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CHRISTOPH CHLOSTA AND PETER GRZYBEK

EMPIRICAL AND FOLKLORISTIC PAREMICLOGY:
TWO TO QUARREL OR TO TANGO?

0. Abstract : '

In this article, we attempt to discuss the realm of intersection
between folkloristic and empirical proverb scholarship. In characteriz-
ing various methodological convergences and divergences of these
two approaches, we will touch upon some of their specific advantages
and shortcomings. Our material is based on an empirical study, which
we conducted in the USA and in Canada in 1991. In discussing our
cxamples, we will repeatedly refer to the Dictionary of American
Proverbs (DAP), because this work, with its strict empirical onenta-
tion, is unique in empirical paremiography. Comparing our results to
the material of the DAP, our discussion will be mainly text-oriented,
rather than subject-oriented; questions as (o factors influencing prov-
erb knowledge will not be particularly focused upon. For the time
being, we can only point out many questions (and not answer all of
them); we can demonstrate particular trends and tendencies {(and not
entirely explain them); and we can invite scholars to discuss the rele-
vant questions in the future.

1. Introduction: There is safety in numbers!
. Letus start with a concrete example:
(1) There is safety in numbers!

According to ‘our investigation (for details see below), this prov-
erb is familiar to more than 95% of the North American population.
There seems to.be no equivalent in the German proverbial stock;
quite on the contrary, people often say “Mit Statistik kann man alles
beweisen” {You can prove anything by means of statistics /. Perhaps,
this is- some telling indication of why it is particularly in Germany

that the youngest branch of proverb scholarship, empirical paremiolo-
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gy, has been so skeptically and pessimistically appreciated. The cen-
tral reproach (which is not always explicitly expressed) consists in the
assumnption that the abundant variety of proverbs is reduced to "bare
numbers”, and that the results have nothing in common with the
diversity of the existing proverbs; additionally, critics assume that the
results cannot be reliable, since the proverb is deprived of its every-
day context, and since the concrete conditions of proverb usage are
neglected. :

In our opinion, we are concerned here with a crude misunder-
standing because empirical paremiology by no means denies prover-
bial varieties, but, on the contrary, attempts to structure the ‘infinite’
number of collected proverbs (and their variants) on the basis of their
respective degree of familiarity. In doing so, many a proverb has
indeed to be classified as obsolete, or ‘generally unknown’; such
proverbs would in fact have to be regarded as outdated, as not be-
longing to the contemporary (!) proverbial stock any more. But no-
one would ever eliminate them from the traditional proverb treasury -
- they remain important witnesses of a culture’s proverbial richness,
though witnesses of days passed by... :

As has been repeatedly pointed out elsewhere (Grzybek/Chlosta
1993), the quantitative results obtained by empirical paremiology are
only an intermediate objective; first and foremost, these results should
be understood as a basis, which subsequent (paremiological, philolog-
ical, linguistic, etc.) sthdies can take for their starting point.

2. Empirical Paremiology and Minimum-Oriented Paremiology
Empirical proverb scholarship is, of course, closely related to
minimum-oriented paremiology; the latter should be understood as
one particular direction of empirical paremiology, and, in fact, one of
its major objectives. These manifold aspects, reasons, and aims of
determining the proverb minimum of a given culture, and the particu-
lar steps in achieving these goals, have been discussed elsewhere in
detail (Baur/Chlosta/Grzybek 1994, 1995). Therefore, a short summa-
ry of the most crucial points will suffice here. '
The main objective of a minimum-oriented research is the estab-
lishment of a list containing all proverbs “generally known’ in a given

culture. Since there cannot be a strict, let alone an apriori defined

borderline between ‘familiar’ and ‘unfamiliar’ proverbs, usually a
percentage of 90% (or 95%, or 97.3%, respectively) of statistical
probability is assumed for ‘general knowledge’ of a proverb.
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~ As fe.lr as text-oriented questions are concerned, this general lead-
ing idea is accompanied by two major fields of interest: first, to find
out which proverbs are known to what degree, and second, in which
concrete verbal form(s) these proverbs are known. Thanks to the
specific method employed -- only the beginning of a proverb is pre-
sented, and this partial text must be completed by the informants -,
both questions can be answered in one step. A partially presented text
such as
(2) A good lawyer ...
may hypothetically be completed by an infinite number of both possi-
ble and plausible endings, such as: :
(2a) ..isabad neighbor,
... has a big car.
.. has a fool for a client,
... always wins.
. ... is a bad father.

