu no tam —
Meztehnikas, meisaimniectbas un kokripniectbas terminu
vardnica. Piecvalodu vardnicu veidoja 20 gadus un 13s galigaja
varianti iekjauti 8100 nozares termini latviesu-angju-vacu-
francu-krievu valoda. Ta patlaban ir visbagataka vienas nozares
terminologiska viardnica miasdienu latvieu leksikografija.
Vardnica sastiv no labi pardomaitas pamatdalas un terminu
raditaja Cetras valodas. No valodas viedokla raugoties, vargu
véleties francu diakritisko zZimju konsekventaku lietojumu.

Pagajusi gandriz 40 gadi, kop$ iznakudi Noradiumi par
Jfrancu ipasvardu pareizrakstibu un pareizrunu latvie$u literdrajd
valoda (2), kurus sastadijis Laimdots Ceplitis. Saja laika nakusi
klat daudzi franéu valodas toponimi un antroponimi, veikti
teorétiski petljumi. Tadgjadi jaunaja vardnica, kura tiek gatavota
izdosanail 1zdevniectbd "Zinatne", at$kinba no iepriek8&)as bis
iek]auts materials ne tikai par Francijas, bet ari par frankofonas
Kanadas, Sveices un Belgijas antroponimiem un toponimicm.
Vardnica pirmo reizi biis doti ari fran¢u topoetnonimi, kas ipasi
vértigi bis tulkotajiem, jo nereti vienam francu vietvardam var
atbilst vairaki topoetnonimi, no kuriem viens ir latipu cilmes,
otrs — darinats peéc francu valodas varddarinasanas modela,
piemé&ram:

Pilsétas nosaukums Latviskais ledzivotaju
ekvivalents nosaukums

Castelnaudary Kastelnodart Castelnaudarien,

Chaurien
Meaux Mo Meldien, Meldois
Melun Meléna Melunois, Melunais,
: Melodunois
Saint-Denis Senden? Dionysien
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Sagatavosana ir ari franéu dzimtes vardnica. Dzimtes
noteik§ana ir viena no gritakajam francu valodas gramatikas
paradibam arzemniekiem.

ka apstiprina frantu popularako vienvalodas skaidrojodo
vardnicu Petit Roberr un Petit Larousse dati, no 33 2635
lietvardiem 10,3 % lietvardiem ir dubultdzimtes (3, 13). Jaunaja
vardnicad lietvardi ar tulkojumu latviesu valoda tiek grupeti
tabulas péc finalém, kas atvieglos noteikt, kada dzimt€ ir
attiecigais francu valodas lietvards. Iznémumi tiek doti tabulas
beigas. Vardnica reizeé bis arT pirma filologiska tipa franiu
vardnica Latvija, kur latvie$u valodas vardu tulkojumam jau biis
tikai pastarpindta nozime.

2001, gada apgada "Zvaigzne ABC" ar Francijas véstniecibas
atbalstu janak klaja plaSakajai francu-latvieSu vardnicai, kada
lidz 3im iznakusi Latvija. Tas pamata ir Fran¢u-anglu vardnicas
(4) elektroniskais variants. Vardnica plaSi parstavéta musdienu
franfu valodas sarunvalodas leksika ar leksému izvErstiem
leksiski semantiskajiem variantiem.

Parredzama nakotné jaiznak ari izvérstai franéu homonimu
vardnicai, kur bez homofonu un homografu uzskaitfjuma bils
doti arT konteksti, iesp&jamie sinonimi un antonimi, vardu saimes
un frazeologiskas vienibas.

Ki redzams no faktiskd materiala, Latvija p&dgjos piecos
gados izdots rekordliels skaits dazada veida franfu vardnicu,
sagatavoiana atrodas virkne originalu vardnicu, kas veicinas
leksikografiskas domas talaku izaugsmi.
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Nouveaux dictionnaires frangais dans la lexicographie

lettonne
Résumé

Durant les cing derniéres années, la Lettonie a enregistré la parution
de nouveaux dictionnaires frangais-letton et letton-francais, ainsi que la
publication de trois guides de conversation letton-frangais et deux
dictionnaires de terminoclogie spécialisée (de termes d'économie et de
termes de traitement de bois). Ces différents dictionnaires se
distinguent i la fois par le nombre d'entrées (de 770 a 30 000 unités
lexicales), leur qualité lexicographique, mais pas nécessairement par
leur rigueur scientifique.

Dans les années & venir devraient paraitre d'autres ouvrages
lexicographiques, notamment le Grand dictionnaire frangais-letton, fait
d'aprés le modéle du Dictionnaire frangais-anglais (Editions Hachette-
Oxford, 1994), un autre dictionnaire de la terminologie d'économie, un
dictionnaire des genres et un dictionnaire des noms propres frangais-
letton.
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Karsten LOMHOLT
Valency in Bi-directional Dictionaries
The Latvian Verb -

Looking at a language from the viewpoint of a foreign leamer
may lead to new ways of presenting knowledge about the
language in question. This also applies to bilingual lexicography.
In the present article I shall set out some of the considerations
concerning valency in Latvian which I have been induced to
make while preparing a bi-directional Latvian-Danish dictionary.

Although the Latvian lexicographical trend in the 20™ century
was still largely bilingual, most of the bilingual dictionaries
published were to all intents and purposes monodirectional; this
is even the case with most of the two-way dictionaries which
have been issued. In this connection one telling feature is the
indication of the so-called "open e", a piece of information that
can be and has been conveyed using simply a diacritic sign, e,
which does not require the use of any extra space. This is found
in Miihlenbachs (1923-32), but was not repeated in any
dictionary until the Latvian-Danish, Danish-Latvian published by
Norden in 1995, though it can also be found in grammars
published outside Latvia, e. g. in A Grammar of Modern Latvian
by T. G. Fennell and H. Gelsen (1980). The fact that this
information is still not given in Latvian-Russian dictionaries may
be explained by the assumption that such features of
pronunciation are easily picked up by learners in a Latvian-
speaking environment.

As Latvian is a case language, any dictionary which is meant
also for foreign speakers must include a dictionary grammar
which sets out the principles for the use of as well as the
different meanings of each case. While focusing in this paper
particularly on the valency of Latvian verbs, it will become clear
that a dictionary grammar alone will not provide sufficient
information for foreign speakers. But before that is discussed it is
necessary to give an outline of valency concepts based on
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distinctions made in Schgsler et al. (1997) for purposes of
valency lexicography.

Government and Valency

The term government traditionally covers only the ways in
which certain words (e. g. preposition and verbs) govern the
inflectional form (e. g. case) of other words. This concept is
inadequate for the purpose of bi-directional Latvian
lexicography, as there is a need to include and describe
prepositional phrases closely connected to certain verbs and to
outline rules for the case not only of objects but also of the
subjects of certain verbs and verbal forms.

The concept of valency is broader than that of government.
When viewing the verb as the kernel of a valency group, also
prepositional phrases and subjects will be regarded as dependent
complements. There is, however, a variety of definitions of
valency, most of which focus on semantics.

Valency theory dealing with the surface structure (in
Generalised Phrase Structure Grammar, e. g. by Gazdar (1990))
focuses on the structure of the constituents, e.g. whether a certain
verb can occur with a noun phrase (e. g. reikt kaut ko "say smth")
or whether it occurs with a prepositional phrase (e. g. rundat par
kaut ko "talk about smth™). This kind of description of verbs has
gained prevalence not only in bilingual dictionaries, but also e.g.
in leamners' dictionaries, which may for instance inform the user
whether the verb joawtar (ask) can take two noun phrases as
objects — as is the case in Latvian — or whether one of them is
bound to be a prepositional phrase — as is the case in Danish. It is
indeed often for this knowledge of the surface structure that users
turn to dictionaries.

In order to describe such varnation in the surface structure, 1t
is necessary to employ relational syntax as e.g. in the Lexical
Functional Grammar of Bresnan and Kaplan (1982). Thus the
complements of the verb in the paradigm pieskarties kam (touch
smth) as well as that of pieskarties pie ka (touch smth) can
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expediently be described as objects in spite of the difference in
structure at the surface level.

However, even the functional categories at the syntax level of
analysis prove to be insufficient. Thus the complement to bt (to
be) in vin§ ir Riga (he is in Riga) can be described as a locative
object, and the complement to bar in vips ir laimigs (he is happy)
as a subject predicate. But in order to account for the
complement in vins ir laba garastavokit (he is in a good mood)
as a subject predicate, not as a locative object, one needs to look
not at syntactic functions, but at semantic roles. Fillmore (1968)
has set out a classical model for the description of the semantic
structure of clauses.

In their turn some of the great scholars of Latvian have
expounded on the connection between semantics and case in
Latvian (e.g. J. Endzelins 1951 and L. Ceplitis 1991). Verbal
valency in Latvian may, however, need a more thorough — even
if brief — treatment in a dictionary grammar for foreign users, as
indeed more verbs in the alphabetic section of the dictionary will
require annotation on valency.

Some of the principles, pertaining to Latvian verbs,
concerning the interrelationship between semantics and valency-
bound case and phrase structure can be generalised, and they
may therefore be dealt with separately and comprehensively in a
dictionary grammar.

Valency in the Dictionary Grammar

For the sake of clarity and in order to avoid unnecessary
repetition, rules of grammar that can be generalised should be set
out in the dictionary grammar, and if the rules are both universal
and simple there may not be any need to repeat this information
in each dictionary article. If, however, there are irmregularities
these must definitely be set out in all relevant articles, and it may
even be deemed necessary — for the sake of unambiguity — to
give information also for the majority of words following a
specific sub-rule if there are several exceptions or if the rule is
likely to be difficult to grasp by untrained dictionary users.
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For the dictionary grammar it therefore needs to be decided
which features of valency are regular and can be set out
sufficiently lucidly not to require repetition and/or
exemplification in each dictionary article. These main rules can
be divided mto two groups:

1. Case depending on the form of the verb (e. g. indicative vs.
debitive)},
2. Case depending on the sense of the verb {e. g. benefit vs. use).

Concerning the first group, all the universal rules describing
which cases certain forms of the verb govern are best set out in
the dictionary grammar. This, for instance, applies to the fact that
the dative is the case of the subject of the debitive, e.g. Kas man
jadara? (What must [ do?; Hvad skal jeg gore?), and of the
infinitive with debitive import, as in Ko man darit? (What am I
to do?; Hvad skal jeg stille op?); the same applies to the subject
of the infinitive in three other instances: (1) in dictionary entries,
bit laimigam (to be happy; at vare glad), (2) in elliptical
sentences, (3) in sentences with the infinitive used as subject, e.g.
Ir labi but pratigam (it is good to be sensible); it also applies
when participles have a subject different from that of the main
clause, the so-called dative absolute, as in Sakoties ziemai, ir
slideni ce{i (As winter sets on, the roads become slippery).

When setting out rules for the valency of Latvian verbs, one
must first consider the users' grammatical knowledge — and the
general usefulness of certain grammatical terms. Thus one could
state that direct objects are in the accusative. But most users are
not sufficiently familiar with the concept of direct object for this
statement to be particularly helpful, and defining the direct object
simply as the object which is in the accusative will indeed not
help foreign speakers. The simplest general rule will therefore be
that virtually all verbs taking only one object govern the
accusative.

Verbs with two objects usually have the "other" object, the
indirect object, in the dative. Even leamers with English or
Danish mother tongue will find this distinction reasonably easy
as a similar distinction is made in these languages, though not by
means of case, but by means of word order, e.g. She gave the boy
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the book, not *She gave the book the boy, *Hun gav bogen
drengen which would translate Vipa deva gramatai zénu (as this
is a distinction in English which Latvian bilingual dictionaries
fail to convey to their users, it will be discussed in this paper's
final chapter on bi-directionality).

Concerming the correct case of objects in Latvian, the greatest
problem to foreign leamners is likely to be presented by verbs that
govern only one nominal phrase that is invarably in the dative
case. In order to facilitate learning attempts can be made in the
dictionary grammar to group these verbs according to semantics.
But as they present a marked and rare exception to the general
rule, the non-Latvian user will also need this information in
connection with each of these verbs in the wordlist. Further this
problem will be discussed first in the context of rules given in the
dictionary grammar, secondly with a view to ways of marking
this phenomenon in dictionary articles. : R

Case according to Meaning

In the dictionary grammar, the phenomenon of case
depending on the semantics of verbs can be set out as a few rules
of thumb; thus verbs which always govern nominal phrases in
the dative only, may be divided into four semantic groups:

1. Verbs with a beneficiary

Certain verbs can only take objects with the semantic role of
beneficiary or sufferer, i.e. with a meaning similar to that of the
indirect object (the dative object of double transitive verbs).

This goes for verbs with a beneficiary, e.g. palidzet (help;
hjzlpe), kalpot (serve; tjene), deret (fit; passe), piestavét (suit;
klede), apjawaties (ask; forhere sig), piezvanit (phone; ringe
ngn op). There are, however, a few other verbs with related
meanings which govern the accusative, e.g. atbalstit (support;
stgtte), aizstavét (defend: forsvare), sargat (guard; vogte),
sazvanit (phone; ringe til ngn).
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The same is true of verbs with a sufferer, i.e. some take
objects only in the dative, e.g. kaitét (harm; skade), skadet (harm,;
skade), sariebr (plague; chikanere) and in the same sense iegriezt
(plague; genere). Again there are exceptions, that is, verbs with
closely related semantics, but taking an object in the accusative,
e.g. traucét (disturb; forstyrre).

2. Verbs with an experiencer

Semantically related to the verbs with a beneficiary or
sufferer are verbs of sense and feeling. The expenencer in
Latvian occurs in the dative, and a parallel to this phenomenon
can be found with a few equivalent verbs in Germanic languages
taking the experiencer in the obhque case. Though this is not so
for most equivalents of the Latvian verbs in this group, 1 have
tried to find examples, and these are here marked with a *:
{pa)tikt (“please; “behage), garsor (be to the taste; “smage),
ripét (“worry; “bekymre), slapt (thirst; tgrste), sdpét (“hurt;
Aegre ondt), riebties (“disgust; “byde imod), dergnes ("repel
MMrastgde), apnikt (“bore; “kede). .

3. Verbs of possession

Similarly the dative of possession has parallels in Germanic
languages, e.g. piederét (belong; tilhgre): Maja pieder vipam, the
house belongs to him, huset tilhgrer ham. Though in contrast to
Latvian, Germanic languages can also express possession
without the oblique case: He has a house Vipam ir mdja. In this
group one may also include verbs as piengkties (be due, be
owing; tilkomme) and piemist (be characteristic; have en
egenskab).

4. Verbs of position and relationship
Position is another semantic field which in Latvian tends to

govern the dative. This applies both to physical position and
more figurative position in verbs as apkerties (embrace, clasp),
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pieskarties  (touch; rpre), sekor (follow; fglge), tuvoties
(approach; nzrme sig), lidzinaties (resemble; ligne), atbilst
(correspond to; svare til). Related in meaning to sekor (follow) in
the sense of obedience or confidence are klausit (obey; adlyde),
piekrist (agree; samtykke), pievienoties (join; tilslutte sig), ticeét
{(believe; tro), pielagoties (adjust, adapt, tilpasse sig), nodoties
{indulge; hengive sig).

Lastly, it is not only debitive forms of the verb that take the
subject in dative; this is also invanably the case for the subject of
the Latvian verb with debitive meaning, vajadzét (must, ought to;
skulle, burde)

Concerning verbs in group 2 and 3 above it is debatable
whether the phrase in dative is the object or the subject. Actuaily,
there is whole set of Latvian verbs denoting likes and dislikes, all
of which may have a complement in dative. In many cases it may
be debated what is the logical subject of the verb. However, the
fact remains that in sentences with most verbs having this kind of
meaning, modern Germanic languages has the amimate in the
nominative and define it as the subject, whereas many of the
equivalent verbs in Latvian has this part of the phrase in the
dative. Looking at the distribution of cases diachronically, this
use of the dative has earlier been more prevalent in Germanic
languages, and remnants are still found e.g. in a number of
slightly archaic Danish phrases: det behager ham (it pleases him;
vinam pattk); det synes/forekommer ham (it seems to him;, vigam
lickas); det smager ham (it is to his taste; vipam gario). In
current tdioms as well, similar examples can be found in all three
languages mentioned, e.g. det faldt ham ind (it occurred to him;
vinam iendca prata).

Marking in Dictionary Entries

Marking of verbs that do not occur in conjunction with a
phrase in the accusative, but with one in the dative, can be found
in a few bilingual Latvian dictionaries, primarily those (at least
partly) meant for foreign speakers, i.e. Latvian-Russian
dictionaries. In these dictionaries it is indicated with the personal
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pronoun in the dative (kam) italicized and in brackets after the
headword. This feature is also used reasonably systematically in
the recent Latvian-Polish dictionary (1999} where it is omitted
only in the case of a few verbs such as kaiter, derét and atbilst.
Earlier this system has also been employed, though without
consistency, for instance in the Latvian-German dictionary from
1980, which lists the noun tictha (kam) (belief), but gives the
verb ticet (believe) without similar information.

