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 Essays on the Proverb

- paradigmatic, syntagmatic, logical, and structural aspects. This
. article is thus a comprehensive survey of major paremiological
- theories with-an emphasis on structural and semiotic aspec
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Foundations of Semiotic'Proverb?Sﬁidy o
.' rPe‘ter Grzybek:

" Theoretical proverb scholafship has been influenced to a large . -

degree by the semiotic studies of Grigorii L'vovich Permiakov
(1919-1983), notably his Russian book Ot pogovorki do skazki:

- Zametki po obschei teorii klishe {Moskva: Nauka, 1970) and its -
" English translation From Proverb to Folk-Tale: Notes on the General -

Theory of Cliché (Moscow: Nauka, 1979). Many of his subsequent
articles have now been collected and translated into German or
English by Peter Grzybek -and Wolfgang Eismann in their essay

- volume entitled Semiotische Studien zum Sprichwort - Simple Forms -

Reconsidered I (Tiibingen: Gunter Narr, 1984). The most
significant publications that interpret proverbs as “sign” are

| . listed-in._the bibliography of Peter Grzybek’s article that is =~ - -

reprinted here, but see especially also Zoltan Kanyé, Sprichwirter .
- Analyse einer Einfachen Form: Ein Beitrag zur generativen Poetik

- (The Hauge: Mouton, 1981).

In his significant article Grzybek discusses the theoretical
work of Permiakov and Kanyé as well as such internationally
renowned scholars as V.P. Anikin, Pierre Crépeau, Alan Dundes,
Algirdas-Julien Greimas, Mathilde Hain, André Jolles, Arvo
Krikmann, Matti Kuusi, George Milner, Friedrich Seiler, Peter
Seitel, Archer Taylor, and others. Proverbs as “einfache Formen”

(simple forms) and their heterosituativity, polyfunctionality, and

polysemanticity are analyzed, and the author also considers ~ *
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lmguxshc and semantic signs."

The mveshgatlon of proverbs if their sermotlc aspect is one of the
- © most grateful tasks for-a folklorist.

_ P.G. Bogatyrev (1937:366) -

L

Wise Words -
::Peter ,Grzybek deserves most of the credrt for havmg acquamted -

- scholars ‘with the invaluable research ‘results of the: Russian .
"scholar Cngoru L'vovich Permiakov and hlS view of proverbs as -
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1. “Simple Form” Proverb: Text, Context, Function™

' ‘Alt]':rou;gh after all, André Jolles, book Einfache Formen has

been “more stimulating than clarifying”—as Mohr (1956:321) put
it in a survey -of echoes to - 1t—pract1cally any modern
investigation of so-called “simple forms”? refers to this most

influential study.> When Jolles, in 1929, pubhshed hrs book, he
attempted to investigate the various forms which are part of

- what had beeri summarized under the name of Naturpoesie by
.- Jacob Grimm in the early 19th century. According to Grimm, -

Naturpoesie was characterized by the process of Sichvonselbst--

machen 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. o
g morphological tasks of hterary scholarshxp, and in this way’ he____ o
. wanted to define the various genres of, Naturpoesie m a more ‘"
detailed manner than had been done by his precursér, ]acobl, e
- Grimm. ‘But ]olles notion of these terms is, at least’ from a . .
: modem point of view, misleading; although he was very well-..
" aware of his irinovative approach, Jolles remained caught in the

Romantxc c¢oncept of language. At the period of time, when, in

‘Russia, for example, the futurists” and formalists’ concentration ’
" on The ‘Word as Such had already passed, when formalism was

already converting into structuralism (as; e.g., inl the manifest by

] revxew of Jolles book It is exactly

.‘,/.

~ ]akobson/ Tynyanov from’ 1928), language, for ]olles was still an 3
* “anthropomorphic derty,"\,”Goddess 1a:nguage, ' as Klemperer
C (1930 405ff) phrased 1t in
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‘for this reason that ]olles hlmself who tried to trace back the

. various simple forms to particular mental impulses or activities.

- (Geistesbeschiiftigungen), closed the way which might have led to
a Formbestimmung in the strict sense of this word, in spite of the

theoretical-methodological novelty of his questron “Leading. -

- back the concrete manifest simple forms to a Gezstebsbeschaf
tigung, the linguistic poetic code characteristic of these forms is

. 1981:75).

Pract1cally at the same time, a somewhat dlfferent line of .
* thought was developed by the two Russian scholars, Roman *
Jakobson and Petr Bogatyrev. In a similar way to Jolles, they too,’
argue in favor of a predominantly synchronous analysis of .
folklore in order to-determine both common and distinct traits of

-this with an explicitly functwnal orientation, stnctly rejecting '

censorsh1p of the community” is central to their approach: “In a .
- word, in folklore only those forms remain which prove to be’
.-'operatlve within the given commumty” (]akobson/ Tynyanov
- 1929: 143).

' The approach advanced by Jakobson and Tynyanov
opened the way for two important perspectives in analysing
simple forms: first of all, we obtain the possibility of actiially
providing a Formbest:mmung of a simple form’s fext on a
synchronous level (which, of course, implies a nohon of
. language as a basic means of interhuman commumcatlon) and

secondly, it allows the investigation of its Junction. Unfortun-"
“ately, however, Bogatyrev’s call for the mveshgauon of proverbs

in their semiotic aspect, promoted as’ early as in 1937 _remained
 practically unheard until the late 1960s. :

.-Still, these two terms, text and functmn should foctis the ‘
semiotic study of proverbs, if a proverb is understood as being a

. attributed within a given culture. i
- Proverb research, at the time of Jolles, was still in a

' relatwely poor state. Quite typical i5 the statement of Are_her
Taylor, who introduced his seminal book The Proverb with the

‘ transferred  into the. metaphysical sphere, and it is made..:‘ ‘
‘inaccessible to an empmca! poetologrcal mvestlgatton” (Kanyé o

folklore and literature. As opposed to Jolles, however, they do'" - . o

genetic questions. Instead, the notion of the “preventive

particular text to which a particular function’ 1s ascnbed or. .
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: ;;_‘attracted little serious and thorough study” (Taylor 1931 vii). -

eneralﬂmterest and the occasion for many books, but they have

Modern investigations like to refer to Frrednch Seiler’s-

: Deutsche Sprzchworterkunde (1922) as the first serious phtlologrcal
- 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 re}ected this “definition *as being incorrect and

unsatrsfymg Ifa proverb ‘actually has a “didactical tendency”,

-Jolles argues, has one to understand this as being a necessary -
(obligatory) or possible (facultative) quality? If proverbs are -
- current in the Volksmurd, how can one then accept Seiler's

confession that there may be proverbs which are common in the
whole folk, and others, which are known 'only in a particular

- village;, dlstnct, or group? Addmonally, and mamly, for ]olles, _
“proverb is the form, which concludes an expenence ,and -

therefore it is essentially onented"to the past, whereas Seiler

- ascribed a rnorahstrc-chdactlcal (and therefore future -oriented).
. tendency to it. S -

. Many- years later,” Mathrlde Ham, ‘in her- empmcal

: ‘”folklorlstlc-socrologrcal" investigation of the proverb, tried to
* -solve the discrepancy between these two vrewpomts by pointing
- out'the general irrelevance of: such’ an’absolute dichotomy.’
Showmg that the strict e1ther—or of experience or morale cannot
- - grasp the essence of the proverb ‘Hain provided evidence for the
\i essential polyfiinctionality’ of the proverb She did not, however,
" 'refer to the theoretical coricept of polyfunctmnahty, as it had ™
Ry been developed in Czech structuralism with regards to language, :
.- in general, and by Petr Bogatyrev, ‘with regards to folklore, in~
'_.l-:npartrcular Still, with her empirical orientation, Hain éntered-a =~ -
" new field at least within’ the. German-speakmg area, although -
. Firth;{fvho was later to become a leading representative of
functional cultural anthropology, had referred to the importance -
- of proverb context as_early as in 1926, when he wrote: “The.
+ essential thmg about a proverb is its mea.nmg, a.nd by ‘this is to -
.~ be understood not merely a bald and literal translation into the
“accustomed tongue, rior'even,a free version of what the words-~ -

Wzse Words

" sum' up a situation, pass judgment, recommend a course of
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- are intended to convey The meamng of a proverb i is made clear

-“only when side by side with the translation is given a full

~-account of the accompanying social situation—the reason for 1ts i
 use, its effect, and its significance in speech” (Firth 1926: 134). -

Yet, the obvrously close interrelationship -of proverb-.

