
к о н тек сте  п о зд н его  сен ти м ен тал и зм а , о дн ако  сп ектр  п о д н и м аем ы х  п р о б лем , 
м и р о в о сп р и яти е  л и р и ч еск о го  гер о я  и  х у д о ж еств ен н о е  сво ео б р ази е  п р о и зв е 
д ен и я  у к азы в аю т  н а  п р ео б л ад ан и е  эстети к и  п р ед р о м ан ти зм а.
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The article discusses the elegy “Clifton” by Thomas Chatterton. The analysis dwells upon 
the observations and feelings of the persona who takes a walk around the once thriving town. 
The thematic and artistic features of the poem are in focus. A detailed textual analysis allows to 
draw the conclusion about the plot and thematic connection of the poem with late 
sentimentalism, but with obvious predominance of preromantic ideas.
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W O M E N  W R IT IN G  L IK E  M E N  
G E N D E R -R E V E R S E D  F IC T IO N A L  D IS C O U R S E

Статья ставит перед собой цель определить причины явления смены гендера 
в художественных произведениях. Рассматривается многосторонность проблемы жен
ского письма и его противопоставления престижу мужского стиля письма. Домини
рующее влияние мужчин-писателей на стандарт литературного стиля демонстрируется на 
примере творчества таких писательниц, как А. Мёрдок и Д. Тартт.

F ic tio n  a llow s fo r a  w id e  v a rie ty  o f  fo rm s an d  g en re s  an d  co v ers  a  g rea t ran g e  
o f  issu es ak in  to  a lm o st ev ery  h isto rica l p e rio d  o f  soc ie ta l d evelopm en t. M an y  
co n tro v ersia l an d  s tig m atized  sub jec ts w ere  p u t fo rw ard  an d  c lo se ly  in v es tig a ted



under the auspices of fiction and, as a result, the literary text has consistently 
promoted that development. Yet, the issue that is currently being studied is that of 
language, and what makes a woman’s and a man’s fiction distinguishable from 
each other, and whether that difference exists as such. The question was put 
forward in R. Lakoff’s debatable but pivotal work Language and Woman’s Place 
(1972). Still another particularity of that issue is women writing like men.

The 21st century reader is a satiated one, with a set of standards in the 
treatment of a fictional work. However, the stumbling block at this point is the 
following: is the so-called golden standard appropriate and adequately
proportionate to representing both genders? It is reasonable to explore several 
relevant perspectives on the current situation.

From the historical perspective, it is feasible to look into women’s writing in 
two ways: as a steady development and fortification of women in the canon, and 
the other being its evolution impeded by social factors. The history of women’s 
writing and publications was predetermined by women’s social standing: up to the 
20th century women were limited to functioning as homemakers who were unable 
to engage in any outdoor activity unattended by men. What one can classify as 
“purely feminine” publications were not taken seriously by fellow writers. Getting 
published must have been hard enough for Jane Austen and the Bronte sisters; it 
was, nevertheless, the critical reception that, at first, downsized their writing. Such 
reaction to women’s writing would gradually diminish, but not without obstacles.

In 1852, R. W. Griswold included 5 female authors in his anthology of prose 
writers [1, p. 1-2]. After Griswold, many male critics continued “justifying” 
the exclusion of women writers [1, p. 4]. The systematic exclusion led to a 
situation where only men authors’ work had survived [1, p. 5]. “We have seen how 
it came to be that women were “scribblers” and men serious writers ’ [1, p. 14].

The asymmetry of gender distribution in classical literature today is 
conspicuously represented in certified newspaper lists of classics and school and 
university curriculum. The Guardian top 100 best novels list includes 16 women- 
writers as opposed to the 84 male counterparts [2]. The Pennsylvania University 
list of Twentieth Century American literature counts 16 women and 30 men of the 
total 46 positions. Penn’s Twentieth Century British and Irish List supplies 
9 women and 16 men out of the 25 articles [3]. The previously mentioned issue 
around the Anthology of American literature leads to the discussion of the “canon” 
[4, p. 17]. M. P. Hiatt states that the canon-makers are the writers, critics, and 
publishers in power and that they frequently happen to be male [1, p. 1]. We 
underline that “the problem of the canon is the problem of syllabus and 
curriculum” and the problem of mass media [4, p. 17].