_It becomes evident at first sight that there are some ‘idiosyn-
cratic’ completions among these ‘solutions’ which would hardly be
clas§iﬁed as a real proverb by native speakers; in fact, such idiosyn-
crasies usually only occur once among dozens of informants, As
opposed to such singular occurrences, the most frequent form(s)!
filled in by the informants can be regarded as the contemporary stan-
fiard variant(s).” Given the infinite number of possible completions, it
is highly unlikely, if not impossible, to simply guess the ending of a
proverb, This bold assertion is often called into question by members
of the culture the proverbs are taken from, among them parermio-
logical specialists. But the simple attempt to complete proverbs of an

- unfamiliar culture would quickly set many a critic right...

In presenting the relevant proverbs to native speakers, it would
not be possible, however, for mere quantitative reasons, to include all
proverbs ever recorded in the traditional provetb collections. There-
fore, the first step 1 minimum-oriented paremiology must be the
establishment of an experimental corpus, which must obey two pa-
rameters: qualitatively, it must contain all potentially known proverbs
of a culture; and quantitatively, the corpus. must not be too large so

~ that i; can be managed by the individual informants.

2.1..Desi-gni1_1g an Experimental Corpus
 Turning to our concrete study 'of English provetbs, the aim was
not to establish such a proverbial minimum.? Therefore, no all-en-
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compassing studies and no pre-tests were undertaken 10 cover the
complete stock of possibly well-known proverbs. ‘

We used Mieder's (1988) collection of English Proverbs, which,
according to his introductory words, containg the English proverb
minimum, and which additionally includes only such proverbs which
oceur with a particalar frequency still today in oral and in written
discourse (Mieder 1988 4. For our purposes, we regarded it suffi-
cient to distribute this proverd collection 10 a limited number of infor
mants {(=76). These informants’ task was to mark all proverbs ane
known to them; we then decided to include all those proverbs in our
experimdntal corpus, which were nor labled ‘unknown’ by any one
of the informants. As a result, a list of 236 proverbs was oblained
and. consequently, included in our questionnaires,

2.2. The Paremiological Experiment
After the ending of each of the 236 proverbs had been eliminat-

ed, the guestionnaires with the proverbs’ beginnings were distributed

in the USA and among anglophonic Canadians, As to the informants’
age, our sumple was intended to correspond 1o the reguirements of
our experimental group of stroke patients. As a result, the sample’s
mean age was ca. 63 years (x11.6), for the US Americans ca. 57
(£10.7) years, for the Canadians 66.8 {(£10.7) years of age.*

Given the size of our sample, it is evident thal we cannot arrlve |

at yesults which might caim o be representative of American ancdfor
Canadian praverb knowledge in general. To achieve an gctual mini-

and the sample’s structure would have to correspond adeguately 1o
the culture’s social structure. These Timitations will have to be kept in
mind throughout the following analyses, although we will not Tepet
thern at any stage. :

Although statistical results and quantitative analyses would be
TROSt interesting 10 many 4 reader, we cannot present the complete st
of the 236 proverbs within the framework of this article; neither can
we discuss the results obtained concerning familiarity of each prov-
erh, with respeet to factors influencing knowledge of a given provesh,
or with regard to the spectrum ofvariation, ete. {cf, Chlosta/Greybek
1995). Instead, we will concentrate on the analysis of some selecied
examples which will, on the one hand, prototypically demonstrate the
efficiency amd problems of empirical paremiology, and, on the other
hand, disclose the intersections berween empirical parerniography and
parermiology. -
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3. Resulis of the study
3.1, Generally known proverbs
Before analyzing particular examples in detadl, Jet us present

sore general resulis and a list of those proverbs which were general-

ly known exactly in the expected form, s

Of all possible 13.924 completions (236 x 39} a relatively high
nurber of proverbs (12,363 = 88.8%) were indesd Blied itt; of these
completions, 8.747 (70.7%) were completed in the initially expected
form. These data may be interpreted as an indication not only of the

reliability of our experimental corpus, but of the quality of English
Proverbs, in general. 1t turns out 1o be quite unexpected, therefore,

that only nine proverbs (3.8%) of all 236 presentad ftems were famil-
iar to all informants in the initially expected form. These nine prov-

ferbs are not only the best known proverbs of Micder's {[988) English

Proverbs they also represent part of all generally known proverbs in
the USA and n Canada, Therefore, it is rather-surprising that there
are two among them (marked by ***) which are not contained in the

DAP which consistently includes only those itemns given by the infor

mants. This clearly shows thar empirical paremiography depends very
nuich on the informants’ answers, just as does emplrical paremio-
graphy, though in different aspects. One can only speculate as to the
conerete reasons why the two items are nol included in the DAY on
the one hand, it might be helpful 10 assume something like an uncon-

{seious or intuitive “censorship” on the part of the informants, who do
gnot recognize {or accepl) particular items as proverbs’s on the ather

mum-oriented study, by far more infonmants would have to be asked, Thand, we know that the usage of proverbs iy strictly sttustion-bound,

and as long as there is neither a (reference) situation nor g particular
verbal stimulus which elicits (or ‘nggers’) a given proverb, it might
well escape & paremiographer’s attention. Anvway, none of the fol-
lowing nine proverbs should be missing from any future collection
claiming to contain alf generally known English proverbs:”

1. Much ado about nothing*

- Boys will be hoys.

