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does not apply, and according to our claim Rule III would
have to occur below the point in the grammar where marked-
ness rules cease to apply. Note, however, there is another
universal markedness condition stating that continuant ob-
struents are not aspirated. Since the aspirates upon which
Rule III operates must become unaspirated by virtue of
their becoming continuant, this markedness principle must
apply to those cases that undergo Rule III. According to
our principle, Rule III must, on this evidence, be above
the point in the grammar where markedness rules cease to
operate. Our principle thus yields a contradiction. We
do not know how markedness prinqiples do operate, but this
example shows one way in which they cannot operate.
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THE STRUCTURE OF THE RUSSIAN PROVERB

MAURICE I. LEVIN
INDIANA UNIVERSITY

This article is an attempt to classify Russian proverbs,
not on the basis of subject matter but according to formal con-
siderations. A basic assumption is that all Russian proverbs
are bipartite, that is, consist of two parts or propositions.
There are various types of repetition that may occur, and an
analysis of these devices of repetition is what provides the ba-
sis for this system of classification. There are three major
classifications of the basic devices of repetition: phonetic,
grammatical, and formulaic.

The first of these three major groups is the one to which
most attention has been paid and for that reason only scant at-
tention will be paid to it in this article.

The most basic type of phonetic repetition and one which is
central for any analysis of the proverb is, of course, rhyme.
The importance of rhyme, particularly end-rhyme, as an element
of the proverbial style, is noted in an anonymous article on Rus-
sian proverbs in which it is stated: "Even where reason remains,
the want of rhyme in a popular saying is often fatal. We recog-
nize a magic force in 'A stitch in time saves nine' which 'A
stitch in time saves eight' would never have exercised."1 There
are many other types of phonetic repetition found in the proverbs
and these have been outlined and discussed before.2 A descrip-
tion of these various types of phonetic devices would provide a
catalog of exotic Greek terms like mesophonia, parechesis, par-
amoion, etc., as well as a list of more familiar ones. However,
regardless of what terms are used, proverbs in which the major
device of repetition is based on likeness of sound may be clas-
sified according to grammatical criteria, since rhyme, or any
other type of phonetic likeness, can be grammatical or antigram-
matical, but never agrammatical.3 All the examples of proverbs
of this type are characterized by antigrammatical rhyme, owing
to the fact that proverbs containing phonetic likeness as well
as grammatical parallelism necessarily fall into the next major
group. Proverbs with antigrammatical rhyme as the major device
of repetition may be subdivided into three groups in dependence
upon whether the word-pairs contain words that are the same part
of speech; words that are not the same part of speech, but are
both inflected forms; or word-pairs containing both inflected
and non-inflected forms. Some examples are:4

Cliynomy Aywa Aeweene rpowa.

Bapmna 6a6a 6pary, Aa H Ynana H oepary.

EW6 nmporm, a xne6 enepeA 6eperm.

Xne6 Aa MHBOT H 6e3 AeHer mmeeT.

R 3a nmpor, a HepT nonepeli.

OTAan nolinoH, Aa H cTynal=1 eoH!

In the examples above, the first two typify the first subgroup,
the next two, the second, and, the last two, the third.

Under grammatical devices of repetition we include: an
identity of syntactic structure in each propositions a repetition
of the same word in different categories; a repetition of the
same root in different words; a repetition of the same affix; a

180



repetition of words that belong to the same declensional or con-
jugational type. Examples of the first major subgroup, that is,
identity of syntactic structure, are:

Hacom C Keacom, a nopom C eoAom.

Y6omecTeo yHHT, 6oraTcTeo nyHHT.

BoraTuA He aonoTo eCT, a 6eAHuA He KaMeHb rnomeT.

BoraTbtil He caxap ao6neT, y6ormA He KaMeHb rnomeT.

As indicated, the basic device in this group of proverbs is a
more or less identical syntactic structure in each proposition.
Elements of phonetic similarity, if present, play a seCondary,
often decorative, role. This fact is attested to by a large num-
ber of proverb-pairs (like the last two examples above) where
there is found an identity of structure coupled with rhyme or
other phonetic likeness in one of the proverbs, but not in the
other.

