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e,
The investigation of proverbs in
their semiotic aspect is one of
the rnost grateful tasks for a
folklorist,
P.G. Bogalyrev
(1937: 366)

1. "Simple Form" Proverb: Text, context, function

Although, after all, André Jolles' vook Einfache
Formen has becen "more stirnulating than clarifying" -
as Mohr (1956: 321) put it in a survey of echoes to it -
practically any modern investigation of so-called
"simple forms"4 refers to this most influential st.udy.3
When Jolles, in 1929, published his book, he atternpted
to investigate the various forms which are part of what
had been summarized under the name of Naturpoesie by
Jacob Grimm in the early 19th century. According to
Grimm, Naturpoesie was characterized by the process
of Sichvonselbstmachen as opposed to Kunstpoesie, of
which the process of individual Zubereitung by a
particular poet is characteristic. For Jolles, then,
Formbestimmung and Gestaltdeutung are the central
morphological tasks of literary scholarship, and in this
way he wanted to define the various genres of
Naturpoesie in a more detailed manner than had been
done by his precursor, Jacob Grimm. But Jolles' notion
of these termns is, at least from a modern point of view,
misleading: although he was very well aware of his
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innovative approach, Jolles remained caught in the
glcr:mantic cossept of language. At the same p:erl?d of
tirne, when, in Russia, for example, the futurists and
formalists' concentration on The Word as_Such had
already passed, when formalism was al'ready converting
into structuralism (as, €.g.. in the manifest by J akt?bson
JTynyanov from 1928), language, for Jolles, was s"tﬂl an
“anthropomorphic  deity", "Godde_ss ' la.r-xguage- , as
Klemperer (1930: 405{f.) phrased. it in his review of
Jolies' book. It is exactly for this reason ‘that .]olles
himself, who tried to trace back the various '.?11’.1‘11')18
forms to particular mental impulses or _ac:t1v1:c1es
(Geistesbesch'ziftigungeg). closed the way \fvmch might
have led to a Formbestimmung in the strict sense of
this word, in spite of the theoretical-methodological
novelty of his question: "Leading back Ehe'.concrete
manifest simple forms to a Geistesbeschiftigung, the
linguistic poetic code characteristic of these_ fprms is
transferred into the metaphysical sphere, z_md it is m.adﬁ
inaccessible to an emmpirical-poetological investigation
(Kanyd 1981: 753).

Practically at the same time, a somewhat diff erent
line of thought was developed by the two Russian
scholars, Roman Jakobson and Petr Bogatyrev. In a
sirnilar way to Jolles, they too, argue in favpr of a
predominantly synchronous analysis of { olklo_re in order
to determine both common and distinct traits of folk-
lore and literature. As opposed to ] olles, ho‘:uever. .they
do this with an explicitly functional orientation, strictly
rejecting genetic questions. Instead, t..he np'non of the
»preventive censorship of the community" is central to
their approach: "In a word, in folklore O{ﬁy‘ those f orms
remain which prove to be operative within the given
community” (Jakobson/Tynyanov 1929: 143).

The approach advanced by Jakeobson and Ty'nyano'v
opened the way for 1wo important perspectn.;es in
analysing simple forms: first of all, we obtain tfhe
possibility of actually providing a Formbestimmung ol a
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simple form's text on a synchronous level {which, of
course, implies a notion of language as a basic means of
interhurman cornrunication), and secondly, it allows the
investigation of its functidn. Unfortunately, howcver,
Bogatyrev's call for the investigation of proverhs in
their semiotic aspect, promoted as carly as in 1937,
remained practically unheard until the late 1960s.

Still, I.hcsg two terrns, text and function, should
focus the semiotic study of proverbs, if a proverb is
understood as being a particular text to which a par-

ticular function is ascribed or attributed within a given
culture.

Proverb research, at the time of Jolles, was still in
a relatively poor state. Quite typical is the statement
of Archer Taylor, who introduced his scminal book The
Proverb with the words: "lThe proverb and related
forrns have long been objects of gerieral interest and
the occasion for rnany books, but they have attracted
little serious and thorough study" (Taylor 1931: vii).

Modern investigations like to refer to F. Seiler's
Deutsche Sprichwdrterkunde (1922) as the first sorious
philological investigation of the proverb. Interestingly
enough, however, it was Jolles himself, who argued
against Seiler's definition of the proverb as “self-
contained sayings current among the people, which are
of didactical tendency and of above-standard form®",
and who rejected this definition as being incorrect and
unsatisfying, If a proverb actually has a “didactical
tendency"”, Jolles argues, has one to understand this ag
being a necessary (obligatory) or possible (facultative)
quality? If proverbs are current in the Volksrnund, how
can one then accept Sciler's confession that there may
be proverbs which are commmon in the whole folk, and
others, which are known only in a particular vitlage,
district, or group? Additionally, and mainly, for Jolles,
a proverb is "the form, which concludes an experience”,
and therefore it is essentially oriented to the past,




42 PETER GRZYBEK

whereas Seiler ascribed a moralistic-didactical (and
therefore future-oriented) tendency to it.

Many years later, M. Hain, in her empirical "folk-
loristic-sociological" investigation of the proverb, tried
to solve the discrepancy between these two viewpoints
by pointing out the general irrelevance of such an
absolute dichotomy. Showing that the strict either-or
of experience or morale cannot grasp the essence of the
proverb, Hain provided evidence for the essential poly-
functionality of the proverb. GShe did not, however,
refer to the theoretical concept of polyfunctionality, as
it had been developed in Czech structuralism with
regards to language, in general, and by P. Bogatyrev,
with regards to folklore, in particular. S5till, with her
ernpirical orientation, Hain entered a new field at least
within the German-speaking area; although R. Firth,
who was later to become a leading representative of
functional cultural anthropology, had referred to the
irnportance of proverb context as early as in 1926, when
he wrote: "The essential thing about a proverb is its
meaning, - and by this is to be understood not merely a
bald and literal translation into the accustomed tongue,
nor even a free version of what the words are intended
to convey. The meaning of a proverb is made clear only
when side by side with the translation is given a full
account of the accompanying social situation, - the
reason for its use, its effect, and its significance in
speech” (Firth 1926: 134).

Yet, the obviously close interrelationship of prov-
erb context, proverb function, and proverb meaning,
which seems to be implicit in investigations of this
kind, has long been neglected, and it has been brought
into discussion by Arewa/Dundes only in 1964. Their
main interest is not as much the question of the func-
tion of the proverb in general, as the description of a
concrete proverb's function in a specific context:
"Notice that such as study of context is not the same as
the more general study of functions of folklore. One

FOUNIIA TTUING W SV L | I v o

can say that proverbs sum up a situation, pass judg-
ment, recommend a course of action, or serve as secu-
lar past precedents for present action; but to say this
does not tell us what the particular function of a
particular proverb used by ayparticular individual in a
particular setting is" {(ArewaYDundes 1964: 71).

Of course, the logic behind this kind of argurnent is
alrnost self-evident: proverbs, if regarded as particular
linguistic units, must consequently be subject to certain
rules of language in general. Language, however, is
"always language in use" not only according to the
psychologist H. Hormann - "language in itself and by
itself", as Saussure (1916: 297) understood it, has no
meaning; it only means sotnething for someone, with
regard 1o sormeone. Meanings are generated in usage,
and the same holds true for proverbs, too, then.

Thus, if it is irmpossible to describe a proverb's
meaning without reference to the context of its use, it
seems quite consistent, when B. Kirshenblatt- Gimblett
(1973: 826) argues, "that 'proverb rmeaning' ultimately
emerges from a proverb's use in a specific context and
that it is not the meaning of the proverb per se that
need be our central concern but the rmeaning of proverb
performances". The difficulty to ascribe one definite
mearning and one particular function to a given proverb
has been excellently dernonstrated by A. Krikmann in a
series of articles on "The sernantic indefiniteness of the
proverb.,”" Krikmann (1974a: 5) brilliantly surnmarizes
the results of the whole discussion: "As mentioned, the
meaning of a proverb as a single (virtual or written)
text is, for a researcher or user, a rnere sermantic
potential. The final and maximally definite meanings
of a certain text manifest thernselves only in concrete
actualisations of this text.”

