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An Bheatha agus an Saothar

Sedn O Coiledin

(CATHAOTIRLEACH: PADRAIG A. BREATNACH)

Duirt Oscar Wilde uvair amhdin, né deir Richard Ellman go nduirt, go mbionn a
chuid féin deisceabal ag gach duine mor le rd ach gurb é Itdas a scriobhann an
bheathaisnéis.! Pé acu a duairt n6 na duirt, is mo scribhneoir, 6 Henry James go
dti J. D. Salinger, a aont6dh leis an gcaint sin. Mar seo a chuir W.H. Auden ¢:

If the Muses could lobby for their interest, all biographical research into the lives of
artists would probably be prohibited by law, and historians of the individual would
have to confine themselves to those who act but do not make—generals, criminals,
eccentrics, courtesans and the like, about whom information is not only more inter-
esting but less misleading.... A great deal of what today passes for scholarly research
is an activity no different from reading somebody’s correspondence when he is out of
the room, and it doesn’t make it morally any better if he is out of the room because
he is in his grave.?

Ni foldir n6 bhi an focal Gréigise pozetésina cheann ag Auden nuair a dhein sé
an t-idirdhealt san idir ‘those who act’ agus ‘[those who| make’. T4 thios againn
cé hiad na ‘makers’ mar a bhi a thios ag Dunbar nuair a chaoin sé a chomhthili—i
ndin go bhfuil Timor mortis conturbat me mar a bheadh clog an teampaill ag
fégairt deireadh gach véarsa agus gach file diobh. Ni lucht gnimh iad né mids ea
féin ni ar an ngniomh a dhéanfar iad a mheas. Mar ata raite ag Helen Gardner:

Who would bother to write the life of a young man who began his career as a medical
student, gave up the medical profession for the profession of a writer, and died of
tuberculosis at the age of twenty-six, if the literary works he produced in his short life
were of no value??
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Keats an té sin, dar ndéigh, agus 6s ag tracht thar an eitinn é cuimhnim ar
bheirt eile go bhféadfai a leithéid chéanna a r4 ina dtaobh: Kafka agus O Riorddin
gur mé gaol eile a bhi eatarthu chomh maith. Agus an té acu ba shia a mhair (O
Riordain), is ¢ ba Id gniomh diobh. Agus pé sitl a bheadh déanta ag éinne acu is
¢ ctrsa na haigne is spéisitla linn ar deireadh; cé go gcaitear é a leantint nuair a
théann sé tamall 6n dtigh is fada linn go bhfilleann sé arfs. Sin é, ni folair, a bhi
i gceist ag Peter Ustinov nuair a dairt sé mar gheall ar a chara, Laurence Olivier:
‘I kept wishing he would put on a false nose and be himself again’;* niorbh ann
dé le ceart ach le linn dé bheith ag aisteoireacht, is ¢ sin le linn d6 bheith ar ceal.
Ni hdil linn an duine ach i dteannta an tsaothair, ach is { an cheist an i dteannta
a chéile a gheibhimid iad tar éis na poéirsedla go Iéir? An phdirsedil ba mheasa le
Auden ach bhi an taobh eile air chomh maith mar scéal: an dream a bhain leis
an saol, 6n nginearal go dti an striapach, bhain an saol leo agus nior mhiste iad
a thagairt da chéile. Aithnimid an duine thar an ngniomh agus seasaimid i lea-
taoibh uathu araon. Ach an saothar liteartha is gnathach go mbionn pdirt bheag
n6é mhoér againn féin ann (mds de réir an ‘affective fallacy™ féin ¢) agus is deacair
linn gan a mheas uvaireanta nach réfthada 6 chéile an phearsa agus an persona go
bhfuilimid ag géilleadh di i gcds na filiochta abair. Sin é fith an mhearathail, mas
mearathal é, agus is é fith na poéirsedla chomh maith é, creidim. Fid ma thanann
an bheathaisnéis glan den saothar, tathar f6s 4 chur in itl go bhfuil baint acu le
chéile; muna mbeadh ni scriobhfai, n6 niorbh thit a dhéanamh ba dhoéigh leat.
N6 an ambhlaidh atd an nés chomh seanbhunaithe fén am so nach cuimhin linn
cad ¢ an réastin a bhi ar dtais leis ach gach duine 4 leantiint ar a shli féin? M4
leantar go roédhlath den saol tuigtear na fuil ann ach scéal thairis; an t-tdar mar
“a4dar’ is é atd uainn agus ni hé cléireach na hoifige nd an fear meallta ban muna
meallfadh sé isteach sa tsaothar iad. Sin é an fath gur chdin Declan Kiberd beath-

aisnéisi dirithe le déanai—toisc nar bhaineadar le hiabhar, dar leis:

Within the past few years, students of Irish literature have learned all about Shaw’s
philandering (Holroyd), O’Casey’s secret affluence (Garry O’Connor), Wilde’s syphil-
is (Ellman) and Beckett’s boils (Bair). None of these latter four biographies concerns
itself much with the sources of art. The methodology employed might have been as
well applied to a footballer, a criminal or a senior civil servant.®

Ni maith an comhluadar iad, go deimhin. Tabhair fé ndeara go bhfuil an
coirpeach sa liosta aige, mar atd ag Auden, mar shampla, ar an sért duine go
n-oireann an saghas so beathaisnéise thar barr d6; ach murab ionann agus Auden,
is cosuil, cheadédh Kiberd an saghas eile gurb é a chiiram, mar a deir sé, ‘evok-
ing the field of imaginative force out of which the miracle came’.” Fanfaidh an
mhiorailt ina miorailt; nil ann ach go gceadaitear ddinn bheith i lathair; ni laide
ar n-iontas an cead agus an leabhar a thugann dainn é. De réir na tuisceana so



