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I. Bagreany’s personality is constantly associated with the terror that
happened in the 1930s, which is a of the totalitarian system. Totalitarian
(from the Latin fotus - “all”, “whole”) is associated with the open terrorist
dictatorship [12, p. 672] that performs absolute control over all spheres of
social life. The word totalitarianism was introduced into use in 1923 by the
Italian politician Giovanni Amendola, who used the term to describe the
political regime of fascist Italy, to emphasize its difference from the known
dictatorship. Researchers of totalitarianism, Hannah Arendt and Zb.
Bzhezinsky, emphasized the structural similarity of the fascist and
communist states. In their work “The totalitarian dictatorship and
autocracy” (1956), Carl Fridrih and Zbignev Bzhezinsky formulated a
number of distinctive features of a totalitarian society. This was done on the
basis of an empirical comparison of Stalin’s Soviet Union, Nazi Germany
and Fascist Italy. They are:

- the cruel ideological censorship of all legal channels of information
entry;

- the presence of a comprehensive ideology, on which the political system
of a society is built;

- the presence of one party, usually led by a dictator, which merges with
the state apparatus and the secret police;

- the penetration of the state in virtually all spheres of society;

- the lack of pluralism in mass-media;

- the imprisonment conviction for distribution of independent
information;

- the big role of state propaganda,

- the manipulation of the mass consciousness of the population;

- mass repression and terror on the part of law enforcement agencies;
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- the destruction of individual civil rights and freedoms;

- forbidding traditions, in particular, traditional morality, and the
complete subordination of means choice to the set goals (to build a “new
society”);

- administrative control over fulfillment of justice;

- the desire to erase all cordons between the state, the civil society and the
individual [9, p. 165].

In totalitarianism, there is one legal political party, which is the linchpin
of the entire political system, of the political regime. The leader of this party
identifies the doctrine and the fate of the state to such an extent that the cult
of personality is created around him. This is Mussolini in Italy, Hitler in
Germany, Stalin in USSR, Kim Ir Sen in Korea, Ceausescu in Romania and so
on. They seem to have strict authority [2, p. 21].

It is believed that Ivan Bagreany chose this pseudonym under the
influence of the delight that came from Mykoly Hvilov’s works, in whose
texts the favorite epithet “bagreany” (crimson) expressed the revolutionary
romantic aspirations.

This was at the beginning, and then M. Hvilovoy, earnestly desiring the
prosperity of Ukrainian art, emphasizes the need to get rid of the “Russian
dirigent”. For this he immediately gets labeled “ideological enemy”. In 1929
the period of mass repressions begins. At the age of 25 I. Bagreany
(Lozovyagin) was arrested (1932) on suspicion of disloyalty to “Mars” (Mars
- the workshop of the revolutionary word). It is true, all Ukranian intelligent
people were under suspicion. Ivan Bagreany knew socialism and the
communist ideology not from the outside, as something alien and distant.
He inwardly experienced it, survived, was reborn from it and got cleaned.
For that reason he could think of it deeper, more exactly and fairer than
others, who were initially far from it. For the same reason he saw it from
“inside”; and therefore he could make predictions that were confirmed. His
“revelations got strength from the anger for the distorted hopes of millions
of people who believed in the false gods, for the anger and pain of the
destroyed Ukrainian rebirth” [4, p. 8].

Throughout his life and work, he claimed the idea: despite the attacks on
the freedom of the individual, the person remains alive. No wonder Iu.
Sherekh said: “Bagreany is a man whose life and work is a stubborn, heroic
and huge “no”: no Russification, no censorship, no lawlessness, no
inhumanity and thousands of small “noes” pronounced and approved
through torture and fronts, through the feat of labor and the labor of feat” [7,
p- 139]. The dominant feature of his works becomes “the triumph of human
dignity in the marginal situation of struggle and suffering in inhumane
conditions” (Zhulinsky Mikola).



The writer believed that the ugly socialist reality, whose hell he showed
in his works, did not destroy or disfigure the humane and national spirit of
the Ukrainians.

The novel “The Gethsemane Garden” is autobiographical. The events
described in it happen on the territory of Sumskaya and Harkov regions.
This novel is an example of synthesis of two elements: an uninhibited
creative imagination and a lot of details from the author’s prison
experience.