It seerns most obvious to state, now, that poly-
functionality, heterosituativity,4 and polysernanticity
are three categories which cannot be isolated, and
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i dition each other in one way or anocther. A'nd
Xh;ggrﬁs r;o be for this interrelationship that no consis-
tent and satisfying definition of the prO\{erb as genre
has ever been achieved. Statements 11ke. _those by
Archer Taylor (1931: 3) or Bartlett Jere Wh1tmg'(1952:
331) which state that it is too difficult or even impos-
sible to define what a proverb is, have become standard
quotations for any proverb researchf:r. and they need
not be repeated here. Yet, it is of 1ntere.st how these
two scholars continue in their argume.ntatmn': A. Tay~
lor speaks of an "incommunicable quality” whnl:l'} tells us
if a sentence is proverbial or not, and B.J. Whltn_]g. too,
adrnits that no definition is really necessary, "since all
of us know what a proverb is."

Statements like these, which seem to be an evasion
rather than a way out, clearly display a paradox; yet,
they show a perspective, too.

A paradox - which recently has been descﬁbe_d by
7. Kanyo (1980: 149ff.) in detail - has to bef seen, in so
far as, on the one hand, the members of a given culture
or society obviously have some intuitive nopop of what
a proverb is (and what it is not), and that it is egactly
this intuitive knowledge which serves as the basis for
defining the field of scholarly rese_arch.' On‘ the otl.ler
hand, precisely these scholarly investigations br*.l'ng
about ambiguity where therc scemed to be clar'ity
before. And in the very sarne sense, in which A. Krik-
mann (1971) spoke about "The problem of rr}etalanguage
as an cxpression of the spreading.of meaning of pr?‘v—
erbs", Kany8 concludes that obviously, there are "as
many answers to the question of what a proverb is as
there are scientific languages.”

A perspective can be seen in Taylor's and Whiting's
remarks, however, inasmuch as they make clear that
the intuitive knowledge about the essence of .the pProv-
erb is part of human thought, part of cognitwe_struc--
ture, and that consequently, it should be possible to
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investigate it as such. This kind of approach should be
compatible with Anikin's "Iheses on the international
and national study of proverbs”, in which he argues:
"The study of the typological commorness and sirni-
larity of proverbs of différent peoples aims at the
elucidation of the logical “formulae and figures which
are contained in proverbial utterances: human thinking
is unique with all peoples on earth" (Anikin 1965: 30).

Following this line of thought, we obtain the possi-
bility of describing and, perhaps, of defining the prov-
erb not only on the linguistic level, but, additionally, on
a deeper, logical level. This kind of approach rnight be
seen in accordance with A. Dundes’ considerations, who
postulates the existence of three distinct analytical
levels of folklore by adding those of the "text" and
"texture" to the specific social and interactional "con.
text." By "texture", Dundes rmeans the specific linguis-
tic features, such as phonemes, morphemnes, rhyme,
alliteration. When speaking of "text”, Dundes has in
mind specific "folkloristic structures.” These folklor-
istic structures, according to Dundes (1964a: 49), "can
be analysed without reference to a particular lan-
guage", and they remain in translations into other
languages. It goes without saying, and Dundes himself
makes this explicit, that such a division of levels is
useful only for analytical purposes, and they do not, eo
ipso, claim any ontological status.

The question which necessarily arises out of this
debate is: Is it possible to describe the text of a prov-
erb on this logical level and if so, what about the
problermm of the above-mentioned interrelationship of

polyfunctionality, polysemanticity, and heterositua-
tivity?

The description of proverb meaning is, as was
stated above, not possible without reference to contex-
tual factors. Yet, it seerms most reasonable, as P.
Seitel (1969, 1972) argues, to take into consideration
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the importance of context only as potential, or virtual
factor, and to abstract for heuristic purposes from all
contextual elements (such as number, age, gender,
social status of the involved persons, €tc.) and to out-
line the "ethic frame" of proverb use. The heuristic
model of proverb use developed by Seitel is based on
the central assumption that the situation in which 2
proverb is actually used (the interaction situation) is
not identical with the situation inherent in the proverb
text itself (the proverb situation), and that both_of
themn are not or need not be identical with the situat1qn
the proverb refers 1o, i.e., the situation to .which it is
intended to be applied (the context situation). Thus,
when uttering a proverb, "the speaker asserts that 'ghe
relationship between the things in the proverb situamqn
is analogous to the relationship between the entities in
the context situation” (Seitel 1972: 147). Therefore,
proverb usage is related to two distinct, though clos?.ly
related processes, namely »the process of relating
proverb situation to context situation and the.: spe’ech
act of applying the proverb in an interaction situation”
(ibid., 240). The distinction of the different types <?f
situation involved in proverb use can be summarized in
the following schema:

Figure 1:

proverb

interaction situation

situation

w0 [

context
gituation
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It seems possible, on the basis of this tri- partite
schema, to differentiate the concept of proverb func-
tion, which, in fact, is used extremely heterogeneously
in proverb research.

Hy
(.

e

A first complex of functions might be attributed to
the realm of interaction situations, when proverbs have
the function to fulfill a particular effect, change of
state of the hearer's consciousness, intended by the
speaker. This kind of function is meant, €.g., when W.
Mieder (1977: 81) summarizes: "Proverbs ray also
function as warning, persuasion, admonition, reprimand,
statemment, characterisation, explanation, description,
justification, surnmarisation, etc., and it is well possible
that one and the sarne proverb takes cornpletely differ-
ent functions in different contexts of usage. A simple
proverb such as 'All's well that ends well’, for instance,
may be used as statement, justification, argurnent,
ete." One might termn this complex of function prag-

matic functions with respect to the above-mentioned
distinctions.

A sccond notion of function is related to the
function(s) which the proverb stock of a given society
on the whole fulfills within its systemn of norms and
values. Such functions might be, for example, the
entertaining or educating functions of proverbs, their
being instruments for creating and stabilising certain
social norms and behavior. This notion of function
might be related to the semiotic concept of text and
function, as it is defined in the work of Lotman/
Pyatigorsky (1968: 320), for example: "The function of
a text is defined as its social role, as its ability to
correspond to particular needs of the collective which
it is produced by." One might term this notion of
function, perhaps, the social functions; it is implicit in
investigations like those of Herzog/Blooah (1936) or
Messenger (1959), who refer to the concrete role
proverbs fulfill within the juridicial system of particu-
lar African peoples. It is implicit, too, in the work of
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G. Burk who, in a vfolkloristic-sociclogical study”
inspired by M. Hain, found out aboul proverb use ina
German farmer's family: "They are asserted as norms
which are valid for behavior [...). Particularly, proverbs
contain social norms. The postulate for justice as basis
for social behavior is strongly expressed” (Burk 1953:
62f.).

One might, however, also distinguish a third com-—
plex of functions, which can be seen in relation not to
the interaction situation and the context situation, but
with regard to the proverb situation. In agreement with
Burke's (1941: 256) statement that proverbs are
vstrategies for dealing with certain situations", it seems
reasonable to ask, not only for what kind of {context)
situations a proverb is apt to be a strategy, but too,
how the proverb itself is construed to be able to serve
as basis for creating and transmitting the analogy
between proverb situation and context situation. With
regard to Seitel's model, the central question here
would be what kind of relationships actually are cre-
ated, or modelled, between the two entities A and B
which, in the end, only provide the possibility of cre-
ating the analogy to the entities C and D of the context
situation. The use of this notion of function, which
might be called modelling function according to Per-
myakov (1975: 254), makes it clear that in semiotics,
two different types of function are often referred to,
since this term, on the one hand, means "the relation-
ship between elements within a given system, on the
other hand the relationship of this system as a whole to
facts outside of it" (Eimermacher 1986: 31). In our
case, the modelling function is centered on the
relationship between the two elements A and B (in
Seitel's terms); one might also, therefore, term this
function a semiotic function in the narrow Sense, which
distinguishes the proverb as genre from other signs and
sign systems of a given culture. The essential question,
then, is what kind of situations ultimately are modelled
in proverbs. Seitel himself (1969: 148) names impli-
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cgtion and equivalence as two possible types of rela-
tionship between the two entities A and B; but because
he does not, however, systernatically pursue this line of
tpinking, D. Burkhart-Chatzeeliades (1981: 154) criti-
cizes him: "If Seitel already, speaks of 'logical struc-

ture' and 'logical relatiomships', why doesn't he use
logical structural formulae?"