No further efforts have been made in Latvian bilingual
dictionaries to indicate the government of Latvian verbs, which
turns out to be a phenomenon more intricate than indicated this
far. The monodirectional tradition may not be the only
explanation for this; another explanation may indeed be
difficulties presented by verbs that do not invariably govern the
same case. Even as to the use of the dative, there is not complete
clarity with certain verbs, thus pieskarties (touch) can also be
constructed with a prepositional phrase using pie (which governs
the genitive), e.g. pieskarties zemel / pieskarties pie zemes, just
as in the Danish equivalent: rgre [ved] jorden. Also the verbs
gatavoties and sagatavoties (prepare; forberede sig) are
occasionally — especially when applied to something unforeseen,
as in s. uz visu (prepare for all eventualities) — used with a
prepositional phrase beginning in wuz (which governs the
accusative) in stead of dative. In spoken language sagatavoties is
also found with prieks kam.

In other verbs changes currently take place, probably under
Russian influence, e.g. in the verb tuvoties (to approach) which is
now also used with the dative in stead of a prepositional phrase
with the prepuosition pie.

It is thus not sufficient to indicate the use of the dative case
with verbs that do not take objects in the accusative. It is
therefore necessary to establish a more comprehensive system
for the indication in the dictionary of the valency-bound cases
and prepositional phrases of each verb, obligatory as well as
optional. For this purpose it is first necessary to give a brief
overview of the other main fields of verbal valency in Latvian at
the level of phrase structure.
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Other Cases and Prepositional Phrases

Apart from those main rules concerning the use of
nominative, accusative and dative in connection with verbs
which may be described in the dictionary grammar and/or in the
individual articles of the dictionary, there are other aspects of
surface syntax that should be conveyed to non-Latvian users.

Genitive

The dictionary grammar should outline the use of genitive for
most verbs of quantity and absence (including negated verbs of
presence) such as mebit (not to be; ikke at vere), and ik (be
missing, miss something; mangle, savnes), pietikt (suffice;
forsla). Just as the use of the dative, also this use of the genitive
can be indicated after the headword in each relevant entry
employing the personal pronoun in the appropriate case(s}. Thus
for instance:

nebiit (k) tkke at veere, ikke at findes
pietikt (ka) forsla, laika pietiek der er tid nok

There is also a few of verbs denoting emotional force of dread
or yearning, which can take the cause of the emotion in genitive.
This applies e.g. to baidities (fear; frygte), begt (flee; flygte),
bities (dread; frygte), kauméties (be ashamed; skamme sig),
kautréties (feel shy; vare forlegen), sargdties (beware; vogle
sig), vairities (shun; undgéd). And for a positive emotions, alkt
(crave; hungre efter), and ilgoties (yearn; lenges), karot (crave,
begere), tvikt (pine for; hungre efter) and the above-mentioned
slapt (yearn, tgrste efter), but it is now slightly old-fashioned.
Modemn Latvian prefers a prepositional phrase with no
respectively péc and the genitive. This can be indicated as
follows:

bities (ka / no kg) frygie
ilgoties (ka / péc kd) lenges efter
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Locative

A number of verbs take objects in the locative case, especially
verbs with the prefix ie-. As the Danish equivalents of most of
these verbs have the valency-bound prepositional phrase with the
corresponding Danish preposition i, or for movement "ind 1",
Danish users will not need a marking of the case that goes with
these verbs.

.There are, however, other instances with no close parallel in
Danish, e.g. verbs for seeing in the sense of waltching vacantly
(blenzt (kur) stare; stirre pa\, skatities (kur) look; betragte, se),
as opposed to the simple sense of looking at something, which in
Latvian takes the prepositional phrase uz ko and translates "se pa;
kigge pd".

blenzt I. (kur) stirre pafi; 2. (uz ko) kigge pa

Optional elements

There are several verbs which may have an experiencer as an
optional valency/bound element. As optional elements these
should be marked out; here it i1s done by setting them in smaller
script, whereas square brackets are used for optional elements
not altering the meaning:

' gadities (kam) ske for, hande [for]; irzffe sig
izdoties (kam} lykkes [for); vimam tas izdevas det
lykkedes {for] ham

The same goes for most of the verbs of quantity and absence
mentioned above; they may take an experiencer in dative as
sermnantic subject. As this is an optional valency-bound element,
it should similarly be set in a smaller script:
trikt (kam, kd) mangle; mums tritkst zipu vi mangler
oplysninger; trika zigu der manglede oplysninger
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Combinations

Combinations of cases can be indicated as outlined above for
the verb rritkt, e.g. accusative and locative for certain verbs (in
the following examples English is used for semantic explanations
which in the dictionary will be in Latvian):

apsidzét 1. (ko, kur; law) tiltale ngn for ngt; a. kadu
zadziba tiltale ngn for tyveri; 2. (ko, kam; sneak) sladre
til; om; vins ~éja brali tévam han sladrede til sin far om
broren

Distinguishing Polysemy

Certain Latvian verbs take different cases depending on
meaning. In these instances it may be useful to indicate not only
dative, but also accusative for the appropriate sense (and to give
the corresponding distinguishing L2 prepositions):

saukt 1. (ko, kam) rabe ngt til ngn; 2. (kadu) kalde pa;
(shouting) rabe pa

In the case of other verbs it may be only one of several
different meanings that takes an object in the dative, in which
case it will suffice to indicate this exception. This goes for verbs
as likt (put):

likt 1. legge...; 5. (kam; comand) palegge ngn ngt;
(make) fa ngn til

Prepositional Phrases

Listing the personal pronoun in the appropriate cases will not
give the full picture for all verbs. Certain verbs are linked to
nominal phrases by prepositions in certain senses and by case
alone in other senses. Thus piekerties with either pie or dative in
the literal sense (catch hold of; gribe fat i), and dative only in the
figurative (become fond- of; komme til at holde af). To fully
distinguish between these as well as the not entirely parallel
distinctions applicable to the Danish equivalents one may use a
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combination of semantic descoption, dead examples (indicating

case and/or preposition in brackets) as well as examples:
palidzét hjzlpe; (kam, kur; about task) p. kddam darba
hjzlpe ngn med arbejdet; (kam, kwr; about situation} p.
kadam nelaimé hjzlpe ngn i ngd; (kam, ar ko; about
means} p. kadam ar padomu hjzlpe ngn med et rad
pieskarties 1. a. (kam) rere; p. rtaustiniem rore
tangenterne; b. (pie ka; touch lightly) [belrgre; mati ~as
pie zoda hiret regrte hagen: ¢. {kam; in order to feel) rore
ved, fgle pa; 2. (kam; to deal with} bergre

Marking of case and preposition as outlined here may serve a

variety of purposes in a bi-directional bilingual dictionary. This

far only information on grammatical correct usage has been

considered. A brief lock at a current dictionary will reveal some

other purposes.

Contrastive Marking

The recent Latvian-Polish dictionary (1999), apart from
marking virtually all Latvian verbs that take dative only, appears
to mark also valency of Latvian verbs which may be unexpected
to the Polish user. Thus the use of accusative is indicated with
(ko) for certain verbs, eg. baudit (enjoy; nyde), bildinat
(propose; fri). In the Latvian-Danish dictionary this contrastive
marking should definitely be used for irregularinies such as the
exceptions to the semantic rules for the use of dative listed
above, thus aizstaver and traucét should be marked with (ko) the
latter of these is occasionally used with two objects, and only
then the animate object is in dative. This should be indicated
with two pronouns ({kam/| ko) and at least one example with the
animate object in accusative (fraucét rundtaju) thus stressing the
use of the accusative which goes against the expectations of the
users. '

Similarly, prepositions are given for atsveicindties (bid
farewell), viz. (no kd), and atslieties (lean), viz. (pie). In many
such cases a comparison with the other language will reveal a
complex set of similarities and differences which may best be
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reflected by exemplification. Thus it clarifies the difference of
semantic objects between beneficiary on the one hand, as in
atsveicinaties no draugiem (take leave of friends; tage afsked
med vennerne), and means on the other hand, as in atsveicindties
ar rokasspiedienu (take leave with a handshake; tage afsked med
et handtryk).

In certain cases the prepositional pattern given by the
Latvian-Polish dictionary serves also to guide the Latvian users
to the right meaning of polysemantic verbs. Thus the two senses
of balstities are distinguished by (uz ka) and (uz ko), the first
meaning being literal "to rest on", the second figurative "to be
based on". In addition the abbreviation prezn., meaning
figurative, is given. In the case of baidities only the prepositional
pattern indicates the different meanings of the polysemantic
verb, (mo ka) meaning, "be afraid of”, and (par ko) "worry
about". Similacly arbildet (uz ko) means "reply to smth; svare pé
ngt", whereas athildét (par ko) means, "answer for smth; svare
for ngt".

Bi-directionality = - : Y

For a Latvian dictionary to be bidirectional, it must give
information to the non-Latvian user about the valency of Latvian
verbs and supply the Latvian user with information on the
valency of the verbs of the other language.

Conceming Latvian verbs, it suffices to give certain main
rules in the dictionary grammar about the use of nominative,
accusative, genitive and dative. Also subrules for regular
exceptions along grammatical and semantic lines can be included
as described above. It will, however, greatly facilitate the use of
the dictionary if the regular exceptions, connected to the meaning
of verbs, are also indicated in all relevant articles; the same goes
for the exceptions to these subrules. Also in all subentries with
special meanings of verbs, it should be indicated with one or
mere pronouns what the valency of the headwords is, if it differs
from that of other senses. In a number of instances additional

b
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information on prepositional phrases may complement
information on case and/or serve to distinguish polysemy.

Simlarly, for Danish verbs the dictionary grammar must state
the rule concerning the way Danish word order parallels the main
Latvian distinction between accusative and dative. In the
wordlist itself there is a need to give indications of three different
kinds: (1) to indicate the cheice of preposition for valency-bound
prepositional phrases, (2) to indicate valency-bound word otder,
and {3) to indicate for which verbs there is a choice between the
two, as in dot kadam kaut ko give smb smth, give smth to smb.
Other Danish verbs in contexts similar to that of "give" do not
offer a similar choice, e.g. aizliegt kéddam kaut ko forbyde ngn
ngt, *forbyde ngt for ngn.

The Latvian tradition in bilingual lexicography for a language
comparable to Danish, viz. English, gives only the first of these
three types of information. In the user's guide for Kalnipa's
dictionary (1998) it is stated that rekcija (parvaldijums) angiu
vardiem paradita tikai tajos gadijumos, ja ta anglu un latviesu
valodd nav viendda (government is indicated only in those
instances where English and Latvian are not alike in this
respect). Still, nothing is indicated e.g. for the English verb
"give"”, though this verb can hardly be said to have the same
goverament as the Latvian verb dor.

Apart from the need for language specific information,
bilingual lexicography also implies a need for contrastive
information, thus in the case of Latvian, information should be
given for Danish users at least for those verbs that have a valency
contrasting to that of the Danish equivalent; for instance bildinat
(propose) takes the object in the accusative, whereas the Danish
equivalent "fri" has a prepositional object with the preposition
“til", which otherwise normally corresponds to the Latvian
dative.
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Summary

In the 20™ century most bilingual Latvian dictionaries were
prepared for Latvians only, and this is reflected in the information they
carry on valency in Latvian; as valency in one's mother tongue is not a
major concern for users of bilingual dictionaries it was hardly ever
indicated. However, the use of Latvian cases is a major concern 1o
foreign users, and there is thus a need for information on this point. The
most space-saving approach would be to divide information in main
rules listed only in a dicttonary grammar, isolated exceptions should be
given only in the articles, on the other hand more common deviation
from the main rules as well as marked deviation from user expectations
should be dealt with both in the dictionary grammar and in the articles.
This, for instance, applies 1o the use of dative for the only object of
certain verbs and genitive for the subject of a few verbs.

LatvieSu verbu valence divvirzienu vardnicas
Kopsavitkums

Lielaka daja 20. gadsimta latvie¥u valodas vardnicu bija paredzéta
tikai latvie$u paSu lietofanai, un tas atspogulojas informacija, kas tajas
sniegta par varda parvaldjumu latvie3u valoda; td ka vardu
parvaldijums dzimtaja valoda divvalodu vardnicu lietotajiem parasti
nesagida gritibas, tad 3is aspekts gandriz nekad nav uzradits. Tomer
citvalodigiem lietotdjiem ir bitiski zindt, ka licto latvie$u valodas
loctjumus, un tapéc ir nepieciefama informacija $aja  joma.
Visekonomiskaka pieeja botu sadalit informaciju ta, lai pamatlikumi
batu apskatiti tikai vardnicas gramatikas sadala, atseviZki izpgmumi
uzraditi tikai attiecigos 3kirk|os, savukart visbiezak sastopamas atkdpes
no pamatlikumiern un izteiktas atkdpes no lietotdja priek$statiem, kas
radudies dzimtas valodas iespaidd, batu apskatitas gan virdnicas
gramatikas sadala, gan arl attiecTgajos 3Zkirkjos. P&dgjais attiecas,
pieméram, vz vienigd objekta lietofanu dativa saistiba ar noteiktiem
darbibas vardiem un nedaudzu darbibas vardu subjekta lieto$anu
genitiva.
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Ojars BUSS
Eduarda Ozolina "Vaciski-latviska vardnica"
iek]Jautie Jana Endzelina un citu autoru -
jaunvardi

Endzelina jaunvardi — tas ir apzimé&jums ar savu Ipasu
jEédzienisko saturu, kas ietver gan ciepu un legendaritati, gan —
dazkart — savu dau skepticisma, kas art radijis daZzu labu
legendu, tacu jau ar anekdotisku ievirzi. Par $iem jaunvardiem
valodnieki (piem., Daina Nitipa) ir run3jusi studentu auditorija,
tatu Sie vardi visai maz analiz8ti teorétiskd valodnieciska
skatijuma.

Lai analizetu, vispirms $is materials — Endzelina jaunvardi —
j2apzina un jaapkopo. L.oti labi izmantojams materiala avots $aja
gadijuma ir pedagoga un leksikografa Eduarda Ozolina (1881-
1960) sastadita un J. Endzelina redigeta "Vaciski-latviska
vardnica” (1928'; 19425). §i vardnica ir viens no tiem
20. gadsimta pirmas puses latvie3u leksikografijas izdevumiem,
kas miisu vardnicniecibas vésturé ienem nozimigaku vietu, neka
tas Iidz 5im — galvenokart, protams, ideologisku iemeslu de] — ir
ticis atzits (starp citu, lielzkajas padomju laika vacu-latvieiu
vardnicas E. Ozolina darbs pat nav min&ts starp izmantotajiem
avotiem; te, bez 3aubam, vainojama ne jau 30 jauno vardnicu
autoru neinformétiba, bet gan laikmeta spaids, tada laikmeta
zimogs, kad vispar bija gauZi griti ar labu vardu piemin@t
gandriz jebkuru pirmspadomju laika publikaciju, kur nu v&l tadu,
kas ciesak saistita ar t. 5. "vacu laiku™). Skirstot E. Ozolina
vardmicu, dazbrid gan uzveEdl itin seniskas véstures dvesma,
piem&ram, lasot tadus arhaiskus skaidrojoSus tulkojumus ki
der Can-can 'kankans, kdda izlaidiga deja, der Blaustrumpf
'rakstniecibai nodevusas sievietes palama’. Toties citviet savukart
atrodami visnotal misdienigi $kirkli: das Dumping 'dempings
(Jaunpratiga cenu pazemina$ana konkurenta iznicinasanai), die
Korruption korrupeija, samaitasana, pavesana'.
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Tatu visinteresantakais, Skiet, $aja vardnica ir jaunvardi.
Lidzigi ka K. Milenbaha un J. Endzelina vardnica, ari Seit
jaunvardi apziméti ar zvaigzniti (piem., die Tantieme 'tantjéma,
atalga*"), tacu vél 1pasi mark&ti — ar zvaigzntti un burtu E. — tie$i
J. Endzelina piedavatie vardi (piem., die Markrhalle 'tirgus
nojume (talpa* E.}). Pirmajam no min&tajiem mark&jumiem gan
nevar uztic@ties simtprocentigi, par to liecina tadi pieméri ka ar
zvaigznTti mark&tais vards laide, kas tomér arT 20. gadsimta
divdesmitajos gados vairs nav bijis gluZi jauns, uz ko norada
kaut vai tas, ka K. Milenbaha un J. Endzelina vardnica $is vards
dots ar atsauci uz Ezeres izloksni. Turpretim noradém uz
J. Endzelina autoribu vajadzétu biat ticamdm, jo J. Endzelinu
pasu, kd jau minéts, var uzskatit par $is vardnicas redaktoru;
titullapa gan tadas norades nav, tatu priekSvirda minéts, ka vins
izskatfjis visu vardnicas tekstu.

E. Ozolina vardnica atrodami ne tikai Ipadi markétie
J. Endzelina un citu autoru jaunvardi, bet arT bez kada
mark&juma diezgan daudzi tadi vardi, kas acimredzot tolaik bija
jaunvardi un latvieSu valodas sistémad ta arl nav ieklavusies,
piem., lidenis (= lidma§ina), bezsamanigs 'bewusstlos’. Savulaik
jaunvardi bija arm masdienu latvieSu valoda vairs nelietojamie
svesvardi, pieméram, eksaminands 'der Examinand', hairétikis
‘der Ketzer', hairezija 'die Ketzerei'. Tiesa gan, daudzi no
vardiem, kas mitsdienu lasitajam var@tu 3kist nemarkéti un
neieviesus$ies jaunvardi, patiesiba atrodami jau K. Milenbaha un
J. Endzelina vardnica vai tas papilds€jumos; ti, piem., minétaja
vardnica var atrast visus tris Skirkla varda alrertiimiich
tulkojumus — 'senads, senatnigs*, senisks*® E., bet, ki redzams,
latvielu literaraja valoda nav ieviesies tiedi tas, kurs E. Ozolipa
vardnica dots bez kada mark&juma, proti, sendds. Par $o pasu
E. Ozolina vardnicas $kirkli runajot, vel butu japiebilst, ka ar
* E. marketais senisks K. Milenbaha un J. Endzelma vardnica
savukart dots ar atsauci uz J. Dravnieku. Sai pasa 8kirkI7 senisks
gan ieklauts arT tam sinonimiskais senmigs, turklat abi ar
zvaigzniti, tatad ka jaunvardi, bet norade Dr. dota tikai gkirkla
beigas aiz vaciska tutkojuma, tapéc var pielaut ari, ka vardnicas
autors, kas 3aja gadijuma ir J. Endzelins, noradi uz J. Dravnieka
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autoribu attiecindjis tikai uz senigs. Tomeér §is gadijums nejaw) —
pretéji pirms briza formulétajai parliecibai — uzskatit mark&jumu
* E. par absoliiti drodu J. Endzelina autoribas pieradijumu.