~ 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 function of the proverb in general ds the
descnptlon of a concrete proverb’s function in a spec1f1c context:

“Notice that such a study of context is not the same as the miore .

-general study of functions of folklore. One can say that proverb

action, or serve as secular past precedents for preserit action; but

to say this does not tell us what the particular function of a
" particular proverb used by a particular individual ina partrcular e

" “setting is” (Arewa/Dundes 1964: 71). S

Of course, the logic behind this kmd of argument is almost -
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 Hans Hoérmann—"language =
in itself and by itself,” as Saussure {1916: 297) understood it, has.

' no meaning; it only means somethmg for someone, with regard to

- someone. Meanings are generated in usage, and the same holds :

true for proverbs, too, then.

.Thus, if it is impossible to describe a proverb’s meanmg
“without reference to the context' of its use, it seems quite

' consistent; when Kirshenblatt- Gimblett (1973: 826) argues, “that

proverb meaning’ ultrmately emerges from a proverb’s use in a

| SPEleIC context-and that it is not the meaning of the proverb per  °

- se that need be our central concern but the meaning of proverb
~ performances.” The difficulty to ascribe one definite meaning

: and one. particiilar function to a -given proverb has been . s

excellently demonstrated by Arvo Krikmann in a series of ' :
articles on The Semantic Indefiniteness of the Proverb. Krikmann
(1974a 5) bnlhantly summarizes the results of the whol
 discussion: “As mentioned, the meaning of a proverb as a singl
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e _’(v'i'f,tﬁél'bf.written) ‘text is, for-a researcher

‘acertain text manifest themselves only in concrete actualizations

- .+ - It seems most obvious to state, now, that pélyfﬁh:ét'ionalli'ty,

; jheterosituati\’iity‘, and polysemanticity are - three categories
‘which cannot be isolated, and which condition each other in one

- way or another. And it seems to be for this interrelationship that.
no consistent-and satisfying definition of the proverb as genre

‘has ever been achieved. Statements like those by Archer Taylor
-{1931: 3) or Bartlett Jere Whiting (1952: 331) ‘which state that it is

too difficult or even impossible to define what a proverb is, have -

become standard quotations for any proverb researcher, and
. they need not be repeated here. Yet, it is of interest how these
-two scholars continued in-their argumentation: Taylor speaks of
. an_“incommunicable quality”. which ‘tells us if a sentence is

. proverbial or not, and Whiting, too, admits that no definition is .

- really necessary, “since all of s know what a proverb is.” - -

Statements like these, which $eem 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 described by Zoltan
Kanyé (1980: 149££.) in detail—has to be seen, in so far as, on the -
one hand, the members of a given culture or society obviously

“have some intuitive notion of what is a proverb-(and what is
.. not), and that it is exactly this intuitive knowledge which serves -
" as the basis for defining the field of scholarly research, On'the .~
- . other hand, precisely these scholarly irivestigations bring about -
. "ambiguity where there seemed to be clarity before.- And in the .

' very same sense, in which A. Krikmann (1971) spoke about “The

" .} Problem of Metalanguage as an Expression of the Spreading of .
.. Meaning of Proverbs,” Kanyé concludes that obviously, there are . -

"

as many answers to the question of what a proverb is as there
are scientific languages.” © - o oo s

. knowledge about the essence of the proverb is part of human
_ thought, part of cognitive structure, and -that consequently, it

~/should be:possible to investigate it -as,such. This kind of

fu: g or u.se'r'; 4 'mere
~‘semantic potential. The final and maximally definite meanings of *-

- v Adperspective can be ‘seen in 'I_'ayior’:.s'; énd‘.Whi't'ihg”s”' :
" remarks, however, inasmuch as they make clear that the intuitive . -
-. of the involved persons, etc.), and to outline the “ethic frame” of.

" .proverb use. The heuristic model of proverb use developed b
-Seitel is based on the central assumption that the situatio

- Foundations of Semiotic Proverb Stidy o .37

approach should be compatible with’ Anikiri’s Theses on the .

International and National Study of Proverbs, in which be argues:
“The study of the typological commonness and similarity of -

~proverbs- of different peoples aims. at the. typological - * +
~ commonness and similarity of proverbs of différént 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). - o '

. Following this line of thought, we obtain the possibility of

“'~describing and, perhaps, of defining the proverb not only 6n the =~
- linguistic level, but, additionally; on a deeper, logical level. This
~kind of approach might be seen in accordance with  Alan. e
- 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 «context». .
- By «texture», Dundes means the specific linguistic features, such |

as phonemes, morphemes, rhyme, alliterations. When speaking
of «text», Dundes has in mind specific “folkloristic structures.”
These folkloristic structures, according to Dundes (1964a: 49)

L .

“can be analyzed without reference to a particular language,” and -
. they remain unchanged in translations into other Tanguages. It

goes without saying, and Dundes himself makes this explicit,

" ‘that"such a division of levels is useful only for analytical

purposes, and that they they do not, eo ipso, claim any onto- s
© logical status. = . : o

The question which necessarily arises out of this debate is:’l

- Is it possible to describe the text of a proverb on this logical level .
--and if so, what about the problem of the above-mentioned =
*. interrelationship of polyfunctionality, polysemanticity, and-

heterosituativity? . - _ g L
The description of proverb meaning is,. as was stated

“above, not possible without reference to contextual factors. Yet, it

. seems most reasonable, as Peter Seitel (1969, 1972) argues, to take

" into consideration the importance of context only as potential, or -, -/,
virtual factor, and to abstract for heuristic purposes fromall =

contextual elements (such as number, age, gender, social status - —
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\ which 4 p'fow'.rérb is actually used (the interaction situation) is not

- idenitical with the situation inherent in the proverb text itself (the:
C p'rOV'erB'éituatic’m), and that both of them’ are not or need not be

identical ‘with the situation the proverb'w-:réfers-%o;,’i,e., ‘the

situation. to which it is intended to -be ‘a\pp:l?ec.i' (the context
situation™). Thus, when uttering a proverb, “the speaker asserts

_ that the relationship between the things in the proverb situation’

is analogous to the relafionship between the entities in the

context situation™ (Seitel 1972:'147). Thérgfore}' proverb usage is
related to two distinct, though closely related processes, Fta;pely-
“the process of relating proverb situation to context situation a}nd
the speech act of applying the proverb in an interaction

situation” (ibid., 240). The distinction of the different types of

" It'seems possible, on the basis ‘of this tri-partite schema, to

situation involved in proverb use can be summarizgd in the
following scherha: ' -

Figure 1: ‘ /
. 1. interaction ' . : . prover
' “slitt:.:tiol; : . - - 4 situation .
' L T—————— : S —
WA~ jm e s Bl Gwation

differentiate the concept of proverb fuﬁt:tipn, which, i fact, is
'used extremely heterogeneously in proverb research. . .-

|
Lo

i 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,, e:g., When Wolfgang Mieder (1977:81) summarizes: &

“Proverbs may also - function as ' warning, persuasion, =
~ admonition, reprimand, statement, characterization, exPlapauOn, g
o description, justification, summarization, etc,; and it is well-.j
omnpletely

‘possible that one -and the same: proverb takes.c
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different functions in- d'i.fferent'_ contexts of usage, A siinple
proverb such as «All's well that ends well», for instance, may be’
used as statement, justification, argument, etc.” One might term

above-mentioned distinctions. e
. A second 'notion of function is related to the fﬁnction(s)_
" which the proverb stock of a given society on the whole fulfills
"+ within its system of norms and values. Such functions might be, ~
for example, the entertaining or educating functions of proverbs, -
. theéir being instruments for creating and stabilising certain social -

the semiotic concept of text and function, as it is defined in the

- correspond to particular needs of the colléctive which it is
produced by.” One might term this notion of function, perhaps, .
- the social functions; it is implicit in investigations like those of |.°

. concrete role proverbs fulfill within the juridicial system of

who, in a “folkloristic-sociological study” inspired by Hain,
ound out about proverb use in a German farmer’s family: “They-
reasserted as norms which are valid for behavior [...]
Particularly, proverbs contain social norms. The postulate for -
ustice as basis for social behavior is strongly expressed” (Burk -
953:62f.). _ . s
= One ‘might,‘ however, also distinguish a third complex of - -
functions, which can be seen in relation not to the interaction
ituation and the reference situation, but with regard to the -
roverb situation. In agreement with. Burke’s (1941: 256)
tement that proverbs are “strategies for dealing with certain -
ituations”, it seems reasonable to ask, not only for what kind of
reference) situations a proverb is apt to be a strategy, but too,
~how the proverb itself is construed to be able to serve as a basis
for creating and transmitting the analogy between proverb -

the central question here would be what kind of relationships
ctually are created, or modelled, between the two'enltities Aan
which, in the end, only provide the possibility of creating th

this complex of function pragmatic functions with respect to the - .

