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Annotation. This paper explores the dramatic and epic visions of tragic fate in the works
of William Shakespeare and Alisher Navoi. Drawing on Shakespeare’s Hamlet and Navoi's
Farhod and Shirin, the study demonstrates that although both authors address similar existential
themes such as suffering, moral choice, and responsibility, they articulate tragedy through
fundamentally different aesthetic frameworks. Shakespeare presents tragic fate primarily through
dramatic speech, inner monologue, and psychological conflict, where language becomes the main
space of action. In contrast, Navoi constructs tragic meaning through epic narration, symbolic
action, and ethical generalization, in which suffering is expressed not through introspection but
through deeds, endurance, and self-sacrifice. Using a comparative-typological approach
combined with close textual analysis, the article argues that language in both traditions is not a
neutral medium but an active artistic force that shapes the understanding of human destiny. The
analysis reveals two complementary models of tragedy: one rooted in inner conflict and self-
reflection, and the other grounded in moral commitment and action.
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AHHO”MH{H}L B cmamuve paccvampuearomcs ()paMamuquKoe U onuyeckoe e6uoenue
mpazuieckoul cyovboul 8 npoussedenusx Yunvama Lllexcnupa u Anuwepa Hasou. Ha mamepuane
mpazeouu «I amnem» u noamol «Papxao u lupuny nokasano, ymo npu obpaweHUU K CXOOHbIM
IK3UCMEHYUATIbHbIM meMAM — cmpadaHuio, HpABCNMBEHHOMY 6bl60py u omeemcmeerHrHocmu —
oba asmopa eonjiowyarom mpacudecKkoe 6 nPpUHYUNUAIbHO PA3TUYHbIX 2CMEeMU4YeCcKux Mmooensx. Y
Ilexcnupa mpacuveckas cyobba packpvléaemcs npexcoe 6ce2o uepe3 OpaMamuiecKyrlo peubv,
6HympeHHuL7 MOHON02 U NCUXOJIO2UYECKULL KOHd)JluKm, 20e A3bIK  CMAHOBUMCS OCHOGHBIM
npocmpancmeom oeticmeus. Y Hasou owce mpazuyeckuil cmvici gopmupyemcs nocpeocmeom
nu4YecKoco noeecmeoeaHusd, CUMB0IUHECKO20 oelicmeus u HpABCMBEHHO-2MUYECKO2O
0606LL;€HM}Z,' cmpaaaHue sblpasicaemcst He yepe3 caMOodHralus, a d4epes nocnynok, CMOUKOCMb U
CAMOOMBEPIHCEHHOCMb. Ha ocnoese CpABHUMENIbHO-MUNONI02UYEeCKO20 nooxooa u meKcmyajlbHO2c0
dHaaula 6 cmambve doxaableaemc;z, umo s3viKk 6 0beux mpaduuuﬂx A6JIAEemcs He Heﬁmpa]lbl-lbl]l/l
Cpeocmeom, a AKMUBHOU XYOOHCECMBEHHOU CUNOU, Gopmupyroweli NOHUMAHUE Yel08e4ecKoll
cyovb0Obl. B pezynbmame 6wiaAsnAomcsa 08e  63AUMOOONONHAIOWUE MOOeIU mpazeouu. O0O0HA,
OCHOB6AHHAAl HA 6HYMPEHHEM KOH¢Jlu1<'m€, u dpyeaﬂ — Hd MOpclJZbHOZZ omeencmeeHHocmu u
Oeticmsull.

Kniouesvie cnosa: mpacuuecxkas cyovba; szvik u cmuiv, [llexcnup;, Anuwep Hasou,
Tamnem; @apxao u [llupun, Opamamuueckas u snuyecKas Gopmol, GHYMPEHHUL KOHDAUKM,
amuvyeckas sicepmea, cpasHumelbHoe ﬂumepamypoeebeﬂue
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Annotatsiya. Ushbu maqolada Uilyam Shekspir va Alisher Navoiy asarlarida fojiaviy
gismatning dramatik va epik talgini tahlil gilinadi. “Hamlet” va “Farhod va Shirin” asarlariga
tayangan holda, tadgiqot har ikki ijodkor iztirob, axlogiy tanlov va mas uliyat kabi o ‘xshash
ekzistensial mavzularni yoritgan bo ‘Isa-da, fojiaviylikni mutlago turli estetik modellar orgali
ifodalashini ko ‘rsatadi. Shekspirda fojiaviy gismat asosan dramatik nutg, ichki monolog va
psixologik ziddiyat orgali ochiladi; bunda til vogealar rivojining asosiy maydoniga aylanadi.