E. Ozolipa "Viciski-latviska vardnica" iek|auti apméram
85 J. Endzelina piedavati jaunvardi. No tiem misdiene latviesu
valoda stabili lietoti ir kadi 15 no tiem, piem., dotumi, iznirelis,
Jjutona, stirndzis, kidtiene, filozofijas termins ira (tiesa, ja Skirklt
das Sein pie 51 varda ir mark&jums * E., tad 3kirklt das Dasein -
tikai *). Tris no Siem 15 jaunvardiem darinati ar izskanu -fba
(izciliba, labestiba, kadiba), divi — ar izskanu -(e)klis (skuveklis,
Skirklis), paréjie varddarinaianas modei un formantt $aja
ieviesudos Jaunvardu grupina izmantoti katrs pa vienai reizei. Vel
dazi J. Endzelina jaunvardi lietoti sporadiski, bet apm. 65 no
jaunvirdiem, kas E. Ozolina vardnica marketi ar * E., 13 ar7 nav
masu valoda ieviesudies, piem., norisenis ‘darbibas vards',
Juksme 'die Manier, ieradums, panemiens, veids', aizstaklis ‘der
Liickenbiifler, izpaligs, ari surogats’. VEert&jot procentos,
redzams, ka apméram 20 procentu no J. Endzelina piedavatajiem
Jaunvardiem ir ieviesusies, bet apméram 80 procentu nay kjuvusi
par reali lietotiem vardiem.

Citu autoru jaunvardu, t.i., tadu, kas marketi tikai ar *,
E. Ozolina vardnica ir aptuveni trisreiz vairak neka J. Endzelina
darinato, t. i. apmé&ram 240. No tiem misdienu latvieSu valoda
lieto ap 90 vardu, piem., gizbaznis, kopaina, ripals, uzsvarcis,
stieple, tepe, sectba, skadrums, vispariba, kartula, saldkare.
Savukart no aptuveni 150 laika parbaudi neizturgjuSajiem citu
autoru jaunvardiem var mingt striklene 'striklaka’, atlékine 'das
Sprungbrett, lecamais délis' (masdienas: ‘tramplins'}, pufksten-
nieks ‘'der Urmacher, pulkstenu (taisitdjs, aizlaidnis 'der
Schieber, aizbidnis'. Dazs labs interesants vards bijis paredzéts
ar makslu saisfite  jédzienu apzimé3anai, tomér palicis
neizmantots, piem., veiklinieks 'burvju makslinieks', cukstis
'suflieris', mémis 'statists' (tatu Skietamais antonims balsonis
piedavats nevis ar nozimi ‘solists’, bet gan ‘kamertonis").
Procentudlaja vert&juma tatad apméram 38 % no tiem vardiem.
kas E. Ozolina vardnica ka jaunvardi markéti ar zvaigzniti, ir
valodd nostiprinajudies. Salidzinot skaitlus par J. Endzelina

254



Linguistica Lettica 2000 o7

Jjaunvardiem un par citu autoru jaunvardiem, janem gan véra, ka
otra)a no mingtajam leksikas grupam ir vairak tadu vardu, kas
patiesibd tomér jau pirms iekjausanas E. Ozolina vardnica
izturgjusi zinamu laika parbaudi. Ja, precizgjot leksikas véstures
detalas. 3adus vardus (ka, piem., lidmasina) izdalitu atseviski, tad
arl grupa "citu autoru jaunvardi" to vardu ipatsvars, kuri latviesu
valoda ieklavudies uz ilgu laiku, batu mazaks par minétajiem
38 procentiem.

Parlikojot visus 8aja vardnica atrodamos neieviesugos
Jjaunvardus — gan J. Endzelina, gan citu autoru veidotos — no
vardveido3anas jeb varddarindsanas viedokla, redzams, ka var
izdalit tikai divas pavisam nelielas grupinas, kas ta ari palikusas
pilniba nepienemtas, nespéjot delegét nevienu vardu misdienu
latvie3u valodai. Visi $im grupinam piederigie leksiskie
darinajumi ir J. Endzelina piedavati. Pirmaja no tam ietilpst
jaunvardi, kuros kaut kada veida izmantoti leiSu valodas
elementi: dirbiuve 'das Atelier, makslinieka darbnica’, talpa
'die Halle, liela zile, blaivs 'niichtern', vienpilietis
‘der Mitbiirger'. Acimredzot 3Sis kadreiz, jaunlatvie$u laika,
visnota] veiksmigi izmantotais latvieSu valodas bagatinajanas
papémiens 20. gadsimta vidi misu valodai vairs nav bijis
pienemams (kaut gan nevar izslégt varbiitibu, ka ar mérktiecigi
veidotas kampanas palidzibu arm Sodien kads no lei3u valodas
elementiem veidots jaunvards vél varétu masu leksiku
papildinat). Otra latvieu valedas runataju pilnmiba atraidua
jaunvdrdu minigrupina sastav no diviem ipaSibas vardiem ar
izskanu -gjs: purpurojs ‘purpurrot. sarkans ki purpurs’ un
sidrabojs 'silberweif}, balts ka sidrabs’. Ar $3ja gadijuma var
secinat, ka neveiksmigs bijis m&ginajums izmantot jaunvardu
darinadanai aizgitu elementu — sufiksu -woj-, kaut gan Soreiz
aizgiianas avots pat nav cita valoda, bet paas latvie3u valodas
izloksnes. Turklat, nemot véra, ka literaraja valoda ieklavusies
J. Endzelina savulaik par neveélamiem atzitie saliktie krasu
nosaukumi  purpursarkans, sudrabbalts (arl  purpursarts,
sudrabpeléks, genitivenis purpurkrasas- un ctti, kas atrodami.
piem., "Latviesu literaras valodas vardnica"), jasecina. ka
minétajiem jaunvardiem paredz€ta niSa krasu apzimgumu
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semantiskaja lauka jau ir aizpemta (tiesa, teorétiski jaunvardus
vargtu lietot k3 salikto krasu nosaukumu sinonimus).

Starp abam lielajam grupam, ti. latvieS3u valodas
piepemtajiem un nepiepemtajiem jaunvardiem, nav radikalu
atSkirtbu no varddarinasanas viedok|a (iznemot tikko mingtos
atvasindjumus ar -ofs, kas, ka redz€jam, nav spgjusi iek|auties
latvie3u Iiteraraja  valoda). Lielu at3kiribu varddarina$anas
lidzek|u izvElé nav arl J. Endzelina un citu autoru piedivito
jaunvardu starpa. Citiem vardiem sakot, izmantoto derivativo
Idzek]u repertuars ir visai Iidzigs. Tapéc var secinat, ka
varddarinadanas formanta izvélei nav bijusi butiska nozime
jaunvarda dzivotspéjas noteik3ana. Par to, cita starpa, liecina
vardu pan, ko veido analogiski darinati un an fongtiski Joti tuvi
jaunvardi, no kuriem ieviesies tomér tikai viens, piem.. sauklis <
saukt un jauklis < jaukt: sauklis (ar nozimi 'lozungs') ir kjuvis par
itin biezi lietotu vardu, turpretim vardam jauklis paredzEtaja
nozime tagad lieto citu atvasinijumu — jauktenis.

Sakot E. Ozolipa vardnicas jaunvardu apzinaSanu un
parlikoSanu, tika izvirzita darba hipotéze, ka neieviesugos
jaunvardu morfologiski derivativa analize varbat varétu dot
pamacosus rezultatus, |aujot izsecinat, kadas struktiras
Jjaundarinajumus valoda ir visgritak ieviest. Tomér jaatzist, ka §i
hipotéze neapstiprinajas; arl starp valodas nepienemtajiem
jaunvardiem visbiezak sastopami nevis Tpatngjakie darindjumi,
bet vardi, kas veidoti, izmantojot valoda visproduktivikos
formantus,  piem., sufiksu  -7b-: neizskirtiba  'die
Unentschiedenheit', nepelamiba 'die Untadelhaftigkeit',
nevietiba ‘'dieUngehorigkeit’, nelidziba 'die Uniihnlichkeit,
sprindziba 'die Spannung', karaliba 'das Konigtum', mdsiba
‘die Schwesterschaft, makliba 'die Gelehrsamkeit, reZgiba
'die Kompliziertheit' (no $iem piemériem tikai divi pedéjie ir
J. Endzelina veidoti). Jaunvarda likteni galvena nozime
acimredzot ir nevis 8§71 varda lingvistiskajal kvalitatel, bet gan
dazadiem psihologiskiem faktoriem un arT nejausibam. Tapéc
neieviesuSos jaunvardus varbit biitu veérts laiku pa Jaikam
parlikot valodas bagatinasanas noliikos, jo dazs labs vai
patiesiba pat itin daudzi no §iem vardiem var@tu pietiekami
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organiski ieklauties art misdienu latvie$u valodas sistéma. Lik,
dazi gana interesanti pieméri no J. Endzelina darindgjumiem:
brivgaris 'brivdomarajs’, kudigs ‘aufwieglerisch’, notale 'der
Hintergrund', sekns 'konsekvents' (un sekniba 'konsekvence’),
nosimte ‘procents’. Un no citu autoru veidojumiem: atlékme
‘atavisms', celtuvis 'lifts', diegums 'brodura’, divetnis 'dublikats’,
saldcepis ‘konditors’ (tiesa, §ids jaunvards sarunvaloda
neizb&gami parveidotos par salcepis), piederas 'armatira’, vidot
'vermitteln', arelpis 'trepju laukumins'.

So fragmentiro ieskatu E. Ozolipa vardnica iekjauto
Jaunvardu klasta gribétos pabeigt ar v&l diviem secinajumiem:

1) Eduarda Ozolina "Vaciski-latviskda vardnica" ir bagatigs
latvie$u valodas leksikas krajums, un §1s vardnicas vieta latviesu
leksikografijas vEsturé vl nav pienacigi izanalizEta un novértéta,

2} viena vai otra jaunvidrda ievieSanas varbitiba nav tiedi
proporcionila 81 varda darinataja lingvistiska talanta pakapei.

Die von Janis Endzelins und von anderen Autoren
vorgeschlagene Neologismen in dem "'Deutsch-
lettischem Worterbuch" von Ed. Ozolin [Ozolm§]

Zusammenfassung

Die Neologismen, die von Janis Endzeiins gebildet sind, sind oftens
besprochen, aber wenig erforscht. Eine sehr reiche Stoffquelle fir einen
Forscher dieser (und verschiedenen anderer) Neologismen ist der
"Deutsch-lettisches Worterbuch” von Ed. Ozolins [1942%). Es sind in
diesem Warterbuch ziemlich viele Neologismen zu finden, und. was fiir
einen Forscher ein merkwiirdiger Vorzug ist, alle diese Neubildungen
sind mit einem besonderen Merkmal (* oder *E.) versieht.Von diesen
Neologismen

80 sind von J. Endzelins, 240 - wvon anderen Autoren
vorgeschlagen. Heutzutage werden etwa 15 Waorter der ersten
Warigruppe (die "Endzelinismen”) und 65 Neologismen, die von
anderen Wissenschaftlern und Schriftstellern gebildet sind, wirklich
gebraucht. Es gibt keine Derivationsmodelle, die von der Sprache als
fir die Neologismen besonders geeignet bevorzugt wire. Die
Wahrscheinlichkeit, dass ein Neubildung von der Sprache angenommen
wird, ist keinesfalls mit sprachwissenschaftlicher Prominenz von den
Autor von dieser Neubildung direkt proportional.
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Aina BLINKENA
Pastaves, kas parvértisies
(LatvieSu jauni ortografija 90 gados) -

"Rakstibu més lietojam ikdiend un |oti reti apzinamies, cik
briniskigas lictas ir runadana un rakstidana. Més tulkojam savas
domas skanas, tas nozimé — runijot parvériam ganga izpausmi
sajitas, un tas, kur§ klausas, ir sp&jigs dzirdgtas skanpas atkal
parverst gariga veida un saprast otra domas, ki ar? uz tam reaggt.
Un talak: kadu laimigu atklajumu cilvéks ir izdaryjis — jemacijies
dzirdéto parvérst redzama, ar ausi uziverto noraidit acim un tada
vetdd fiksét ziodoSo, izskanoso uz balta pamata ar melniem
burtiem, rakstito mierigi nest uz majam un uzglabat nakotnei."'
Ta rakstibas nozimi vérté Augusts Bilensteins.

Latvie$u valodas rakstiba veidojusies vairak neka 400 gadu
gaitda un no sikotngja haosa un nejausibam izveidojusies par
vienu no pilnigakajam rakstibam pasauwl@, jo musu rakstu zimes
atbilst latvieSu valodas fong@mam gandriz pilnigi un véra tiek
nemta arl morfémas cilme — spgka ir t. s. fonomorfologiskais
princips.

Tadu cel8 uz misdienu rakstibu bijis visai sarezgits. Visa
garaja  latvieu rakstibas  pastaveSanas laikda  mekletas
visracionalakas rakstu zimes un panémieni, un §is process nav
uzskatams par pilnigi pabeigtu vé! tagad un ir tikpat nebeidzams
ka pasas valodas attistiba.

Laika gaitd mainTjies gan rakstuzimju skaits un iespiesto un
rakstito burtu veids (grafetika), gan ari rakstuzimju izmanto$anas
nosactjumi (ortograftja). Ka raksta Karlis Milenbahs, "Pirmie
gramatu rakstitdji bija vaci. Sie savas ortografijas principus
pieméroja vacu valodai. Ta latvieSu valoda dabiija vacu svarkus,
kuri daza zina tai labi nepiedergja."”

Sos "vacu svarkus" latviesu rakstTba nemitigi lapija un centas
labak pielaikot — sdkuma padi vacu tautibas darbinieki, kuri
veidoja miisu ortografiju. Savi nopelni te bija G. Mancelim,
K. Firekeram, H. Adolfijam, G. F. Stenderam u. c. Ipasi
piemmama Bibeles tulkojuma redakcijas konference 1683. gada
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Jelgava. Ta ilga veselu ménesi, un taja izveidoja t. s.
kurzemnieku ortogriafiju un, ka atzist J. Straubergs, "tika
nosprausti latvieSu literaras valodas pamati vairakiem gadu
simtiem."”

Jau kop§ pirmajam iespiestajam gramatam, no kurdm vecaka
saglabzjusies no 1585, gada ("Catechismus Catholicorum™), tas
iespiestas gotiskiemn, t. s. fraktirburtiem, kuri pargpemti no 1a
laika vacu rakstibas. Griitibas rakstitajiem sagadaja atSkiribas
latvie3u un vacu valodas fonému sistéma, tapéc tam fon€mam,
kadu nav vicu valoda, bija javeido jaunas rakstuzimes. Rakstiba
vecakajos iespiestajos latvieSu valodas tekstos ir neracionala
grafisko apzimgjumu izveidé un nekonsekventa to izmantojuma.’

Kaut arl pec Bibeles tulkojuma publicéSanas, pasi péc tas
2. izdevuma 1739. gada, kad redigé3anas darba bija piedalfjusies
iabakic latvieSu valodas praigji no macuitaju vidus un rakstiba
krietni uzlabota, daudzus 1a neapmierinaja.

1833. gada notika Karla Kristiana Ulmana (1793-1871)
organizétd diskusija par latvie$u ortografiju, bet ta maz ko
atrisingja. Lielakd nozime bija diskusijas rosinatajam latvieda,
arsta Jura {Georga) Bara (1808-1879) rakstam "Magaz?nés"s,
kurd vigs iesaka latvieSu rakstos lietot latipu burtus un jaunu
fonému /ie/ un /uo/ atveidojumu — ia un wa (Suadian Sodien’).
Kop$ ta laika jautajums par rakstuzimju tipu (fraktira vai
antikva) latviedu rakstibas teorétisko un praktisko risinataju vidit
ir aktuals gandnz veselu gadsimtu.

Zinamu laiku pastavéja kompromiss, kas katram no $iem
burtu tipiem pieSkira funkcionali atSkirigu lomu, pieméram,
vardnicas (G. F. Stendera’, K. Ulmapa’ un G. Brazes® vardnicas),
ka art daZos citos tekstos latvie§u vardi iespiesti antikva, vacu
vardi — fraktdra. Sads funkcionals grafétikas dalijums paradijas
jau pirmaja Bibeles tulkojuma iespieduma, kur pamatteksts
iespiests fraktira, bet paskaidrojumi uz malam — antikva. Tomer
cel§ uz vispargjo pareju no fraktdras uz antikvu bija ilgs un
grits.