At this point, we clearly see how the detailed
description of situations modelled in proverbs obviously
leads back to Anikin's postulate to describe the “logical
formulae and figures" of proverbs, and to the "incorn-
municable quality” of proverbs mentioned by Taylor.
Thus, two major questions arise out of the foregoing
‘discussion: one of them is centered on the manner of
the relationship between the elements A and B, i.e.,
what kind of situvations are rnodelled in__provergs; the
o'ther one aims at the relationship between proverb
situation and context situation and focuses on questions
such as imagery. metaphoricalness, allegory, etc. Let
us examine each of these questions in turn.

2. Dua.xl signification - paradigmatics, syntagratics,
logical transformations

In this context, we can immediately pick up
thoughts by P. Crépeau (19753), expressed in his article
"La définition du proverbe." Crépeau, too, considers
analogy to be a crucial factor in the functioning of
proverbs when he speaks of the *analogy of one situ-
ation with another" as the basis for a proverb entering
into discourse. Based on this assumption, Crépeau
makes an important distinction in the description of
proverbs, postulating the existence of two different
levels of signification, namely those of denotation and
of connotation. This distinction is essentially based on
the notion that a linguistic sign may be divided into its
expression and content components, and, particularly, it
refers to Hjelmslev's (1943: 114f.) concept of "conno-
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X -
tative semiotics" by which he meaps é:o;;nc&aé?;cfetrgat
i terise
i stermns, which are ch._ara.c ) t
?1?3(; Shyave a denotative serniotic system as thetlrdelilcrgl)rgs;e
sion plane. This concepl can be demonstrate

following figure:

Figure 2:

! 1. exprassion 2. content \
!

- !
3. sign
\ I?FFR‘?SSIOH\II.CONTENT

[

{ ITT. §$ I GN
i .
3

i i alysis of proverbs,
1ving this concept to tl?e an ]

Cré 255 3s(ucgcee:ds in demonstrating that it is rei_a.slona}t::lat:al
to I1)'egau~d a proverb as a "secondary semio Ogiied
system” (a term used by R. Barthes, who had appe
t%is concept to myth as early as iln thg l?r'ljoi)g;Gén ;S\;i;{
imi already
similar sense, M. Cherkasskg. ) e

i nformation an

ished between the focus 1 ~and 3 e
igrtlfor-mation of a proverb, and he' mag}taglsthatliﬁe
Crépeau with direct reference to_ HJ(?lms' ev hat the
whole of what the linguistic rf:ahzatlor:i 1502%2 e fans

. . o

istic plane (i.e., expression plane an .
f:llcsetrlxctc?gether). is only the substanqe of expressu;?eir'gi
the supralinguistic semiotic (hence, in our case, p

ic) plane.

As the discussion aboye 'spows, thc-; c':;isgln(;fliii?
between the two levels of s1g!11f1cat'ion 'migh e
able for separating the analysis of linguistic s
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from the analysis of folkloristic structures in Dundes'
sense. Some scholars, such as W. Eismann (1984:
277ff.) do not actually favor this kind of approach
instead of an exclusively lingwistic analysis of proverbs
- such a point of view, however, does not only demand a
very comprehensive notion of phraseology, but of lin-
guistics, in general, which, then, is considered to be
rather a discipline of language use (speech, parole). We
are dealing, however, with a heuristic distinction be..
tween linguistic structures and folkloristic structures
which mainly serves, as Dundes (1964) pointed out,
predominantly analytical purposes.

In any case, the analysis of folkloristic structures
Suggests a semiotic-structuralist approach, even if it
does not demand it. Within this framework, the impor-
tant analysis of linguistic surface and deep structures,
and of all elements which play any role in this context,
must not be called into question. What becomes of
central concern, is the analysis of the logical deep
structure (cf. Kuusi, 1974), but only the final corre.
lation of all phenomena can ultirmately explain the
proverd's essence and its functioning.

Semiotic, or structuralist investigations in the
realm of folklore, usually refer to the work of V. Propp
(1928) and his analysis of the Russian tale of magic as
the beginning of structuralist folkloristics. His work,
which, unfortunately, remained practically unknown for
about 30 years, received its deserved attention only
after C. Lévi-Strauss' review of its first translation
into English (which is marked by nearly as many mis-
takes and misinterpretations as Lévi-Strauss’ review of
it). Nevertheless, Lévi-Strauss’ own work, too, has
become one of the milestones of modern structuralist
folkloristics. In his seminal essay "The structural study
of myth" (Lévi-Strauss 1955), he considered myth to be
the mediation of initially distinct and seemingly incorn-
patible prernises. It is quite correct, when E. Meletin—
sky (1969: 253) later pointed out that Lévi-Strauss'
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investigation of myth is "not a structural analysis of
mythical narration, but of mythical thought." This view
explains and coincides with Maranda's and Kongéds—
Maranda's observation that the famous "L évi-Strauss
formula® (which logically expresses his above-
mentioned result, and which need not be reproduced
here) can be found in folklore genres other than myth
too; characteristically enough, however, the authors
were not able to define one of these genres on the basis
of this formula. Obviously, this kind of approach is
different from Propp's; A. Dundes (1968: xi) has inter—
preted Propp's approach as being a syntagmatic one,
Lévi-Strauss', on the other hand, as paradigmatic. Of
course, both types of analysis do not exclude each
other: rather, they can be understood as complemen-
tary. It seems reasonable, however, to postulate a
transformational level, in addition to the paradigmatic
and syntagmatic ones. This tri-partite analysis would
demand a partial re—classification of Propp's and Lévi-
Strauss' approaches, and it would imply the following
distributions:

(1) On the paradigmatic level we can see the hierarchy
and correlation of semantic oppositions which
represent what Dundes (1968: xi) has termed the a
priori  information, and which has been partially
described by Lévi-Strauss with regards toc myth
(e.g., life vs. death; nature Vs. culture; raw Vvs.
cooked; etc.). These oppositions, however, corre-
spond only to the second level of signification; they
represent the connotative paradigm as opposed to
the denotative paradigm, which contains the infor—
mation of the primary semiotic system, and which
may be analyzed in isolation from it.

(2) The transformational level comprises the logical
deep structural rules, and the above-mentioned
Lévi-Strauss formula would be only one of them.
These transformational rules should be separated
from the paradigmatic level because they are, ina
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way, ?.chematic_ and represent only the rules
acco};dmg to which the paradigrnatic entities are
;:om 1{Jed. Yet, the status of the transformational
evel is somehow amnbivalent with regard to the
paradigmatic and syntagrfidtic levels: on the one
hand, 1.t rerr_lains closely tied to the paradigmatic
level 'smf:e it can only work on the basis of the
lqtters u?ventory; on the other hand, it is the
direct basis for their syntagmatic unfo]éing and it
can _oniy be analytically deduced from the :‘ynta

matic realization a posteriori. i &

(3) On the syntagmatic level, one c¢

success:ive, linear unfolding of thear;o;iré:a;rst?‘a;];e
formations. Here, too, two planes (at least) ca;
f‘mq should be distinguished, which might be termed
rr.ncronstructures" and "macro-structures."
Micro-structures include all those structures whi;:h
are characteristic of the given primary semioti

s.yste.m. (in the case of proverbs, usua‘{ly thg
linguistic realization, up to the level of sent'ences
or sentence sequences). Macro-structures, on th

other hand, are abstract schemas which a;*e basecel
on a set of hierarchically ordered categories; their
pc?ss1_ble cqrnbinations may be conventior;al'ized
within a given culture. These macro-structures

can be realized in different ioti
can semiotic
in different types of texts. systems. and

