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 empirical proverb studies (cf. Ch]dstal(_}rz‘ybck 1995}, the motivation -

"+ " RUDIGER GROTJAHN AND PETER GRZYBEK

I AT

-

. .- Over the last few years, there hds been an increasing interestin’’; - . .

Bk
of which is at least two-fold: -. - g Swe T
1. Onthe one hand, there is an enormous intérést' inthe - -
*  empirically evaluated material resulting from'such TN
‘studies. The interest in such proverb corpora is not - -
only shared by foreign language teachers or language - . -

" instruction researchers’ who want to 'know which @ - .

. proverbial items are familiar in a-given culture in
*order to include them in schoolbooks, curricula, etc.;

U .~ this interest is also shared by experts in comparative .- .-

- paremiology, cultural analyses, etc., for whom this .’
material is of utmost importance. LT

2. On'-thé- other hand,’ there is-an interest in pbssiblé" R

" factors correlating with proverb knowledge, be it .
. personal and 'sociological features of the speaker

~(such as sex, age, education, etc.), or linguistic -
-features of the proverbial items: (such as syntactic™

- complexity, imagery, rhythm, senterice length, etc.), - =+ . Lo
. Empirical proverb studies to date have been vi ry differentinscopeand =
' various claims have been made as to implicationis and consequences of - D

. 'these studies; ‘these claims have’ been cautious to-rather different

' degrees, ranging from the (minimal) interest in finding a given number ., "

- of familiar.proverbs for any kind of further studies, up to the (maxi- -~ - .
- 'mal) inferest in ‘what has been'called a 'proverb minimuny, ie,the. = "
. totality of the most common proverbs in a given culture, Without any . .

doubt, important results have been obtained in-thése studies; but.”

" regardless of these results and of some far-reaching claims which have = -
~_ been brought forth in this context, it is necessary to state that thus far, . LT
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v - 12  RODIGER GROTJAHN AND PETER GRZYBEK ' | ~ - STATISTICS INEMPIRICAL PAREMIOLQGY = 123
R L there is'ng' justified féasbhj t"(')'eﬁtl.méié.stiéal'l;‘cel'éblré't; t'liﬁ‘sta'tﬁ.s 'q’uo;“‘ A

o h "pr'ocedﬁré of classifirin'g the individual text cbmplctiél{'s By the subjeélts S

-1 - Criticismis appropriate for several reasons which cannot be discussed ~ .3 canbe described here in detail (cf. Grz,')_{‘l(pek.’;Chlost'a,' Roos 1994). - -
. here in detail, such as selection of the material, composition of the -, i3l . The present report focuses on the analysis of sociological factors: = =~
RIS + " samplé, and many others —cf. Grzybek (2000] fora state-of-the-art I . 'questions as to-which concrete proverbs were known by whom(ie.by .
Sy report. Objectively speaking, therefore; we only have a number of - © .+~ 7 which subjects or group of subjects), ‘will be ignored (cf. Grotjahn/ . - .
e ‘valuable pilot studies, not more, Tiot less — regardless of what some . wi v Grzybek 2000), as well as questions as to linguistic specifics of the
R ' authors may claim.. - N - L

L Selteeploe Dol T T T praverbs under study. Rather, we will first concentrate on characteris- . .. .

© '~ This general pessimism need not necessarily be extendedtothe - %-. . tics of the sample; and then-on the factors ‘influencing . proverb . -

question of possible factors influencing proverb knowledge, since the =~ . "0 knowledge in general. - . 7 L T e

' impact of particular factors may well be studied on the-basis of 4. .- .+ .n  Astothe sample, data with regard to the following factors were "
. smaller corpus which need not contain "all" familiar proverbs of the 7T .07 .+ obtained fromeach subject: sex, age, education, county, domicile(both : . . .

- 'cultire in question, bzt a particular subset of it. But again, forthétime - . -~ . *~ . ‘contemporary and during youth). There were 49 male (39.20%) and . -

. being; there are more problems than solutions, although a numberof =~ -~ . .76 female (60.80%) subjects (Variable: 'SEX!), whiose mean age' . i
" -hypothéses have been broight forth (again with varying degrees'of = .~ . -(variable:'AGE') was X=40.91 years (s = 18.450x0 = 19x,,,=84). < .