The American canon seems to many international scholars to have been 
changing in the direction toward inclusivity. More females and minorities join 
the canon. Yet the authors of one article on the American canon question the 
canon’s accuracy to represent all American writers, that is why “the canon is 
worthless and nonexistent to those against whom the canon doors have been kept 
shut” [5, p. 54]. Therefore, may we suppose that the side effect of being well read



is b e in g  g en d er-b iased  in  te rm s o f  accep tin g  v a rie ty  in  w ritten  d isco u rse?  D id  the  
“d ead  w h ite  E u ro p ean  m a le s” (D W E M ) p h en o m en o n  erad ica te  an  a lte rn a tiv e  m ode  
o f  fic tio n  th a t co u ld  h av e  b een  w ell d ev e lo p ed  b y  no w ?

T h e  p ro b lem  o f  lite ra ry  c ritics an d  the  ev a lu a tin g  system  is c lim ac tic . I t  is 
once  again  b a sed  on  m ale  c lass ics  -  th e  co rn e rs to n es  o f  fic tion . T he p u b lish in g  
in d u stry  h as  lo n g  b een  accu sed  o f  g en d er b ias. A cco rd in g  to  the  V ID A  C oun t 
o rg an iza tio n , b o o k s b y  w o m en  m ad e  u p  less th an  20 %  o f  b o o k s rev iew ed  in  the  
New York Review of Books, 30 %  in  Harper’s, 29  %  in  the  Atlantic, an d  22 %  in 
th e  London Review of Books (2015 ) [6].

A  lo t o f  the  b ias  in  rev iew s re flec ts  a  b ias  in  pu b lish in g . In  201 1 , R u th  
F ran k lin  at th e  N e w  R ep u b lic  d id  a  sm all-sca le  an a ly sis  o f  the  u p co m in g  ca ta logs 
o f  13 p u b lish in g  h o uses. F ran k lin  fo u n d  th a t 11 o f  th e  13 p u b lish ers , in c lu d in g  
H arp er, N o rto n , L ittle  B ro w n , K n o p f  an d  F S G , h a d  h e av ily  m ale  b ia sed  ca ta lo g s -  
a ro u n d  30 %  o r less  o f  th e ir  b o o k s w ere  w ritten  b y  w om en . T he H u ffin g to n  P o st 
fo llo w ed  h e r study  in  2012  w ith  sim ila r f in d in g s  o f  w id e sp rea d  g en d er b ias  [6]. 
T he o u tco m e o f  th ese  p o lic ies  lead s to  fem ale  read ers  b e in g  so ld  th e  id ea  th a t 
fem ale  au th o rs  so m eh o w  m ean  less th an  m ale  au thors. “O ne o f  th e  o ften  h ea rd  
a rg u m en ts  in  defen se  o f  th a t p o in t is th a t w o m en  o ften  choose  to  w rite  ab o u t 
fee lings. A  g rea t n u m b er o f  e s tab lish ed  w rite rs  in c lu d in g  D . H . L aw ren ce , T hom as 
H a rd y  an d  H en ry  Jam es all w ro te  ab o u t fee lings. W h at one  can  co m p reh en d  from  
such  co m p ariso n  is th a t fee lin g s  d id  n o t m a tte r a t all w h en  ta lk in g  ab o u t th e  h u m an  
ex p e rien ce” [7].

