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This article presents a comparative study of ornithological imagery
in the Bashkir "Ural-Batyr" and the Kazakh "Koblandy-Batyr" epics.
From the perspectives of mythopoetics and textual criticism, the study
examines the systematic interplay of the mythological, symbolic,
semantic, and poetic functions of bird imagery. The research is based
on classical versions of the texts of both epics. Despite the well-
developed nature of the Turkic epic as a subject, ornithological imagery
within its structure remains under-researched. Most studies are limited
to analyzing individual works and neglect the comparative aspect.
While preparing the article, the authors relied on relevant historical
sources, ethnographic data, and fundamental works on the folklore and
literary studies. The study’s methodological framework is an integrated
approach combining textual, semantic-symbolic, comparative-
typological, and mythopoetic analyses. This approach allows for a
deeper interpretation of the structural and semantic content of the
texts, revealing the archetypal foundations of the worldview reflected
in the Bashkir and Kazakh epic traditions. The research results confirm
the significant role of ornithological imagery in both epics while also
highlighting their divergent semantic and functional characteristics.
In the Bashkir epic “Ural-Batyr”, ornithological imagery appears as
independent mythological characters inextricably linked to cosmogonic
and sacred meanings. Examples of this imagery include Samrau, Humay
(swan), and Aykhulu (duck), which represent the upper world and
embody the symbolism of the sky, sun, and moon. These birds also
perform a mediatory function between the earthly and celestial realms.
Endowed with anthropomorphic traits, birds play a fundamental role
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in structuring the tripartite model of the universe. They function as totemic or cult symbols
and as active mythological agents with the capacity for verbal communication and reversible
metamorphosis. In the "Koblandy-Batyr" epic, bird imagery is interpreted differently. The
falcon, golden eagle, and hawk are realized through a system of fixed epithets, similes, and
metaphorical constructions characteristic of heroic epic poetics. These constructions emphasize
the exceptional nature of the protagonist. The article substantiates the universalization of the
falcon image, extending it to female characters as well (Karlyga, Kurtka). Deconstructing
traditional folkloric patterns involving swallows, swans, nightingales, and peacocks in favor
of predatory symbolism foregrounds the female warrior archetype. Furthermore, a binary
parallelism between zoomorphic (tulpar) and ornithomorphic (falcon) motifs is evident in the
epic's artistic structure. In both epics, the image of the raven is present and characterized by
ambivalence: in the archaic layer of "Ural-Batyr", it functions as a demiurge and primordial
ancestor (as reflected in the raven's monologue and its depiction on Katil's flag), whereas in the
narrative context of "Koblandy-Batyr", it appears as a harbinger of tragedy, symbolizing threat
and death. A comprehensive analysis of ornithological imagery deepens our understanding of
the semiotics of Turkic epics and opens new avenues for comparative research.
