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HERMANN L.,
ZHELEZNYAKOV B.

Tamga petroglyphs from the south-western part
of Zhetysu Alatau

Sy

fbIIbIMM  @llHaNbIMFa  eHrisineai, onap ocbl  ©Hip
boMbiHWaA rpaduKanblK OepeKkTepaiH, KaHa KabaTbiH
KepceTeai. ABTOpnapAblH, KYPrisreH apxeosornANbIK
3epTTeynepi bapbicbiHaa Kanwbiga 1000-HaH acTam
YKoHe JKapKeHTTeH conTycTiriHe Kapan Kiwi Ocek
ankabbiHaa (Anmatbl 06abickl, MaHbMnoB ayaaHbl) 200-
re JKyblK KallanfaH cypeTtepi 6ap Tactap KyKatTangpl.
OnapgblH, apacblHAa TaHbafa YKCalTbIH TaHbanap mMeH
benrinep ken Tabbinabl. MyHaarbl Kenbip 6enrinep
TaHba 6osmaybl Aa MYMKiH, 6ipak onapabl ogaH 3pi
TaNKblIAy YWiH Xapusnayfa ycbiHbAAbl. TaHba — byn
PY/bIK O0T6AChINbIK 6enri, pyNblK MY/iKKe, COHbIH, iliHAe
ipi Kapa manfa bHacbinaTtblH mMep. Saette, benrini 6ip
Qy/IeTTiH, ypnafbl aTta-6abacbiHblH, TaHbacbiH anbim,
OfaH KOCbIMLUA 3/1eMEeHT KOCbIMN, ©3repTin OTbIpfaH.
MyHaan »apTacka KawanfaH TaHba-benrinep epte
TYPKi aayipiHeH 6actan (VIII £) XX f. 6acbiHa AewniH
mepsimaeniHeai. byn xapuanaHoiMm Aananblk Karganga
aNnblHFaH OH WaKTbl TaHbanap meH Genrinep Typansl
MaNiMeTTepAi  KannblnayablH — anfalKbl — AeHreni
6onbin Tabbinaapl. TaHbanap TabblnfaH aydaHAafbl
APXEO0NIOTUANBIK ~ ECKepTKilTep  MeH  ’KapTacTafbl
CypeTTep apacbiHAafbl 6aliNaHbICTbl aHbIKTAy BoMbIHWA
YKYMbICTapAbl KafacTblpy KaxKeT.

Cinteme »acay yuwiH: XepmaHH J1. enesHskos

b. OHTycTik-6aTbic  XeTicy AnaTtayblHbiH, TaHba-
netpornuorepi. KaszakcmaH apxeosno2uAcsl.
2022. Ne 1 (15). 110-125 -66. (AfbinwbIHLLIA).

DOI: 10.52967/akz2022.1.15.110-125

Introduction

AnaTay, OHW NPeacTaBAAT HOBbIW NAACT rpaduUyecKmx
AaHHbIX MO 3TOMYy pervoHy. B xope apxeonornmyeckux
NUCCNefoBaHUI, NpPOBeAEHHbIX  aBTopamu,  6biau
3a40KyMeHTUpoBaHbl 6onee 1000 KamHel ¢ BbIBUTbIMU
pucyHKamu B Kakwm n okono 200 KamHen B A0/INHE
Manoro Yceka K ceepy oT apKkeHTa (MaHbunosckui
p-H, AnmatuHcKasa o06n.). Cpean Hux 6bI10 HaWAeHo
MHOTO TaMF UM 3HAKOB, MOXOXKMX HA Tamru. HekoTopble
3HAKW, NpeaCcTaBAeHHbIe 34eCb, BO3MOXKHO, HE ABNAIOTCA
Tamramu, HO Onyb/AMKOBaHbl A4  AajbHenwero
obcyxaeHua. Tamra — 3To poAoBoi GamMU/bHbIN 3HaK,
neyaTb, KOTOpaA CTaBMJlaCb Ha POAOBOE MMYLLECTBO,
B TOM 4YMCNe Ha KPYMHbIA poraTblii cKoT. Kak npasuno,
NOTOMOK ONpefeNieHHOro pofa 3aMMCTBOBAsl TaMry
cBOEro npeaka v A06aBAAn K Hel LONOSHUTENbHbIN
3NeMEHT Uan moauouumposan ee. 3T TaMIU-3HAKMU,
BblCEYEHHbIE B CKasle, AATUPYHOTCA OT PAHHETHOPKCKOTO
nepuoga (VI B.) go Havana XX B. [laHHas nybavMkauma
npeactasnnaetr coboi nepsbiii ypoBeHb 0606lLeHMA
OaHHbIX MO, MNPUMEPHO AlOXKMHE TaMr U 3HAKOB,
NONYYeHHbIX B MOMEBbIX YycnoBusAx. Heobxoamnmo
npoao/iXKaTb  YyCUAMA MO BbIABAEHWUIO  CBA3EWN
C apXeonorMyeckMMn naMATHUKAMU U HaCKa/IbHbIMU
pUCYHKamM B paioHax, rae 3adpuKCMpoBaHbl TaMru.
Ana uyntuposaHua: XepmaHH J1., HenesHakos b.
Tamra-netpornudbl n3 KOro-3anagHoro HKetbicy Anatay.
Apxeonoausa KaszaxcmarHa. 2022. Ne 1. C. 110-125
(Ha aHrn. 83.). DOI: 10.52967/akz2022.1.15.110-125

