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UNREADABLE POEMS OF A NON-EXISTENT POETESS:
AN IMAGE OF A FEMALE POET
IN ONE 19TH-CENTURY HOAX

In many cases quantitative approaches to women’s writings aim to rediscover female
authors in “the great unread”. The archive, however, can also hold the other side of the coin:
literary mystifications and sexist parodies on women’s literary style. This article discusses
one such hoax, a poetry collection published in 1837 in Russia in the name of a 15-year-old
girl. On the one hand, the book’s preface reflects typical 19th-century prejudices about
women authors, mocking both the images of a child prodigy and an emancipated profes-
sional poetess. On the other hand, the poems themselves were intentionally made meaning-
less and almost unreadable by human readers. Tracing the historical reasons behind the
fake-poetess image, this article uses computational methods to analyse the disrupted content
of the book, revealing the possible source of the hoax’s parodic style in Sentimentalism
writings.

Keywords: women’s writings, 19th-century poetry, parody, stylometry, quantitative
methods.

Introduction!

The 1830s in Russian literature can be seen as the period of the rise of wom-
en’s poetry with major poetesses such as Evdokiya Rostopchina and Karolina
Pavlova stepping into the literary field (Vowles 2004; Greene 2004: 4—9; CaBku-
Ha 1998). Similarly to any professional women writers of this time, poetesses
were not warmly welcomed by male poets and critics since women could not
become the “true” poets in the frame of Romantic aesthetics. The cultural image
of a female poet seems to be less discussed than satiric depictions of 19th cen-
tury women writing prose. This article aims to bring light to an exaggeration
of this image as it was exposed in a little-known hoax Various Poems by Anna

I This research paper at its initial stage was presented at the Digital Humanities in the
Nordic and Baltic Countries 6th Conference (Uppsala 15-18 March 2022).



32

Smirnova (Ist ed.) [Cobpanue pa3nudHbIX CTUXOTBOpeHuil. CounHenne AHHBI
CwmupnoBoii (Ilepsoe nznanue)] printed in 1837.

The 145-page long book included 55 poems, a preface and footnotes written
in the name of a poetess Anna Smirnova, who addressed the public from the very
first pages in the following manner:

[IsTHaAIATHICTHUI BO3PACT MO AOCTOWH TOTO, YTOO MOTPeOOBATh OT Iy-
O6muKu ee 6IaroCKIOHHOCTH. TpyABl MOH, CTONb BPEAHBIEC JJISI MOETO 310POBBS,
YIKEJTH HEe YBEHUYAIOTCS JKEeJIaHHBIM ycriexoM? <...> U 51 CKJIIOHIOCH Ha JIOKe CMEPTH
C YTOMJICHHBIM CEpP/IIEeM OT HeCYacTHH M ropecTel, ormiakana Oy yuu HeXXHBIMU
cnezamu My3 u Humd. Ho 3Tor0 KHHUTOIO ele He KOHYMIIMCH TPyl MOU: TIPU
oOpateHuH Ha ce0s BHUMaHUS MyOINKH, ST 00€IIalch, BO BpeMs KPEIIOCTH CHIT
MOWX, HEYTOMHIMO 3aHUMaThca Haykamu n Oyny W31aBaTh CBOM COYMHECHMS, KaK
MO3THUYECKHUE, TaK U MMpo3andeckue, oaHu 3a apyrumu. (Cmupnosa 1837: 5)

[Being a fifteen-year-old is being of the age worth asking the public for its
benevolence. My works, so harmful to my health, won’t they be crowned with suc-
cess? <..> and I will lie on my deathbed with my heart weary from misfortunes
and woes being mourned by Muses and Nymphs. Yet with this book my labour will
not end: should the public kindly give its attention, I promise, whilst being strong
enough, to tirelessly pursue sciences and print my works, in poetry as well
as in prose, one by one.]

The image of the fifteen-year-old poetess appears as well in several poems
of the book, providing a telling example of the poetess’ poetic style:

Cwmymiennsiit Cen-I'oTrapa 1aBHO JIM ThI YHBLI,
He ¢ »Tux nm BpemMeH, Kak caenancs MHE MHIT?
BbITh MOXKET, UTO ThI CKPBLI OCIAEIHUH J1yy boHHETA;
Ho s He ®usukar, s umenem Aunera. (Ibid: 61)

[Embarrassed Saint-Gothard for how long you’ve been sad
Is not it since the days when you’ve made me so glad?

It might be that you’ve hidden the last beam of Bonnette;
But I’'m no Physicus, my name is just Annette.]

<..> Jlopory OCBETHB, MHE IIyTh B JIyra Ha3HAUUJI,
W3BUIIMHEI CTPEMHUH, TAE€ CMEPTh JIEKUT, O3HAYNIL.
IIpsimMast 1uHUSA, HO TPYJAHO K HEW UITH,

B nmaTHanUaTh €T s HE MOTY IPUNTH.

Ha xaxzaom mare cTpax Tpenemer HoA0 MHOIO,

KoTtopslii oTcTaer yx aerictBoBaTh BecHor. (Ibid: 38—39)

[Lighting my way, it showed me the path through meadows,
Highlighting twisted rapids that cover death in shadows.

It is a straight line, but it is hard to retain,

A fifteen-year-old, I cannot it obtain.

In every step, the fear below me trembled,

That should, in fact, in spring just disassembled.]

Smirnova’s poems best can be described as randomly shuffled poetic clichés
where the same object is discussed only within the limits of a thyme pair (e.g.,
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“sad — glad” and “Bonnette — Annette”). This versification technique seems
similar to the bouts-rimés game, where a poem is written according to a list of pre-
selected rhymes that sometimes results in the poem’s absurdity.2

It should be noted that, besides the poems’ unintelligibility, the poetic form
of all Smirnova’s poems (iambic hexameter with paired rhymes)3 and poetic
language in general are very archaic and rarely used by poets of the 1830s.

