Hans Christian Andersen as a
Children’s Writer, as Reflected in
Russian Criticism from the Latter Half
of the Nineteenth Century to 1917

Inna Sergienko

In Russian culture, Hans Christian Andersen enjoys the status of a uni-
versally recognized classic children’s author. His books are essential
reading for children of virtually every sociocultural stratum, which,
however, does not keep modern readers from also attributing to him the
tales of Charles Perrault, the brothers Grimm, E. T. A. Hoffmann, Wilhelm
Hauff, and Selma Lagerlof, and vice versa. Andersen could be said to
stand, in the mass consciousness, as a universal figure, as the Storyteller,
the author of virtually every European literary fairy tale; while Charles
Perrault or the brothers Grimm, whose tales are also extremely popular
in Russia, do not enjoy such a reputation. The names of Perrault and
the brothers Grimm to some extent represent the French and German
folkloric and literary tale; whereas Andersen, despite the vivid national
flavor of his fairy tales, is perceived by the general Russian reader as the
author of the Western European fairy tale overall-which undoubtedly
attests to a certain mythologization of his image.

Having appeared in Russia in the 1850s,! by the late nineteenth cen-
tury Andersen’s tales had come to be perceived (thanks in large part to
the translations of Peter and Anna Hansen) as children’s classics, and
have since been regularly reprinted. Publication of the tales did not
cease even amid the devastation wrought by the revolution and civil
war (1917-22), nor during the economic crisis of the 1990s—that is, pe-
riods when the publishing of children’s books in Russia was reduced to
a minimum. As corroboration of this phenomenon, we might recall the
widely known edition of Andersen’s tales that was published in 1943 in
Leningrad during the Nazis’ horrific siege of that city. (fig. 1)

The first Russian critical responses to Andersen’s writings appeared
in the 1840s; today, critical and scholarly articles on Andersen and his

1 First to become part of the typical reading of children and adults were such French-language
editions as Contes d’Andersen, traduits du danois par D. Soldi. Paris: Hachette, 1856.
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Fig. 1. Cover. Leningrad, 1943. Hans Christian Andersen Museum.

oeuvre number in the hundreds. An exhaustive bibliography of Russian
studies of the author has not yet been compiled, but certain stages in
Andersen’s critical reception in Russia have already been analyzed in
detail by Danish and Russian researchers and covered in their scholarly
publications.?

2 Dane, “H. C. Andersen-receptionen i Rusland og Sovjetunionen”; Braude, “Andersen v russ-
koi i sovetskoi kritike”; Pereslegina, Khans-Kristian Andersen: bibliograficheskii ukazatel’;
Braude, “Khans-Kristian Andersen v Rossii”; Orlova, Kh.-K. Andersen v russkoi literature
kontsa XIX-nachala XX veka.

78 Inna Sergienko



Grafen er i darlig kvalitet, men kan ikke leeses hvis
den bliver mindre. Kan den skaffes som vektor,
eventuelt Excel eller lignende??
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Fig. 2. Critical pieces on Andersen published in the Russian press, 1845-1918. Inna
Sergienko.

This study examines articles on Andersen published in the latter half
of the nineteenth century and the early years of the twentieth (often re-
ferred to in the Russian tradition as the “prerevolutionary period”). The
primary focus will be on the process by which Andersen gained the sta-
tus of classic writer of children’s literature in the eyes of nineteenth- and
early twentieth-century Russian critics. It should be noted that the ques-
tion of dividing Andersen’s works into “children’s” and “adult” (given the
conventionality of these categories) is not entirely obvious. Neither is it
always possible to clearly state whether a given critic discusses Anders-
en’s work as something addressed to the universal reader, or exclusively
to children. In this regard, the only works not considered in this study
are those few that deal exclusively with Andersen’s writings for adults.?

This study is based on the corpus of critical articles from the period of
1845-1918 that deal with the Andersen works now considered essential
children’s reading, and that describe Andersen himself as a children’s
writer. Analyzed here are such forms of critical literature, included in
various bibliographic indexes and lists on children’s literature, as re-
views, literary-critical and pedagogical articles, Andersen biographies
(including fictionalized ones), and instructional texts (so-called razbory
or analyses). Not considered, except in a few isolated cases, were the
prefaces to various editions of Andersen’s works for children, although
these too are of great interest. (fig. 2)

The graph in figure 2 shows the trend in publication of works on An-
dersen’s writings in the prerevolutionary period, with interest peaking in

3 For example: Anon., “Retsenziia na: Improvizator ili Molodost’ i mechty ital’ianskogo poeta.
SPb, 1844,” Finskii vestnik 2, otd. 5 (1845): 17; Berg, “Neskol’ko slov o novoi datskoi poezii.”
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1894 (in connection with the publication that year of the four-volume
collected works translated by the Hansens) and 1905 (in connection
with the centenary of the author’s birth). This interest then subsides, to
reemerge with new vigor in the Soviet and post-Soviet periods.

Andersen’s books first appeared in Russia in the years 1840-50, a
period that saw the emergence of the revolutionary-democratic move-
ment’s first wave. Most of this movement’s ideologists—Vissarion Be-
linsky (1811-48), Aleksandr Herzen (1812-70), Nikolai Chernyshevsky
(1828-89), Aleksandr Dobroliubov (1836-61), and others—were active
literary critics, setting in this capacity a certain tone. Representatives
of the revolutionary-democratic trend believed that the primary goal
of literature and art in general was to reflect the “truth of life.” They
welcomed the active expression of a civic position, and encouraged au-
thors to focus on depicting modern society’s social evils, including class
inequality, as the main source of social and spiritual troubles. Among
artistic methods, they hailed realism, were sympathetic to naturalism,
and looked upon romanticism as hopelessly outdated. On the whole, their
views were conditioned by the same ideas and sentiments permeating
European literature of this period, in which the social novels of Stendhal,
Balzac, Dickens, Flaubert, and others had come to the fore.

It was in this period that Russian critics began to take an interest in
children’s literature, for the first time treating it as a topic for analysis
and reflection. Representatives of the revolutionary-democratic trend
demanded, first and foremost, that children’s literature attend to social
problems and depict reality realistically; they vociferously condemned
“empty fantasies,” and had no particular fondness for the genre of fairy
tale. However, even against this background, Andersen’s works earned,
along with criticism, also appreciation.

The first publication to address the issue of whether Andersen’s works
should be recommended for children’s reading is thought to be a review
by Vissarion Belinsky, the well-known literary critic who, among other
things, helped to establish children’s literary criticism in Russia. In 1845,
he published a review of Andersen’s novel The Improvisatore (1835), in
which he remarked on the protagonist’s childishness and the farfetched-
ness of the plot, which relegate the novel, according to Belinsky, to the
rubric of “adolescent reading.” “However,” writes Belinsky, “this innocent
romance may be read with pleasure and benefit by young girls and boys
in their free time outside class,” perspicaciously adding that “this novel
may not, perhaps, be Andersen’s finest work.”

4  Belinskii, “Retsenziia na: Improvizator ili Molodost’ i mechty ital’ianskogo poeta. SPb, 1844,” 4.
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In 1857, one of the first works on Andersen’s biography appeared,
presaging the later veritable torrent of publications on this subject.
(Andersen biographies, both documentary and fictionalized, would con-
stitute a significant part of Russian Anderseniana.) The book The Tales
of Andersen (Povesti Andersena) included, as an afterword, an essay
(“Something about Andersen”) by the book’s translator, Iuliia-Sharlotta
von Ikskiul (?-1863), who indicated that in writing it, she had relied
on material found in the autobiographical The Fairy Tale of My Life
without Poetry, published in German in 1847. The essay recounts the
main episodes of The Fairy Tale of My Life, but Ikskiul also offers her
own treatment of the writer’s personality, an interpretation that would
subsequently prove integral to the “Andersen myth” in Russia.

One of Ikskiul’s starting points is a metaphor Andersen uses repeat-
edly in The Fairy Tale of My Life, that of the author as a “wild bird that
has flown into an environment alien to it” (in Andersen’s narrative of
his confirmation), a “frightened forest bird, languishing in a cage” (de-
scribing his time at the grammar school in Slagelse), etc. Iuliia Ikskiul
thus became one of the first in the Russian critical tradition to portray
Andersen as a “child of nature,” emphasizing the opposition between
his natural “simplicity and childlike tenderness” and, on the other hand,
genteel society: “The most famous poets of Denmark ... extended him
a brotherly hand, and the beautiful ladies bestowed smiles of favor on
this innocent young man who guilelessly sang tender elegies and idylls
full of freshness.”® Along with the image of the poet who was “not of
this world,” Iuliia Ikskiul’s essay also includes the image, which would
become “textbook” in Russian treatments of the author, of Andersen the
fighter: “Born of low rank, Andersen was animated from quite a young
age by a premonition of his higher calling, and fought courageously,
inexorably, tirelessly against the poverty oppressing him, against the
obstacles blocking his path.... [H]e made for himself a name that shall
always be celebrated in the history of ingenious people and the misfor-
tunes that befall them.”®

It is characteristic that, despite the didactic nature of her essay, the
translator analyzes Andersen’s “adult” works—the novels The Improvisa-
tore, O. T., Only a Fiddler, the play The Mulatto, poems, etc.—and makes
no mention of the fairy tales. The composition of the collection, which
included “The Steadfast Tin Soldier” (later consistently categorized by
publishers, critics, and educators as a tale for children), as well as more

5 Ikskiul’, “Nechto ob Andersene,” 113.
6 Ibid., 117.
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adult-oriented works like “The Darning Needle,” “The Buckwheat,” “The
Fir Tree,” “The Naughty Boy,” “The Story of a Mother,” and “Scenes
from Children’s Life” (fragments from the series “A Picture-Book without
Pictures”), may likewise attest that the readerly address of Andersen’s
prose was not yet fully clear.

One of the first works to deal specifically with Andersen’s tales for
children was an article by the critic Aleksandr Dobroliubov published
in 1858.” Reviewing a collection of Andersen’s fairy tales published
in French, Dobroliubov gives a positive evaluation of his talent as a
children’s writer. Being one of the most radical representatives of the
revolutionary-democratic movement, the critic warmly welcomes the
social relevance and satirical thrust of Andersen’s tales. In particular,
he singles out “The Emperor’s New Clothes,” “The Little Match Girl,”
“The Princess on the Pea,” and “The Traveling Companion.” Somewhat
unusual for the discourse of revolutionary-democratic commentary here
is that Dobroliubov approves of the inclusion of elements of the fantastic
in children’s reading. Commenting on the tales “The Steadfast Tin Sol-
dier,” “Little Ida’s Flowers,” and “The Flax” Dobroliubov is the first critic
to draw attention to one of Andersen’s primary techniques: “Realistic
representations take on, in a highly poetic way, a fantastic character....
Andersen animates ordinary inanimate objects and makes them act,” he
writes.® This stylistic feature would go on to be remarked on by most
critics (to the present day), who refer to it as the “Andersen tradition.”

From this point on, Russian criticism treated Andersen primarily as
a children’s writer. At the same time, the border between “Andersen
for children” and “Andersen for adults” was not easy to draw, insofar
as the readerly address of the works included in the collections Fairy
Tales Told to Children (1835-42) and New Fairy Tales (1844-48) was
and remains controversial in and of itself, as critics everywhere have
discussed heatedly and at length.

In the late 1860s, Andersen’s tales appeared in Russia in the Rus-
sian language, and the number of editions and translations continued
to increase. Responding to this phenomenon were literary critics (in
pieces addressed to adult readers) as well as pedagogical critics, who
addressed their statements on Andersen to teachers, parents, and other
persons concerned with the question of children’s reading. As Gaiane
Orlova has observed in her research,’ it was generally in the former,

7 Dobroliubov, “Frantsuzskie knigi. Retsenziia na: Contes d’Andersen traduits du danois par
Soldi. Paris, 1856,” 370.

8 Ibid., 370.

9 Orlova, Kh.-K. Andersen v russkoi literature kontsa XIX-nachala XX veka.
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the literary as opposed to pedagogical criticism, that Andersen’s tales
were spoken of approvingly as reading matter for children. This was in
part because educators in this period were generally oriented toward
realism, usefulness (pol’za), and educational significance as the main
criteria of children’s literature; and harbored a considerable antipathy
for the fairy tale genre, and for the whole aesthetic of the fantastic (and
also romantic) in general.

The author of the first Russian bibliography of children’s literature
(Our Children’s Literature [Nasha detskaia literatural, 1862), the well-
known educator Feliks Toll (1823-67), says of Andersen’s tales: “Ander-
sen’s stories are not without great and vivid merit, but they aim solely
to moralize, and they thus serve to blunt the child’s memory and deprive
him of precious minutes of exercise, and distract him from more useful
reading.”’® By “useful reading,” Toll means, primarily, popular science
literature. We might note that, given Feliks Toll’s status as one of the
staunchest adherents of revolutionary-democratic ideals (for which he
even spent some time in penal servitude), his evaluation of Andersen’s
fairy tales appears quite natural and, on the whole, is in keeping with
typical revolutionary-democratic views on children’s literature.

Such commentators’ consistent antipathy toward the genre of magic
tale led, at times, to curious statements. Thus for instance, the educa-
tor Evgenii Kemnits (1832-71), a colleague and fellow-thinker of Feliks
Toll, penned one of the most devastating reviews of Andersen’s tales
ever to appear in the whole Russian critical Anderseniana—published,
characteristically, in the journal Teacher (Uchitel’) in 1864.

Kemnits fiercely opposes the fairy tale genre on principle: “[I]n adults,
the inclination toward the fantastic is a sign of an abnormal state of
mind!”!! He sees the Russian people’s penchant for fairy tales and fables
as causative of the “people’s moral apathy,” and considers it dangerous
to give fairy tales to Russians as reading material. The critic is similarly
merciless to the tales of Andersen: “Without denying Andersen’s wit and
talent, we find that his works are too redolent of the ravings of a frus-
trated imagination (‘The Bell,” ‘The Rose Elf,” ‘The Story of a Mother,” ‘The
Shepherdess and the Chimney-Sweep,’ etc.) .... ‘The Galoshes of Fortune’
and ‘The Shadow’—these ‘stories’ have nothing to offer but bad puns.”!?

As for the idea of including Andersen’s fairy tales in children’s read-
ing, Kemnits writes:

10 Toll', Nasha detskaia literatura, 177.

11 Kemnits, “Retsenziia na: Polnoe sobranie skazok Andersena v perevode M. V. Trubnikovoi
i N. V. Stasovoi. SPb, 1863,” 537.

12 Ibid., 539.
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With the exception of two or three, which can be selected with some diffi-
culty, the tales must not be given to children! Andersen has not written his
fairy tales for children at all! Some of them are too sentimental, others are
mystical, and still others are too affected and elaborate. Some of the tales
contain indecent hints that are in no wise compatible with childhood (“The
Naughty Boy”), and neither children nor adults would want to read such
rubbish as “The Flying Trunk!""

Kemnits especially disapproves of Andersen’s tales based on folkloric
plots: ““The Tinder Box’ and ‘The Swineherd’—how long can we keep
having plots like this, in which some honest pauper, some simpleton,
after certain tribulations, invariably marries a princess?”'* Although,
consciously or otherwise, the critic here is distorting the plot of “The
Swineherd,” insofar as the tale’s main character could hardly be called
a “pauper” or “simpleton,” and, as the reader might well recall, he does
not marry the princess at all.

(We might note that throughout the prerevolutionary period, Russian
educators considered “The Tinder Box” and “Little Claus and Big Claus”
to be Andersen’s crudest and most indecent tales. These were published
in separate editions, in comparatively minimal quantities.)