Ivan Bagreany examines the totalitarian system as if under a microscope.
The philosophy of this system is the following thesis:

“"He pospaxoByviTe Hi Ha sKe MwIocepms, 00 JIIOAMHA € MIIMK. Bu >XKOPCTOKO
ITOMVUINITECS], SIKIIO AyMaTuMeTe, IO 3 BaMM TYT XTOCh Oyae maHbpKatuch. Ham
HeMa KOJIV MaHbKaTuCh. Bac - i He Tutbku Bac nepconanbHO TyT pO3IaBiIATh, AK
myxy, i HixTo He XastitMe. | okom He 3murae. B CCCP smomen Bucraunts” [1, p.
147].

The main conflict of the novel lies in the confrontation - ‘nuwux’
challenges the author of these words, and does not sign the protocol, does
not admit a nonexistent crime, precisely because he is more than the system,
he is an eternal soul and the system is a soap bubble, which, sooner or later, bursts.

The character of the novel experiences terrible physical torture, but the
soul tortures are much more serious. Who betrayed? Who was Judas? Was it
one of the brothers, or maybe the girlfriend? Andrew feels that little by little
such thoughts pull his blood, brain and soul out of him. Such a state of mind
can drive one mad.

The modest and inconspicuous priest Jacob becomes Judas. Closing the
Bible, he disappears somewhere. Judas is an eternal image, it is something
that cannot be touched, it is the irrational law of any totalitarian-dictatorial
society as long as it does not know God. Andrew is afraid to die twice:
spiritually, and then physically. For that reason he openly breaks before the
“Pilats” the foundation of the proletarian dictatorship, which turned against
its own creators”:

”$1 He BU3HAIO IIPOJIETAPCHKOTO IIPABOCYHAs, 3iVICHEHOro 3akaOiykaMu i
naikoo. Oce Moe Kpemo. I Tak camMo He BM3HAK0 cowiaiisMmy, OymoBaHOTO
TIOPMOIO 11 KyJIeto”, - 3a4ByIsI€ report poMaHy” (c. 167).

In addition to helping Andrew keep his human likeness, the physical and
mental torture he goes through makes him more honest and clean.

In the following we will try to prove how the author denounces
totalitarianism - a criminal form of government that destroys its people with
impunity.

Thus, among the linguistic units that perform cognitive and pragmatic
functions, an important place belongs to comparisons. It seems promising
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to analyze them on the basis of the whole literary work, which is associated
with the history and culture of a nation, in particular with the period of
totalitarian Bolshevik system, that is, with the picture of the world. We will
focus on the connection between comparisons and I. Bagreany’s individual
model of the world, reflected in the novel “The Gethsemane Garden”, in
which the author not only raises the realities of the totalitarian system, but
also helps the reader understand the essence of communist ideology.

Our observations suggest that the comparisons used in this literary
work are introduced sequentially. They are arranged in chains and have a
certain communicative goal.

There are three groups of such comparative chains:

1) Comparisons which help to describe the appearance, behavior,
mental state and speech of the protagonist Andrew Chumak. They are
closely related to the experiences and the pains caused by inhuman torture
and represent the external manifestation of his inner state.

2) Comparisons used in the description of the surrounding world,
which represent a response to the character’s experience and worries.

3) Comparisons with biblical imagery and motifs that have become the
primary means of disclosing the horrors of the Stalin era, posenysdawnoi
ONpUMHUHU.

The images of comparisons related to the anthroponym “Andrew
Chumak”, have different semantics. For example:

“HepBu1 A3BEHIIN TOCKHO, AK 0CiHHI Opomu 6 cmeny, 1 TOV I3BiH CBepIUIMB Mi30K,

”

Ak Giaw 3yonui...” [1, p. 175]"
“Oui ropsiTh, M08 Hacunani npuckom, i 6omsTh, TOT0Ba TYAe” [1, p. 186].

“Hi, BiH cTOsB, AK cmobn, 3allileHiB, i >KOIHaA CJIPO3MHKA He 3POIIyBajia VIOTo
ouent” [1, p. 184].