Together with the overly ambitious tone and publication plans given in the
preface, utterly obscure poems make one think that the whole book was a hoax
and no fifteen-year-old poetess existed — as it was immediately suggested in one
of the reviews on the book in 1837:

Eme oxHa nsaTHagUATUIICTHS A, HeBUHHAs cTuxoTBopuia! Ho HaM cmaercs,
YTO 3TO IUIOXast MIyTKa <..> DTa IATHAAUATHICTHAS HEBUHHAS CTHXOTBOPHIA
oueBUAHO OpeeT cedbe 6opoxy. Bo Bpemst [Tupona kTo-10 Bo dpaHiiuu B3ayMal
MUCTH(OUIUPOBATH MTYOJIMKY TOYHO TaKHM ke 00pa3oM <..> W KaK CTUXH ObLIN
MPEKPacHbl, TO MHOKECTBO NBUIKUX T'OJIOB BIIOOHIOCH B IOHYIO M JJaPOBUTYIO
HE3HAKOMKY. <...> He JlyMaeM, 4YTOObl KTO-HHOYb MOT BIHOOUTHCS B aBTOpa HIIH
aBTOPOB IbEC, KOTOPBIE TENEPh SBISIOTCS MO UMEHEM HEeObIBaJIOH IISITHAALATH-
netHe CMHPHOBOI <...> MUCTH(HKALINS UX PEIINTENbHO He yaanack. (‘“JluTepa-
TypHas getonucs’ 1837: 48-50)

[ Yet another fifteen-year-old, innocent poetess! But we believe that it is a very
bad joke <...> This fifteen-year-old poetess evidently shaves her beard. At the time
of Piron, someone in France decided to stage a hoax in the very same manner <...>
but as the poems were beautiful, many passionate heads fell in love with the young
and talented unknown lady. <..> we do not think that somebody is able to fall
in love with the author or authors who appeared under the name of unheard-of
Smirnova <..> their hoax is definitely a failure.]

The Reader’s Library’s critic aside, some reviews noted ironically that
Smirnova’s style is obscure because it is a woman’s writing style:

2 Little can be said about the content of Smirnova’s poems. As the narrative and topic
usually change every two lines, there are no particular ideas discussed consistently in any of the
poems. The book itself also appears to have no plot. One could describe Smirnova’s versification
style as an extremely spontaneous form of poetry generation, similar to the stream of conscious-
ness in verse, although such a style did not exist in the poetry tradition of the 19th century. On the
level of individual words frequently occurring in Smirnova’s poems, an abundance of geograph-
ical locations draws attention: a list of places and cities in Europe found among the titles of the
poems, such as Mont Blanc, Col du Saint Gothard, Adersbach, Liitzen, Genéve, Kunersdorf. Most
of the poems use pastoral clichés and particularly “poetic” words and motives (e. g., “a dream”,
“arose”, “atear”, etc.), although they are rarely meaningfully connected to each other. Two poems
incorporate Romantic imagery, with one focusing on a dream (“Madrigal”, (Cmuprosa 1837: 12))
and another on Nordic scenery (“Grampian Mountains” with an appeal to Lord Byron (Ibid:
28-29)). While these features might indicate the author’s intellectual background and erudition,
their placement in the poems appears random and does not contribute to the expression of a spe-
cific idea. It can be concluded that these stylistic devices were used to imitate the style of
“a learned woman” rather than to convey meaningful content in the poems.

3 According to Mikhail Gasparov’s data, the proportion of the iambic hexameter in Rus-
sian poetry was steadily reducing during the first decades of the 19th century, making it a rare
meter in the 1820s and 1830s with share less than 1/6 out of all meters (I'acmapos 2000: 117-118).
The form used in Smirnova’s poems cannot be called alexandrine as the pairs of male and female
rhymes alternating inconsistently.
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Co3zHaemcst, 9TO MBI B 3TOM MOI3UH HUYET0 He TOHUMaeM, KaK COBEPIICHHBIE
npogaHbl, HEIPUBBIYHBIE, MOXKET OBITh, K KEHCKOMY s3bIKY (“Pycckue kuurn”
1838: 10)

[We have to confess that we don’t understand anything in this kind of poetry
as absolute laymen unfamiliar, maybe, with women’s language].

Considering the issue of “women’s language”, one can see that the hoax,
even failed, aimed to mock women’s poetry of this time. Although there is no ev-
idence that the author(s) of the hoax is someone known to literary scholars, this
article aims to examine how typical preconceptions on women’s poetry are re-
flected in the poems and Smirnova’s image.

My claim is that the hoax presents a fundamental disconnection of the two
parts of the book: the poetess’ image and her poems. As the image can be inter-
preted with the help of historical and literary context of the 1830s, the poems are
much less understandable for a human reader. In this regard, I will suggest
a computational way of “reading” the obscure poetry, in particular, comparing
Smirnova’s vocabulary and word usage with those of other Russian poets of the
first half of the 19th century.

As the main object of the study is the image of the female poet of the early
19th century, the hoax analysis contributes mainly to gender studies. However,
the part discussing poems’ texts goes beyond the field, exploring the ways
of studying parodic and disrupted texts with the help of statistical methods.

I. Children’s poetry in the early 19th-century Russian periodicals

In 1837 Smirnova was called “yet another fifteen-year-old, innocent
poetess™. Tt implies that there were other examples of young girls who debuted
with their poems in this period. The most well-known case was specified
in a short note by Nikolai Smirnov-Sokol’skii, who assumed that the author(s)
of the hoax “had good knowledge of the poetic works by Elisabeth Kulmann”
(Cmupno-Cokonbckuit 1969: 432). Kulmann’s poems were printed in 1833 (and
will be discussed later); but before that, we need to consider that children’s po-
etry was quite common in Russian periodicals already in the 1810s and 1820s.5

For instance, in the early 1810s, a special journal for young readers and writ-
ers, Friend of Young and All People [ [Ipyr roHO1IECTBa 1 BCsikuX JieT|, published
several poems by boys of nine, eleven and twelve years old®. In each case the age

4 Emphasis added.

5 This paper focuses on the printed sources of the early 19th century; for the cases of the
young female translators publishing their works in the end of the 18th century, see, for example:
(O’Malley 2007); for the sentimentalist women poetry of the turn of the 19th century, see (Stohler
2016).

6 See poems by: 9-year-old Nikandr Dudyshkin (Qyasimkun Hukauap. “Most MOTUTBa
o rpexax”. [pye ionowecmea 2 (1813): 147; Qyneiukun Hukannp. “Cepaednoe npu3HaHHE MOe-
My bnarogerento Makcumy VBanosuuy Hes3opoBy”. /pye ronowecmsa 3 (1813): 155-156);
11-year-old Sergei Vikulin (Buxynun Cepreii. “Tlenne mnagenues”. [pye ionowecmsa 2 (1813):
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of the author was a subject of a special footnote — the feature characteristic for
an educational journal.