Zinatniskas precizitites nolika antikvu latvieSu valodas
iespieduma izmantojis A. Bilensteins (1826-1907) savis
gramatikas'®, kuras, ka vips saka, ".. npemot verd latviesiem tik
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ipatnéjo dazadibu ar garajiem un lauztajiem patskaniem, biju
spiests lietot specialas zimes. [..] Man nekad nav nacis prata
uzspiest latviediem jaunu un saméra raibu rakstibas veidu vai ar1
jeteikt tautai lietot un meEginat jaunas rakstu zimes. Saja
Jautdjuma gadu desmitiem esmu cinfjies ar cilveku mulkibu.
Burti un rakstibas veids ir katras tautas kopTgs TpaSums un kopiga
bagatiba. [..] Grozijumus kopiga ipasuma var pienemt tikai ar
visu lietotdju vienpratigu piekrisanu. Ja kads iejaucas aiz
nesaprasanas, var izcelties neglabjams haoss. Ir tautas, kas pie
sava rakstibas veida turas ar milzign neatlaidibu ar tad, kad laika
gaita vardu izruna ir mainijusies, ka, piemé&ram, pie angliem un
pie fran¢iem. [..] Ta¢u neviena tauta pasaule nav uk patvarigi
izrikojusies ar savas valodas rakstibu ka latvieSi. Faktiski nevis
tauta, bet modernie (jaunlatvie$u) rakstnieki un skolmeistari.”"”
A. Bilensteins 19. gadsimta 70. gados vl Joti skeptiski skatas uz
radikalam rakstibas reformam, kas vismaz dalgji skaidrojams ar
vina negativo attiecksmi pret jaunlatvieu nacionalajiem
centieniem. Atzidams, ka antikvas ievieSanal latvie$u rakstiba
batu savas priekSrocibas — tiktu panakta saskana starp iespiesto
un rakstito tekstu (rokrakstos latvieSu valoda vienmér lietoti
latipu burti) — A. Bilendteins pret anttkvas burtu ievie$anu
izvirza, vigaprat, bitiskus argumentus: latvie3u latkrakstiem.
skolas un mactbu gramatam vEl neesot sakara ar zinatni un
latvieSu valoda v&l neesot izmantojama starptautiskajai
komunikacijai ("fir den Weltverkehr"). Nebeidzami meklgjumi
rakstibas reform&$ana varot novest pie ta, ka nekadas rakstibas
vairs neesot. "

Ar 1868. gadu par latviesu valodas un valodniecibas centru
klist jaundibinata Rigas LatvieSu biedriba, kas tolaik pulcina
visas Latvijas gai3akos pratus. 1869. gada 4. maija nodibina RLB
Zintbu komisiju.

RLB Zintbu komisijas darbibas apskatad K. Graudin$ raksta:
"Kad 1868. gada latviesi gribéja nodarboties ar gara gaismas
izplatiSanu, tad papriek$u v&l nadzigi vajadz&ja piekopt pasu
valodu, to kuplinat un izdaijot. [..] Vispirms bija jamodina tauta
cendanas uz garigu darbibu un jagada par derigiem rakstiem, tad
paprick$u vél jakeras pie rakstu valodas izveidoganas."
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Jau biedribas dibinasanas gada izveidotaja Zinibu komisija
latvieSu valodas kopSanai un attisti3anai piedergja Joti nozimiga
vieta, jo biedribas locekli apzinajas, ka bez valodas izkop3anas
nav iespéjama nacionalas kultiras attistiba.

Par vienu no aktudlakajiem jautajumiem kjuva latvieSu
ortografijas uzlabofana un nostabilizé3ana, lai raksta batu
iesp€tami preciza un konsekventa skapu un burtu atbilsme
{1deala varianta — katrai valodas skanai savs burts), ai rakstitais
teksts biitu neparprotams. Radas daudzi priek$likumi, kurus
apsprieda Zintbu komisija, un viens no asakajiem stridus
jautajumiem bija  grafetikas 1zvéle — vai nu tradicionalie
fraktarburti, vai arT antikvas burti, ar kuriem aizstatu an t. s.
"Eupu burtus”, kad vienu fon€mu apzime ar triju vai ¢etru burtu
kopu. Latviedu valodas skanu likumiem neatbilda ari péc vacu
pareizrakstibas parauga lietotais trcksnenu dubultojums, lai
noradttu, ka ieprick§€jais patskanis ir 1ss (mannas tuppeles irr
dzillas). Tadas rakstibas atavismus var dazkart verot vél musu
dienas uzvardos (Moite, Spekke, Busse). Sos dubultniekus atmeta
jau 1869. gada "Baltjas Vestnesis”, kaut ari, ka 1897. gada
rakstlja viens no ortografijas reformu projekta autoriem
E. Jozuus, kads no §& jaunindjuma pretiniekiem iesaucies: "Par
manu liki lai brauc, ja kads grib ruppeli rakstit ar vienu p!"’*®

19. gadsimta 60. gados presé paradas daudzi raksti, kas skar
ortografijas jautdjumus; Tpasi te aktivas ir "Peterburgas Avizes"
un "Baltijas Vé&stnesis". K. Barons 1864. gada rakstja: "No
katras labas ortografijas jeb riktigas rakstidanas vizes ir seviski
pagéramas divas lietas: 1) tai nebiis nepatiesi biit griatai caur
parakiem bokstdbiem un veltigiem likumiem, un 2) tai jagada, ka
pie visiem vardiem un teikumiem ir pienakama izskirtba, lai
juk3ana nevar celties. Tad€| ne par daudz zimju un ar1 ne par maz
zimju pie katras derigas ortografijas \."cljadzigs."]6

Starp karsti diskutétajiem bija jautdjums par patskanu garuma
apziméianu un divskapu /ie/ un /uo/ apziméSanu. Talaika
rakstiba atkartba no patskapa funkcijas un pozicijas varda
garumu apziméja ar sekojo3u burtu 4 p&c vacu rakstibas parauga
vai ari ar jumtinu lokativa galotn&, vai ar gravi daZos citos
gadijumos. Ortogréafijas uzlabosanas priekslikumu autori centas
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gan izdarit mainas jau esosas gotiskas grafetikas ietvaros, gan ari
piedavdja dazadus latipu burtu izmantoianas variantus.
Savdabigus antikvas burtu izmantojumus iesaka un savos rakstos
lieto, pieméram, Kaspars Biezbardis, ar atikirigu komatveida
diakritisku zimi virs vai zem burtiem s un z apzimé vairakas
fon€mas: /s/ —s; 8/ — s, /2/ — & /2/ —§; fe/ — 2, &l — 2, 13/ — 2, 1% 1
— Z (dazi — 'dadZi’, vifpi — 'vizni'); divskapus /ie/ un fuo/
Biezbardis apzimé ar ia un ua, bet F. Brivzemnieks ar i un .

Turpindjas arT diskusijas par gotisko burtu izmanto3anas
uzlaboSanu, pieméram, par burta £ lomu patskanu garuma un
divskaga /uo/ apzimésanai (ohia — 'ola'}, troksnenu dubultodanu,
ka arT burtu s vai J lietoSanu varda beigas un priedgk|os. Plasi
par Siem jautajumiem diskutéts Visparigaja skolotaju sapuilcé
1873. gada Pirmo dziesmu svétku laika, kur ortografijas lietas
parspriestas divas dienas. Sis diskusijas atstasta Matiss Kaudzite:
"Otra diena darbus uzsak, turoties pie 53 paSa ortografijas
jautdjuma izsprieSanas, bet — ka viegli saprotams, nesasniedz
nckdda iznakuma. Neviens toreiz neparedzgja, ka ptlniga
iznakuma $ai grata jautdjuma nesasniegs ne vien pec Cetrdesmit,
bet varbit ir ne péc simts padiem tada zipa, ka visas latviskas
gramatas bus izdodamas viena pareizrakstiba, ka tas bija hdz
prieks$gja gadu simtena vidum.""”

M. Kaudzite min arf kuriozu: K. Biezbardis atsaucies uz
A. Bilensteina izteikumu, ka garuma zimer A" dienas esot
skaititas. "Tad pacélas Skerbergis un sacija, ka skolotaji
nesaprotot Bileniteina valodas macibu, un, ja veco ortografiju
atmetisot, tad iznakdot tik "putra un kaposti". Sis izteikums
sacéla sapulcé jautribu lidz pat skajiem smiekliem. [..] Péc tam
vél ilgus gadus 3lakstéja ie Skerberga "putra un kaposti” gan
rakstos, gan vardos."'®

Rakstibas reformas turpinajas. 1874. gada "Baltijas
Vestnesis" atmet burtu /4 aiz ¢ divskapa /uo/ apzime3anai, to
sabiedrba uznem pozitivi.

Reformas aktivi veicina Kri§janis Valdemars un Atis
Kronvalds. 1872. gada izdotas "Krievu-latvieSu-vacu vardnicas”
pricksvarda K. Valdemars norada, ka vardnica izmantoti latinu
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burti, kaut arT tie izmaks3ju$i labu tiesu naudas, bet "ar tadu
burtu paligu bija iespeéjams pakapt labu soli uz prieksu pie
latviesu ortografijas parlabosanas."'” Saja vardnica nelieto ari
garo s, dubultos konsonantus un h aiz o.

K. Valdemirs latvie§u ortografijas reformas verté atzinigi:
"Tade} uzradisu 3¢ Tsuma vz vienu lietu, kas liekas maza. bet
neblt nav tada, kad to labi ievéro. Ta ir latvieSu ortografijas
uzlaboana miisu dienas, ar ko patiesi pie mums tik zigli un
veikli steidzas uz priek3u. cik vien tauta var panest. VEl, zinams,
daudz istas parlabo3anas nav pilnigi ievestas, bet ir tatu liela
ceriba, ka ievesana izdosies.

SinT lieta sik latviesi lielu soli pakapt talak neka dazas lielas
tautas. Mazs laiks pagijis, kur v&l rakstija par Estreikeriem un
citiem tadiem derriem un nerriem, kas nemaz tadi nebij pgc miasu
vatlodas dabas, bet kas tafu iesakuma pat valodas pratgjiem
izlikas ka neizdzenami viesi, jo kas vargja cerét, ka maza
rakstnieku pulcind atradisies diezgan di$as un vienibas gara
uznemt un laimigi gala vest to grito karu pret paSu un citu
veciem ieradumiem, sev nastu uzlikt, lai pécak visiem un visai
rakstniecibai caur to labums celtos. Un tagad — ne vien tie, bet ar7
jau dubultnieki ir aizraiditi un pat "lops" ar tik daudz burtiem, cik
tam kaju ir, rakstits; garo h-asti vairs neliek ciena un goda, kaut
arT ta daudz resnaka un kuplaka bitu, neka vecu laikuv "lohpam"
bij. Sint lietd pieder "Baltijas Véstnesim” it liela slava, jo tadas
svarigas pargrozisanas var tikai tad ievest, kad papilnam
izplatitas avizes tas sak izlietat. nebidamies par lielu darbu
iesdkuma un par tam daudz pretestibam lielaka, visvairak maz
macitu, lasTtaju starpa pirmaja laika, "™

Rakstibas reformu jautdjumam vairakkart pieskaries art Atis
Kronvalds. Vind par nopietnu argumentu latinu burtu ievie$anai
izvirza nepieciefamibu tuvinat latgalieSus un pargo novadu
latvieSus, jo Latgal€ latinpu burti bija jau 17. gadsimta. Vind bija
pirmais, kas runaja par postu, kadu latvieSiem nodarijusas svesas
varas, péc Altmarkas liguma 1629. gada noskirot Polu Vidzemi
(Latgali) no pargjas Latvijas. Par "loti skadigu” A. Kronvalds
atzist to, ka visiem latviesiem nav vienotas ortografijas. Vestulé
"Baitijas Véstne¥a" izdevéjam Bernhardam Dirikim vipd ludz
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vismaz daju likt iespiest latinu burtiem. jo tad "inflantieSiem un
leisiem k]dtu misu raksti daudz tuvdk pienesti, daudz
saprotamﬁki."“

Latinu burtiem bija arT pretinieki, kas uzskatija, ka tada
reforma nav vajadziga. To A. Kronvalds atspeko ar vairakiem
rakstiem "Baltijas V&stnest" (1874, 18., 28., 34, 45. nr.), kuros
uzsver jaunds rakstibas priekSrocibas un piemin arm Cehu
grafétiku ka pozitivu paraugu, ko vélak, sagatavojot jaunas
ortografijas projektu, ticdam izmanto vairaku lidzskanu
apziméjumu izveide.” e

Par latipu burtu lietofanu gotu burtu vieta iestajas
E. Dinsbergs, M. Arons, B. Dirikis un citi progresivie ZK
locek|i, pamatojot ar tidiem nozimigiem argumentiem ka
Latgales un par&jo Latvijas novadu rakstibas vienoSana, latviesu
tuvinaSana vatruma Eiropas tautu rakstibai, rokraksta un
iespieddarbu rakstuzimju vienadosana, izglitibas veicina$ana un
art labveliga ietekme uz redzi, jo latipu burtu formas ir
vienkarsakas un skaidrakas.

Balstoties uz Zinibu komisijas darbinieku atzinam un plasas
sabiedrtbas ierosinajumiem komisijai iesfititajos un presé
publicétajos rakstos, B. Dirikis izstraddja un 1876. gada
14, aprila sédé nolasija latvieSu ortografijas reformas projektu,
kuru apspriezot komisija vienojas par 7 1€z&m, kuras pa liefakai
dalai paliku3as arm misdienu ortografijas pamata. Pirma no tam
paredzgja, ka "lidz3ingjie gotu burti latvie$u druka atmetami un
vinu vieta latinu burti lietojami, tapat ka tas jau rakstos notiek."

Sis projekts tika publicéts presé visas sabiedribas
apsprieSanai, lai varétu respektét tds intereses, pienemot
ortografijas reformas galigo variantu.™

Péc pusgada ilgas apsprieSanas un sabiedribas atsauksmé&m
1876. gada 16. decembri noléma pariet pie latinu burtiem
iespieddarbos.  Vienojas arm par daziem jauniem fongmu
apzim&jumiem (svelpenu, 3nacenu, afrikatu apzimég&jumi), bet
Joprojam aktuals un problematisks palika jautajums par divskapu
/ie/ un /uo/ apzimesanu un patskapu garumu atveidi. Saja
varianta nolemj turpmak iespiest Rigas Latviesu biedrthas Zintbu
komisijas Rakstu krajumus. To dévé par Zinibu komisijas
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ortografiju, un taja iespiesti arf citi izdevumi 70. — 90. gados;
tomer paralgli Sa1 cntografijai vairums izdevEju lieto agrako
raksttbu ar gotiskajiem burtiem un tas ortografiskajiem
pienémumiem.

Zimibu komisyjas ortografiju un tas principus plasdk pamato
Aleksandrs Vebers (Varaidosu Zanderis) raksta "Latviesu
rakstiba" Zinibu komisijas 2. Rakstu krdjuma 1884. gada.
Apliukojis lidz8ingjos rakstibas vanantus kops pirmajiem latvieSu
izdevumiem, A. Vé&bers apkopo ortografijas reformas motivaciju:
1) tuvosanas Eiropas un pasaules tautu rakstibai; 2) pasaulé ir
tendence atbrivoties no gotu burtiem; 3) latigu burti ir derigaki
no acu higiénas viedok]a; 4) kurzemnieki, vidzemnieki un ari
"Vitebskas latviesi" tos jau pazist.

Zinibu komisijas ortografija antikvas burti svelpenqu un
$ndcenu apziméjumos papildinati ar komatveida diakritisku zimi
zem burta; garumzimes funkcija ir gravis resp. akdts, turklat ar
garumzimi netick apzimeti visi garie patskani — tos apzimé tikai
varde galotnés, bet vardu celmos tikai tajos gadifjumos, kad
varétu rasties parpratumi (pile / pile).

Bija méginagjumi latvie$u iespieddarbos izmantot kirilicu,
proti — krievu alfabta burtus. Tas saistams ar politisko un
kultiras situaciju. 19. gadsimta 2. pusé latvieSu inteligence
lielakoties izglitibu ieguva Péterburgas un Maskavas augstskolas;
Dabaszinatqu, antropologijas un etnografijas draugu biedriba
veicinaja ari latvie§u folkloras un etnografijas materialu vaksanu
un publicéSanu. Lai padaritu Sos darbus vieglak pieejamus krievu
lasttajam, tos méginaja iespiest krievu burtiem. Te var minét,
pieméram, Jana Sproga sakartoto un publicéto latvieSu
tautasdziesmu krajumu (1868), kura paraléli dots tulkojums
krievu valoda un tautasdziesmas iespiestas krievu burtiem; tapat
krievu burti lietoti Fri¢a Brivzemnieka sakartotaja latviesu
tautasdziesmu krajuma 1873. gada.”