There would also be included in this group those proverbs
which are characterized by a repetition of words in the same
grammatical category, even though there is not complete identity
of syntactic structure in each proposition. The obverse of this
is found in the next subgroup, that is, a repetition of the same
word in different grammatical categories. Examples are:

B Tpeeory m mu K 6ory, a no Tpeeore 3a6unm o 6ore.

H c ymom, Aa c nycToll cymoll, a m 6ea yma, Aa Tyra cyma.

Ymen AHTA FOAMTb, yMeA H mayqmTb.

The next two subdivisions involve a repetition of words
with the same root or of words with the same affix. Examples of
the first are:

Exan mammeaTb, a npmwnocb npommeaTb.

HMKTO He MOM8T, TaK Gor nomomeT.

Y6ormil 6ora 6omTcs m 6oraqa 6omTcs, a 6oraTur4 HMKOF0
He 60HTCA.

Some examples of the repetition of words with the same affix are:

BoraTomy crapocT104 a y6oromy paAocTb.

Aermim AeeKy B TeMH0T8, a AeHbru 8 TeCHOTe.

Boroeo Aoporo, 6ecoeo A8W880.

BeAa BUMW-WIT, 68Aa 1,1 861)0114T.

The last subgroup contains proverbs in which the basic de-
vice of repetition involves words of the same declensional or
conjugational type. Especially common here are word-pairs in-
volving nouns or verbs which belong to groups containing only a
small number of items, for example, neuter nouns in -ms (the
first example) or verbs of the 1114Tbtype (the second example).
The fewer the number of words that belong to a given type the
more effective is the linking of these words. Such is the case
in the third example below, where the end-words are forms of the
only two verbs in contemporary standard Russian which represent
the athematic class of verbs and are now generally treated as
irregular.
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BcsHoe cems aHaeT ceoe epems.

Kali HH 6bemcs, a R ee4epy Hanbemcs.

6or He AacT, C81,11-168 He cbecT.

Up to now we have discussed devices of repetition which are
based either on the repetition of homophonous elements or of el-
ements which are similar grammatically (and which may incidental-
ly also be homophonous), but not with the repetition of any par-
ticular word-pair. In examining the formulaic devices of repeti-
tion we are concerned with certain word-pairs which are found to
occur with particular frequency among the proverbs. These for-
mulae may be further subdivided into three groups: correlative,
contrastive or conjunctive.

The first, the correlative formulae, contain a very large
number of proverbs in which correlative pairs composed of demon-
strative and interrogative pronouns or adverbs create the basic
means of union of one proposition with the other. Each example
of a correlative formula listed below itself serves as a model
for the various subdivisions within the correlative formulae.
The formulae are: RTOTOT, 4eAToT, LITOTO, RaROBTaROB, rAeTaM,
RaRTaR, ROrAaTOrAa, RYAaTyAa. EXaMpleS:

KTO 6Ory yr0AeH, TOT H 1110ABM npHrOAeH.

TOWHO TOMy, RTO 0paMaeTCS, a TOWHee TOMy, RTO
OCTaHeTCS.

HIO 6aTmunia nonaTo4soA crpe6an, TO CWHOR TpOCTOLIROM
paCW8Upfln.

HaROBO CeMS, TaROBO H nnems.

FAe nbeTcs, TaM H MHBeTCS.

HaR yMeM, TaR H 6peM.

HOrAa HrpalOT, TOrAa H nflAWH.

HyAa HrOnlia, TyAa H HHTRa.

Obviously more than one type of repetition may be found in
a proverb and it is in this group that an accretion of devices
is observed. While there are proverbs of this type in which the
only device of repetition is the formula itself, much more com-
mon is the appearance of other devices. For example, we see a
repetition of words of the same root in the first one, words of
the same declensional type in the fourth one, and an identity of
structure in each proposition in all but the next to last one.
Thus, whether the formula stands alone as the only device of rep-
etition, or whether there are other devices present as well, the
presence of the formula demands that such proverbs be grouped
with those containing a formula.