. Charity beging at home.

- The customer is abvays right.

- Twa heads are berter than one.

Y. Better late than never,

0. No news is good news.

7. One good trn deserves another

8. A chip of the old block.*

L dy g o
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I goes without saying that it would not be correct o assurne that,
apart from these mine proverbs, all other items were ‘unknown' they
were either known (o a fesser degree, or they were completed, at least
in part, in the form of particular variants which did not correspond to
the initially expected vanant, based on the English Proverbs, Since
deviations from the initiul form may be more or less significant, j.c.,
may display more or less proximity (o the expected initjal farm, a
complex classificational system had 10 be developed 1o categorize
cach indsvidual completion {Grzybek/Chlosta/Roos 1994), With Te-
gard to the given study, this system'’s function was, among others, 1o
tategorize systematically the rematting 29.3% of variants obtained,

The system needs not be discussed here in detail: suffice it 10 say
that. for our purposes, only significant semantic differences {be it on
a lexical or phrasal level) were interpreted as an indication of facking
farmibarity. Lack of familianty, in this context, means that no famil-
arity with the initial form was intersubjectively mtelligible any more.
This definition does not exclude the possibility that a given unexpect-
ed completion tumed out to be of general familiarity, Therefore, for
QUL PUIpOSes, an important methodological decision had 1o be made:
we had 1o go away from the assumption that the crucial element in 4
proverb -- with regard to which the answers are classified as ‘known’
or ‘oakpown’ - is un apriari defined (or expected) ‘original proverb’,
or its “hasic vau‘iam‘;, or ‘standard form’, in addition to which there
are a number of additional variants (often assumed to be “occasion-
al). Instead, we termed the initial form “zere variant”, and we did
ROt assockite any qualitative or quantitative expectations with it Fach
individual completion was meticulously recorded and classified, and
quamtitative descriptions were only given a posterion, ie., subsequict
1o statistical analyses.

By way of this classification we received a |
proverbs, which were cornpleted by at e
i the form given in Englivh Proverbs,
considered very close (o i,

Again, if one compares this list 1o the DAP; a surprising phenom-
enon can be observed: among these generally known proverbs, qaite
& nuimber are indicuted in the DAP as current in a restricted area,
only, Thys, proverbs such us (3 Euasy does it or (4 Live aned let Iive
{Whose overnl] famitiarity in our study was 91.5% and
uvelv) are charactetized by the DAP a¢
only: and a proverty such
(which receive 4 oy

ist of another 40
ast 0% of our sample, either
or it a form, which can be

94.9%, respec-
being current in the USA
as (5} Marriages are made in h

Svet;
erall familiarity of 98.3% in our Study

Y was
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The variants obtined displayed clear regional differences: the “valor®
variant was chosen only by 19.4% of the Canadians, but by more
than half of the US Americans (52.26): the *valoar’ variant, as op-
posed to this, was given by 44.4% of the Canadians, but not by any
one of the USA Canadians, This example shows that allegedty simpie
orthographic variations may reflect processes of cubtural specificy
thistory of language or orthography),

3.2.2. Grammatical Variations
At first sight, example (7), wo, looks like an orthographic variant, or
like wsimple spelling mistake, resutting from the informants’ "ortho-
graphic sloppinesy™

(1) First come | first served. {69.5%)

| first serve. {30.5%)

However, approximately two dirds {65.29%) of the imformants
from the USA filled in the "incorrect” form, whereas only a third
(34.8%) chose the zero varnant - too many for a mere slip of the pen,

to our mind... Any explanation along these lines does not seem 1o be .

convineing -- the more s0, since only 8.3% of the Canadian subjects
fitled in the active voice form as comipared (0 91.7% who chose the
passive voice variant. Holding the “orthographic stoppiness” view, we
are in need of explaining why this attiude should be more common
among US Ameyicans; moreover, we would have to explain, why this
attitude becomes obvious i this particular proverb, but plays an
overall unimporiant role. .