At the same time, critics oriented toward adult readers appreciated
Andersen’s works and recommended them for children: “Anyone wish-
ing to give fairy tales to children could do no better than the books of
Grimm and Andersen”;'® “Fantastic imagery full of poetry; a childlike,
naive tone; such an inimitably charming presentation, such originality
and ease of form .... Even as they are children’s tales, they are entertain-
ing for adults as well; Andersen’s fantasy is strong in its content!”'®

However, pedagogical criticism in the late 1860s remained quite con-
servative, and concomitantly skeptical as to the Danish storyteller’s
edificatory worth: “In terms of educational value, most of Andersen’s
tales can be dismissed,” writes the author of an anonymous review
published in the journal People’s School (Narodnaia shkola) in 1869.
“Many of them arouse interest only by the unexpectedness and extreme
unnaturalness of their events, like folktales: ‘Little Claus and Big Claus,’
‘The Tinder Box,” ‘The Traveling Companion,” ‘The Flying Trunk,” ‘Little

13 Ibid., 540.

14 Ibid., 539.

15 Anon., “Retsenziia na: Polnoe sobranie skazok v perevode M. V. Trubnikovoi i N. V. Stasovoi.
SPh, 1863,” Russkoe slovo, no. 11-12 (1863): 43.

16 Anon., “Retsenziia na: Polnoe sobranie skazok v perevode M. V. Trubnikovoi i N. V. Stasovoi.
SPh, 1863,” Sovremennik 9, no. 1 (1864): 96, 100.
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Ida’s Flowers,” ‘The Darning Needle,’ ‘Little Tuck,” “The Old House’ ... ‘The
Princess on the Pea’ is an utterly vacuous tale. To put such books in the
hands of children would be perverse!”"’

On the other hand, the critic remarks that some of Andersen’s sto-
ries would serve as “an excellent developmental tool,” should children
read them under the guidance of their parents. The tales “The Fir Tree,”
“Thumbelina,” “The Daisy,” “Flax,” “The Little Mermaid,” “The Ugly
Duckling,” and “The Snow Queen,” says the anonymous critic, are per-
meated with an “extraordinary warmth of feeling,” contain “poetic and
comforting descriptions of nature,” and may be included in children’s
reading material, so long as parents make an effort to forestall “the
indiscriminate excitation of fantasy” in their children.'®

Thus, in the 1850s-60s, publications on Andersen represented (with
a single exception'®) reviews of the translations of Andersen’s books
published during this time: The Tales of Andersen as translated by Iuliia
Ikskiul; The Complete Fairy Tales, translated by Mariia Trubnikova and
Nadezhda Stasova;* and The Complete Fairy Tales, translated by Petr
Veinberg and Marko Vovchok.?! It is important to emphasize that all
these translations were made not from the original Danish, but from
German translations. Evaluating Andersen as a children’s writer, crit-
ics vacillate between the aesthetic and the pedagogical mode: “While
we share the views... regarding the artistic value of Andersen’s fairy
tales, as recognized [throughout Europe], we cannot recognize all the
tales as being educationally effective,” writes the anonymous People’s
School critic in 1869.2> One and the same translation receives a posi-
tive evaluation, if the critic writes for a journal covering “literature for
adults”—“The choice of translators is a successful one.... The Russian
public will for the first time get to know the works of a remarkable,
one-of-a-kind storyteller, whose fairy tales are fresh and poetic’?*—and
negative, when it comes to children’s reading; in the latter case, it is
said that the translators would have been better advised “to separate
the stories that are suitable for children from those that are not; and to

17 Anon., “Retsenziia na: Polnoe sobranie skazok G. Kh. Andersena v perevode Petra Veinberga
so 120 kartinkami i biograficheskim ocherkom,” Narodnaia shkola, no.2 (1869): 34.

18 Ibid., 35.

19 Anon., “Sutki v Kopengagene,” Biblioteka dlia chteniia, no.6 (1864).

20 Andersen, Polnoe sobranie skazok v perevode M. V. Trubnikovoi i N. V. Stasovoi.

21 Andersen, Polnoe sobranie skazok v 3-kh tomakh. V perevode P. Veinberga, Marko Vovchka,
S. Maikovoi.

22 Anon., “Retsenziia na: Polnoe sobranie skazok G. Kh. Andersena v perevode Petra Veinberga
s0 120 kartinkami i biograficheskim ocherkom,” Narodnaia shkola, no.?2 (1869): 34.

23 Anon., “Retsenziia na: Polnoe sobranie skazok v perevode M. V. Trubnikovoi i N. V. Stasovoi.
SPh, 1863,” Sovremennik 9, no. 1 (1864): 100.
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remove, from those that are suitable, anything that does not meet the
requirements of healthy pedagogy.”** As we can see, Andersen is still far
from gaining the status of classic and luminary of children’s literature,
but in the next two decades this road will have been traversed.

The 1870s saw an increase, albeit not a significant one, in critical
interest in Andersen’s work. In part this critical reticence was due to
the fact that there were no significant new translations. The Last Tales
of Andersen (Poslednie skazki Andersena) translated by the children’s
writer Ekaterina Sysoeva, came out in 1876; but despite the fact that
the collection came with an essay on the history of the tales’ writing,
and reminiscences by Andersen’s friends on his last days, this edition
received only a few reviews. And even upon the writer’s seventieth
jubilee and death in 1875, the press response was surprisingly meager.
The magazine Field (Niva)*® ran a lead article (accompanied by a strik-
ing page-one portrait of the anniversary celebrant), which spoke mainly
of the “Danish poet’s” warm love for children; and one of the literary
journals published a biographical sketch**—but this is the sum total of
the 1875 publications it has been possible to find.

Critics did, however, continue to discuss whether Andersen’s books
should be included in children’s reading material: “[I]t is unclear how
Andersen’s tales came to be considered reading material for children.
The ideas behind many of his older tales are either inaccessible to chil-
dren, or are so vaguely expressed, for a child’s comprehension, that the

24 Anon., “Retsenziia na: Novye skazki Andersena v perevode M. V. Trubnikovoi i N. V. Staso-
voi. SPb, 1868,” Delo, no.6 (1868): 37. By “healthy pedagogy,” the anonymous critic refers
to the new currents in educational ideas and techniques that came to Russia in the mid-
nineteenth century and were associated with changes in the historical and cultural situation
in Russian society as a whole: the process by which the conservative-protective paradigm
from the reign of Nicholas I (1825-55) was being replaced by a more liberal one since the
accession of Alexander II (1855-81), which led to a revival of public life. In pedagogy, these
tendencies were reflected in a changeover from the system of unquestioning obedience to
a greater recognition of the child’s independence. Representatives of the democratic trend
in pedagogy believed that the child was capable of understanding social problems, and
called for the child’s leisure to be organized such that this time be spent in an exclusively
“useful” manner (s pol’zoi). They frowned on the reading of fiction, and were skeptical of
fairy tales, fantasy, and “reveries,” which they saw as incompatible with the primary aim
of education—the inculcation of civic-mindedness and morality. Teachers of both the old
and new “schools” did not approve of the topic of love in works for children, and would
not tolerate any erotic motifs, or motifs that struck them as erotic.

25 One of Russia’s most popular mass illustrated magazines of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries; a weekly, it was considered a magazine for family reading.

26 Anon., “Gans-Khristian Andersen: biografiia i kharakteristika,” Niva, no.16 (1875): 1-2;
Anon., “Gans-Khristian Andersen,” Vsemirnaia illiustratsiia, no.344 (1875): 106-7; no. 345
(1875): 121-22.
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only thing children will get out of them is the plot.””” The “excitation
of fantasy,” crudeness and impropriety—this is what representatives of
pedagogical criticism of the 1860s-70s feared most. Some publications
of this period proposed that Andersen’s Tales and Stories be adapted
for children in accordance with these ideas: for example, in 1879 the
educator and future censor Nikolai Treskin (1828-94) published an article
titled “On Adapting Andersen’s Fairy Tales for Children” (“O pererabotke
skazok Andersena dlia detskogo chteniia”).

Here Treskin states directly: “Andersen’s famous fairy tales are not
suitable to be read by children without adaptation!” And so he under-
takes to explain how this task should be carried out. To begin with,
the critic advises that “thirty-four of the forty-seven tales should be
discarded,” without explaining his choice, although some of the “dis-
carded” tales are accompanied by brief remarks: “The story ‘Under the
Willow Tree’ tells of the bitterness of an unhappy love—not for children,
is it?”; ““The Nightcap of the ‘Pebersvend’” depicts all the bleakness of
bachelorhood—it’s no good”; “The moral of ‘The Money Pig’ is alien to
a child”?®; and so on. It is proposed that the thirteen tales selected for
adaptation (“She was Good For Nothing,” “The Girl Who Trod on the
Loaf,” “The Ice Maiden,” “Psyche,” “What the Old Man Does is Always
Right,” “The Old Oak Tree’s Last Dream,” “The Old Tombstone,” “Five
Peas from a Pod,” “Something,” “The Bottle Neck,” “The Bell,” “There
Is a Difference,” and “The Metal Pig”) be abridged, and that “all details
of love and mention of drunkenness be removed.” In this regard, the
selection of the story “Psyche” for this purpose seems mysterious, insofar
as its entire plot hinges on the unrequited passion of a brilliant sculptor
for a proud aristocratic woman, upon whose rejection of him, he seeks
oblivion in a binge—even, at one point, in the company of “Bacchantes.”
But the critic is determined to act decisively: “The whole story needs to
be adapted to another plot, so as to remove the amatory foundation on
which it is based.”® The critic proposes doing the same with the story
“The Bottle Neck.”

Treskin’s recommendations were never literally implemented, but the
idea of “correcting” Andersen’s fairy tales in editions for children was
carried out frequently, both in the prerevolutionary and Soviet periods;
and this is still done today. Tales have been abridged or amended; and
“indecent,” ideologically unacceptable, obscure, or “crude” episodes have

27 Anon., “Retsenziia na: Poslednie skazki Andersena v perevode E. Sysoevoi. SPh, 1876,”
Vospitanie i obuchenie, no.2 (1877): 73.

28 Treskin, “O pererabotke skazok Andersena dlia detskogo chteniia,” 129.

29 Ibid., 130.
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been cut. Thus for example, in the translation of O. I. Rogova, which she
herself calls a retelling (pereskaz), many of the storylines and details of
well-known fairy tales are left out: in “The Wild Swans,” the episode of
Elisa’s bathing, during which her stepmother sends toads to torment her,
is omitted; the description of Elisa’s walk in the graveyard is abridged (in
particular, a fragment mentioning the vampires there has been cut), etc.*
In an anonymous translation of “The Ice Maiden” published in 1918,*
the sentimental episode about the “cretin,” Saperli, “a poor imbecile,” is
omitted; in the 1924 collection translated by S. G. Zaimovskii,** the tale
“Little Claus and Big Claus” is run without the description of the death
of Little Claus’s grandmother and the various tricks played with her
corpse; the finale of “The Little Mermaid” is abridged, so that the story
concludes with the death of the little mermaid; etc. The most frequent
victim of abridgment-minded translators was “The Snow Queen.” Most
editions omitted the stories told by the flowers (the chapter “The Flower
Garden of the Woman Skilled in Magic”), and the psalm that Kai and
Gerda sing upon returning home (in the chapter “What Happened in the
Snow Queen’s Palace and What Came of It”).

In the 1880s, certain changes took place in Russian public life that
would influence the particular manner in which Andersen’s tales were
incorporated both in children’s reading and in Russian culture generally.
This period saw a decline in the revolutionary-democratic movement,
and was marked by public disenchantment with political struggle and
by spiritual and political reaction. Readers’ interests now shifted from
politics and social issues to the sphere of private life, psychological
experience, contemplation, and even mysticism.>® Leaving civic activ-
ism behind, many among the educated classes turned to literature and
theater, and sought support in art. Thus despite the increased censor-
ship and political crackdown, the 1880s constituted a new stage in the
flourishing of Russian culture.

It was in this period, for instance, that the first currents of modernism
came to Russia, which led to the rehabilitation of the fantasy genre and
of the aesthetic of the fantastic in general; and to a new surge of inter-

30 Andersen, Izbrannye skazki v pereskaze O. 1. Rogovoi.

31 Andersen, Skazki. Ledianitsa.

32 Andersen, Ognivo.

33 In 1881, Tsar Alexander II was killed by a member of the People’s Will terrorist organization,
which led to the onset of political reaction in the country and the curtailing of public rights
and initiatives. Society was gripped with the fear of political persecution; bureaucratization
intensified, and art was dominated by censorship. The prominent early twentieth-century
literary critic Arkadii Gorenfeld described the 1880s thus: “All was quiet, sedate, and genteel
in that period of deathly lifelessness” (“O khudozhestvennoi chestnosti,” 69).
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est in folklore. At the same time, the Russian reading public was for the
first time swept up in a wave of enthusiasm for Scandinavian literature,
due mainly to the plays of Henrik Ibsen. Readers likewise took an inter-
est in the Scandinavian literary fairy tale; now published in Russian,
along with books by Andersen, were the tales of Svend Grundtvig, Peter
Christen Asbjornsen, Zachris Topelius, and others.** As Nikolai Chekhov,
Russia’s first historian of children’s literature, would say of this period in
1915: “Scandinavian literature, which made a triumphant march through
Europe in the late nineteenth century, continues to live and develop. Its
sincerity, the peculiar beauty of its images, the depth of its thoughts—all
this is reflected in the children’s branch of this literature.”*

As the book market expanded, so did the range of children’s books:
not only did publishers issue (every year!) collections of Andersen’s fairy
tales, but also certain of the tales as standalone books, including some
that would number among the most beloved children’s publications of
the twentieth and twenty-first centuries: The Ugly Duckling, Thumbelina,
The Steadfast Tin Soldier, and The Tinder Box. In 1887, the legendary
Moscow publishing house of Ivan Sytin (1851-1934), which specialized
in the production of low-cost and colorful mass literature, published the
first Russian popular print (lubok) editions of Andersen’s fairy tales: The
Mermaid Princess (Tsarevna-rusalochka) and The Twelve Swan Brothers
and the Star-Princess (Dvenadtsat’ brat’ev lebedei i Tsarevna-Zvezda).

The 1880s also saw a growing interest in the figure of Andersen him-
self. It was not only his literary legacy, available to an ever-broadening
readership, that helped make Andersen a cult writer of this period; it was
also the writer’s colorful and eccentric personality, his amazing biogra-
phy. In 1880, the journal Russian Speech (Russkaia rech’) published an
extensive essay by the writer Max Nordau (1849-1923) titled “A Visit to
Andersen,” in which the author discusses his meeting with Andersen in
1874. Nordau reverently describes details from the everyday existence
of the dying Andersen, and calls him “a genius.”*® The number of bio-
graphical materials on Andersen now grew; most significantly, works
by the critic Georg Brandes provoked a lively polemic among Russian
readers. Biographical sources of varying quality—from the sensational-
istic to the painstakingly researched—continued to fuel the “Andersen
myth,” that of the sensitive and impressionable eccentric, the “eternal

34 Grundtvig, Datskie narodnye skazki; Topelius, Skazki Z. Topeliusa, professora Aleksan-
drovskogo universiteta v Gel’singforse; Asb’ernsen, Norvezhskie skazki Petera Asb’ernsena.

35 Chekhov, Vvedenie v izuchenie detskoi literatury, 54.

36 Nordau, “Poseshchenie Andersena.”
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child” and intuitive genius, “the son of a shoemaker” who made a diz-
zying social ascent.