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CbIHaH CaJIBICTBIpA KapacTBIPBI, OJIapAblH MHUQOJIOTUAIBIK, POMIi3AiK, CeMaHTHKAaJIbIK
’KoHe NO3THKAaJIbIK (YHKIUsAJIapblH e3apa cabaKTacThHIKTa 3epjesieyre apHajFaH. 3epTTey
HBICAHBl peTiHAe eKi OaTbIpJIBIK OIOCTHIH KJIACCUKAJIBIK HYCKAJIApbIHBIH MOTiHAepiHe
Tajaay ckacayjraH. Typki amockl GOUBIHINA i3[eHicTepAiH KemTiriHe KapamacTaH, OHBIH
KYPBUIBIMBIHAAFBl OPHUTOJIOTUAJIBIK, OeliHesiep oJIi XeTe 3epTTeJIMereH XoHe eHOeKTepAiH
kobiHJie xeKeJiereH IbiFapMasiap FaHa TaJIJaHblll, KOMIIAPaTUBTIK Ke3Kapac KaMThIJIMaraH.
Makasianel 93ipJjiey OapbIChIHOA aBTOpPJAp TaKbIPBIIKA KATBICTHI TapyuxXy AepeKKesAepre,
3THOrpaUsIBIK MaJliMeTTepre, coHAan-aK, (OJIbKJIOPTaHy MeH d/ieOueTTaHy cajlachIHAAFhI
ipreii FpUIBIMM eHOeKTepre XYTiHTeH. 3epTTey[iH oJicHaMaJiblK Heri3iH MoTiHTaHYJIBIK,
CeMaHTUKAaJIbIK-CUMBOJIABIK, CAJIBICTBIPMAaJIbI-TUMOJIOTHUAIBIK, XoHe MUTIK-O3THUKAJIBIK
Tajiay SiCTepiH YIITACThIPAaTBHIH KellleH[i TICLI Kypar, Oy MITiHAIK MaTrepuasiiapAblH
KYPBUIBIMIBIK-Ma3MYH/IbIK MOHIH allyra, 6alKypT KoHe Ka3ak SMUKaJIbIK AJCTypJiepiHaeri
AYHUETaHBIMHBIH  apXeTUIITiK HerizfepiH aHbIKTayFa MYMKIiHAIK Oepai. 3epTrey
HOTHXeJlepi OOMBIHINIA €Ki SMOCTHIH Aa MO3THUKAJIBIK KYPBUIBIMBIHAA KYCTapblH MaHbI3/bl
OpBIH ajaThiHBL, OipakK oOJIapAblH CEMaHTUKAJIBIK JkoHe (YHKIMOHAJABIK CUIIATTapbIHAA
aiiTapJibIKTall aiblpMalibUIBIKTap Oap ekeHi aliKplHAANAbl. «Opajl GaTeip» KyOalbIpbIHAA
OpPHUTOMOPQTHIK OeliHeslep KOCMOTOHMAJIBIK JKOHE CakKpasiabl TYCiHIKTepMEeH THIFbI3
Oaiy1aHbICTBL fepOec MUGOJIOTHAIBIK Kellilkepsjep TypiHAe KepiHic TankadH. Cawmpay,
homaii (akky), Aiixsuty (yiipek) cekinai Kyc GeliHesiepi «acnaH ajeMiHiH» eKijifepi peTiHae
Kek, KyH, Ail CUMBOJIMKaCblH TaHBITHIN, XX€P MEH KOK apachlHAa MeAuaTOpJIbIK KbI3MeT
aTkKapagsl. AHTPONOMOP(THIK TypHaTrTa KepiHeTiH OyJi OeiiHejep FajlaMHBIH YIIKAOATThHI
MojiesliH (3KOFapFbl, OPTaHFBl, TOMEHT1 dJieM/ep) KyphUIbIMAAy/da KeTeKIIi peJjre re. JIoCTa
KyCTap TeK TOTeMAiK HeMece KyJIbTTiK CUMBOJIJAp FaHA eMeC, COHbIMeH Oipre ceiijiey XoHe
KelMiH e3repTy Kabijeti 6ap, Mu@dTik oKurajapAblH OeJjiceHAi KaThICYyIIbICH peTiHAe 0o
kepcetefi. «KoObLIaHbl OaTBHIP» XBIPBIHAA KYC OeiiHesepi e3relle CUNATTAaJbIN, CYHKAp,
OYPKIT IleH KapIbiFa 0aThIPJIBIK dMI0C MO3TUKACHIHA TOH TYPAKTHI SIIUTETTEP, TeHeyJiep MeH
MeTadopasiblK KOJIIaHBICTAap apKblIbl KahapMaHHBIH Aapa GOJIMBICBIH acKaKTaTyFa KbI3MeT
erefi. Makasaza cyHKap OeliHeciHiH oMOebanTHIFRI A9JIe/IfieHill, OHBIH iies1 KedinkepJiepre
(Kapapira, KypTka) Ae KaTbICThl KOJIAAQHBUIFAHABIFBI KepceTiseni. ocTypJii HOJIbKIOPJIBIK
maboHAapAblH, (KapJblFall, akKy, CaHAyFalll, TOTHI) <«KBIPTKBII KYC» CHMBOJIMKACHIHA
aybICybl ep afaMapra FaHa ToH HbIIaHAap lleHOepiHeH IIBIFHIIN, JKayblHrep diieJl apXeTUIliH
xaHgaHappaapl. CoHAal-aK, SIMOCTHIH KOPKeM/iK epiMiHAe 300MOpdTH (TyJjmap) XoHe
opHuTOMOp®TH (CYHKap) KOATapAblH OMHApJibl napajuienn3Mi Oaiikananel. Koc smocrta fa
Kapra/Ky3FbiH OeliHeci Ke3jecin, amMOMBaJIEHTTi cuUMaTTa KepiHedi: apxawKaJblK KabaTta
(«Opan Gatbip») OJ1 OeMUypr kaHe ijki 6aba (KapraHblH MOHOJIOTH, KaTuifiH TybIHAAFbL
OeliHe) peTiH[e cumaTTajica, OKUFaIbIK KoHTeKkcTe («KoObutaHAsl OaThIp») Kayil-KaTep MeH
eJIIMJII UINapajaiiThiH KAWFBUIbL JXarJalblH xabapuibickl Gom cypetTesiefi. Ochuiaiimia,
OPHUTOJIOTHAIBIK, OeliHesiepAi KelleHAi Tajafay TYPKi 3IOCHIHBIH CEMUOTHKACBIH TepeHipeK
TYCiHyTe CenTiriH TUrizefi koHe OChl OAFBITTAFbl OOJIallaK 3epTTeyjepre Heri3 6osagbl.