-, ;cautiousness); they seem to be reasonable at first sight, particularly - - _‘ ~ -+ Because of clear deviations from normal distribution in’particular

;¢ since the:validity of these.claims has been "statistically proven” by © - . . . ¢ - subgroups, for some of the following analyses, the whole sample was
*. some aitthors, Thus, studies by Grzybek (1991), or-Schindler (1993), - = - .~ . divided into different age classes with relatively identical sizes: on the L

%+ or Téthné Litovkina (1996), have’ been devoted to various factors; - - _-i 7 7. "one hand, the sample was dichotomized at the age median (variable: .
~."- there seems to be'a general téndency that — as far as-a given proverb . . b 'AGE;IZ‘),“-Qn the other hand, the sample was split at the 33thand .-
“**" corpus, not individual proverbs are concerned —; sex does notplaya =~ ! +.66th age percentiles (26.58 and 50 years), respectively; the latter

e * crucial role, whereas age clearly does;.with regard to education, the” ..~ "~ - subdwisionfejsultedmthcvariab]c'AGE_13_’ with the three categories:
e L results are miore than contradictory. Generally, speaking, we are far -, - i . (1) 'young' (< 26; n = 41; 32.80%), (2) 'medium' (27 <x 250n= .
w7 from knowing the exact effect of these factors, since additionally, as . = | .. .43 34.40%), (3) 'elderly'(> 50; n = 41; 32.80%).",. . . . - P,
.+ will be shown in this article, the statistical tools:and methods applied © - - +As to the factor of education, the sample was dichofomizéd into - .| "
" have not been'fully ‘appropriate; ‘,Tliprefoi'e,;t‘he primary aimof this. =~ ) ~subj.ects _wi_thqixt university qualification, on the one hand (n=44),and". . .
" article is to-develop sensitivity for the problems at stake, and to give- i - subjects with univegsity qualification (# = 81), on the other hand; the. .~
.- some methodological l}int;'at'mbré"anquate statistical procedures. - it resulting variable was termed "EDUR_ 12", Additionally, two further - - . .

.~ The . arguments- are based primarily .on. the statistical ‘results of =~ . _sub.di\_‘ris_iopﬁ were realized with three or four categories, the récoded ™ -
"' Grzybek's (1991) pilot study on the familiarity of German proverbs, - | -+ -variables being termed 'EDUR_13' and 'EDUR_14', respectively,'. . -

" and secondly,.én the extensive re-analyses of this study by Grotjahn/ | .. v.o. - Since the overwhelming majority of subjects (n=108;86:40%)
,"‘_Z,Gr’-"’e');(belc (2000).: 7 .- S e ST :

el E e e e e came from one and the same county (NRW) and had also spent their -’
- . Letus briefly summarize the basic data of Grzybek's (1991) pilot -~ - . ... .youththere (n =.89; 71.20%), the samiple was dichotomized in this
.study. The study was undertaken in 1989790, in one Getman county - - * .-+ - respect, too, distinguishing between subjects coming from this county . -
... (North Rhine-Westphalia) with 125 subjécts. Up to that point, there .. - | - - - .. ornot, with the dichotorhized variables 'COUNTY-S’ (county at time .
- had been practically no comparable research éxperience inthe fieldof - . - .+ ‘of study), and 'COUNTY-Y' (county in youth). N
*  empirical paremiology, except for Petmjakov's pioneering studiesand = | " v . Atthetime of the study, 79.20% of the subjects (= 99) lived in'- E
" Krikmani's .(1986)-‘subsequent statistical -analysés of them. The. -~ = "alargetown, 12.80% (1 = 16) in a small town, and 8% (n = 10)in'a - -

_ ‘Tnaterial taken was the proverb collection Deutsche Sprichwirter fiir .~ = B _.-"yill_a‘gc (vérfable: _'RES-_S')- 53.60% of the subjects (n = 67) had spent A
- Auslinder by Frey et.al. (1970), since 'this collection claimed.to .- "~ - - their youth in 2 large town, 22.40% (.= 28) in a small town, and16% .° ..