19. padsimta 80. gados Idz ar parkrievo3anas pastiprina$anos
bija m&ginajumi vispar panet uz krievisko grafetiku (kirilicu), jo
arT skolas par macibu valodu ievie§ krievu valodu un krievu
valodu izsludina par oficidlo valodu. Tomér 3ie mé&ginajumi
sastop lielu pretestibu un beidzas neveiksmigi. Sava pozicija te ir
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Augustam Bileniteinam: "Ja kada tauta sve3as rakstu zimes pati
parmémusi, ta vairak vai mazik veiksmigi tas pielagojusi savai
valodai, bet, ja rakstu zimes kadai tautai tiek uzspiestas, tas
neizdodas tik labi. [..] Ir nodarits liels |aunums Krievu tautaj un
tautam, kas, atrodoties zem knevu cara sceptera, spiestas krievu
valodu apgit, lai gan zina un lieto arT citu Eiropas tautu valodas.
Loti shkti ir tas, ka krievu burti, no vienas puses, atskiras no
Rietumeiropas rakstu zimém, no otras puses, dal&ji ir tadi pasi
pec izskata, bet ar pavisam citu nozimi. [..] Apguostot krievu
valodu, 3i aréjd burtu sakritiba sveSiniekam sagada daudz
liclakas gitibas nekd ipatn&as skapas, piemé&ram, $naceni.””
Kirilica latvie$u rakstiba bija epizodiska paradiba.

"Baltijas Vestnesis" rakstija: "Ists krusts miisu valodniekiem un
rakstniekiem radas esam ortografijas jautajumi — mil rakstit
gandriz vai katrs pa savai ortografijai. [..] Miasu rakstnieki un
valodnieki turas pie saviem™ un ~, un h un citiem krikumiem ar
tadu pat sirdibu un izturibu ka senais varonis, kas, un ezipas
gulédams, dziedaja: "Labak manwo galvu néma neka manu ...
ortografiju." "

Ar Zinibu komisijas ieteikto rakstibas variantu nebija
apmierinati daudzi, un tiek mekletas jaunas iespgjas. Diskusija
iesaistfjas art profesionali valodniecibas specialisti. 1894, gada
Karlis Milenbahs pacel jautajumu teorétiska ITmeni, izvirzot
problému par vésturisko un fongtisko rakstibu ("raksta ta, ka
runaja pagatng vai ki tagad rund"), par etimologijas nozimi
ortografija, par sveivardu rakstibas principiem. Raksta "Par
milsu ortografiju” vin§ arm apcer lesp&amas grutibas jaunas
ortografijas ievieSana — neizglitotai tautai bis grati to apgt.
K. Milenbahs runa ari par sveivardu rakstibu, kas misu valoda
arvien ir bijusi saistita ar pretrunigiem viedokliem — vai rakstibu
tuvinat origindlrakstibai vai izrunai. K. Milenbahs iesaka
sveSvardus un svedos ipadvardus rakstit ta, ka tos latviedi izruna,
bet nevis tie§i ta, ki ir originalvaloda (gramarika, ne
grammatika, komisija, ne kommisija); ari grieku divskanis eu
batu atveidojams ar ei, ka varda Eiropa.
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K. Milenbahs atzist: "Neviena ortografija pasaule nav tik
pilniga, ka vipa biitu apzimé&ti visi valodas smalkumi. Ari mums
pec tadas ortografijas nav jatiecas. Pietiks, ja mosu ortogrifija
iz8kir ne visas latvieSu valodas skapas, bet tikai praktiski
iz8kiramas skanas vienu no otras, kurdm nozimé&juma zind
ievérojams svars." Art: "Svedus vardus rakstot, més varam lietot
tikai tadus burtus, kadi ir musu alfabéta sastopami; visas pasaules
alfab&tus més nevaram savaja sabazt."”’

‘Ortografijas stridi uzliesmo 20. gadsimta sakuma, kad
jaizraugas rakstiba iecerétajai Konversacijas vardnicai. Ipasi
neapmierina Zintbu komisijas ortografijas piepémumi neapzimét
visus patskanu garumus, jo tas var radit parpratumus. Vienu no
tadiem apraksta Matiss Kaudzite "Atminas no tautiska latkmeta”:
"Biju liecinieks kada maza pusjociga gadijuma, kas radija, kadi
parpratumi var celties garumzimes atme3ana vai atmainisana pret
jaunu ievedumu. Tas bija paslaik péc pieminétas Biezbirza
"(yeometrijas jeb druma zindtnibas" iznak3anas klaja 1874. gada
toreizgja bralu Bu$u gramatu tirgotava Riga. Pasam autoram
Biezbardim klat esot, kads laucinieks panéma "aruma zinatnibu"

H >~ n "t

no letes un, neievérodams akotu uz "a", lasTja strupi par

"aruma zinatnibu", cerédams tur atrast pamacibu par zemkopibu,
kadu tolaik bija maz. Biezbardis, kur§ drusku raustjja valodu un
savos vardos bija arvienu straujs, radiyas bit ar tadu aplamu
lasi$anu |oti nemierd, uzsaukdams, vai neredzot, ka uz "a" esot
akots """, talab vajagot izrunat to burtu gart, nevis 1si. Tas virs
atbildeja mierigi: "Tadus nesaprotamus rakstus jos, kungi, varat
pasi rakstit un lasit. Mums, zemniekiem, nav valas priek$ tadu
miklu ming3anas.” Péc tam vin$ nopirka no toreizgja braju Bulu
komija Lapas Martina kadu viegla satura gramatigu un aizgaja."”

1903, gada 13. (26.) janvart "Baltijas Véstnes” K. Milenbahs
izsaka savas pardomas par Zinibu komisijas gatavojamas
Konversacijas vardnicas rakstitbu. Vind aizstdv  garumu
apzimésanu gan celmos, gan galotnés un iesaka sve$vardos
izmantot divpunktu (diarézi), lai noraditu, ka divi blakus esosie
patskani lasami divas zilbés (Taiti. diéta, Abradms), ka ari tautu
nosaukumus rakstit ar mazo sakumburtu.
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Rakstibas jautajumi Rigas Latviesu biedribas Zinibu komisija
tika apspriesti ne tikai kart¢jas sédes, bet arl gada un vasaras
sapulcgs. 1903. gada Vasaras sapulci visai pladi atstasta Rainis.”
Nodala "Ortogratijas kar§" vind stasta par ortografijai veltitajam
runam.

Pirmais referents J. Lauva toreizgjo ortografiju vergjis visai
kritiski, jo "Zinibu komisijas ortografija neesot atradusi
piekrifanas; latipu burtus gan tauta milot, bet nevarot
iedraudzéties ar garumu neapziméianu, kura kaitot valodas
tirbai." Referents E. Mednis teicies mekl€jam ortografijas
psihologisko pamatu, un Rainis to atzist par izdevuios — lasiajs
vairak palaujoties uz dzirdamo neka rakstTto un vardus rakstot un
izlasol pareizi art tad, ja uzrakstits, piemeram, bez garumzimem.
Ari krievu valoda esot 1sak un garak izrundjami patskani, bet to
garumu neapzimeé. Par lielako tagadgjas ortografijas launumu
Mednis uzskata inkonsekvenci garumu apzimé&$ana un dazadu
garuma zimju lieto$ana ("h", "jumtin§", "pusjumtins"). E. Mednis
pielavis ar1 rakstibu bez garumzimém vispar, bet "Ja ortografija
bez kddam garuma zimém gramatu un avizu izdevEjiem varbit
izliktos par parak radikalu, tad bitu vismaz javienojas atmest h
ka garumzimi, bet vipa vietd lietot pusjumtipu. Ari ar to jau butu
daudz panakts."

Tresais runatdjs sapulce bijis Janis Endzelins. Vi3 aizstavejis
Zintbu komisijas ortografiju un nosaucis tas pretiniekus par
"jaucgjiem”, kas postot grati panakto vienibu. Péc Raipa
izteikumiem, 31 Endzelina runa bijusi  visai  kaismiga.
J. Endzelins atgadindjis, ka ilgus gadus turpinajusies ortografijas
cina, kur "kadas vienas mazas stripinas dg|, kuras garums tika
kadi 1/30 dalu no colla, kauja plida straumem tinte”, lidz
panakta vienpratiba. "Uzvara nu bdtu bijusi rokads: te Veinberga
kungs [F. Veinbergs — "Rigas Avizes" veidotdjs, — A, B.] visu
izputinajis, jo liedzies pamazam ieviest latinu burtus "Rigas
Avizé", baididamies, ka vipam neatkrit abonenti.” Ka raksta
Rainis, "Beigas sparigais Endzelina kungs vel pelemizgja pret
Vébera, Veinberga, Medna kungiem, nesaprazdams, ka jel maz
ditkstot apkarot Zintbu komisijas nolémumus." Debates
radijusas, ka nepaklausigo ir daudz, un F. Veinbergs pat izteicies,
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ka jauno ortogrifiju praktiski nekad nepienemdot. A. Laimin¥
savukart atzinis, ka praktiskos rakstos vajadzeétu h izlaist,
zinatniskos rakstos turpretim varot lietot jauno ortografiju;
J. Endzelins tad pielavis, ka & izmeSana bez liclas kaites gan
iespgjama prozas darbos, bet dzeja ne. Par visa ortografijas
disputa labu raksturojumu Rainis atzist kada laucinieka
Mikelsona kunga vardus, "kuros attelojas, ki zemju Jaudis
likojas uz 3o lietu". Mikelsona kungs esot sava miiza iemacijies
jJau kadas septinas ortografijas, kad beigas nakusi visjaunaka
Zinibu komisijas ortografija; visas septinas vin¥ rakstijis, bet
visas tds devusas iemeslus uz parpratumiem, ta ka vin$ juties
piespiests izdomat vél astoto, savu pasu. Sapulces atrefergjuma
nobeiguma jauks izlidzindgjums: "Gala vardda Maldopa kungs
piekodinaja, ka jaejot pamazam uz pricksu, bet Zinibu komisijai
Jaejot prieksgala; turklat vin$ vel atgadimaja. ka galda kartes uz
kopmielastu esot pie laika izpemamas. Ta iestdjas laimigs
pamiers ortografijas kara."*

Sis "pamiers" bija Tslaicigs. K liecina RLB ZK protokoli*’,
1903, gada 5. novembri uz 10 biedru rakstisku priek§likumu
sasaukta Zintbu komisijas sapulce, lai apspriestu Konversacijas
vardnicas ortografijas lietu. E. Mednis iesaka jauno ortografiju,
neapzimé&jot garumus ar h. Tomér vairums Zinibu komisijas
locek|u ir noskanoti konservativi, ir ari tehniskas problémas, un
1903. gada 12. decembri iznak Konversacijas vardnicas pirma
burtnica — vecaja ortografija. Argumenti un pretargumenti
turpinas.

Valodai un valodniectbai RLB veltfjja arvien lielaku
uzmanibu, un 1904. gada 3. aprili nodibindta Zinibu komisijas
Valodniecibas nodala, kas ari pievérias ortografijas kartosanai.
Presé un citos iespieddarbos valda visraibaka ortografija —
atkariba no autora resp. izdev&ja gaumes un ieskatiem. 1906,
gada izdotaja J. Endzelina gramata "Laty$skije predlogi™™ autors
licto pavisam jaunus fonému apzim&umus latvie$u valodas
fonému rakstiba, pieméram, /ie/ — & (mézis 'miezis’), fuo/ — 0

(abils 'abols"), /el — & (vécs 'vecs"), /&l — & (bdrni 'berni'); /k/, /V/,

n/ — K1n (,ke.:‘, kal,, nem - ‘'ker, ka|, nem’): dzédir miiiu
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nidzivuju 'dziedot miZzu nodzivoju).” J. Endzelina un
K. Milenbaha "Latviesu gramatika"” 1907. gada dots viens no
ortografijas priekilikumu paraugiem — latipu burti un patskanu
apzZiméjumi ar gravi ka vardu celmos, ta galotnés; fidzskanu
mikstindjumi apziméti ar komatveida zimi zem burta

Ar Deevu, Salaca, kas manus brajus

Eeks vifpu siapuliseem aijajil™

1908. gada sakuma Zintbhu komisija izveido jaunu
Ortogrifijas komisiju, par kuras priekisédétaju ievéle Karli
Milenbahu, bet taja darbojas ari Janis Endzelins, Pateris Smits,
Juris Kalnipg, Matiss Arons, Francis Trasins, Vilis Maldonis
u. ¢. Komisijas uzdevums ir "izstradat priekSlikumu jaunai
latviefu ortografijai, piemérotai tagadnes ikdieniskas dzives
plasakam prasibam, ka arf rapé&ties par vinas ieviefanu dzive".

Lai noskaidrotu sabiedribas attieksmi pret jaunajam normam,
tika veikta plasa aptauja. 21 % respondentu bija par fraktiiras
saglabalanu, 36,56 % v&lgjas talngju antikvas ievielanu, bet
42.43 % bija par pakapenisku antikvas ievieSanu. ApspricSana
iesaistTja arT avizu un gramatu izdev&us un tipografiju
darbiniekus. Reformas projektu apsprieda un piepéma Zinibu
komisijas vasaras sapulcg 1908. gada 17. un 18. janija. To 5000
eksemplaros presitija  visam  biedribam, pagastu  valdém,
laikrakstu redakcijam, tipografijam, skolotdjiem, rakstniekiem u.
c. Velak vienojas arm par t. s. zinatnisko ortografiju. Projekta
apspriedanu vadija J. Endzelins, kur§ vasaras sakuma bija
ieradies no Harkovas un darba pienakumu dg| visas sedés
nevarégjis piedalities.

Jaunds ortogrifijas pienem3ana ir vésturisks pagrieziens ne
vien latvieiu valodas praksé un valodnieciba, bet arT visa Latvijas
kultiiras dzive, jo ta veicinas pareizu izrunu un vienos tautu, ka
paredz P. Smits. "Principiali nozimiga & 1908.-1911. gada
Zinibu komisijas ortografija misu praktiskas rakstibas izveidg ir
ar to. ka nu reiz bija teorétiski atrisinati latvieSu valodas
racionalas praktiskas rakstibas pamatjautdjumi. Pats galvenais —
latipu burti ar diakritiskajam zim&m, turkiat starptautiski
pazistama lietojuma, bija pielagoti latviedu valodai .."**
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Talu praksé jaunais projekts nostiprinas l€ni un piedzivo
dazadas modifikacijas. Te nozime ir gan lietotaju
konservativismam, gan izdevéju komercialiem apsvérumiem
(nepiecieSamas  jaunas burtu  garnitiras). 1912, gada
K. Milenbahs raksta: "Ortografijas jautdjums ir griits un
sarezglts, tapéc nebit nav viegli o jautdgjumu nemaldibas sliedés
ielaist. Visjaunakd ortografija dibindta uz stingriem zinitnes
pamatiem. un, ja vinu nepargrozitu pienemtu, tad biitu miisu
ortografijas jukam beigas. [.] Latvieliem tagad parasta
ortografija pieder pie vieglajam ortografijam; &l tik, ka §i jauna
ortografija iegost lielu vieglumu ar lielu pavirSibu. [..] K& mums
sava tévu valoda jamacas, ja gribam vigu pareizi prast, ta ari
mums nav jabaidas no ortografijas, kura mums jamacas. Ka
nemakuli nemak ortografiju, to nekur pasaul® netur par
nelaimi.""

Oficiah jauno ortografiju izsludina 1919. gada, bet dazi
izdevumi, pieméram, "Jaunakas Zinas", uz to pariet tikai 1936.
gada.

Jaunas ortografijas lietoana dazados iespiedumos vEl ilgi nav
vienpratibas, un vienpratibas nav ari valodas specialistos.
Izdev&ju, redaktoru un autoru uzskati atSkiras, 1padi patskanu
garumu apzimésand un garumzimju izvele (svitripa, gravis,
jumtin3). 20. un pat vel 30. gados iznak iespieddarbi, kuros
netieck apziméeti piedek|u garumi; foneému /ie/ joprojam nereti
apzimé ar ee. Presé joprojam diskuté par iesp&jamiem rakstibas
variantiem, ir daudz priek$likumu, vel vairak kritikas. Atkal
nepiecieama vienoSands, pat valstiski lémumi, jo ortografija ir
tik nozimiga, ka to médz noteikt ar oficialiem valsts [émumiem.

Jo nozimigaka vienota ortografija kluva pec Latvias
valstiskas neatkaribas iegi$anas. J. Endzelins 1920. gadi raksta:
"Kad nu latvie$u valoda ir kluvusi par valsts valodu, tad tai ir
nepiecieama stingri noteikta ortografija. Tads ortografijas
trukums sevidki sapigi sajuitams misu skolam. lzglitibas
ministrijas uzaicinata, Latvijas Zinatpu komiteja nu paprieksu
apspriedas savd starpa par ortografijas jautdjumiem. tad
noklausyas latvie$u skolotdju, rakstnieku, gramatizdevgju
parstavju domas par $o lietu, pie kam katra no min&tam grupam
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bija sitjjusi pa 2 delegatiem, un beigﬁs velreiz sava vido
parrunaja ortografijas pamatjautdjumus."

Saja apspriedé bijis vienpratigs lémums, ka divskanis /ie/
apziméjams ar ie, ka patskapu garums jaapzimé visur un visur
vienadi ar horizontalu svitripu virs burta; Iidzsingjo patskanu
garumu nekonsekvento apzimé$anu Endzelins neatzist ne par
zindtnisku, ne praktisku.’’

Uz Zinatnu komitejas sédes lémumu pamata 1920. gada
30. decembr1 piepemts valdibas "Rikojums par ortografijas
reformu"®, kurd noteikts, ka Iidz 1921. gada 1. jilijam visas
komunalas (= pa3valdibas) iestadés un skolas jaieved latinu burti,
Jaraksta ie, jaskir £ no ch un visi garumi jdapzimé ar horizontilu
SVItrinu.