“Hapis B AHpieBOMYy ceplli IToTaciia Tax, Ak noeacia paxnxoba sops y ixkni” [1, p.
180].

“JIrxoMaHKa II0YMHaE OUTM MavbKe 3 IIepIIOi XBWIVHM, i AHIPivI Ma€TbCs, AK
na posn’ammi” [1, p. 202].

“Ha panok Aanpin 6yB yxe, ax 8ukpyuena eanuipxa” [1, p. 202].

“baunm, mo BiH (AHIOpin) TaHe, Ak fick, 3 OHA Ha AeHb, 3 TOOVIHW Ha TOAVHY, i
IIO3¥pasIv Ha HbOro TockHo” [1, p. 215].

“...Aunpin cupure nepen CepreeBuM i xamibHO, no-waxasauomy, xye xiid
[188]. Auppin Ouscs, no-sbipauomy peByuu i Hamaeaouucy BupBamMuUcs i3 3aAi3HUX
aabem” [1, p. 261].

“ AHppin HiYOrO He 4yB, IOMy IIOTEMHIB yBech cBiT. Lle OyB cTpamamum ygap!
Arle BiH He 3apwasB, JInile Tsryde no-mbapunasomy Mykuays” [1, p. 446].

'Tati ofaBaTVIMy ThCSI TUTBKM CTOPIHKY TEKCTY .



“BenukiH, MaOyTb, 37IAKaBCs BUIIISARY AHApisA, Mo Haeadybab Bueasd Beaurozo
sayvkobarnoeo 36ipa...” [1, p. 161].

“I'epcoHCHKMV Ha3BaB MOBY AHApIis «cobauoiwo moboro»" [1, p. 145].

Some images used in comparisons belong to the semantic field “beast”.
This is due to the theme of the novel. The terrible tortures were followed
by absurd self-incrimination - “psychosis of self-exposure”. Not only the
main character was about to lose consciousness: ”“[lymry obcrynario
OYyTTs. OOXeBUUIA...”, “TBapMHHMUI IHCTMHKT IHepeq, JIUIeM MOXJIVBOI
cMepTi... BuMmaras Kamitysamil”. Andrew Chumak’s appearance, and more
than that, his heartache becomes the subject of comparison. Isolated from
society, betrayed (according to the investigators) by the closest people,
lonely, he was not supposed to survive: to break any body - this was only
a matter of time and intensity of physical torture:

“Ocp omHOrO BKMHAIOTH IO KaMepu... BuaaloTe y MOBHOMY pPO3YMiHHI IIbOTO
CJI0Ba, B3SBIIM 3a PYyKM i 3a HOTM, Ak k0400y 3a cyuku, OO BiH BXe TUMM
KOHEUYHOCTSIMU He BOJIOJIi€, BIH HeIpMTOMHM Bif 1100018” [1, p. 394].

“Horm minxocvves, i Tio moxXmmocs, Ak niopisanui kosoc” [1, p. 491].

“Copouka Ha IUTe4ax IPUKNIIijia J10 mKipu, Opasaca pyavMu missmamu. Ihiedi
Oy, ax bigpuwmercu” [1, p. 192].

“$IxOv BoHM 3HarmM, gk vioro Owmm!l.. ['aneOHO, OpyTanbHO, mimmo, Ak 6'1omob
cobax... Hi, Tak He 0'10Th cO0aK, Tak He 0'T0Th i He MyuaTh xy000y...” [1, p. 204].

“ AmnapaT CJTificTBa He IIpOIIyCKae Bciel Macy yB'sI3HEHWMX... 1 yTBOPUBCS «3aTop»,
max, K Ha Aicocnaadi YmBopoemucs «3a40M», Kol 0buyxpani depeba Haspomaoxcyonscs 6
y3vK0MYy Ab0 MiAKOMY NOPOXKUCHIOMY Micyi BesunesHoro Kynow, IPUITMHAIOUM Bech
rporiec. Tak cTajiock i B TIOpMax - JIIOAY HarpoMaIKyBaJIuCh, Ak 00uyxpani depeba
Ha «3a10Mi». KoHBevIep ax Ty/e, ajie 3HOBY «8y3vkum micyem» € cyau” [1, p. 436].