From a differemt perspective, the two completions uitimately
result in two contradictory statements. Taking both versions at fuce
value, the second, rather unexpected form gives rise o the following
question: why should that person who artives first, be the one who
serves first (and not the one being served)? For a native speaker, this
question will tum out to appear paradoxical. Yet, hypothetically
speaking, we have 10 ask ourselves if we are still concerned with anly
one proverb (and two vartants® of it), or with two different proverbs:
i the meaning of bath proverb texts still one and the same., or do
different (antonymaous) meanings exist for each of them? If we should
really be concerned with two proverbs and, consequently, with two
different meanings, then it should be possible 1o name two different
manners of usage, two practical conlexis - but which are they?

It seems most plausible. of course, that there are ne differcnces
between the two versions on a deep semantic level, From a semiotic
perspective, it is a well-known fact that the meaning of & proverb is
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not {necessarily) reflected in the iz}dividugl lexical clements of xh’c
surface text - only and solely the customized proverb mocéci mp,i”
sents the meaning. In this sense, it may well be that it is, Emn'n a dc;sp
semantic point of view, irrelevant to say serve of xfen-a’c;i‘ ff\;p'ci:m q:
explanation might !h;:n be a (!T‘.ﬁil“t‘:?}’nii?gi;tﬁtic, or rather poetic) te
' £ orphosyntactic paralichsim, ' ‘
dﬁﬂﬁﬂtg:glfii:? uri c:a;not b@iuz\e about iy c;_gplzmz-}.ur::an; L‘:*;';L!_]ﬁ:\}t.
further empirical research. ft is cxgct!y' at ihls;.pmm that ff,} _g)fst;ﬁ
paremiology has to enter the ﬁel_d {in this word's double mfiamixﬁ;. 1}_
order to clarify the conditions of usage, by way of actual field re
sﬂmﬁi}i}t&ﬁr example of grarmmatical variation is }mcms@g not ondy
for paremiology, but for linguistics and grammar in general:
(8) Every dog hus | his day. (44.1%)
tits day. (:i(}\ 7%) . .

Contradictory to our expectations, many informants d}d« n(.\t usz tgﬁ
masculine pronoun; rather, a sitnilar amount of the :m.z,xwrsj ﬁfﬂ' 12”:5
neutral pronoun of unmarked speech. Since the mascuhfw or ;t}h{tmle
pronoun is common for amimals in folklore genres sm,t.x as i Vs‘,”n ;
ar the fairy tale, the result obtained should give nise o htudy‘\\}fsile‘u}n
atically the contemporary use of pronouns referring to m‘nnym_:: 1_w
proverhs. It seems interesting to note that none of the many vanants
listed in the DAP documents this tendency. :

3.2.3, Proverh Reductions and Extensions L
The third group of variations, still displaying va‘rtz;ﬂ;;‘gm &:?:g\;}élt
direct implications for the proverb’s meaning, concens t'e;d lesr‘mm?
to form longer or shorter versions of an alleged aEmlda . \c;bé;blé
Since the process of reduction is usually thought fo be me‘r; pr bube
than extensions and, in fact, has rf:pe;'xmdly bu:n dealt witl
paremiology, et us first concentrate on ﬁ}gs ?hw??:{%m?’n—dauctiun-
Example (9) is a prototypical instance of the process ol 7 :
(9 Lightning never strikes S e
‘ | the same place twice. (5.1 ?)
b hwidde. (66.1%)
{ twice in the same place. {18.6%) N
As can be seen from these data, aboul two thirds of the ;nie;m;;xz}r
fil in & significantly reduced form, This result téums;i tz:z et
utmost importance, if one pays atiention to (he fact 1t
frequent varian is not given in the DAF.
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Whereas example (9) is characterized by mere lexical reduction,
the following examples (10 and (11) demonstrate, how a tri-partite
proverb is transformed into g bi-partite one, a process which concerny
the proverb’s formal structure:

1) If t firsy You don't sueceed

Ly, iy, iy again, (15.3%)
Virs try again, (72.9%)
Piry again. (3.1%)

The tendency is rather clear: approximately three quarters of the

mformants confine the repetition 1o two times, This time, the domj.