. norms and behavior. This notion of function might be related to ~

work of Lotman/Pyatigorskij (1968: 320); for example: “The .
. function of a text is defined as its social role, as its ability to .. 5

| Herzog/Blooah (1936) or Messenger (1959), who refer to the -:;

particular African peoples. It is implicit, too, in the work of Burk: ...

-situation and reference situafion. With regard to Seitel’s model, ‘_g__‘
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' a:nalogy to the entities C and D of thé reference 51tuat10n. 'I'he use
"' of this notion of function, whith . ‘might: be. called: modellmg
o functton -according to Permyakov. (1975 254), ' makes’ it clear that
:in semiotics, two different typés of function are often referred to,
“since’ this term, on the one hand means i*the relatlonshlp
“between elements within a g1ven system on the other hand the.
relationship of this system as'a whole: to facts outside of it”
- " (Eimermicher '1986: 31). In’ our case; the modelhng 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- dxstmgmshes the -
proverb as genre from other signs S"and sign systems of a- ‘given
culture. The essential question, then, is what kind of situations !
'ultnnately are possible types of relationship- between the two o
_entities : A and B; but because:’he does net, ‘however, .

in the functronmg of proverbs when he speaks of the “analogy of
one situation 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 denotatron and &f connotation. This distinetion is essentrally
“based on the notion that a linguistic sign may be divided into its
_expression and content components, and particularly, it refers to -
'_H]e]mslev s (1943: 114f.) concept of ”connotatlve semiofics” by’
-which 'he means connotative semiotic systems, which are-,
- characterized by the fact that they have a denotative semiotic
- system’ as their expression plane.- This concept can; be 7
' demonstrated in the followmg figure; T

. PRI

F1gure 2:
' systemahcally putsue this line of thinking; Dagmar Burkhart- )
- Chatzeeliades (1981: 154) criticizes him: “If Seitel already speaks ; :
. . expression 2, content -,
‘of “logical structure’ and ‘logical relatlonshrps why doesn t he e ,
L use logrcal structural formulae?” R anphiag 3esen. | B
S At this point, we clearly see how the detaxled descnptlon S L EXPRESSION ~~[I. CONTENT:
Vi of situations ‘modelled in proverbs obvrously leads back to MYTH _
s " Anikin's postulaté to describe the “logical formulae and figures” . | . SIGN
Cof proverbs, and to the mcommumcable quality” of proverbs -

-/, mentioned by Taylor. Thus, two major questions arise out of the
foregomg discussion: one ‘of therh is centered on' the manner- of
s -the relatronshlp between the elements A and B, i.e., what kind of :
url L sitiiations are’ modelled in proverbs, the other ‘one aims ‘at; the -

C relat1onsh1p between proverb situation and reference situation?’
s vand focuses.on quesnons such as imagery, metaphorlcalness, .
EEA a].legory, etc Let us examme ‘each of these questmns in‘tumn.

X 3

) Applymg f:hlS concept to the analysrs of proverbs Crépeau'
.succeeds in clemonstratmg that it is reasonable to regard a '+
proverb as a “secondary semiological system” (a term used by
Rolarid Barthes, who had applied this concept to myth as early. .

- as in the 1950s). In a very similar sense, Mark Cerkasskij, as early-
. as in 1968, distinguished betiveen the focus- information and the
fond information of a proverb, and he maintains—like Crépeau . .
with direct reference to Hjelmslev—that the whole of what the *
- linguistic realization is for the linguistic plane (i.e., expression

: plane and content plane taken together), is only the substance

~expression for the supralinguistic semlonc (hence, in our case ;
parermc) plane B =




- structures in Dundes’ sense, Some scholars, such as Wolfgang'

e " Eleazar; Meletmskq (1969::253) later pomted out that Lévi-- -
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As the d:.scussmn above shows, the dlstmctmn between the
’ .'two levels of signification ‘might be suitable for separatmg the
: _analy51s of linguistic structures from the analysis of folkloristic

Eismann (1984: 277¢£.), .do not actually favor this ‘kind of
approach -instead of an excluswely linguistic - analysis of
proverbs—such a point of view, however, does not only demand -
a very comprehensive notion of phraseclogy, but of linguistics,
iri general, which, then, is considered to be rather a discipline of
language use (speech, parole). We are dealmg, however, with a
heuristic distinction between linguistic structures and folkloristic
structures which mainly serves, as Dundés (1964} pomted out,
predominantly analyncal 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 important. analysis of linguistic
surface and deep structures, and of all eléments which play any

. role in this context, must not be’ dalled into question. What

becomes of central concern,.is the/ analysis of the-logical deep

structure (cf. Kuusi 1974), but only the final correlation of all

‘phenomena can ultimately explam the proverb s essence and its

' funct1omng .

' Semiotic, or structuralist mvestlgatlons in the realm of
' folklore, usually refer to the work of Vladimir 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 Claude Lévi-Strauss’ review of its
- first translation into English (which is ‘marked by nearly as many -

_ - mistakes and misinterprétations as- LéV1-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 consideted myth to be the mediation of initially distinct and

seemmgly mcompahble premxses ‘It 'is ‘quite’ correct, when

Strauss? .Investigation of myth is “not a structural ‘analysis of
mytl'ucal narration, but of mythlcal thought.” This view explains -
_and co1nc1des w1th Maranda’s.”and Kongas Maranda’s

* Foundations of Semiotic Proverb Study
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‘observation that the famous “Lévi-Strauss’ formula” (Which - '

Jogically expresses his above-mentioned result, and which need

‘not be reproduced here) can be found in folklore genres other |

‘than myth too; charactenstlcally 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 L

_ 'Propp’s; Dundes (1968: xi) has interpreted Propp’s approach as *
‘being a syntagmatic one, Lévi-Strauss’, on the other hand, as

- paradigmatic. Of course, both types of analysls do not exclude
each other, rather, they can be understood as complementary It .

* “seems reasonable, however, to postulate a transformational level, .

+in addition to the pafadigmatic 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 d1str1but10ns

(1) On the paradigmatic level we can see the hierarchy and .
correlation of semantic oppositions which represent E
what . Dundes (1968: xi) has termed' the a. priori "
information, and which has been partially described by
Lévi-Strauss with regards to myth (e. g life vs. death;
nature vs. culture; raw vs. cooked; etc.). These - -

. bppositions, however, correspond only to the second
~level of signification; they represent the connotative

_paradigm as opposed to the denotative paradigm, which

contdins the information of the primary semiotic system .

-and which may be analyzed in isolation from it. ©

The transformational level comprises the logical deep

structural rules, and the above-mentioned Lévi-Strauss

formula would be only one of them. These transfor-*

mational rules should be: separated ‘from .the

.. paradigmatic level because they are, in a way, a-thematic
and represeént only the rules according to which the
paradigmatic entities are combined. Yet, the status of the
transformational level is somehow ambivalent with -
regard to the paradigmatic and syntagmatic levelsi-on .
the one hand, it remains closely tied to the parad1grnat1c B
level since it can only work on the basis of the latter's”
inventory; on the other hand, it is the direct basis fo

-, their syntagmat1c unfolding," and it can onIy’""b‘

o
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T 'analyhc:ally deduced from the syntagmatlc reahzatlon a
: posteriori. :

the given primary semiotic:. system (in the case of
proverbs, usually, the’ 11ngu1st1c realization, up to: the

level of sentences or-senfence. sequernces). Macro- -

structures, on the . other hand; are abstract ‘schemas

. which are based on.a set-of hlerarchlcally ordered

".ategoneS' their p0551b1e combinations may be

- conventionalized. within a given culture.. These macro-

structures can be realized in dlfferent semxotlc systems
and in different types of texts.

