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Summary. The article envisages the comparative study
of the works “Jude the Obscure” by T. Hardy and “Mykola
Dzheria” by 1. Nechui-Levytskyi through the prism of charac-
teristics of thematic kinship, the detection of content dominants,
the analysis of coincidences and differences in the embodiment
of natural elements, focusing on semantic range, significance
of cultural and natural descriptions, features of landscapes,
and basic methods of their depiction in general.

Landscape appears in the authors’ prose not only as
important means of creating a virtual world, but also as one
of the components of space and time reflections. In the works
“Jude the Obscure” by T. Hardy and “Mykola Dzheria” by
1. Nechui-Levytskyi, the theme of nature and settings is close-
ly intertwined with characters’ originality. Quite often we
notice that the descriptions of nature in the works of English
and Ukrainian authors are the embodiment of their fascina-
tion with the world beauty that surrounds them and inalien-
able love to their native land. With the help of various natural
phenomena and colorful landscapes, it is possible to judge
the author’s rethinking and generalization of various aspects in
reality. Analysis of these works from the point of view of nat-
ural elements is very important, brand-new and will provide
an opportunity to analyze the basic principles of artistic depic-
tion of that reality.

The writers’ works are very similar to colorful descrip-
tions of settings, including natural phenomena, trees, land-
scape elements used to depict social situations. Both works
are rich in epic and lyrical forms of the vernacular, with
the help of which we can imagine the mood and difficult life
of characters. The authors reinforce the images of heroes
and moods with various descriptions of such literary symbols
as well, water, willow, house, which are not just symbols, but
hide some certain meanings.

Typological coincidences and differences are found in
the descriptions of objective reflections of reality and char-
acters, true reproductions of different spheres of folk life,
a detailed analysis of emotional experiences, psychological
analysis of problems, causes and actions of characters. In gen-
eral, despite the unfavorable socio-political conditions, both
writers reproduced the spirit of people of that time, raised
the moral, ethical, social and political problems.

Key words: comparative analysis, natural elements, land-
scape, reality, literary symbols.

Problem statement. Landscape is one of the most power-
ful means of creating a virtual world in certain literary work. It is
the most important component of artistic space and time that gives
an opportunity to express person’s idea of the whole world and him-
self. Artistic images of nature and striking settings are always rich

in spiritual, philosophical and moral content, so they pierce out as
a world picture and determine the man’s attitude to the whole envi-
ronment in fiction.

In the works “Jude the Obscure” by Thomas Hardy and “Mykola
Dzheria” by Ivan Nechui-Levytskyi, the theme of nature is closely
intertwined with the identity of man and is always going to be
subjective. Quite often we find descriptions of settings in prose
works of both English and Ukrainian writers whereas they con-
vey their point and embody admiration for the beautiful world
with an inalienable love to their homeland. Natural phenomena
and landscapes become an impetus to rethink and reflect various
phenomena of reality. That is to say, with the help of it elegant but
colorful plots are being built.

Recent research. The proposed study characterizes the artistic
concentration of landscape paintings and their multifunctionality on
the material of works “Jude the Obscure” by T. Hardy and “Mykola
Dzheria” by 1. Nechui-Levytskyi. The phenomena of nature in
T. Hardy’s prose was studied by such literary critics as H. Bloom [1],
J. Bownas [2], D. Brown [3], D. Cecil [4], J. Dillion [5], S. Gatrell
[6] and others. I. Nechui-Levytskyi’s heritage, where the significant
role of nature was considered, was the subject of study for such
researchers as 1. Denysiuk [7], 1. Koliada [8], V. Kononenko [9],
K. Sizova [10], M. Tarnavskyi [11], O. Tereshchenko, V. Tkachenko
[8], V. Vlasenko [12], etc. However, a comprehensive comparative
analysis from the point of view of natural elements in the works
of both writers has not yet been carried out. Therefore, this study is
important, new and will reveal the basic principles of artistic depic-
tion of life stories and spiritual folk practice.