Authorities sought to destroy Andrew morally, to destroy the nobility
of his character, but they could not do it. A man facing deadly torture is
not capable of a heroic act, he crawls and twists:

”..JIoOVHA IIOB3ac€ i 3BMBAETBCH, AK uepf’sx, OmMHA-ONHICIHBKA y TepMeTWYHO
isoypoBaHMX Bif cBiTY Kam anux miwkax” [1, p. 211].

The author brilliantly compares prison to stone bags, hermetically
isolated from the world. Here “mrogmea HamaraeTbcsl 30epertit CBO€
MasteHbKe “s1” Bif MOpasIbHOI raHbOM i ITo3opuia mepes, cammm coboro. Lle
30BciM He repoism. Lle 1m1ock Take, 0 1OMy HeMae iM'sl B JIIOACHKiTT MOBi”
[ibidem].

The second chain of comparisons is associated with the description of
reality, indirectly and sometimes directly projected on the characters’” and,

in particular, on Andrew’s experience and inner state.
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At the beginning of the novel the main character returns home and
admires the native places with nostalgia, but the joy of his coming back is
dulled by the painful statement:

”...MICTO JIeXaJlo, Ak cmapeyb Y Aaxmimmi, OoHoulyiouu O0abue yopanus. Bece, ax
K04UCb, JIVIIe 3ropOwIock, minuro BHW3. JKomgHoi HOBOI OymiBii, XOmHWMX
PUMILTOBaHb, KOIHOTO PyXy Blepen’, Bce "IOCTApiIO VI OTOPHYIIOCS 0e3Hadiern
no6iavroi pyinu” [1, p. 15].

Bce "sxecwr 3aHenbaHe, 3acyllleHe, 3aIllopollleHe, IIOCTapijie Ha IIUIy BIiYHICTB,
HibU Bxpume Auwaamu U ipxern, IOBUKPUBIIIOBaHe, ITOBUIlepOoBaHe. Micmo-
xebpax...” [1, p. 38].

A similar situation is in Kharkov, and in all the cities, villages, not only
of Ukraine, but also of the entire Soviet Union. The author emphasizes the
illogic and the catastrophic state with the help of a surprisingly concise,
simple and metaphorical phrase:

”Tinbku Iapk OyVIHO po3piccs, cTosB, Ak dukutl npaic” [15].

The antithesis “sic - guxni npastic” (we point out: not only a forest, but
a wild forest) represents the symbol not only of society and nature, but
above all, of contrasting cultures and barbarism, progress of civilization
and degradation of humanity, destructive beginnings and creativity,
values and doctrines of the past and modern epochs, erudite knowledge
and primitivism, modern beliefs and primitive cults, light and darkness,
kindness and evil. Through Andrew Chumak’s inquisitive observation, the
author draws our attention to the color of the buildings of Kharkov,
comparing them to the smoke of fires:

"HwuM, TUM KOJIBOPOM PEBOIOLIMHMM, I1e0TO KOJIBOPOM YEepPBOHMM, OyIIo
BudapOirero rets Bci Oymisii B meHTpi MicTa i HaBiTh MypoBaHi oropoxi. Ton
JepBOHMII KOJIip MUTOTiB 00a0id i 11e3aB 11o3azy, 3MIiITyIOUNCh 3 KypsABOIO, Hibu 3
Oumom noxcapuua” [1, p. 38].

The symbolism of the color of blood is unambiguous in the context of
the era, but I. Bagreany showed the essence of this trend in a different
meaning as well:

“Komm BcepenmHi 31 3000yTKamMy peBOJIIONII He rapasi, KOJIM Ty PeBOJIIOLII0
niOMiHeHO YuM iHWUM, Ko Tpeba Te ”iHIe” 3JI0YMHHO XOBATH, TOJi PETEIbHO
dapbuTecsa dacam AHOpPIVI AVBUTBCS 3 H0Camolo Ha Tou ~pebostoyinnutl” dpacam
pimHOroO MicTa , i... IOMy XOYeThbCs 3 YChOIO Maxy MHaTy KOMYCh HeBiToMOMYy B
3yom, w00 ax wesenu eems nosbepmano...” [1, p. 39].