There were also young female authors who had published their poetry
and prose in the journal’, although their writings were framed slightly differ-
ently than boys’ ones. While the latter could have been discussed in terms of lan-
guage or style8, the former was often declared to be solely a spontaneous, “natu-
ral” piece of art:

31ech He yMHUYaHUE U HE HAyYEHHOCTH TOBOPHT,  JKUBBIC YyBCTBA HEXHOTO
ceprua Mutoi COYMHUTENBHHUIIBI <...> CHIO 00pa3noByo 11t FOHomecTBa nbecky
¢ cie3aMu pajgoctu coodmaro B XKypran <..> mig 106poro npumepa MOJIOIBIM.
(“Pasmprmnenne” 1814: 71)

[Here it is not the intelligence and education who are speaking, but the vivid
feelings of a tender heart <...> this piece, exemplary for the youth, we contribute
to the journal <...> as a fine example for the young people.]

This kind of attitude to women’s writings as something opposite to the out-
come of education or rational thinking formed in Russian literature at the turn
of the 19th century (Stohler 2016). As a young woman was presumed to be fa-
bula rasa, her closeness to nature rather than culture explains that her writings —
regardless the age — were perceived as an outcome of a “natural” and non-ratio-
nal creative process. Hence, it limited a woman’s ability to act as an independent
author because her feelings and experiences, including literary work, were as-
sumed to be immature and should have been hidden from the public, shared only
with a mentor (in most cases, a father of a husband) (Jlorman 1994: 310-311;
Stohler 2016: 42—43). The notion of the natural and spontaneous as opposed
to the “true” art, together with the mentor figure make children’s and women’s
poetry of this time quite similar in their lack of autonomy.

In the 1810s publishing writings of boys and girls did serve educational
goals: on the one hand, the journal aimed to praise children for their literary ef-
forts and, on the other hand, it demonstrated examples of the right way of writing
texts to other children. This “educational” practice of publishing children’s po-
etry, which was quite similar to other European literary markets of the turn of the
19th century (cf. Kittredge 2011), had not, however, lasted long. Already in the
1820s even young male poets were not referring to their age while debuting. This
was not the case for the poems written by girls.

For many female poets’ publications in the periodicals of the 1820s and 1830s
one can find footnotes mentioning the author’s age. These are, for instance, five

139-140; Bukynuu Cepreii. “UyBcTBHE O0TE€U4ECTBEHHOTO cyacTus . [pye ronowecmsa 5 (1813):
75-77); 12-year-old unknown author (A. K. “Ponmo CyBopoBy”. Jpye tonowecmea 7 (1810): 48).

7 See, for example (“Pazmbiuuienue” 1814) as well as one poem signed by unknown fe-
male poet (M.n.H.Ba Au... “K npyx6e”. [pye ionowecmsa 4 (1814): 98-99).

8 For instance, see the editor’s footnote to Dudyshkin’s poem specifying that the boy’s
poems include some grammar mistakes (Jynprukua Hukannp. “UyBcTBa oTpoka Ha MOOETHI,
oznepxkanubie ABrycreimum Mmneparopom Anexkcanapom 17. [pye onowecmesa 10 (1814):
103-105).
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poems by thirteen-year-old girls, including the first publication of Nadezhda
Teplova®. One can also find number of poems — as it was especially emphasised
in the footnotes by editors — by girls of tenl?, eleven!!, fourteen!2 and fifteen
years old!3. Since there is no evidence of male poets referencing their age at this
extent in the 1820s and 1830s, this feature seems to not only draw readers’ inter-
est, but also legitimise female poets’ literary debut. Being neither children nor
adult women (Jlorman 1994: 63; Giannarelli 1977-1978), female poets between
10 and 15 were somewhat allowed to print their poems in journals, while the age
referencing implies these to be some kind of exceptional cases, similar to child
prodigies or “natural” poets (cf. Kord 2003; Illens 2018).

Nevertheless, the mention of the age below a publication did not entail any
other biographical details to be attached. A journal publication might be limited
in typographical space, but even a poetry collection Essays in verse by fifteen-
year-old maiden Elizaveta Shakhova (1837) had not been supplied by any type
of preface or information about the poetess. Thus, the age referencing in these
cases functioned on its own, without constructing a detailed biography around
a girl.

By an odd coincidence, Elizaveta Shakhova, a real fifteen-year-old poetess,
who become quite visible in the literary field later (Vowles 2004), had printed
her first book in the same year as allegedly fifteen-year-old Smirnoval4. The co-
incidence provides even more evidence of featuring young girls’ poetry during
this time and highlights the contrast between the real female poet and the imag-
inary one.

Shakhova’s book is similar to most women’s poetry collections of the time
in terms of its small size (only eight poems, 23 pages), lack of preface or any
commentary in the name of the author. The poems’ content can be as well de-
scribed as modest and quite religious!s. As it is now evident, Smirnova’s book
appears to be the opposite. Although it draws attention using the common men-
tion of the poetess’s age (“Being a fifteen-year-old...”), Smirnova’s overly ambi-

9 See: “Cepneunas 6narogapaocts’. Hesckuii spumens 4. 2, Ne5 (1820): 165; “Mpbiciu
npu knaabume”. braconamepennviii 4. 19, Ne 19 (1822): 221-223 (signed: «Bapsapa T...Bay);
lonaBnesa E. “Ot [douepu x Otuy”. brnaconamepennwviii 4. 31, Ne31-32 (1825): 174; Tennosa
Hanexna. “K ponnoit cropone”. Mockoeckuii Teneepagh 4. 15, Ne12, otn. 2: 136—137; Butkos-
ckast Enmncasera. “ConeprxaTenpHulie 6J1aropoaHoro naHcuona B Xapopkose, E. @. ®on-bupux,
OT e¢ BOCHUTAHHUIL . JJamckuil acypran 4. 25, Ne3 (1829): 38.

10 See: BepxoBckast Mapbsi. “CojepikaTebHUIE O1aropogHOrO MMAHCHOHA B XapbhKOBE,
E.®. ®on-bupux, ot ee Bocniuranuuu”. Jamckui scypran 4. 25, Ne3 (1829): 38.

I See: I'nuuka AnHa. “Ha xoHunHy biarorBopurensHoil ['ocynapeinun MMnepaTpuiibl
Mapuu ®eonopoBHsl”. Jamckuii scypran 4. 24, Ne24 (1828): 195-196.