-, contain 275 proverbs current in’ contemiporary. German. Thedesign . - -, °~  (n=20)ina village (variable: 'RES-Y'); 8% (n = 10) of the subjects . . . -,
* . employed was the:so-called."partial téxt; presentation”; neither this: . ' ooy failed to provide data on this point. . R ) i

Tl xS e o
W A A A

- design (ef.. Grzybek/Chlosta, 1993; fnlc.isté!.(?:_;zybélg{.1_:995)}_?:_0_1-“_"t‘_ll1‘er;',‘."“.‘.:\;:'\.' ,
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2. A first important question to be answered relates to possible © ..
_ . correlations among factors probably affectinig proverb knowledge; - -
" therefore, we calculated cérrelations for all factors (except for dge) in
~" - the form of the dichotomized variables; since. the overall aim of this |
- step is tosearch for particular tenidencies. Table 1 presents the Pearson.
- '+ + correlations with  theif corresponding levels of significance. A . .
. correlation is considered fo be significant if p < 0.05 (%), and highly -
- significant if p < 0.01 (B o0 e '

"o | County- 2010 | -161% | -143,{,1.000. | 302+« |28+ 155 |
S___lz - . L. " [ . L I N :

124 - RUDIGER GROTJAHN AND PETER GRZYBEK

T

" Table1:. Pearson correlatlons between poteitial influence factors

Age |Edur 12| Sex .| County- Connty-]. . Res-, | Res;
Ll coopee 1812 [y a2 ) so13 ]| vz

. Age " 1.000. —}._609*,* cn2tf oot | 097 .1 -083 | -.007
p 3 (<..000) |-(.089) | (.456); |.(.150) | (.179y | (469)

" [County-|7 097 . 052 | 120 | 352

" |Res-S_12[ 083 |-241%%

{Edur_12} -609*+| 1.000.{ -077 | -161-] -052 | 241+ | 069 |

p <00
o 8ex - | 2L

(.196) { (.040) | (291)
1.000 |

(.003)" | (.230)
_ - 143 | 72120 [ -210% |-~ 094
(.089) | ~¢.196) | #1:cosn| 100y | 009y | (.159)

<077

i< 00y o0y L-0sa)

“p (456) | (040) (061’
’ 21000 | -.020 |-385%+

-210%% | -289 ;] -.029: | 1.000 |.300%*
009y | ooy | (318) |

~op ] (179)-] ooy oy
)| -094 | -155 |-.385%%| 300%+ 1.000°

Res- - =007 1069
: Y.‘_-l: R kR
Cop | cae9y | 230y

Cisoy | cosay | e goisfez 00|

- stration and explanation, é.g: " . -

1.: there is’ a negative correlation betveen age and - -
- . education (EDUR__12): younger subjects ténd to be * =

' moré educated than oldér subjects (r = ~609); © . .
2. there i a négative correlation between education and .
.7, county of residerice at the timé of the study: subjects

L from NRW tend t6 Have highier education (r = =.161);

3. there is a positiy
" domicile at the't

T

elation between educationand = . -
f the stidy: subjécts from large -

A Gy licoon|
Ni<oon}

" As‘can bé écen’ there are quite a' nuimber of significant correlations, -
- 'some of which shall be.mentioned here explicitly for sake of demon-

~ discussed in’ detail below.- .

7' I towns tend, to havc hi:ghér':_ttduéatibf;_ than subjects
- ... fromsmall towns or villages (rg241). 7 - :

-

*subgroups. - . S e
-, - Theeffect of each factor on the amount of proverb knowledgecan . -+
. be analyzed on the basis of these data. To this end, multiple ohe-~ " -

- factorial analyses of variance (ANOVA) can be calculated: in fact, » = %

... such ANOVAS hive been carried out in most paremiological studies. R

-+ There are, however, two problems related to this approach: firstly, -~

. carrying out separate analyses on the same data inflates the statistical .-

- - error; and secondly, the approach does not take into-account possible . -
.+, -interactions between factors. Therefore, ‘as will be shown below, the -

~isolated analysis of separate factors, which is often tobe foundin .-
“empirical phraseology and . paremiology, ‘may lead- to -massive . . . .