So lemumu sabiedriba nostiprina 1922. gada "Likums par
latvie3u ortogrifijas nokirtosanu". So ortografiju méginats
ievérot, pieméram, "Zinatniskas terminologijas vardnica”
Izglitibas ministrijas Terminclogijas komisijas sakopojumai
(R., 1922). Vardnicas veidoSana piedalfjudies valodnieki
J. Endzelins, P. Smits, E. Blese, J. Dravnicks un rakstnieki, ki ari
pazistami citu zindtpu specidlisti. Tomar ari te pienemtie
pareizrakstibas principi nav ievéroti konsekventi — ne patskanu
garumu apzimesana (glabatuve, piegadajums, sodamiba), ne
"dubultnieku" atmeSana (passivs).

Kaut ari jau saskana ar 1908. gada ortografijas noteikumiem
latviesu alfab&ta nav paredzéti burti &, &, &. tos joprojam izmanto
sve$vardu un sve3o IpaSvardu rakstiba. 1937. gadid ir jauni
atzinumi, kas legalizé burtu y, d, 6, ii, 4, 6, & lieto$anu.” -

P. Smits 1929. gada gan raksta: "Ar latviesu uzvardiem
{Miillers, Kriigers, Bms) mes esam uzné€musi burtus 4, &, i sava
alfabéta, kas titad ir lietojami art citos Tpa$vardos, par piemgru:
Kiimmels (Kiimmel), Kivjé (Cuvier), Borne (Borne), Flort
(Fleuri) .. Parasto sve$vardu rakstiba burti & un & nav ieviesufies
un laikam gan arf netiks uzpemti.**

Jau 1903, gada K. Milenbahs izteicis certbu, ka nakotng vacu
valodas Tpa$vardi tiks rakstiti bez grafémam & un i, bet " .. kamér
latvieSu starpa atronami Briickmani, tam&r nevar Delbriicka

parkrustit par Defbriku" *'
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"Ar $o skagu [é — A. B.] Karlis Milenbahs arvien sastapies
sava uzvarda. Pats valodnieks vienmér parakstijies ka
Miihlenbach — visticamak — pieraduma dé|. Latvie$u valodnieka
uzvards ir lielisks piemérs tam, ka gadu gaita mainfjusies latviesu
rakstiba — rakstos tas ieraugams vai desmit dazados veidos. [..]
Tomér Milenbaha pedéjo darbu parakstos grafemas & vairs nav.
). Dravnieks norada, ka K. Milenbahs pats savu vardu
Konversacijas vardnica licis rakstit ar 7 (ik). nevis 4. Forma
Mienbachs (iekavas Miihlenbachs) atrodama ari Rigas Latviedu
biedribas Derigu gramatu nodalas  izdotaja  Konversicijas
vardnica (R., 1911. g. 3. sgj.).""

Tom&r J. Endzelins K. Milenbaha "Latviefu valodas
vardnicas" titullapa izveélgjies K. Milenbaha uzvardu rakstit ar i,
kur virs burta likta vél garumzime (Milenbacha). Ta darits pat
vel pedéjas, 1946. gada iznakusajas burtnicas. Par to sanemtas ari
kritiskas pieeimes; ".. tagadgjai ortografijai ir izredzes uz
divrindu, pat trisrindu rakstibu. [..] Ta jau tagad Endzelins raksia
Miilenbacha vardu, likdams uz i divus punktus un virs tiem vél
Syiku."¥

1939. gada 13. jalija valdibas atzinumi nosaka: "Latviski
rakstitos svesos IpaSvardos nevar lietot zZimes d, 4, &, &, i, &, y un
tapat izrungjamos burtu savienojumus de, oe, ceh, ue, bet to vietd
jalieto e, €, i, 1, piem., Kégi (Kaegi)y, Mellers (Moller, Mueller),
Millers (Miiller, Mylier, hol. Mullery'™,

Turpat art teikts, ka no grieku un latinu valodas parnakudie
svedvardi, kuros originalvaloda ir divskani ai {ae), ei, oi, eu,
jaizruna un jaraksta ta, ka tie latviesu valoda iesaknojusies un
pierasti, piec kam divskanu ai un oi vietd jalicto e, ¢ (demons,
atmosféra, fenomens), ei vieta i, 7 (idille, empirisms) un eu vieta
ei (neitrals, reimatisms). Ne mazak svangs ir noradjums, ka
latviski rakstTtos sugas un 1padvardos, kas parndku$i no sve$am
valodam, nevar lietot divkarSojumus &b, cc, dd, gg. kk, pp. 55, 11,
bet to vietd jaraksta b, c, d, g, k, p, s, I. Grabe (Grabbe), Oto
(Ortto), Mikola (Mikkola), Ricebitele (Riitzebiittel). Daudzos
gadijumos pielautas normu paraléles gan skanu atveide, gan
formu lietofana — var lietot un nelietot mikstingto r visos
gadijumos, kur to prasa gramatika, ievérojot valodas vésturisko
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attistibu un daZas pastdvosas izloksnes (rveru / rveru, gars f/
gars); var runat un rakstit { vai 7 darbibas vardu formas j prieksa
(mediju Il mediju, medijums !/ medijums);, darbibas vardu
nakotnes 2, pers. formas var bat -sir vai -siet — u. tml.

Izglititbas ministrs J. Auskaps 3Sos atzinumus komente,
atzistot, ka dala pienemto atzinumu nedod vajadzigo noteiktibu
un tos var lietdengi atrisinat tikai oficiala pareizrakstibas
vardnica.

Plasak jaunos Pareizrakstibas komisijas atzinumus analize
E. Blese. Vin3 piemin aril, vipaprat, neveiksmigo 1938. gada
30. augusta reformu, kas lika atmest garumus sveSvardos,
“dubultniekus”, & un 7, ¢ tadas darbibas vardu formas ka dariju,
mekleju, domaju, ka arm mikstinato r, Jo Sie iebildum bya
izraisTjusi iebildumus, Tpasi no skolotdju un rakstnieku puses.
E. Blese saka: "Nav jacen3as valodu ieZnaugt parmerigi cie3as
normu vazas. Jaatstdj valodai lielaka attistibas briviba, jaatsta) ari
lielaka ricibas briviba rakstitajiem atkariba no apstakliem un
vietas, kados un par ko raksta. Sevidki jaunie atzinumi izce|
zinatnisko un specialo literatiru. Tadg] zinatniskos rakstos
atlauts paturét vardos skanas un lietot zimes, kadas praktiskos
rakstos nekad nebiis sastopamas.™ Rakstos atJauts lietot 6 un
diftongus citadak neka parastaja rakstibd, atlauts plasak lietot
dubultniekus saskana ar 1zrunu (dusiracija /1 illustracija). An
vardos, "kas vél izjitami kd svesvardi”, jaunie atzinumi at]auj
apzimé€t garumus saskana ar ieviesulos izrunu (literars,
literatira, kultira, kulturdls). "Saprotams, nebiitu, pieméram,
prasama rakstiba literatira. signdtara, jo ta nekad Sos vardus
nerunajam, tapat ka isti nekad neesam runajusi administrdtivs jeb
matématika, nedz ari vitamins, bet gan administrailvs,
matematika, vitamins. Sikumi te jaatstaj public$anai paredzétai
[zglitibas ministrijas pareizrakstibas vardnicai, bet principiali
lieta jau tagad skaidra. {..] Veésturiskd precizitaite garumu
apzimé$ana gan padara rakstibu skaidru no teoretiskd viedokla,
bet praksé sagada gratibas, pret kurdm jau ne vienu reizi vien
atskan@jusi stipr1 iebildumi.” Raksta nobeiguma E. Blese verie
o0s pareizrakstibas komisijas atzinumus ka lielu soli uz pneksu
misu pareizrakstiba.
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Véireiz Ministru kabinets izskata un apstiprina pareizrakstibas
komisijas atzinumus 1940. gada jilija. Talaika izglitibas ministrs
P. Lejind paskaidro, ka jaunaja projekta izlaisti panti, kas runa
Tsti par gramatiku, nevis par pareizrakstibu (darbibas vardu
formas u. c.) un "Péc projekta pienemsanas misu rakstiba butu
visuma atjaunots tas stavoklis, kads bija lidz 1938. gadam -
rakstiba, kdda visiem skolotdjiem un preses darbinickiem jau
pazistama, un bus jaatmet tikai p&dgjo gadu pretrunigie
jauningjumi."*

Sos atzinumus pozitivi vérté A. Augstkalns,” minot, ka
1939. gada atzinumu paraléles rakstijumos bia radijusas
sarezgljumus praksé. 1938. gada atzinumus A. Augstkalns verte
ka tiri negativu aktu, kurd bijusas aizliegtas daZas vértigas
ortografijas pamatprasibas, bet 1939. gada atzinumus — ka lielu
ieguvumu ar $o pamatprasibu pielavumu iidzas otrai lidztiesigai
formai. Plasu vietu A. Augstkalna rakstd iegem r rehabilitacijas
argumenti, patskanu garumi darbibas vardu formas, ka ari
darblbas vardu nakotnes un pavéles izteiksmes formas. Atkal ir
speka norma par garu patskani verbu pagatnes formas j prieksa
(mediju, domaju, medijums, domajams), ir ieteikums nakotnes
dsk. 2. pers. forma lietot -sir, pavéles izteiksmé -iet (ari -aif).
Augstkalns cer, ka neskaidribas palidzés novérst pareizrakstibas
vardnica, kas iznaks péc paris menesiem. Tacu tada vardnica
iznak tikai 1942. gada®™; vardus taja sakopojusi V. Riike. bet
redakcijas darba piedalijudies A. Abele, E. Blese,
E. Hauzenberga-Sturma, H. Tihovskis un V. Rike. "Ti bija
pirma oficiala kadas valsts iestades apstiprinata pareizrakstibas
vardnica," saka V. Rike-Dravipa saruni ar A. Priediti®® (57
viardnica atkartoti iznak Riga 1944. gada un 1947. gada Vicija,
un 1992. gadda ASV. Saskapa ar %o vardnicu pastav
pareizrakstiba vairuma emigracijas latvie$u iespieddarbu Iidz pat
misu dienam.)

Laiks no 1937. fidz 1940. gadam ir ortografijas jautdjumu
pastiprinatas kartoSanas laiks. Péc J. Endzehina v@rojumiem, ar?
lietuviesu ortografija 30. gados v&l daudz neatrisinatu jautdjumu
— gan par atsevisku skanu apzimesanu, gan par sve$vardu
raksttbu*® Endzelinam ir kritiska attieksme pret sveso Tpasvardu

275



Linguistica Lettica 2000 «7

rakstibu originalforma, jo tad iesp&amas k|Omes izruna. Arl
K. Buga rakstot Leskynas, ne Leskienas (vacu Leskien). Par
vélamu J. Endzelins ieteic, kadu vardu pirmo reizi minot, dot
originalformu iekavas. )

Sai zipa J. Endzelina uzskati saskan ar P. Smita atzinumiem,
kas izteikti 1929. gada: "Svesu Tpa$virdu rakstibd més nevaram
sekot angliem, frandiem un vacieSiem, kas 3ai zina atrodas
citddos apstak|os nekd més. Pirmkart, angli, franéi un vaciesi ir
lielas kultliras tautas, kuru valodas ir Joti pla$i pazistamas.
Otrkart, mingtas tautas ir zaudgjusas lietu vardu deklinaciju un
nominativu vairs neapzimé ne ar kadu galotni, kas latvie$u
valoda nav pielaizams. Treskart, misu rakstiba ir fonétiska, ko
nevar samaisit ar cite tautu vesturisku rakstibu. Ceturtkart, misu
gramatas un laikrakstus lasa pa lielakai dalai vienkér$a tauta, kas
neprot sveSu valodu vardus izlasit. Ja anghs izrunas Rigu par
Raigu un Césis Sizes, tad més tur dzirdésim tikai anglu savado
izrunu; bet ja latviela muté Caillaux iznaks Kaillauks un
Vaughan — Vaugans, tad cittautie$i to noturés par neizglitotibas
Zimi. [..] Musu tautai celsies daudz lielaks Javnums no ta, ja més
veicinasim pie sve§iem vardiem nepareizu izrunu, neka kad més
S0 vardu rakstibu pieldagosim saval  ortografyar.  Tikai
nevalodnieki un apstak|u nepazingji var pratot par tadam lietam,
ka visi svedi Tpasvardi esot jaraksta originalu ortografija. Svesu
uzvardu rakstibai ir pat politiska nozime. Ja latviesi saktu rakstit
uzvardus svesas rakstibas un bez galotn€m, tad tas biitu solis uz
latviesu partautosanu.">' Ar7 J. Endzelins atgadina: "Vajadziga
ne tikai ortografija, bet arT ortofonija (pareiza izruna).” *

Citvalodu cilmes Tpasvardu atveide runa un rakstos bijusi
aktudla arf 20. gadsimta 50.-80. gados, tatu tad jautajums bija
principa izlemts. 60-80. gados tika izstradata virkne
konsultativu  izdevumu sgrja  "Noradijumi par citvalodu
ipasvardu pareizrakstibu un pareizrunu latviesu literaraja valoda"
(I-XV, R., 1960-1998), no kuriem vairaki iznakudi jau atkartota
izdevuma. Sajas gramatinas péc iespgjas konsekventi realizéts
jau K. Milenbaha, P. Smita un J. Endzelina izvirzitais princips —
ipadvardus latvie$u valoda atveidot atbilsto$i to izrunai (nevis
rakstibai) originalvaloda, izmantojot tikai latvieSu alfab&ta
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burtus. Nereti gan bijusas domstarpibas par atsevisku skanu vai
formu atveidi (Gladstons | Gledstons, Cecilija | Sesilija:
Grenobla / Grenoble u. tml), bet diskusijas kartiba parasti
panikta vienolands. Peédgjos gados citvalodu Tpajvardu atveides
probléma atkal saasinajusies, pat ieglistot politisku nokrasu
(atcerésimies P. Smita teikto!). Ta, pieméram, krievu uzvarda
Ifuwuxuna  atveide ar latvisko Siskina un t3  atveide
ma3inlasamaja rakstiba ar Siskina (datora zZimju nepilnibas dg])
izraisjusi uzvarda Tpa3nieces protestu par cilvektiesibu
aizskarumu, un ar tiesas lémumu noteikts, ka $is uzvards Latvijas
pasé (!} ierakstams ka Shishkina.” Tapat nekompetenti tiesu
ierédni 1zIemusi, ka vacu cilmes uzvards Menizen ta rakstims
(nevis latviskaja transkripcija Mencens) Latvijas pasé™, kaul gan
jau 1939. gada Latvijas Ministru kabineta atzinumi par Tpasvardu
pareizrakstibu norada, ka burtkopa tz latvie$u valoda atveidojama
ar burtu ¢ (Fritz — Fricis, Kotzebu — Kocebit).

2000. gada vasara apgads "Atena" laidis klaja gramatu Linna
Ullmanna. "Karina Bloma” , ko no norvégu valodas tulkojis
Davis Auskaps. Saja tulkojuma citvalodu Tipasvardi doti
originalrakstiba, bet tiem pievienotas galotnes, tadéjadi veidojot
hibridformas, pieméram, dzimusi Brookhyna (16), virtuve
Schoninga ield (20), skréju pa Bygdeyas aleju (39), Age paskatas
uz Asi (15), uz Flushing Meadowsu Queensa (94). Sadu rakstibu
intervija llzei Zvejai ("Rakstisim un runasim, lai saprot Eiropa?”
— NRA, 17. maija) gramatizdevéjs Péteris Jankavs un tulkotdja
Inga MeZaraupe pamato ar informacijas demokratismu un
apgalvo, ka "Latvija ir vieniga valsts Eiropa, kuras valoda un
rakstiba tiek transkribéti svesie Tpasvardi". So apgalvojumu
atspéko Juris Cibuls (NRA, 13. junija). Vin$ arl konstatg |oti
bistamas tendences latvie$u valoda un literatura — angju valodas
leksikas, gramatikas, struktiru un domaSanas stereotipu
ienakanu ikdienas un preses valoda — un atzist, ka "tulkotdjs
nedrikst nodarboties ar paSdarbibu pret&ji spéka esolajiem
normativajiem aktiem".

Virkni argumentu lidz$ingjas TpaSvardu licto3anas un
rakstibas saglabaanai dod Ina Druviete ("Septinreiz nomeri. ja
vien laiks griezt." Diena, 28. jilija), atgddinot, ka Tpadvardi ir
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lietvardi, vienotas valodas sistémas dala, kas nav ar Kinas miri
nodalama no otras lietvardu grupas — sugasvirdiem. Valoda ir
sistéma, ta ir visas sabiedribas un ne atsevilku personu ipasums.
Katra valoda ir savas tradicijas, un tas jaievero. Dazadas valedas
vienu un to pasu geografisko objektu déve dazadi, bet latviesu
valoda izveidojies noteikts piepemums, ka més to dév&am —
kuru formu izvélamies latviskajai atveidei (franéu Geneve, anglu
Geneva, vacu Genf, itd|u Genevra, spanu Ginevra, bet latviedu
Zenéva). Tapat ir ar uzvardiem, kas ieklaujami valodas
gramatikas sistéma, bet ko Tpadi pedgja gadu desmitz dala
sievieu pieprasa atzit virieu dzimtes forma, jo citadi tiekot
aizskartas vigu cilvektiesibas. "Uzvardi vispar eksisié sabiedribas
ertibu labad. Paversisim jautdjumu otradi: vai individam ir
tiestbas piespiest citus sabiedribas locek]us lietot vinu valodas
izjiitai pretdabiskas formas, ka sievieSu uzvardus virieSu dzimte
vai bezgalotnes formas. Un vai valodas tiesibas arT nav
aizsargajamas?"