~The mterrelatlonshlp betWeen the parad1gmat1c
transformational and syntagmatlc levels can be summarlzed in
the followmg schema SRR P

i} F1gure 3:

. paradigm

° 1. 1
: _ .
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g loglcal

: supcrslructu:fes .

‘On the syntagmahc level one can analyse the successive, R
“linear unfolding of the logical transformahons Here, :

- "too, two Pplanes (at .least) ‘can and: should be .
~.Adxstmguxshed ‘which might ‘be- termed *, J“micro- -
structures” and * macro—structures it chro-structures B
include all those structures which'| dre characteristic of .
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This’ system obvxously carries " traits which - are .
_characteristic of Jakobson’s {1960) model of the two axes of )
: language, yet, its implications clearly go beyond the latter’s for

various reasons. First of all, it is not restricted to the sign system
- of human (natural) language. Secondly, it pays due attention to
" the phenomenon of dual signification, which is typical of
. secondary modelling systems.- Additionally, it introduces a,
" separate level of logical operations, or transformations, which, in
_* away, can be regarded as some kind of ”sw1tchboard” between
*.-the paradigmatic and syntagmatic axes. - S
2<% It goes without saying that the model descnbed above is
. not confined to the field of proverb research, partlcularly since
~'the proverb does not even “activate” the level of macro—]_-
structures as opposed to, e.g., myth or fable, to name only two-, -
-genres to which it may be applied to as well (cf. Grzybek
+ 1988/89). Nevertheless, the model allows lmportant observations
 relevant for proverb fesearch, too. First of all, it is able to explam, .
. in how far a proverb may be regarded to be “a minimal unit of
‘the supra-hngulstlc plane” Cerkasslq] 1968: 364). Apart from this, -
and‘even more importantly, it becomes apparent how a
‘structural description of the proverb should look like: first of all,
it would have to make transparent the whole paradigm of
_-semantic oppositions typical of the proverb and inherent in it
‘secondly, it would have to work out the set of. Ioglcal

“transformations which allow the process of modellmg proverb
;" situations.

3. Dual Analogy and the Logical Deep IREEE
Structure of the Proverb ‘ S

" As can be readily seen, we are. more and more concretely
approaching the possibility of actually bemg able to describe the ...
logical formulae postulated by Anikin in order to explicate the "~
“incommunicable quality” of the proverb. It seems reasonable, ..

therefore, to provide a very cursory overview of attempts fo
describe the proverb formally or struct-urally
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Apart from the structural sem1ot1c work on proverb

: research promoted in the USSR since the mid-sixties, which has”
. been’ largely neglected in the Western hemrsphere {cf. Grzybek
1986) a series of articles by Mr].ner (1969a;b) stands practlcally at
the begrnnmg of structural proverb résearch, Milner's’ starting -

_ ~ point is his. dissatisfaction with Taylor s and Wh1t1ng s remarks
. .. . about the: difficulty to define & proverb inspite’of our.intuitive -
-~ ability. to.recognize proverbs as such. Milner (1969b 199) states: -

i

Sy . - there is somethmg ‘that ‘tells us’ what is,., and- what is not,
: ~ proverbial, then we must continue to grapple with the problem
* until we are in a position to communicate what Archer Taylor
‘considers to -be ‘incommunicable’”. Consequently, Milner’s .
(1969a: 380) interest focuses on the explicit description of, the
“hidden structure which must be percelved by the unconscrous
levels of ourminds.” . - . -
_In Milner’s opinion, the essenhal thmg about a proverb (m
- 1ts typical form) is the symmetrrcal Sstructure of both form and
o content, which, according to Milner, has to be seen’in the fact that
i ‘a proverb consists of two halves ;~each "of ‘which, in turn, is
R composed of two quarters ‘These’ structures are. called -
" ' quadrrpartlte structures”: “By this I mean that a tradrtlonal

. balanced and structured relatronshlp to one another both in their
. form_and:‘content, and that it is. the ‘exact nature of the

o force and meaning of the saying as a whole” {(Milner 1969a: 200).
: ‘According to Milner's’ ;theoty, each ‘quarter contains-one -

“value and funétion. withinthe: saying’in’ quest1on Although
' f perhaps, other words within the same quarter may modify the -

. “With this I drsagree completely. I think that on’ the contrary 1f

. -.saying consists of four quarters; (minor segments) stanchng ina.’
relatlonshrp between the separate parts which determinies the - -
word (or several words) to- whrch one .can attribute ‘values in "
form of semantrc opposmons such as «good-bad» «safe-

“word. (these words) then grve(s) the quarter in Wl‘llCh it occlirs its '. ;

‘:value vvrthln ‘each- half _the two quarters have independent
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., Milner's approach has been very innovative in the freld of
proverb research; nevertheless, there are a nurnber of weighty
2 arguments against his conception. .
‘ "A first objection must be raised against the danger of * *
sub]ectrvrty when distributing positive and negative values—a
- danger Milner was well aware of himself (cf. Milner 1969b: 200).
Why are, for example, in Milner’s analysis, all quarters except for .. -
the word ‘rotten’ positive in the saying Soon ripe—soon rotten? In.
other ‘words:, Which: value would have to be attrrbutecl
" theotetically speakmg, to the opposite of ‘soon’, in the third"
quarter? Crépeau (1975: 290f.) explains this objection in ‘context .
“'with another example, no fire without smoke, In’ Crépeau s
" opinion, the word ‘firé’ may be evaluated posifively in'one ‘case’
" (when dealing with a fite which gives pleasant warmth against -
coldness), 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 overcome already 40 years before him:
Milner’s approach is—in Dundes’ (1962) termmology—etrc, not, .
emlcl ) Y . N
~ This is not to say that the attnbutron of values does not R
- play any role in proverb use. On the contrary, Cerkasskij (1968: . Lt
' 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 takmg into '
~'con51derat10n extra—hngurstlc factors; too. | ' o
-This point directly leads to another even more unportant_
ob]ectron to Milner’s approach which has has to be seen in the
fact that his analysis is céntered exclusively on the denotative -
level of signification, neglecting the phenomenon of dual
_51gmf1cat1on and ' of connotative signification, ‘in particular.
Crépeau (1975: 292) is correct when he states that, in some cases, -
the symmetrical structure of form can reproduce the symmetrical ,
' structure of content,. but that fundamentally, and . more
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structural mtegrahon of both levels of signification, and that it .

“cannot be derived from thé denotative level alone: “Rather, it is

the structural integration of the two levels of signification which
" constitutes the analog1ca1 structure of the proverb! and whlch L

give it this symmetrical armature of content and form,

-.Crépeau demonstrates the necessxty of dtstmgmshmg
between the two levels of signification usirg the. following-
- example if one tried to express a proverb such as Dog of the Kings

- - King of tie dogs in analogu:al form the result would be

oo Dog: ng ng Dog,

consideration. Actually, however, a completely different analogy
is mherent to the proverb, whlch rmght be expressed 11ke

Dog of ngs other dogs servant of a powerful fan :
other servants. o ‘

- which coristitutes the mechanism by Wthh the content of the
first level of signification becomes the” expression of the second

from it, results a partlcular prov erb 1dea’ ’Iune idée generale
“as, Crepeau terms if. T

con51derat10ns

if one took only, the denotatlve Ievel of s1gn1f1cat10n into

Consequently, the essence of a proverb has to be seent not
in the relatlonslup between its isolated components, but in an -
analogy which is the result of the structural integration of the -

. denotative and connotative levels of sigmflcanon “The proverb . .
s essentially a statement of analoglcal structure: it is an analogy -

~level of signification: (Crépeau 1975::295). Strictly speaking, itis . -
~.not the content-of the first (denotatlve) level of signification

alone, but thé whole of content and expression, whrch becomes.