The interrelationship between the paradigmatic, trans-

formational and s i
] yntagmatic levels can be i
in the following schema: summarized
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the level of macro-structures as opposed to, e.g., myth
Figure 3: or fable, to name only two genres to which it may be
applied to as well (c¢f. Grzybek 1986). Nevertheless, the
meodel allows important opservations relevant for prov-
erb research, too. First of-all, it is able to explain, in
how far a proverb may Be regarded to be "a rninimal
unit of the supra-linguistic plane" {Cherkassky 1968:
.364). Apart from this, and even more importantly, it

[ T
\ paradigi

e ——
[

_ ey becomes apparent how a structural description of the
o o-ya proverb should look like: first of all, it would have to
Lz s make transparent the whole paradigm of semantic
\ P oppositions typical of the proverb and inherent in it;
< B8 secondly, it would have to work out the set of logical
E:‘:n S g transformations which allow the process of modelling
2 o = I proverb situations.
[« KL [ag
oo w0
- . 3. Dual analogy and the logical deep structure of the
logical . microstructures .
l‘ trg\nsfor— e e e e e proverb
l mation{s} . Macrostructures As can be readily seen, we are more and more con-
cretely appreoaching the possibility of actually being
able to describe the logical formulae postulated by
Anikin in order to explicate the “incommunicable
. . : ; ich are charac- quality" of the proverb. It seems reasconable, therefore,
This S,YSt‘}mRO%V;ﬁ:gL% n?:r{;gzot)r?;?dgr%?hme twWo axes to provide a very cursory overview of attempts to
g?riz;uzge_ y et, its implications clearly go beyond the E describe the proverb formally or structurally.
jatter's for various reasomns. First of all, it is not ! A ] ) cractusal o )
restricted to the sign system of human (natural) lan- | %art I'OIT}]] the s r(\jlc ura —-serr[1j1015:;1c work on
dly, it pays due attention to the phenome- proverb researc promoted in the USSR since the
guage. 5)80\01'1. yification which is typical of secondary mid-sixties, which has been largely neglected in the
non Of. ua s1tgn s Addi'tionally. it introduces a sepa- Western hemisphere (cf. Grzybek 1987), a series of
modelling sysf ein ] 1 operations, or transformations, articles by G. Milner (196%a, b) stands practically at the
rat:e le\fel of loglca é)e re arclled as some kind of beginning of structural proverb research. Milner's
which, in a way, can h iradigmatic and syntag- starting point is his dissatisfaction with Taylor's and
"switchboard" between the P Whiting's remarks about the difficulty to define a
matic axes. proverb in spite of our intuitive ability to recognize
] . descrived proverbs as such. Milner (196%b: 199) states: "With
a.bo‘.rle:L igor?gt vé;?fﬁgdsigngget?igdtg? pTo?;cLi-lb research, this | disagree completely. I think that on the contrary

. " i ' ' ' ' is, and what i
particularly since the proverb does not even tactivate if there is something that 'tells us' what is, and what is
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bial, then we must continue to grapple with
18}?; g;gggm until we are in a positiqn 1o corm:nunica'\tf
what Archer Taylor considers to be '}ncommumcable .
Consequently, Milner's (196%a: 38.0) interest f ocuses'og
the explicit description of the "h1dd§:n structure whic
must be perceived by the unconscious levels of our
minds."

In Milner's opinion, the essential thin_g about a
proverb (in its typical form) is the sy_‘mmetncal f;truc—
ture of both form and content, which, according to
Milner, has to be seen in the fact_that'a proverb
consists of two halves, each of which, in turn, ics1
composed of two quarters. These st.ructures are calle
'‘quadripartite structures’: "By this I mean tha't a
traditional saying consists of four guarters (minor
segments), standing in a balance'd and s'cr‘uc:turer(:l1
relationship to one another both in thelr form an
content, and that it is the exact nature of t_he
relationship between the separate parts Wwhich
determines the force and meaning of the saying as a
whole" (Milner 1965a: 200).

rdin to Milner's theory, eagh quartier
contaﬁggoone f\fvord (or several words) to V{h§ch one can
attribute values in form of semantic o?pos1t1ons sucp a"s
"good - bad", "safe - dangerous", "friendly - hostile",
museful - useless", and others. This word (_these words)
then give(s) the quarter in which it oceurs jts value and
function within the saying in question. Although,
perhaps, other words within the same quarter may
modify the value within each half . the two quartgri
have independent values which modify each other, bu
they do not modify the quarters of the other half.

Milner's approach has been very innovative in the
field of proverb research; neverthelz?ss. there are a
number of weighty arguments against his conception.
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A first objection must be raised against the danger
of subjectivity when distributing positive and negative
values - a danger Milner was well aware of himself (cf.
Milner 196%b: 200). Why are, for example, in Milner's
analysis, all quarters exc':\e"ﬁt‘ for the word ‘rotten’
positive in the saying "Soon ripe - soon rotten"? In
other words: Which value would have to be attributed,
theoretically speaking, to the opposite of 'soon', in the
third quarter? Crépeau (1975: 290f.) explains this
objection in context with another exarnple, "No fire
without smcoke." In Crépeau's opinion, the word ‘fire'
may be evaluated positively in one case (when dealing
with a fire which gives pleasant warmth against cold-
ness), negatively in a different case (e.g., when dealing
with a destructive fire). These two examples show in
an elucidating way that Milner, on the whole, makes the
same methodological mistake which Propp had over-
come already 40 years before him: Milner's approach is
—-in Dundes' (1962) terrninology-- etic, not ernic!

This is not to say that the attribution of wvalues
does not play any role in proverb use. On the contrary,
Cherkassky (1968: 365) is completely right in stating
"that every paremia contains, in addition to the
‘factical’, also evaluative-moralistic information", and
that from the standpoint of ideology obviously "good"
and "bad" is the most essential feature expressed in
paremiology. These evaluations, however, are being
made not on the denotative level of language, and they
can only be analyzed on the connotative level when
taking into consideration extra-linguistic factors, too.

This point directly leads to another, even more
important objection to Milner's approach, which has to
be seen in the fact that his analysis is centered exclus—
ively on the denotative level of signification, neglect-
ing the phenomenon of dual signification, and of con-
notative signification, in particular. Crépeau (1975:
292) is correct when he states that, in some cases, the
symmetrical structure of form can reproduce the
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symmetrical structure of content, but that fundamen-
tally, and more essentially, the content of a proverb
can only be derived from a structural integration of
both levels of signification, and that it cannot be
derived from the denotative level alone: "Rather, it is
the structural integration of the two leves of
signification which constitutes the analogical structure
of the proverb and which gives it this symmetrical
armature of content and form."

Crépeau demonstrates the necessity of distinguish-
ing between the two levels of signification using the
following example: If one tried to express a proverb
such as "Dog of the Kings - King of the dogs” in ana—
logical form, the result would be

Dog : King :: King : Dosg,

if one took only the denotative level of signification
into consideration. Actually, however, a completely
different analogy is inherent to the proverb, which
might be expressed like

Dog of Kings : other dogs ::
servant of a powerful man : other servants.

Consequently, the essence of a proverb has to be seen
not in the relationship between its isolated components,
but in an analogy which is the result of the structural
integration of the denotative and connotative levels of
signification: "The proverb is essentially a statement
of analogical strucure: it is an analogy which consti-
tutes the mechanism by which the content of the first
level of signification becomes the expression of the
second level of signification" (Crépeau 1975: 295).
Strictly speaking, it is not the content of the first
{denotative) level of signification alone, but the whole
of content and expression, which becomes the expres—
sion of the second {connotative) level of signification -
Crépeau's conclusion, however, remains unaffected by

I Interaction
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tt;?:sst ai;zration: dF{om the structural integration of the
second levels of signification, a

; ( ' lon, and from the

analogy which is derived from it, results a particular

1 H L] 3 A 4
proverb idea', "une idée géngrale,” as Crépeau terms it.

) This abstract idea, tﬁ;n, must also
lying (or 'assumed) basis of the context sigfatti}éi uinfdg{;—
proverb is supposed to fit, Therefore, if one .consise
tently pursues Crépeau's considerations, and takes intc;
account both proverb situation and context situation
one may conclude that the functioning of the proverb i'
essentially based on a double analogy. The first analo ;
can t?e seen on the level of the proverb situation, in Eg
far, as an ana]ogy is the result of the structural‘ inte~
f}];:tlson ofdthe first and second levels of signification;
I‘elm.eczon ana]o'gy can be seen with regards to the
ion c3f ce‘rtam objects or notions inherent in the
ﬁ:ontex"t s1tu¢:a.t1on. If we denominate this abstract idea
P : 4% an integration of Seitel's and Crépeau's ideas

leads to the followin :
g formula, w ¢
double analogy of proverb use: hich expresses the

A:B:pq:C:D.

