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AUTHOR’S GENDER POSITION AND NARRATION
IN THE CREATION OF A FEMALE IMAGE

Abstract. This article presents a comparative analysis of authorial gender and nar-
rative strategies in the literary representation of female figures in G. Musrepov’s Mother
of Mothers, Ch. Aitmatov’s Jamilia, V. Woolf’s Mrs Dalloway, and T. Morrison’s Beloved.
The study aims to identify artistic techniques used to construct female subjectivity, inner
world, social role, and symbolic function. It employs comparative-typological analysis,
close reading, and elements of gender and narratological analysis. The analysis focuses on
motherhood, sacrifice, freedom, resistance, historical memory, social constraints, inner
voice, and agency. The findings indicate that social, moral, and active dimensions of female
characters are more pronounced in the works of the selected male authors, while female
authors more extensively integrate consciousness, memory, and psychological experience
into narrative structure. These differences are considered in relation to genre, histori-
cal context, cultural environment, and individual authorial poetics rather than attributed
solely to gender. Reception is understood as a potential interpretive possibility generated
by the text rather than an empirical reader response. The study’s novelty lies in treating
authorial gender as one analytical dimension of comparative literary analysis rather than
an isolated causal factor.
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Introduction

Contemporary literary scholarship increasingly approaches fiction as more than the direct
expression of authorial intention. A literary work is understood as an aesthetic construct
whose meaning develops through the interaction of authorial choices, textual organization,
and interpretation. Reception aesthetics gives particular attention to this dynamic process.
Wolfgang Iser emphasizes the reader’s role in completing textual “gaps,” while Hans Robert
Jauss situates interpretation within the historically conditioned “horizon of expectations”
(Iser, 1978; Jauss, 1982). The meaning of a literary image is not predetermined or stable. It is
produced through the narrative, compositional, and stylistic features that shape the reader’s
engagement with the text.

Gender criticism offers a useful theoretical basis for this comparative analysis. Within this
framework, gender is understood not simply as biological difference. But as a social and cultural
construct shaped by established roles, norms, repeated practices, and relations of power.
Simone de Beauvoir situates women’s social position within historically formed structures,
emphasizing that female identity is produced through social and cultural conditions rather
than determined by biology alone (Beauvoir, 2011). Elaine Showalter established women's
writing as a distinct field of inquiry (Showalter, 1977). Judith Butler later described gender as
a performative formation. It is reproduced through social acts and discourse (Butler, 1990).
These approaches support a comparative study of authorship. They also clarify links between
gender and representation.

The present study compares four literary works. They are G. Musrepov’s short story
Mother of Mothers, Ch. Aitmatov’s novella Jamilia, Virginia Woolf’s Mrs Dalloway, and Toni
Morrison’s Beloved. These texts do not represent entire national traditions. They are treated as
four comparative literary cases. Their cultural settings and historical conditions are different.
That difference is methodologically important. The study therefore does not compare Kazakh,
Kyrgyz, British, and African American literatures as complete systems. Instead, it compares
how selected authors construct female subjectivity.

Musrepov’s Mother of Mothers presents female identity through moral strength. Maternal
responsibility and ethical resistance are central (Musrepov, 2012). The mother becomes more
than an individual figure. She embodies the value of human life. Her authority grows through
speech and action. Her inner life is not developed through long monologues. It appears through
choice, conduct, and moral position. Female subjectivity is thus externalized through ethical
action.

Aitmatov’s Jamilia develops another model of female agency. The character lives within a
traditional social order. Yet she does not simply accept its expectations. Her choices foreground
love, freedom, and self-determination (Aitmatov, 2007). Jamilia assumes responsibility for her
own decision. Her image is also mediated through another character’s perception. This creates
a productive narrative tension. She is observed from outside, yet remains self-directed.

Woolf's Mrs Dalloway shifts the emphasis inward. Clarissa Dalloway’s social role remains
highly visible. Her inner consciousness is equally important, however. Modernist narration
connects memory, time, and reflection (Woolf, 1925/2000). Her publicidentity does not exhaust
her character. Private thought repeatedly unsettles social appearances. Interior consciousness
therefore becomes a major structural principle.