However, the false slogans of the revolution made their way even
through the veil of “colored facades”:

”Kortip noo0sa3ms, 1oobiyIunoBascs, MOPYLIB Bifg o1iis i vacy, i micro maro
BULJISALL HibU noneuenutl, nokasivenuil, HanibooxeBisvnut. Ocpb Oynbeap llleBuenka -



Pyawit 1o BimJaro i rorepOreHMiI - B HbOMY SIKMMOCH IVIBOM  ITOBMIIAIAIIV ITiTi
OymvHKY, Hemo8 nobubdubani 3you” [1, p. 38].

Everything, as if wrapped by some inhuman force, stopped in the
paradigm of values which were radically opposed to human and divine, in
the apocalyptic world of despotism, prostration and degradation, in
madness, in which the most important are the betrayal, deceit and murder,
in the world of utopian dreams and real victims, at the bridgehead of the
fight between good and evil (not conditionally metaphoric, but the most
real).

Many comparisons refer to prison - the main setting of the novel. By
using them the author provides an assessment of his characters’ physical
and spiritual suffering:

”11g xaMepa Taku AivicHO Oyjla HaToITaHa OiTOJIAIITHIMIL JIIOOBMM, HeMoB 0ixika
ocesedyamu” [1, p. 159].

“Y Kopupopax TIOpMI HOBiTps BiOpye Big HeBMpasHOro IIyMy ¥ TyAiHHS,
Hazadyrouu abpuxy, wo npayioe Hiuny sminy” [1, p. 146].

“Ti roni oy cupiim abo no-mypeysky, BKIISKHYBIIM HAaBIIOYIIKU T pauki,
Xyni ax 4YopHi, 3apocii OopomaMu, 3 BEIMKMMM CHHIISIMU NI x0pobaubo
3anasteHMMM oumnmMa” [1, p. 64].

"KonBemep cucremm €xoBa - 1Ile “KOHBel€p Oe3lepepBHOro IIpollecy
3HeociOeHHST MogMHEM, “po3KoroBaHHS 1 IICMXiKM, pO30MpaHHS JIFOICHKOL
oymn, obepHeHH:s JmoavHW B Himo, B “Aipky Bim OyOommka”. ”Cosnanie”

31eOUIBIIIOro IIROrO IIpoliecy He BUTPMMYE, i Ha MicIi ¥I0ro, $IK i Ha Micyi
po3ibparoi Ha eBurmuxy Oyuli, IVIIAETHCS IIOPOXKHEeYa, iM's sIKiVt - boxxeBUDIA, abo
IOoBHa 1poctpatis v nagiasg” [1, p. 210].

Sometimes the author uses parallelism referring to comparisons
expressed by comparative structures, subordinate clauses and the
instrumental case of nouns. In such a way the author expresses more
clearly the parralel between the condition of the person who is imprisoned
in a dark moist cell with unbearable air and the condition of the
surrounding environment:

"Xwrra mwmHyno. IWBHO, Yac IOYMHAB BTpadaTyl CBOIO UiTKICTh. BipHirte,
MOYyTTsl 4acy B IIif1 KaMepi $KOCh IMBHO TpaHCcdOpMyBaIoch... Bce Oyrio
CYyisbHOIO Hiuulo, i Bce OyJIO cyyisvHum OHem. Bce Oyio cyyisvHum wxunyuum
skummsam, 1 6ce 6yao crHom, xouwmapom. ba, coH OyB OUIBIIOI peasIbHICTIO, aHDK
aivicHicTe. bo BiH 0y8 bapBucmiuiuil, 9acoM oCAAHUT cOHYUeM, Beceaxoto, pomoBumu
dowjamu, saxocuvenuil kGimamu i 036yueHutl cmixom 3o010moeo oumurcméa... Com, ax
ymeua, coH, Ax c60000a, coH, Ax nobmopenns 6 beamipHo AckpaBiuitl gpopmi 6cvo2o, 1110
Oys1o i 110 Oyne, Oe3 Toro, 1110 €. ... B'a3H:IM MavbKe HIKOIM He CHUTBCS HiViCHICTD”

[1, p. 313].
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“Mmu Bci TyT TOM, AK cBami, 00 MYIITHO VI IIITHO Bifl TICHOTW, Ta Vi IIONIPiJIO BCe Y
Hac. BrramrroBywTecs, ToBaputy, Ax f0oma. | He pymarnite 3itoro” [1, p. 65].