At variant colncides with the version given in the DAF; the zero

ariang is missing completely, however,
Whereas example {10} concems the re

tem, the following example {148 structy
(B Hear no vl

petition of a single Jexical
rally tri-partite;

Lsee ne evil, speak na evil. ( 28.8%)
Vapeak no evil (32.29}
[ see no evil, (27 1%
Unly the three mast frequent answers are listed above; still, the ten-
dency s obvious: mos answers imply a clear trend towards reduc.
tion, the variants displaying a simitar quantitative distribution. Cang-
dians and US Americans answered along different paiterns, however:
whereas in the U§A'the zero form still wrned out to be the most
frequent (43.5%) of these th ree vartants, it was the most rarely chosen

vanant among Canadians (194% 3 and whereas the third alternative
(. See no evil) was the rarest completion among US Americans
(B.7%), it was the rmost frequent among Canadians (38.9%,).%

All these examples clearly demonstrae how complex variations
obtained by means of empirical parensology can be: they should
wirn and teack us 1o pay due attention o even the smallest {and
intwmtively insignificant) deviations from the zero variant of 4 given
proverb. Regardiess of what kind of modification we are concemed
with, each single change must be recorded, am] these records must be
dccompanied by quantitative datg often, the deviating forms tum
out Lo be the more ) requent ones,

The phenomenon of proverb exie
pecled for many a paremiofogisi.
Hem:

(12)

nSion might perhaps be unex-
xample (12) represents » relevant
You cannot hive your cake | and ear i1,

{229}
Vand ver i1, ton,

17826
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Sumimarizi san g
exlensions and rigijy‘ e can say that our abservations on proverbiaf
single I)rt;v b ehuutmns are not only important for the analys; i
‘ RVerDs they are also reley ' LS

ant for the analysis of

proverbial e ] . amatysis of co
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any a paremiographer, however, wilj S pies imeicvant

text or am;bthc‘r, and sthe will integrage it
additional variant, '

3.2.{& Lexical Variation
_ prwf;f!rgs‘t proverb definitions refer to the Criteriy
. 15 considered to be refa; i
pron atively stabile in
pro : 3 in it
:if;:nfm d{.g:..s not exelu‘de adaptations 1o the refe
vhen : proverb is used, In such cases, one Jike
stonal variations’. Ag opposed to suc}; v e
cussed above should be considered
speaker’s mental lexicon,
b «I; IS important to distinguish between
%K do not semantically affect g proy
¢ anlges} which modify the overal] tmage
In the following exampl igni
. uple, no significant i |
from such substitutions: e grificant semanti ehnges result
‘o (t }IéfﬁA drowning man wilj | cluseh ar a siraw,
, b &e some intriguing resulrs: . ‘
) e g sults: the verb ‘cluteh’ substi
ed by various verbs, such as ‘grasp’, ‘snatch’ 'aalréﬁ}'l Wovhiritoi

highes[ - N ’ . OF ‘grab’ »
g percentage of any of these variant was about I(}%gg:)bw;:mt
bo y ver;

equatly important is the fues the iants
eotct, porant 3 at all variantg containing the ve
s, eoh f:;,k {::r;; vn;z:m{ (oo cluseh ar any strany é ci;ﬂ;fgg?
o n{mé e & gﬁ;t cr were below the 10% level, as well: :‘xdd'
o, hon o OFL;; om;zmm answered with the zero varimz{ i{t*;elg
contamination of two (d mple (16) may be interpreted in terms of 4
. j OF eveEn more) proverbs: e
(16) There is always room | gt the top . { 6.8%)
s . (4

Lfor improvemens. (11 5%}

rence situation,

¥
verb's overal] meaning, and

for more, { 6.8%)
| for one more. {59.3%)
Vfor another. { 4%
| for dowuby, ( 1.7%)

prosent e
ed cerminty. In such cases, it will

post-lests, probably involving a different experimental design.

perhaps find one additionat !
tnte future collections as and

m of ff{)zeﬂnﬁgs; a :
s verbal form, Thi 4

ik speak of ‘ocea- o
anations, all changes dig- U
0 be customized forms in a i

quasi-synonymiical changes, |

Without a doubt, the proverb There is abwavs room for ene maove
puens out (o be the one which s most closely associated with the

ed beginning. 861, wo can rely on our vesulls only with limit-
be unavoidable to develop relable

A simnilar phenormenon might be involved in examples (17) and

(18). Here, we are concerned with two items for which a very similar
beginning was presented:

(17) It 1akes rwo L to tango. ,
(18) It takes two to make | a quarrel,

Commenting on If zakes two to tango, Mieder (19892 32) is definitely
correct in assuming: "It is without doubt an American proverb, but
we hasten (o add that it is most dikely a variation of the old proverb
‘Yt takes two to quarrel’, Nevertheless, it has ganed great acceptance
int this form not only in this country but also in translation abroad. It
can thus be considered as a new American provérb in its own right.”

Yet, one should ajso consider the following facts: whereas more than
90% completed the ‘tange’ version, only a very limited number of
our informants knew the "old proverh” (even if taking inte account
various close vartanis)

(19) It takes peo to moke §a quarrel, f13.0%}
ta fight {14.9%)
Van argqument.  ( 8.3%)

The following example is important as to the treatment of fexical
variation. When we started our fnvestigation, we assumed
(20) You cannat get blood from a stone.