KiaT ce3mep: amoc, TypKi xaJbIKTapsl, 0amKypT, Ka3akK, opHuTosorus, 6eiiHe, Campay,
howmaii, cyHKap, MU()ONOITHKA, MOTiHTaHY.
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OpHuTOJIOTHYecKre 00pa3sl B anocax «Ypaj-6areip» U «KobsaHabI-0aThIp»

AnnoTtanusA. CTaThA NOCBAIIEHA CPAaBHUTEIbHOMY U3Yy4eHUI0 OPHUTOJIOTMYECKUX 00pa3oB
B OamkupckoMm («Ypasn-0aTelp») U KazaxckoM («KoGianawl-0aTeip») snocax. C mo3umui
MHU(DOMOITUKA U TEKCTOJIOTMU HCCJIeAYeTCA CUCTeMHas B3auMOCBA3b MM(DOJIOrMYECKUX,
CUMBOJIMYECKUX, CEMAHTHYECKWX U MO3THYeCcKnX (yHKIM o00pa3oB mntuil. OOBEKTOM
HCCJIeJOBaHUsA MOCIIYyXXWIN KJIacCU4yeckre BepCHUU TEKCTOB OOOMX IepOMYeCcKUX CKa3aHWM.
HecmoTpss Ha pa3pabOTaHHOCTb TeMBI TIOPKCKOI'O 3I10Ca, OPHUTOJIOTMYecKHe oOpasbl B
€ro CTPYKType OCTAlTCA MaJIOMCCJIeJOBAaHHBIMUA 1 OOJIBIIMHCTBO pabOT OrpaHUYMBAETCA
aHaJIN30M OTJEJIbHBIX IPOU3BENeHUI, MHHYsA KOMIIApaTHBHBIN acnekT. [Ipu MmoAaroroBke
CTaTby aBTOPHI ONMPAJIMCh Ha pejieBaHTHBIE MCTOPHUYECKHEe MUCTOYHHKH, dTHOrpaduueckue
JlaHHble U pyHAaMeHTasbHble TPYAbl B 00JIacTy (OJIBKJIOPUCTUKU U JINTEpPaTypOBeIeHN .
MeTo0JIOrNYeCcKyl0 OCHOBY HCCJIE[JOBaHUA COCTaBUJI KOMILJIEKCHBIN IOAXOMA, MHTErpUpYyIo-
UM TEeKCTOJIOTUYeCKUl, CeMaHTHUKO-CHUMBOJINYECKNUI], CPaBHUTEJbHO-TUMOJJIOTHYECKUN
1 MUODONOITUYECKUI aHAJU3Bl [JIA TJIyOOKOM HHTEepIpeTanuy CTPYKTYPHO-CMBICJIOBOIO
coAepXXaHusA TEKCTOB U BBIABJIEHUA apXeTUNNUYeCKUX OCHOB MHUPOBO33peHNs B OalIKUPCKON U
Ka3axCKOM 3MNYEeCKUX TPaAULUAX. Pe3ysbTaTsl UCCIe0BAHNA IOATBEPKAAI0T JOMUHAHTHYIO
pPOJIb OPHUTOJIOTMYECKUX 00pa3oB B 000OMX 3Mo0cax IpU CYIIeCTBEHHOH AuBEpreHIuu
(pacxoxaeHnM) HX CeMaHTHYeCKUX U (QYHKIMOHAJIBHBIX XapaKTepucTUK. B Kybaubipe
«YpaJs-6aTeIp» OPHUTOJIOrNYECKHe 00pa3bl BEICTYIIAIOT B KAUYE€CTBE CAMOCTOATEJIbHBIX MU(DO-
JIOTUYeCKUX IepCOHaXXel, HepaspblBHO CBA3AHHBIX C KOCMOTOHMYECKMM M CaKpaJIbHBIM
cogepxaHueM. OOpa3el nTul, Takux, kak Campay, Xymai (yiebeap), Alixputy (yTKa),
ABJIAACH peNpe3eHTaHTaMHU «BBICIIEr0 MHpa», BOIUIOLW[AIOT cUMBOJIMKY Heba, CosHua u
JIyHBI, BBIIIOJIHAA IPU 3TOM MeAUaTUBHYI0 QYHKIMIO MeXAy 3eMHOU U HebecHOU chepamu.
OHu, HaaenAACh AHTPONOMOPGHBIMU 4YepTaMM, WrpalT (QyHAAMeHTAJIbHYI pOJb B
CTPYKTYPHUPOBAHUM TPeX4aCTHON MOJeJ N MHpo3AaHusA. [ITUlbl mpeacTaloT He TOJBKO Kak
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TOTEMHBIE WJIM KyJIbTOBBIE CHMBOJIBL, HO U KaK aKTUBHbIEe CyObeKTel Mu(a, obsagamomye
CIIOCOOHOCTBI0O B BepOajibHOM KOMMYHHKalMM U peBepcuBHON MeTamopdose. HHYyI0
VHTepIpeTanuo o0passl ITUL] [T0JIy4aloT B snoce «Kobaanael 6aTelp», re COKOJI, OepKyT U
sAcTpeb peasn3yIoTCs Yepe3 CUCTEMY YCTONYMBHBIX SITUTETOB, CPABHEHUN U MeTahOpHUUECKUX
KOHCTPYKI[AM, XapaKTepHbIX [JI MO3TUKU TEepPOMYECKOro D3I0cCa U BO3BEJIMYMUBAIOT
VCKJIIOUMTEJIbHYI0 CyIIHOCTh IpOTaroHucra. B craTbe o0OOCHOBaHaA YyHHBepcalIu3anusd
o0Opasa coKoJia, KOTOPBIM 3KCTPANoOJIMpYyeTcsA U Ha XeHcKue nepcoHaxu (Kapsbira, Kyprka).
JIeKOHCTPYKIMA TPagULIMOHHBIX (OJIBKJIOPHBIX MIAabJI0OHOB (J1acTouka, Jiebedb, COJIOBel,
IIaBJIMH) B IIOJIb3Y «XUIIHON» CUMBOJIMKHN aKTyaJIM3UpYyeT apXeTUIl KeHI[HbI-BOUTEJIbHULIBL.
Takxe, B Xy/J10’)KeCTBEHHOM TKAaHU 3110ca HabTi0jaeTcss GMHAPHEIN MTapaJiiesir3M 300Mop¢GHOTO
(Tynmap) u opauToMopdHOro (cokos) KogoB. B 0boux smnocax BcTpeuaeTcs oOpa3 BOPOHa,
KOTOpBIN XapakTepusyeTcsi aMOMBaJICHTHOCTBIO: B apXawdyHoM cJioe («Ypas-6aTeip») OH
BBICTYIIAeT KaK AeMUYPr U epBONpeAoK (MOHOJIOT BOPOHA, n3o0paxeHue Ha ¢uare Katuna),
TOr/la KaK B COOBITHUITHOM KOoHTeKcTe («KobsaHab-6aThip») — Kak MpeABECTHUK TPAarudecKoun
CUTyaluy, CHMBOJIU3UPYIOIIUN yrpo3y U cMepTh. Takum 00pa3oM, KOMILIEKCHBIN aHaJIu3
OPHUTOJIOTHMYeCceKnx 00pa3oB CrocoOCTBYeT ITyOOKOMY IMOHMMAaHUI0 CEMUOTHKU TIOPKCKOTO
310Ca ¥ MHULMYpYeT JajibHeHIIe CpaBHUTeJIbHBIE NCCIeJOBaHUA B 3TOM HallpaBJIeHUMU.

KutioueBble cJI0Ba: 5110C, HApOAbl, OAIIKMPHI, Ka3axy, OpHUTOJIOTHA, 00pa3, Campay, Xymaii,
COKOJI, MU(ONOITUKA, TEKCTOJIOTUS.