T here  are  n u m ero u s cases o f  w o m en -w rite rs  h id in g  b eh in d  m ale  p seu d o n y m s. 
O ne  o f  th ese  ex am p les is C ath erin e  N ich o ls  w h o  “tr ie d  to  sell h e r  n o v e l u n d e r h e r 
o w n  n a m e ” an d  w as “ ig n o red  b y  all the  agen ts she co n tac ted ” . O nce  she m ad e  u se  
o f  a  m ale  p seu d o n y m , she “rece iv ed  m o stly  p o sitiv e  re sp o n ses” . O th ers  en co m p ass 
L au ra  A lb e rt, G eo rg e  S and, the  B ro n te  sisters, K aren  B lix en  an d  J. K . R o w lin g  
w h o  “b ecam e  w id e ly  p o p u la r  b y  o m ittin g  h e r fu ll n a m e ” [7].

O n  th e  o th er h an d , the  au th o r (m ale  o r fem ale ) m ay  in ten tio n a lly  sw itch  
g en d er in  the  te x t th ro u g h  the  p ro tag o n is t, w h ich  is te rm ed  as H o rn b y ’s “n a rra tiv e  
sex  ch an g e” : the  au th o r u ses  a  n a rra to r w h o se  sex is n o t the  sam e as h is  o r hers.
J. M u llan  lis ts  severa l ex am p les o f  its  am p le  u se  [8]: J. M . C o e tz ee ’s Age of Iron 
(1990), A lan  W a rn e r’s Morvern Callar (1995 ), K azu o  Ish ig u ro ’s Never Let Me Go 
(20 0 5 ) -  m ale  au tho rs , fem ale  n a rra to rs ; D o n n a  T a rtt’s The Secret History (1992), 
R o se  T rem a in ’s Restoration (1989 ), B e ry l B a in b rid g e ’s Master Georgie (19 9 8 ) -  
fem ale  au tho rs , m ale  n a rra to rs . A n o th e r exam ple  th a t is w o rth  m en tio n in g  is  S alley  
V ic k e rs ’s The Other Side o f You (2005): the  au th o r is a  w o m an  w h o  em p lo y s a 
m ale  n a rra to r, a  p sy ch o an a ly st, in  o rd er to  exp lo re  the  p o ss ib ilitie s  o f  reg en era tio n  
th ro u g h  an o th er p e rso n ’s v is io n  an d  un d ers tan d in g .

T he n ex t p o in t is th e  p sy ch o lo g ica l a sp ec t o f  w o m e n ’s w ritin g , th e ir 
m o tiv a tio n  fo r w ritin g  an d  th e  u n d e rly in g  p ro b lem s. A n y  w o rk  o f  fic tio n  can  be  
lo o k ed  u p o n  as a  re su lt o f  sub lim ation . S u b lim atio n  is one o f  th e  h e a lth y  defense  
m ech an ism s th a t in  i ts e lf  h id es  a  p e rso n 's  trau m a  o r com plex . It o ften  show s the  
la ten t con ten t, o r o n e ’s d rives , d esires, fears, p e rv e rs io n s  an d  o th er p ro b lem s the



h u m an  p sy ch e  is u n d erg o in g . W h at in te res ts  u s  h e re  is  the  w ay , o r m an n er, in  
w h ich  w ritin g  is  cond u cted , an d  w h y  th a t p a rticu la r m an n e r is u sed  in  the  firs t 
p lace. I f  in  th is  case  F re u d ’s th eo ry  o f  p sy ch o an a ly sis  is to  be  ap p licab le , w e  are 
lo o k in g  in to  w h a t he  te rm ed  as “p en is  en v y ” [9]. A  w o m an -au th o r w rites  lik e  h e r 
m ale  co u n te rp arts  as a  m ean s o f  reach in g  the  sam e sta tus, en v io u s o f  th e ir  success. 
O n  th e  o th er han d , w e  h av e  C. Ju n g ’s n o tio n s  o f  an im us an d  an im a, i.e ., an im us as 
th e  p resen ce  o f  the  u n co n sc io u s  m ascu lin e  side o f  a w o m an , an d  an im a as the  
u n co n sc io u s  fem in in e  side o f  a  m an  [10]. T h is w ay , a  w o m a n ’s rev e rs in g  o f  h e r 
m o d e  o f  w ritin g  can  sim p ly  sig n a lize  th e  p resen ce  o r d o m in an ce  o f  an im us.