Morrison’s Beloved places female subjectivity within historical trauma. Sethe’s experience
is shaped by slavery and memory. Motherhood and responsibility remain inseparable from
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violence (Morrison, 1987). Her actions resist simple moral classification. Fragmented memory
structures much of her experience. Nonlinear time also shapes the narrative. Multiple voices
further complicate a single perspective. Psychological experience thus enters the architecture
of the novel.

Comparison of these works reveals recurring differences in emphasis. In Musrepov and
Aitmatov, action and moral choice remain prominent. Social relations also shape the female
character strongly. In Woolf and Morrison, interiority becomes more structurally central.
Memory and psychological experience enter the narrative more deeply. These patterns are not
treated as universal gender differences. They belong to this selected corpus.

Authorial gender is therefore not used as an isolated cause. The four works differ in period
and genre. They also differ in culture and literary tradition. Any interpretation must account
for those differences. Gender is treated as one analytical dimension among others. Historical
contextand individual poetics remain equally important. The study does not propose a universal
theory of “male writing” or “female writing.”

The study aims to compare narrative, psychological, symbolic, and stylistic strategies. It
examines how these strategies construct female characters. It also asks how authorial gender
intersects with them. Two questions guide the analysis. What similarities and differences
appear across the four texts? How should those differences be interpreted within each context?

Reception aesthetics shifted attention from authorial intention alone. It emphasized the
reader’s role in meaning-making. Wolfgang Iser placed text-reader interaction at the center.
Readers complete textual “gaps” through prior knowledge. Cultural experience also shapes this
interpretive process (Iser, 1978). Hans Robert Jauss developed a related historical perspective.
His “horizon of expectations” links reception with context. Aesthetic norms influence how
works are understood. Moral values and social expectations also matter (Jauss, 1982). In this
study, these theories have limited use. They do not prove actual reader responses. Instead, they
explain interpretive possibilities created by texts.

Gender criticism extends this textual and receptive framework. Simone de Beauvoir viewed
female subjectivity as socially formed. Historical and cultural structures shape women'’s
positions (Beauvoir, 2011). Elaine Showalter reconsidered women'’s writing within literary
history. She also challenged women'’s exclusion from established canons (Showalter, 1977).
Judith Butler later questioned fixed models of gender. She described gender as performative
and socially repeated. Discourse and social practice continually reproduce it (Butler, 1990).
These approaches discourage simple biological explanations of authorship. They suggest a
more complex relation instead. Authorial gender interacts with culture and literary form. It can
therefore inform analysis without determining it.

Recent studies also examine gender in literary circulation. Kim and Chong studied English-
language fiction and reviews. Their research used a large textual corpus. They identified
persistent gender inequality in literary evaluation. Female authors faced uneven patterns
of critical attention (Kim & Chong, 2023). This evidence is important for literary reception
studies. However, it concerns institutional and critical responses. It does not explain narrative
form directly. The present article therefore takes another approach. It focuses on the poetics of
literary texts. Particular attention is given to female characterization.

Studies of women in Kazakh literature provide context. They often connect female
representation with social change. National values and gender stereotypes are also examined.
E. Adayeva (2023) relates female images to historical transformation. Her work also considers
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Kazakh cultural traditions. This perspective is relevant to Musrepov’s Mother of Mothers. The
story can be read through national ethics. Humanistic values also shape the mother figure.
Yet the present study adds another dimension. The mother is treated as an acting subject.
Her speech establishes authority within the narrative. Her resistance also defines her moral
position. Thus, the character exceeds symbolic motherhood alone.

Research by Madibaeva and Toleu addresses female identity in Sara Mynzhasarova’s
Women'’s Happiness. Their analysis considers women'’s equality and national identity. It also
discusses Soviet-era feminist contexts. Such studies demonstrate the value of gender analysis.
They connect female characters with changing social structures. Another domestic study links
gender with literary reception. It argues that interpretation reflects social experience. Cultural
and gendered experience also affects reading (Zeinollakizi, 2026). These studies broaden the
field considerably. Yet they do not fully address comparative authorship. They rarely compare
male and female narrative strategies.