The purpose of the article is to show the connection of liter-
ature with the leading trends of time on the example of T. Hardy
and L. Nechui-Levytskyi’s prose, envisage the authors’ attempts to
resolve the contradiction between the ideal and social reality, find
out the peculiarities of creative method by analyzing the specif-
ics of the use of landscape by prose writers, reveal the inner state
of characters, analyse the artistic originality of landscapes in prose
works and their functional purpose in the context of ideological
and artistic design.

Main material. In the analyzed works “Jude the Obscure” by
T. Hardy and “Mykola Dzheria” by I. Nechui-Levytskyi we con-
stantly meet descriptions of settings, branched structure and variety
of semantic transformations of component natural images, symbols
of seasons, natural phenomena, trees, landscape elements in partic-
ular. In both works natural images primarily depict social situations.
Authors are widely regarded as great writers for depicting the circum-
stances at necessary prerequisite for the disclosure of mental world.
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Thomas Hardy’s novel envisages human psychology in social
and spiritual aspects, and is rich in descriptions of settings. Even
Simon Gatrell notes that “Hardy is a magnificent writer about
unconscious Nature” [6, p. 1]. The works of English and Ukrainian
writers are very similar in involving philosophical and religious
problems. Already in the first part of “Jude the Obscure” we can
read a description of little village, or rather hamlet of Marygreen.
The author portrays it to the reader in this way: “It was as old-fash-
ioned as it was small, and it rested in the lap of an undulating
upland adjoining the North Wessex downs” [13, p. 6]. The author
describes the village with its ancient history and adds an old well to
the description. “Old as it was, however, the well-shaft was prob-
ably the only relic of the local history that remained absolutely
unchanged” [13, p. 6]. Next, the author describes destroyed houses
in recent years, cut down forests and old church which was also
wrecked: “Above all, the original church, hump-backed, wood-tur-
reted, and quaintly hipped, had been taken down, and either
cracked up into heaps of road-metal in the lane, or utilized as pig-
sty walls, garden seats, guard-stones to fences, and rockeries in
the flower-beds of the neighbourhood” [13, p. 6-7]. The author
describes with bitter regret how a new building in modern Gothic
style was built in place of the church which stood for a century
and served people.

Like “Jude the Obscure” the realist fiction “Mykola Dzheria”
from its first part starts with a description of small village Verbivka.
The village was so named because it was literally drowning in wil-
lows. “Cepen 1omiH 3eNeHIIOTh PO3KIMIHI TYCTi Ta BUCOKI BepOH,
TaM Hi0u OTOHYIO B Bepbax ceno Bepbika” [14, p. 34]. Later, as in
the English work, I. Nechui-Levytskyi mentions the village church:
“Mix BepOami Iy)ke BUPA3HO i SICHO OMMIIMTH MPOTH COHIA Oina
1[EPKBA 3 TPhOMA OAHIMH, & KOO HEl HEeBEIMUKA JI3BIHMIS HEHAYS
3aMyTanach B 3eJeHOMY it crapux rpym’” [14, p. 34]. This liter-
ary prose is rich in epic and lyrical forms of the vernacular, which
gives the work a hot vivid color and has profound impact on human
consciousness.

In both works, the authors describe water from the first chap-
ters. At the well, Thomas Hardy describes Jude taking water: “After
opening the well-cover to begin lowering the bucket he paused
and leant with his forehead and arms against the framework, his
face wearing the fixity of a thoughtful child’s who has felt the pricks
of life somewhat before his time” [13, p. 5]. With the help of this
description, we can already imagine the mood and difficult life
of this boy. With the well’s description the author reinforces the pro-
tagonist’s image and his depressive mood: “The well into which he
was looking was as ancient as the village itself, and from his present
position appeared as a long circular perspective ending in a shining
disk of quivering water at a distance of a hundred feet down. There
was a lining of green moss near the top, and nearer still the hart’s-
tongue fern” [13, p. 5-6].