The biographical trend in Russian Anderseniana was matched by a
literary-critical one. In the 1880s it became increasingly common to see
positive, even panegyric evaluations of Andersen’s oeuvre, including in
pedagogical criticism. One of the more ecstatic articles to speak of the
significance of Andersen’s fairy tales for children’s reading was pub-
lished in 1881. Its author, the educator and commentator Ivan Feoktistov
(1845-7), includes autobiographical elements in his article:

My goodness! How I devoured these tales as a child! Downtrodden and
despised, I withdrew into myself, but my head labored much. Nowhere did
I find succor; the future was dark, and nowhere did I hear a warm word.
Then, suddenly, I got hold of Andersen’s Tales, and it was like a breath of
fresh air, a burst of warm concern; and hope smiled upon me. I put myself
in the position of the ugly duckling; I recited: “Gilding fades fast; but pig-
skin will last!”

And to this day, I associate the name of Andersen with something fragrant,
something lofty, noble, and pure....

These tales are especially dear to unusual, talented, ingenious, sensitive,
and nervous natures. These natures do not fit the general standard; they do
not know how to lay eggs like a chicken, or curve their back prettily like a
cat! For these natures, Andersen’s tales are their childhood pals.”’

In the early 1880s, antipathy to Andersen could still be heard in some
corners, especially among still-active representatives of the revolution-
ary-democratic movement of the sixties. Thus, one of the first Russian
feminists, the writer Mariia Tsebrikova (1835-1917), critiqued Andersen’s
works as bereft of a social conscience and excessively sentimental,
writing: “Andersen did not see social relations in life, and this is why
his women are not women, and his men are not men, but beings either
loving and meek, or hateful and rude—and that’s it! His writing has the
whiff of coldness, boredom, a feeling of pique!” (1883).® But already by
the end of the decade, the tone is set by critics who see Andersen as one
of the best children’s writers, one whose works need no recommendation,
and whose positive influence on the child-reader is beyond doubt. One
review of the late 1880s begins with a sort of apophatic turn: “It would
be utterly superfluous to expatiate on the artistic merits of Andersen’s

37 Feoktistov, “Andersen i Vagner kak detskie pisateli,” 201.
38 Tsebrikova, “Datskaia literatura,” 124.
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stories. To whom might these charming tales be unknown?”*°—a rhetori-
cal device that would become somewhat of a cliché.

Against this background, the attitude toward the pedagogical censor-
ship of Andersen’s texts changed as well. Readers and critics now began
to resent, not only cases in which educators sought to thoroughly remake
his tales, but any interference in the text. Such was the reaction, for
example, that met the collection Selected Tales (1889), as retold by the
children’s writer Olga Rogova (1851-7).%°

It would seem that in retelling Andersen’s texts, Rogova was taking
her cue from the truculent pedagogues of the 1860s-70s, who had been
eager to “rewrite everything.” The changes Rogova made to the fairy tales
are significant: she removes not just particular details, like the mention
of the sadness in the little robber girl’s dark eyes (“The Snow Queen”), or
the phrase in the finale of “The Steadfast Tin Soldier” to the effect that
the heat melting him may have been that of “his love”; but also whole
episodes and plot lines—for example, the final fragment of “The Little
Mermaid,” which tells of the “daughters of the air”; an episode from the
tale “Ole Lukoie” that mentions insomnia and the pangs of conscience
(the chapter “Friday”); the stories of the flowers and the psalm about
roses in “The Snow Queen”; etc. Rogova boldly reworks Andersen’s
texts, retelling them in her own words and abridging them mercilessly.
Where in the original we see a paragraph of ten or fifteen sentences, the
translator gets by with two or three. (Most substantially reworked is the
“Little Robber Girl” chapter from “The Snow Queen.”) Sometimes the urge
to “improve on Andersen” results in something that not only outrages
critics, but is also comically absurd: for example, in the fairy tale “The
Snow Queen,” the crow’s wife is for some unknown reason referred to
as his kuma (mother of one’s godchild*!), etc. In the devastating review
of Rogova’s work by the pedagogical journal Education and Learning
(Vospitanie i obuchenie), the very idea of censoring Andersen’s texts is
called into question: “The title of the book itself, Andersen’s Tales Retold
[v pereskaze), is really something! Who could have any need of retellings
of Andersen, and why?”** The translator’s changes are interpreted quite
dramatically by the critic: “We have before us a scrubbed and neutered

39 Anon., “Retsenziia na: Skazki, perevedennye s nemetskogo, pod redaktsiei P. Veinberga.
SPb, 1889,” Vospitanie i obuchenie, no.5 (1889): 214.

40 Andersen, Izbrannye skazki v pereskaze 0. I. Rogovoi.

41 The old-timey words kum and kuma signify the father and mother of one’s godchild. In
Russian folklore, the kum and kuma are primarily comic characters, frequently associated
with ribaldry.

42 Anon., “Retsenziia na: G. Kh. Andersen. Izbrannye skazki v pereskaze O. I. Rogovoi. SPb,
1889,” Vospitanie i obuchenie, no.5-6 (1890): 233-34.
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Andersen!” Rogova’s educational qualifications are likewise called into
question: “Mme. Rogova, as we know, gives lectures on the history of
children’s literature at the Froebel courses®.... But what can she teach,
what principles can she inspire her students with, if she herself is sow-
ing all manner of lies and untruths in children’s hearts and minds?”**
Of particular significance here is that, among other things, the reviewer
remarks that “we are surprised at Mme. Rogova! She ought to be ashamed
of herself for mangling classic works [emphasis mine—IS]!”*> This detail
is quite important: by this time—1890—Andersen had become, in Rus-
sia, a universally recognized classic. From this point on, the subsequent
critical tradition, both in the prerevolutionary and Soviet periods, would
develop and reinforce precisely this assessment. Even during the radical
campaigns of the 1920s, when the party’s literary authorities denounced
the fairy tale genre as “ideologically harmful and alien” to Soviet chil-
dren, private publishers still brought out editions of Andersen’s tales,
despite the sharp official criticism this earned them. In the 1930s, Soviet
culture rehabilitated and appropriated Andersen’s writings and persona,
interpreting him as a fighter in the war on social injustice and a son
of the exploited class—indeed, practically a harbinger of the Russian
Revolution.” Thus was Andersen restored to the pantheon of literary
classics, revered in Soviet Russia by readers and the authorities alike.?’
In the 1890s-1900s, and right up to the revolution of 1917, the image
of Andersen-the- classic rapidly took hold in Russian criticism; the first
books on his biography were published,*® and Andersen’s tales became
the subject not only of a pedagogical-advisory approach, but also of

43 The Froebel courses were tuition-based educational institutions that existed in Russia from
1872 to 1917. Their distinctive feature was that their students were mainly women.

44 Anon., “Retsenziia na: G. Kh. Andersen. Izbrannye skazki v pereskaze O. I. Rogovoi. SPh,
1889,” Vospitanie i obuchenie, no.5-6 (1890): 233.

45 TIbid., 234.

46 See, for instance, the critic Aleksandr Deich’s comment in an article on Andersen: “Now that
children’s literature is successfully developing under the Stalinist slogan of socialist realism,
we draw abundantly from the treasury of world literature all the best and noblest works
that promote the victory of socialism, and we restore Hans Christian Andersen’s legacy to
its proper place” (“Skazki Andersena,” 13).

47 One fascinating aspect of Russian Anderseniana is that the first publication to sound skepti-
cal notes about Andersen’s tales appeared—after a nearly hundred-year hiatus—in 1980, as
Soviet authoritarianism was on the wane; and it would be only in 1995, that is, after the
collapse of the USSR, that the Russian reading public would see an article openly criticizing
the idea of Andersen’s tales as children’s classics.

48 Beketova, Gans-Khristian Andersen; Sysoeva, Bessmertnyi tvorets skazok; Anon., Gans Khris-
tian Andersen (biograficheskii ocherk) (Moscow: Obshchestvo rasprostraneniia poleznykh
knig, 1901); etc.
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literary analysis.** Now appeared such generically original critical works
as, for instance, a little-known study by the historian Iurii Shcherbachev
(1851-1917), who served from 1893 to 1897 at the Russian embassy in
Copenhagen. In his article “Another Tale by Andersen” (“Eshche odna
skazka Andersena”), Shcherbachev gives a detailed historical commen-
tary on “Godfather’s Picture Book”—not among Andersen’s best-known
stories in Russia—and performs his analysis with great enthusiasm. Ad-
miring its poeticism, precision, and meaningfulness, the critic quite
categorically asserts that “this is the fairy tale Danish kids love the
most.”* It might be noted that, unlike in the modern period, the genre of
so-called real’nyi kommentarii (“real commentary”!) is virtually absent
from prerevolutionary criticism of children’s literature.

In 1894 Russian Anderseniana received a powerful new impetus: the
publication of the first translation of Andersen’s tales to be made from
the original Danish, by the husband-and-wife team of the Hansens.
This event, whose importance cannot be overstated, caused a flurry of
reviews (see fig. 1), in which, in the process of discussing the merits
and shortcomings of the translation, critics adopted certain formulas in
praise of Andersen’s oeuvre that would become standard, alluding, for
instance, to “Andersen’s ability to animate and spiritualize everything
around him”*?; his “poetry, wealth of fantasy, humor... lyricism, the
manifestation of personal psychic life in allegorical imagery”*; “the
elegance, poetry, and truthful simplicity of his works”**; etc.

As such critical clichés took shape, the myth of Andersen himself de-
veloped apace. This process was stoked in part by the publications and
oral accounts of Georg Brandes, who visited Russia in 1887. Reaching
out to youthful literary circles of St. Petersburg, Brandes regaled his
listeners with various stories characterizing Andersen in the most un-
flattering terms (as, for example, the famous story of the poisoned jam,
etc.). In Brandes’s telling (as described, for example, in the memoirs of

49 Krasnov, “Datskii skazochnik”; Alferov, “Skazki Andersena”; Kruglov, Literatura “malen’kago
naroda”; etc.

50 Shcherbachev, “Eshche odna skazka Andersena,” 143.

51 Real’nyi kommentarii is a genre of scholarly commentary that seeks to provide a detailed
description of the historical events mentioned in a text, to explain the historical realities:
antiquated customs, rituals, topics, turns of phrase, etc.

52 Krasnov, “Datskii skazochnik,” 182.

53 Anon., “Retsenziia na: Andersen, Sobranie sochinenii v perevode A. i P. Ganzen. SPb, 1894,”
Mir Bozhii, no.6 (1894): 198.

54 Balobanova, “Retsenziia na: Sobranie sochinenii Andersena v 4-kh tomakh,” 160.
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Sergei Makovsky*®), Andersen came across as a hypochondriac, morbidly
self-involved, infantile, vain, narrow-minded, petty, and selfish.

Coming to the defense of their favorite writer were translators, teach-
ers, and literary critics, who sought in their publications to ascribe the
negative view of Andersen to the machinations of the jealous; caught up
in these polemics were not just Brandes, but also members of the Collin
family,*® and even the translators, the Hansens, who were said to “get
so carried away in defending Andersen that they do not always remain
completely impartial.”*” As the well-known public figure, journalist,
and literary critic Pavel Gaideburov (1841-93) commented in his article
“A Story with Andersen on Russian Soil” (“Istoriia s Andersenom na
russkoi pochve”): “Great talents always find people ready to denigrate
them”;*® on the basis of a letter that Jonas Collin took the occasion to
send to St. Petersburg, Gaideburov in this piece refutes the “anecdotes”
of Brandes—the story of Andersen giving hungry poor people champagne
with nothing to eat it with; the story of him supposedly giving poisoned
jam to the children of Collin himself (!); the story of how Andersen,
fearing being caught in a fire, carried a rope ladder around on his per-
son; etc.—in effect, repeating these stories once more, and acquainting
Russian readers with them.

Despite the “Brandes anecdotes,” Andersen’s image in Russian criti-
cism in this period becomes more and more idealized, as befits a writer
generally recognized as a classic. And in biographies of Andersen aimed
at children, he is ultimately ascribed the features of a classic and a
demigod; assisting in this process were, among other things, the many
publications that came out in connection with the Andersen centenary.*
One of the most indicative in this regard is the lengthy article (1906)
by the elementary school teacher lakov Aleksandrov, who describes
Andersen as “a mighty elder,” “the grandfather of all Danish children,”
and “a wise man and seer to whom are vouchsafed the intentions of
the Lord God.”®°

Alluding to the story (published in the newspaper News [Novosti] in

55 “It was old Andersen who caught it the most from him. Brandes had anecdote upon anecdote
about his famous countryman’s self-centeredness” (Makovskii, Portrety sovremennikov, 135).

56 Krasnov, “Datskii skazochnik,” 189.

57 Anon., “Retsenziia na: Sobranie sochinenii Andersena, perevod s datskogo podlinnika A. i
P. Ganzen,” Russkaia mysl’, no.7 (1895): 319.

58 Gaideburov, “Istoriia s Andersenom na russkoi pochve,” 274.

59 Press, “Gans-Khristian Andersen: po povodu stoletiia”; Anon., “Stoletie so dnia rozhdeniia
Andersena,” Vskhody, no.5 (1905): 379-80; Abramovich, “Gans Khristian Andersen (K
100-letiiu so dnia rozhdeniia)”; Fedorov-Davydov, “Gans-Khristian Andersen”; Leont’eva,
“0 detskom chtenii (iz nabliudenii uchitel’'nitsy)”; etc.

60 Aleksandrov, “Velikii skazochnik,” 71-72.
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1887) of the famous Russian traveler Vladimir Mainov, Aleksandrov
unfolds for his readers certain rather unnatural pictures “from the life
of Andersen,” in which real facts are closely intertwined with fiction.
Here he describes, for example, a scene of Andersen being feted by “the
children of Denmark” in his native Odense, which, however, has no par-
allel in The Fairy Tale of My Life, even as that text contains scrupulous
descriptions of celebrations:

Having left the town ... Mr. Mainov saw many schoolchildren... holding
banners aloft and climbing uphill. Amid this boisterous, cheerful throng,
you could see a broad-brimmed feather hat, under which there fluttered the
hair, white like silver, of a certain small man in a gray jacket. The children
sang, and the man shouted something and waved his hat. When he started
to lag behind this crowd and fell in with the next, the ones in front shouted
back to him: “Our dear gubbe (grandpa) has fallen behind again! Better we
should wait for you, than give our gubbe to others!” These others started to
clamor with the first ones.... Clutching the hands of the standard-bearers
of both groups, the old man clambered with them up the hill.... This old
man was Andersen. He knew almost all the schoolchildren by name, and
had already managed to note which of them was healthy, and which was
ill; who had lost weight, and who had recovered .... The evening rang with a
choir of two thousand children’s voices. Standing on a table, Andersen read
the story of “The Steadfast Tin Soldier,” and in the face of the noble elder,
everyone understood that he too had in his youth experienced the torments
of the little soldier, with the only difference being that he himself was made
not of tin, but of blood and nerves.®'

At this point, things become even more implausible. Aleksandrov writes
that, the evening of that same day, “Mr. Mainov and his acquaintance
Professor V. listened in on the poet’s conversation with a thirteen-year-
old peasant girl,”®* and cites a grotesque dialogue between the writer
and the girl in which these interlocutors speak of eternal love, heavenly
bliss, the souls of the departed winking to their loved ones from nearby
little stars, etc. “So that’s how Andersen gathered plots for his immortal
tales!”®*—concludes the critic, clearly unaware of how comical such a
conclusion sounds.