© the expression of the second (connotatwe) level of sxgmfxcatlon— o
Crépeau’s_conclusion; however, remains - unaffected by this .
alteration; From the structural mtegratmn of the first and second "
- levels of signification, and’ from the’ analogy which'is derived -

This abstract 1dea, then, must also be the underlymg (or:. o
~assumed): ba51s of the reference situation, if the proverb is

: jlsupposed to fit.; Therefore if one consistently pursues Crépeau's ' . -
take ) account both proverb situation - .
and referenice sn-uatzon ‘one ‘may ‘conclude that the functlonmg of i
the proverb 15 essentlally based 'on a dotible- analogy The first ..
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- "-\analogy can be seen on the levél of the proverb situation, in so-

far, as an analogy is the result of the structural integration of the

~ first and second levels of sxgmﬁcatlon, the second analogy can be
“seen with regards to the relation of certain objects or notions -
inherent in the reference situation. If we denominate this abstract
idea «p : g», an integration of Seitel’s and Crépeau’s ideéas leads -
- to the followmg formula, wh1ch expresses the double analogy of
proverb use | ‘

AquCD

Thls can be 111urrunated in the followmg scherna

N
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. The principle of analogy remains generally unaffected by
the questlon of ‘metaphoricalness in proverbs—these two-
- categories are mdepenelent 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 thata _proverb does not necessarily have to be metaphorical. -. - -
- Crépeau, too, 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, consequently, not.
- every proverb) has to be of metaphorical nature: The essential
analogical structure remains-identical, regardless of the fact t;hat

-
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Lin glass houses shauld not throw wzth Stoes or a seemmgly non-
metaphoncal proverb such as Look before yoit leap. :
... -7 Perhaps it is useful, in this context to d1scuss, at least very
brrefly, the phenomenon  of metaphor, ‘which has:.d/long
. tradition, and which has been interpreted .in. many.. d1fferent
“ways. A: valuable contribution to'this question has been made by ..

‘ generalnassumptlon is “that in natural conversatlonal speech ina.
S " concrete speech act, the actual meaning of aword is funct1onal.1y

- logical conclusxon is: “Under these circumstances, the definition

-of metaphor as: fzguratlve speech “could not, be: ]ustlfled

e _ontologically, but- with' reference to hackneyed speech

C conventlons" (ibid. 92)... ,
- Similarly, the clear-cut drstmctnon between metaphoncal
‘and rion- metaphorical proverbs has recently been clled into -

" 'question. Barley (1974), for example, who- regards metaphor— -
~icalness as an md1spensable trait of the proverb: and ‘who,
chstmgmshes proverbs from maxims (whrch in his opinion, have
to be interpreted literally), ultimately argues in favor of a fluent
transition between both forms, maintaining that “the distinction
_ between proverb and maxim is n6t an absolute difference of type

" that “traditional” distinctions such as proverb vs, maxim. (Barley)

proverbe vs. dicton (Grermas), t_proverb vs: folk - aphorism
& (Permyakov) metaphorical proverb vs. proverbtal apothegm (T aylor) -
and many others, become: superfluous Rather, this is a more or

to exist not as such, but only in language use. Norrick (1981 3): |

iteral andf f1gurat1ve saymgs as such " Hasan—Rokem (1982 15)

x ma be:i m a metaphonca]"" elanonshrp to context a;

_Kaéller (1975) in‘his book Semmt:k und Metapher in" which his o

" definéd. on the basis of the correspondmg verbal and situative . %
-context” (ibid., 67). As far as metaphor is- concerned, Kéller's -

. but rather one of level” (Barley 1972: 739). This does not.mean - |

less' srgmfrcant shift of perspectwe in' so far asa drstmctlon g )
between metaphoncal and non-metaphoncal saymgs is assuined

therefore, argues qurte convmcmgly “In” many cases we' can-r‘_:'_:;," .
'meam'ngfully ‘speak only of literal and frgurahve usages, not of :

to’ ejct birt to use. Thus, proverb‘ e
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‘ 'I'he questmn of the rnetaphoncalness of proverbs is thus
ultlmately transferred to the realm of context, just as is the
s, question of; proverb meaning in general, as stated above. . |
Summarizing, one can say that metaphoricalness is a possible, : | . .
.-but. not necessary criterium of the proverbial genre. More R
"“essential, because fundamental, is the phenomenon of analogy,
" on-which metaphorical proverbs may be founded as well as non-f
_ metaphorrcal ones. ' AR '
o Ifwe now turn to the second complex of quest1ons Whl(’.‘h
‘arises out of Seitel’s investigations, we have to ask ourselves if,
" there is a partrcular inventory -of- proverb situations (i.e., of
) o relat1onsh1ps which we termed «p q» above) and Wh1ch mrght
. be analytically described.. - - i
' . For Crépeau (1975: 294) the’ bas1s for analogy formatlon is
‘a’given opposition: “It 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‘
partrcular way.” In Crépeau’s opinion, there'is an 1mphc1t'
“common term” between the two oppositional terms, which
represents the “key of the analogy.” In the proverb A:child "
. without 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 signification). We ¢an thus see close parallels between SRR
. thelogical 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 areas -, -
_many keys of analogy as there are.semantic' oppositions .. :
- (Crépeau 1975: 292). Therefore, for him the establishment of an -
-inventory of logical operations is identical with the enumeration
.. of possible or actual semantic opposrtrons, and consequently,_f
endless. ‘
~This is not the case w1th Dundes’ (1975) approach who, on
the one hand, tries to deduce semantic oppositions from concrete
proverbs in a smular way to Kuu51 (1972) with regards to hrs
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- oppositions such as «One-Two», <§Sdme¥Mahy>>, «Old-Young»,
etc.; on the other hand, Dundes names a set ofpldgical rules
‘which he understands to be compleménta_r)'r'to the oppositions.

. His' basic, distinction is between' oppositional and non-- -
. oppositional (or equational) proverbs. The level of abstraction in -

. Dundes’ classification, however, is, 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 classifies a proverb such as Seeing is believing in

one and' the same group as Where there is fire, there is smoke.
Admitting that this should rather be the task of ‘an expert in

-symbolic or formal logic (Dundes 1975: 971), he does not achieve
a systematic inventory. Nevertheless, his work leads exactly in " -

the direction which was sketched out above: firstly, he refers to

the importance of semantic oppositions in proverbs, secondly, he

points out the significance of logical formulae. -~ . ‘
Summarizing the results thus far, one might coriclide that

Dundes as well as Crépeau have touched’ important points on
‘the way to solving the question raised basically by Seitel,

although neither of them arrived at a“systematic answer to it,

The only one to succeed in doing this was the Russian scholar- -

G.L. Permyakov. whose studies—-—ﬂwis'.'shoulc_l- be mentioned
_ - here—were partially written significantly earlier than all the
above-mentioned Western investigations.~

S Permyakov’s Grammar of Proverb Wisd_om |

4

it ; n'I"Jérh:ly".jikov’sCr"éder_r of Pfié'v'erb I/:\J‘i'si'io.m, which was
“ . .developed over a period of more than ten years;% was published PR
- in 1979,’as an “introduction” to his proverb collection Proverbs -

- and Proverbial Sayings from Oriental Peoplés.. |

-+ leads us back to considerations advanced by Seitel, Burke, and

, L . -does not ‘really’ claj:ify'f-_hi

"o pestulatesithat. “a’ classifica { the situations themselves

O

. explicit theoretical classification has led to some misunder-

. when he maintains that proverbs “not only serve as signs of the
depicted situation, but they also model them” (ibid., 318)..:With : .
- this distinction, Permyakov is using,basic semiotic terms, in
" general, and terms of Soviet semiotics, in particular. In Russia,
- thenotion of “modelling” and of “modelling systems” has been "
- particularly promoted in the writings of Yurij M. Lotman.’
- Basically, the modelling of extra-linguistic reality is regarded to:
-be one of the basic functions of signs and sign systems, in- - .
- addition to their predominant communicative, or informative, .. - ]
 function. This holds true for artistic signs or sign systems as well; -~ °
‘and what is considered to be characteristic of models in general,

.- ..-Permyakov’s " theoretical ‘starting-point is the .jbas'ifg_ Sy ‘ n s ' : 1 Pe Kov's.
" assumption that proverbs are'signs of situations, a notion, which . ' proverbs, in particular, might seem artificial, at first sight. In fact,
- bthérsfniéiitibﬂé&'Fabdve:fUhfqif‘tui\e‘i_tély,"hbwga:\:rer, Permyakov -
,hotion ‘of ‘/situation’. when he

Nt

-paremiological stock’s being (sets of)-SIGNS and MODELS: the

" (Pérmyakov 1979: 306) has to_be"worked out)if one wants to .-
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categorize proverbs on the basis of their meanings. This lack of

standings, or misinterpretations, which might easily have been -

“avoided. The Russian scholar évyc_ikaya (1977: 163), for example, ... -
interprets Permyakov’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 seem more reasonable, however, that Permyakov had in
mind something essentially different.” This becomes rather cléar

is relevant for artistic models, too, namely that the modelled -
object cannot be identical with the modelling objéct: “We have to.
do with analogy, with similarity, but never with identity”

- (Lotman 1964: 34), = . .