The figurative comparisons of the given passage are filled with
denotative and connotative semes, which represent parallelism of word
forms. As part of a broader context, they can cause extraordinary sense
associations. In addition, these figures of speech are a means of intratextual
connection. They help portray the situation vividly, clearly, filling it with
maximum expression, giving rise to a number of representations. They do
not refer to the word, but to the sentence, being a kind of complex syntactic
whole.

The third type includes the comparisons with biblical imagery which
help to depict the man’s opposition to the system.

The Biblical images in the novel became the primary means of exposing
the monstrous system of the Stalinist era:

” AHIpivI pOSIUTIONIyE O4i 71 AVIBUTECA II0 KaMepi — BCi CIUIATH, Ak nodbumi... SIK
BOHM MinmHO cruisaTs! Hemof mi Xpucmobi yuni neped posn’smmsam ixuwoi cobicmi,
ixnwoi Baacnoi dywi” [1, p. 95].

“~ Texy v 4opT! - 3arOBOPMB SKUVICH JTiJIOK CXBWIBOBAHO, 3 Bueaadom Xpucma,
WOTIHO 3HAMO020 3 po3n’amms, i CIUTIOHYB cepaunTo. ...Bu He OiviTecy, ToBapumIy! ...
Lle Bci mopsamHi monm...” [1, p. 65].

The concept of “The Gethsemane Garden” becomes the symbol of
suffering, betrayal and prison.

At the beginning of the novel we learn that two different characters
have the same name with different phonetic variants:

”1 Bim caMoro paHKy cuaUTb OIS Hel oTells SIKOB (4OMycCh HeOAMIHHO SIKOB, a He
SIxiB, 60 TO, Oay, 3ByunTh OyXe (paMiIBsIpHO i no-npocmeyskomy, 60 To SIKiB
rpocro craporo Yymaxka 3sasv, 60 Oys koBaib)” [1, p. 8].

According to K. Kostev’s Dictionary of biblical names, the name Yakov has
two different etymologies. The first - “heel, hold on to the heel; the one
who imitates Jehovah; and the second - a deceiver, instigator,
provocateur” [3, p. 403]. We can assume that Yakiv (Chumak) is the one
who imitates Jehovah, the heel; Yakov (the priest) is the cunning person,
the deceiver or instigator, the provocateur. The comparison ”im'a fIkis
36yuums no-npocmeyvkomy” emphasizes the world of Ukrainian names, and
with it, being part of the artistic image - the whole world of the Ukrainians
- the people, culture and history. The “noble” Yakov refers to the Russian
cultural space.

The theme of betrayal runs through the novel not only in the
comparison of personal names, but also in the story about the Gethsemane
garden:

Qo
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"Orenp SIKOB TMxO, ajle Bce ceplle BKIAJalO4y, YMTaB MaTepi IIpo caf
l'ercmManCchKUTL... nTaB npo 3pany IOom..., sakuM miBeHb ITpoKpudyas Asidi. Ha



IiM MicIIi cTapa MaTV 3IpUrHYJIa, 3aTVICHYBIIV TIaIipenh, Haue it cnpaboi 6uybcs
Kpuk moeo nibus uopHoi, eayxoi Houi, ujo GiugyBab 3pady, 4u Oitiuiso do c6idomocmi im's
"K00a”, npu axomy 3a6x0u cmuckaioca ii wyupe mamepurcvke cepye” [8].

The biblical story contains a widely used syntactic construction with
subordinate comparative predicative parts of serial connection.