Introduction

In the traditional worldview of the Turkic peoples, ornithological imagery is closely linked
to mythological beliefs, totemic concepts and archaic models of the relationship between
humans and nature. The analysis of epic works shows that birds function not only as poetic
imagery but also fulfil various functions: they serve as messengers, the hero’s helpers, symbols
of heavenly power, or embodiments of the reborn soul. Despite the existence of a substantial
body of research devoted to the poetics of the Turkic epic, the role and significance of
ornithological imagery within its system have not yet been sufficiently explored. Despite
the considerable body of research devoted to the poetics of the Turkic epic, the role and
significance of ornithological imagery within its framework have not yet been sufficiently
explored. Moreover, studies have generally focused solely on the bird imagery in individual
epic works, while their comparative analysis within a cross-folkloric context has been largely
overlooked. In this regard, a comparative analysis of the Bashkir epic “Ural-Batyr” and the
Kazakh epic “Kobylandy-Batyr” from the perspective of the mythological, symbolic, semantic
and poetic functions of ornithological imagery can be regarded as one of the first steps
in this direction and constitutes the scientific novelty of this study. The objectives of this
study include identifying ornithological imagery in both epics, analyzing their semantics
and functions, identifying common features and specific characteristics, and examining their
connection to the worldviews of the Kazakh and Bashkir peoples. The analysis of these epic
works from a textual perspective, as well as an assessment of the mythopoetic and symbolic
significance of the bird imagery found within them, further underscore the relevance of this
study. Overall, the study of ornithological imagery contributes to a clearer understanding of
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both the common motifs and the distinctive features of the epic traditions of the Kazakh and
Bashkir peoples.

Materials and methods

Various versions of the Bashkir epic “Ural-Batyr” and the Kazakh epic “Kobylandy-
Batyr” were considered as the research material for this study. This study is based on two
classical versions of the kubair “Ural-Batyr”, performed by the storytellers Gabit Argybayev
and Khamit Almukhametov and recorded by the folklorist M. Borangulov. It is known that
the epic “Kobylandy-Batyr” exists in two versions. The first includes more than ten variants,
performed by Koshelek Elamanov, Nurpeis Baiganin, Aisa Baitabynova, Muryn Sengirbekov,
Nurseit Bitileuyov, Suyinshali Zhanbyrshina, and Erezhep Tileumagambetuly. The second
comprises variants by Marabay, Mergenbay, Dauletshe, Birzhan and Kulzak. Ornithological
imagery found in the selected texts of both epics was systematically selected, analyzed and
classified according to its functions. The method of textual analysis enabled the comparison
of different versions of the epics, as well as the verification of their manuscript and printed
forms in terms of reliability and authenticity. Semantic-symbolic analysis facilitated
the identification of the underlying meanings of bird imagery and the revelation of their
functions within the epic structure. The comparative method enabled the identification of
common and specific ornithological imagery in the Kazakh and Bashkir epic traditions. The
application of mythopoetic analysis allowed for the establishment of the archetypal nature
of bird imagery and their ancient worldview foundations. It should be noted that during the
research, the aforementioned methods were applied comprehensively and in an integrated
and complementary manner. The theoretical and methodological framework of the study
is grounded in foundational works in textual studies, folklore studies, and mythopoetics,
enabling a comprehensive examination of the worldview and artistic nature of ornithological
imagery in these epics.

Research background

The origins, typology and poetics of the epic heritage of the Turkic peoples have long
been the subject of academic inquiry. These studies date back to the works of V.V. Radlov
(1866; 1870; 1885) and Ch. Valikhanov (1995). Subsequently, various aspects of the Turkic
epic were explored in the works of M. Auezov (1927), V.M. Zhirmunsky (1974), 1.V. Pukhov
(1962), Korogly (1976), A. Margulan (1985), R. Berdibay (1995), T. Mirzayev (2009), K.
Reichl (2008), Sh. Ybyrayev (1993) and other researchers. In the context of the present study
particular attention should be given to the monograph by O. Nurmagambetova devoted to the
epic “Kobylandy Batyr” (2003). The issues related to the Bashkir epic, including the kubair
“Ural-Batyr”, have been addressed in the works of researchers such as V.G. Kotov (2019),
M. M. Sagitov (2009), Z.G. Aminev (2013), S. Galin (2009), and R.A. Sultangareeva (2023).
In recent years, the number of studies in Turkology focusing on the comparative analysis
of epic texts has increased. However, specialized works devoted to the artistic functions of
ornithological imagery and their mythopoetic semantics in the epic are extremely limited.
Although individual publications have examined the image of Humay (Kumay) in the epic
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“Ural-Batyr”, comparative analysis with analogous imagery in the epics of other Turkic
peoples, including the Kazakh tradition, has not yet been undertaken. Similarly, ornithological
imagery in “Kobylandy-Batyr” has primarily been analyzed at the level of individual episodes,
while its broader mythopoetic and textual significance remains insufficiently explored. In this
regard, the present study is distinguished by its comprehensive examination of ornithological
imagery in Kazakh and Bashkir epics, its identification of functional roles within the poetic
system, and its comparative analysis of the two epic traditions.

Analysis

As an integral part of the mythological system, birds fulfil a multifaceted role. They appear
in the guise of divine figures, totemic ancestors, messengers or spiritual intermediaries.
Within the mythopoetic framework, bird imagery is closely associated with the heavenly
realm, as well as with the symbolism of the Sun and the spirit. As a rule, a bird placed at the
top of the “world tree”, which embodies the tripartite structure of the universe, is regarded as
the ruler of the upper world. Such imagery is most commonly represented by the eagle or in
its generalised symbolic form (Stebleva, 2002: 31). The diversity of bird species is reflected
in the richness of ornithonyms within the linguistic worldview. This is because a significant
number of names associated with birds correlate with the important role of ornithological
imagery in the folklore and mythological traditions of the Turkic peoples (Safina, 2025: 352).
In the worldview of the ancient Kazakhs, as in Turkic and many other mythological systems
of the world in general, the concept of a tripartite universe is firmly established: the upper
world (heaven), the middle world (the earth’s surface) and the lower world (the underworld).
This triadic model underlies shamanic, totemic and epic traditions. Within this framework,
birds play a special role. Their ability to fly and to move freely between heaven and earth
allow them to be interpreted as mediators linking the upper and middle worlds (Kondybay,
2018: 408).