If one applies this concept (and Permyakov’s 'initial o

- . 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 situation to refer to a

" particular (extra-linguistic) reference 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 .

Schveiger (1981: 127), for example, has objected against,_'j L
Permyakov: .“Permyakov [...] distinguishes between the . .°

first ‘belong-to language’, while the second to ‘folklore’; it seems’
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o j‘”necessary\ ] make the followmg pomt—-—everythmg that belongs 3 B
- to ' folklore must (implicitly) belong also to' language. The .
_ ‘dlstmchon operated by the author. ik between proverblalv‘

19793 317) therefore; Schverger S quotatmn i 1s' 'essentlally . _':,;
incorrect; since he neglects the.dual status Permyakov attributes - -
' to proverbs: proverbs are both signs’and models, but, accordmg to .

e folk.lore .
‘ Secondly, Permyakov s concept that'p erbs belong to ',‘
s language in their quality. of belng signs, and to folklore in their .7 .
“quality of being models, is extremely unfortunate per, ‘se; since
language itself can be regarded to be a modelling system. What
Permyakov . actually means’ might. mdst . reasonably.: bel
. understood on_ the basis’ ofthe chstmctmn ‘between ‘the. -
- denotative and connotative levels o srgmfrcatron demonstrated g
™ above. When Permyakov speaks of proverbs as 51gns ‘he means”
by’ sign* a linguistic sign, which, by common' usage; has become N
a verbal stereotype (cliché) which is ‘part of the language system;
~ when he speaks of proverbs as ‘models’, he has in'mind proverbs
- as ! secondary modelling systems (in Lotinan’s terminology) .-
~“which are superunposed and dependent iipon natural language. .
- Only in'this way, one can explain’ why, accordmg to Permyakov,-
!there: may. be. proverbial phrases which! serve as’ signs of
,partrcular srtuatrons, but which:do not_model these srtuatxons, L
as well as utterances, wh1ch rnodel“par 'cular srtuatrons, but |
h1ch donot’ serve as srgns of them (i.
‘lichés of them)

-Permyakov, as srgns they belong to Ianguage, and as models to ;

whlch are not'yerbal_ SR
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: Kanyo (1981 89) wrrtes ”Permyakov sontologrcal startmg-pomt L
seems doubtful to us: In effect, not the situations are logrcally P
modelled; but their linguistic expressions, i.e., the unity is notso * " -
much' based on the similarity of the situations, but on ‘the ™
s1m11ar1ty of the'linguistic formulations of .the situations,”
... Kany6's' premises, .thus, are as wrong as. Svydkayas are: "
S Permyakov does not strive for a classificafion of the extra-
1mgu1st1c situations they are to refer to, but of the modelled
> proverb situations; these models, however, are generated by help
o of human natural language, and therefore they can only‘b
- analyzed wrth recourse to it. o e
_ Ultunately, we see Permyakov s chfferentratron is fully
", compatible ‘with Dundes” distinction between- I1ngu1st1c and
folkloristic structures. Permyakov, however, already in his early :
‘wntmgs (Permyakov 1967, 1968), drstmgurshes thre c.hfferent‘
planes, and, consequently, he postulates three angles from whrch :
g proverbral sayings should be analyzed s : :

" (a) the lmgurshc plane;
(b) the realia plane:
. (c) - the log1c0~semrot1c plane.

N For Permyakov, the analysrs on the lmgulstlc plane serves
. two purposes. Most importantly, he separates proverbs from =
. related (linguistic and folkloristic) phenomena. Thus, for'
- . example, proverbs are separated from. proverbial saymgs.' S
- Regardless of the fact that, in practice, there rather seemstobea = -
fluent zone of transition between proverbs and proverbial
sayings (cf., e:g., Krikmann 1984, Pilorz 1964, Réhrich 1973), he
-considers proverbs to be fully clichéized, ie., syntactically
“complete ‘utterances, whereas proverbral sayings have to be
~ completed out-of the context of their usage. Addrtlonally,
proverbs “are_separated both “upwards”. from supraphrasal .. -
. entities (such as anecdotes, fables, etc.) and “downwards” from"
idioms, phraseologmal entities,. etc. Espec1ally the latter
.- distinction is a rather inriovative 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 A
= (or more) concepts or notrons mto some kmd of relatron
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‘dlstmctmn seems to be 1ntu1t1ve1y 10g1ca1 but in practlcal

: analyms, rather difficult to'make. -

‘When Permyakov confines- l'us analyses on the linguistic
level to phenomena like the above-menuoned this’ does not, of .
_ _course, exclude further questions as to the spec1f1c syntactic ;-
”structure of proverbs, as to rhyme,;. rhythm, metrics; styl1st1cs
etc., i.e.,7as to. the linguistic and poetic structure of proverbs L
Questxons like these may easrly be added:to: Permyakov So Tt
mvestlgatloﬁs Without doubt, Kanyé (1981 90) is' cotrect when R
he objects that the poet1cal-rhetor1cal characterlstlcs ‘of 'the
proverb remain neglected in- Permyakov s work, and that'they
- .cannot, as Permyakov (1970 29) assumes, be solved on the realia’

_plane alone, The concrete realia (and. the1r selection and use

‘within a given culture, which finally makes a large part of the ‘ﬂ
“cultural specifics of a culture’s proverbial stock) are also, but not

exclusively, responsible for the poetical:thietorical chiaracteristics

of the proverb. All these issues, however, can be understood as .
additional questions, and it is mterestmg that both Kanyé (1981)
and Zholkovsky (1978) regard their corresponclmg analyses as -

elaborated investigations compatible with Permyakov’s. work.

'Still, many questions remain unsolved in particular as far as the -

- realia plarie is concerned: The denotat1ve 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 “worm’,
"~ anda proverb such as Seon ripe, soori rotten clearly shows that the
": ! denotation of realia must not be confined to concrete objects.
. Many' questions:remain unsolved in 'this, context and they are
o defuutely beyond the scope of this paper.: :

If we now turn to the third level of analysrs postulated by

Perrrlyakov, the logico-semiotic plane, we observe that
Permyakov s ultimate aim is to fmd out'arid describe: partn:ular_,‘ L
! mvartant types o_f sttuattons _whlch are mode].led in proverbs Thls .
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“situation types just as variants are rélated to invariants. In other . e
_. words: all proverbs which express one and the same idea (which' =
- have the same meanijng) have to be regarded as variants of one

 disvalues Shvydkaya’s or Kanyé's ob]ectlons it also makes clear *
- that Permyakov ultimately - describes a proverb’s’ 'semiantic’

. solve all the problems of semantlc mdeﬁmteness (cf Knkmann
‘-1974ab) I

B _compnsed in two major groups:

The second group models proverbs in'a somewhat more
‘ complex way: . ‘

REN Sl ‘tried to attribute particular thematic groups such'as'«One’s .
1st1ngu1shes four_ o
r logico- sem1ot1c=

_-.Permyakov saw. h1mself forced to modlfy this 'conceptio

and the same ‘invariable (proverb) situation. Understood this

. way, we see once.again, that Permyakov is definitely not - -
- concerned with the extra-lmgmstlc reference situations, which :

‘turn out to be variable, too, of course. This explanation not only

potential (in Krikmann'’s ‘words), and that his approach cannot

| -J‘.'