. misinterpretations. Before we illustrate this argument by way of some <. -
. examples; let us first present the results of . some” one-factorial
al’la]}'scs-' R ' v e I . < o S = e RS .

i+, As a look at the row ‘Total' of table 1 shows, proverb knowledge:
. seems to decrease with increasing degree of education. This tendency :
- | "is’even more clearly expressed if the factor 'EDUCATION' is only =
.. divided into the categories low' and 'high' (EDUR_12"): in this case, -
+ the average proverb knowledge is X; = 77.17 and %= 66.22. Yet, this o
. tendency holds true only for an isolated analysis of the factor 'EDU-- -
" CATION': if ‘one additionally takes into .consideration. the factor. . -
'AGE, it can be seen that within the two age proups the mean values ' -
 for the two education groups 'low’ and ‘high’ are almost identical. We” . -
- "will come back to this point below. "7 L

* STATISTICS IN EMPIRICAL PAREMIOLOGY .~ 125

i~ Further significant correlations can easily be found in table 1, which - e
" “also shows that most of them are related to residence and county; the . - .
- only correlation which does not include either of these two factors is =~ ..
the correlation - between. 'AGE" -and 'EDUCATION',- Interestingly = = .
- -._enough, we aré concerned here with those two factors which have ..
. . repeatedly and contradictorily ‘been discussed in empirical studies " =
. (Grzybek 1991, Schindler 1993, Téthné-Litovkina 1996). Therefore, - -
-+ . the connéction between these two Vvariables will be analyzed and = . -

.~ For the whole sample, the mean of “correct” answers, calculated . "
-’in percentage (variable: 'SWPERC), is ‘X = 70,12 (s=-12.40; - " "
- Xan = 389 1, x,., =93.82; rad = 71,27). Table 2 presents the mean -+, 0
- - values and standard deviations of the variable 'SWPERC' for various.. - - "
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S ..;\.:.' ST o 72_.'%‘.‘“ y ‘= L _ e - -:1.:‘:. :“‘: o R L . l.
and standard deviations of the variable 'SWPERC' - - |~ . : 00 L

‘ i -+ STATISTICS IN EMPIRICAL PAREMIOLOGY BRI v R
©+ “Table2: " Meax values ' B T R R |

i N . ’ Lo :‘.( e T T ; L

T "_in vari Dgroups - o o e C o o T oo T e T T oL .

L [V n“ _ous su g _ L Edncation . [ToTAL] - | " Sihce thé 6ne-factorial analyses forsex, residence, and. eounty

B B - T Gymma-. | wmiversiy sadics 1 -~ |- U -;- yield non-significant results ‘(see’ Grotjahn/Grzybek 2000 for.de- -+ .:° --

PSSP A Haupt- | Real- | Gymna-. versity ] o - Jie o S1ETILC . / Y Bt ;
AN EE S A Lachate | schule | sium . [(natural | (huimadi- ~halore o tails), we will concentrate here on thefactors 'AGE' and 'EDUCA=" " B
Co - -‘:"‘ . _ ST Yo B e A le) v lics) e \‘. . ‘__ . ION‘. N i Al e . ' b ein s R

e 6655 | 3052 | 5800 | 6204, 6132 | 6134, ) - TION. In order to study the influence of the factor 'AGE"‘within a

000, "389 | 1275:| " 678, 904 | B3I | S g L
S N TR P IPAN RIS W INY TN [N = B
7773 ['7985 <7915 | 8010 | 7939 | 7905 | - -

* one-factorial ANOVA,- the: sample was - divided- at’ the median of .\ - -
;o md =34 (AGE_12)..The mean value of grotip, 1 (<:34)is-x; ¢ -
T 179.15 178010 | ‘ . I=61.34 (s = 8,73); the mean value of group 2 (> 34)is X, =.79.05. "
12144 ; ?i";%. g?ﬁ:?ze';'. :_;5.',?7[3_ “ Bl.623 8:23: : o <" F(s= 8.63).. ANOVA shows this difference to be highly significant’ %
7731 [ 56 | 65 | 7057 7062 [723% | . oy b (P = 130,14, p < 0.001). As mentjoned, we also undertook a tri- . <.
1027|1095 {14497 | ¢ 973 .| 1266 | 132 D - o0 partition of the whole sample at the 33th and 66th age percentiles - .-
;7‘52'3:1* 78915 '5954"'5. 64";6 4 G‘;i‘lj : 6;%6"_‘;;‘_{. ueds U0 (AGE_13Y; the mean values and standard deviations for the three -- _
1086 | 1064 | 15.43 ',"“:35;. ; .;‘10:83";_ ‘el . ..t ape groups were X, ?!597113.("':‘8?90) for the young (n =41), X =" L
;160 g 377 {7 76 L. .- - 6887 (s =8.09) for the medium (n =43), X; = 82.42 (s = 6.95) for -