Koolen, van Dalen-Oskam, van Cranenburgh, and Nagelhout examine another dimension.
They study judgments of literary quality and value. Such judgments do not depend on texts
alone. Readers also bring expectations about genre and authorship. Social experience may
influence their evaluations as well (Koolen et al., 2020). Their findings support a multifactorial
view of reception. They also caution against simple interpretive models. Still, their evidence
concerns actual reader judgments. The present study does not measure such responses. Their
work therefore provides theoretical context only. It cannot establish gendered responses to
these characters.

Existing scholarship reveals two main research tendencies. One examines female
representation within national traditions. Another studies gender in reception and evaluation.
Both approaches have produced valuable findings. Yet a comparative gap remains visible.
Less attention has been given to narrative construction. Male and female authors are rarely
compared systematically. This is especially true across cultural contexts. The same analytical
criteria are seldom applied throughout. Therefore, female subjectivity is difficult to compare
directly.

The present study addresses this specific gap. It examines four selected literary works
comparatively. These are Musrepov’s Mother of Mothers, Aitmatov’s Jamilia, Woolf's Mrs
Dalloway, and Morrison’s Beloved. The texts are not treated statistically. They do not represent
entire national traditions. Instead, each work functions as a literary case. The comparison
uses shared analytical categories. These include subjectivity, agency, voice, and focalization.
Historical context remains important throughout the analysis.

Authorial gender is treated as one analytical variable rather than as a determining factor.
[ts significance is considered alongside genre, historical period, cultural context, and individual
poetics. This framework avoids reductive gender stereotypes and broad claims about male or
female writing as fixed categories. The analysis instead remains grounded in textual evidence,
focusing on how female characters are represented, positioned within the narrative, and
assigned psychological and symbolic functions. Gender retains analytical value without being
isolated from the wider literary and cultural conditions that shape each work.

Research Methods
The research corpus includes four literary works. These are G. Musrepov’'s Mother of
Mothers, Ch. Aitmatov’s Jamilia, Virginia Woolf’s Mrs Dalloway, and Toni Morrison’s Beloved
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(Musrepov, 2012; Aitmatov, 2007; Woolf, 1925/2000; Morrison, 1987). The corpus was
formed through purposive comparative sampling. Musrepov and Aitmatov represent male
authorship. Woolf and Morrison represent female authorship. The works are not treated as
national prototypes. Instead, they function as four literary case studies. This design allows
cross-contextual comparison of female representation. Authorial gender is not treated as
causal. It is used as one comparative dimension. Cultural context, genre, and individual poetics
remain important.

The primary method is comparative-typological analysis. It is supported by close reading.
Elements of gender-oriented narratology are also applied. The same analytical criteria were
used throughout. These include narrative function, subjectivity, and agency. Attention was also
given to inner voice. Focalization and social positioning were examined as well. The analysis
further considered freedom, dependence, motherhood, sacrifice, resistance, and historical
memory. Links with national and social values were included.

The analysis was conducted in three stages. First, each text was examined separately.
Narrative, psychological, symbolic, and stylistic strategies were identified. Second, shared and
contrasting features were compared. Third, recurring patterns were interpreted comparatively.
This interpretation considered gender, poetics, and historical context. Analytical consistency
was maintained through shared criteria. Each conclusion was linked to textual evidence.

Reception is understood in a limited sense. It does not refer to empirical reader responses.
Instead, it denotes potential or implicit reception. This possibility is generated by textual
structure. Therefore, the findings are not generalized broadly. They apply only to the selected
corpus.

Results and Discussion

The comparative analysis revealed both shared patterns and clear differences. These
differences concern narrative form and stylistic organization. The same criteria were applied
to all four texts. They included narrative function, subjectivity, agency, focalization, and social
position. The analysis also considered motherhood, resistance, historical memory, and symbolic
function. Across the corpus, female characters are not secondary figures. Each character
contributes directly to the text’s ideological structure. Their subjectivity is expressed through
different narrative mechanisms.

In G. Musrepov’s Mother of Mothers, female representation centers on moral authority.
Maternal responsibility also shapes the character’s position. Resistance becomes another
defining feature of her agency (Musrepov, 2012). The mother exceeds a purely domestic role.
She embodies human dignity, endurance, and protection. Her subjectivity appears mainly
through speech and action. Musrepov does not rely on extended interior monologue. Instead,
he reveals character through decisions and conduct. Her moral position becomes especially
visible under pressure. This method connects psychological meaning with outward action.