From ancient times water was considered as a source of all life.
In “Pre-Christian beliefs of Ukrainian people” Ivan Ohiienko (Met-
ropolitan Hilarion) remarks that people believed that water brings
great well-fair to man and nature, “0o oXuBIIO€ 3eMITI0 i poOUTH
il momouor0” [15, p. 40]. In the work of Thomas Hardy, Jude
drew water from a well, and in “Mykola Dzheria” author describes
the scene when Mykola first saw Nymydora, who drew water
from the river Rastavytsia. Water has always been a natural sym-
bol of purity. The author aptly hints at the purity of Nymydora’s
persona: “Tlepen aum (Mukomom) Onuinana 3eneHa JeBaja, MITia

TIPOTH COHIIA uncTa Bofa B Pactauwi” [14, p. 36]. Water symbol-
izes youth, health, let’s remember, at least, a proverb “Bynp Oararuii,
SIK 3eMITsL, a 370poBHi, sk Boxa!” (Be as rich as earth and as healthy
as water). “Bona Mae Benuky cuny” notes Ivan Ohiienko [15, p. 40].
As a symbol of courtship and love, water is often envisaged as con-
cretized, symbolizing the girl. Thus, I. Nechui-Levytskyi depicts
clear water symbolizing a cute and pretty girl.

By the way, Jude’s acquaintance with his future wife Ara-
bella Donn also occured near the water, namely the stream. The
only difference in authors’ storylines was that Arabella with girls
at her first meeting with the protagonist Jude rinsed pieces of flesh,
the characteristic parts of barrow-pig in water: “On the further side
of the stream stood a small homestead, having a garden and pig-
sties attached; in front of it, beside the brook, three young women
were kneeling, with buckets and platters beside them containing
heaps of pigs’ chitterlings, which they were washing in the running
water” [13, p. 42]. The scene of the first acquaintance had already
shown us the character of Arabella. We could suppose that she was
a liar, rude in behavior, boastful, tactless, a kind of cruel (as we
would learn later from the text). She was “fine dark-eyed girl, not
exactly handsome, but capable of passing as such at a little dis-
tance, despite some coarseness of skin and fibre” [13, p. 42]. Then
the author described her in more detail, pointing to her brutality:
“She had a round and prominent bosom, full lips, perfect teeth,
and the rich complexion of a Cochin hen’s egg. She was a complete
and substantial female animal — no more, no less” [13, p. 42].

That is, from this scene the reader can judge that the couple
was not destined to be together for a long time. Already here we
can judge that Arabella is not his partner. This is not the person
with whom he can share his ideas and knowledge. In this regard,
Simon Gatrell stressed: “Hardy seems to want to say that Jude Faw-
ley knows despair and death because of his own nature, because
society works to exclude him, because he was predestined to,
because senseless circumstance wills that he should, because he met
an unsuitable woman” [6, p. 2-3]. Arabella even can be named a foil
character in the story as she is usually minor character and has traits
opposed to Jude’s.

[. Nechui-Levytskyi in “Mykola Dzheria” constantly perme-
ates the work with artistic images of nature, namely willows: “Yci
BymLi B BepOiBui Hi0n 3ymucHe o0cakeHi BUCOKAMH BepOaMiL:
TO MOPOCTH BEPOOBI KIIKM THHIB. YCE CEl0 Haue B PO3KIIHMX
anesix” [14, p. 35]. From ancient times in Ukraine willow is con-
sidered as sacred plant. The willow is a female symbol of the world
tree, the personification of woman’s mysterious power, fertility
and motherhood. The author further adds: “fIx 3anne BepbiBky
JITHE TIAJIKE COHIIE, K 3aCHILIEC il 3BEPXY 30JI0TOM Ta CpibioM
COHSYHE MapeBo, TO BCA KyuepsBa AOJHMHA 3[a€ThCS 3ATUTOK
OyIHIMH 3eIeHUMU MOPCHKHMH XBIIISIMA, 10 IECh HAOITIH 3 MOPA,
it 3y, ¥ 3arormmm pomuny” [14, p. 35]. Willow is always asso-
ciated with water, so people have said since ancient times “Tam
kpunmng, ne BepOuis” (There’s a well, where is a willow). This
tree symbolizes health and life. According to ancient beliefs “Bepba
BIJTaHs€ Bia Xatu 311 cuim i xBopodu” designates Ivan Ohiienko
[15, p. 55]. In general, the willow was considered as life ancestor.