. The four srtuahon types descnbed by Permyakov may be

(a) "The “first group (mvarlants IA and IB) models the‘ '

relationships betWeen thmgs or between thmgs and then'
- qualities. -

(b) The saymgs in it (mvanants 1A and IIB) model the

dependency between the relationship of thmgs and the".
; relat1onsh1p of their quahtres

These. féur situational types may be found—m an only ‘:‘.‘;
slightly modified form—in the final version of Permyakov’s’

-Grammar of Proverb Wisdom from 1979. The further subdivision .
into various constructional types and subtypes, which is inherent
- in Permyakov’s early wntmgs, has survived in the final version,

too, and it can be found again in parttally altered form in the so-.

called ”form—bmldmg groups.” .

Thete is, however, one major change in Perrnyakov s
conception as compared to his early position: In his former work,
so-called “logico-semiotic groups” represent the lowest level of
his logico-semiotic classification; in that approach, Permyakov

Own-Foreign», «Part-Whole», etc, to the particular- ”Hrgher
logico-semiotic invariants” IA- through IIB. Later," however
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(accordmg to which his 1968 provérb_‘t;)‘-llécﬁon is pfga'r'\izéd)'.'
Permyakov explains the need to change his concept, and to
distinguish a separate “thematic classification”. using the

following example. According to his former. concept, the " S
following three proverbs would have fallen into one and.the

" same Vclas_s (IA){: ;

“(a) - Nd ﬁr'e"without ﬁrﬁoke-: .
“(b) 'No rose without thorns -
(c) . No river without bank -

“In all three of them, if. i§ faintained that the first partofa.

pair cannot exist without the second part. Still, the meaning of all
- three proverbs is not the same: the first proverb maintains that

. . | © . Wise'Words,

" there can be no consequence without reason; the second that -

there are no good things without faults; the last that no whole" :

can exist without one of its obligatory parts. - .

In his-article On.the Structure of the Paremiological ._.Stock,

Permyakov (1975: 157) for the first t;iine .POiI"._ltS out the ‘n‘ec'e’é'sity S |
- of ‘consistently separating the logical classification from the

thematical classification: “In fact, if is the inherent invariant pair of
- oppositions that should be properly considered the theme of a synthetic

paremia irrespective of the realia by which it is represented and of

the relgtions between these realia.”. This clear separation was
finally made by Permyakov in the inventory of semantic
- oppositions (called “invariant thematic pairs” by him),‘ which lr}e.
* “provided in 1978. Thus Permyakov, in the final version of his
. approach, not only consistently distinguishes " logical and
- thematic structures, but thematic plane and realia plane, too.
" These two had not been clearly differentiated in Permyakov's

- | *Froni Proverb To Folk-Tale, when Permyakov had only spoken of - .
" the'realia plane. Yet, it seems possible that Permyakov had in ~
“'mind ‘not.only. concrete realia, speaking of an “alphabet” of . -

» necessary-individual features, mentioning oppositional pairs -

’ }-'ounddﬁ'ons of Semiotic Proverb Study

 distinguishing, between paradigmatic and syntagmatic axes, and -
a transformational plane between them. According to this model,

- as paradigmatic entities, his logico-semiotic invariants as logical

- description -and a coherent ‘theoretical basis for' provérb__-
“definition, for the first time, el

. monograph From Proverb To Folk-Tale, has pointed out a seeming

-~ the considerations above, however, it seems most reasonable 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
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.. Thus, in his final versioh, Pérr‘nyakov‘ adds a thematical -
'clas'si'fication_ (which must not be confounded with thé realia
plane) to the linguistic and logico-semiotic classification. -

. Ultimately, therefore, he postulates the existence of four, not three, =~ - L
- analytical planes. . : : , :

Thematical and logico-semiotic claSsifications relate to
each other, in Permyakov’s words; as do grammar and lexicon. -
Their mutual relationship can be interpreted differently,
however, on the basis of the above-mentioned model

Permyakov’s semantic (thematic) oppositions can be understood

transformations; Understood this way, Permyakov has actually -
succeeded in working ‘out a complete system for proverb.

#  This interpretation leads directly"tc} an 'al'.aiireciaﬁoh"éxid
evaluation of the methodology of Permyakov’s multi-level .
approach. Rozhdestvensky, in the afterword to Permyakov’s -

contradiction between the tri-partite analysis_inten'd_éd by - k
Permyakov and the conventional duality of the linguistic sigri

"(into expression and content planes): Rozhdestvensky tried to - “

explain this contradiction by regarding both the logico-semiotic .

plarie and the realia plane in Permyakov’s sense as belonging to

. plane. He coricluded that, in Permyakov’s approach, two content .

planes are opposed to one expression plane: “The content plane
[. ..]lis divided into the plane of concrete objects, i.e., the realia’ .y
being named, and the logico-semiotic plane, i.e., the plane of -
mental operations” (Rozhdestvensky 1970: 272). On the basis of

|
|
|
|
|
the content plane, Permyakov’s linguistic plane to the expression - /

additionally introduced and worked out a thematic plane. - .
... Taking into consideration the model of dual signification, .
one might sketch out the following relations: the analysis of the
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. expression plane. N
-+ Ina different way!

Lo

than :Ci'e"pe‘au‘ (in ‘whose

both first and second levels. of “signification), Permyakov

attributes the logico-semiotic plane directly to the content plane.
“With regard to this model, the duality of the content plane. .

postulated by Rozhdestvensky manifests itself on the second

level of signification, in so far as both thematic and logico- -
‘ " semiotic planes function as content plane. This i.nterpretatmn

~ leads to the followmg schéﬁla:‘ B

L ;‘-?j;:- s
Figure 5:
. l Expression ; 2. Conlznt.. L )
Linguistic Pigné of | R
Plane Realia -

3. Sign

Verbal .
Stereorype
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" - Model

‘Wise Words

1inguisﬁé : plane focuseés .on. the _‘e}cpression‘_ on. t}1e~ first- -
(denotative) level of signification, on ‘which the realia plane: :
~ represents the object of analysis with regard to the content. Both
" expression and content planes on the first (dencgtatzve) level of ' .
signification taken together represent a-verbal'cliché; which, on .
the' second (connotative) level of signification, serves as .

énéljré;is the "
logical transformations, i.e;, the “abstract ideas” which we have,
termed «p :4» above, result from the structiiral integration of

N Foundations of Semiotic Proverb Study

L

7+ As far as the thema_ti;: plane is concerned, it seems fully
. compatible with Crépeau’s considerations, who ascribes the
universal features of proverbs precisely to the second level of
o signification: “Furthermore, it is on this second level of
-~ signification 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),. - - R BT
' 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 riot be
understéod as being a generative grammar in Chomsky’s sense -
- (Le., implying that an unlimited number of proverbial sayings"
- - might be generated on the basis of a limited number of thematic™
...entries and Iogical1.transf0:mations).~§ Thus, dhe'mighf"eésily;_[ ;
conceive of a newly generated proverb such as An old car is better, . -
. than a new bicycle—without any problem we would understand
. what is- meant; still, we .would not necessarily classify this’
_utterance as proverb. What is lacking is the frequency of usage
-and the general acceptance of such newly generated “proverbial
utterances,” ie., an extra-linguistic component, which:is an *
indispensible condition for a ‘usual utterance to become .a’ e
linguistic cliché (and then, perhaps, a proveib). e ‘
. Partially, such newly created proverbs can be technically * - -
generated with the help of a computer. Bdevskij' (1970). made ‘
such an attempt; as his starting-point he chose the logical class
K=DP 3. Qona “semantic” level, syntactic kernel formulae such
as: ‘He-... who', ‘Where .. . there’,” and others, on a- .
“morphological” level, and integrated exclusively “traditional °
' Russian” lexical items in form of -antonymic verbs with -
’parl:_icular metrical characteristics, on a “lexical” level: Thus he S0 o

and the like. Such a model can only work, however, as long as.
the ~semantic . oppositions implicit in" the second level of c SRR
2/ signification are realized in an equivalent form on the first level " =

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




" assumption that one can easily understand a proverb of any -
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. structured in"their hierarchy, would have 'to be included in &'

. (in addition’ to language knowledge, of course) at ledst the
. knowledge of all relevant associations and connotations; perhaps -,
. some knowledge about usage adequate to the relevant situations; -
R A DU i o

* ‘question of how proverbs, or proverb'sitt
./ These. considerations are:very similar o those.which were .
.~ discussed in the begirining of this article. It turns ouit to-be’ true

* that the ultimate meaning of a proverb canxiot be predicted from ™

- _cannot adequately grasp all concrete (o1 possible) meanings of a -

-proverb' in ‘a given interaction:sil n7. Y ,

- retrospectively, subsume all actually realized meanings of a * .
“proverb under the modeél advanced by Permyakov.-And this is~

~ one of his fundamental achievements, namely to have provided: -

‘a consistent system. Further questions may be added. " .. * .