12 See: Kopcakosa Jluaust. “Bypst u moxap”. Jlumepamypnoie npubasienus k “Pycckomy
unsanudy” 1. 2, Ne1 (1839): 5-6.

13 See: Kocorosckast Hanexna. “I{snae u Gnaronerento U. A. K.”. Brazonamepennuoiii 4. 21,
Ne5 (1823): 354-355.

14 Here and below, I use the name “Smirnova” without quotation marks referring to the
author(s) who stood behind the hoax.

15 Compare, for instance, Shakhova’s poetry collections with those by Elizaveta Alad’ina
(Counnenus E. B. A. .., 1838) or V. Molchanova (CTuxoTBopeH#Hsl, COUMHEHHBIE ieBuIieio B. M. .,
1838).
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tious appeal to the public should have made a total contrast with any known
young female poet. So, firstly, Smirnova was used to reverse the humble image
of a semiautonomous poetess debuting at a young age, the phenomenon quite
widespread in the 1820s and 1830s. The hoax’s preface should have had a comi-
cal effect or at least caused dissonance for the readers, who were not expecting
a fifteen-year-old girl to strive for fame, scientific achievements, and numerous
publications.

I1. A young poetess on her deathbed

The mention of the young age of a female poet appeared quite often in the
Russian periodicals of the 1820s. Nevertheless, an early debut might not become
a part of a poetess’s later biography, as it was, for instance, in the cases of quite
renowned female poets Nadezhda Teplova or Elisaveta Shakhova (cf.: Baypo
2000, Vowels 2004). In fact, debuting at a young age turned into one’s biogra-
phy’s feature only in the case of this person’s early death.

By the 1820s, a woman’s early death was interpreted in the frame of pre-
romantic aesthetics, in Russia largely influenced by Vasilii Zhukovskii’s poetry
(Jlorman 1994: 65). In this perspective, a dead young woman embodied the an-
gelic image, innocent and close to nature.

An example of this constructed biography is the article written by a journal-
ist Boris Fedorov!® about Mariya Posvelova (between 1780 and 1784 — 1805).
Opening the biography with an epigraph from Zhukovskii, Fedorov emphasised
young Pospelova’s “natural” self-grown talent for writing in verse accompanied
by her complete indifference to literary fame. These virtues allow her to become
the personification of an angel:

Bocnuranuuna npupoasl He crapaiachk IpuodpecTs cede uMs yuenoe. Ma-
JIO€ YUCIIO HalleYaTaHHbIX 9K3eMILISIpOB ee CTUXOTBOPEHUH Ha3HAUCHO OBLIO /ISt
pacnpeznenenus He Jlureparopam <..>, He XKXypHanuctam <..>, He 3HaATHBIM <...>,
HO JUISl PacIpeneseHus Ipy3bsiM ee ceMelcTBa <...> Hellb3sl 0€3 YANBICHUS YH-
taTh Obl <..> U ApyTHUE IPONU3BEACHHUS IIEpa €€, U IPEICTABUTD, YTO CUH TIPEJIECT-
Hble 11BeThI [1093un u dunocoduu Bo3palieHbl ceMHauaruieTHero My3oii, KoTo-
poit map, elie B HEpa3BUTUHU U3YMJISIOLINH, CMEPTHIO NOXHUIIEH <...> U Ipo0 co-
KPBLI HaBEKH OT 3eMJIM 4epThl AHrena <...> [locnenoBa mpeacTaBiseT peakuil
MpUMep IPUPOIHBIX criocoOHOcTel. (Demopon 1824: 185-186, 187-188)

[A pupil of Nature, she has not been trying to earn her name as a learned
woman. Printed in few numbers of copies, her poetry collection was given not to
writers <...> or journalists <...> or nobles <...> but to friends of her family <..>
one cannot read the odes <..> and her other writings and imagine that these flo-
wers of poetry and philosophy were grown by a seventeen-year-old Muse, whose
immature gift, which was already astonishing, was seized by death <...> and the
tomb has forever hidden the signs of the Angel. <..> Pospelova was a rare example
of natural talents].

16 Fedorov was also Pospelova’s nephew.
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It should be noted that the biography of Pospelova’s fellow, Anna Volkova
(1781-1834), who debuted at the earlier age of 13 (in 1794) and was still alive
in the 1820s, had not been focused on any of these features. In the articles about
Volkova that appeared in the 1820s and 1830s, neither her early debut nor the
“natural” gift was discussed!”. Moreover, Volkova’s and Pospelova’s publications
in the 1790s did not mention the girls’ age or the “naturalness” of their writings
at all. This brings to a conclusion that the whole “angelic” image of an early
deceased poetess was applied to Pospelova’s biography post-factum in the 1820s.
At the same time, Pospelova was a relatively unknown historical figure for the
readers of the 1820s and 1830s.

Nevertheless, the very same image applied to the biography of a contempo-
rary poetess created a sensation. The poems by Elisabeth Kulmann (1808—1825)
printed in 1833, eight years after the poetess’s death, were widely discussed in the
press, predictably focusing more on Kulmann’s personality than on her poems.

One of Kulmann’s early biographers, Aleksandr Nikitenko, took the “an-
gelic” image to the extreme, justifying Kulmann’s early death with the aim
of preserving the innocent genius of the poetess:

Uucras, IeBCTBEHHAS IyIIIa €€ elle He 3HaKoMa Obljia ¢ MPeIbIIeHUIMH XBa-
eI <...> OcoOEHHO HUKTO HE MOT npeamnojgaratsh B HEW COYMHHUTEILHUIBI <..>
Het! 310 ObLi1a HE yUeHAas )KEHIIIMHA: MOXKET ObITh, OHA OJIKHA ObLIIa U YMEPETh,
yT0OBI HE caenatbes eto. (Hukurenko 1835: 77)

[Her pure, innocent soul had not been yet acquainted with the temptations
of fame <..> Nobody could suggest that she is an author <..> No! she was not
a learned woman: probably, she ought to have died to not to become one.]

This explanation contradicts the fact that Kulmann was a child prodigy who
achieved fluency in 11 languages, including Greek and Latin. Most of the details
about her short life evidence that she was nothing but a passionate learner and am-
bitious author (I'ar30ypr 1990). “Not a learned woman”, she was writing poetry
in four modern languages and left about a thousand original and translated
works. Her poems in Russian, in most cases drawing on classic antiquity, were
written in a very unusual for Russian poetry blank iambic trimeter, the form that
Kulmann consciously chose for herself.