This can be itluminated in the following schema:

Figure 4:

situation II A : B s?gzzigb
’ on

ala T

A
y
i

context
I . .
IT C H 8] srtuation
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The principle of analogy remains generally unaffected
by the question of metaphoricalness in proverbs — these
two categories are independent of each other, and they
have to be kept clearly separated. This is to say that at
the basis of each proverb, or proverb use, there is a
particular analogical structure, but that a proverb does
not necessarily have to be metaphorical, Crépeau, 100,
has in mind this fact that one may well regard every
metaphor as analogy, but that one must not draw the
reverse conclusion: not each analogy (and, consequent—
1y, not every proverb) has to be of metaphorical nature.
The essential analogical structure remains identical,
regardless of the fact that we may deal with a rneta-
phorical proverb, such as "People in glass houses should
not throw stones" or a seemingly non-metaphorical
proverb such as "| ook before you leap.”

Perhaps it is useful, in this context, to discuss, at
least very briefly, the phenomenon of metaphor, which
has a long tradition, and which has been interpreted in
many different ways. A valuable contribution to this
question has been made by W. Koller (1975) in his
recent book Semiotik und Metapher, in which his
general assurnption is "that in natural conversational
speech, in a concrete speech act, the actual meaning of
a word is functionally defined on the basis of the corre-
sponding verbal and situative context" (ibid., 67). As
far as metaphor is concerned, Koller's logical conclu-
sion is: "Under these circumstances, the definition of
metaphor as figurative speech could not be justified
ontologically, but with reference to hackneyed speech
conventions" (ibid., 92).

Similarly, the clear—-cut distinction between meta-
phorical and non-metaphorical proverbs has recently
been called into question. Barley (1974), for example,
who regards metaphoricalness as an indispensable trait
of the proverb and who distinguishes proverbs from
maxims {which, in his opinion, have to be interpreted
literally), ultimately argues in favor of a fluent tran-
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si_tion between both forms, maintaining "that the
distinction between proverb and maxim is not an
absolute difference of type but rather one of level"
(Barley 1972: 739). This dpes not mean that "tradi-
tional” distinctions such as proverb_vs. maxim (Barley)
proverbe vs. dicton (Greimag), proverb vs. folk aphor—'
ism (Permyakov), metaphorical proverb vs. proverbial
apothegm (Taylor), and many others, become super-
fluous. Rather, this is a more or less significant shift
of perspective, in so far as a distinction between meta—
ph?rical and non-metaphorical sayings is assumed to
exist not as such, but only in language use. Norrick
(1581: 3) therefore, argues quite convincingly: "In
many cases we can meaningfully speak only of literal
fmd figurative usages, not of literal and figurative say-
ings as such." Hasan-Rokem (1982: 13), too, argues in
f‘avor of this view, dernanding "that the metaphorical-
lltz'?ral character of proverbs be analyzed in context.
This is a distinction not referring to text, but to use.
Thus, proverb x rnay be in a metaphorical relationship

to context a, but in a literal relationship to context b,
and so forth.” B

The_question of the metaphoricalness of proverbs is
t_hus ultimately transferred to the realm of context,
just as is the question of proverb meaning in general, as
stated above. Summarizing, one can say that rneta-
phoricalness is a possible, but not necessary criterium
of the proverbial genre. More essential, because
fundamental, is the phenomenon of analogy, on which

metaphorical proverbs may be founded as well as non-—
metaphorical ones.

] If we now turn to the second complex of questions
which arises out of Seitel's investigations, we have to
ask ourselves if there is a particular inventory of
proverb situations (l.e., of relationships which we

termed "p : q" above), and which might b ;
described. ght be analytically
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For Crépeau (1975: 294), the basis for analogy
formation is a given opposition: "t is an opposition
which founds the analogy. No analogy is possible where
the terms which are brought into relationship are not
opposed to each other in a particular way." In
Crépeau's opinion, there is an implicit "common term"
betweeni the two oppositional terms, which represents
the "key of the analogy." In the proverb A child with-
out father is like a house without roof, for example, the
key of the analogy, according to Crépeau, would be the
relationship of "protection" (and, we might add, the
terms opposed would be "protector - protected", and it
would be exactly this pair of semantic oppositions,
which is represented on the connotative level of signi-
fication). We can thus see close parallels between the
logical relationships mentioned by Seitel and the
"general idea” mentioned by Crépeau. In addition to
the possible existence of logical relationships, Crépeau
points out the importance of semantic oppositions. In
his opinion, there are as many keys of analogy as there
are semantic oppositions (Crépeau 1975: 292). There-
fore, for him the establishment of an inventory of
logical operations is identical with the enumeration of
possible or actual semantic oppositions, and, conse-
quently, endless.

This is not the case with Dundes' (1975) approach,
who, on the one hand, tries to deduce semantic opposi-
tions from concrete proverbs In a similar way as M.
Kuusi (1972) with regards to his international classifi-
cation system; both of them obtain semantic opposi-
tions such as "One — Two", "Some - Many", "0ld -
Young", etc.; on the other hand, Dundes names a set of
logical rules which he understands to be complementary
to the oppositions. His basic distinction is between
oppositional and non-oppositional  (or equational)
proverbs. The level of abstraction in Dundes’
classification, however, 1is, at least partially,
inaccurate; this can clearly be seen, for example, when
he regards the relation of implication (A ~» B) as a
transformation of equation (A = B), and thus
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classifies a proverb such as Seei i ieving i
and the same group as Where :;I}]}ir:es it;e]f}i?'\ém?hlgreoqi
smoke. Admitting that this should rather be the task of
3{71 expert in symbolic or férmal logic (Dundes f975-
1), he does not achievé a systematic invento .
Neyertheless, his work leads exactly in the directiry ,
yvhlch was sketched out above: firstly, he refers to tgz
importance of semantic oppositions in proverbs,

secondly, he poi ignifi i
fooondly, points out the significance of logical

CludSu{?]gntar;zin(gj the results thus far, one might con-
( ] 'undes as well as Crépeau have touched
1mportant points on the way to solvi sti

ra1§ed basically by Seitel, ;rlthoughlv;r;%trfgf c()l;le;}t].mn
arrived aF a systematic answer to it. The onl on*e::rn
succeed in doing this was the Russian schosllar E}LO
Ir];’ermyr:;.kov whoseT studie_s - this should be mention.eci
ere — were partially written significantly earlier th

all the above- mentioned Western investigations o

4. Permyakov's GRAMMAR QF PROVERRB WISDOM

e I;ermaykov's Grammar of Proverb Wisdom, which
v s et\)rgloped. over a period of more than ten years,”
as published in 1979, as an "introduction" to his prov'r—

erb collection Proverbs and ) .
Oriental Peoples. Proverbial Sayings from

iy Per{nyakov‘s theoretical starting-point is the basic
il.lmptlon. that proverbs are signs of situations a
go ion, which leads us back to considerations advan;:ed
ty Seitel, Burke, and others mentioned above. Unfor—
hl_lnate]y. howeve'r, P}ermyakov does not really clarify
is r}o.tlon_ of ’'situation’ when he postulates that "
classification of the situations themselves" (Permyakos
197_9: 306) has to be worked out, if one wants to cat
gorize proverbs on the basis of their meani;g° Tlf_
lack of explicit theoretical classification hasmled tlg



64 PETER GRZYBEK

sorne misunderstandings, or misinterpretations, which
might easily have been avoided. The Russlan scholar
Shvydkaya (1977: 163), for example, interprets Per-
myakov's attempt as being a classification of extra-—
linguistic context-situations (in Seitel's terminology, to
whose works she does not refer, however): "He calls
proverbs signs of situations, i.e., of extra-linguistic
reality, and by the content of proverbs we have to
understand the extra-linguistic reality."