Such and similar literary symbols, scattered in great wealth in
the storyline of Ukrainian writer, have something more real than
just symbols or ceremonial forms. We often come across a symbolic
image of a house in “Mykola Dzheria”: “Komo camoi Pacrasui,
crosma xara craporo Ilerpa Jlxepi. Heenuuka xara Hacumy
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cBiTHIAch OLTMMU CTIHAMH Yepe3 TycTuii psok BepO. Komo xarn
pic Hepemukui crapuii canodok” [14, p. 35]. In the symbolized
image of house, the author embodies family life, a generalized
expression of family idyll. In general, as Vitaliy Kononenko says,
ideas and visions are connected with the house “B ocHoBi cBoiii
0e3yMOBHO BKa3ylTh HAa ‘PONMHHICTH’, ‘IOMAIIHE BOTHHIIE'”
[9, p. 207]. If a young willow symbolizes vitality, fertility, health,
protects against disease, natural disaster, evil spirits, then the old
willow is associated with something bad.

In both plots, the main characters are young men. In “Jude
the Obscure” protagonist is Jude Fawley, and in “Mykola Dzheria”
the main character is Mykola Dzheria. However, the big difference
between these two persons is their characters. Jude is a highly sen-
sitive person, an introvert, he reacts more sharply than others to
society and loves solitude. He subtly senses the world and pays
attention to the smallest details. Jude loves nature and animals.
The author describes how lovingly Jude fed the rooks in the field:
“A magic thread of fellow-feeling united his own life with theirs.
Puny and sorry as those lives were, they much resembled his own”
[13, p. 11]. However, it is difficult for him to live among others, too
much effort is spent on empathy, as well as on meeting the stan-
dards accepted in society. “He could scarcely bear to see trees cut
down or lopped, from a fancy that it hurt them; and late pruning,
when the sap was up and the tree bled profusely, had been a pos-
itive grief to him in his infancy. This weakness of character, as
it may be called, suggested that he was the sort of man who was
born to ache a good deal before the fall of the curtain upon his
unnecessary life should signify that all was well with him again”
[13, p. 13]. Jude was an intellectual identity who strived for har-
mony and order in everything. He is a deep and thoughtful entity,
looks at the world with sober prudence and therefore is not prone to
excessive optimism and admiration for external features, because
he always tries to get to the bottom of things. Jude is a gifted man,
he dreamed to be D.D. or “even a bishop by leading a pure, ener-
getic, wise, Christian life” [13, p. 40].

Instead, Mykola Dzheria was completely different. “Uopme
BOJIOCCS HA TOJIOBI, YOPHi PiBHI OpOBH JIyXe BHPA3HO ONMIIATH
Ha Oiniii cButi. 3amanene nume Oyno rapHe, ajue Iyxke MOJOJE.
YepBoHuii mosic 00BIBABCE, HAYE TAII0KA, KPYTOM TOHKOTO CTaHy”
[14, p. 36]. L. Nechui-Levytskyi shows us the figure of Ukrainian
peasant-rebel Mykola Dzheria, a man of freedom, tireless, ener-
getic, high morals. After all, he is not afraid of anyone or anything,
is very decisive in his behavior, and often campaigns for social
causes and issues: “Mukona 3 ToBapuIIaMK 3aciB HA 3aCiKM Ha
JNeBaji Mixk BepOamu, i caMe TOfi, K 0CaBylia BEPTaBCs Off MaHa,
BOHM BHCKOUMIA 3-33 KYIIiB, MPOCTALTH OCABYTy i Jaiu HOMY
miBcoTHI 100pux kuiB” [14, p. 62]. Mykola Dzheria hates oppres-
sors. He does not want to obey either the lord or the ataman. Thor
Koliada and Oleksandr Tereshchenko confirmed that “mo6yrosa
npauBicte y 1. Heuys-JleBumpkoro makcumansra” [8, p. 167].
In general, the center of I. Nechui-Levytskyi’s literary work was
the depiction of the situation of Ukrainian peasantry, which suffered
from serfdom and aggravating conditions of peasant reform. The
authors bitterly add that “Benmky Oe30mHI0 0auMTh MHCHMEHHUK
y BiTHOCHHAX MK HAPOTIOM Ta IHTeNIrermiero B Ykpaini” [8, p. 172].
Like Jude Mykola protests against social injustice. It is referred to as
the moral of the story. According to Maksym Tarnavskyi, I. Nechui-
Levytskyi’s greatest evil “kpretbest y cepusx Jrosiei, a He B {XHil
HAIIOHANBHIH iieHTHyHOCTI” [11, p. 274].