Nevertheless, Kulmann’s biography was immediately open for reconceptu-
alisation in terms of an “angelic” image of a poetess, inspired by Nature itself
and not even influenced by (male) culture. It is most visible in her biography
in the fragment dedicated to Kulmann’s teacher, Karl GroSheinrich, who had,
allegedly, “instead of teaching, <...> learned himself the mysteries of Nature
from its anointed one <Kulmann>" (Huxurtenko 1835: 52).

Such an emphasis on the inspiration from nature and lack of formal educa-
tion or contact with any literary field manifested in Kulmann’s (as well as Pos-

17" See: Ianukos Iletp. “O cTUXOTBOPEHUsIX AeBUIBI BonkoBoil”. Jamckuil scypHan
4. 20, No 19 (1827): 3-9; Makapos M. “Anna AnekceeBHa BosnkoBa”. [Jamckuii scypnan 4. 44,
Ne51-52 (1833): 145-146.
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velova’s) biography is essential for the opposition to the “demonic” woman im-
age, that of an emancipated female writer.

Unlike the image of a natural genius hidden from public eyes and taken
by an early death, the women striving to get an education and to participate in lit-
erature on equal terms with men had an exceptionally negative reputation in the
1830s. Although the satiric image of women writers goes back to a much earlier,
18th-century literary tradition (bogposa 2018), the 1830s reveal a new wave
of discussions on the woman’s role and her possibility to make art. A well-known
example of this time in Russian is Nikolai Verevkin’s novel 4 Woman Writer
(1837), where the main character was presented as a deeply graphomaniac writ-
er and her very intention to be an author and wish for literary fame were de-
picted as very “unnatural” and destructive for women in general (CaBkuna 1998).
Even less acceptable was writing poetry, as Romantic aesthetics widespread
in Russian literature by the 1830s rejected the possibility for women to be a per-
sonification of the natural genius, thus to have any claims to be a poet (Kord
2003: 25-39; Ambiihl 2003).

It is now visible that the image of Smirnova is a mixture of a female writer’s
“angelic” and “demonic” faces. On the one hand, the core of the image is a young
poetess commonly perceived in the framework of an innocent child prodigy.
On the other hand, Smirnova’s attempt to communicate with the reader and seek
recognition in many printed books reveals the traditional negative image of a gra-
phomaniac woman writer.

The latter is manifested not only in overly long obscure poems but also in the
footnotes. For instance, in one of the poems Smirnova used the word “Rous-
seaus” (a surname “Rousseau” in plural form) and explained it as follows:

ITon umenem Pyccos, st pazymeto He AByX 103ToB: Kan-Kaka u JXKan-barucra
Pycco, HO Bcex BooOIIIe M0, KOTOPBIE BO BPEMsI PEBOIIOIIMI NMETH XapaKkTep
Kan-XKaxa. (174)

[Under the name of Rousseaus I do not understand the two poets, Jean-Jacques
and Jean-Baptiste Rousseau, but all people in general, who have a character of Jean-
Jacques during the revolutions]

In between the two female images, one can suspect that this kind of mean-
ingless reasoning should have shown the style of a learned woman: the one that
Elizabeth Kulmann has escaped by dying early.

The image of a young poetess on her deathbed is also an object of mockery
in the hoax. Despite that many parts of Smirnova’s biography are common for
imagery of female poets in general, the portrait of a young poetess lying on the
deathbed while finishing her writings is highly probable to be a direct parody
of the following fragment from Kulmann’s biography:

Jyx ee, cpequ TSIKKUX CTpaJlaHui, Kacasch yxKe MOCIEAHEro Npeesia 3eMHOr0
CYIIIECTBOBaHUS, HE MOT OCTaBaThCs B Oe3eiicTBry. B Tiieromed rpyau ee Omoch
elIIe cBeXxee, FOHOIIIECKOE Cep/IIIe, M TYYBCTBOBAHUS €0 JKUBBIMU CTPYSIMHU H3JIHBA-
nuch Ha Oymary. Heckonbko CTHXOTBOPEHHH OBLTH MIJIOAOM CEro MPEeICMEePTHOTO,
MEJIaHXOJINYECKOro BAOXHOBeHHs . OHAa JUKTOBaJIa CBOM MBICIIM, KOI'/Ia HE MOIJia
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y’Ke MucaTh caMa; MONpaBiisijia CBOM IPEKHUE COYMHEHUs, IEPEBOIIIIA HEKOTO-
pele u3 HuX. (Hukurenko 1835: 84)

[Her soul, in severe suffering, being on its last limit of earthly life, could not
remain idle. In her smouldering breast, a verdant, young heart was still beating
and its feelings were pouring out on paper. Few poems were the fruit of the near-
death, melancholic inspiration. She was dictating her thoughts when she became
unable to write; she corrected her previous works, translated some of them.]

Unlike Kulmann, imaginary poetess Smirnova is writing her last poems not
for its own sake but to gain public recognition. The latter alone motivates her
overly ambitious plan to print a collection of works in prose and poetry, that was
conventional for no one except for the most renowned (male) authors of this time.
So, the imaginary poetess not only exploits the image of young girl poets but also
plays with the images of “angelic” and “mad” women writers, in part focusing
on the most-known child prodigy of this time.

Historical context thus allows us to interpret the poetess’s image given in the
preface as a combination of two stereotypical views on women writing poetry:
the young natural “angelic” poet spoiled by a corrupted mind of an emancipated
female writer. While the latter could imply graphomaniac behaviour, it only
partly explains the bizarreness of Smirnova’s poems. Is it possible to read the
poems intentionally made unreadable and uncover their sources similarly to the
sources of Smirnova’s image?

II1. Anna Smirnova vs Russian poetry of the early 19th century

Although there is evidence that Elisabeth Kulmann was one of the objects
of the parody, the poems in the hoax are not resembling her original verse form.
Moreover, Smirnova’s versification technique — namely, the use of exclusively
iambic hexameters with paired rhymes — is quite different from any known fe-
male poets of the 1830s. At the level of form, Smirnova is more akin to a poetry
of much earlier period of the 1790s and 1800s and, in particular, Maria Pospelova.

However, a direct comparison of Smirnova and Posvelova’s poems seems
not very promising, as the texts in the hoax express little sense for a human
reader. At the same time, the hoax includes quite many poems, making it possible
to collect these texts into a corpus for statistical analysis. In this part of the paper,
[ use stylometry and multivariate text analysis to compare Smirnova’s individu-
al style with 22 Russian poets active between 1790 and 1840.