The bird imagery in the epic works “Ural-Batyr” and “Kobylandy-Batyr” constitutes
an important component of the mythological system. M. Eliade noted that feathers and
ornithomorphic elements in shamanic attire transform the wearer into “a spirit” capable of
leaving the body and taking flight, while “magical ascension” symbolises the soul’s ability
to move between cosmic realms, that is, from the earthly world to the heavenly one (Eliade,
1964: 181-205). In this sense, the bird imagery symbolises the connection between the upper
and middle worlds. From this perspective, Humay, who appears in the form of a swan in
the epic “Ural-Batyr”, is not only the daughter of Samrau and the Sun, but also a symbol
of solar radiance, serving as a classic example of a sacred mediator. The application of
morphological method proposed by V.Ya. Propp’s to the Turkic epic allows sacred objects and
natural elements to be interpreted not merely as symbolic categories, but also as functional
components of the plot structure (Propp, 2001: 19, 21). The bird imagery is widely used as
a literary device to express heroism, freedom, and nobility. Thus, in the epic “Kobylandy-
Batyr”, the metaphorical expressions attributed to the enemies — “Kobylandy is an eagle, we
are crows”, “He is a white falcon, we are crows” emphasise their weakness and the hero’s
superiority. In his works on mythopoetics, E. Meletinsky demonstrated that mythological
imagery in epic texts, including bird imagery, represent not only aesthetic but also deeply
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semantically charged archetypal units that fulfil a variety of functions, such as symbolizing
freedom, rebirth, the cycle of life and death, and spiritual guidance (Meletinsky, 2000: 166).
In the kubair “Ural-Batyr”, Humay, in the guise of a swan, symbolises renewal and the eternal
creative principle, whereas in the epic “Kobylandy-Batyr”, the ornithological metaphor serves
as a means of portraying the character’s heroic nature and courage. In both epic works,
ornithological imagery assumes multiple forms, reflecting the distinctive worldviews that
underpin each work. In the Kazakh epic, the bird imagery primarily operates within the
framework of literary and stylistic devices — similes, epithets, and metaphors, enhancing the
emotional expressiveness and vividly conveying the hero’s extraordinary qualities and deeds.
By contrast, in the Bashkir epic, birds are directly integrated into the narrative as mythological
characters endowed with sacred and miraculous properties. According to the concept of the
Spanish thinker Kh.E. Cirlot, the symbolism of the bird expresses the aspiration of the spirit
and soul, the flight of thought and imagination, as well as a mediating function between
heaven and earth (Cirlot, 2001: 35). In this context, the bird imagery in the mythological
worldview and folkloric consciousness of the Turkic peoples is understood as a symbol of
freedom, elevation, and transcendence.

In Turkic mythopoetics, the association of the birds with the heights is not limited to
a purely spatial dimension but reflects a deeper understanding of its sacred significance.
Accordingly, the bird functions as one of the most ancient symbolic models for establishing
a connection with the heavens, receiving messages from higher powers, and communicating
with Tengri. This determines the bird’s distinctive position within the tripartite structure of
the cosmos: it is not merely a representative of the lower or even the middle world, by virtue
of its inherent proximity to the upper world, it is perceived as a bearer of cosmic order.

The Bashkir epic tradition is distinguished by its depth of content, genre diversity and heroic-
epic orientation (Bashkort Khalik Izhady, 1998: 448). In the epic “Ural-Batyr”, ornithomorphic
imagery occupies a special place. Bird imagery vividly reveals the interconnection between
the miraculous and the real worlds. In this context, birds function not only as artistic devices
but also as structural elements that shape the ethical and cosmogonic dimensions of the
work, as well as its system of characters. They establish a link between the hero and the
sacred realm, acting as spiritual guides. In this epic, birds are presented not only as totemic
or sacred images but also as active participants in mythological events. They are endowed
with the ability to speak, to transform their appearance, and to maintain a connection with
the heavenly world. The primary forms of existence for the heroines in the epic include the
bird imagery, various zoomorphic creatures and mythological animals (Dautova, 2025: 201).
In the epic “Ural-Batyr”, Humay appears as an active “bird-woman” figure. In essence, she
acts as the ruler of the avian realm and opposes the forces of evil. Thus, she throws Shulgen
and Zarkum into a pit that splits the earth’s surface; when they attempt to escape, the pit
is filled with water at her command. These actions demonstrate her ability to control the
earthly elements and cause floods of cosmic scale. At the same time, her power serves to
benefit humanity while inflicting harm on hostile forces. Furthermore, Humay is a trusted
companion of Ural-Batyr: she bestows upon him the heavenly horse Akbozat and a magical
steel sword. As the hero’s faithful wife, Humay actively contributes to the consolidation of the
Bashkir people (Ilimbetova, 2023: 65). As the daughter of Samrau, the king of birds, Humay
embodies a classic ornithomorphic figure. Initially, when Ural and his family capture her, she
takes the form of a swan. In her address to batyrs, she describes herself as follows:
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“...Samray tigdn batshanyn
homai tigdn Ky3ymyn;
Altyn sdsem tarkaham,
Nyrga i1lde kimémen:
Koéndoé3 erga nyr hibam,
Kisen aiga nyr birdm.
Ebérege3 he3 mine,
Ilem& min xaitaiym;
Ianshishméanen hyy 1ylyn hesga aitep kitdiem...”.
(Bashkir Folk Epics. Ural-Batyr, 2017: 27).