Iakov Aleksandrov’s article is marked by a combination of detailed

61 Ibid., 77.
62 Ibid., 78.
63 Ibid.
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Grafen er i darlig kvalitet, men kan ikke laeses hvis den bliver
mindre. Kan den skaffes som vektor, Excel eller lignende??
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Fig. 3. Russian translations of Andersen’s tales published from 1845-1918. Inna
Sergienko.

literary analysis of Andersen’s fairy tales—not devoid, in places, of depth
and insight—and (on the other hand), the broadcast of sensational in-
ventions about Andersen the person. These extensive quotations from
Aleksandrov, an ardent and sincere admirer of Andersen, are given here
in order to show how Andersen’s image begins, in this genre of bel-
letristic biography, to acquire fairytale and even kitschy or lubok-like
features. This trend will continue, and at times even intensify, both in
Soviet and post-Soviet literary and pedagogical criticism.

One common device critics now adopted was to compare (or at times
even identify) Andersen with his characters: the ugly duckling, the stead-
fast tin soldier (Aleksandrov), Ole Lukoie, the swineherd, the gardener
(from “The Gardener and the Noble Family”), and even Thumbelina (A.
Altaev®)—which may be connected with the reading public’s increasing
familiarity with Andersen’s autobiography The Fairy Tale of My Life,
as well as with the Andersen biographies by Russian authors. (fig.3)

Something of an ebb can be observed in critics’ and educators’ interest
in Andersen’s works after 1905-6 (even as publishers retained this inter-
est entirely, and editions of Andersen’s fairy tales continued to prolifer-
ate—see fig. 3). During this period, Andersen’s tales are more typically
mentioned in reading lists and indexes compiled by those preoccupied
mainly with the age-appropriateness of particular tales—and coming, at
times, to opposite conclusions.®

One of the last pre-Soviet articles on Andersen, published in the Janu-
ary 1918 issue of the magazine Game (Igra), is devoted to recommenda-
tions on organizing a theatrical children’s festival in honor of Andersen.

64 Altaev, Velikii skazochnik.
65 Korol'’kov, Chto chitat’ detiam; Lemke, Chto chitat’ detiam do piatnadtsati let; etc.
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It begins with the question: “How to arrange an Andersen festival, now
that children’s festivals have come into fashion?” And continues with
the statement that “the Andersen day should by all means be a day of
fairy tales and flowers”®® (and proposes, in particular, the staging of
“The Girl Who Trod on the Loaf” and “The Old Tombstone”). It is recom-
mended that the festival conclude with a recitation of the latter tale’s
final words: “The good and the beautiful perish never; they live eternally
in story and song!” Considering the historical context, this article may
be seen as not so much treating the subject of “Andersen on Russian
soil” as bearing witness, rather, to the moment when prerevolutionary
Russia was about to become the irrevocable past: at the very same mo-
ment when the educator and bibliographer Nikolai Bakhtin (1866-1940),
who would go on to be a prominent figure in Soviet children’s theater,
was writing it, Russia’s political system, and the country’s whole ideo-
logical paradigm, were changing. Amid the civil war,® interventions,
famine, and devastation that followed the revolutionary overthrow in
1917, the issue of “children’s festivals” was long relegated to the realm
of vanished prerevolutionary life. It would be seventy-odd years before
Russian critics would return to the view of Andersen predominant in
prerevolutionary pedagogical and literary criticism—that of a Christian
and humanist writer. (Bakhtin’s article develops this interpretation using
the image of Andersen as the “kindly gardener”®®),

To sum up, views of Andersen’s work in Russian criticism may be
presented as follows:

In the period from the late 1850s through the 1870s, Russian critics
were generally unenthusiastic about Andersen’s works for children, or
outright rejected them—a view connected with such factors as a lack
of quality translations, a general negativity toward fairy tales and the
fantastic in children’s literature, etc. Some critics appreciated Ander-
sen’s works for featuring social issues (Dobroliubov, Treskin, anonymous
authors), while others would have preferred that the social element be
sharper-edged and more profound (Toll, Kemnits, Tsebrikova, anonymous
authors). From the 1880s on, the dominant trend was to hail Andersen’s
works for children enthusiastically, even panegyrically. Critics empha-
sized the humanistic nature of Andersen’s creativity, remarking on his

66 Bakhtin, “Kak ustroit’ andersenovskii prazdnik,” 12.

67 The Russian Civil War (1918-22) represented a series of battles between various political,
ethnic, and social groups in the territory of the former Russian Empire after the Bolsheviks
came to power in the October Revolution of 1917. A large-scale and bloody struggle, it was
marked by great casualties, from eight to thirteen million people.

68 Bakhtin, “Kak ustroit’ andersenovskii prazdnik,” 13.
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artistic talent and the edifying influence his tales had on child-readers
(Feoktistov, Krasnov, Kruglov, Leontieva, Aleksandrov, etc.). It was in
this period that the main elements of the “Andersen myth” took shape;
subjecting the writer’s persona to a notable idealization, critics developed
ideas and rhetorical clichés about Andersen that would return to Soviet
criticism in the 1950s, and remain in Russia to this day.
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Topelius, Z. Skazki Z. Topeliusa, professora Aleksandrovskogo universiteta
v Gel’singforse. Translated from the Swedish by M. Granstrem and A.
Gur’eva. Moscow: Tip. Stasiulevicha, 1882.

Treskin, N. “O pererabotke skazok Andersena dlia detskogo chteniia.” Narod-
naia detskaia biblioteka, no.5 (1879): 129-32.

Tsebrikova, M. K. “Datskaia literatura.” Delo, no. 10 (1883): 104-26.

This index represents an addendum to the article “Hans Christian An-
dersen as a Children’s Writer, as Reflected in Russian Criticism from the
Latter Half of the Nineteenth Century to 1917.” It is based on materials
from the collections of the Russian National Library, the Library of the
Academy of Sciences, and the National Electronic Children’s Library.

The index includes articles and reviews by critics and educators, ex-
cerpts from recommendatory manuals, and a few prefaces; in all, there
are 100 sources. The index does not claim to be exhaustive, but it does
reflect the main body of pieces published during this period on the fig-
ure and oeuvre of Hans Christian Andersen. The brief annotations focus
especially on the opinion of the given work’s author as to the readerly
address of Andersen’s tales, insofar as this question was hotly debated
throughout the period under consideration. Most of the annotations also
indicate which particular works the given critic analyzes and mentions,
which can go to show which tales and stories were most popular with
Russian readers, and which remained in the shadows.

The author of this index hopes that these materials will be of help
in tracing Hans Christian Andersen’s path in the Russian pantheon of
classics of children’s literature.

Belinskii 1845: A detailed review of the novel The Improvisatore (published
in the journal Sovremennik in 1844). Here Belinsky is one of the first to write
that Andersen’s works make appropriate reading for children and adolescents.

Ikskiul’ 1857: One of the first biographical pieces about Andersen, based on the
German-language original of Andersen’s first biography, Das Mdrchen meines
Lebens ohne Dichtung (1847).

Dobroliubov 1858: One of the first Russian-language reviews of Andersen’s tales
(as published in Russia in French translation). Dobroliubov gives high marks
to such tales and stories as “The Emperor’s New Clothes,” “The Princess on the
Pea,” “The Little Match Girl,” and “The Traveling Companion,” and offers a
description of Andersen’s artistic method.

Toll’ 1862: The first review of Andersen’s fairy tales by a Russian educator;
included in a collection of essays on children’s books.

Toll’ 1863: A brief positive review; the author writes that “Andersen’s naive
humor is inimitable, and his fairy tales are as rich in content as they are in
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wit.” The reviewer does note that the fairy tales are more suitable for adult
reading: “Only adults will understand their content.”

Lavrent’ev 1864: A piece about a personal meeting with Andersen; among other
things, the writer's appearance is described.

Kemnits 1864: A harshly negative review, in which the tales included in the
collection are called “fantastic ravings.” The author of the review was an edu-
cator, bibliographer, and translator. The review mentions the tales “The Rose
Elf,” “The Bell,” “The Story of a Mother,” “The Shepherdess and the Chimney-
Sweep,” “The Galoshes of Fortune,” “The Shadow,” “The Tinder Box,” “The
Darning Needle,” and “The Flying Trunk.”

Anonymous 1864: A detailed positive review of the collection. The reviewer
notes the “inimitable charm of [Andersen’s] manner of presentation,” “the
originality of his form,” his “profound artistic thought,” etc. “The Steadfast Tin
Soldier” is analyzed in detail.

Anonymous 1868: A brief review in which Veinberg’s translation is given
high marks.

P.T. 1868: An extensive review of the collection, focused mainly on pedagogical
aspects of the tales and stories. The reviewer deems some of the works unsuitable
for children (“The Psyche,” “The New Century’s Goddess,” “Under the Willow
Tree,” “The Thorny Road of Honor,” and “A Rose from Homer’s Grave”), and
in others (“Five Peas from a Pod,” “What the Old Man Does is Always Right”)
sees “harmful thoughts.” The author urges translators to use greater caution in
selecting Andersen’s works for editions for children; and teachers and parents,
to provide guidance for children in reading Andersen’s tales.

Anonymous 1869: A negative review of the collection. The author criticizes
the tales “Little Claus and Big Claus,” “The Tinder Box,” “The Traveling Com-
panion,” “The Flying Trunk,” “The Darning Needle,” “Little Ida’s Flowers,” “The
0ld House,” “The Shadow,” “The Shirt Collar,” “The Naughty Boy,” and “The
Princess on the Pea” as incapable of exerting a positive educational influence
on the child reader.

Anonymous 1872: This piece includes discussion regarding the accusation that
Marko Vovchok, who translated this edition’s second volume, borrowed from
renderings of the first volume’s translator Petr Veinberg.

Anonymous 1875: A jubilee piece of a biographical and sensational nature,
based on a retelling of The Fairy Tale of My Life. Discussed in detail in the
piece is the creation of the poem “The Dying Child”; also mentioned are the
novels The Improvisatore, O. T., and Only a Fiddler, the tale “The Red Shoes,”
travel notes, etc.

Anonymous 1875: A biographical sketch based on The Fairy Tale of My Life
and an article by Georg Brandes. The author of the article asserts that Andersen
was very fond of children and that the “character of Ole Lukoie was a self-
portrait.” Comments the reviewer: “Beneath the light, fairytale form there lies
serious content; important issues are raised.”
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E. C. 1877: A brief negative review. The author finds fault with the translator’s
“unfortunate selection” of Andersen’s works for children’s reading, and con-
siders that children will find such tales as “Godfather’s Picture Book,” “Vano
and Glano,” “What Old Johanne Told,” and “The Gate Key” incomprehensible
and uninteresting, while the tale “The Cripple” teaches submissiveness. “As for
Andersen’s reputation,” says the reviewer, “his translators’ excessive zeal is
only hurting him in our country.”

Anonymous 1877: A brief review in which Andersen’s writings are gener-
ally accorded high praise. The reviewer notes that Andersen’s tales cannot be
categorized exclusively as children’s reading. The reviewer considers the tales
“Godfather’s Picture Book” and “The Gate Key” unsuitable for children, which
makes it possible that this review and the one listed just above (E. C. 1875)
were written by the same person.

Anonymous 1877: A brief review in which it is observed that Andersen’s works
represent the most successful example of the genre of the literary fairy tale.

Treskin 1879: Here the educator and future censor Nikolai Treskin proposes
that Andersen’s tales be reworked to be made suitable for children. The article’s
author finds the themes of drunkenness and “love stories” particularly undesir-
able. Analyzed in the article are the tales “She Was Good for Nothing,” “The Girl
Who Trod on the Loaf,” “The Ice Maiden,” “The Psyche,” “What the Old Man
Does is Always Right,” “The Old Oak Tree’s Last Dream,” “The Old Tombstone,”
“Five Peas from a Pod,” “Something,” “The Bottle Neck,” “The Bell,” “There Is
a Difference,” and “The Metal Pig.”

Anonymous 1880: A biographical sketch, supplemented by a description of
the Andersen monument in Copenhagen. An enthusiastic evaluation is given
of Andersen’s oeuvre; it is said that “his wondrous, incomparable tales have
had the greatest success!”

Nordau 1880: A piece by the German-Jewish writer and public figure Max
Nordau about visiting Andersen in his home.

Feoktistov 1881: A detailed article by the educator Ivan Feoktistov in which
the tales of Andersen are compared to the works of the Russian writer Nikolai
Vagner. The author gives Andersen’s work high marks, and examines features
of his artistic method; the article also touches on episodes from Andersen’s
biography. Tales mentioned include “The Ugly Duckling,” “The Nightingale,”
“The Daisy,” “The Emperor’s New Clothes,” “The Shadow,” “The Galoshes of
Fortune,” “The Jumpers,” “The Little Match Girl,” “The Bell,” “The Drop of Wa-
ter,” “The Shirt Collar,” “The Tinder Box,” “The Traveling Companion,” “Little
Claus and Big Claus,” and “The Old House.”

N. P-ia 1883: This piece constitutes a review of a low-cost edition of fairy tales
by Andersen published for distribution to peasants and workers. The reviewer
approves of the idea of reworking Andersen’s tales for “the people,” insofar as
these works “develop literary taste, and contain honest, wholesome, and noble
morals.” Concludes the reviewer: “Andersen’s tales are highly beneficial, both
for children and for the people.”

102 Inna Sergienko



Tsebrikova 1883: In this article, the public figure and feminist Mariia Tsebrikova
examines Andersen’s work in the context of developments in Western Euro-
pean literature. Giving Andersen’s literary talent its due, she reproaches him
for lacking a social temperament, characterizing his worldview as “immature
and idealistic.”

Chto chitat’ narodu? (What Should the People Read?) 1884: This is a recom-
mended-reading list for students of Sunday and public schools, including adults.
Andersen’s tales are evaluated here from the standpoint of their comprehensi-
bility to “the child and the commoner [prostoliudin],” and that of pedagogical
“usefulness.” The index cites responses by peasant children to Andersen’s tales
(in particular, “The Ugly Duckling”), and gives retellings by them; and reflects
on and attempts to interpret this readerly reception.

Feoktistov 1885: A detailed article by the educator Ivan Feoktistov that examines
Andersen’s tales in the context of the genre of the literary fairy tale. The author
analyzes the features of Andersen’s artistic style, and touches on biographical
episodes. The author gives high marks to Andersen’s work, calling his tales the
“swan song of the fairy tale.” The article analyzes translations of Andersen,
including that of Ekaterina Sysoeva, and observes that Andersen’s later tales are
not as good as the earlier ones: they are “dry allegories, lacking artistic merit.”

Anonymous 1885: A brief review, in which Andersen’s tales are called “a wel-
come guest in our children’s literature.” However, the reviewer remarks that
not all the latest tales “are worthy.” The translation is evaluated positively.

Feoktistov 1886: This extensive article is devoted to the controversial issue
of the folkloric vs. literary fairy tale in children’s reading. Andersen’s tales
are considered in this context, and given the highest marks. The critic calls
Andersen’s tales the “people’s book of Denmark” and asserts that they deserve
their “enormous worldwide success.” Andersen’s oeuvre is compared with that
of the Russian authors Nikolai Vagner and Vsevolod Garshin, who wrote liter-
ary fairy tales.

Anonymous 1886: A short review of “The Ugly Duckling,” in which it is said that
“this story’s details are so gracefully rendered, and conveyed by the author with
so subtle a mind, that your tenth reading of the tale gives you no less pleasure.”