The second major subdivision of the formulaic proverbs con-
tains contrastive formulae. The formulae in this section, as
the title indicates, take part in the presentation of a contrast
between the major elements of each proposition. It should be
noted that just as the proverbs that have been selected as exam-
ples in no way represent all the proverbs, but only enough to
make a given point clear, so the number of formulae represents
not an exhaustive catalog of all the possibilities but merely a
few of the more common and notable ones. Here, too, the examples
will serve as a model for each of the various subdivisions with-
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in the contrastive formulae. The contrastive formulae are:

Hea, nyHweHem, HomyHam. Examples:

He 3a TO 80AHa óbiOT, 4TO Cep, a 3a TO, 4TO oeLty cben.

Ay4we paa e roRY p0APITE,, Hem AeHin-AewocHori 6opoAy 6pHrb.

Homy Limo, a Ham HaAo.

The proverbs of the first type (Hea) generally begin with

the negative He; the second proposition may often have ellipsis

of the conjunction a, or replacement of it by the more colloqui-

al Aa. Proverbs containing this formula almost always have some

other device present. The proverbs with the nyHweHem formula

generally have an identity of structure in each proposition, of-

ten involving an infinitive construction. The third formula in

this group, HomyHam, shows far more variation in the formulaic

elements than any other. The proverbs of this type are unified

by an opposition based on the contrast of first person pronoun

(usually Ham) with forms that signify someone else (usually some

form of the pronoun HTO, most often the dative Homy). The most

common replacements for Homy are forms of the noun AmAH or the

adjective Hymoil.
The third group, the conjunctive formulae, differs'from the

first group where the formulaic elements were related but not

identical, and from the second where contrast was the central

factor, in that their formulaic elements are identical and, ex-

cept for occasional examples of ellipsis, are repeated usually

at the beginning of each proposition. The formulae are: HeHe-,

R16ORH60, HHHH, and HomyHomy. Examples are:

He neTb Hype neryxom, He enaAerb 6a6e mymmHom.

Am6o MeA nHTb, AH60 614Ty öbab.

Hm KOHHOMy, HH neWeMy, HH npON0Ay, HH nP0e3Ay.

HH AHa 8 re6e, HH n0Hpb1WHH, HH Ablxy, HH nepeAUWHH.

HOMy ReMa pa60TaTb, HOMy CTOR ApeMaTb.

In most instances there is found a high degree of symmetry based

upon homophony and/or identity of syntactic structure in each

proposition as well as other types of repetition. There is very

little variation of the formulaic elements and almost never is

there ellipsis of one of these elements. The AH6oAm6o formula

is sometimes replaced by the related forms mnmmnm or xorbxoTb,

while Homy may be replaced by some other case form (EtTo, Horo).

In this latter instance, whenever this occurs, the same case

form will always appear in both propositions.

It is not difficult to find many examples of proverbs with

more than one formula present. Either there is doubling of the

formula (e.g., the third and fourth examples above), or there

may be some other formula present, a mixing of formulae (Llro

Homy HaAo6Ho, TO TOM H 3ammn0). In these instances it can usu-

ally be shown that one of the formulae is the basic one and

serves as the means of classification in the same way that a

proverb containing more than one device of repetition will be

classified according to which device is the basic one.

It was stated earlier in this article that a basic assump-

tion is that all Russian proverbs are bipartite. There is, how-

ever, a large group of Russian proverbs which consist of three

parts and it will be necessary to show that these tripbrtite
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proverbs, though composed of three parts (which will be referred

to here as terms), actually do consist of two propositions. By

this it is meant that the three terms can be shown to pattern
always in such a way that the first two are opposed to the third.

In other words, the first two terms comprehend the first proposi-

tion and the third term stands as the second proposition. The

various devices of repetition which have been discussed in the
preceding part of this article are of central importance in dem-

onstrating the manner in which this patterning is achieved.