‘1o be the standard variant of (his proverb. When we anafyZed the first

questionnaires, we guile quickly came across the varant " fzmn a
wernip”. At that time, we did not know how to deal with it, sinde al
that point of tirme, the only parameters available (0 us were classifica-
tions such as “filled i "correctly” and “filled in incorrectly”. In fact,
this was one of the proverbs which convinced us io develop a new,
comprehension  classification system  for empirical  paremiology
(Grzybek/ Chiosta/Roos 1994). Preparing that system, and furiber
trying o understand the variations of proverb ( 20, among others, we
found Mieder's (1989 86} remark clussifying the ‘turaip’ version s
a specific Mississippi variant. On the one hand, we could be certain,
then. that we were not concerned with an occasional variant; on fhe
other hand, we were assured that we were not victims of un ay ;
provers. Stll later, analyzing the items given in the DAP, we kmmw )




8¢

that only the ‘twrmip version is

. 7roversion s listed as il '

n Cf.mada.. The confusion will be cc;m e, e the US

c;ms;aéermtan the results of our study

the US American informants he

of the é«,ﬂnf:c;;an‘m.rm?mms used the ‘nrnip” version, whers ;

o th A ;ms»,‘ preferred the srone varant. A : et

ample, to. the “stone’ variant wrned o e the ms ool

completon Ut to be the most frequent’
e | :
(20) You cannot get bivpd | Jrom a stone {40.74;

Vout of a stone. {28.8%)
'i }mr of a wmip. { 8.5%)
I examle (201 o« om a turnip, (18.6%

I m{h;“:;‘pﬂ;g‘n(;;i?}" Qs in other proverbs, too, the spectrum o)f artarion
i ’P:‘ all; a ditionally, the variants are characteriz by clenr
fr : j»k: ;1:3 of regional distribution. There are ny roverts, po T

er, which display 2 :
o hich nmp::ﬁ; ;m(enaf"f“mus amount of individual variasts: there
o it which' y~ pOSblb]ﬁ I néme one or two spectfic g
s one might recommend for future pmv 1 e
10t there Were many wariamee - &
. there were many variants which were given b s In-
s by only one informant. ¥ only few. somc-
" "I his question quite naturglly brin
erbs and pseudo proverbs;

; A and
.pl.cze, now, if one takes intol
which say that the majority of

1any proverbs, howey- :

also, th gi i the problem of antj-prov-
ousness, and, subsequently, the a 2;3 q{iwmn of the informants’ seri.
Based on our i > the authenticity of our material, is 1]

) eXPETICNCes, we are : ferial, is raisec
majority of parti g@;i':h?ct% we are convineed that the Qvez:whz:}(::} ‘i
presented prover] ps n S0 our study actually completed the parti i_né
There are E{) erh texts o the best of their knowlede g; artially

are two major indices whi ge

hardly 4 parti imf;?;}r‘-m?uu whiich make us almost sure- ?‘;:“if b‘f_fiﬁii
ionaaie. and p Uinterrupted the work in the mid dle (:71‘ 1£ ol all,

« Toriel i ' ’ * g .
small pa;w o ﬂ;mond, idivsyncratic answers represent Onl;t ques-
- : Qi ANSWETS, OF ANSWer types S a very
Hopartcwilardy appare o ypes. Such idiosyncrasies make
co:l«;;pgmneﬂ;iﬂ ‘Eppd‘rcm hmwj much empinical pammiilo?mw.rﬁ'lkﬁ‘
ctticlios of oot by synchronic field rescarch and b gy must be
studies of individual proverbs, and by (diachronical)

I H}V{’Ib {mi) 15 ChdldCiEH!.t.Lf h} .:i!Lh a bf{)&d \;)C(Jmni {)f V(n -
Py §

ithe
L answers were distributed over several variants none of which was

i In analyzing our results, we Can onee more
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trd vadant, given by more than two thirds of the informants
59.59); none of the other vanants was beyond the 3% level. Inter-
sstingly enough, this variant is not among the versions listed in the
DAP - it is, however, the zera variant we ook from English Prov-
erbs. And again, there were significant differences between US
Americans and Canadians. Wherens 94 4% of the Canadians used the
sevo variant, no comparable standard vanant could be determined for
US Americans: 30% of them filled in the zero vanant, all other

hevond the 109 level.
A last example which shall be discussed 1 this article is

(22) The grass is always greener on the ether side of the fence.
demonstrate the broad
spectrum of variants obtained in empirical paremiology, on the one
hand, and emphasize the promising perspectives of the lwo comple-
mentary approaches of folklorstic and empiricaliparemiology. on the
other. . ‘

