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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. He

do not know how markedness principles 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 mey 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 pald and for that reason only scant at-
tention will be paid to it in this article.

The most basic type of phonetic repetltlon 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 proverblal 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 maglc force in ‘A stitch in time saves nine' which 'A
stitch in time saves eight' would never have exercised. "l  fThere
are many other types of phonetic repetition found in the proverbs
and these have been outlined and discussed before.? 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 11keness, 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:"
CHynomy Aaywa jewesne rpowa.
Bapuna 6aba 6pary, ga W ynana K ospary.
Ews nuporu, a xne6 snepeg Geperw.
Xne6 ga HMMBOT — W 63 JEeHEer HHUBET.
fl 3a nupor, a 4YepT nNonepex.
OTgan NOKNOH, ga U cTynan BOH!

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 syntactlc structure in each proposition: 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
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| 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:

Yacom c KHBacom, a Nopow c BOA40H.
Y6omecTeso y4HMT, 60ratcTBO Ny4YUT.
BoraTueil He 30n0TO eCT, a 6eldHHH He HamMeHb [ NOHEeT.

BoraTed He caxap 306neT, yb6orvi He HaMeHb [ NOHEeT.

S TR TR e T

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 se¢ondary,
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
y 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
4 word in different grammatical categories. Examples are:
3 B Tpesory — 1 Mo K 6ory, a no Tpesore — 3abunu o 6Gore.
P
L
4 M c ymom, ga c nyctord cymor, a 1 6ea yma, ga Tyra cyma.
3 yMen guTAa roguTb, yMER M HAY4YUThb.
2 P . . .
¥ ) The next two subdivisions involve a repetition of words
? with the same root or of words with the same affix. Examples of
3 ; the first are:
g EaE Exan HawmuBaTb, a NPUWNOCH MNPOMHUBATbL.
] - HUMKTO He mMoweT, Tak 6oOr NOMOHET. :
] x Y6orui 6ora 6ouTcA ¥ 6oradya 6ouTca, a 6oraTH HUKOMO k-
5 He GouTcAH. A
L Some examples of the repetition of words with the same affix are: 2
* I3 .
2 E Boratomy cTapocTb, a yboromy pajocThb. “
? lepwy gesHy B TeMHOTe, @ feHbrM B TECHOTE. 3
S Boroso goporo, 6ecoso geweso. 3
? ‘ Bega BHMY4YHMT, 6248 M BHIYYHUT. 3
. 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
% g small number of items, for example, neuter nouns in -ma (the

first example) or verbs of the nuTeb — type (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
! 4 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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BcAkoe cemA 3HaeT csoe BpPeMs.
Hax HuM GbeMcA, @ K Be4Yepy Hanbemcs.
Bor He gacT, CBHHbR 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: HKTO—TOT, 4YEeH—TOT, 4YTO—TO, KaAKOB—TAaKOB, rge—Tam,
HaK—TaK, Horga—Torga, Hyga—Tyga. Examples:

HTo Gory yroged, TOT M AKWA48M NPUrO4EH.

TowHo TOMYy, KTO cpaWaeTCA, a TOwHee TOMY, HTO
ocTaHeTCAH.

Yt1o 6GaTwwxka nonatToykon crpeban, TO CHHOK TPOCTOYKOW
pacwskephsi.

Hakoso cemA, Takoso M NAEMA.
fge nbeTca, TamM WM HWBETCH.
Hax ymew, Tak v 6pew.

Horga urpawT, TOorga ¥ nNafwd.
Hyga uronka, Tyga U HUTKA.

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 demanas 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:

He—a, ayyqwe—HeMm, HOMy—HaM. Examples:
He 3a To Bonka ObwT, 4TO cCeép, 4

yem ABHb'ABHbCHOﬁ 6opody OpuTb.

3a TO, 4TO OBUY Cbeile.

Jlyswe pa3 B rojy po4uTh,
Homy 4yjgo, a Ham 4ajo.