The comparative corpus represents different groups of poets. First, there are
17 canonical male poets whose texts were selected from the Poetic subcorpus
of the Russian National Corpus. Second, it includes texts written by 5 female
poets: two of the turn of the 19th century (Anna Bunina, Maria Pospelova)
and three of the 1830s (Elisaveta Shakhova, Elisabeth Kulmann, Evdokiya
Rostopchina)!8. For each author the corpus was divided into 10-year chunks

18 Female poets’ texts, except for the cases of Bunina and Rostopchina, were digitised for
the first time for this study.
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(according to the texts’ creation or publication dates) that resulted in the list
of 36 samples!? from 22 authors as well as one sample of more than 18 thousand
words by SmirnovaZ20,

During preprocessing, the corpus was cleaned from punctuation marks,
lines and stanza divisions. Texts in each 10-year sample were gathered as one
bag-of-words, transformed to modern Russian orthography and lemmatised?!,
after the occurrence of each lemma was counted. Although these steps drop
much information about poetic forms (meter, rthythm, rhyme, etc.) and meaning
(the use of the dictionary forms of the words (lemmas) without their syntactic
relations to each other), I argue that this methodology is valid for the case
of Smirnova. While there is no possibility of close reading for these texts, tradi-
tional for stylometry bag-of-words representation will allow us to make Smirno-
va’s texts approachable and comparable with the texts of other authors.

Word counts for each author’s samples aim to give an overview of the
vocabulary use and reflect some thematic features of the texts?2. As the corpus
includes different generations of poets, we assume that the poets of the same
generation would be closer to each other (obviously, with the largest similarity
between the samples of the same author). So, the main hypothesis is that Smirno-
va’s word usage is expected to be closer to the poets of the 1790s and 1800s than
any female poets of the 1830s.

To test the assumptions on lexical closeness, the word counts need to be
transformed into a measure that allows us to summarise and compare the dif-
ferences in vocabulary use between each pair of authors. In stylometry, this
measure is called distance. In simple terms, having two ordered lists of word
counts (frequencies) and using distance measures one can calculate how similar
these lists are. Though such calculation can seem too simplistic for the analysis
of complex literary texts, recent studies show that distance-based methods ap-
plied to fiction can detect text groupings similar to the ones existing in literary
scholarship, e. g., genres and literary movements (see: Underwood & So 2021;
Calvo Tello 2021).

In our case, we wish to test if the hoax’s style is closer to the poetry of the
turn of the 19th century than the contemporary women’s poetry of the 1830s. For
these rather general, not individual stylistic markers, a set of 250 most frequent
words (MFW) will be selected, however, starting from the 50th most frequent
word (i. e., these are words with ranks from 50 to 300 MFW). This selection al-

19 The minimum size for the 10-year sample was set to 8 thousand words; in most cases
these are chunks with more than 12 thousand of words. The corpus size requirement makes it im-
possible to include many female poets of the 1830s who published only a few poems.

20 The data and the code used for experiment are published at: https:/doi.org/10.5281/ze-
nodo.7702517

21 Python modules russpelling (by I. Boerner, D.J. Birnbaum) and pymystem3 (Segalovich
2003) were used for the orthography normalisation and lemmatisation respectively.

22 There can be some association between vocabulary and meter, though small samples
prevent us from selecting poems of only one meter (e. g., iambic hexameter). Nevertheless, some
level of corpus homogeneity is provided by the fact that most of the poems in the corpus are
written in iambic forms.
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Fig. 1. Closeness of poetic styles for poets active between 1790 and 1840
with Smirnova’s cluster closer view on the right.

lows us to omit functional words (conjunctions, prepositions, etc.) that are infor-
mation-rich for authorship attribution, but not useful in case of detecting larger
groupings such as genres. Between each pair of samples, the distance was calcu-
lated with cosine delta distance. Then the distances are summarised by clustering
technique (Ward’s method) in the tree visualisation (Fig. 7). For clusterisation the
data was iterated 100 times with a set of 8 thousand words taken randomly each
time from each sample. The resulting tree displays relations between all samples
where a cluster is built only in cases if it appeared in at least 50% of iterations
(majority-rule consensus tree).

As the resulting tree shows many leaves not grouped in clusters, many po-
etic styles of the 1830s, including women’s ones, are quite distinct and by any
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means not close to the style of the hoax. The basic assumption about intra-gen-
erational similarity is confirmed by the fact that samples by the same author as well
as same-generation authors (e.g. Vyazemskii and Bunina, Del’vig and Pushkin)
are grouped together. In particular, it is curious that two female poets, Shakhova
and Rostopchina, appear to be lexically close to each other, while Kulmann pres-
ents a very unique style.

The most interest lies in the largest cluster of authors of the 1790s and 1800s
that includes Smirnova’s sample. The hypothesis that of all female poets Smirno-
va should be closer to Maria Pospelova is confirmed by their samples united
in one cluster. However, as the tree shows, Smirnova’s style is also similar to the
male poets of this period, namely to the style of the very renowned poet and writ-
er Nikolai Karamzin who personified the whole sentimental poetry movement.
Thus, the hoax was embedded in the sentimental language, which is not surpris-
ing, given the fact that in the 1790s sentimentalism became the mainstream style
for women’s poetry (Stohler 2016: 94-95). These results allow us to suspect that
the author(s) of the hoax, deliberately or not, used an outdated poetic style as the
material for the parody that neglected contemporary women’s poetry. The gap
between the conventional poetess’ image and her texts once again reveals that
the object of criticism, interest and mockery was an imaginary figure of a female
poet, not the actual women’s writings.

Conclusion

The hoax Various Poems by Anna Smirnova presents a curious example
of public mockery of female poets or female writers in general. On the one hand,
Smirnova’s image in the preface is a product of its time as her figure is a mixture
of a child prodigy and an emancipated female writer, both being specific for the
1830s. On the other hand, the content of the book reveals that the authors either
had little knowledge of contemporary women’s poetry itself or had put little ef-
fort in parodying any real female poet of this time, given that the hoax’s style
is rooted in a much earlier sentimental tradition of the 1790s. Although the image
itself could draw critics’ attention, the content of the book probably serves for
little enthusiasm from the readers because the poems were both very outdated
and obscure.