Anonymous 1887: This review was written in connection with the issuing
of Andersen’s tales in low-cost editions for “the people” (the so-called lubok
[popular-print] editions, i.e., with pictures and captions). The reviewer notes
that the texts have been reworked; they are not only abridged but in some cases
added to (e.g., an introduction has been added to “The Wild Swans”), and their
titles have been changed to match the lubok tradition. The reviewer approves
of an Andersen edition for “the people,” but is indignant at the alteration of
the texts. “The details of Andersen’s tales have to be handled with care!” In
the reviewer’s opinion, “The Galoshes of Fortune” is too complex and incom-
prehensible, “The Tinder Box” is crude, and “The Girl Who Trod on the Loaf”
should be read only under the guidance of one’s teacher.
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T. A. 1888: This is a brief preface to a publication by Georg Brandes. It repeats
the cliché that likens Andersen to a capricious woman, and cites stories about
how Andersen was “furious” to discover that a sculptor wanted to sculpt him
surrounded by children; and how Andersen supposedly gave poisoned jam to
an acquaintance. The author of the preface remarks that in the published article,
“the critic independently and impartially gives an accurate view of the writer.”

Anonymous 1888: A brief piece containing biographical information about
Andersen. Describing his oeuvre, the reviewer comments that Andersen’s tales
are the only Danish works to make it into the ranks of world literature. The
monument to Andersen is compared with the monument to the famed Russian
writer I. A. Krylov in St. Petersburg.

Brandes 1888: An extensive article on Andersen’s life and works.

Alchevskaia 1889: The editors of this volume approve of such tales as “The
Nightingale,” “Thumbelina,” and “The Girl Who Trod on the Loaf” for peasant
children’s reading. Tales they believe “children will not understand” include
“The Steadfast Tin Soldier,” “The Darning Needle,” “The Shepherdess and the
Chimney-Sweep,” and “The Ugly Duckling.” They discuss their experience with
reading “A Traveling Companion” and “The Girl Who Trod on the Loaf” with
“children of different development levels.”

Anonymous 1889: The reviewer gives high marks to Andersen’s tales and
warmly recommends their inclusion in the category of reading material for
children. The reviewer remarks on the great educational potential of such tales
as “The Story of a Mother,” “The Snow Queen,” “The Wild Swans,” “The Little
Mermaid,” “The Elder-Tree Mother,” “Holger Danske,” “Little Ida’s Flowers,”
and “Ole Lukoie.” The reviewer considers the tales “The Bell,” “The Galoshes
of Fortune,” and “The Shadow” to be “beyond children’s understanding”; and
that “Little Claus and Big Claus” should not be included in children’s reading
material, on the grounds that it is “too crude.”

Rogova 1889: A highly tendentious consideration of the appropriateness of
Andersen’s tales as reading material for children. Rogova believes that irony and
allegory are incomprehensible to children, and that Andersen has an excessive
predilection for stories and plots about love. “What makes these tales so harmful
to the young soul is that the imagery in them is so bright, vital, and bold, and
that they describe the feeling of love in all its details.” She mentions the tales
“The Butterfly,” “Thumbelina,” “Under the Willow Tree,” “She Was Good for
Nothing,” “The Nightcap of the ‘Pebersvend,’”” “The Ice Maiden,” “The Gardener
and the Noble Family,” “Beautiful,” “Aunty Toothache,” “The Racers,” etc.

Feoktistov 1889: A detailed article in which the educator and literary critic Ivan
Feoktistov polemicizes with pedagogical evaluations of Andersen’s tales that
categorize them “by age.” He protests against the idea that such tales as “The
Shirt Collar,” “The Naughty Boy,” “The Steadfast Tin Soldier,” “The Galoshes of
Fortune,” and “The Shadow” should be excluded from the category of children’s
reading. “How lucky we were that we lived when Andersen’s tales had not yet
been put into pedagogical categories!”
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Anonymous 1890: A negative review of Olga Rogova’s retellings of Andersen’s
tales. The reviewer expresses indignation at the very idea of reworking the tales,
and analyzes the abridgments and distortions of such tales as “The Snow Queen,”
“The Steadfast Tin Soldier,” “The Flying Trunk,” and “Little Ida’s Flowers.”

A. B. 1890: A review of four editions of Andersen. The reviewer praises Na-
dezhda Stasova’s translation; and from among these editions, deems the best
selection of tales to be found in that published by Vladimir Marakuev (which
includes “The Steadfast Tin Soldier,” “The Darning Needle,” “The Tinder Box,”
“The Girl Who Trod on the Loaf,” “Thumbelina,” “The Flying Trunk,” “What
the Old Man Does is Always Right,” “The Daisy,” “The Bottle Neck,” “The Little
Mermaid,” “The Galoshes of Fortune,” “She Was Good for Nothing,” and “The
Wild Swans”). The reviewer notes that the existence of Andersen publications
in different price categories—from the cheap to the luxurious “gift” editions
(like “The Snow Queen” as published by Mavrikii Volf)—attests to the Russian
reader’s love for Andersen’s oeuvre.

P-ia-"" N. 1890: A brief review of the collection. Rogova’s retelling is criticized;
the reviewers question why she felt the need to “pluck and chop up a famous
text.”

Dr. A. B. 1890: The reviewer categorizes this book as belonging to the genre
of “charming poems in prose,” and remarks that it would be “premature” to
give this book to children.

Anonymous 1891: A brief note about Andersen’s parents, the circumstances of
his birth, and the first years of his life.

Shcherbachev 1891: A brief article about Andersen’s tale “Godfather’s Picture
Book,” written in the genre of historical commentary. Iurii Shcherbachev, a
historian and diplomat, writes about events from Danish history reflected in
the tale, and calls for an edition of this text for children accompanied by com-
mentary of this sort.

Pozniakov 1892: “At last we have a collection of Andersen’s tales success-
fully selected for children’s reading,” writes the educator, commentator, and
children’s author Nikolai Pozniakov. “What is chosen here is suitable for chil-
dren.” Appropriate for children, in the reviewer’s opinion, are such tales as
“The Snow Queen,” “The Flax,” “The Nightingale,” “She Was Good for Noth-
ing,” “Thumbelina,” “The Old House,” “The Shadow,” “What the Old Man Does
is Always Right,” “The Girl Who Trod on the Loaf,” “The Wild Swans,” “The
Ugly Duckling,” “The Old Tombstone,” “The Darning Needle,” “The Galoshes of
Fortune,” “The Angel,” “The Fir Tree,” “The Flying Trunk,” “The Daisy,” “The
Traveling Companion,” “The Story of a Mother,” “The Metal Pig,” “The Little
Mermaid,” “The Shepherdess and the Chimney-sweep,” “The Tinder Box,” and
“The Steadfast Tin Soldier.”

Beketova 1892: The first Andersen biography to be published in Russia as a
separate book. The author goes into detail about the life and oeuvre of Andersen,
relying on The Fairy Tale of My Life and his collected letters.
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Pozniakov 1894: A brief review that discusses the project of the publisher
Florentii Pavlenkov, who had conceived the idea of an illustrated multivolume
(thirty in all) edition of the fairy tales “of all the peoples of the world,” including
a selection of Andersen works, the translation of which, by Berta Porozovskaia,
is praised by the reviewer.

Anonymous 1894: A brief advertising annotation, in which the book is called
“an adornment for any desk or coffee table.”

M. A. Ch. 1894: The author of this article examines the role of fairy tales in
children’s reading and education. The fairy tale is said to be integral to children’s
reading, insofar as, according to the author, it helps to develop the imagina-
tion and sense of fantasy. The author attempts to distinguish between “useful”
and “harmful” fairy tales, with the former category including the tales of the
brothers Grimm, Wilhelm Hauff, and Andersen.

Anonymous 1894: In this brief piece, the reviewer analyzes features of the
translation of the Hansens, noting that this was the first Russian translation to
be made from the original Danish.

Anonymous 1894: A brief review of the collection that among other things
emphasizes the controversy surrounding the readerly address of Tales and
Stories. The reviewer believes that to a great extent, Andersen wrote for adults.

Anonymous 1894: This brief review gives biographical information, and em-
phasizes the importance of fairy tales in Andersen’s oeuvre and the significance
of their having been translated in this case from the original language. The
reviewer comments that not all the tales “are suitable for children, and Ander-
sen is hardly a children’s writer.” “Careful and prudent selection is called for”
when compiling collections for children’s reading.

Anonymous 1894: This brief review compares translations, with B. Porozovs-
kaia’s rendering from a German translation earning praise along with the Han-
sens’ translation. The reviewer discusses the principles behind the publishers’
selection of which Andersen tales were to be translated.

Balobanova 1894: This review compares translations; also discussed is Russian
translators’ growing interest in Scandinavian (“northern”) literature generally.
The reviewer writes that “no one can compare with Andersen, with the elegance,
poetry, and truthful simplicity of his works.” Mentioned here are the tales “The
Tinder Box,” “The Galoshes of Fortune,” “The Wild Swans,” “The Princess on
the Pea,” and “Little Claus and Big Claus.”

Anonymous 1894: This is a lengthy review of vols. I, II, and III of the Collected
Works. The Hansens’ translation is given high marks. The reviewer offers rec-
ommendations on how to incorporate Andersen’s tales into children’s reading,.
Noting that some of the tales “may even be read to a four-year-old child,” the
reviewer remarks that, “given a prudent and reasonable apportioning of one’s
reading of these works, they will serve as excellent learning material for all
ages.” Mentioned here are “The Ice Maiden,” “The Metal Pig,” “She Was Good
for Nothing,” “The Story of a Mother,” “The Dying Child,” The Improvisatore,
and Lucky Peer.
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W. 1894: A detailed review of the collected works that examines Andersen’s
oeuvre in the context of the development of Scandinavian literature. The re-
viewer remarks that Andersen

has created a “new genre” of literature, emphasizing the dual address of his tales,
which are aimed at both the adult and child reader. The reviewer admires the
tales’ artistic style, but criticizes Andersen’s penchant for “cheap and sentimental
finales.” Tales mentioned include “The Nightingale,” “The Little Mermaid,” “The
Wild Swans,” “The Ugly Duckling,” and “The Emperor’s New Clothes.”

Krasnov 1895: Platon Krasnov evaluates Andersen’s oeuvre positively, and
expands on certain features of his personality and biography, denouncing the
Danish storyteller’s “slanderers,” among whom he includes Georg Brandes and
some members of the Collin family. Discussed in the article are “The Little Mer-
maid,” “The Ugly Duckling,” “The Shepherdess and the Chimney-sweep,” “The
Nightingale,” “The Girl Who Trod on the Loaf,” “The Story of a Mother,” “The
Little Match Girl,” The Improvisatore, Lucky Peer, and The Fairy Tale of My Life.

Anonymous 1895: This brief review gives information on Andersen’s biography,
evaluates the translation and makeup of the Collected Works, and touches on
the polemic surrounding Andersen’s reputation.

Gaideburov 1896: In this article, the writer Pavel Gaideburov, publisher of the
liberal journal the Week (Nedelia), responds to an interview with Georg Brandes
that had been published in the newspaper New Times (Novoe vremia). The author
seeks to defend “the famous Danish storyteller” from the attacks of Brandes,
refuting stories about Andersen’s alleged eccentricities and unseemly acts.

Khir'iakov 1896: A short essay on the genre of the literary fairy tale in children’s
reading. Andersen’s tales are considered a classic example of this genre, and
are recommended to be read to children. “The Little Mermaid” is mentioned.

Kruglov 1897: A collection of essays on children’s literature and children’s read-
ing. The well-known educator and commentator Aleksandr Kruglov, generally
skeptical as to the fairytale genre, recognizes the great artistic and educational
value of Andersen’s tales. “Andersen’s Tales is a book that can scarcely be
rivaled in this area.”

Sysoeva 1898: A biographical sketch prefacing the publication (“for the people
and children”) of the tales “The Fir Tree,” “Thumbelina,” “The Ugly Duckling,”
“The Nightingale,” “The Story of a Mother,” “The Daisy,” and “The Little Match
Girl.”

Klausen and Umanskii 1899: A brief essay about the publication of Andersen’s
works (mostly tales) in Denmark and Russia.

Hansen and Hansen 1899: In this article, the husband and wife team of the
Hansens discuss the principles informing their translation, and the dual address
of Andersen’s stories and tales: “Children will be engaged by the plot itself;
adults will appreciate the depth of the content.”
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A. B. 1900: A brief review. “There is no need to speak of the incomparable
charm of Andersen’s tales; they are too familiar to young and old alike,” writes
the reviewer. Tegner’s illustrations are given high marks.

A-v S.1900: A survey article that discusses Andersen’s works for children and
the artistic merit of his tales. The article includes some biographical informa-
tion. The tales “The Shadow,” “The Elder-Tree Mother,” “The Swineherd,” “The
Princess on the Pea,” “The Jumpers,” and “The Shirt Collar” are briefly discussed.

Anonymous 1901: A brief piece depicting Andersen as a combination of a
genius and an oddball. Certain episodes from his biography are cited: meet-
ing compatriots in Italy, etc. Andersen is called “a meek, mild person full of
inexhaustible humor.” Of particular note is the description of him as *“a poor,
defenseless child of the people.”

Koltonovskaia 1901: An essay by the writer Elena Koltonovskaia prefacing a
publication of Andersen’s tales. Along with biographical fragments, the piece
discusses the issue of the tales’ readerly address, and analyzes Andersen’s artistic
techniques. “The Emperor’s New Clothes,” “The Shirt Collar,” and “The Ugly
Duckling” are mentioned. The description of Andersen’s personality emphasizes
his piety and humble origins.

Leont’eva 1905: This article is devoted to schoolchildren’s reading material and
readerly reception. Andersen’s tales are discussed in this context, and evaluated
quite highly by the author, a schoolteacher. The author remarks that, according
to her observations, the tales most beloved by children are “The Little Mermaid,”
“The Snow Queen,” and “The Ice Maiden.” She states that works of “a fantastic
nature” are a necessary part of the reading material of children and adolescents.

Anonymous 1905: This jubilee piece gives biographical information about An-
dersen and an ecstatic evaluation of his oeuvre. In particular, the author claims
that “Andersen pioneered a new species of literature—the children’s artistic fairy
tale.” Remarking on the humanism of Andersen’s works, the author calls him
“the great storyteller for the children of all the peoples of the earth.”

Anonymous 1905: A biographical sketch on the occasion of the Andersen
jubilee, this essay also gives a brief description of his oeuvre, with the highest
marks going to the stories and tales. “You can’t read your fill of them—so much
poetry, humor, and wit do they contain.” “The Emperor’s New Clothes,” “The
Swineherd,” “The Shadow,” and “The Story of a Mother” are mentioned. “The
Ugly Duckling” is said to be autobiographical.

Anonymous 1905: A jubilee piece on Andersen, including a biography and a
brief survey of his work as a whole. It is remarked that it is specifically the
fairy tales that represent “the culmination of his talent.”

Alchevskaia 1906: The authors recommend the Andersen collections translated
by the Hansens, Petr Veinberg, and Sofiia Maikova for reading in public schools,
and remark on standalone publications of “The Ugly Duckling” and “The Wild
Swans.” A detailed review of the tale “The Cripple” is given; Andersen’s tales are
said to be meant for “serious children—children who are already contemplating
life and its difficult conditions.”
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A. Ia. 1906: One of the most voluminous and significant articles in all Russian
Anderseniana. Based on articles by Georg Brandes and biographical materials
on Andersen, the teacher lakov Aleksandrov offers his own interpretation of
Andersen’s work and gives methodological recommendations for using Ander-
sen’s texts in the classroom. Mentioned in the article are “The Ugly Duckling,”
“The Snow Queen,” The Fairy Tale of My Life, the collection A Poet’s Bazaar,
and other works. Andersen’s image is subjected to a substantial mythologization.

Anonymous 1907: A brief advertising note that emphasizes that “the selection
of fairy tales is canonical.”

Press 1908: An essay by the writer and bibliographer Arkadii Press written in
the form of a dialogue. The central theme is the personality of Andersen as an
author of fairy tales and stories.