Another Gethsemane garden is the prison - a special world of
antichristian brutal reality. It was in prison that the biblical legend is
perceived as a great mystery:

" « AHITPIVt TPUCITyXaBcsl. . . I1eTpoBcbkmit, 1110 HaeadyBab anocmoaa Ilempa i nocmammio, 1
cBoeto anocmoavcekoro Beauttto, PO3IIOBiNAaB ITPO caf, I'eTcMaHCBKMIA. .., IIIOCh B Til
Tpariu”iy jereHpi... mpo BipHicTe i Hmpo 3pamy Oysio HecmisHaHe O caMuMX
I7IMOVIH, a TOMy BiYHO HOBe, BiYHO BaOJIgde VI IIPMKOBYIOYe JIFOACHKI Oymmi, Ak
0e30onHa kpunuya, cnobrena axoicy Hecnisnanoi maunu” [1, p. 207].

The subordinate comparative part, made more complex by a separate
definition, contributes to understanding the deep essence of the passage.
The world of the realia which involve biblical comparisons includes the
donkey. The author compares the donkey living behind bars in
“Gethsemane” and dwelling in captivity, just like prisoners, with the
Biblical image of Judas Iscariot:

"Ocmka — mepeso Xayobu. epeso, Ha sikoMmy nosicuses Oma... L yerenpa
PO TPEMTIVBY OCHKY, IIPO CBilKa OCTaHHBOTO 3iTXaHHS HEIIACTIMBOIO YUHS
Xpucrosoro, IOmu IckapioTcekoro, Hemo60u naunyaa kpiss Ipamu 3 uieaechiom
AUCTTY — NPpUX00UAd He 00HOMY HA NAM’AMb, MaK, HIOU Ma OCUKA 30 MYPOM Kpuuaia
npo ye 6 apewsmanmceki Oywii... TIPVIXOOWIA Ha IIaM ATb 1 Ta ocuka, w0 cmoaa,
mabyms, y 6i0aitinim cady Temcumancvkim” [1, p. 216].

Throughout the novel the main character is tortured by the idea: “Who
is “Judas?”:

” CBifok 1oBepTaeThcs aHdaC, MiABOAUTE CBOT odi... 11 IXHi oui 3ycrpimcsal.. A...
all! dx 6auckaBroro TIpopisaio Mi3ok: ciieHa B xari, 6arbkoBa biOig i 1evt morsy,
Ha npomagHg... FOmall!l Ock Bin FOma!!! Ocs Bin!!!” [1, p. 475].

The character went through all the stages of hell on earth, through great
sufferings, but all the time displayed extraordinary courage and an
unbroken spirit almost like Christ:

” AHApiVt miniviMaBcst KPyTVIMU CXOZIaMV, TSDKKO 71 IIOMaJTy CTYIIarouw, HemoB iuiob
Ha [oaeomy, 9acTo 3ynmHSBCA 30€3CVJIEHUIT 1 3aXOAMBCS PalTOBUM KalluleM —
VIOMy 3[1aBaJIocs, 1110 BCepenyHi Iock ypuBaeThes. Terep BiH imos Ha I'onroTy...
Ax, xorm 0 xe xTock 3HaB! Komm 6 xou xTock 3HaB!..” [1, p. 491].

The comparison always contains a shade of convention, of unreality, of
distance between the real and the imaginary: cmynab, nemof iwio6 Ha
T'oneomy. The change of narration, connected to the semantic and syntactic
restructuring of the sentence, leads not only to the transformation of
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modality, but also to the emergence of a completely new vision of oneself
as a martyr and protector of the human soul: Tenep 6in iui08 na I'osreomy.

Our observations prove that the author's text develops and moves on
the background of religious discourses, aiming at comparing the past with
the present. The prison, just like the Gethsemane garden, synthesizes the
history itself, which reflects the horrors of the Stalin era, the eternal
struggle between good and evil.

Thus, I. Bagreany’s art as a writer is represented not only by the
expressive clarity of the image, by the psychological richness of the text,
but also by the masterful use of artistic and imaginative means, namely by
the choice of comparative constuctions, having, as a rule, an epithet
character. The comparisons have both a semantic and an aesthetic burden,
becoming an important component of I.Bagreany’s style.

I. Bagreany’s literary activity contributed to the fact that the distinctive
feature of the Ukrainian cultural process of the 1920-30s became the
elevation of the Ukrainian culture from the level of ethnographic
provincialism in the Russian Empire to the level of an independent culture
that may display its creative potential.
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