The mother’s symbolic role also extends beyond private experience. Motherhood does not
function as a sign of weakness. It becomes the basis of moral strength. Maternal feeling and
resistance therefore develop together. Her voice is especially important in this process. Speech
gives the character authority within the narrative. It also defines her as an acting subject. The
story thus links motherhood with ethical agency. This combination shapes the female figure’s
central artistic function.

A different model appears in Ch. Aitmatov’s Jamilia. Jamilia lives within a traditional social
environment. Yet herrole is notlimited by convention. Her central quality is the ability to choose.
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She accepts responsibility for her emotional decision (Aitmatov, 2007). Female subjectivity
therefore emerges through personal freedom. It is also expressed through self-determination.
Motherhood is not the main organizing category here. The conflict centers instead on individual
choice.

Jamilia is presented through another character’s perception. This narrative mediation
shapes her representation. She becomes an object of external observation. At the same time,
she remains an autonomous subject. Her consciousness is not explored like Clarissa’s. Yet
her actions disclose a clear inner position. Her agency is therefore expressed behaviorally.
It appears in a choice that challenges social expectations. This gives the character a distinct
narrative independence.

Virginia Woolf's Mrs Dalloway uses another strategy. Female subjectivity is organized
through interior consciousness. Clarissa Dalloway’s social identity remains visible throughout.
Yet her inner life receives equal narrative weight (Woolf, 1925/2000). Daily actions merge
with memory and reflection. Subjective time also shapes her experience. Past relationships
return through thought. Earlier decisions are repeatedly reassessed. These movements make
consciousness structurally important.

Shifts in focalization deepen this internal perspective. Interior monologue expands
Clarissa’s psychological presence. She is not defined only by social appearance. Her inner
experience becomes part of narrative form. The text repeatedly contrasts public identity
with private thought. This tension structures the character’s representation. Social stability
therefore coexists with internal uncertainty. The resultis a layered model of female subjectivity.
[t depends less on outward action than on mental movement.

In Toni Morrison’s Beloved, female subjectivity develops through historical trauma.
Motherhood is central, but it is not idealized. Sethe’s experience is shaped by slavery and
memory. Violence also frames her choices and responsibilities (Morrison, 1987). Her actions
resistasingle moral judgment. They emerge from extreme historical conditions. The character’s
psychological world is therefore inseparable from history.

Morrison uses fragmented memory to organize this experience. Nonlinear time also
shapes the narrative. Different voices interrupt a single perspective. As a result, the past never
remains fully past. It continues to affect the present. Historical violence becomes a continuing
psychological reality. Sethe’s agency therefore exceeds personal freedom alone. It concerns
survival, family, and human dignity. Her subjectivity develops through memory and trauma.
These elements structure both character and narrative.

Comparison across the four works reveals distinct forms of agency. In Mother of Mothers,
agency appears through speech and resistance. It is grounded in moral responsibility. In Jamilia,
it develops through personal choice. The character acts against expected social roles. In Mrs
Dalloway, subjectivity is primarily internalized. Reflection and subjective time organize the
female perspective. In Beloved, memory and trauma shape agency. Historical violence enters
the character’s inner world.

The two male-authored texts foreground action more clearly. Social relations and moral
choice are also prominent. The two female-authored novels give greater structural space to
interiority. Memory and psychological experience become narrative principles. This pattern
remains limited to the selected corpus. It does not form a strict binary. Jamilia’s independence
has a strong subjective dimension. Woolf and Morrison also emphasize social pressure.
Historical conditions remain equally important in Morrison’s novel.
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The comparison therefore identifies differences of emphasis rather than fixed gender traits.
Authorial gender does not explain the findings alone. Narrative form, genre, and historical
setting also matter. Individual poetics remain especially significant. The four texts construct
female subjectivity through different combinations of action and voice. They also vary in their
use of memory and focalization.