s
N

16- 7| 13- . ‘ :
6695 13331 nom | 59457 1 7618 77055} . 0 D the elderly (n =41) subgroiip. ANOVA showed these diff rences to
| Sl EPRNRAY - LS Ol EEE 4 .. behighly significant (F,y, = 87.25, p<0.001). . . N
78.45 '7—,-,-;3_' 776339 | 6984 | .03 | 8 | . sl ANOVAS with the, five subgroups of 'EDUCATION' yielded = .-
"1062°| 948 | 1615 | 1095 | 1188 1274 | ...+ 7 highly significant differences (Fu1z = 6.88; p<.001). Subsequently, .../ ¢
P 16 f 7 Jo 17 ] 49 f 108 )0 7 Tukey. tests were carried out to analyze differences between'sub- . -
ol Rbrll BT i Kt .17 27 groups. These tests resulted.in two homogeneous sub-groups: sub- & . .
S A S T s v | ST Jects with elementary and secondary education, on'the one hand, . co
I872 11159771 6800 - 6171716442 | 6937 | - . 'subjects with higher edication (high school and university), on the.
SO BT ese | aes0 s | 236 o T .+, other hand. Further one-factorial ANOVAs were calcutated on the - :
Ta [ mm | ww s @se] . .. .. basis of.the recoded - vasiables: 'EDUR_.12', 'EDUR.13', and". -~
1390 ). 993 | -] 0267 4B} 1mer | s . 'EDUR_14", all of which led to highly: significant differences. |~ . -
."96‘12;. 8:7815 o bt f\;fgig',; - I::g 0.0~ In summary, the one-factorial analyses of variance show a high- -+ .7
REEH BT B pgecl-a6 | oo ocf - ly significant effect of the variables 'AGE' und 'EDUCATION', In - .-’
7130 | 7485 | 6636 - 6996: 1 . ' case of the variable '"AGE' the effect seems to. be relatively strong, in |
A9 e TS e . ".%0 far as the proportion of variance .explained by ‘the .variable
s Te Fem [®m | .o AGEI3, for example; is 9% (Eta? = 767 = 59), This means;
1075|1167 sl lss | - The higher the age, the higher proverb. knowledge. As to.the con-
AR PR 5 s 29 -+ nection betweer 'EDUCATION' and proverb knowledge,-it is- par-
soas 6o [ i R4AE I . ticulayly impértant to pay attention to'the overall tendency which, ‘at’
FRRRN Lol ag e .~ first sight, is astonishing: The higher the education, the lower the -~
. proverb knowledge —a tendency which diametrically contradicts .

:uh:ak::uu,_j:uk:n.k,:uu:anauu,:aklaua,zua;:aa. :
3 - -

3

=)

oo

N [ E :
1“6-,5;9 3 " the tendencies observed above.

ol - . It seems reasonable to hypothesizé that th'csc'iSEéﬁ;ﬁE'g'l); contra- ...
. 1 ' 240 f o0 T - dictory résults are due to the fact that both the analysis of simple
22| 22..] ‘9 - ol 521 ] ** main effects and the analysis of bivariate relations’ between' proverb
: ST SRR <. . knowledge and specific factors is misleading, 'when'these factors dre
“: 7 correlated in one way-or andthelf;'-previdus'-~pérén1i'ol‘¢>g’ii':_éf’::§tu§_i;

A
EEN]

ECED BT ECER |
g4 S
=
=
F
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.. tors'are shown in table 3. i " S