In this article, I tried to approach this ill-written text with the belief that
computational methods could enrich traditional literary scholarship. One can
make suggestions regarding Smirnova’s style, but no actual reading of these
poems is possible. [ used both robust and simple techniques to assess the similar-
ity of Smirnova’s texts to known poetic styles of this time. In a broader context,
this example raises the question on how to use statistical methods in order to en-
hance the discovery of the relationships between gender and literary style,
and, in particular, reveal literary sources that drive the construction of imaginary
Others in parody. At the same time, this case suggests that lexical features can
be useful when working with deliberately distorted texts whose authors, their
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intentions and reasons for a group’s misrepresentation remain unknown. How-
ever, it becomes possible to examine how such texts were constructed and sug-
gest the reasons for doing that.

REFERENCES

Ambiihl Annemarie. “Children as Poets: Poets as Children? Romantic Constructions of Child-
hood and Hellenistic Poetry”. Hesperia Supplements 41 (2007): 373-383.

Calvo Tello José. The Novel in the Spanish Silver Age: A Digital Analysis of Genre Using Machine
Learning. Bielefeld: Bielefeld University Press, 2021.

Giannarelli Elena. “Nota sui dodici anni — I’eta della scelta — nella tradizione letteraria antica”.
Maia 29-30 (1977-1978): 127-133.

Greene Diana. Reinventing Romantic Poetry: Russian Women Poets of the Mid-Nineteenth Cen-
tury. Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press, 2004.

Kittredge Katharine. “Early Blossoms of Genius: Child Poets at the End of the Long 18th Cen-
tury”. The Looking Glass: New Perspectives on Children’s Literature 15/2 (2011) <https://
ojs.latrobe.edu.au/ojs/index.php/tlg/article/view/274>.

Kord Susanne. Women Peasant Poets in Eighteenth-Century England, Scotland, and Germany.
Milkmaids on Parnassus. Rochester, Woodbridge: Camden House, 2003.

O’Malley Lurana Donnels. “Signs from Empresses and Actresses. Women and Theatre in the
Eighteenth Century”. Women in Russian Culture and Society. 1700—1825. Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2007: 9-23.

Segalovich Ilya. “A Fast Morphological Algorithm with Unknown Word Guessing Induced
by a Dictionary for a Web Search Engine”. International Conference on Machine Learning;
Models, Technologies and Applications. Las Vegas, Nevada: CSREA Press, 2003: 273-280.

Stohler Ursula. Disrupted Idylls. Bern: Peter Lang, 2016.

Underwood Ted, So Richard Jean. “Can We Map Culture?” Journal of Cultural Analytics 6 (2021):
32-51.

Vowles Judith. “The inexperienced muse: Russian women and poetry in the first half of the nine-
teenth century”. 4 History of Women's Writing in Russia. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 2004: 62—84.

Bonposa Anuna. «Henoauensypusle pegakiyu kak noarekct: K mureparypHoii uctopuu nocia-
uus [lymknna “K.A. TumatueBoit™». A/Z: essays in honor of Alexander Zholkovsky. Bos-
ton: Academic Studies Press, 2018: 64—84.

Ian30ypr ['puropuii. «K ncropun usnanus counnennii Ennzasersr Kynemany». Pycckas aume-
pamypa 1 (1990): 148—155.

lacmapoB Muxaunn. Quepk ucmopuu pycckozco cmuxa. Mocksa: ®opryna Jlumuten, 2000.

«JInreparypuas neronucs: Cobpanue pa3nuuHbIX cTuxoTBopeHuil. Counnenne AHHBI CMuUp-
HOBoi1. 3nanue nepoe. Cankt-IletepOypr: Tun. K. Bunredepa, 1837». bubruomexa ons
umenus 25, orn. IV (1837): 48-50.

Jlorman IOpuii. becedw! o pyccroil kyavmype. Bvim u mpaouyuu pycckozo osopsncmea (XVII—
nauano XIX eexa). Cankt-IletepOypr: UckycctBo—CIIb, 1994.

Huxunrenko Anexcannp. «Enucasera Kynemany». bubnuomexa ons umenus 8, otn. I (1835): 39-85.

«Pa3MplluieHne MOJIOIOH NEBYIIKH TS Ha OBUHHBIN moxkapy. [pye onowecmsa 3 (1814):
69-72.

«Pycckne kaurny». Codpanue pa3inuHbIx ctuxotBopenunit. Counnenne Auubl CMupHOBOI. [Tep-
Boe m3panue(?). Cankr-IletepOypr: Tun. K. Bunrebepa, 1837». Jlumepamypuvie npubas-
nenus K «Pycckomy uneanudy» 1 (1838): 10.

CaBkuHa MpuHa. «“Ilos3ust — onacHslit qap 1uist aeBel” (Kputnueckas perenius >KeHCKOH JTH-
TepaTyphl U KEHIUHBI-TUCcAaTeIbHULBI B Poccun nepsoii monoBunsl X1X Bexa)y. [lposun-
yuanxu pycckotl iumepamypul (Kenckas nposa 30—40-x 20006 X1X éexa). Wilhelmshorst:
Verlag F. K. Gopfert, 1998. <https://a-z.ru/women_cd1/html/s_1.htm>.



45

CmupnoB-Coxonbekuit Huxkonaid. Mos 6ubauomexa. bubauozpaguueckoe onucanue. T. 1. Mock-
Ba: Kuaura, 1969.

Cobpanue pasnuunvix cmuxomeoperuil. Couunenue Annvt Cmuprosoil. [lepoe nnanue. CaHKT-
IetepOypr: K. Bunrebepa, 1837.

Denopos bopuc. «O xu3HN 1 counHeHUsIX AeBullbl [locnenoBoiin. Omeuecmeennvie sanucku 45
(1824): 185-201; 46: 457-470; 48: 75-86.

ens Aprem. «Pycckas necusy 6 iumepamype 1800—1840-x 22. Tartu: University of Tartu press,
2018.

REFERENCES

Ambiihl Annemarie. “Children as Poets: Poets as Children? Romantic Constructions of Child-
hood and Hellenistic Poetry”. Hesperia Supplements 41 (2007): 373-383.

Bodrova Alina. “Nepodcenzurnye redakcii kak podtekst: K literaturnoj istorii poslaniya Push-
kina ‘K. A. Timashevoj’”. A/Z: essays in honor of Alexander Zholkovsky. Boston: Acade-
mic Studies Press, 2018: 64—-84.