It seems more reasonable, however, that Per-
myakov had in mind a classification not of context
situations, but of proverb situations, This becomes
rather clear when he maintains that proverbs "not only
serve as signs of the depicted situation, but they also
model them" (ibid., 318). With this distinction, Per-
myakov is using basic semiotic terms, in general, and
terms of Soviet semiotics, in particular. In Russia, the
notion of "modelling" and of "modelling systerns" has
been particularly promoted in the writings of Yu.M.
Lotman. Basically, the modelling of extra-linguistic
reality is regarded to be one of the basic functions of
signs and signs systems, in addition to their predomi-
nant communicative, or informative, functions. This
holds true for artistic signs or sign systems as well; and
what is considered to be characteristic of models In
general, is relevant for artistic models, too, narnely
that the modelled object cannot be identical with the
modelling object: "We are dealing with analogy, with
similarity, but never with identity" (Lotman 1964: 34).

If one applies this concept (and Permyakov's initial
remarks) to the problem of proverbs and proverb usage,
one obtains the following picture: A proverb is used as
a sign in a particular (extra-linguistic) interaction situ-
ation to refer to a particular {extra-linguistic) context
situation, of and for which it is a sign. Additionally,
the proverb models this situation in a particular way.
The theoretical distinction between sign and model in
semiotics, in general, and in Permyakov's analysis of
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p_roverbs, in particular, might seem artifici i

51g'ht. In fact, Schveiger (1%9}81: 127), fgjlg;a;ﬁaglte flr::é
objected to Permnyakov: "Permyakov [...] distinguishes
between the paremiological_ stock's being (sets of)
SIGNS and MODELS: the f{if§t 'belong to language'
while the second to 'folklore': it seems necessary tc;
make the following point — everything that belongs to
fglk:lore must (implicitly) belong also to language. The
distinction operated by the author [...] between p'ro—

verbi.al sayings being signs, but not models is not
convincing."

~ The pro]:lem here is two-fold, at least: First of
a}l, _proverbial sayings, in Permyakov's theory, "are
signs ‘a.nd at the same time models of various typical
situations” (Permyakov 1979: 317); therefore, Schvei..
ger's  quotation is  essentially  incorrect, since he
neglects the dual status Permyakov attributes to
provert?s: proverbs are both signs and models, but
according to Permyakov, as signs they belong té
language, and as models, to folklore.

Secondly, Permyakov's gconcept tha ) S
belong to. language in their quality ofpbeing sggngr%gﬂt);
folklore in their quality of being models, is extremely
unfortunate per se, since language itself can be regard-
ed to be a modelling system. What Permyakov actually
means might most reasonably be understood on the
basis of.the distinction between the denotative and
connotative levels of signification demonstrated above.
Wh?q Permgakov speaks of proverbs as signs he means
by 'sign' a linguistic sign, which, by commeon usage, has
become a verbal stereotype (cliché) which is part of the
language system; when he speaks of proverbs as ‘mo-
dels’, he has in mind proverbs as "secondary rnodelling
§ystems" (in Lotman's terminology) which are suf)er—
1mposed and dependent upon natural language. Only in
this way can one explain why, according to Permyakov
therfa may be proverbial phrases which serve as signs ot.'
particular situations, but which do not model these
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situations,® as well as utterances, which model par-
ticular situations, but which do not serve as signs of
them (i.e., which are not verbal clichés of them).

According to Permyakov, then, weé are dealing with
proverbs only when they are both verbally stereotyped
signs and models of the situations they are intended to
be applied to, when they, in other words, are linguistic
clichés (on the denotative level of signification), on the
one hand, and, on the other hand, display all the char-
acteristics of secondary modelling systems (on the con-
notative level of signification). Therefore, Kanyo's
objection to Permyakov may easily be shown to be
invalid too; Kanyo (1981: 89) writes: "Permyakov's
ontological starting-point seems doubtful to us: In
effect, not how the situations are logically modelled,
but their linguistic expressions, i.e., the unity is not so
much based on the similarity of the situations, but on
the similarity of ’the linguistic formulations of the
situations." Kanyo's premises, thus, are as wrong as
Shvydkaya's are: Permnyakov does not strive for a
classification of the extra-linguistic situations they are
to refer to, but of the modelled proverb situations;
these models, however, are generated by help of human
natural language, and therefore, they can only be
analyzed with recourse to it.

Ultimately, we see Permyakov's differentiation is
fully compatible with Dundes' distinction between
linguistic and folkloristic structures. Permyakov, how-
ever, already in his early writings (Permyakov 1967,
1968), distinguishes three different planes, and, conse-
quently, he postulates three angles from which proverb-
ial sayings should be analyzed: a) the linguistic plane;
b) the realia plane; and ¢) the logico-semiotic plane.
The analysis on the linguistic plane serves two purposes
for Permyakov. Most importantly, he separates prov-
erbs from related (linguistic and folkloristic) phenome-
na. Thus, for example, proverbs are separated from
proverbial sayings. Regardless of the fact that, in
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practice, there rather seems to be a fluent zone of
transition between proverbs and proverbial sayings (cf.,
e.g., Krikmann 1984, Pilorz 1964, Rohrich 1973), he
considers proverbs to be fully clichéized, i.e., syntac-
tically cornplete utterances~whereas proverbial saylngs
have to be completed out ofthe context of their usage.
Additionally, proverbs are separated both "upwards"
from supraphrasal entities {(such as anecdotes, fables,
etc.) and "downwards" from idioms, phraseological
entities, etc. Especially the latter distinction is a
rather innovative one, because, in Permyakov's theory,
idioms are not models of situations, but only represent
a single notion, or concept as opposed to proverbs,
which put into relation two (or more) concepts or
notions. Yet, Savvina (1984: 204) is correct in stating
that this distinction seems to be intuitively logical, but
in practical analysis, rather difficult to make.

When Permyakov confines his analyses on the
linguistic level to phenomena like the above-mentioned,
this does not, of course, exclude further questions as to
the specific syntactic structure of proverbs, as to
rhyme, rhythm, rnetrics, stylistics, etc., i.e., as to the
linguistic and poetic structure of proverbs. Questions
like these may easily be added to Permyakov's investi-
gations. Without doubt, Kanyd (1981: 90) is correct
when he objects that the poetical-rhetorical charac-
teristics of the proverb remain neglected in Permya-
kov's work, and that they cannot, as Permyakov (1970:
29) assumes, be solved on the realia plane alone. The
concrete realia (and their selection and use within a
given culture, which finally rmakes a large part of the
cultural specifics of a culture's proverbial stock) are
also, but not exclusively, responsible for the poetical-
rhetorical characteristics of the proverb. All these
issues, however, can be understood as additional
questions, and it is interesting that both Kanyo (1981)
and Zholkovsky (1978) regard their corresponding
analyses as elaborated investigations compatible with
Permyakov's work. Still, many questions remain
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unsolved in particular as far as the realia plane is
concerned: The denotative level of signification
cannot, of course, be reduced to the act of denoting
specific objects. A proverb such as The early bird
catches the worm, for instance, does not only consist of
the realia 'bird' and 'wortn', and a proverb such as Soon
ripe, soon rotten clearly shows that the denotation of
realia must not be confined to concrete objects. Many
questions remain unsolved in this context and they ate
definitely beyond the scope of this paper.

1f we now turn to the third level of analysis postu-
lated by Permyakov, the logico-semiotic plane, we
observe that Permyakov's ultimate aim is to find out
and describe particular invariant types of situationg
which are modelled in proverbs. This interest leads us
directly back to the above-mentioned considerations,
namely whether it might be possible to provide somne
inventory of proverb situations.