From areceptive perspective, none of these texts fixes one interpretation. Mother of Mothers
combines maternal symbolism with resistance. Jamilia links freedom with social transgression.
Mrs Dalloway complicates public identity through inner consciousness. Beloved connects
motherhood with historical trauma. These structures permit several interpretive positions.
The comparison therefore shows a complex pattern. Female representation emerges through
gendered authorship and narrative form. It also depends on genre and historical experience.
Within this corpus, no single factor determines the female image.

The findings suggest that authorial gender requires careful interpretation. It should not
function as a single causal explanation. Literary representation emerges from several interacting
conditions. Textual poetics is one of these conditions. Historical context and genre are equally
important. Individual artistic practice also shapes female representation. This approach
avoids biological explanations of literary difference. It also prevents gender from becoming
deterministic.

Majortheories of gender supportthis methodological position. Simone de Beauvoirrejects an
essentialist model of femininity. Female identity develops within social and historical relations
(Beauvoir, 2011). Judith Butler develops this argument further. She defines gender through
repeated cultural practices. Gender is produced through discourse and social performance
(Butler, 1990). These approaches challenge simple links between sex and writing. An author’s
gender cannot predict a literary technique. Nor can it determine a character’s representation. [t
remains relevant only within broader textual relations.

Elaine Showalter provides another useful perspective. She established women’s writing as
a distinct research field (Showalter, 1977). Her work encouraged scholars to examine female
experience closely. It also challenged the exclusion of women writers. Yet women'’s authorship
does not imply stylistic uniformity. Virginia Woolf and Toni Morrison demonstrate this
clearly. They belong to different historical and literary contexts. Their narrative practices also
differ considerably. The same principle applies to male authorship. Musrepov and Aitmatov
use different representational strategies. Authorial gender therefore remains a comparative
category. It cannot replace individual poetics or cultural context.

This distinction is essential for the corpus design. Mother of Mothers, Jamilia, Mrs Dalloway,
and Beloved belong to different traditions. They were also produced in different periods. Their
genres and literary environments are not identical. The four texts therefore cannot represent
entire literatures. They should not stand for all male writers. They cannot represent all female
writers either. Each work instead functions as a literary case. The comparison concerns shared
analytical dimensions across cases. This framework permits comparison without claiming
representativeness.

The inclusion of Musrepov deserves particular attention. Mother of Mothers allows
motherhood to be reconsidered. The figure carries clear national and ethical associations.
However, its meaning is not purely symbolic. The mother also possesses narrative agency.
Her speech gives her authority within the story. Her decisions reveal an active moral
position. Resistance becomes part of her literary identity. This interpretation extends beyond
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conventional maternal symbolism. It does not reject the national-cultural reading. Rather, it
adds a gendered dimension to it.

This point matters for studies of Kazakh literature. Female figures are often discussed
through cultural values. National identity and social change receive strong attention. Gender
stereotypes also form a common research focus. Such approaches remain important for
contextual interpretation. Yet they can sometimes privilege symbolic function. Female
subjectivity may then receive less attention. The present comparison addresses this issue
differently. It considers symbolic meaningalongside narrative agency. Italso examines how voice
creates literary authority. This combination broadens the analysis of female representation.

Reception aesthetics further clarifies the study’s position. Iser argues that literary meaning
remains partly open. Readers complete textual gaps during interpretation (Iser, 1978). Jauss
places this process within historical expectations. Reception changes with aesthetic and
social conventions (Jauss, 1982). These theories support interpretive plurality. They explain
why literary characters resist fixed meaning. However, they do not establish empirical reader
behavior. This distinction is methodologically important here.

The present study contains no reader survey. It also includes no interviews or focus groups.
Reader reviews were not collected as data. Claims about actual male readers are therefore
inappropriate. The same applies to actual female readers. Reception is used in a narrower
sense. It describes interpretive possibilities produced by textual form. Such possibilities emerge
through narration and focalization. They also emerge through memory and symbolic structure.
This use remains compatible with reception aesthetics. It avoids unsupported claims about
social groups.