Calvo Tello José. The Novel in the Spanish Silver Age: A Digital Analysis of Genre Using Machine
Learning. Bielefeld: Bielefeld University Press, 2021.

Fedorov Boris. “O zhizni i sochineniyah devicy Pospelovoj”. Otechestvennye zapiski 45 (1824):
185-201; 46: 457—-470; 48: 75-86.

Ganzburg Grigorij. “K istorii izdaniya sochinenij Elizavety Kul’'man”. Russkaya literatura 1 (1990):
148-155.

Gasparov Mihail. Ocherk istorii russkogo stiha. Moskva: Fortuna Limited, 2000.

Giannarelli Elena. “Nota sui dodici anni — I’eta della scelta — nella tradizione letteraria antica”.
Maia 29-30 (1977-1978): 127-133.

Greene Diana. Reinventing Romantic Poetry: Russian Women Poets of the Mid-Nineteenth Cen-
tury. Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press, 2004.

Kittredge Katharine. “Early Blossoms of Genius: Child Poets at the End of the Long 18th Cen-
tury”. The Looking Glass: New Perspectives on Children’s Literature 15/2 (2011) <https://
ojs.latrobe.edu.au/ojs/index.php/tlg/article/view/274>.

Kord Susanne. Women Peasant Poets in Eighteenth-Century England, Scotland, and Germany.
Milkmaids on Parnassus. Rochester, Woodbridge: Camden House, 2003.

“Literaturnaya letopis’: Sobranie razlichnyh stihotvorenij. Sochinenie Anny Smirnovoj. [zdanie
pervoe. Sankt-Peterburg: tip. K. Vingebera, 1837”. Biblioteka dlya chteniya 25, otd. IV
(1837): 48-50.

Lotman Yurij. Besedy o russkoj kul ture. Byt i tradicii russkogo dvoryanstva (XVIII — nachalo
XIX veka). Sankt-Peterburg: Iskusstvo—SPB, 1994.

Nikitenko Aleksandr. “Elisaveta Kul’man”. Biblioteka dlya chteniya 8, otd. I (1835): 39-85.

O’Malley Lurana Donnels. “Signs from Empresses and Actresses. Women and Theatre in the
Eighteenth Century”. Women in Russian Culture and Society. 1700—1825. Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2007: 9-23.

“Razmyshlenie molodoj devushki glyadya na ovinnyj pozhar”. Drug yunoshestva 3 (1814): 69-72.

“Russkie knigi: Sobranie razlichnyh stihotvorenij. Sochinenie Anny Smirnovoj. Pervoe izda-
nie(?). Sankt-Peterburg: tip. K. Vingebera, 1837”. Literaturnye pribavleniya k “Russkomu
invalid” 1 (1838): 10.

Savkina Irina. “Poeziya — opasnyj dar dlya devy” (Kriticheskaya recepciya zhenskoj literatury
i zhenshchiny-pisatel’nicy v Rossii pervoj poloviny XIX veka)”. Provincialki russkoj lit-
eratury (Zhenskaya proza 30—40-h godov XIX veka). Wilhelmshorst: Verlag F.K. Gopfert,
1998. <https://a-z.ru/women_cdl/html/s_1.htm>.

Segalovich Ilya. “A Fast Morphological Algorithm with Unknown Word Guessing Induced
by a Dictionary for a Web Search Engine”. International Conference on Machine Learning;
Models, Technologies and Applications. Las Vegas, Nevada: CSREA Press, 2003: 273-280.

Shelya Artem. “Russkaya pesnya” v literature 1800—1840-h gg. Tartu: University of Tartu press,
2018.



46

Smirnov-Sokol’skij Nikolaj. Moya biblioteka. Bibliograficheskoe opisanie. T. 1. Moskva: Kniga,
1969.

Sobranie razlichnyh stihotvorenij. Sochinenie Anny Smirnovoj. Pervoe izdanie. Sankt-Peterburg:
K. Vingebera, 1837.

Stohler Ursula. Disrupted Idylls. Bern: Peter Lang, 2016.

Underwood Ted, So Richard Jean. “Can We Map Culture?” Journal of Cultural Analytics 6 (2021):
32-51.

Vowles Judith. “The inexperienced muse: Russian women and poetry in the first half of the nine-
teenth century”. A History of Women’s Writing in Russia. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 2004: 62—84.

AHTOHMHAa MapTHHEHKO

HETIPOUMUTAHE IIECME HEITIOCTOJERE IECHUKUIBE: CIMKA IIECHUKUBE
Y JEJHOJ Y MUCTUOUKAIININ XIX BEKA

Pesume

YV MHOTHM CllydYajeBrMa KBAaHTHTATHBHH [IPUCTYIIN MPOYYaBarby KIbHKEBHUX Jela NMajy
3a L{IJb JIa TIOHOBO OTKPH]jy ayTOPKE Y ,,BEIMKOM HEIIPOYUTAHOM . ApXHB, MehyTHM, UMa U JIpy-
I'y CTpaHy MeJiajbe: 4yBa KIbHKEBHE MUCTU(UKALM]E U CEKCHCTHYKE MapO/INje HA IKEHCKU CTHII
nucama. OBaj YJaHaK TOBOPH O jeHO] TAaKBO] MUCTU(UKAIN]H, 30MPLH TIOe3Hje 00jaBIbEHO]
1837. ronqune y Pycuju, koja je Hanmucana 1oj IMEHOM IeTHAaeCTOroguIImbe aesojunte. C jexne
cTpaHe, IPEeroBOp KIUTe OipaxkaBa THNUYHE npeapacyae XX Beka o ayTopkama, ncMeBajyhu
U CIMKe BYHJEPKHMH/JA U eMaHIHIIOBaHe MpodecuoHa He necHukume. C apyre ctpaHe, came
mecMe Cy JTHIIeHe CMHCIIA U TOTOBO Cy HeUUTJbUBE unTaoly. [Iparehn ncropujcku koHTeKCT H3a
CJIMKE JIaJKHE IECHUKHIHE, OBAj YIAHAK KOPUCTH KBAHTHTATHBHY METO/Y 3a aHAJIU3Y N3MEHEHOT
caapkaja Kiure, oTkpuBajyhu moryhu n3Bop maponaujckor ctuia gancudukoBama y Aeanma
CCHTHMCHTAIN3MA.

Knwyune peuu: xencku ciuey, noesuja XI1X Beka, napoanja, CTUIOMETpHUja, KBAHTUTATHBHE
MeToje.