From his early writings on, Permyakov distin-
guishes four different situational types; he calls them
"higher logico-semiotic invariants", because concrete
proverbs are related to these situation types Just as
variants are related to invariants. In other words: all
proverbs which express one and the same idea (which
have the same meaning) have to be regarded as variants
of one and the same invariable (proverb) situation.
Understood this way, we see once again, that Permya-
kov is definitely not concerned with the extra-linguistic
context situations, which turn out to be variable, too,
of course. This explanation not only disvalues Shvyd-
kaya's or Kanyd's objections: it also makes clear that
Permyakov ultimately describes a proverb's semantic
potential (in Krikmann's words), and that his approach
canmnot solve all the problems of semantic indefiniteness
(cf. Krikmann, 1974a, b).

The four situation types described by Permyakov
may be divided into two major groups:
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(a) The first group (invariants IIA and 1IB) models the

relationships between things or betw i
. ' een thin
their qualities. s and

EN

-h"‘-\.,a
The second group models_proverbs in a somewhat more
complex way:

{b) The sayings in it (invariants HA and [1B) rnodel the
depender{cy between the relationship of things and
the relationship of their qualities.

T}_uese four situational types rnay be found - i -
slightly modified form - in the f ?nal version oil' nPer'jrr?;g{
kov's Grammar of Proverb Wisdom from 1979. The
further subdivision into various constructional types and
§ubtypes. which is inherent in Permyakov's early writ—
ings, has s].n'v.ived in the final version, too, and it can be
fomd again in partially altered form in the so-called
formn-building groups.”

"I'here 1s.'however. one major change in Permya-
kov's conception as compared to his early position: In
his former work, so-called "logico-semiotic groups"
reprqsgnt ‘the lowest level of his logico-semiotic
clas§1f1cat10n; in that approach, Permyakov tried to
attribute particular thematic groups such as "One's
Ov.m - Foreign", "Part - Whole", etc., to the particular
"higher logico-semiotic invariants" IA through IIB.
La.tqr. however, Permyakov saw himself forced to
modify this conception (according to which his 1968
proverb collection is organized). Permyakov explains
the need to change his concept, and to distinguish a
separate "thematic classification” using the following
example. Acording to his former concept, the following
three proverbs would have fallen into one and the same
class (IA): a) No fire without smoke, b) No rose without
thorns, and ¢) No river without bank. In all three of
them, it is maintained, that the first part of a pair can-
not exist without the second part. Still, the meaning of
all three proverbs is not the same: the first proverb
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maintains that there can be no consequence w*ith'(g;llt
reason; the second, that there are no goc_>d th§ngs with-
out faults; the last, that no whole can exist without one
of its obligatory parts.

is article "On the Structure of the Paremio-

logicl;]l hStock", Permyakov (1975: 1‘57) for the f13~st
time points out the necessity of cons1stent1_y separat}rgg
the logical classification from the thqma‘a_cal c1a§s1f1--
cation: "In fact, it is the inherent mvama_.nt palr of
oppositions that should be properly _cons1dered the
theme of a synthetic paremia irrespective pf the realia
by which it is represented and of the rela_nons between
these realia." This clear separation was f}nally made by
Permyakov in the inventory of sematic oppoF.itions
(called "invariant thematic pairs" py him)', which .he
provided in 1978. Thus Pemlyakoy. in the fma} version
of his approach, not only consistently c!istulgu.’tshe?l
logical and thematic structures, but thematic plane (;11111_

realia plane, too. These two had not been clearly dil-
ferentiated in Permyakov's From Proverb to Follg
Tale, when Permyakov had only spoken of the rea'ha
berTe. Yet it seems possible that Permyko‘\'l had in n'*}m?
not only concrete realia, speaking o_f an alpha.b.e‘; o

necessary individual features. menmonmg. oppositional
pairs such as "Near - Far", "Good - Bad", and others,
and when writing: "All, including the most complex of
objects, can be divided into elementary .compon'ents.
i.e., individual features whose number is relatively
small and which combine in various ways 1o produce the
whole infinite variety of the world of realia" (Permya-
kov 1970: 30).

Thus, in his final version, Permyakov adds a
thematical classification {which must rfot' be conf og.nd-
ed with the realia plane) to the linguistic and logico-
semiotic classifications. Ultimately, therefore, hc;:l
postulates the existence of four, not three, analytica
planes.
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Thematical and logico-semiotic classifications
reiate to each other, in Permyakov's words, as do
grammar and lexicon. Their mutual relationship can be
interpreted differently, howgver, on the basis of the
above-mentioned model distidpuishing between para-
digmatic and syntagmatic aXes, and a transformational
plane between thern. According to this model, Permya-
kov's semantic (thematic) oppositions can be understood
as paradigmatic entities, his logico-semiotic invariants
as logical transformations. Understood this way, Per-
myakov has actually succeeded in working out a
complete system for proverb description and a coherent

theoretical basis for proverb definition, for the first
time.

This interpretation leads directly to an appre-
ciation and evaluation of the methodology of Per-
myakov's multi-level approach. Yu.V. Rozhdestvensky,
in the afterword to Permyakov's monograph From
Proverb to Folk-Tale, has pointed out a seeming
contradiction between the tri—partite analysis intended
by Permyakov and the conventicnal duality of the
linguistic sign (into expression and content planes).
Rozhdestvensky tried to explain this contradiction by
regarding both the logio- serniotic plane and the realia
plane in Permyakov's sense as belonging to the content
plane, and Permyakov's linguistic plane to the
expression plane. He concluded that, in Permyakov's
approach, two content planes are opposed to one
expression plane: "The content plane [...] is divided into
the plane of concrete objects, i.e., the realia being
named, and the logico-semiotic plane, i.e., the plane of
mental operations"” (Rozhdestvensky 1970: 272). On
the basis of the considerations above, however, it scemns
most reascnable to significantly modify these relations;
this seems particularly necessary, since Permyakov, on
the one hand, has never really elaborated on the realia
plane, and on the other hand, has additionally intro-
duced and worked out a thematic plane.
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Taking into consideration the model of_ dual ?iggng;
cation, one might sketch out thi folh;w;x&ge;e gnmthé
. a1 i j istic plane 10
the analysis of the linguis ) S anifion
i irst (denotatwe) level © gn
expression on the firs : e e onject ”
j on which the realia plane rep .
1c:-a.lrcl)ar.ll'ysis with regard to the conte(r:it. Isgtfﬁr ee):}c{);:zlm%r;
first (deno
and content planes on the L e
t a verbal cliche,
i ication taken together repfcsen 1 cliche,
fiﬁ;(i:{: on the second (connotative) 1evel of significa
tion, serves as expression plane.

1n a different way than Crépeau (ix: whose :niaggr:éﬁ
the logical transformations, il.‘e.. the at;itil:cat;rom as
which we have termed "p ¢ 4 _above, re o of
structural integration of both f1rst' and secon .
signification), Permyakov attributes thle Rk een
semiotic plane directly t% t?tz c%n'i%rét cgna:crén.t Cane
egard to this model, the duality 0Ol
I[;)oitulated by Rozhdestvgensks_z marlfﬂes:ss ggigli;hc;rril atthiz
nd level of signification, in so far
sai?io logico—semiotic planes function as content' plane.
This interpretation 1eads to the following schema:

Figure 5:

2. content
plane of
realid

1. expression
linguistic
plane

s ign
verbal
sterectypé

ENT
EXPRESS I ON iI. ¢ OoNT
thematic log%cof

plane semiotic

plane

111. S I G N
paremiological
model
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As far as the thematic plane is concerned, it seermns
fully compatible with Crépeau's considerations, who
ascribes the universal features of proverbs precisely to
the second level of signification: "Furthermore, it is on
this second level of significatien where the universal
character of the proverb is displayed [...]. The content
of the second level of signification can be reduced to
categories which are accessible to other cultures, which

does not mean that the content of all the collections is
identical” (Crépeau 1979: 13).