_* Table 3: ". ANCOVAs of 'SWPERC
et i i 'AGE'ascovarlate’ oMU s
o 0T Varlables: | B | df .. |- ip .
A Age. =~ - 12334 1.122 o <‘001." .
ClBdaraz )| iz | a0
: c T [ ARe ] 12663 s <00
oL e eaeea | iase s | g |- L2087
et Tl [Age T TTIBISE| T RI20 | L <001
Edur 14 - . 249 7 3205 |- 064

analyses below,. wh‘ére 'EDUR: 14" will be treated as a nominal vari-

’ . able__)- R SRR I IE LI E R
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' have not paid'due atténtion’ to. thjs ‘problém.: Therefore, a logical - .
" - - next'stop would be a rmulti-factorial analysis: In our case, a possible’. -
“approach ‘would be.an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) of the .
7 dependent variable"SWPERC' with 'AGE as & covariate and 'EDU- *
- +%. CATION:' as a factor, provided 'the assumptions. this procedure i o
"+ . based upon (such as normally distributed data) are fulfilled (seethe, ;- ..
: 'dischssiqnofANCO’VA'i:i'GrotjahnllGi'zybék 2000). The results of - . . =~ " i — 4 —L — —
-+ ANCOVAs with"EDUR_12 ’EDUR—13’ and EDUR—M as fac- S .+ Table 4 shows very clearly how misleading the analysis of sim- -
BTN o "' .ple bivariate. corrélations between, proverb knowledge and-single = : - .
i factors can be: If the influence of the'variable 'AGE' is partialed out, ..
*"not only does the strength of correlation between proverb knowledge : ~ ¢ -

: /| Yariable . -~ | EDUR_12'| EDUR_14 | EDUR:12 |- EDUR_14 °

' vﬂth'EDUCATlON' ns -ftictbr‘:'nnd‘.

. . the-direction(from — to ). Also, the significance changes tremen- - -5
. dously: in the case of 'EDUR_12'; the correlation ceases to be sig-".
_ i nificant after - partialing out the - variable” 'AGE,, in.the case of
-+ 'Edur_14", the results are just below the conventional 5%-level of -

* - .significance. In any case, ‘the conriection ‘between 'EDUCATION'
and proverb knowledge — if it exists — would now haye to'be formu--
*lated: the higher the edication, the higher the proverb krowledge.

- ~<Table 3 not only shows that the effect of the dichotomous factor

<+ 'Edur_12"disappears when the covariate 'AGE! is takeh into consid- .

. yeration ~ additionally, the differential effect of the various recodings =
" of EDUCATION' becomes obvious: if one recodes 'EDUCATION'"." -
" as 'EDUR_14, the effect is almost significant (p =..067), In sum- -~

C. roary, the results of ANCOVA may be interpreted in terms of some . -

«< ... possible (very, weak) effect of 'EDUCATION’ on proverb knowl--. . -

. =~ édge.. This-interpretation. is ‘corroborated by the calculation. of rele- -~ "1 -

‘" vant ' partial - ‘correlations.:. Table " 4 “shows.. the’: correlation” of -~ .~ - i

[ "SWPERC' with 'EDUR 12! and 'EDUR : 14' after partialing cut the. " St

" .. influence of the variable 'AGE,, together ‘with the original correla- '

- tions. We calculated Pearson correlations, although this is only part- . .

. ly justified for.'EDUR _14'; sincé in this case, this variable is consid- . PR
.- ered to measure on an iriterval scale (but see the' multiple regression - - ,

R -"Tah_le_4:" ‘:'_'Cbrrelafidhs Betv;ei',-l_l-. ﬁfove;-l}kiioivledéé ahd-edﬁc':{t'lt‘mla;ft-ér L )

partialing out the influence of JAGE’ - .. e R
R .. - Correlation ;- - . .| - - Partial Correlgtion .. | .  “-

SWPERC | -420 | -392 | 002 [ .73 .-
e oo <00t | <001 | 310 | 055

'

and "EDUCATION' (in both recodings) change massively, but also .

In this context, it is important to note that in both cases (i.e, in - -~

P ‘ﬁ.'“_"célculating ANCOVAs ‘and partial correlations), the simulfaneous . .- In

influence. of only two variables on proverb knowledge is " studied:

- "AGE' and 'EDUCATION'. Yet, as was shown above, we aré con: . -
- cernied with-a number of interrelations among the possible influence - .-
_factors — if these are not taken into consideration in their totality, we ..~ ...