Micder's (1993) most recent investigations o this proverb
assure us that this is indeed one of the most frequent American prov-
arbs. Our study confirms Mieder’s conclusions: only one of all infor-
mants did not answer this proverb; all remaining answers, atbeit
varying, clearly indicated general famniliority with il This fact can
definitely be interpreted as a sign of familiarity with this proverb both
in the USA und in Canada. A more detatled analysis of the varkants
wells s, however, that only a quaner of the nformants fitlled in the
proverb i what Mieder {1993 153) terms 1 ‘giandard form”. This
*yariant was quantitatively surpassed, however, by the reduction form
“The grass is always greener on the vther side”. filled in by 42.4% of
the informants; of many further variants, only one (... o the vther
side of the streer) arrived [1.9% familiarity - all other version
were named only once.

Mieder (1993: 154) lists 19 varants, alt documented in the DAP.

ance. Similarly o
_ proverb (200, it displave
cultural, diztributicon CLaoat displays clear regi )
oy LEAI fﬂ’ ‘d:strlbuuﬂ‘rmi spectfics, in so far as US A Lg_lf:mal, or rather
n:}%mwe"ﬁd quite differently > Amercans and Cang-
& partial text given wa i, .
(1989: 31} informms as "Clreat minds...". Relvin edere
Vinformation and on the datg from the Egjﬁgpﬂszd}; o
» One might

l,l v FUIL I L Yelir! UW.’!J‘JC ¥ i I ire f,{ I, l}{-
£

] [ T 2 .
HY IO “!:I uent 0Om h., H 1& W SA £ ld .

According to him, the lexical vanations of the ‘standard form’ can be
explained in termys of two spheres of living related o the text: in his
view, proverbs displaying the substitation of the lexical tem “Tence’
by words (“realia”) such as ‘feld”, *home’, ‘yard', “street’, “lawn’,
elc., can be interpreted "as urbanized versions of an originally ruril
proverb”. For empirical paremiclogy, it should be an extremely inter-
esting task to refate the informants’ (rural vs. urban) personal back-

faet, how
: nwever, the answer ; o
- think alike” tmed out 1o be the sian. %

b

grounds to the particular answers given, Is it possible to demonstrale
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a genenl tendency towards ‘urbanization®

. pARiéM OLOGY 43

are banss of proverd usage” (Arora 1994 311)
in the proverbs' texts? Omznting only the "hare boney of proverh usage” {

el pErreaT e an contribuie
. : o : . “ " " of empirical paremiology ¢ ‘
i there is such » tendency, s it restricted (o urban population only? perhaps, the "bare numbers” of emp

1

4. Conclusions: Fleshing Out Bare Bones By

As stated above,
possible approaches within empirical
up any subject-oriented Guestion
of texst-orented probie

Bare Numbers?

known English proverbs,
ftis our hope that we cou
erh studies might have g stimulatin
paremiography. Both empirical
araphy are characterized by the attempt to study Contemparary prov-
erh usage, to work with or 10 provide authentic material, I tackiing
similar problems from different perspectives, hoth approaches may
eventuaily arrive u different resulis. . '

It goes withoy saying that in approaching old probiems with new
rethods, there mugt be hany methodological shortcomings; emypirical
paremiology is no Exception to this myle, Therefore, empirical pareni-
ology must continue (o learn, not anly from jis own mistakes, but
also from othey approaches. In testing, applying, and modifying ity
methods, empirical baremiology wilf always depend upon folkloristic
paremiology, nok only in CONSLiLng its experimentai corpora. Like-
wise, folkloristic paremiology mjghy profit from empirigal research
€L in finding a reliphle measuring instrument documenting the
embodiment of the proverbial repertory in 2 eultuse's fife, or learning
about the usage of additional varians,

In this sense, the critical remarks which
forth most recemtly in her review of the
al relevance and do ne CONCETN so
ological foundations of ths particalyr collection, Acknowledging tha
of course each Sty was submitted by someone who considered it 40
be a ‘current” SAYINg, Arora (]994- 308) asks; “of what does currency
really consist, and how s the degree of ‘currency’ to be ascertainpd 7

Gne cannat by SUppet her claim that in this fespect. frequency dita
would be of purticulay importance. In providing such data, i can,
howe ver, only be a first and preliminary step SImply 10 record how
many peaple from what plices sent in which proverb vartants: ay
tong as folkioristic paremiology and parctiiography we not comple-
mentanly enriched by additional methods and results of CIRrica)
proverb reseurch, 4y proverb dictionary wil] ng, the sk of repre-

k3

Arora (1994 has brog ght
DAP turn out 10 be of gener-
ch, or nog only, the method-

jo fleshing them out.