Meginajumus atveidot latvielu valodas tekstos ipaSvardus
originalrakstiba, redzam arT 50—60. gados latvieSu emigracijas
iespieddarbos, kur Tpasvardu originalrakstibu izmantoja ne vien
identifikacijas  atvieglo$anai, bet ari atveides principu
neskaidribas de]. Ta, pieméram, izdevuma "Eiropas Latvie$u
Jaunatnes apvieniba" (1964) redzam 8$adus rakstijjumus:
Semindra novietne atrodas FAYENBOIS parkd; Favenbois
{izrund: Fajenboa) atrodas gulvend cela mala; jadodas.. [idz
Svéta Lamberta' lavkumam (izruna: Plas de Se (platais e)
Lambér}); nogriezies pa kreisi uz FErdkampweg, tad par
Siewekingsdamm. Landwehrstrasse, Hudrwalcker.. ST prakse gan
emigracijas latvieSu rakstu praksé driz tika atmesta, un, jadoma,
arT Latvija ta var nebut perspektiva.

Ne mazums diskusiju ar1 20. gadsimta 40.-50. gados saistas
ar svedvardu pareizrakstitbu un pareizrunu. 1946. gada LPSR
Ministrn = Padomes  "Noteikumu  par latvieSu  valodas
pareizrakstibu™ 2. punkts nosaka: "Patskanu garums apzim&jams
saskana ar rakstu valodas tzrunu. Vienkariibas d€] svesvardos
garumi apzimgjami tikai lokamas galotn@s, bet ne saknés un
piedek|os. No sveiam valodam parnemtos vardos, kas kluvusi
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par aizgiitiem vardiem un plasi ieviesusies, garums apzim&jams
ka latviesu vardos (Ifmija. mitins. planot u. ¢)."> Tas radtja
neskaidribas un pretrunas "aizguto vardu" noskiriana no citiem
citvalodu cilmes vardiem, pieméram, vai tie$am vards rediss ir
vairak "aizghts" neka salati, ka varétu spriest péc 1951. gada
izdotas Latvieu valodas pareizrakstibas vardnicas, kura
pamatojas uz 1946. gada Ministru Padomes lémumu, "kas
latvieSu valodas pareizrakstibu radikali vienkario".

Ta ka jaunie pareizrakstibas noteikumi ir pretrund ar realo
izrunu, 50. gadu sdkuma izaug diskusija par rakstibas, g. k.
sve$vardu pareizrakstibas, principiem, to atbilstibu valodas
praksei un valodas attisttbas tendencém. 1953. gada Riga notiek
plasa konference, kura apspriez literaras valodas normu
problémas. Taja nozimigi ir A. Ozela un J. Endzelina referati.
J. Endzelins izsaka vairakus atzinumus par sveivardu rakstibu,
pauzot tiesi tos principus sveSvardu garumu lietodana, ko velak
vina "aizstavji" parmeta ki Endzelina principu noliegumu, jo
pie]autas "1€kdjosas garumzimes” un originalformam neatbilsto3i
garumu apziméjumi. L.&mumu sveSvardos neapzimét patskanu
garumus Endzelins koment& $adi: "Tad tika teikts: Joti vienkar$a
tad bitu rakstiba, ja sve§vardos garumu nekur neapzimétu. Bet
vai tad pietiek ar vienadu rakstibu? Un vai kads gribés teikt, lai
visos sve§vardos art tieSam runitu Tsu patskani? Es 3aubos par
to.” Un: "Vairaki runatiji apgalvoja, it ka nu valodnieki prasot,
lai katra zipa visnota| restauréjot seno grieku un latinu izrunu
garumu zipd. Un tacu es nupat Sodien aizradyu, ka mes esam
paraduii rundt, un ta es arT pats rundju un rakstu. piemeram,
deklardcijas virdu ar Tsiem patskaniem pirmajas divas zilbés. lai
gan te latipu originala ir gari patskani.."”® Patskapu garumu
apzimé$ana tuvindsanas dezivas valodas izrunas tendencém
vérojama arT pada Endzelina agrak redigétajos darbos, atkdpjoties
no originalvalodu garumiem. T2, pieméram, 1922. gada Latviesu
terminologijas vardnica, kuras redakcija darbojies J. Endzelins,
un vina redigétaja Ed. Ozolina sastaditaja "Svedvardu vardnica”
ir virkne atdkiribu patskapu garumu apzimé&sana: 1922, gada
absoluts, aparats, diagonale, fosfats, struktura, temperatura

v -
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u. c., bet 1934. gada absolits, apardts, diagonale, fosfars,
struktira, temperatira u. c.

1953. gada valodnieku konference jautajumu neatrisina, bet
rosina talakam darbam. Tiek nodibinata jauna Pareizrakstibas
komisija Hermana Bendika vadiba (sekretare Tamara Porite), kas
liclu uzrmantbu veltl runas un rakstibas atbilsmju vérosanai un
veidosanai. 1953.-1955. gada H. Bendiks izdarija plasus valodas
prakses novérojumus, pierakstija dazidu paaudzu uwn dazadu
profesiju Jauzu svedvardu izrunu. Pieraksti atspogujoja gan
svarstibas, gan iezim&ja noteiktas tendences svevardu izruna,
publicéja virkni teorétisku rakstu par latvieSu valodas skanu
sisttmu un izrunas tendencém, diskusija iesaistijas plasa
sabiedriba. Balstoties uz plasiem valodas vérojumiem un
teorétiskiem apsvérumiem, Pareizrakstibas komisija sagatavoja
priek&likumus, un Latvijas PSR Ministru Padomes lémuma
nr. 602 1957 gada 26. decembrt noteikta patskanu garuma
apzimé3ana svedvardos saskand ar literdro izrunu un burtkopas
ch aizstadana ar h.°' 1958. gada publicéta H. Bendika sastadia
"Svedvardu pareizrakstibas vardnica", kurd atspogulota literaras
valodas runatdju prakse svedvardu izruna. Dala vardu gan
méginats saglabat ITdz§ingjas rakstibas praksi, pielaujot paralglus
variantus. Ka liecina vairaku gadu desmitu pieredze, gandriz visi
8as vardnicas ieteikumi ir praksé attaisnojusies un
nostiprinajusies. Ar tais gadijumos, kad vardnica bijusas
pielautas atkapes resp. paral€lrakstfjumi par labu ieprieksgjai
normai patskanu garumu neapzimet (faze, grads, teze, biblioteka,
demokrats, analize, farmacija u. ¢.), 1966, gada paralélrakstijumi
aizstati ar vienigajiem rakstjumiem, kas saskan ar vispar§jo
svedvardu rakstibas sist€mu (faze, grads, téze, biblioiéka,
analize, demokrats, farmacija u. ¢.).”

SveSvardu rakstibas racionald atrisinasana liela loma ir
H. Bendika rakstibas teor@tiskajiem atzinumiem. Ortografijas
zina raciondlai raksttbai H. Bendiks formulé vairakas prasibas:
tai jabut “semantiski racionalai (nepielaut parpratumus),
ortoépiski racionalai (veicinat pareizu lasTjumu), ortoskriptivi
racionalai (jabut wviegh apgistamai, &rti lietojamai) un
sistematiskai (ar formali stingriem rakstijjumu modeliem), turklat
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maksimala  racionalitate  jasasniedz = ar  minimaliem
grozijumiem".”” H. Bendiks atzist, ka latviesu literdra valoda ir
tiktdl nostabilizgjusies, ka literaras valodas prakse arT uzskatama
par normu avotu. Svedvardu rakstibas teorija H. Bendiks lieto
terminu "morfologiskais izlidzindjums”, kad formili analogiskos
elementos izmanto vienadu garumu apzimésanas modeli
neatkarigi no etimologijas, pieméram, finale -éns vardos arséns,
etiléns pielidzinama vardiem géns, homogeéns, nitragéns, kur §is
-éns nebiut nav izskapa, Lidz ar to izveidojusies stabila runas
prakse, nostabilizgjas "l€kajosie garumi" (literdts — literatira).

Péc H. Bendika naves Pareizrakstibas komisiju vadija
Laimdots Ceplitis. 1981. gada publiceta jauna "LatvieSu
pareizrakstibas vardnica” Laimdota Ceplisa redakcija, un taja
nostiprinati diskusiju un p&tjjumu rezultata radusies atzinumi par
vardu raksttbu latvielu valoda, vienlaikus dodot norades ari par
gramatiskajam formam un pgalveno pareizrakstibas likumu
skaidrojumu pielikuma.® ST vardnica teicami kalpojusi gandriz
20 gadu, un tas racionalais veidojums atbilsto$i noteiktiem
rakstibas modeliem |avis apgit pareizrakstibu, izmantojot
zinaSanas par noteiktam  ortogrammam.  SareZgijumus
rakstitajiem nav sagadajusi arm A vai ch lietoSana, jo nav
nepiecieSams vienmér noskaidrot originalrakstijumu — burtkopa
ch ar 1957. gada pareizrakstibas noteikumiem vairs netiek lietota
vienas fonémas apzimésanai, jo ar eksperimentaliem pétjjumiem
pieradits, ka fon&mas /x/ un /x/ ir fakultativi varianti® (ir gan
rakstijumi Chaltubo, vecholandiesi u. tml., kur katrs no §iem
burtiem apzime savu fonému).

Ta ka 1981. gada pareizrakstibas vardnica ir saméra neliela
apjoma un laika gaita radudies ari dazi rakstibas preciz€jumi,
Laimdota Ceplisa vadiba 1995. gada nakusi klaja jauna, plasa
"Latvie$u valodas pareizrakstibas un pareizrunas vardnica".”’ Ta
ir pirma latviesu literaras valodas ortologiska vardnica, kura
izmantoti gan Zinatnu akademijas Valodas un literatiras institita
fonétikas laboratorijas un Latvijas Universitates eksperimentalie
pétijumi, gan pareizrunas un pareizrakstibas aptaujas® rezultati.
Vardnica doti arl Latvijas vietu un to iedzivotaju nosaukumi un
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geografiskie nosaukumi. Dota arT informacija par mikstinata r
izrunu un lieto3anu, ka arf noraditas ieteicamas zilbes intonicijas.

Ipads ir jautdjums par rakstibu arvalstis dzivojo$o latviesu
iespieddarbos. Pec 1945. gada latvie$u ortografijas attistiba
veidojas divos atzaros — Latvija lietota ortografija un uz
Rietumvalstim emigréjuio latvieSu ortografija. Péc Latvijas
okupacijas tikpat ka nebija kontaktu starp latviesu valodas
lietotajiem emigracijd un Latvija. Arlatvijas zem@s rakstiba
pamatos palikusi nemaimiga, ta teordtiski pamatojas uz 1942.
(1944.) gada “Pareizrakstibas vardnicas” noradijumiem, Dbet
V. Rike-Dravina sarund ar A. Priediti atzist, ka praksé
"Rietumos nekadas vienveidibas nav".* Tas skaidrojams arT ar
to, ka "emigranti vienm&r cenSas paturt to rakstibas un
izteiksmes veidu, ko iemacijjuiies jauntba, ka ar ar tin
tehniskiem kavékliem (latviesu iespiedzimju trikums)". Arpus
Latvijas isti neizveidojas ari latvieSu valodas zinatniska izpéte,
izn€mums ir dazi atsevi$ki pétnieki (V. Ruke-Dravina,
E. Hauzenberga-Sturma, V. Zeps un vél dazi). 1970. gada
Nujorka nodibinata pareizrakstibas komisija, lai izveidotu jaunu
latvieSu emigracijas pareizrakstibas vardmicu, 1972, gada janvan
Latviesu valodas komisijas saietd Nujorka pienemts atzinums
"turéties pie Japa Endzelina izstradatas latvieSu valodas
ortografijas".® Tatu darba radusas griitibas, jo vardnica, ko
komisija ieteikusi pabeigt lidz 1982. gada 1. maijam, nak klaja
tikai 1993. gada.%® $7 vardnica ir visai at$kiriga no Latvija izdotas
ne vien vardu, arT sveivardu, pareizrakstibas zipa, bet am vardu
izvéles zina un viardu nozimju skaidrojuma (daudz senvardu,
jaunvardu un no mitnes zemju valodam aizgitu svedvardu,
pieméram, dafgis 'vienrofa izkapts', brunci 'saslaukas, pakaisi',
budzis ari: 'vecs, nespécigs cilvéks'). Svesvardos ir no Latvijas
parcizrakstibas noteikumiem  atskirigs patskapu  garumu
apziméjums (civilizacija, demonstrativs, huligans), plidenu un
nasenu dubultojums (iflegals, immans, korrekts), grieku divskani
(aitiopi, eufonija, euniichs, euféemisms), $kints h no ch
(cheiromantija, chrizolits, hortenzija), latviesu vardos saglabats
r, kaut arl dazviet pie]autas rakstibas paraléles (jura // jura). An
daZos citos gadfjumos pielautas paraléles (aiters // éters, cukurs
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/f sukurs, anaimija // anémija). Nereti ar Latvijas pareizrakstibas
vardnicas ieteikumu un lietojumu nesaskan pasi vardlietojumi,
vardu formas un to nozimes (aindties, cirtat, arpa, indeks, fajans,
apkope, vardu strupinajums déklis ‘afikss’, sarmainis, ogjskabes
salis, atkalifs, kautras "pretigums', bliest, ariest, azils 'patversme’,
aplikants ‘darbavietas pieprasitajs' u. c.).

Emigracijas presé un ari Latvija daZi auton asi izteiku$ies par
Latvija lietotas pareizrakstibas kvalititém. veértéjot tas ka
"Endzelina ortografijas” sabojasanu un krievu valodas diktata
sekas, bet aizmirstot, ka Endzelins nav sava rakstiba un
iztetkumos turgjies pie kadreiz izteiktas dogmas. Vienmer vin$
iedzi|inajies valodas attistibas procesos un atbilstosi tiem ari
rikojies sava praksé un ieteikumos. Pat mikstindtd r leto3ana
gadu gaita bijusas korekenas, atteik$anas no ¢ mikstinasanas tur,
kur to nebalsta gramatiskd sisttma, un beidzot ar ieteikumu
"Latvie$u literaras valodas vardnica" atturéties no mikstinata
lietodanas. S ieteikuma faksimils (Endzelina rokraksts) iespiests
"Latvijas Véstnesi” 1997. gada 8. oktobra numura. Dazi
tagadejas latviedu ortografijas jautajumi aplikoti Tpasos rakstos®,
tapgc tuvak visus argurnentus nemin3u. Galvenais — apzinaties,
ka valoda mainas un tai Iidzi mainfjusies ar? pareizrakstiba. Ka
teicis J. V. Géte, "Dziviba ir topo3aja un mainigaji, nevis jau
tapusajé un sastingusaja."
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Changes as Precondition for Survival: 90 Years of New
Latvian Orthography

Summary

The first written texts in Latvian appeared more than 400 years ago,
and since then the Latvian spelling has become one of the most perfect
Latin script-based spelling systems in the world: Latvian graphemes
correspond almost perfectly to the phonemes while observing the
morphemic structure of the word. So-called phono-morphological
principle is used in Latvian spelling up to now.

The spelling in the first printed books (1585; 1586) was based on
Middle Low German spelling principles using the Gothic letters.The
Gothic letters had been used up to the beginning of 20™ century except
books printed in the Eastern part of Latvia. The 18" and the 19"
century are marked by constant attempts to improve Latvian spelling
and therefore by the lack of common orthography.

During the 19" century the problems of Latvian orthography has
occupied a significant place in the history of Latvian linguistics.
Orthography has been a constant battlefield of discussion and polemics,
especially the replacement of the Gothic letters by Roman letters. The
1880s were marked by the attempt to introduce Cyrillic script ending in
failure since this script seems to be unable to reflect Latvian phonemes
adequately.

Deliberate activities of linguists had a great role to play in this
process, especially the activities of the Scientific Commision of the
Riga Latvian Society (founded 1868). In 1908, what is called new
orthography was confirmed, replacing the Gothic letters with Roman
ones and clusters of three or four consonant letters by one-letter
spelling or diagraphs, making use of diacritics.

There have always been discussions about the Latvian spelling as
well as variety in everyday life. Some kind of stability existed in 50s-
80s when common well-considered principles of Latvian spelling (resp.
for borrowings and foreign proper names) were accepted. During last
decade these well-established principles have sometimes been doubted
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and some publishers use non-standard spelling. The future will show
which type of new Latvian orthography enters its second century.

288



Linguistica Lettica 2000 =7

LAIMDOTA CEPLISA BIBLIOGRAFIJA
1957.

Ceplitis L., Porite T. Atsauksmes "Pareizrakstibas jautajuma". —
Cipa, 1957, 29. jun.

1958.
Ceplitis L. Dazi vérojumi par runas intonaciju latvieSu valoda. —
LPSR ZA Valodas un literattiras institiita Raksti, 7. s&j., 1958,
129.-157. 1pp.

1960.
Noradijumi par citvalodu TpaSvardu pareizrakstibu un pareizrunu
latvieSu literaraja valoda. IIl. Vacu valodas ipaSvardi. Sast.

Ceplitis L. R., ZA izdevnieciba, 1960, 80 Ipp.

Ceplitis L., Katlape N. lzteiksmigas runas pamati. R., ZA
izdevnieciba, 1960, 227 Ipp.

1961.

Ceplitis L. lIzlok$pu fonotéku veidojot. — Latvijas Zinatnieks,
1961, 28. jun.