Navoiyda esa fojiaviy mazmun epik bayon, ramziy harakat va axlogiy umumlashtirish
orgali shakllanadi: iztirob oz-o Zzini tahlil gilish bilan emas, balki amal, matonat va fidoyilik
orgali ifodalanadi. Qiyosiy-tipologik yondashuv va matn tahliliga tayangan holda maqola har ikki
an’anada til neytral vosita emas, balki inson taqdirini anglashni belgilovchi faol badiiy kuch
ekanini asoslaydi. Tahlil natijasida fojiaviylikning ikki o ‘zaro to ‘Idiruvchi modeli aniglanadi: biri
ichki ziddiyatga, ikkinchisi esa axlogiy mas 'uliyat va harakatga asoslangan.

Kalit so‘zlar: fojiaviy gismat; til va uslub; Shekspir; Alisher Navoiy; Hamlet; Farhod va
Shirin; dramatik va epik shakllar; ichki ziddiyat; axloqgiy fidoyilik; giyosiy adabiyotshunoslik.

The concept of tragic fate occupies a central place in both Western and Eastern literary
traditions. Yet the ways in which tragedy is expressed are deeply shaped by language, genre, and
cultural worldview. This paper examines two contrasting but complementary artistic models of
tragedy through a comparative reading of William Shakespeare’s Hamlet and Alisher Navoi’s
Farhod and Shirin, focusing on how dramatic and epic forms construct the meaning of human
suffering, moral choice, and responsibility. In Shakespeare’s Hamlet, tragic fate is articulated
primarily through dramatic speech. The hero’s inner conflict is not merely implied but constantly
verbalized through monologues, dialogues, rhetorical questions, and irony.

Language becomes the principal space in which action takes place. Hamlet’s hesitation,
self-criticism, and moral doubt are revealed through words before they are realized in deeds. The
famous soliloquies do not simply comment on events; they create the tragic situation itself by
exposing a consciousness torn between duty and conscience. lrony and indirect speech further
intensify this tension, allowing Shakespeare to present tragedy as an inner psychological process
rather than as a sequence of external [2,48]. Navoi’s epic vision in Farhod and Shirin follows a
fundamentally different aesthetic logic. Here tragic fate is not constructed through introspective
speech, but through action, symbolic imagery, and ethical narration. Farhod does not articulate his
suffering in long monologues; instead, his inner world is revealed through deeds—above all,
through labor, endurance, and self-sacrifice. The act of carving mountains to bring water is not
merely a plot device but a symbolic expression of devotion, moral responsibility, and commitment
to others [9, 159]. Language in Navoi’s epic does not analyze the hero’s psychology; it evaluates
and elevates action, transforming individual pain into a universal ethical experience.

Tragedy thus appears not as paralysis of will, but as a path of moral ucnerranue and
spiritual growth. These differences reflect the influence of genre. Shakespeare’s drama, grounded
in dialogue and performance, foregrounds inner conflict and psychological tension; Navoi’s epic,
shaped by narration and imagery, emphasizes action, symbolism, and ethical generalization
[11,86]. Yet both traditions share a fundamental principle: language is not a neutral medium. In
Shakespeare, it turns thought into dramatic action; in Navoi, it endows action with moral meaning.
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In both cases, tragic fate is created through artistic form rather than simply reported by the
plot. The comparative analysis reveals two distinct but complementary models of tragedy.
Shakespeare presents tragedy as an inner crisis, where suffering arises from reflection, doubt, and
moral choice. Navoi presents tragedy as ethical sacrifice, where suffering is justified through
devotion, labor, and responsibility toward others [10,32]. Together, these models demonstrate how
different cultural and aesthetic systems articulate the same human concerns—destiny, duty, and
suffering—through contrasting yet equally powerful artistic languages. By placing Shakespeare
and Navoi in dialogue, this paper argues that the study of tragic fate gains depth when approached
across traditions. The dramatic and epic visions examined here show that tragedy is not merely
what happens to the hero, but how meaning is shaped through language, form, and moral
perspective. Such a comparative approach allows us to see Western and Eastern literary cultures
not as oppositional, but as mutually illuminating ways of understanding the human condition.
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