Anonymous 1908: An endorsement of the tales of Andersen. The tales are
given high marks, with the authors of the index recommending them “for every
library.” Suggested for younger children are “The Nightingale,” “The Emperor’s
New Clothes,” and “The Ugly Duckling”; for teenagers, “The Snow Queen”
and “The Little Mermaid”; and for the adult reader, “The Naughty Boy,” “The
Shadow,” “Anne Lisbeth,” “The Psyche,” and “The Goblin and the Woman.”
“The Swineherd,” “The Tinder Box,” and “Little Claus and Big Claus” are said
to be “crude” and not suitable for children.

Chekhov 1909: Andersen’s tales are analyzed in the context of the history of
children’s literature; and a quick description of his creative manner is given.
Also discussed is the issue of the readerly address of Fairy Tales and Stories.

Galanin 1910: An article on the subject of reading material for schoolchildren.
Andersen’s tales are considered in this context. Cited in the article are children’s
responses to tales they had read by Andersen.

Liapina 1912: This biographical sketch of Andersen, based on already well-
known biographies and The Fairy Tale of My Life, is aimed at the child reader
and is marked by a moralizing message; the biography emphasizes that Andersen
studied diligently, and a lot; that he traveled “for educational purposes”; etc.

Altaev 1915: A fictionalized biography of Andersen based on the biography by
Mariia Beketova. It is addressed to the child reader, and conveys a mythologized
and legendary image of Andersen. A parallel is drawn between the image of
the writer and his characters: the ugly duckling, Thumbelina, and others.

Bakhtin 1918: One of the last publications about Andersen to be written before
the October Revolution. Along with methodological recommendations for the-
atrical performances based on the tales, Andersen’s personality is described; in
particular, he is likened to a “kindly gardener.” Recommended for staging are
“The Girl Who Trod on the Loaf” and “The Old Tombstone.”
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II-a H. Peuensusa na: O | Kenckoe [ 1890 |6-7 | 648-649 | Penensent, orMeyas MO3THIHOCTD HOBEII, CTABUT
yeM pacckaspiBa- | 00paso- aBTOPY B ylIPeK “HeN0CTATOYHOCTD COfePIKAHIL .
et mecan, CIIo, BaHue
1890

aHoHuM- | Poxxyienne Anyiep- | Husa 1891 |23 518 Kpatkas 3ameTka o pojiurensix AHjiepceta, 06cTosi-

HO ceHa TeNLCTBAX €T0 POXKAEHIIS U IePBBIX TOTAX SKVI3HM.

llepba- |Eme opna ckaska | Pycckoe | 1891 |5 143-180 | HeGobiuas crarbst 0 HOBeyute AHpepceHa “Anbbom

ge I0.H. | Aupmepcena 0603pe- KPeCTHOTO, HaMVCAaHHad B KaHpe UCTOPUYCKOTO
HIIE kommenTapust. 0pwit [llep6aues, ucropuk u au-
TJIOMAT, TIUITET O COOBITUAX U3 UCTOpuM JTarm,
HAIIIEJIIIVX OTPAKEHNe B HOBEJUIE, ¥ IPU3BIBAET
COTIPOBOXK/ATH TOOOHBIM KOMMEHTapUeM U3IaHyie
9TOT'O TEKCTa JIIsl JieTe.

[Tosusxos | Perensus Ha: O6paszo- |1892 |12 448 “Haxome11-To Mbl nMeeM COOPHIK CKa3ok AHMpe-

H.I. V36panHble CKa3- | BaHue CEHa, YAUHO IIPUMEHEHHBIX JyIsl e TCKOTO YTeHM,
Ku AHjiepcena. - et Huikomait [To3HAKOB, TyOMUImCT, AeTCKuMit
Mocksa. Vspanue IVICaTe/b Y IIEIAror, - 37eCh BBIOPAHO TO, 4TO MPH-
B.H.Mapaxyega, ropHo feTam.” TTo MHeHUIO pelleH3eHTa IS feTelt
1892 TIOJIXOJSIT TaKue CKasKi, Kak “CHexHast KopojieBa’,

“New”, “Comoseir”, “ITpormairas’, “IioiiMoBoYKa”,
“Crapstit oM, “Tens’, “Uto MyXeHeK He CJlenaert,
T0 3 X0poIo’, “/leBoUKa, HACTYTIMBINAS Ha X/e6,
“Nukwe nebemn’, “Tapxmit yrenok, “Crapast Mo-
rwibHad winta’, “IltonanpHas uoia’, “Kanomm
cuactbst’, ‘Anren’, “Enka’, “Cynpyk-camonér’, “Po-
mamika’, “HoposkHbiil ToBapuir’, “Victopyst ogHOw
marepn’, “Menmblit kaban’, “Pycamouxa’, “ITactymika
u Tpy6ounct’, “OrunBo’, “CToiKuil ONOBAHHBII
CONMAATUK .

Bexerosa |lanc-Xpuctuan 1892 [TepBas 6yorpadya AHgepceHa, M3TaHHAS OTEMb-

M.A. Anpepcen: ero HOJ KHUTO¥1. ABTOP JIeTa/IbHO PacCKa3bIBAET O XM3-
JKM3HD U IUTEpa- HI ¥ TBOpYeCTBe AHJIepCeHa, omupasich Ha “CKasKy
TypHasl JiesITesb- MOe€iT XXM3HN 1 COOpAHYie ero MIUCEM.

HOCTD, CII6.

aHOHMM- | Perjensus Ha: Cesep 1894 |6 325 Kparkast penensns na [ u II Toma cobpanvs coun-

HO Cobpanne coum- HeHnit. PelleH3eHT MPUBETCTBYET TIEPEBOJ C S3bIKA
HeHnit AHjiepcena OPUTHMHAJIA, TIOIOKUTENBHO OT3bIBAETCS O Ka4eCTBe
B 4-X ToMax. B epeBofa.
nepesoyie A. 1
[1.Tan3sen. CII6.,

1894
[Tosusxos | Perensus Ha: O6paszo- |1894 |9 241 Kpartkas perensus, rie TOBOPUTCA O MTPOEKTe
HMN. CkasouHas ui- BaHKe usparens Onopentyus [1aBneHKoBa, 3aiymMaBIIero

MIOCTPUPOBAHHASL
oubmoreka. V3-
manye @.IlaBmen-
KoBa, CII6, 1894

MHOTOTOMHOE M3JIaHHe CKa30K “BCeX HAPOJIOB MUPA,
IJIaBHBIM 00Pa3oM - KynbTypHbIX . Ckasku Anjiep-
ceHa 3aHMMaloT 30 ToMoB.PerjeH3eHT ¢ moxBasoi
oT3biBaercs o repesojie beprsl [1opo3oBcKoii.
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aHOHVM- | Perlensus Ha: Jlurepa- | 1894 |6 360 Kparkast peniensust, rie TOBOPUTCS, 4TO JAHHON 13-
HO “Marp” - cKaska | TypHOe [IaHYiE CTABUT CBOEN I1eJIbI0 IPUBJIeYeH e ele 6oree
Anpepcena Ha IpuIo- IIMPOKOTO BHYMAHUS B TBOPUECTBY AHJIEpCeHa, U
22-X A3bIKaX. B Ile- | XKeHMe K qt0 “Vicropus omHON MaTepy” MIealIbHO HOIXOMIAT
pesogie [1.Tan3ena, | xypHany JUIs1 3TOTO.
Cllo6, 1894 “Husa”
aHOHMM- | Perjensus Ha: Pyccxmit | 1894 |6 298 KpaTkas pexnaMuas aHHOTaINA, I7le KHITA Ha3Ba-
HO “Marp” - cKaska | BECTHIMK eTcs “yKpallleHneM CToma KabyuHeTa 1 TOCTIHOI .
Amnpepcena Ha
22-X A3blKax. B Ile-
pesogie [1.Tansena,
Cllo6, 1894
M.AY. BocrimrarenbHoe | Bocmmra- | 1894 |1 45-50 | B craTpe paccmarpuBaeTcst ponb CKa3ky B IETCKOM
3HaYeHNe CKa3Kyu | Hye 1 06- yTeHNy 31 BocyTanyy. CKaska IpusHaeTcs HeoO-
ydeHue XOJIMMOI! JI7Is1 BK/TIOUEHVSI B KPYT UTeHUs ieTell, T.K.
II0 MHEHWIO aBTOPA, OHA Pa3ByBaeT (HAHTA3NIO U BO-
o6pakeHne. ABTOp TBITAETCS TIPOBECTH PA3IAUNe
MEX[y CKa3KaMyl “TIONIe3HBIMU ¥ “BPEIHBIMIy OT-
HOCSI K IIEPBBIM CKa3kyu 6patbeB [prmm, Bubrenpma
laya u Aupepcena.
aHOHUM- | Pertensus na: | Pyccxmit | 1894 |2 292-294 | B xpatKoit perjeH3um aHAIM3NPYIOTCS 0COOEHHOCTH
HO toM Co6panus co- | BeCTHUK HepeBofa CyIpyroB [aH3eH, 0TMeYaeTcs, 4T0 3TO
YyyHeHuit AHfiep- IIePBbII IEPEBOJ C A3bIKA OPUTMHAA.
CeHa B IIepeBofe
A.u II. Tansen.
CII6., 1894
aHoHUM- | Pemtensus na: Vin- | Hemenst | 1894 |5 155 Kpatkas petiensust Ha COOpHIK, I7ie, B TOM YHUCTIE,
HO MIOCTPUPOBAHHDIC HOIYepKUBAETCA AUCKYCCMOHHOCTD UNTATENTbCKOTO
ckasku. [Tonnoe ampeca “Ckas3ok n ucropuir’. Perjesent momara-
cobpaHue CKa30K eT, YTo AHfIepceH B 6OMbIIIelT CTeTeHN MHCATT [
Anpepcena B B3POC/IOTO YMTATeNA.
6 TOMax B 11ep.
B.JI.ITopo3oBckoii.
Cllo6, 1894
AHonuM- | Perjensus Ha: Hepenss | 1894 |26 834 Kparkast penensus, rjie M3/jaHie 0XapakTepu3oBaHo
HO “Marp” - ckaska KaK “usdAniHas tunorpadckas bespenka’; a CKasku
Amnpepcena Ha AHjiepceHa OTHECEHBI K TPATAUIVIOHHOMY JIETCKOMY
22-X A3bIKaX. B Ile- YTEeHMIO.
pesogie [1.Tansena,
CII6, 1894
aHOHVM- | Penlensus Ha: Pycckas | 1894 |2 60-61 | B xpatkoit peLjeH3mn nprBousITCst Gnorpadmaecke
HO Cobpare coun- | MBICTH CBeJIcHMSI, TIOTYepKIBaeTCs 3HAYMMOCTD CKa30K B

HeHMiT AHJlepceHa
B 4-Xx TOMax. B
nepesoyie A. 1
[1.Tausen. CII6.,
1894

TBOpYECTBe AHJIEpCEHA Vi BAKHOCTD MX TEPEBOJIA C
A3bIKa OpuTHHama. PeslieHT TuieT, YTo He BCe CKas-
KV “TIPUTOJTHBI JI/ISt JleTeit M AHJIEPCeH JIaeKo He

e TCKWIt Ticatens’. [Ipu cocTaBIeHun COOPHIKOB
JUISI IETCKOTO YTEHNsT “HY>KEH TIATeNbHbIN 1 OCMO-
TPUTENbHBIN BHIOOP”.
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aHOHMM- | Penjensus ma: Vin- | Cesep- 1894 |2 62-63 | B xparkoii perjeH3uu CpaBHMBAKTCA IEPEBONBL,
HO MIOCTPUPOBAHHBIE | HBIH npudeM, nepeBony B.IIopo3oBckoit, BHIIOMHEHHOMY
CKasky Anjiep- BECTHUK C HEMEIIKOT'0 IIepeBO/IA JIaeTCs1 BBICOKAsI OLICHKA Ha-
CeHa B TIepeBofie pany ¢ nepesofamu A. u I1.Tansenos, roBoputca o
B./T.TToposoBscxoit. IpUHUIIAX 0T60pa “CKasok u ucropmit’ AHjiepceHa
Wsmaume [1aB- IL7s1 IepeBofa.
NIEHKOBA, 1894 u
Cobpamune couu-
HeHMiT AHJlepceHa
B 4-X TOMAX B
nepesofie A. 1
I1. [ansen. CII6.,
1894.
Bamoba- | Perjensus Ha: Vin- | Bocmra- | 1894 |3 159-163 | B petieH3un cpaBHUBAIOTCA MEPEBO/bL, TOBOPUTCA
HoBa E. | mocTpupoBanmble |Hue ¥ 00- 0 pacTylileM HHTepCe MePeBOUNKOB K CKaHMHA-
CcKasku AHppe- ydeHme BCKoI1 (“ceBepHoit”) muTepatype. PlieH3eHT muiter,
CeHa B IlepeBojie 9TO “HMKTO He MOXKeT CPABHUTBCS C AHJIPECEHOM
b.[I.ITopo3oBcKoii. B M3SLIECTBE, [I033KN ¥ IIPABIMON LIPOCTOTE IIPO-
Vi3manme I1as- usseiennii’. Ynommuaworcs ckasku “Orunso’, “Ka-
JICHKOBA, 1894 u noumwmt cyactbst, “Jlukuie nebemn’, “Tlpuuiecca Ha
Cobpanne coun- ropominne”, “bonpinoit Knayc, Manenbxnit Kmayc”
HeHWiT AHepceHa
B 4-X TOMAX B
nepesogie A. 1
I1. Tansen. CII6.,
1894.
Kpacuos | Penensus Ha: Bcemmp- [1894 |51 302 B HeOOMmbIION pereH3NN MUCaTeNb M IIePEBOAUNK
. Cobpanne coum- | Hast WiI- [Inaron KpacuoB HaspiBaer ckasky AHepceHa
HeHUil AHfiepceH | mocTpa- Han0osTee 3HAYVTENIBHBIMY TPOVB3E/IeHVSIMI B €10
B LIepeBofie A.n st TBOPYECTBE ¥ [IOHVMAET BOIIPOC 00 VX YNTATe/b-
[1.Tausen. CII6., CKoM ajipece. KpUTHK MUIIIET, UTO CKa3KM M3JIAI0TCSI
1894 [PENMYIeCTBEHHO B popMaTe [eTCKOI KHUIH, 4, TI0
€ro MHEHVIO OTHOCUTb AHJpeceHa MCKIIOUNTETbHO
K JIeTCKVMM IIVCATENAM - HecnpaBemmso. “Coib
CKa3Ky~ OCTAeTCA CKPBITA OT JIETEl, €€ CMBIC/I TIOHN-
MaeTcsl II03Hee, KOITa YNTaTe/Iy BBIPACTAIOT.
aHOHMM- | Perjensus Ha: Pycckaa | 1894 |12 584-88 | O6bemnas penensust Ha I, 11, 11 roma Cobpanust
HO CoOpanue cour- | MbIC/Ib coumHeHMI. Bolcoko ouennBaercs nepesoy lanse-

HeHMiT AHJlepceHa
B 4-x TOMax. B
nepesofie A. 1
I1.Iau3en. Cuob.,
1894

HOB. ABTOD pelleH3II 1aeT PeKOMEeH/IAIVI O TOM,
KaK HY)XHO BBOJUTD IIPOV3BIEeHIS AHJlePCeHa B
KPYT fieTcKoro 4rernst. OTMedass, 49T0 HEKTOpbIe
CKasky AHpiepceHa “MOTyT ObITb IIPOYNTAHBI I
deTBIPEX JIETHEMY PEOEHKY, - peljeHe3eHT MUIIET,