7. .. Permyakov’s system. has:suitably. béen’ called- a

- “Mendeléevian proverb table” —a forr
- which adequately points ‘out both the general character of this.

i model and. the scientific exactness which it aims at: O the other

. hand, Permyakov’s conception has been called.a “hocus pocus

1 system" (Krikmann 1971, Kuiusi 1972), and it has been opposed -

" Wise Words
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. been promoted in linguistics, too. Householder '(1'952‘:.'560)"...‘

characterized this juxtaposition as follows: “On the metaphysics:

‘of .lmguis_ti'&:s_ there.are two extreme positions, which may be ™
- termed (and have been) the ‘God’s truth’ position and the *horus.
- pocus’ position. The theory of the God’s truth linguists [...]is" .- -
+ that language ‘has’ a structure and the job of the linguist is (a) to --
- find out what the structure is, and (b) to describe it [...]. The
II}ocus pocus linguist believes that a language (better, a corpus,-
- Since we describe only the corpus we know) is: a” mass'bl
. - Incoherent formless data, and the job of the linguist is somehow
” ;9 a]rffmge_ang%_qrgarﬁ@ this mass; imposirig on it'some structure
-+;.. Roman Jako son._has repeatedly. pointe
controversy is ultimate]

cyi_f:::'.af.il ‘possible and conceivable realia f:irl\_clq'di'ng “all “the L :';.ﬂ
associations;and connotations_tied :tothem, additionally " -

thesaurus. Thus' one need :notagree ;with .Permyakov’s " ..

culture without ‘ever having:heard it before—this presupposes -
Jthe -

.+ 'Ali theése considerations,’ however go far beyond’ the .
tions, are modelled. '

the description of the modelled, proverb situation, or; in other -
words, that the description ‘of 'a’modelled proverb situation

gk TR LR 1m estion ‘of ideological:
ituation.”. Yet, " ohe -can, ‘philosophical differerices in approachi n:ol. | g

ion, partially arriving af i ng orie and the samé
: .g}JEStlon, partially arriving at identical results, and he confonat
it may be that these tw ¢ U0 DE 2d,

_ . 0 metaphysical viewpoints are in some
|- sense equxvalent." That this observation directly  concerns
Permyakov’s and Kuusi's models; too, has been pointed out by
- Voigt (1977: 167): “Kuusi directly departs from. the ‘given -
- material, and he tries to arrive at the same results as Permyakov l
has, with the help of the deductive method.” T e
. ¢ One may discuss how far Permyakov’s approach aéfﬁaily
.7is'a deductive one: firstly it has been developed out of the merely
_practical need to work out a consistent system of organizing a ™
proverb collection, and it has been constantly verified, modified -
developed; secondly, his system is based on the analysis of more: <
1 sayings of more than 200 cultures, In his . -

a framework able to describe these possible proverb situations in

't

{Kharitonov, 1969)—a formulation

to' Kuusi's classificational schema which has been’ termed-a
“God’s truth system.” Such an evaluation has beeri derived from
Permyakov’s’ claim to describe all “actually; existing -and -
possible (conceivable) proverbs within.the framework of
model (Permyakov:1968: 42)and’from the existénce of s

_than 50,000 proverbia
approach, as in any scientific approach, deductive and ind
-ways of :developing scientific models cannot be strictly” -
.separated, and they have to complement each other. Scientific. -
-models, however, are secondary’ modelling systems too, being .-
;superimposed on natural language, and the question of which:
n\m’_dgll‘ finally iturns out to be the “more correct”. on

|

uctive -




ultunately a questron of adequacy and consistency,

Permyakovs works (or in ‘the:'works" msp1red by, him),

questmns m an mnovatlve way, |and or1 th_e. other ] hand h

mlroduchon to the Semiotische Studien zum Sprtchwort - Stmple Forms
Remnstdered I (Grzybek ed. 1984) An updated version of that text was
« then pubhshed in Enghsh in’ Proverbmm An Intemnhm;a[ Yearbook of
vaerb Scholarsh:p, vol' 4 (1987); 39-85 I'am smcerely grateful for David

changes, the English text has been dehberately left mainly unchanged

whrch can,;:
only be proved in application to the phénomena being modelted. .
L  The adequacy of Permyakov s theory then, being a model -
RN ‘ of (proverb) models, will have to be’ ver1f1ed in mveshgahons to
R ‘come. In any case, due to-the’ conswtently semiotic approach-in-

W:se Words 3'? .l _-

Permyakov has, on the one hand ~succeeded in solvmg many ‘-

" Beal’s friendly help i in ang11c1zmg that text. Except for minor- stylistic_ o

' _for the present edition. The text thus. basu:ally reflects the author's view L i
as:it was at that time. Thosé few. necessary alterations which: imply.
elther essentlal modxflcatmns or addmons have been marked by an,
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' _Reconszdered ¥ (Elsmann/Grzybek eds 1987) S:mple Forms. An

turns ‘out:tobe ambivalent and perhaps mlsleadmg, due to the

 replace this term. In finding an alternative name, one might name this’

 situation’ will be used instead of Seitel’s original term

' Grzybek, ed. 1984 (203-214).

1]

Encyclapaedm of Simple Text-Types in Lore and Literature (Koch, ed. 1993). .

... 4. Levin (1984) uses this term in order to explain the fact, that a’ '
proverb in dlfferent situations, can “actualize” different meanings. . -

4. Ina way, the term ‘context situation’, as it is used by Seitel, '\

ambiguity of the term ‘context’. Therefore, it seems reasonable to ' .

situation the ‘application situation’ {since it is the situation to which the”.
proverb is dpplied), or thé ‘reference situatign’, since it'is this situation
to which the proverb refers. In the present paper, the term’ reference

5. ‘For a detailed b:bl_lography of Permyakovs works see

*5. This passagel‘rad to be re- formulated since the orlgmal version !
gave rise_to significant mlsunderstandmgs Thus, in the orlgmal version,
it was' wrltten “that Permyakov had in mind a ¢lassification” ‘ot ‘of -
context’ situations, but of proverb srtuatlons,” that is, “of the modelled {
proverb situations” (cf. Grzybek 1987: 64/66; of. Grzybek 1984: l5239f)
This- formulation is misleading, however, beciuse Seitel (1972:.147
clearly states that for him, the proverb situation. is “the one inherent in
‘the text of the proverb itself taken literally.” Since,’ however, both the
concrete (literal) verbal form and the reference situation are variabl
according to Permyakov {just as the interaction situation is, anyway), i

can only be the relation «p : g» itself, which is invariable, and which i
classified by Permyakov. Therefore, after the 1987 publxcatxon 1 have",
argued in favor of _understanding Seitel’s proverb situation as a model -
which has to be split into both a denotative and a connotative level of -
signification. Again, this re-definition might give rise to misunder- -
standings, because Seitel’s term itself remains unchanged and- its
dlvergent interpretation does not become obvious enough. .

' In any case, it is important to note that Permyakov s system aims .
at a classification of what has been termed «p : g» in ‘context of the -
double analogy concept—this is what I have not only written in more -
recent papers (Grzybek 1991a: 202£.,1991b: 94f., Grzybek 1992: 204), but -
also in the above-mentioned earlier works. By the way, Crépeéau (1979:
13), too, assumes that it is just on the second level of srgmflcahon that
the proverb displays its universal characteristics. . - P o

-

ca B Permyakov has in mind, for example smgle lmes or quotahons
from longer storles, whmh contam the correspondmg model and thus
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: uItn'nately, prowde 1t, he terms them, dependent on the character of
their ; mohvatlon, el ither md:v:s:ble sentenhas or mdwrszble phrases :
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