Noradijumi par citvalodu ipasvardu pareizrakstibu un pareizrunu
latvieSu literaraja valoda. VII. Spanu valodas Tpasvardi. Sast.
Ceplitis L. R., ZA izdevnieciba, 1961, 73 Ipp.

1962.

Ceplitis L. Bezkopas teikumi. — Miusdienu latvieSu literaras
valodas gramatika. 2. sgj. R., ZA izdevnieciba, 1962, 538.-565.
Ipp.

289



Linguistica Lettica 2000 7

Ceplitis L. Institita Eksperimentalas fonétikas laboratorija. -
LLPSR ZA Valodas un literatiras instituta bilet. 1, 1962, 25.-27.

Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Nominalie vienkopas teikumi. — Misdienu latviesu
literaras valodas gramatika. 2. sgj. R., ZA izdevnieciba, 1962,
485.-502. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Runas intonacijas nozime teikuma. — Mausdienu
latvieSu literaras valodas gramatika. 2. s&j. R., ZA izdevnieciba,
1962, 113.-121. lpp.

Ceplitis L. Vienkopas teikumi. Ievads (piedaloties A. Blinkenai).
— Masdienu latviesu literaras valodas gramatika. 2. sgj. R., ZA
izdevnieciba, 1962, 478.—485. lpp.

1963.

Noradijumi par citvalodu TpaSvardu pareizrakstibu un pareizrunu
latvieSu literaraja valoda. IX. Francu valodas ipasvardi. Sast.
Ceplitis L. R., ZA izdevnieciba, 1963, 99 lpp.

[fenaumuc JI. beccocTaBHblE KOHCTPYKLUHMH B COBPEMEHHOM

NaTBILLICKOM JIMTEpaTypHOM sf3blke. ABTOpedepar aucc. Ha
COMCK. Y4eH. CT. KaHa. ¢punon. Hayk. P., 1963, 29 crp.

1964.
Ceplitis L. Bezkopas konstrukcijas misdienu latvie$u literaraja
valoda. — Teikuma uzbuve. LPSR ZA Valodas un literatiiras

institiita Raksti, 17. sgj., 1964, 111.-195. lpp.

Ceplitis L. Teikuma relativa modalitate (vardiskas darbibas). —
ZA Vestis, 1964, Nr. 9, 37.—44. Ipp.
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1967.
Ceplitis L. Intonacija. — Gram.: LME, 1. sgj., 1967, 665. lpp.

Ceplitis L. Ka sagatavot Raina valodas vardnicu. — Literatiira un
Maksla, 1967, 28. janv., 3. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Par dai|runu jaruna nopietnak. — Literatiira un Maksla,
1967, 13. maija, 13. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Starptautiskais fonologijas kongress [Vingé 1966, 30.
aug. — 3. sept.]. — ZA Vestis, 1967, Nr. 2, 146.-147. Ipp.

Lenaumuc /I. U3mepenue pedeBoii uHTOHauUMH. — ZA Veéstis,
1967, Nr. 3, 37.-50. lpp.

LJenaumuc JI. Ucnonb3oBanne cBoOOAHOH peyun B HOHETHHECKHX
uccrenoBanusx. — ZA Vestis 1967, Nr. 10, 63.-71. lpp.

1968.

Ceplitis L. LatvieSu sintakstiskas fonétikas galvends problémas.
— Gram.: Fonétikas un fonologijas aktualas problémas. A. Ozola
dienas zinatniskas konferences referatu tézes. R., 1968, 48.—53.

Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Literara valoda. — Gramata: LME, 2. s&j., 1968,
390.-391. lpp.

Ceplitis L. Normativais aspekts sintaktiskaja fonétika. — LVPI
Zinatniskas konferences materiali. Liepaja, 1968, 26.-27. lpp.

Ceplitis L. Sestais Vispasaules fonétikas zinatnu kongress [Praga
1967. g. sept.]. — ZA Vestis, 1968, Nr. 1, 132.-134. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Valodas kludas un teksta satura uztvere. — LVKJ 4,
1968, 13.-19. Ipp.
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Ceplitis L. Vards un uzvards. — LVKIJ 4, 1968, 68.—69. Ipp.

Ceplitis L., Katlape N. lzteiksmigas runas pamati. 2. paplld
izdevums. R., Zinatne, 1968, 251 Ipp.

Ceplitis L., Katlape N. Runas intonacijas petisana un valodas
kulttira [Valodn. apspr. Maskava 1968. g. febr.]. — Literatira un
Maksla, 1968, 23. marta, 4. Ipp.

1969.

Ceplitis L. Dailliteratiras valoda un literara valoda. — Karogs,
1969, Nr. 10, 152.-154. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Konsultacijas. Grenobla vai Grenoble? Meksika vai
Mehiko? — LVKIJ 5, 1969, 214.-217. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Spanu Tpasvardi latvieSu valoda. — LVKJ 5, 1969,
194 .-199. lpp.

1970.

Ceplitis L. Atkapes no literaras valodas normam. — LVKJ 6
1970, 24 -31. lpp.

3

Ceplitis L. Deklamacija. — LVKJ 6, 1970, 130.—133. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Dzimtas valodas bagatibas [Par "LatvieSu literaras
valodas vardnicu"]. — Padomju Jaunatne, 1970, 1. jal.

Ceplitis L. Normas jédziens sintaktiskaja fonétika. — Latviesu
valodas un literatiiras problémas. R., Zvaigzne, 1970, 13.-23.
lpp.

Ceplitis L. Pirma latvieSu valodas skaidrojosa vardnica. — LVKJ
6, 1970, 5.-6. Ipp.
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Ceplitis L. Publiskas runas lingvistiskd analize. - LVPI
Zinatniskas konferences materiali. Liepaja, 1970, 38.—-39. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Vai vards pasdarbiba ir slikts? — LVKJ 6, 1970,
106.-111. lpp.

Llennumuc JI. Henonb3osanue cBoG60aAHOH peur B HOHETHYECKHX
uccnenosanusax. — Proc. of VIICPS, Academia, Pragua, 1970.

1971.

Ceplitis L. Divi viedok|i skolu gramatiku sintaksé. — LVPI
Zinatniskas konferences materiali. Liepaja, 1971, 69.—70. Ipp.

Lennumuc JI, Kamnane H. Teopus nyOnuvHoOH peun. P.,
3unatne, 1971, 119 crp.

1972.
Ceplitis L. Runas intonacijas semantika. — Gram.: Veltijjums
akadémikim Janim Endzelinam. 1873 — 1973. R, Zinatne, 1972,
43.-57. lpp.

Ceplitis L. Runas intonacijas un sintakses pétisana. — LVPI
Zinatniskas konferences tézes. Liepaja, 1972, 54.-56. Ipp.

Latvie$u literaras valodas vardnica. A. 1. sgums. 1. sgj.
atbildigais redaktors L. Ceplitis. R., Zinatne, 1972.

1973.

LatvieSu literaras valodas vardnica. B — F. 2. sgj. 2. sgj. atbild.
L. Ceplitis. R., Zinatne, 1973.
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1974.

Ceplitis L. Literaras valodas leksiskas normas un to kodifikacija.
— LVPI Zinatniskas konferences "Vards un varda funkcija”
materiali. Liepaja, 1974, 98.-100. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Vardi — ka zvaigznes; ka lai tos apzina. — Cina, 1974,
6. dec.

Henaumuc JI. Avanu3 peueBoit uHtoHaumu. P., Sunarue, 1974,
272 ctp.

1975.

Ceplitis L. Valodniecibas veéstures materiali. Macibu lidzeklis.
R., 1975, 148 Ipp.

LatvieSu literaras valodas vardnica. G — I. 3. sgj. 3. sgj. atb.
redaktors L. Ceplitis. R., Zinatne, 1975.

1976.

Ceplitis L. LatvieSu valodniecisko pétijumu sistéma desmitaja
piecgadé. — ZA Vestis, 1976, Nr. 8, 3.—5. Ipp.; Dzimtenes Balss,
1976, Nr. 50, 5. 1pp.

Ceplitis L. Rudolfam Grabim - septitais gadu desmits. —
Literatiira un Maksla, 1976, 7. aug., 7. lpp.

1977.

Ceplitis L. Intonacija lektora runa (Paligmat. lektoriem). R.,
LPSR Zin. biedr., 1977, 18 lpp.

Ceplitis L. Neizsakama izteik$ana. — Literatira un Maksla, 1977,
14. okt., 6. lpp. (par R. Veidemanes gr. "lzteikt neizsakamo" R.,
1977.).

Ceplitis L. Valoda matematiska skattfjuma. Pardomas, "Latviesu
valodas biezuma vardnicu" lasot. — Cina, 1977, 3. marts.
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1978.
Ceplitis L. A. Blinkena — Latvijas PSR Zinatnu akadémijas
korespondétajlocekle — LVKIJ 14, 1978, 237.-238. Ipp.
Ceplitis L. Latviesu valodas stavoklis un attisttba musdienas. —
LVKIJ 14, 1978, 16.-27. Ipp.
Ceplitis L. Vispariga valodnieciba. Liepaja, 1978.

1979.

Ceplitis L. Par dazu geografisko nosaukumu rakstibu. — Cinpa,
1979, 17. aug.

1980.

Ceplitis L. Valodas kultira un komunikacijas morale. — LVKJ
16, 1980, 5.~13. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Vardu avots. — Cina, 1980, 17. jul.

Latvie$u literaras valodas vardnica. J] — L. 4. sgj. 4. s€). atbild.
redaktors L. Ceplitis. R., Zinatne, 1980.

1981.

Ceplitis L. Akademika Japa Endzelina atceres diena. —
Dzimtenes Balss, 1981, 12. marta, 5. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Kapec ir svarstibas citvalodu paSvardu atveide. —
Padomju Jaunatne, 1981, 10. marta.

Ceplitis L. Parpratuma novérSanai (par kinieSu ipasvardu
atveidi). — Padomju Jaunatne, 1981, 16. dec.

Ceplitis L. Latviesu literaras valodas vardnica turpina gaitu. —
Karogs, 1981, Nr. 1., 184.—185. Ipp.
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Latviesu valodas pareizrakstibas vardnica. — sast. L. Ceplitis,
D. Gulevska, A. Mikelsone, T. Porite. R., Avots 1981, 358 Ipp.

1982. &

Ceplitis L. lerobezojumi vardu gramatisko formu lietoSana. —
LVKIJ 17, 1982, 208.-210. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Jauna pareizrakstibas vardnica. — Dzimtenes Balss,
1982, 11. febr. (par LatvieSu valodas pareizrakstibas vardnicu.)

Ceplitis L. K|amigi divdabju ar -or, -oties lietojumi. - LVKJ 17,
1982, 210.-212. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Lidzskanu mijas trikums lietvarda locijumos. — LVKJ
17, 1982, 216.-220. lpp.

Ceplitis L. Par runas teksta veidoSanas ipatnibam. — Valodas
kultira radiovilni. Valodas stila jautajumi. R., Zinatne, 1982,
19.-23. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Valodas k]udas un teksta satura uztvere. — Valodas
kultira radiovilni. Valodas stila jautdgjumi. R., Zinatne, 1982,
24 -28. lpp.

Lennumuc JI. Ilponaranaa KynbTypbl pedd NaTbILCKOrO S3biKa.
— B kn.: Pone Teopuu B npakTHUKe pa3BUTHA TEPMHUHOJOIMH M
YNOPALOYEHHSA JIMTEPaTYPHBIX A3blKOB. Tannux, 1982, ctp.119.—
124.

1984.

Ceplitis L. Divdesmit gadu pieredze. — LVKJ 20, 1984, 5.-11.
Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Lektora meistariba. Macibu programma. R., Zinibu
b-ba, 1984.
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Ceplitis L. Publiskas runas kultira. — LVKJ 19, 1984, 5.-13. Ipp.

LatvieSu literaras valodas vardnica. [. — N. 5. sgj. 5. sgj. atbild.
redaktors L. Ceplitis. R., Zinatne, 1984.

1985.

Ceplitis L. Dazi lektora runas kultiras jautajumi. — Valodas
aktualitates — 1984. R., Zinatne, 1985, 113.—115. lpp.

Ceplitis L. ZA Pareizrakstibas komisijas atzinumi par burta o
lasfjumu (1985. gada 7. februart). — LVKJ 21, 1985, 116.-120.

Ipp.

Lennumuc JI. Jlektopckoe mactepcTBo. YueOHas nporpamma. P,
00-Bo 3Haunus, 1985.

1986.

Ceplitis L. Dazi problematiski pareizrunas jautajumi. — LVKJ 22,
1986, 31.-35. Ipp.

Ceplitis L. Praksé parbaudits darbs. — ZA Véstis, 1986, Nr. 1,
138. Ipp. (rec. par gr. Rozenbergs J. "LatvieSu valodas praktiska
stilistika. II. Morfostilistika". R., 1983.).
LatvieSu literaras valodas vardnica. N — P. 6,. s&j. 6,. s&). atbild.
redaktors L. Ceplitis. R., Zinatne, 1986.

1987.

Ceplitis L. Dazi leksikas normu realizacijas jautajumi. — Valodas
aktualitates — 1986. R., Zinatne, 1987, 117.-120. Ipp.

LatvieSu literaras valodas vardnica. P — R. 6,. sgj. 6,. sg). atb.
redaktors L. Ceplitis. R., Zinatne, 1987.
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Ceplitis L., Paklone I Velreiz par aparteidu. — Padomju
Jaunatne, 1987, 1. apr.

1989.

Ceplitis L. Latvie$u valodniecibas degpunkta. — Cina, 1989, 5.
sept. (A. Blinkenas jub.)

Ceplitis L. Ripes par valodu. — Padomju Jaunatne, 1989, 18.
janv.

Ceplitis L., Rozenbergs J., Valdmanis J. Latvie$u valodas
sintakse. R., Zvaigzne, 1989, 272 Ipp.

LatvieSu literaras valodas vardnica. S. 7,. sgj. 7,. s§j. atb.
redaktors L. Ceplitis. R., Zinatne, 1989.

1990.
Kritiski par sevi un savu paaudzi. Saruna ar filol. zin. doktoru
ZA korespondeétajloc. L. Cepliti, pierakst. V. Sarma. — Zinatne un
Més, 1990, Nr. 3, 6.-7. Ipp.

1991.

Ceplite B., Ceplitis L. LatvieSu valodas praktiska gramatika. R.,
Zvaigzne, 1991, 240 Ipp.

LatvieSu literaras valodas vardnica. S — T. 7,. s€j. 7,. s§j. atb.
redaktors L. Ceplitis. R., Zinatne, 1991.

1995.
Latvie3u valodas pareizrakstibas un pareizrunas vardnica. — sast.

A. Mikelsone, T. Porite, S. Rage. R., Avots.

1995, 944 lpp.
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1996.
Latvie3u literaras valodas vardnica. T — Z. 8. s&j. 8. s&j. atbildigie

redaktori
M. Stengrevica. R., Zinatne, 1996.
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ZINAS PAR AUTORIEM

ANDREJS BANKAVS

MANUELS BARBERA
(MANUEL BARBERA)
MAIGONE BEITINA
AINA BLINKENA

MAILJA BREDE

QJARS BUSS

MANFREDS GERLAHS
(MANFRED GORLACH)
JURIS GRIGORJEVS

AKSELS HOLVUTS
(AXEL HOLVOET)

ELGA KAGAINE
KARSTENS LOMHOLTS

(KARSTEN LOMHOLT)
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(1945) — Dr. habil. philol.,, LU

profesors, Moderno valodu
fakultates Romanu valodu katedras
vaditajs

(1963) - Ph. D., Triestes

universitates pétnieks

(1929) — Dr. philol., LPA docente
(1929) — Dr. habil. philol., LZA
akadémike

(1945) — Dr. philol., LU Moderno

valodu fakultates  Sastatamas
valodniecibas katedras asoc.
profesore

(1944) — Dr. habil. philol., LU
Latvie$u valodas institiita vado3ais
pétnieks

(1937) — Dr. philol., Kelnes
universitates  profesors, Anglu
lingvistikas un viduslaiku studiju
nodalas vaditajs

(1966) - Mg. philol.,, LU
Filologijas fakultates asistents

(1956) — Dr. habil. philol,
Lietuviesu valodas institiita

vadosais pétnieks

(1930) — Dr. habil. philol.,, LU
LatvieSu valodas institita vadosa
pétniece

(1958) — Mg. philol., LU Moderno
valodu katedras lektors
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DACE MARKUS

KURTS OPICS
(KURT OPITZ)

JANIS ROZENBERGS
VAIRA STRAUTINA
JANIS VALDMANIS

ANDREJS VEISBERGS

IEVA ZUICENA

(1950) — Dr. habil. hum., LZA
akademike, LU profesore, LU
Filologijas fakultates  Baltu
filologijas nodalas vaditaja

- Hamburgas augstskolas
profesors

(1927) — Dr. habil. philol.,, LU
profesors

(1928) — Dr. philol.

(1948) — Dr. habil. philol.,, LU
profesors, LU LatvieSu valodas
instittita direktors

(1960) — Dr. habil. philol., LU
profesors, Moderno valodu
fakultates Sastatamas valodnie-
cibas katedras vaditajs

(1952) — Dr. philol., LU Latviesu
valodas institiita vado$a pétniece
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Salikts LU Latvie$u valodas institiita
lespiests Latvijas — Somijas SIA "Madonas poligrafists"

Metiens 500 eks.