" still-run the risk of partial or complete misinterpretation, - .. .- il
. " Therefore, the next step in our analyses involves regression dnalyses .- -
. on the basis of the General Linear Model' (GLM). The GLM pro- , - L
... vides pot only additional procedures for the analyses of joint effects, ; . -
. - but also includes ANOVA and ANCOVA as special cases. First,a, " -
»... -stepwise regression analysis was carried out; ‘in this dnalysis, age
~.-:was treated as an interval variable, whereas all nominal variables -
: ('SEX, .."EDUCATION', '‘COUNTY-S", . 'COUNTY-Y',. 'RES-S', .-
- - 'RES-Y’) were taken in their dichotomized forims.? As a result; only
.. 'AGE' turned out to be significant, all other factors were not 'in-
- cluded in the Tegression model.? This leads to a model of proverb.
. "~ knowledge which includes only 'AGE' as a factor, and which ex-
. ~ plains 58.7% of the variance of praverb knowledge (p < 0.001).-. -
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" the adequacy ‘of a logarithmiic model:it’ also 'shows "the Variable
- “ancé than'the linear model.. In other words: taking; into consideration .
--only the (logarithmized) variable. '‘AGE/, 60.40% of the variance of

» pirical results and the corresponding linear.snd logarithmic models.

- ER

- Figure 1: Compartsan of the Nisar sad the logasithme models -~ |
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" The logarithmic regression todel, w ich includes, the age factor in".

' logarithmized form, can E'cl:eip?;gf;ésed"_é'sl':fOl](j'Ws: R

. "IZSi';éh _zlf'llaga‘rjfhﬁli(:: _mbdel,‘c_::'«ih'r_c?:_'c._;n'\_'fir-i‘c-:_i'pglyl'.l;ie: iﬁtgfﬁr‘_{i_tt_adfthqoretil o
s '~ cally: proverb knowledge increases relatively fast in-younger per-
“7T o sons; then flattens. out ‘with:incréasing age and ‘may even decrease in-'

R
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- *AGE' to be highly significant and explains 1.7% more of the vari-~ .~

-, .proverb knowledge can be.explained. Figure 1:shows both the em- " -

* ‘elderly persons (due'e.g. to miental or neurological factors), .. %

“ 1. In addition to the lineat regression modét described dbave, #é icsied ey

- . education; for Edur_14', they include (1) Hauptschulbildung, (2) Realschulbil-
9N dung, (3) Gymnasialbildung, (4) Universittitsbildung.~ Both ‘Hauptschule ‘and

B

s Bblgraphy
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"¢ It would be interesting to see how our model fits with younger '
~-and older populations. In any case, itimight explain the contradic- . -~
. .tory reports on. the effect of the: factors. age and. education in -
..'" paremiological literature. ‘One. thing',-'however."_should'haye.péco'r‘ne- RN
. very clear in the foregbing argumentation: The application of: sim- * -
+ plistic'models is likely to produce ‘misleading Hypotheses and coni-
. clusions, and . empirical paremiology. as .a" young (sub)discipline -
- might yet learn how to avoid methodological flaws,® + v TL LT

NS R

.. Notes S LT e e IR
Vi These - categorizations are :based on- the ' German school “system. For
" 'Bdur_13, they include (1) Hauptschulbildung, (2) Realschulbildung, (3y higher

" Realschule involve ten years of education, the ‘Realschule being of a’fnore’ ..

R practical-technical orientation; only the Gymnasium qualifies for university stud-

+0 iPogsible interaction effects among the indépendent Variables were ruled
" out on the basis of multi-factorial analyses of vaance, - oooa. oL
"/ - *Only one of the nominal variables was relatively close to. the traditional . ~. -

i 7 5% level of significance, Therefore, we transformed EDUR_14' by way of effect . .-

- coding into three indicator variables (coded as -1, 0, +1). A regression analysis . -
" with 'AGE"and these three indicator variables showed that the prediction of pro- .
" verb knowledge can be slightly increased by approximately 2%. This increase- . -
" was, however, die to only one of the three binary variables: for a detailed inter- . . .

0“0 pretation of this results see Grotjahn/Grzybek (2000).

. *As in'the case of thé linear model, the prediction of proverb knowledge can
: be slightly improved by introdiicing ‘EDUCATION' -in"terms_of indicator vari- "
© " ables into the logarithmic regression model, . ¢ e
SWe' are glad to express our gratitude for Genie Lamont's oonipc'len_t editing -
t. - ofthistext. o - TR R
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