Translation: “...I am the daughter of a king named Samrau / My name is Kumay / When I
let down my golden hair, / I light up the whole world: / By day I bestow radiance upon the
earth, / By night, I illuminate the moon. / Let me go, / Let me return to my people; / I shall
show you the way to the source of living water...”

This passage indicates that Humay originates from the Sun and the Sky, and highlights her
eternal and imperishable nature. Endowed with these qualities, she transcends the world of
mortal beings, subject to the inevitability of death. Thus, Humay, appearing in the form of a
swan, is perceived as a symbol of a divine woman of heavenly origin, a bearer of eternal life
and a sacred spirit who knows the path to the living water. After Ural-Batyr shows her mercy
and refrains from harming her, Humay flaps her wings and leaves behind magical feathers:

“....(Shylargy) hyngan kanatynan sykkan kanga byiap, erga tashlagan ikan, 6s axkosh
kilep, ky33y katarep alyp kitkdndér...” (Bashkir Folk Epics. Ural-Batyr, 2017: 27). Translation:
“...(She) stained them with blood flowing from her broken wing and threw them to the
ground; then three swans flew in and carried the girl away...”.

This scene alludes to shamanic beliefs associated with feathers. According to these beliefs,
a feather functions as a material symbol of the spirit, a magical substance connecting the
spirit world with the inner world of a human being. The image of the three swans conveys
the idea of rebirth through blood and spirit, and symbolizes the sacred triad (life — death —
rebirth).

Furthermore, in the concluding part of the epic, a totemic prohibition against killing a
swan emerges, thereby reinforcing its sacred status:

“... Myny bary belgén, t1,
Oral tokomo koshtar, tip,
Ber tygandai kireshep,
Ay aylaysan tyiyshyp,
Axxkosh totop etmacgka,
Tip, har kemga aiteshep,
Axxkosh trsep kitkan, ti;
Axxkosh 1te keshega
Shyga haram iken, t1...”
(Bashkir Folk Epics. Ural-Batyr, 2017: 121).

Translation: “...Everyone knew this, / The descendants of Ural are birds/Considering them
kin, /They gave up hunting birds, / Agreed not to eat swan meat; / And since then, swans
have multiplied; / Swan meat for humans/ Has become forbidden...”
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Archaic elements of bird worship are deeply rooted in traditional worldview of the Bashkirs.
Over time, Totemic prohibitions have been transformed into established ethical norms of
society. In Bashkir belief, birds such as the swan, eagle, crane, crow, magpie, dove and
cuckoo were regarded as sacred; it was strictly forbidden to destroy their nests or break their
eggs. Actions that harmed birds, including throwing stones at them and shedding their blood,
were also deemed unacceptable. Their habitats were protected from external interference,
and the trees on which they nested were under special protection. Such prohibitions attest
to the preservation of ancient mythological beliefs, in which birds were perceived not
only as creatures of nature, but also as mediators between the sacred realm and humans
(Rakhmatullina, 2000: 181). These beliefs are interpreted as relics of ancient totemism and
serve to express reverence for the heavenly origin of the Humay. Thus, the swan acquires the
status of a sacred bird through which the veneration of ancestral spirits is enacted.

The semantics and functions of zoomorphic imagery in the epic “Ural-Batyr” date back
to the most ancient beliefs of the people and are rooted in the earliest layers of cultural
traditions (Bukharova, 2008: 257). In this context, particular attention should be paid to the
episode featuring the raven’s monologue. In the archaic Bashkir worldview, the image of the
raven (qodghon) possesses a dual nature. On the one hand, it is believed to foretell a person’s
fate and is perceived as a harbinger of death. On the other hand, in Bashkir tradition, the
raven is a sacred totemic bird with significant symbolic meaning. Thus, the raven is depicted
on King Katil’s banner. In its honour, special ritual ceremonies were held annually, and
sacrificial offerings were performed:

“... Batshanyn tuu bizage

'Kara kozgon kosho bar,

Shyl koshtar3y 1yl haiyn

hyila1 torgan kéné bar...”
(Bashkir Folk Epics. Ural-Batyr, 2017: 34).

Translation: “...The king’s flag is adorned / by a black bird — the raven, /And every year /
there is a day dedicated to honouring these birds...”

The Bashkirs have a traditional festival known as “Karga bytkahy” (Raven’s Porridge) or
“Karga ty1” (Raven Festival), which takes place from late April to mid-June. It is attended
primarily by women, and in some regions only by children; as part of the ritual, offerings
are made in honour of the spirits of ancestors, and various forms of communal entertainment
are organised. This festival can be traced back to archaic beliefs. In the Bashkir worldview,
ravens and rooks are regarded as ominous birds, as reflected in the surviving belief: “Kozgon/
Karga karkyldaha maiet syga” (“If a raven or vulture caws, it portends a death”). Generally
speaking, in the mythological systems of many peoples, the raven is regarded as a totemic
bird. Thus, among the Sakha (Yakuts), it serves not only as the totem of clan and tribal
groups, but also appears as the deity Khara Suorun (Black Raven). The reference in the epic
“Ural-Batyr” to the ritual of sacrificing maidens along the path of the Black Crow attests
to the widespread prevalence of the raven (or rook) cult among the Bashkirs and suggests
that the names of ancient Bashkir clans may have been associated with their totemic birds
(Suleimenova, 2005: 93-99).

The symbolism of birds in the epic “Ural-Batyr” is also vividly evident in the scene
depicting Shulgen’s entry into the primordial, pure and harmonious world of nature. This
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episode presents an idealized realm in which all living beings — birds, predatory and non-
predatory animals, as well as domestic and wild creatures coexist in harmony. In the epic,
this is described as follows:
“...0mrak, axkosh, Kyr xagy
Iozop 10ro1 — shundai kup.
Talda hairap utyrgan
handygasty kusharlap,
Abersendar tezelgen;
Iagylbai za karshyga,
Tagy turgai kurengan...”.
(Bashkir Folk Epics. Ural-Batyr, 2017: 59).