- “IpM OCMOTPUTEIHHOM M Pa3yMHOM pPacrpefie-
JIEHUN YTEHVsSI COMHEeHNt AH/iepceHa OHM JafyT
IIPEBOCXOIHOE 06Pa30BaTeIbHOE II0COOME ISt BCeX
BO3PACTOB”. YIIOMIMHAIOTCS TpousBenenus “Jlefis-
Has fieBa’, “Mennbiit kaban”, “TIpomamas’, “Marp”,
“Ymmparomee gurs’, “Vimmposusatop’, “CaacTive-
quk [lep”.
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W. Penjensus ma: Au- | Mup bo- | 1894 |6 198-200 | PasBepuyTas perieH3ust Ha cOOpamHye COYMHEHNMI,
nepcer Cobpanue | xuit I7ie TBOPUIECTBO AHJIpeceHa paccMaTpyBaeTcs B
COYMHEHNT B Te- KOHTEKCTe PasBUTUSA CKAaHVHABCKON TUTEPATYPHL.
pesopie A.m [1.Ian- ABTOD pelleH3MM OTMEeYaeT, YT0 AHIEPCEH CO3al
3eH. CII6., 1894 “HOBBII )XaHDP” TUTEPATYPBI, O[YEPKIBAET JIBOI-
HOJI aJipecar ero CKa3ok - B3POJIOro YUTATeIL I
qurates-pebenka. PeljeH3eHT BOCXHITAETCS XYTO0-
JKeCTBCHHBIM CTHJIEM CKa30K, HO KPUTHKYET CKIIOH-
HOCTb AHJIepCeHa K “IIONIIBIM M CEHTYMEHTATbHBIM
bunanam’. Ynomuzarorcs ckaskn “Cornoseit’, “Pyca-
nouka’, “ITukue nebenn’, “Tankuit yreHok, “HoBoe
1aTbe KOpors’.
aHOHVM- | Perlensus Ha: Pycckas | 1894 |6 290 Kpatkas petiensus, rjie TOBOPUTCS, 9TO “9TO OJTHO
HO “Marp” - CKaska | MBIC/Ib U3 IIPeIeCTHENIINX 1 TPOTaTe/IbHBIX IIPOV3Bee-
Amnpepcena Ha Hmit” AupepceHa
22-X A3bIKax. B Ile-
pesoyie [1.Tan3ena,
Cu6, 1894
aHoHuM- | Periensus Ha: HoBoctn | 1895 |4 25 B 1enom nonoxxutenbHas pelieH3us Ha BBIXOJ| HO-
HO Cobpanne coun- | meqaru BBIX TOMOB B cOOpaHuu counHeHnit. PerieH3eHT 01-
HeHnit Aujepcena MeyaeT He3HAYNTeTbHbIe TIOTPEITHOCTH MePEBOIA.
B 4-x Tomax. B
nepesofie A. 1
I1.Ian3en. CII6.,
1894
aHOHVM- | Penensus Ha: Jlirepa- | 1895 |12 803 Kpatkas perensus, rjie 0TMeYaeTcst 106pocoBecT-
HO Cobpamne cour- | TypHOe HOCTb TiepeBofia Cynpyros [aH3eH.
HeHWiT AHJIepceHa | IIPUIO-
B 4-x ToMax. B JKeHye K
nepesogie A. 1 XYpHAITY
[1.Tansen. CI16., | “Husa”
1894
Kpacnos | [larckmit ckazou- | Kumxkm | 1895 |9 132-134 | VisBecrubiit ncatens u myommmmct [Tnaton Kpac-
. HVIK “Hepmemu” HOB [IaeT IIOTIOKUTEIbHYIO OL[EHKY TBOPYECTBY
Anjiepcena, 0CTaHABMMBAETCS HA HEKOTOPBIX YepTax
€ro JIMYHOCTH U Guorpaduin, o6nmdaer “KieBer-
HUKOB’, K KOTOPbIM IpuuncisieT Teopra bpanyeca
u npepcrasuteneii cemby Kowmmnos. B crarbe
paccmarpuBatoTes ckasku “Pycamouka’, “Tamkuit
yrenox’, “Tlacrymika u tpy6ounct’, “Conoseir’,
“IleBouka, HacTymminas Ha x71e6’, “Matp’, “IleBouka
CO CIIMYKAMI , AHATM3UPYETCA pOMaH “VIMIpoBu-
3arop” u moBecthb “CuactinBunk [lep”, a “Cxaska
MO€¥i )KM3HM OLIEHVBAETCS BBIIIE, YeM aBTOOMOrpa-
¢us Tére.
aHOHuM- | Penjensus nHa: Pycckaa | 1895 |7 318-321 | B xparkoit perieHsum IPUBOMISITCS CBefieHyst 13 O10-
HO Cobparie coun- | MbICTTb rpacdun AHpepcera, OlleHNBAETCS IEPEBOJT, TOBO-

HeHWiT AHJIepceHa,
TIEPEBOJT C IATCKO-
'O IIOIMHHIKA

A. n I1.Tan3eH.
ClI6.,1985

PUTCA 0 COCTaBe COOPAHNA COUVMHEHMIT 11 TIOTIeMUKe
BOKPYT MMeHN AHJIepceHa.
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Octpo- | Emre 06 upea- [Tegaro- | 1895 |2 20-29 | Cratba neparora 1 kputuka Buktopa OcTporop-
TOPCKWUIL, | IU3Me B JIETCKOM | TMYECKNI CKOTO HOCHUT TeOpeTnyecKuii xapakrep. Kputuk
B. nuTeparype JIUCTOK IIIIET 0 HeOOXOMVUMOCTY COOMIONATD B AETCKOI
nnTeparype 0aaHC MEXAY YBIEKaTe/IbHOCTDIO M CO-
fepskarenbHOCThI0. CKasku AHIepCeHa IPUBOMATCS
B KaueCTBe IIpuMepa coueTanist 0e3ympeyHon Xyao-
YKECTBEHHOI pOPMBI ¥ [TYOUHBI COfIEPIKAHMIA.
laiine6y- | icropms ¢ Aupep- | Kmvokkn | 1896 | 4 274-276 | Cratbs mTeparTopa v M3jiaTesst MOepaabHOro Xyp-
poB B.IL. | cenom Ha pycckoit | “Hemenn” Hanma “Hemens’, ABnaromascs OTKINKOM Ha MHTEP-
noyBe BbIO [eopra Bpanjieca, namevaranmoe B razete “Ho-
BOe BpeMsl. ABTOP CTaTbyl CTPEMUTCS 3aLIUTHUTD
“3HAMEHMTOrO JATCKOIO CKA304HMKA OT HAMAJ0K
Bpanpeca, orpoBeprast pacckasbl 0 CTPaHHOCTSIX 1
HeOMaroBI/IHBIX IIOCTYNKAX AH/IepCeHa.
Andepos | Cxasku Anpep- Unratens | 1896 |38 86-87 | B cratbe mpenmpuHMMaeTca odepeHas NOMbITKa
A. ceHa pasjenuTh CKasku AHJ[peceHa He “ToXopisye”
ns netenl “Henopxoname”. OmHOI U3 Hauboree
“HETIOMOXISIIMX TEM ABTOP CTAThY CUUTAET CKA3KY
C “MIOGOBHBIMI CIO’KETAMM U MOTUBAMIL.
Xupbsikos | Ckasku, cobpan- | O6paso- | 1896 |2 107-109 | Kpatxmit ouepkK, OCBAIIEHHBIIT YKaHPY NuTeparyp-
A Hble OpaTbAMH Bamie HOIT CKasKky B fieTckoM uTenvin. Ckasku AHfiepceHa
Ipumm: Perr. Ha paccMaTpUBAIOTCS KaK K/IacCUYeCKuit obpaselr
usnanve “Vimnio- ATOTO YKAHPA U PEKOMEHYIOTCSA K YTEHUIO JETAM.
CTPUPOBAHHASI Yiiommnaercst ckazka “Pycanodka”
CKa3oqHasg 6uo/m-
otexa’, Cri6, 1894
Kpyrnos | /luteparypa ma- 1897 84-86 | Ouepxu o IeTCKOI MUTepaType U AeTCKOM UTCHUIL
AB. JIEHbKOT'0 Hapofia: Vi3Becblil my6/muyct n neparor Anexcanpp Kpy-
KpuTtuko-menaro- TJIOB, B IT€JIOM CKENITUYIECKN OTHOCSIIMIICS K SKaHpY
rudecke Hecefpt CKas3Ky, IPU3HAET 3a CKasKamyu AHxpeceHa 60b-
TI0 BOITPOCaM JieT- II0e XYI0KeCTBEHHOE BOCTIMTATENbHOE 3HAUCHE.
CKOJ1 TUTEePaTYPBL. “Ckaskn Anjipecena Takasi KHUTra, KOTOpasi €/Ba /i
Boimyck 2. MOKET JIMETb COTIEPHNMKOB B 3TON 0671acTH.
CricoeBa | beccmeprHblit Yyranpus | 1898 |7-8 | 3-46 Briorpadwdeckmit 04epK, mpesBaprosLii myoym-
E. TBOpEI] CKa30K: HapOJTHO Kario ‘st Hapoya u fieteir” ckazok “Enmn’, “Iroit-
KapTuaky 13 sm3- | MKOJIbL moBouKa’, “Tankuit yreHok', “Cornoseit’, “Matsp’,
HY AHjiepcena “Pomamika’, “TeBouKa co CIUIKaMu’,
Kinay- Bubmorpadmye- | Cobpa- | 1899 493-495 | Kpatknit o4epk 00 M3JaHny IpOu3BeieHuit (B 0c-
cen H., CKUie CBefleHus Hue Co- HOBHOM, CKa30K) AHjlepcena B [lanuu u Poccum.
VYmanckui YMHEHUI
AM. [.-X. An-
IipeccHa B
4-x TOMa.
[lepeBog
An Il
lan3zen.
Towm. 4
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lansen A. | K unrarensim Cobpa- | 1899 496-500 | Crarps cynpyros lansen, rjje 060CHOBBIBAIOTCSI
Tanzen II. HIe CO- TIPUHIINITBI TIlePeBOJIa ¥ TOBOPUTCS O [ABOITHO ajipe-
YHEHMIT caiyu CKa3ko u curopumit Aujipecena: “Jletn yBie-
[.-X.An- KyTCst caMoit habyrmoit, B3pOC/ble - OTEHAT TTyOUHY
JipeceHa B copiepeanst”
4-x ToMa.
[lepeson
Anll
lanszew.
Tom. 4
Ab. Penensus na: Mup bo- | 1900 |2 84 Kparkast peuensns. “loBoputb 0 HeCpaBHEHHOIT
Ckasku AHpiepce- | xuit TIPeeCTH CKa30K AHJpeceHa He IPUXOAUTCS, OHI
Ha C WITIOCTpa- C/IAIIIKOM XOPOIIIO 3HAKOMbI ¥ CTAPOMY, ¥ MAJIOMY,
uyamu TerHepa B - umreT penieHseHT. Vimmoctpanuy Ternepa ones-
nepesofie A. I II. BAIOTCs1 BHICOKO.
Tausen, Crb.,1899
b.A. Penensus na: Pycckas [ 1900 |1 20-21 | KpaTkas perjeH3us, B KOTOPOJ KHMI'A XapaKTepu3y-
Ckasku Anpiepce- | MbICTIb eTCst KaK “TIPeBOCXOIHBII MOJAPOK JIS fleTeil .
Ha C WITIOCTpa-
musamu Tertepa B
nepesofie A. I II.
Tausen, Crb.,1899
A-B C. lenwit ckasku Cewmbst 1900 |31 6-7 O630pHAast CTaThsI, Ifie PACCMATPUBACTCS TBOP-
4eCTBO AHJIepceHa s eTell, TOAIepKUBACTCS
XYILO>KeCTBHAsI LIEHHOCTD CKa30K. B cTaTbio BK/IIO-
densbl 6uorpapudeckue Gparmentsl. Kparko oxa-
pakTepusoBaHsl ckasku “Tenp’, “BomiueGHslit X0mM
(“Ompxosbiit kyct”), “Ceunonac’, “Tlpuniecca Ha
ropotne’, “Tlppirynsr’, “Bopornnyex”
aHonmM- | lanc Anpepcen Hosprit | 1901 |12 491-492 | Hebonbiras 3ameTKa, Ifie B 06pase AHjepceHa
HO KaK 4e/10BEK XYpPHAI COYETAIOTCS YePTHI TeHMS M SKCLICHTPUIHOTO Yya-
UHO- Ka. 371eCh MIPUBOJATCA HEKTOPBIE STM30/IBI U3 €T0
CTPAHHOI Ouorpadum - BCTpeya ¢ COOTeYeCTBEHHUKAMI B
MuTepa- Vranvivt u rip. AHjiepceH HasBaH “KPOTKMM, MSTKHM
TypHI 4eJI0BEKOM, [IOIHBIM HEMCTOLIMOTO tomopa”. VIH-
TepecHa ero XapakTPUCTHKa: .. OeiHoe, 6e33amr-
HOE JINTs1 Hapoyia'.
aHoHuM- | lanc Xpuctnan 1901 Buorpadwdeckmit 04epK MOMyIAPHOTO XapakTepa,
HO Amnpepcen: 6uo- 00pallleHHBIII K LIMPOKOMY YNTATEIII0, B TOM YKCIIE -

rpapuaecKuit
OYepK JATCKOTO
TI03TA C IPUIIOXKe-
HIEM €TI0 CTUXOT-
Bopenuit, M. Us-
namye O61ecTBa
CTapaolerocs o
pacrpocTpaHenny
TIO/Ie3HDIX KHUT.