This position differs from empirical reception research. Kim and Chong examine gender
within literary evaluation. Their study addresses publishing and critical reception. It also
considers inequalities affecting women authors (Kim & Chong, 2023). Their evidence comes
from large-scale textual data. Koolen and colleagues address another reception problem. They
examine judgments of literary quality. Reader expectations and social experience influence
such judgments (Koolen et al., 2020). These studies show that reception is multifactorial. They
also demonstrate the value of empirical evidence.

However, those findings serve a limited purpose here. They provide a broader theoretical
context. They do not prove how these characters are read. They cannot demonstrate differences
between male and female readers. The present article therefore remains text-centered.
Its conclusions concern narrative possibilities, not measured responses. This distinction
strengthens the study’s methodological boundaries.

The comparative framework also clarifies authorial gender itself. Gender may shape artistic
emphasis in some cases. Yet that relation is never isolated. Historical period can alter literary
conventions significantly. Genre can change available narrative techniques. Cultural discourse
can shape character construction. Individual poetics may override broader tendencies. For this
reason, gender should remain relational. It works alongside other interpretive variables.

The study’s contribution lies in this non-binary approach. It avoids a fixed opposition
between male writing and female writing. Instead, it examines patterns within a limited
corpus. Those patterns are treated as textual tendencies. They are not presented as universal
gender traits. This distinction preserves the value of comparison. At the same time, it limits
overgeneralization.

The corpus also defines the study’s main limitation. Four texts cannot isolate gender
statistically. Cultural and historical variables remain intertwined. The study also lacks

AH. T'ymuaes arsingare! Eypasust yarteik yunsepcutetinig XABAPIIBICHL. 2026 185
ONAOAOIVI cepusichr Ne3 (156)
ISSN: 2616-678X. eISSN: 2663-1288



empirical reception data. These limits define the scope of interpretation. They do not invalidate
comparative analysis. Future research could expand the corpus carefully. Texts could be
matched by period or genre. Cultural proximity could also be increased. Empirical reception
could then form a second stage. Surveys or reader reviews would be useful. Such evidence
could test textual interpretations directly. It would also distinguish textual possibility from
actual reception.

Conclusion

The analysis focused on authorial gender, narrative strategy, and individual poetics. The
findings show that female characters cannotbe reduced to thematicroles. Their literary meaning
develops through narrative form and focalization. Inner voice and agency are also important.
Social position, historical memory, and cultural context further shape their representation.

The comparative analysis identified both shared and distinct strategies. In Musrepov’s
Mother of Mothers, the female figure is defined through moral authority. Maternal responsibility
and resistance are also central. In Aitmatov’s Jamilia, female subjectivity emerges through
personal choice. Love and independence challenge established social expectations. In Woolf’s
Mrs Dalloway, interior consciousness becomes structurally important. Subjective time and
psychological reflection shape the character’s presence. In Morrison’s Beloved, female identity
is linked to motherhood, slavery, trauma, and memory. Personal responsibility is therefore
inseparable from historical violence.

Within the selected corpus, the two male-authored texts foreground action more clearly.
Social relations and moral choice receive greater emphasis. The two female-authored novels
give broader narrative space to interiority. Memory and psychological experience also become
more prominent. These differences should not be treated as universal. They do not define all
male or female writing. Authorial gender is only one analytical dimension. Genre, historical
period, cultural setting, and individual poetics remain equally important.

Reception was used in a limited sense. It does not refer to measured responses from actual
readers. Instead, it describes interpretive possibilities created by textual structure. The study
therefore makes no empirical claims about differences between male and female readers.

The comparison shows that authorial gender is most useful when treated relationally. It
should not be used as a direct causal explanation. Future research could expand the corpus by
matching texts more closely by period, genre, or cultural setting. Empirical reception studies
could then be added. Surveys, interviews, focus groups, and reader-review analysis would help
compare textual possibilities with actual reader responses.
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M. 3eiiHO/IJIaKbI3bI
da-Papabu amwviHdaFsl Kazak yammolK yHusepcumemi, Aamameol, Kazakcmax