. s ermirical
In pursuing common objectives, folkloristic and emp
it} .

ith eac s nstead,
. N coarily ouarrel with each O{.her_- -
hin it pan, ST S b hnw‘im;wd&tf{ n:sg ?iﬁi@?ﬂg perspectives from each m}f‘f:rf\
paremiology. We did not bringboth approaches ¢ i ches opens new perspectives,
, and 3ve cnscmﬁ;ﬁ only a fimited se%re:«:nits. A cmav&t‘gﬁnice mtbi(;t:;} ;i;;iigil imgm;?% el
ems, based on a particular selection of well-not oaly for paremiology,

ot il es . &y ”
Starting this proverbial tango, it seems most likely that there wi

i i wlts and method-
al mi srstandings, divergent mhuila_ ‘
Id show to what degree empirical prov- be many mu&ug] mmgjﬁ:ﬁﬁi& ﬁge s o0, sannon avm'ci wreading on
& influence on Paremiology and ological discussions; lancing p 1o time..? One thing is mandatory,
paremiology and empirical pa:remin— their partner’s toes, from time

how in order to start this paremiological tanAgo ..s?r}?uj\{}'i :L:E
ccessan mf - all, to conduct at least one representative an;p !
nm‘;sazy,‘ahtei;i !;t document the actual state of some ten exﬁ;;
m'uﬁfy! ;‘im;ver th%: lust few years, based on pilot $stud1es; fantl%/ -
i?;g],s;ve will not stop mning ourselves on our own axis...

i wnant one. There
?’ugiuaﬁy one of the completed variants turms out 10 be the doming

i Ath 4 refatively ldentical

' more varinms) with 4 ively identical

. over when thare are 1o (or it sy, since familian

2?;&%; giﬁﬁa;?ﬁty tn these cases, post-lests sc::m L(iﬁ}(il f?}ie;;;?‘r;&:r Treoretically
ko ' ; v exclude kpowledpe .

i arig =5 Bt riecessartly Lxclgf dge of 2 ey
:y)eakw“?‘ ﬁﬂff:iinrl:i:f ﬁ abways the case; sl there scc}m.a reason § ‘
. e i il thes,

'}f mﬁm terd to fill in the one form most famaharvfc; o e proverh can be
in A it be demonstrated bulow, the “standard varian o
Ee:t:fn;?riad anly subsequent to empirienl re&mml"‘z‘.ai‘ z:z ;?mh'.' ; f
f hich s to be confiermed of rejected by empirical S Engiish proverbs which
szi‘;u“ mn'r;g point was the need w have & reliable im!t. o ng D s
e i d which addidonally were, i ‘
: nd w i the ot
; hand, Tighty familiar, and whic Hugoistic varia-
:mi G;r;;i‘i:l m;:ghfv stereotypicat (L., which d;splayledt;:;!y“ﬁ\:v{;a %\mdw.ul e
ons ?lﬁasey‘;pcciﬁ;: cemnands resulted from 4 <o operi o 10 e she provesbin
1:;:[& C‘mm.ﬂ{ ey o Mﬂiﬂﬁf;_?ﬂli i‘;zgﬁ‘p::iti‘r‘;:mi\ wmﬁ&nmiim of those
‘ ' i i g S TS ; s
arind To fon h a specific grovp o IS  lo determine
Fators or ffiﬂii{::”\i{} bcp;?cessary. sinee the abjectives wxmt;ie Tﬁrbal e
f;%m‘ e ni?:; the degree of famitiarly, deviaons in t.nu' t““frim e
chf-"ﬁnﬁi: wiements in provwerh comprehension. th&twnsv, N i'cg;kamci e
P‘?ng :;?éiieﬁﬁ H a patient produced an idiosynerasic or regionally colo
reliable © , 4 - prod o
A A E% Pm‘;ﬂlm;‘w as to their sex, their level of axiw..at:n!]] .
| . o the o s 1o Lnsuage knowl-
plormants were additionalty & o aell 3 10 dangage
" }‘“n;;;mg phace ik present and up to the nge qf 1%, as WLEL de o mﬁ{ A
s ll'm Last polet was particutarly imponant, in order v (¢ ‘é‘ ot saving shat we
z:ci%{‘:' jon ix‘m!iigma& Trom sctual native speakers. B goes witho ! : ving that e
gﬁm{vﬁeﬂ informants i they had ever experienced any brain {njuy,
ﬁi?l? bratn ifured sablsets were axcluded from the satple.
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