Translation: “...Ducks, swans, wild geese/ They swim in great numbers. / On the branches,
singing, nightingales / Have gathered alongside the turtle doves; / And lapwings can be seen
in the distance, / And sparrows flit about...”.

This episode depicts a form of “golden age” of nature, when even the age-old antagonists
among living beings exist in a state of harmony and peaceful coexistence. From a mythological
perspective, this scene reflects the primordial state of the universe, the era of the establishment
of sacred cosmic order. Against this backdrop, the image of the nightingale particularly
prominent, as in Eastern tradition it symbolises beauty, inspiration and harmony. By entering
this orderly and harmonious space, Shulgen seeks to disrupt the balance of the universe. He
attempts to realize his destructive intentions through acts, such as the felling of trees and
hunting. In this way, the epic constructs a symbolic opposition that reflects the confrontation
between good and evil. This episode thus embodies a myth of lost harmony and serves as a
literary device that conveys the rupture of the spiritual bond between man and nature.

In the epic “Kobylandy-Batyr”, by contrast, the bird imagery is primarily used to characterise
the hero’s qualities, reflecting key values rooted in the traditional Kazakh worldview. Birds
such as the falcon, the baloban and the hawk metaphorically reinforce the hero’s high status,
his spiritual authority and his exceptional position. One of the most prominent avian image
in the epic is the falcon. In the traditional Turkic worldview, it is regarded as the swiftest
and most decisive birds of prey and serves as a distinctive ethical benchmark. The falcon
is endowed with qualities such as nobility, independence, fearlessness and selectivity (in
particular, it does not feed on carrion and is not afraid of traps), which transform it into a
symbol of supreme valour, loftiness and spiritual strength. For this reason, that in the Kazakh
epic tradition, the falcon motif performs an important mythopoetic function, imparting
dynamism to the hero’s image and elevating him spiritually.

Kobylandy’s actions and appearance at the moment of attacking the enemy in the epic are
described as follows:

“...Sharige jaqyn kelgende
Aq sunqgar qustai shuiilip,
Qabagy tastai tuiilip,
Arystan tugan Qobylandy...”
(Babalar sozi, 2006: 147).

Translation: “...As he drew near to the city, / Like a white falcon, he rushed headlong, /
His brow furrowed, / Kobylandy, is born of a lion...”. This comparison conveys not only the
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hero’s physical actions but also his metaphysical strength, the triumph of the spirit, and his
immense energy. The comparison with a falcon emphasises Kobylandy’s majestic ferocity on
the battlefield and his unyielding fighting spirit. Furthermore, it suggests that the hero of the
epic is not merely a human being, but a figure endowed with supernatural strength, endowed
with a mythological dimension.
It should be noted that the image of the falcon in the poem applies not only to Kobylandy,
but also to the female characters — Karlyga and Kurtka. For example:
“Qarlyga bul sozdi aitqasyn
Taiburylga minedi,
Qaryna semser iledi,
Beline bailap bolatty,
Aq sunqar qustar qanatty...»
(Babalar sozi, 2006: 114).
«...Taiburyldyn dausyndai
Qurtga anyq biledi.
Dausyn tanyp tulpardyn,
Kelgenin bilip sunqardyn,
Agsunqar qustai tuledi...”
(Babalar sozi, 2006: 129).
Translation: “As soon as Karlyga had spoken these words, / She boldly mounted Taiburyl,
/ Slung her sword across her chest, / Tightened her belt / And spread her wings like a white
falcon! / “She recognises Taiburyl’s voice without fail, / The horse’s voice is no stranger to
her, / Hearing the falcon’s arrival, / She soars aloft like a white falcon, / Free and strong,
like the wing of the wind!”. The comparison with the white falcon suggests that, at a critical
moment, an inner strength is awakened in Karlyga and Kurtka; their entire being is filled
with energy, and they assume a resolute and courageous stance. As a rule, in Kazakh folklore,
the female image according to the established poetic conventions, is depicted through bird
imagery as a symbol of beauty, purity, fidelity and sensitivity: these include a white swan
(“Like a white swan gliding across the lake...”), a parrot (“Like a parrot in full plumage...”),
a swallow (“A curved eyebrow - like a swallow’s wing...”), a nightingale (“When she speaks
— like a nightingale...”). In the epic “Kobylandy-Batyr”, the emphasis shifts from feminine
fragility, but on a female nobility, bravery and wisdom; the hero’s wives and sisters are
portrayed as his equals. Such an ornithomorphic metaphor in the Kazakh epic challenges
established stereotypes, offering a gender-renewed archetype of a woman who can ride a
horse, wield weapons and defend the honour of her land and people. Furthermore, the image
of the falcon here confirms the universality of avian symbolism in the Kazakh epic tradition.
In the poem “Kobylandy-Batyr”, there is also a joint depiction of zoomorphic (horse) and
ornithomorphic (falcon) imagery, emphasising their symbolic and functional interconnection:
«...Jylgyda tulpar sen edin,
Jigitte sunqgar men edim...»
(Babalar sozi, 2006: 54).
Translation: “...Among horses, you were a racehorse, /And among young men, I was a
falcon...”. In this example, vertical space (falcon) and horizontal space (horse) are artistically
integrated through binary parallelism, uniting earthly grounding and heavenly freedom

«
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within the hero’s idealized character. The falcon serves as a metaphor for the hero’s exalted
spirit, while the horse is portrayed as a faithful companion and reliable ally. E.M. Meletinsky
noted that in the Turkic epic tradition, the horse is not merely a means of transport, but a
sacred companion of the hero; its mythological nature was manifested in its ability to ascend
to the heavens, foresee the future, interact with gods and spirits, and travel between the
upper, middle and lower worlds. In the archaic layers of the epic, the horse and the hero form
a mystical unity: the horse becomes an expression of the hero’s vital force, his wise counsellor
and fateful companion (Meletinsky, 1963: 238-239).