T he fem in is t v iew p o in t on  the  issue  o f  w o m en  w ritin g  like  m en  is  qu ite  
co n fu s in g  an d  carries  no  u n iv ersa l ag reem en t. J. D e rrid a  f irs t co in ed  the  term  
“p h a llo g o cen trism ” , w h ich  is u sed  to  re fe r  to  the  p riv ileg in g  o f  th e  m ascu lin e  in  
th e  co n stru c tio n  o f  m ean in g  w h ile  the  fem in in e  rem a in s  m in o r, o r m arg in a l [11]. 
H . C ix o u s in  h e r fam o u s essay  The Laugh of the Medusa (1976 ) th en  p u ts  the  term  
in  o p e ra tio n  an d  m ak es th e  fo llo w in g  tw o  k ey  sta tem ents: “W o m an  m u st w rite  h e r 
self: m u st w rite  ab o u t w o m en  an d  b rin g  w o m en  to  w ritin g ” ; “W o m an  m u st p u t 
h e rs e lf  in to  th e  tex t -  as in to  the  w o rld  an d  in to  h is to ry  -  b y  h e r ow n  m o v em en t” 
[12]. A  g rea t n u m b er o f  fem in is ts  adhere  to  h e r reflec tions .

L. Irig a ray  asse rts  th a t the  fu tu re  m u st no  lo n g er be  d e te rm in ed  b y  the  past. 
F ro m  th e  w ay  she sees it, a d irec t fem in in e  cha llen g e  to  th is  co n d itio n  is 
“to  p o stu la te  a re la tio n  to  the  in te llig ib le  th a t w o u ld  m ain ta in  sexual in d iffe ren ce” . 
A  w o m an  h as th e  ab ility  to  reco v e r th e  p lace  o f  h e r ex p lo ita tio n  b y  d isco u rse  [13, 
p. 76]. Its fu n c tio n  w o u ld  th u s be  to  cast p h a llo cen trism , p h a llo c ra tism , loo se  from  
its  m o o rin g s  in  o rd er to  re tu rn  the  m ascu lin e  to  its ow n  lan g u ag e , ’’leav in g  open  
th e  p o ss ib ility  o f  a  d iffe ren t lan g u ag e” . W h ich  m ean s th a t the  m ascu lin e  w o u ld  ‘no  
lo n g e r be  “e v e ry th in g ” ’ [13, p. 80].

T. M o i p re sen ts  a  w e ll-fo rm ed  in -d ep th  an a ly sis  o f  th e  issu e  o f  w o m en  
w riters. M o i h ig h lig h ts  som e o f  the  in co n sis ten c ie s  m ad e  b y  V. W o o lf  in  A Room 
of One’s Own: “It is fa ta l fo r any  one  w h o  w rites  to  th in k  o f  th e ir  sex ....It is  fata l... 
in  any  w ay  to  speak  co n sc io u s ly  as a w o m a n ” ; “ she w ro te  as a w o m an , b u t as a 
w o m an  w h o  h as fo rg o tten  th a t she is a  w o m a n ” [14, p. 91]. M o i a lso  p o in ts  ou t 
th a t J. B u tle r, a  p ro m in en t p h ilo so p h e r o f  the  th ird -w av e  fem in ism , h as  c rea ted  an 
in te llec tu a l c lim ate  in  w h ich  th e  w o rd s  woman an d  man are  n o t su itab le  fo r h u m an  
b e in g s  th a t do n o t f it in to  co n v en tio n a l, s te reo ty p ica l ca teg o ries  o f  fem in in ity  an d  
m ascu lin ity . A n o th e r idea  th a t M o i accen tu a te s  is th a t g en d er is p e rfo rm ativ e ,
i.e. w e  c rea te  ou r g en d er b y  d o in g  g en d ered  th ings. T hus, one m ay  conclude  that, 
acco rd in g  to  B u tle r, a w ritin g  sty le  can n o t b e  tak en  d ow n  to  conven tio n a l 
s te reo ty p ica l fea tu res  d ic ta ted  b y  social n o rm s o f  m ale  an d  fem ale . M o i shares her 
ow n  p o sitio n  on  w o m e n ’s w ritin g  say ing  “ she h as  to  be  w illin g  to  say w h a t she 
s e e s ... to  w rite  is to  risk  re jec tio n  an d  m isu n d e rs ta n d in g ” . She ends h e r essay  
a ffirm in g  th a t lite ra tu re  is the  a rch ive  o f  a cu ltu re  an d  it “h o ld s  ou t the  h o p e  o f  
o v e rco m in g  skep tic ism  and  iso la tio n ” [15].