OiieJ GeliHeCiH KacayAaFbl aBTOPbIH reHAepJiK TYPFbIChI
’K9He HappaTUBTLIIK

AnaaTna. Makanazia ep KoHe diles] aBTOpJApAbIH diles KeillikepsepiH KepkeM OeliHesey
epekilesikTepi MeH 6asHAAy CTpaTerdsjapbl CajbICTBIpMasbl TYPFbIJJAaH TalAaHajbl. 3epTTey
MaTepuansl peTiHfe . MycipenoBTiH «AHasap aHacel» aHrimeci, llI. AlTMaTOBTBEIH <«KoMuia»
noBeci, B. ByndTbiH «/[lamnoysit xaHbiM» poMaHbl >xoHe T. MoppucoHHblH «CyHikTi» poMaHbI
aNbIHABL. 3epTTeyAiH MakcaTbl — TaHJAaJIFaH ep >KoHe dHes aBTOpJapZblH ILIblFapMaJapbIHAAFbI
oMes1 KeHinkepJsiepiHiH, CyO'bEKTIMIriH, ilIKi a/ieMiH, 9/1eyMeTTiK peJiiH *KoHe CUMBOJIJIBIK, KbI3METiH
amyja KoJIJJaHbLIAaTbIH KOpKeMJIK TociijepAi aHbIKTay. 3epTTey O6apbICbIHAA CaJIbICTBIPMAJIbI-
THUIOJIOTUSJBIK 9/iC, MOTIHAI erKel-TemKenIi Tanay, COHJal-aK reHiep ik »KoHe HappPaTOJI0TUSJIBIK
TaJiay 3JieMeHTTepi KoaaaHbIAbl. Tangay aHa GeiHeci, 83iH-631 KypOaH eTy, epKiH/iK, KapChLJIbIK,
TapUXU KaJl, JIEYMETTIK IIeKTeysep, ilKi JaybIC koHe CyO'bEeKTUIK OeJICeHJIIK CHAKTBhI OpTaK
KaTeropusJap HerisiHze *Kyprisisji. 3epTTey HOTHXKeJiepi ep aBTOpJIap/iblH lIbIFapMaJiapblH/a aies
KelinkepJiepiHiH a/ieyMeTTiK, MOpPa/bAbIK X9He dpEKeTTiK KbIpJapbl allKbIHbIpaK KepiHeTiHiH, an
diles1 aBTOpJap/blH ULIbIFAapMaJjapblHAa ilKi caHa, »aJ »KoHe ICUXOJIOTUSIBIK TakKipube GasgHaay
KYpbLJIBIMbIMEH TepeHipeK cabaKTacaTbIHbIH KepceTTi. Anaiga Oy allblpMallbLIBIKTAp TeK
aBTOP/bIH XbIHbICbIHA GalJIAaHBICTHI KapacThIpbliMaFaH. llIbiFapMaap KaHpJIbIK, epeKlIeNliKTepMeH,
TapUXU KOHTEKCIEH, M3/IEHU OPTaMeH >K9He Ka3yIIbIHbIH, XeKe MO3THKAaChIMeH e3apa 6GaiJiaHbIiCcTa
TajAaHa/ibl. MaTiHJI KaObLIJay MaKasiaJla HaKThl OKbIpMaHJAp/blH 3SMIWPUKAJBIK PEaAKIUICHI
peTiHJle eMeC, KepKeM MOTIHHIH HWHTepHpeTalUsIbIK dJieyeTi peTiHAe TycCiHAipiieni. 3epTTeyAiH
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FBIJIBIMU JKaHAJIBIFbl aBTOP/IbIH, KbIHBICHIH Jlep6ec cebenTik GpakTop peTiH/e eMec, CalbICThIpMaibl
9/1ebU TaJJIay/ibIH 63apa 6alIaHbICThI eJ11IeM/epiHiH 6ipi peTiH/e KapacTbIpyMeH alKbIH/1AJ1a/Tbl.