In the episode depicting the wounding of Kobylandy’s horse — Buryl (Taiburyl) other avian

figures are also described in the epic, such as the crow and the vulture:
“...Jan serigi Buryldyn
Jaman batty janyna.
Qarga, quzgyn toiyndy
Sanynan aqgan qanyna...”
(Babalar sozi, 2006: 54)

Translation: “...It pierced his soul deeply / The suffering of his faithful friend Buryl. /
Crows and black vultures / Feasted on the blood flowing from his wounds...”. Here, the
raven and the vulture serve as symbols of death and disaster. These blood-soaked birds of
prey personify the severe ordeal that has befallen the hero. In archaic myths, the raven is
often regarded as the creator figure of the world (demiurge), yet in later epic traditions
it acquires negative connotation. For example, in the mythology of the Altai peoples and
Olonkho people of Sakha, the raven is associated with the underworld and appears as an
assistant to monstrous beings. The black colour of its feathers and its carrion-feeding habits
renders it a direct antithesis of the sacred birds of the heavens — the eagle and the falcon
(Sagalayev, 1992: 36). Moreover, in Turkic heroic epics, the raven frequently appears as a
harbinger of ill tidings (Zhirmunsky, 1974: 332). It not only signals the hero’s approach to
the forces of evil but also participates in their intrigues, displaying traits of insatiability and
treachery (Pukhov, 1962: 148).

The epic significance of the bird imagery resonates with sacred concepts embedded in
the Kazakh worldview. From a mythological perspective, the Kazakhs regarded birds as a
link between heaven and earth, meditating communication between different realms. In the
Kazakh heroic epic, ornithological imagery is one of the primary literary devices through
which the hero’s character, social relations, and philosophical ideas are revealed. In the epic
“Kobylandy-Batyr”, the bird imagery symbolises the heroic ideal, nobility, freedom and the
loftiness of spirit, whereas in the Bashkir epic “Ural-Batyr”, it is characterised by a profoundly
mythological and cosmogonic features. In the Kazakh epic traditions, birds more often serve
as a literary device emphasising the hero’s actions, while in the Bashkir epic they appear as
direct and active participants in events, sacred figures that shape the structure of the world
and the laws of creation.

A comparative analysis of the semantics and symbolism of bird imagery in the epics
“Kobylandy-Batyr” and “Ural-Batyr” reveals a number of shared features. In both epics,
birds function as a universal symbol that articulate the spiritual connection between man
and nature, the cyclical processes of life and death, and the ideals of freedom and heroism.
However, the functional orientation of ornithological imagery differs significantly. In “Ural
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- Batyr”, birds are presented as sacred mediators between worlds and as totemic beings. In
“Kobylandy-Batyr”, they primarily function as literary devices that construct and reinforce
the heroic ideal.

Results

This study has comprehensively examined the role and functions of ornithological imagery
within the mythopoetic system of the epics “Kobylandy-Batyr” and “Ural-Batyr”. The analysis
revealed that bird imagery in both works carries a significant semantic weight; however, their
functions and literary applications differ. In the epic “Ural-Batyr”, ornithological imagery
appears as independent mythological characters and is closely associated with cosmogonic
and sacred meanings. Birds such as Samrau, Humay, and the swan represent the higher world,
symbolising the Sky, the Sun, and the Moon, and function as mediators between earth and the
heavens. This imagery plays a key role in structuring the three-tiered model of the universe
(the upper, middle and lower worlds). In the epic “Kobylandy-Batyr”, ornithological imagery
is realized through a system of fixed epithets and similes characteristic of the heroic epic
poetics, as well as through metaphorical devices. The images of the falcon, eagle and hawk
are used as literary devices to depict the hero’s courage and nobility, thereby emphasizing his
heroic nature. At the same time, the image of the raven or vulture is associated with motifs of
death, destruction and disaster. Thus, in “Ural-Batyr”, the bird imagery functions at the level
of mythological archetypes, whereas in “Kobylandy-Batyr”, it serves as a poetic device aimed
at the literary construction of the heroic ideal. These differences clearly reflect the worldview
and mythopoetic characteristics of each tradition.

Conclusion

To summarize, the comparative mythopoetic analysis conducted in this study demonstrates
that ornithological imagery in the heroic epics of the Turkic peoples represents not merely
literary elements, but a complex semiotic system endowed with worldview, symbolic and
sacred significance.

In the Bashkir epic “Ural-Batyr”, birds appear as independent mythological characters and
establish a direct link with the higher world. Through the imagery of Samrau and Humay,
cosmogonic concepts, the boundaries between life and death, and the idea of rebirth are
conveyed. The totemic and sacred functions of birds are particularly evident.

In the epic “Kobylandy-Batyr”, the falcon motif (alongside the eagle and the golden
eagle) reflects the hero’s valour and nobility, while the image of the raven or vulture carries
mythopoetic meanings consistent with the epic tradition — a harbinger of death and sorrow
and as a messenger. Here, ornithological imagery does not appear as independent mythological
characters, but performs primarily literary and stylistic function.

Thus, the results of the study confirm that ornithological symbolism in the two epic traditions
is based on a shared archetypal foundation, yet the forms of its poetic realisation differ. These
differences reflect the specific cultural and historical characteristics of each tradition and
their respective worldview priorities. A comprehensive analysis of ornithological imagery
deepens understanding of the semiotic space of the Turkic epic and may serve as a theoretical
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basis for future comparative studies of other epic traditions, opening new perspectives for
exploring the interaction between symbolic and mythological elements in epic texts.
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