O ne m o re  a sp ec t to  be  co v ered  is  the  lin g u is tic  side o f  the  case. T he 
a rg u m en ts  co n ce rn in g  the  ex is ten ce  o f  a “fem in in e” w ritin g  sty le  an d  a



“m ascu lin e ” w ritin g  sty le  are the  ones o f  th e  m o st rad ica lly  b ip o la r  in  the  acad em ic  
field . O ne sim p lis tic  h y p o th es is  is th a t m en  are m o re  “a c tiv e” an d  w o m en  are 
p e rcep tiv e ly  o b se rv an t o f  m en , b u t it does n o t a rise  from  d iffe ren tia tio n  o f  sty le  [1, 
p. 16]. B u t M . P. H ia tt is p o sitiv e  th a t fin d in g  sty lis tic  d iffe ren ces b e tw een  
w o m e n ’s an d  m e n ’s w ritin g  m ay  be  a  n ecessa ry  seg m en t o f  lite ra ry  th eo ry  and  
critic ism . She co n d u c ted  an  ex p erim en t b a sed  on  a  ran d o m  sam ple  o f  
co n tem p o ra ry  A m erican  p ro se  an d  it rev ea led  th a t, “w h en  th o u san d s o f  w o rd s  by  
w o m en  an d  m en  w rite rs  are exam in ed , s trik in g  d iffe ren ces do ex is t” [1, p. 1 9 -2 0 ].

W h en  stu d y in g  th e  lan g u ag es  o f  m en  an d  w o m en , A . W ea th e ra ll suggests 
tak in g  in to  acco u n t the  social id en tity  theo ry . T he th eo ry  is co n stru c ted  a ro u n d  the  
id ea  th a t p eo p le  are  m o tiv a ted  to  v iew  th em se lv es  in  a  fav o u rab le  w ay , w h ich  
req u ire s  m ak in g  social co m p ariso n s. T hat is w h y  in  o rd er to  o v erco m e any  sense 
o f  in fe rio rity  one (as in  the  case w ith  w o m en ) can  re so rt to  social c rea tiv ity  and  
social com petitio n . It is a  tac tic  o f  red e fin in g  the  n eg a tiv e  ch arac te ris tics  
asso c ia ted  w ith  the  g roup  po sitiv e ly . O th er id en tity  m ain ten an ce  stra teg ies  m ay  be 
to  co m p are  y o u r  g roup  to  in fe rio r g ro u p s o r to  c rea te  n e w  d im en sio n s fo r 
co m p ariso n  [16, p. 1 2 6 -1 2 7 ].