The cognitive heritage of authors’ works is the depiction
of their characters and integral spiritual life of individuals. English
and Ukrainian writers show the discovery of large number of feel-
ings inherent in different types of personalities and their emotional
dramas. The authors reveal significant political and social problems
of their time on the material of their prose works. Their literary fic-
tion contains advanced theme such as morality.

Conclusions. Analyzing the works of T. Hardy and I. Nechui-
Levytskyi, we noticed a significant expansion of their subject mat-
ters. Here we met a thematic versatility, stylistic, artistic, figurative
and pictorial searchings. The authors expanded thematic horizons in
their works. We came across not only images of peasants, but also
various intellectuals, officials, and clergy. The form of an objec-
tive narrative played an important role, as the authors gave detailed
descriptions of portraits of their characters and natural landscapes.

In the novel, Hardy focuses on the social interpretation
of the theme and realistic traditions. However, both prose
works have their differences and their uniqueness. The bleak
plots of both novels mostly always keep readers in suspense.
The object and topos of rural prose of T. Hardy and 1. Nechui-
Levytskyi is the life destiny of a man from folk, which in both
Ukrainian and English literature appears in the historical space
and social entourage. “T. T'apai mepeBakHO 300pakye 10MO
y CTaTHIi 3a1aHoi POCTOTH, Y BUMIPax yCepeAHEHOI CHXIKHU SK
Pe3yJIbTaTy 3aralbHONpPUitHATOT OypicyasHoi Mopani” [16, p. 123].
Instead, 1. Nechui-Levytskyi prefers dynamics of “cruxiiiHoro
MPOTECTy  CEISHWHA TNPOTH  COLIANbHOI HECTPaBEIIMBOCTI
y THOOMTENBChKOMY cycminbetsi” [16, p. 123].

In “Jude the Obscure” we clearly trace the correlation of indi-
vidual and society. This prose work is marked by awareness of social
injustice. Reconciled externally to the established laws, internally
he does not support such an order and in the culminating part
challenges society, that leads to a dramatic result. The Ukrainian
writer tried to create the image of the protagonist, who sought to
solve modern problems, to find a way to resolve the contradiction
between the ideal and social reality. “Mykola Dzheria” encom-
passes the big-picture of reality and protagonist’s strategic choices.

Artistic images of nature in both fiction writings are rich in
spiritual, philosophical and moral contents. Both Thomas Hardy
and Ivan Nechui-Levytskyi in their works show the direct depen-
dence of their social, moral and religious ideas on conditional exis-
tence in society.
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Kpyk A. A. Tematuuna crnopigtenicts npo3u T. Iapai
Ta 1. Heuysi-JIeBunbKkoro: neiiza:Hi ii modyrosi MoTuBu

AHoTauisi. Y cTarTi 34iHCHIOETCS MOPIBHAJIBHUIN aHa-
ni3 tBopiB «Jlxyn Hempumithuit» T. T'apai Ta «Mukona
bxeps» 1. Heuys-JIeBULIIBKOTO Kpi3h IPU3MY XapaKTepu-
CTHKH TEMaTHYHOI CIOPiIHEHOCTi, JeTeKILii KOHTEHTOBUX
JIOMIHaHT, MPOAHAIII30BAHO CIIIBHOCTI Ta BiAMIHHOCTI BTI-
JICHHS B HUX IPUPOAHIX €JIEMEHTIB, 30CEPEIKEHO yBary Ha
CMHUCJIOBOMY JIiala30Hi, KYJIbTYpHIi 3HAUyIIOCTI OIHCIB
MPHUPOJIH, OCOOIMBOCTAX MEH3aKIB Ta OCHOBHUX IpHUiOMaXx
X 3MaIIOBaHHS 3arajaoM.