TyiiiH ce3aep: reHepJiik peleniiys, aiies1 6elHeci, aBTOp TeH/Jlepi, OKbIpMaH Ka6bLI/1aybl, Ka3akK
9/lebueTi

M. 3elfHOJ1JTIaKbI3bI
Kaszaxckuili HayuoHa/bHbIl yHUBepcumem um. aab-Papabu, Aamamel, KazaxcmaH

FeHJepHas no3uIUs aBTOPa M Ha(PpaTUB B CO3JaHNU )KEHCKOT0 o6pa3a

AHHOTanusA. B craTbe npejcTaB/eH CPaBHUTEJbHbIH aHajJW3 TeHJAEepPHON NPUHAAJIEXKHOCTH
aBTOpa U HappaTUBHbBIX CTpAaTeruil Npu JINTepaTypHOM H3006pakeHUH KeHCKUX 06pa3oB. | aHa/M3a
BbIOpaHbI pacckas [. MycpenoBa «MaTb MaTepeii», moBecTb Y. AliTMaToBa «/lxkaMuJisi», poMaH B. Bynd
«Muccuc /lannoyaii» upoman T. MoppucoH «BoztobieHHas ». Llesb CTaThbU - BBIIBUTD XY L0XKeCTBEHHbI e
IpyMeMbl, UCNOJb3yeMble JAJs KOHCTPYUPOBAHUSl CYGbEKTHOCTH, BHYTPEHHErO0 MHpa, COLMaJbHOU
pOJIM ¥ CMMBOJIMYECKON QYHKLMU KEHCKOro NepCcoHaka B NpPOU3BeJeHUsX BblOpaHHbIX aBTOPOB-
MY>XYMH U aBTOPOB->KeHIIUH. B paboTe NpUMeHAOTCSA CPpaBHUTENbHO-TUII0JIOTMYeCKUH aHaIN3, METO/,
JleTaJIbHOT'0 aHa/IN3a TeKCTa, a TaKKe 3JIeMeHThI TeH/IePHOr0 ¥ HappaTOJIOrM4ecKoro aHaiu3a. AHa/lIu3
IPOBOJUTCS C ONIOPOY Ha TaKUe 06liMe KaTerOp1UH, Kak MaTepUHCTBO, CAMOII0KePTBOBaHKe, CBO60/a,
CONPOTUBJIEHHE, UCTOPUUECKAs TaMATh, COLUa/IbHbIe OTPaHUYeHH s, BHYTPEHHUU r0JI0C U CyO'beKTHas
aKTUBHOCTb. Pe3y/sbTaThl MOKa3bIBAlOT, YTO, XOTS COLMA/IbHbIE, HDABCTBEHHbIE U JesaTeJbHOCTHbIE
acIeKThl XKeHCKHUX 06pa30B 6oJiee BbIpaXkeHbl B TEKCTaX aBTOPOB-MYXXUMH, IPOM3Be/leHUs] aBTOPOB-
’KeHIUH B 60JIblled CTeNeHUW UHTErpuUpyloT B CTPYKTYpPy NOBeCTBOBaHMS BHYTpPeHHee CO3HaHHUE,
NaMATb U ICUX0JIOTUYeCKUH onbIT. OJHAKO 3TU pas3/iM4yus He CBOASATCS UCKJIIOUYUTENbHO K FeHJAepy
aBTOpa, OHU PAaCCMATPUBAIOTCS B COBOKYNHOCTH C )XaHPOM, UCTOPUYECKHM KOHTEKCTOM, KyJIbTYpPHOH
Cpeioil U MHAMBU/ya/bHOM O3THUKON NUcaTess. Penlenivs NoHMMaeTcs 3/ieCb He KaK aMIUpUYecKas
peakLUsl pea/IbHbIX YUTaTeJeH, a Kak NOTeHIMalbHasA BOSMOXXHOCTb MHTepIpeTaluy, 3a/10’)KeHHasi B
caMoM TekcTe. HayyHast HOBM3Ha UCCJlelOBaHUS 3aK/II04aeTCs B TOM, UYTO reHJilepHasi IPUHaAJIeKHOCTh
aBTOpa paccMaTpUBaeTCsl He KaK U30JUPOBAaHHbIA NPUYUHHBIM QaKTOp, a Kak OJHO U3 U3MepeHUH
CPaBHUTEJILHOTO JIMTepaTypOBeAYeCKOI0 aHaI13a.

Kiio4yeBble cj10Ba: reHjiepHoe BOCIpUATHe, 00pa3 KeHLIMHb], TeHJep aBTOpa, BOCHPUSTHE
yyTaTeJsl, Ka3axCcKas JuTepaTypa
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