T he d iscu rsiv e  tu rn  h as  b ro u g h t ab o u t a  rad ica l tran sfo rm a tio n  in  th e  w ay s 
g en d er an d  its  re la tio n sh ip  to  lan g u ag e  can  b e  u n d e rs to o d . L an g u ag e  tu rn ed  ou t 
to  re fle c t so c ie ty ’s b e lie fs  an d  v a lu es  ab o u t w o m en  an d  m en , w h ich  in d ica tes  
the  social co n stru c tio n  o f  gender. W ea th e ra ll fo rm u la te s  th e  cu rren t goal as 
“to  u n d e rs tan d  th e  social p rac tices  th a t c rea te  an d  m a in ta in  cu rren t n o rm s o f  
gender, so th a t w e  can  w o rk  to w ard s  a  p o st-p a tria rch a l so c ie ty ” [16, p. 156]. In  
case  such  a  goal is ach iev ed , the  q u estio n  o f  m ale  an d  fem a le  w ritin g  w o u ld  
n a tu ra lly  d iffuse.

S. V o ro b y ev a  sing les ou t m ale  an d  fem a le  w ritin g  an d  d iffe ren tia tes  th ree  
lev e ls  o f  w ritten  d iscourse: the  sty lis tic s  o f  tex t, ch arac te rs  an d  the  p ic tu re  o f  the  
w orld . She m ak es a  coup le  o f  specific  d isco v eries  in  te rm s o f  fem in in e  w riting . 
O ne o f  th em  is “a  u n iq u e  k in d  o f  iro n y  an d  s e lf - iro n y ...l in k e d  to  a  m ark ed  
su sp ic io n  to w ard s  p a th o s  an d  p rea ch in g ” . She m o tiv a te s  h e r  d isco v ery  th is  w ay: 
“A  w o m a n -w rite r  is en te rin g  a  cu ltu re  an d  a  te x t c rea ted  b y  th e  p a tria rch a l m in d , 
w h ich  co n stric ts  the  im age  o f  w o m en  in  set s tandards an d  she, w h o  is d aun ting  
en o u g h  to  m an ife s t h e rs e lf  w ith  a  v o ice , a  n e w  tex t o f  h e r  ow n , can n o t b u t fee l the  
v u ln e rab ility  o f  h e r  c rea tive  ex p erien ce  th a t is  b e in g  m ad e  w ith  little  to  no  b asis  
o r any  p rio r  trad itio n ” [17].

V o ro b y ev a  n o te s  th a t a  w o m a n ’s m in d  w o rk s  to  a  g rea t deg ree  to w ard s  the  
o b jec tiv iza tio n  o f  h e r s e lf  th ro u g h  th e  p rism  o f  rea lity . A n o th e r p ecu lia rity  is b e in g  
open  to  d ia lo g u e  an d  n o t ru sh in g  to  co n c lu siv e  s ta tem en ts. B esid es  tha t, a  w o m an - 
w rite r  a im s at d eco n stru c tin g  th e  system  an d  d isp lay in g  th e  in n e r co n trad ic tio n s o f  
the  w o rld  w h ere  she is  n o t a  su b jec t b u t an  ob ject. A n o th e r fea tu re  is  secondary  
re flec tio n  -  a  ten d en cy  to  av o id  d irec t se lf-d esc rip tio n . L as tly , she stresses
M . F o u c a u lt’s w o rd s  ab o u t fin d in g  a  n ew  p o ss ib ility  o f  w ritin g  tex ts  [18]. She 
b e liev es  a  w o m a n -w rite r’s u ltim ate  goal m ig h t be  c rea tin g  th a t en d less  p o ss ib ility  
o f  tex ts.



Now that we have looked into the historical, psychological, philosophical, 
social and linguistic aspects of the matter, let us have a look at the writing of two 
successful women-writers of the 20th and 21st centuries respectively: Iris Murdoch 
(1919-1999) and Donna Tartt (b. 1963). They have entered the literary world 
without their writing being labeled ‘not serious’. Both Murdoch and Tartt are 
famous connoisseurs of classical literature, which has in one way or another 
affected their writing. The most obvious literary influencers on Murdoch are cited 
to be F. Dostoyevsky, L. Tolstoy, G. Eliot, M. Proust and W. Shakespeare. In case 
of D. Tartt, the following authors are mentioned regularly: F. Dostoyevsky, 
C. Dickens, R. L. Stevenson, E. Waugh, R. Kipling, E. A. Poe, G. Eliot, Dante and 
W. Shakespeare.