The interpretation of Permyakov's multi-level
approach within the framework of the model of dual
signification might also explain why the Grammar of
Proverb Wisdom should not be understood as being a
generative grammar in Chornsky's sense (i.e., implying
that an unlimited number of proverbial sayings might be
generated on the basis of a limited rumber of thematic
entries and logical transformations). Thus, one might
easily conceive of a newly generated proverb such as
An old car is better than a new bicycle — without any
problem as we would understand what is meant; still,
we would not necessarily classify this utterance as a
proverb. What is lacking is the frequency of usage and
the general acceptance of such newly generated “pro-
verbial utterances", i.e., an extra-linguistic cornponent,
which is an indispensible condition for a usual utterance

to become a linguistic cliché (and then, perhaps, a
proverb).

Partially, such newly created proverbs can be
technically generated with the help of a computer.
Bayevsky (1970) made such an attempt; as his starting-
point he chose the logical class K = P —Q on a
"sermantic" level, syntactic kernel formulae such as 'He
...who', "Where ...there’, and others, on a "moarpoho-
logical" level, and integrated exclusively “traditional
Russian" lexical items in form of antonymic verbs with
particular metrical characteristics, on a "lexical"
level. Thus he indeed got proverbs such as, e.g., As you



74 L1 b DA NI ANdr & asaeas

sow, so shall you reap, and the like. Such a model can
only work, however, as long as the semantic oppositions
implicit in the second level of signification are realized
in an equivalent form on the first 1evel of signification,
too. In order to generate proverbs such as A watched
pot _never boils, and many, many others, one further
utopic precondition would have to be fulfilled: The
whole stock of all possible and conceivable realia,
including all the associations and connotations tied to
them, additionally structured in their hierarchy, would
have to be included in a thesaurus. Thus one need not
agree with Permyakov's assumption that one can easily
understand a proverb of any culture without ever having
heard it before -~ this presupposes {in addition to lan-
guage knowledge, of course) at least the knowledge of
all relevant associations and connotations, perhaps
some knowledge about usage adequate O the relevant
situations, too.

All these considerations, however, go far beyond
the question of how proverbs, or proverb situations, are
modelled. These considerations are very sirnilar to
those which were discussed in the beginning of this
article. It turns out to be true that the ultimate
meaning of a proverb cannot be predicted from the
description of the modelled proverb situation, or, in
other words, that the description of a modelled proverb
situation cannot adequately grasp all concrete (or
possible) meanings of a proverb in a given context
situation.? Yet, one can, retrospectively, subsume all
actually realized meanings of a proverb under the
model advanced by Permyakov. And this is one of his
fundarmental achievements, namely to have provided a
framework able to describe these possible proverb
situations in a consistent system. Further questions
may be added.

Permyakov's system has suitably been called a
v"Mendeleevian proverb table" (Kharitonov 1969) — a
formmulation which adequately points out both the
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general character of this i ifi
exactness which it aims at. mggelth: nc?thgr]‘eh;rc zlen!g]flc
m;sritko*\‘r"s cc'mception has been called a "hocujs.pogi;
?émir;]stéé(?kr?(anntll‘ﬁl; Ku,gs1 1972}, and it has been
gont termedo ! ?%;;ds‘sclgs:i%%"ﬁbnal schema which has
: ; tem." Such an evalu-
ation has been derived fromysper‘m kov! i
describe all actually existing and N ovs'clalm 2
E:F?:;?r?le])( pro"{er‘os within thegframe\aaigrkpzsfmr?}f rflcéwcét]
yakov 1968: 42), and fr iste
so—Cﬁlled "free cells" within thign?sy;?:m GXISS;;C?}?C'?{ >
(t:_ellllsls , h_owever. are well-known in 1inguis:tics, ‘in pgf
l;:vzai; 11397;{1611'131(:1 of phqnology (cf. Martinet 1955:
Rev 1 ] 09ff.). The juxtaposition of "God's truth
vstemns apd .hocus pocus systems" originally has bee
promoted_m linguistics, too. Householder (1952? 260n
characterised this juxtaposition as follows: . )

"On the metaphysics of linguistics
two extreme positions, whicEr{lu rmnay btc? es:rrsgg
(a.nd‘have been) the 'God's truth' position and
the ‘hocus p9cus' position. The theory of the
God's truth linguists {...] is that language has; a
s:cructure and the job of the linguist is (a) to
cItmr:l ogt what the structure is, and (b) to de-
;}c}.rlbe it [...]. The hocus pocus linguist believes
at a language (better, a corpus, since we
glescmbe only the corpus we know) is a mass of
n’moh.erent formless data, and the job of uthe
linguist is somehow to arrange and organize this
mass, Imposing on it some structure (...]." '

cuch Roman J akobsor? has pointed out several times that
a con:crovz?rsy 1s ultimately useless, and that the
reason for its discussion has to be seen in the fact that

phenomena of language have i i
o om0 ar o4 to be described with its

276). Householder (1952:

mately it seems to be rather i
] ; a question of ideological-
philosophical differences in approaching oneeoagﬁlc?;e

metalinguistically (Jakobson 1962:
260), too, admits that ulti—
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same question, partially arriving at identical results,
and he confessed, "it may pe that these two meta-
physical viewpoints are in some sense equivalent.” That
this observation directly concerns Permyakov's and
Kuusi's models, too, has been pointed out by Voigt
(1977: 167): wkuust directly departs from the given
material, and he tries to arrive at the same results as

Permyakov has, with the help of the deductive method."

One may discuss how far Permyakov's approach
actually is a deductive one: firstly, it has been de-
veloped out of the merely practical need to work out a
consistent system of organizing a proverb collection,
and it has been constantly verified, modified, de-
veloped; secondly, his system is based on the analysis of
more than 50,000 proverbial sayings of more than 200
cultures. In his approach, as in any scientific approach,
deductive and inductive ways of developing scientific
models cannot be strictly separated, and they have 1o
complement each other. Scientific models, however,
are secondary modelling systems, too, being super-
imposed on natural language. and the question of which
model finally turns out to be the "more correct" one, is
ultimately a question of adequacy and consistency,
which can only be proved in application to the phe-
nomena being modelled.

The adequacy of Permyakov's theory then, being a
model of (proverb) models, will have to be verified in
investigations to come. In any case, due to the
consistently semiotic approach in Permyakov's works
(or in the works inspired by him), Permyakov has, on the
one hand, succeeded in solving many questions in an
innovative way, and, on the other hand, he has brought
up another set of questions, the answer 1o which (hope-
fully) we will get only in the course of the years to
come, but, probably, not without reference to Per-
myakov's work.
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NOTES

1 .
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. . e ! 15
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(Grzybek, ed. 1984). Simple Forms Reconsidered [

2 pue to i
) convention, the German term "Ei
.l; S{mt;q has been translated as “simple forms" tﬁ?gigie
is paper, although A. Taylor's (19 1
out 2 _ . 62) propos
primary form", ultimately, seermns to be more su?tat}?le.a]

3
Cf., for example i 0 ‘

_ le, Sprichworter — Analyse ei
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. »LIT
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.o . 1 ische Studien zurn Ritsel - Si '
Forms Reconsidered 1l (Eismann/Grzybek, eds. )1]‘;1“8%1)(‘2

Simple Forms. An Enc i
: L vclopaedia of Si .
in Lore and Literature (Koch, ed. 1987) mple Text—Types

4 .
Levin (1984) uses this term in order to explain

the fact, that a :
’ proverb, in dif ; N
"actualize” different meanings. ferent S]tuatl()l'lu, can

S For a detailed biblio
Era h f [
see: Grzybek, ed. 1984 (203—2?4{ of Permyakov's works

6p
ermnyakov has in mind, for exa i
1 ' mple, single 1i
gl; rgélsc;)t:;cll?x?; fro(;n1 londger stories, which congainh?}?:
model and thus, ultimately ide i
' ,» provide it;
terms them, dependent on the character of tht?i?

7 . .
On the basis of this standpoint, it is easily

possible to explain, wh 4
\ y a proverb such as Rolli
stonnes  gather no moss can “"actualize" _rzlt];]gr
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i in different cultures {cf.
ous connotations 1n . ;
Tﬁﬁﬁggeﬁ)ﬁsg a, b; Kirshenblatt—G1mb1ett 1973; Ruef

1983).
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