That is, where previously these devices are discussed in order

to show their function within the structure of bipartite prov-

erbs, here attention will be focused upon them in the role they

play in the patterning of tripartite proverbs.
It has been pointed out earlier that rhyme is the most com-

mon element among the proverbs. Its function in dividing the

tripartite proverbs into two propositions is so important that

it has been chosen as a criterion for classifying them as well.

That is, there are three basic types of rhyme or homophony that

are found among these proverbs: 1) rhyme involving terms one

and two (ab rhyme); 2) that involving terms two and three (bc

rhyme); and 3) likeness in all three terms (abc) or the obverse,

no rhyme at all. The first two types of phonetic repetition, it
will be shown, provide in themselves a means of binary division;

the third must have other means of. uniting the first two terms

against the third. In fact, however, other devices are seen to

operate in the first two types as well, reinforcing the basic
division created by the sound. Another formal element to be
noted along with rhyme as a device of division is the longer
length of the third term. In a great many proverbs, especially

those with bc rhyme, the third term has a greater number of syl-

lables than the first or second term. This helps to provide
rhythmic support for the opposition of terms one and two to

three.
Examples'of proverbs of the first subtype are:

H3 Ropo6a He negeT, B Ropo6e He eAer H Ropo6a He orAaer.

Aer ceepHyncil, ecran ecrpsxHyncil: BOT MO9 MH3Hb.

M xonoAHO, H rOAOAHO, H Ao Aomy AaneRo.

Aepmm ronoey B xonoAe, MHBOT B ronoAe, a Horm B Tenne.

OAHH RmHyn He AoRmHyn; Apyroi-i.RHHyn nepeRmHyn;

Tpermi-i RmHyn He nonan.

In such proverbs binary division is achieved primarily by link-

ing the first two terms to each other in opposition to the third.
This linking is based on the ab rhyme,,but other devices also

play a role. For example, in the first proverb above, the end-

words are both determined forms of motion i".rerbs; in the second,

there is a repetition of the same suffix; in the third and
fourth, a repetition of pleophonic forms. Other factors could

be cited (e.g., the defeated expectancy occasioned by He nonan

in the fifth one) as contributing to the attempt to set the third
term apart from the first two, but the process is sufficiently
clear and there is no need to belabor it.

In the proverbs of the second subtype the effect of bipar-

tition is achieved in a somewhat different way from that of the

first subtype. Instead of unifying the first two terms against

the third on the basis of homophony between the first two terms,
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in these proverbs the binary effect is produced mainly by like-

ness of sound between the second and the third terms. In this

way the end words of terms two and three resemble the end words

of a normal bipartite proverb. The predominance of a longer

third term among this type of tripartite proverb helps to fur-

ther this impression. For example, in the first proverb terms

one and two comprise a proverb containing the 4TOTO formula;

this helps to set it off from the third term. In the second and

third proverbs of this type the longer length of the third term,

brought about by an added element (oT 6eAbi in the second, m ne-

cemim in the third), is significant. That is, besides making

the third term as long as the first and second combined, the

added items also help to make the syntactic structure of the

third term different from that of the first tWO.

qT0 mcneKnm, TO H CbeAHM, a 3a8Tpa nornsAmm.

HH AHa, HH 1-10KpWWKH, HH OT 68Abi nepeAbiumm.

Cam naweT, cam opeT, cam H necemim noeT.

In proverbs of the third subtype we find rhyme, or the lack

of it, in all three terms and thus we cannot rely on the sound

alone for signalling the binary division. Here reference must

be made to other devices which in subtypes one and two were not-

ed as aiding or sustaining the bipartition but which did not

have to be cited to show this division. Examples are:

V. xonoAoean, H ronoAoean, H Hymy eHaean.

Cemb cen, ()Aim eon, Aa m TOT ron.

nep8641 CUH 6ory, eTopoil Lopm, TpeTvitI ce6e Ha npOnHTaHH8.

nOpTHOI) 80p, CanOMHHK 6yAH, liyeHeu, ribeHmta.