The proverbs of the first type
the negative ue; the second proposition may often nave ellipsis

of the conjunction a, Or replacement of it by the more colloqui-
al pa. Proverbs containing this formula almost always have some

other device present. The proverbs with the ayuwe—yem formula
generally have an identity of structure in each proposition, of-
The third formula in

ten involving an infinitive construction.
ion in the formulaic

this group, KOMYy—HaM, shows far more variat
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 KTo, most often the dative womy). The most
common replacements for xomy are forms of the noun mogu OX the
adjective 4ymoH.
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: HE—HE,
am6o—nu6o, Hu—HHU, and HOMYy—HOMY. Examples are:

He neTh Hype NeTyxoMm, He BnaleTh 6a6e MyHHHOM.

60 Mes NHUTb, nub6o OUTY 6biTh .

Hu HOHHOMY, HM neweMy, HHM NpOx0Aay, HH npoesay .
HM NepegjbiukH .

(He—a) generally begin with

Hu gHa 8 TeGe, HW MNOHPHLWHKH, HH ABIXY ,

Homy newa paboTaTb, HKHOMY cTOof AgpemaTtb.

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
1ittle variation of the formulaic elements and almost never is
there ellipsis of one of these elements. The am6o—nub6o formula
is sometimes replaced by the related forms uaAu—HAKM Or XOTb—XOTb,
while xomy may be replaced by some other case form (KTO, HKOFO).
Iin 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 (HTo
HoMy HagobHo, TO TOMy M sammno). 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 thet a
proverb containing more than one device of repetition will be
classified according to which device is the basic one.

Tt 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 tripsrtite
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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
2 are found among these proverbs: 1) rhyme involving terms one S
5 and two (ab rhyme); 2) that involving terms two and three (bc
rhyme) ; and 3) likeness in all three terms (abc) or the obverse,
2 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 twe 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. , 'i
Examples of proverbs of the first subtype are: i

W3 ropoba He ne3eT, B Hopo6e He egeT H Hopof6a He oTAaaeT.

Coi v
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Jler — cBepHynca, BCTana — BCTPAXHYyNCA: BOT MOR HH3Hb.

W xonogHo, U FOAOZHO, ¥ 40 A0MYy AaNeHo.
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Nlepwy rosnosy B %0A0Ae, WHMBOT B r0n04e, @ HOMW B Tenae.

04HH HUHYA — HE AOHHWHYA; APYFOHA .KMHYA — NEPEHHHYN;
TPEeTHH HKMHYAN — 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 verbs; in the second,

1 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

g term apart from the first two, but the process is sufficiently

: clear and there is no need to belabor it. '

4 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 4T0—TO 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 6egw in the second, u ne-
i cenkn 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

3 third term different from that of the first two.

Yto Mcnekau, TO U Cchegum, a 3asTpa norasagum.

Hu gHa, HM MOKPHLWHHW, HHU OT Oege NEpegLlKH.
Cam naweT, Ca&M OpeT, cam W MNECeHHH 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¥ xonogosan, u ronogosan, W Hymy 3HaBan.

Cemb Cen, 0O4WH BOAR, fa ¥ TOT FOn.

Nepsewit cuH Gory, BTOpO/ uapw, TPeTHi cebe Ha NPONHUTAaHHE. J

NopTHO# — BOp, CanomHuk — OyAH, Ky3HEU — MbAHHUA. 3
! Cnaywan cemb neT, BHCAYHMA CeMb pen, gda W Tex HeT. 2

These other devices are, for example, the almost formulaic
pairing of the roots xonog- and ron0A4- in the first proverb
above; the identity of structure in the first two terms of the
sccond 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 zre 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 4
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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 (-f§) 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.> 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 "Ckynomy gywa gewesne rpowa,” though not basically
different from "MuaHoMy — W 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 ard
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 fansb.

e 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 pano, MNocnosuuy PYCCHOIO
HapoAa. This analysis suggested the divisions according to
type of repetition and a representative sample of approxi-

3 mately 1400 proverbs was selected for further study. The

‘ breakdown of major types within this sample of 1400 is as

5. No attempt has been mad

follows:
phonetic devices — 10 per cent
. grammatical devices -— 28 per cent
formulaic devices — 50 per cent

tripartite proverbs — 12 per cent

BiXak!

SRR T

187

Pratinh S