U YUTATENIO-PeOEHKY.
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Konro- lanc Xpuctnan HOup1it 1901 |16 49-68 Ouepk nucarenbunpl Enensl KonToHOBCKuMi,
HOBcKasg | Aujiepcen (6mo- | umTaTenn TIpeNIBAPATONIHIT TYOTMKAIINIO CKAa30K AHlepceHa.
E. rpagmaeckmit Hapsny ¢ Guorpadmueckumu ¢pparmenramu, 06-
0YepK) CYXJaeTCs BOIIPOC YNTATENbCKOTO ajipeca CKa3oK 1
MICTOPWIA, OLIEHMBAOTCS XYOXKECTBEHHbIE TIPUEMBL
Anppecena. YnommnHaoTcs ckasku “HoBoe mmatbe
Koporst, “Boporunyex’, “Tajikmit yrenox”. B omn-
CaHNY MUYHOCTH AHJepceHa MOAYEpKUBACTCS ero
OrarouecTye 1 He3HATHOE MPOVCXOXKJIEHE.
aHoHuM- | lanc-Xpuctu- 1904 BennerpusoBannas 6uorpadusa Ausepcena, apeco-
HO an Aupepcen BaHHAsI IIMPOKOMY uyTareno. OCHOBHOE BHYMaHNeE
(1806-1875): yliensieTCs METCKUM ¥ FOHOIIECKMM TOflaM TIHCATENS.
ororpaduyeckmit
ouepk. M. Vi3na-
ume ObmiecTBa
CTapIOIIerocs o
pacrpocTpaHenun
IOJIE3HDIX KHULT.
Jleontne- | O gerckom urenmn | O6paso- | 1905 |11-12| 111-141 | Crarbs n0CBsiLleHa KPYTy YTeHYs1 LIKO/IbHVKOB U
Ba H. (u3 HabmomeHmit | BamMe YUTATeNbCKOI perienyil. B 9ToM KOHTeKCTe pac-
YUUTE/IbHNIIbI) CMATPUBAIOTCS M CKa3Ky AHJlepCeHa, KOTOpble aB-
TOP CTATBI - MKO/IbHAS YIUTE/ILHMIA - OLICHUBACT
O4YeHDb BBICOKO. ABTOp OTMedaeT, YTo 1o eé Habmo-
JICHISIM Hanboee MoOVIMBL IeTbMYL TaKye CKa3KI
KaK “Pycanmouka’, “Crexxnast Koponesa’, “JlefisiHast
fieBa’, 1 TOBOPUT O TOM, YTO TIpOM3Beenuia “daH-
TACTIYECKOTO XapaKTepa” HEOOXOMMMBI B KpyTe
JIeTCKOTO I I0HOLIECKOT'O YTEeHYIS.
anounMm- | Cronmerue co st | Bexoppt | 1905 |5 379-380 | FO6meiitast 3ameTKa, Ijie, Hapsiy ¢ buorpadu-
HO poxpenus Aupep- YeCKVIMU CBefieHUAMI 06 AHfiepcene, TaeTcs
ceHa BOCTOP>KEHHAs! OLICHKA €ro TBopyecTsa. B yacTHO-
CTH, aBTOP 3aMETKM YTBEpXKIaeT, YT0 ‘AHfiepeceH
IIePBbII CO3/IA/T HOBBLI POJ| IMTEPATYPHL - IETCKYIO
XYLOKeCTBEHHYIO CKa3Ky , 0TMedaeT [yMaH)3M Ipo-
M3BeJleHni AHfiepCceHa 1 HasbIBAET €ro “BEMMKUM
CKa30YHMKOM IS IETEI BCEX HAPOIOB 3€MIIIL
Depo- lanc-Xpucrnan [IyTe- 1905 |7,8,9 Buorpadmdeckuit 04epx, a/ipecoBaHHbII YnTaTe-
pos-Jla- | AunpeceH BOJTHBII M0-pebeHKY. ABTOP - HOMY/IAPHBII e TCKMIT mvica-
BBIJIOB A. OTOHEK Tenb Anekcanzp Oenopos-/laBbIios.
Abpamo- | Tanc Xpuctu- Iletcxoe [1905 |6 835-839 | Briorpadudeckuit 04epK, ajpecOBaHHBIIN YUTATE-
By H.A. | an AHpiepceH YTeHIEe JIIM-ZETAM, I7ie O0/bIIOe MeCTO YHEeNeHO ONMCAHNIO
(K100-netnto co fleTcTBa AHflepceHa. ABTOD - TUTEPATyPHBIIT Kpi-
[{HS1 POXK[ICHIL) TUK, IIYICATe/b I TI03T.
ITpecc A. | Tanc-Xpuctuan [Tpupoma | 1905 |4 86-90 | JIutepaTypHblit 6uorpadudeckmit ouepk
Anpepcer: o no- | u oy

BOJIY CTONeTHA
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aHoHuM- | [.X.Anppecen Husa 1905 |13 259 106unetimblit Guorpaduyeckuit ouepk 06 Aupiep-
HO CeHe C KPaTKOJ XapaKTepyUCTUKOI ero TBOP4ecTBa,
I/le caMast BBICOKAs OlIeHKA JIaeTCS CKa3KaM M MCTO-
pusiM. “VIMY He/b3st HAYMTATHCS IOCHITA - CTOTIBKO
B HUX T093UM, I0MOPA U yMa’. YIIOMMHAIOTCS CKa3-
ku “Hosoe mnarbe kopons’, “Cunonac’, “Tens”,
“Vicropust onuoit matepn’. Ckaska “Tajikuit yTeHOK”
Ha3BaHa aBTOOKOrpadUyYecKoOil.
anonuum- | [arc Xpucrman JKuso- 1905 |14 340-342 | JO6ueitaast 3ameTKa 06 AHJIepCceHe, BKTIOYAIOITAS
HO Amnnepcen (K IIVICHOE Guorpaduio 1 KpaTkKuii 0630p ero TBOpYeCTBa B
CTOZETHIO CO IHA | 0603pe- tieom. OTMeYa€eTCst, YTO MMEHHO CKa3KM CTasn
POXIeHYs) Hyie “KynbMMHAIVEN ero TajaHTa
Arnyes- Yr0 unrarp Hapo- 1906 68; 102 | CocTaBTeny peKOMeH/IYIOT K YTEHNIO B HAPOJHbBIX
ckag X.JI. | my? Kputuuecknit IIKO/AX COOPHUKOB CKa30K AHIepCeHa B epeBo-
yKa3aTe/lb KHUT max cynpyros Tanse, [Tlerpa Bertn6epra, Codym
JULL HAPOIHOTO MaiikoBoil, 0TMEYal0T OTHE/IbHO M3JaHHbIE CKA3KU
W JIETCKOTO yTe- “Tapxmit yrénox” v Jlvikue mebenn’”. [laetcst pas-
uys. CocTaBieH BEPHYTBII OT3bIB Ha CKasKy “CHfieHb’, pelleH3eHT
YUUTENTbHUITAMI IHIIET, YTO CKasy AHJiepceHa mpeaHa3aHyeHbl s
XapbKOBCKOI “Ccepbe3HbIX JleTel, 321y MbIBAIOIVIXCS YoKe Hajl
YACTHOIT KEHCKOIT KU3HBIO C €€ CTIOKHBIMU YCIIOBHSIMM .
BOCKPECHOII LIKO-
bl | AnmdeBcKast
X[, - T.IIL CII6.
A S Bemuxmii ckasou- | Hawamp- | 1906 | 1,2 |23-31; | Opua u3s Hambomee 0O'beMHBIX ¥ CONEPIKATETbbIHX
HVIK: HECKOJIDKO Hoe 00y- 71-80 | crateit o TBOpuecTBe AHziepceHa. Yuntenb SKoB
C7IOB O >KM3HU qeHue ArnexcaHppos, onypasch Ha cTaTby [eopra bpHageca
Amnpepcena, ero u brorpaddeckue Marepuansl 06 AHeceHa, mpef-
VICTOPMKO-/TUTEpa- naraet cOOCTBEHHYIO TPAKTOBKY €r0 TBOPYECTBA 1
TYPHOM 3HAYCHNL, flaeT MeTHMYeCKIe PeKOMEeHAINI 110 paboTe ¢ TeK-
06 OTHOIIEHM I ctamm AHJIpeceHa B IIKOJE. B cTaTbe yIOMUHAIOTCS
[03TA K JIETAM U mpoussefierns “Tamgkuit yreHoK, “CHeXHas Kopose-
TIelarOTM9eCKyX Ba’, “OrumBo’, “Tlactymika n Tpy6ounct’, “Menmblit
JOCTOMHCTBAX €ro kaban”, “IIpomaras’, “Crapblil LepKOBHbLI KOTOKIT,
CKa30K “Ckaska Moert xusun’, cooprnk “baszap mosra” n
np. O6pas AHjiepceHa IOIBEPTHYT CYIeCTBEHHOI
MU(OIOTH3AIVIN.
aHOHMM- | Pemjensus Ha: VI3- | Bexopbt 1907 |5 6e3 Kpatkas peknamuas aHHOTaLys, e IO4YepKUBaeT-
HO OpaHHble CKa3KK HyMe- | s, 9TO “TIOI6OP CKA30K CTPOTO BBIIEPIKAH
AHpiepceHa B 1e- parym
pesosie A.m.I1.Tan- cTpa-
3eH, M., 1906 HUIL
[pecc A. | Tanc Xpucruan [pecc 1908 |l Ouepk mureparopa u d6ubmorpada Apkamust [Tpec-
Anpepcen:/lurepa- | A. B ca, HanyicaHHbIl B popMe amanora. lenTpanbHas
TypHas Geceia IapcTBe TeMa - IMYHOCTb AHJIepCeHa KaK aBTOpa CKa3oK 1
KHIAL. ucropmit: “AHgepceH co3nan HOBYIO GOPMY CKasKi
Ouepku u
noprpe-
o1, CII6.
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O [eTCKMUX KHNUTaX: 1908 38-39 | PekomeHaTeNbHBII OT3BIB O CKa3Kax AHJepCceHa.
KPUTHIKO-O10/i- CkaskaM 1aeTcsi BBICOKAsI OLIeHKa, aBTOPbI yKa3are-
orpaduyeckmit /1A IMIITYT, YTO “KHMUTA CKA30K XKeMaTebHa IS BCS-
yKa3are/b KHIL, Koit 6ubmorexw’. [l1st Majiero Bo3pacra mpegyjia-
BBIIEIINX /10 1 raercst “Conoseit’, “HoBoe mmatbe Koponst”, “Tajikmit
suBaps 1907 roxa, YTEHOK, [UIsL TIOPOCTKOB - “CHEXXHAst KOPOjieBa’,
PEKOMEHTyeMbIil “Pycanouka’, 11 B3POC/IOrO YMTATENA - 37101
UL YTeHVS JeTsAM manbumk, “Tenn”, Anne JInc6er”, “Ilcuxes’, “Ilo-
B BO3pacTe 0T 7 J0 MOBOI 1 X03s11iKa”. “IpyObIMI” 11 HETIOXOAIMMI
16 net. M.: M31-BO 11 JeTell HasBaHbl cKasku “Csunonac’, “Oramso’,
KHVDKHOTO Mara- “Manenbkuit Knayc, bonboit Knayc”
3uHa C.CKupMyH-
ta “Tpyn”.
Yexos [lepeBopnas mure- | Hetckas | 1909 179; Ckasku AHJiepceHa pacCMaTpUBAIOTCS B KOHEKCTE
H.B. partypa jnd fieTeit | muTepa- 190-191 | mcTopym AETCKOI IMTEPATYpHL, AaeTcst Oermas
Typa, M. XapaKTEePUCTIIKA €r0 TBOPYECKOH MaHepbl. O6Cyx-
JlaeTcs mpobeMa UnTaTeNbCkoro asjpeca “Ckasok u
HCTOPHIL .

Jlemxe M. | Yto unrath fetsim 1910 Jlerckas mucarenpHuia Mapus Jlemke faeT pexo-
[0 IISITHAILATI MeHJIALII0 CKasKaM AHJ[epCeHa U IIBITAeTCs pasjie-
neT: YkasaTenb JMTb VX TI0 BO3PACTaM umTaTeseit. JIist Miaajiero
6onee 600 myyrmx BO3pacTa OHa npefyiaraet ckaskm “Tlactymika u
JIETCKVIX KHHT. Tpybounct’, “Orumso’, “Crexnas Koponesa’, “Illto-
CII6. Ia/IbHAs UIVIA’, I CPeflHero Bospacra - “IIsernl

MajieHbKoiT Vb, “ByThIIOYHOE TOPIIBIIIKO,
“Huxme nebemu’”, “Cpunonac’, “Pycanouka’, mis
TIO/IPOCTKOB - paccKasbl VI3 okHa Gorafienbim’,
“EBpeiika’; “Crapast MorwipHast wmta’, “C Kpe-
TIOCTHOTO Bana’.

lamaumn | [leTckoe yTeHMe [lemaro- |[1910 |3;5 172-193; | CraTbs OCBsIIEHA YTEHNIO KOIbHMKOB. CKa3Ky

II. TUYECKUIT 315-326 | AnpiepceHa pacCMaTpUBAIOTCA B KOHTEKCTe Kpyra

JIMCTOK JICTCKOrO YTeHNs. B cTaThe IPMBOJATCS OT3bIBbI

JIeTell Ha TIPOYNTAHHbIE CKa3Ky AH/iepceHa. Yro-
MIHAIOTCA CKasky “[opokHbiil ToBapuit; “Iloub
6onotHoro 1aps’, “CHexxHast KOpojeBa’.

JIammua | lanc-Xpuctuan Anpepcen | 1912 3-8 buorpadugecknit ouepk 06 AHpiepcene, 6a3npy-

M. Anpepcen: 6uo- | I.-X. V3- IOIWIICS Ha OCHOBE Yyke M3BeCTHBIX Grorpaduit n
rpadudecKnit GpanHble “Ckasxn Moeit sxustu’. O6pallieH K 4iTarenio-pe-
OYepK CKa3KM B GeHKY M XapaKTepeH CBOMM HPABOYYMUTEbHBIM T10-

IepeBoyjie CBUIOM - aBTOP LIOJYEPKUBAET, YTO AHJIEPCEH MHOTO
M.AJla- U CTapaTeIbHO YUWIICH, Ty TeleCTBYA COBepIIa C
JIMHOIL. “06pasoBaTeNIbHON LE/MbI0” U T.[I,.
[letpo-
rpag.
M3panne
B.JL Iy-
6UHCKOTO
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Enauny E. | Cxaska kak mate- | Coopumk | 1914 67-115 | Vi3BecTuplit e TCKMIt MUcaTeb ¥ KpUTHK EBrenmit
puaIL Iisl ZeTCKOro | cTareil 110 Enaumy HeraTmBHO OTHOCHTCS K KAHPY CKa3KH.
YTeHNs BOIPOCAM OtraBast JO/KHOE Xy/I0>)KeCTBEHHOMY MaCTePCTBY
JeTCKOrO AHpiepceHa, KPUTHUK IIOIAraeT, 4To ero cKasku (u
YTeHns 0co6eHHO “MCTOpPVK”) HE TONATCA IS IETCKOTO
YTeHVS, T.K. OHY MOT'YT ObITb HEIIOHSTHDL IETSAM U
JYPHO TIOBTIMSIOT Ha MX HPaBCTBEHHOCTD ¥ 3/[PaBbIi
CMBICIL.
Anraes A. | Benukmii ckazou- 1915 BennerpnsoBamnas 6uorpadust Ausepcena,
HyK:buorpadmge- OCHOBaHHas Ha 6urpaduu Mapun bekeToBOIL.
CKMIl pacckas AppecoBana yuTaTenio-pebGeHKy, pucyet Mugomo-
IM3VMPOBAHHBIN ¥ JIETeHIAPHBII 00pa3 AHiepceHa.
[TpoBopuTCcs mapajIenb MexXAy 00pa3oM MucaTesLs
U ero reposMu - laikum yTeHKoM, [1I0iiMOBOYKOT
U ip. ABTOp - OMy/IsIpHAS JleTCKast MMCaTeNbHMUITA
Maprapura AMIMKoBa, DUIIYLIAS HOJ, IICBeOHN-
MoM An.AnTaes.
[L.M. HerctBo Anpep- | Mrpa 1918 35-40 | Ilompo6Hoe ommcauue feTcTBa AHgepcera. ABTop
ceHa CTaThVl MBITAETCS IPOCTEANTD BIVIAHVE COOBITHI
ICTCTBA HA TBOPYECTBO AHJIEpCeHa, OTMeYacT aBTo-
6uorpaduyeckyie MOTVBBI B CKa3Kax.
Baxtun | Kak yctpoutn Vrpa 1918 12-19 | OmHa U3 MOCTIeTHNX TOPEBOMIOIMOHHBIX YOI
H.N. aHJIepCEeHOBCKUA Karmit 06 Anpiepcene. Hapsiy ¢ MetomaeckuMm
[IPa3IHIK PEKOMEHIALMSIMY O TeaTPaIM30BAHHOM IIPeICTaB-

JIEHNY TI0 MOTMBAM CKA30K, IAETCS XapaKTePUCTIKA
JIMYHOCTYE AHJIEPCEHA - OH CPABHMBAETCA C “TIO-
OpbIM CaIOBHUKOM . K MOCTaHOBKE PEKOMEH/TYIOTCS
ckaskn “JleBouka, HacTynuBInas Ha x1e6” u “Cra-
past MOTW/IbHASA [TNTA
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