Cnyman cemb iiei, sucnympin cemb pen, Aa pi Tex HeT.

These other devices are, for example, the almost formulaic

pairing of the roots xonoA- and ronoA- in the first proverb

above; the identity of structure in the first two terms of the

sc;cond and third examples reinforced by the longer length of the

third term in the latter; and the repetition of words with the

same root as well as an identity of structure in the first two

terms of the fifth example above.
A question which may be raised at this point, and not with-

out justification, is why, if both binary and ternary tendencies

are found, should we assume the binary pattern to be the basic

one rather than the ternary, since these proverbs do consist of

three terms. There are several reasons for assuming that even

though theSe prOverbs contain three parts they are nonetheless

bipartite in structure. The most basic reason is that this as-

sumption is prompted by the general structure of the Russian

proverb as a whole. That is, if the overwhelming majority of

Russian proverbs are bipartite in structure, why not assume that

this may be a general characteristic of all Russian proverbs;

and if there are certain features in the structure of proverbs

consisting of three terms which indicate a binary division, then

the assumption is even more valid. This, the presence of binary

devices, is thus the second reason. Neither the first nor the

second reason alone is sufficient, but taken together they con-

stitute adequate justification for assuming the binary division

to be the basic one. Thus, for example, in the case of the
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fourth proverb above, it could be argued that the opposition of
terms one and two against the third is based on the fact that
the end-words of the first two terms are masculine nouns with
the normal ending (-0) for masculines, while the end-word of the
third term has the less common (for masculines) ending -a. Much

more basic here, however, is the force of all the other proverbs
with a palpably bipartite structure which is exerting a very
strong influence on those few in which this force is less clear-

ly felt.
As stated at the beginning of this article, this is an at-

tempt to classify Russian proverbs, but very little has so far

been said about this question. It is clear that the devices of

repetition that have been examined can serve as the criteria for

a system of classification in the following way. All proverbs

that contain three terms would automatically belong to the group
of tripartite proverbs, which, as has been noted, may be divided

into three subgroups. Any proverb containing one of the prover-
bial formulae would belong to one of the appropriate subgroups

of this major type. In a similar manner, those proverbs in

which one of the grammatical devices of repetition is basic

would belong to that particular subgroup. Finally, any proverb

distinguished by antigrammatical rhyme would be grouped with
proverbs of that type. Where more than one device is found, a
decision will have to be made regarding which device is basic.
Thus there would be a hierarchy of devices, with those that are
distinguished by tripartition at the top, followed by those con-

taining a formula, a grammatical device of repetition, and ending

with those characterized solely by phonetic repetition. This

would leave only those proverbs in which there is no device of
repetition at all, a small number of proverbs which have not been
examined at all in this paper, since the concern here has been
with those containing a device of repetition.5 This former

group, it can be demonstrated, consists of proverbs in which'the
relationship between the two propositions can be summarized in
grammatical terms, but not in terms of repetition. Thus, a prov-

erb such as "Cliynomy Aywa Aeweene rpowa," though not basically

different from "nbAHomy H mope no KoneHo," would belong to the

group distinguished by antigrammatical rhyme, while the latter
proverb would have to be assigned to the group in which no de-

vices of repetition are found. An analysis of proverbs of this
latter type could be made with a division into various subgroups.
There would then be a basic division into two major groups:
those proverbs in which a device of repetition is present aLd
those in which no such device is found. The former group has
been examined in this paper; the latter group still requires at-

tention.
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4. All of the examples are drawn from Aanb.

5. No attempt has been made to determine the ratio of proverbs

containing a device of repetition to those without such a

device. The conclusions reached in this paper are based on

an analysis of the entire corpus of flaAb, nOCAOEIHQU oyccHoro

HapoAa. This analysis suggested the divisions according to

type of repetition and a representative sample of approxi-

mately 1400 proverbs was selected for further study. The

breakdown of major types within this sample of 1400 is as

follows:

phonetic devices 10 per cent

grammatical devices 28 per cent

formulaic devices 50 per cent

tripartite proverbs 12 per cent
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