[Neii3axx BUCTyMA€e y Mpo3i aBTOPIB HE JIMIIE SK BAYKIUBUAN
3aci0 CTBOpEHHS BIPTYaJbHOTO CBIiTY, a 1 SIK OJIMH 13 KOMIIO-

HEHTIB BimoOpakeHHs mpoctopy i uacy. Ileifzax nae Mox-
JUBICTh BHCIIOBHUTH YSBJICHHS MEPCOHAXKa MPO CBIiT Ta HPO
camoro cebe, aJpke BiH HacCMUCHUH TyXOBHO-(izocodchKkuM
Ta MOPATBEHUM 3MIiCTOM.

Y TBOpax 000X aBTOPiB TeMa MPHUPOAU TICHO MEPETUTITAETh-
cs1 13 caMOOYTHICTIO NepCOHaXiB. JJOCUTh 4aCTO MU OMIYaEMO,
IO OMUCH MPUPOIN BUCTYMAIOThH BTUICHHIM 3aXOIUICHHS aBTO-
PIB Kpacoro HAaBKOJHIIHBOTO CBITY 3 HEBII’EMHOIO JIHOOOB’IO
JI0 CBOTO PiZTHOTO Kparo. 3a JOIOMOTOI0 Pi3HHX SBHIL IPUPOIH
i KOJIOPUTHHX MHel3axiB MOXKHA CYIUTH PO aBTOPCHKE Iepe-
OCMHCJICHHS T4 y3arajibHEHHs PI3HUX CTOPIH AIMCHOCTI. AHa-
JIi3 IUX TBOPIB MiJ] KyTOM 30pY IPUPOAHIX €JIEMEHTIB € BaXK-
JIMBUM, HOBUM M JacThb MOXJIMBICTb IpOaHali3yBaTH 0a30Bi
MIPUHIIHAITY XyJI0KHBOTO 300pakKEHHS TOTOYACHOT IIHCHOCTI.

TBOPH NMCHMEHHHUKIB Ay>Ke HOMIOHI KOJTOPUTHUMH OIHCA-
MH SBUII IPUPOAH, JEPEB, CIEMEHTIB JAaHAMA(TY, 110 3aCTO-
COBYIOTBCSl Ul 3MAJIOBaHHS COLIAIBHHX CHUTyalid. TBopu
Oarari Ha emnivHi Ta JipuuHi HOPMH HAPOIHOI MOBH, 3a JIOTIO-
MOTOI0 4OTO MOJKHA YSBHTH YMOHACTpIlf Ta HeEJerke »KUTTS
MePCOHaXIB. ABTOPH TOCHIIIOIOTH 00pa3H TepoiB Ta HACTPOi
PI3HUMH ONHCaMM TaKUX JIITEpaTypHUX CHMBOJIB, SK KOJIO-
Js13b, BOJA, BepOa, XaTa, sIKi BUCTYIAIOTh HE IPOCTO CUMBOJI-
KOIO, a IPUXOBYIOTH TIEBHUH 3MICT.

TumnonoriuHi 36iru Ta po301XKHOCTI 3yCTPIYatOThCS B OMH-
cax 00’ €KTHUBHOTO BioOpaxkeHHs JIifiCHOCTi, IpaBAUBOMY BiJl-
TBOPEHHI BCiX Cep HAPOTHOTO KUTTS MEPCOHAXKIB, B OIMHKCI
XapakTepiB, y JAOKIaJHOMY aHalli3i eMOLIWHUX TMEepeKUBaHb,
MICUXOJIOTIYHOMY aHali31 IpobieM, IPUYMH Ta BUMHKIB repoiB.
3arasom, He3BaXKalouu Ha HECTIPUATIMBI CyCHITBHO-MONITHYHI
YMOBH, MICEMEHHHUKH BiATBOPIOBAIH X TOTOYaCHOTO HApO-
Iy, TIOPYLIYBaJIM MOPaJbHO-ETHYHI Ta CYCHiJIbHO-NONITHYHI
po0ieMu yacy.

KirouoBi cjioBa: MopiBHSAUIBHHN aHaNi3, MPUPOAHI eJe-
MEHTH, Teii3ax, NIHCHICTB, JiTepaTypHi CHMBOIIH.
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