If one was to compare these two writers’ literary influencers and preferences, 
it becomes clear that the only woman-writer that they share (individually and 
overall) is George Eliot (ironically enough, the name is male). The other thing that 
unites the two belletrists is the extensive utilization of allusions to Greek myths 
and legends in their prose. These generally carry strong ideas of sophistication 
and manhood. The other classics on the lists of Murdoch’s and Tartt’s are 
W. Shakespeare and F. Dostoevsky. Shakespeare was a renowned master of 
grandiloquence who unfailingly appears on everyone’s reading list. Dostoevsky, 
a fundamental Russian writer, is renowned for the deep psychological quality 
of his works and for belonging to the literary realism and naturalism movements.

Murdoch’s novels generally have intricate plots with a canvas of characters 
representing different philosophical views. Her prose boasts of the macabre and 
the wildly comic, existential stoicism and baroque symbolism, the gothic and 
the neogothic [19, p. 148; 20, p. 89]. Tartt’s triad of novels is filled with quotations 
and literary and philosophical allusions. Her novels never fail to supply the reader 
with an abundance of Greek and Latin aphorisms. Tartt’s works contain themes 
characteristic of American fiction (such as selectivity and escapism), as well as 
ideas of aesthetics and Decadence [21, p. 24]. Overall, these writers managed to 
secure themselves a spot in the canon for their stylistically developed prose and 
writing “seriously”. Their story is that of success, but the level of male 
intertextuality puts forward a question of the authors’ originality and individuality.

The phenomenon of reversed discourse brings up an ambiguous complex 
problem that has no consensus in any interconnected discipline. It is nevertheless 
clear that the problem of gender (or, to be more particular, of the notions of 
women’s and men’s writing styles) in literature still requires some time to be 
settled and to gain more understanding from the scholars. Yet, it is, undeniably, 
neither a positive nor a negative occurrence.

What can be asserted based on the data we have can be summarized in 
a couple of statements. The field of gender-markers is problematic for a range 
of reasons: the terms of gender-markers research and its intentions are unreliable. 
A number of writers declare there are no gender differences in terms of writing 
style. The markers are vaguely defined and may turn out to be stereotyped labels 
and cause confusion in discourse analysis. The prestige of men’s writing in the



p u b lish in g  b u sin ess  p re sen ts  a  d an g ero u s fo rce  to  the  ex p erim en ta l lite ra tu re  o f  
w om en . A n  u rg en t ch ange  fo r th e  s tan d ard  m u st be  ca lled  fo r, in  w h ich  case  the  
in tro d u c tio n  o f  severa l s tan d ard s o r the  d eco n stru c tio n  o f  th e  s tan d ard  as a  w h o le  
co u ld  b e  im p lo red . T he lite ra ry  can o n  sh o u ld  e rad ica te  lite ra ry  separa tism . T he 
h is to ry  o f  w o m e n ’s w ritin g  can n o t be  ch an g ed  b u t an a ttem p t to  rep len ish  it from  
the  a rch iv es is  n eed ed  to  change  re a d e rs ’ p e rcep tio n  o f  “g o o d  fic tio n ” . The 
d ev e lo p m en t o f  lite ra tu re  req u ire s  fin d in g  a  b a lan ce  b e tw een  th e  u n iq u e  qua litie s  
o f  each  sex an d  h av in g  no  lim its  o r p re sc rib ed  n o rm s o f  fic tio n  m ak ing . T he 
p rac tices  o f  an th o lo g ists  an d  c ritic s  d em an d  card in a l reo rg an iza tio n  fo r a  n o n 
b ia sed  an d  n o n -co n fo rm is t w ritin g  clim ate .
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The dominance of men's writing in the literary canon is destructive to the individual 
development of women's writing and requires revising the literary norms and the evaluation 
system of fictional works overall.
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