In this article, new materials were obtained for the first time during the study of important Rock Art
sites located at the southwestern outskirts of Zhetysu Alatau Mountains (sites of Usek and Kaishi, located
in the southern valley of Koyandy Mountains, foothills of Zhetysu Alatau). These sites were published a
couple of times as rock art sites and cultural landscapes. The authors of this article with the great help of
the “Tanbaly” State Museum-Reservoir led this research. Five prosecutions were done to this microre-
gion. Almost everywhere, where archaeologists conduct research, especially in the exploration of rock art
monuments, they found medieval and later engravings of tamga signs on stones. Earlier we paid attention
to epigraphic finds. This is one of our first publications devoted to a new topic related to a huge amount of

information of importance.

Location of the sites

Both sites are situated in the Panfilov district of Almaty oblast, circa 260 km northwest of Almaty
city. Two petroglyph sites were documented: the first is in the Usek Valley and the second at the foothills
of Koyandytau, approximately 20 km of each other (fig. 1).
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- The first one is called Maly Usek and is located 36 km north-northwest of Zharkent by the conflu-
ence of the Maly Usek and the Sredni Usek at an altitude between 1250 m and 1330 m above sea level,
south of the Toksanbay range. The site covers circa nine hectares and is located on the western part of a
small fluvial terrace above the confluence of both rivers. The rock art was executed on granite boulders
that can reach 8 meters. Few engraved rocks are also located on the eastern shore of the Sredni Usek where
some Iron Age and medieval kurgans are also present.

- The second site is called Kaishi and is located 40 km northwest of Zharkent, on a high plateau
between 1650 and 1850 m a.s.l. at the foot of the Koyandytau Mountains. The Usek River is ca. 20 km east

e =N O .
AINNMATUHCKAA OBJTIACTb

. %@\7‘;“%01{,«43
KAPAFAHAWHCKAS OBNACTH “és"laa@\?& e E

Fig. 1. Location of sites of the Rock Art of Usek (1) and Kaishi (2) on the map of Almaty region

1-cyp. ©cek (1) skaHe Kaiwbl (2) »kapTacTafbl OHEp ecKepTKiWTepiHiH ANMaTbl 06/1bICbIHbIH,
KapTacbliHA4a OpHanacybl

Puc. 1. PacnonoxeHune NaMATHUKOB HaCKasbHOrO UCKyccTBa Ycek (1) n Kawwm (2)
Ha KapTe AnmaTtuHCKoM obnactu
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of the site. Nowadays, this valley is still dedicated to pastoralism due to the various streams and pastures.
These ones are covered with numerous moraines. These blocks have dimensions varying between 30 cm
and 3—4 meters. Furthermore, some Iron Age and Turkic petroglyphs were also found ca. 2 km north of the
site on the top of the hills at a height of ca. 2000 m.

Discussion

The site Maly Usek was less prospected and published. The first study of the site by A. Marya-
shev and A. Goryachev was published in 2002 with seven drawings [Mapesmies, [opstues 2002: 21-22,
228-230]. A second publication was written in German by L. Hermann and had 15 color pictures of the
site and its petroglyphs [Hermann 2011: 45-62]. A. Beisenov and A. Maryashev published the third publi-
cation with 25 color pictures [beficenoB, Mapssies 2014: puc. 26-50]. However, in this book, the site is
called Maly Koitas instead of Usek or Maly Usek. The fourth and last publication of Maly Usek was done
under the supervision of the “Tamgaly” Museum in 2019 [Amupranues u ap. 2019: 242-257]. Complete
documentation of the site is still not achieved. We estimate that there are circa 200-250 rocks covered with
circa 1000 petroglyphs.

Kaishi was for the first time prospected during an expedition of the Tamgaly Museum in July 2011.
A paper in Russian [[Toramos u ap. 2012] followed the first publication in German with 18 color pictures
[Hermann 2011: 21-44]. These were the results of the first short survey of this rock art site. One of the most
important images was a “sunhead” from Kaishi, published in every early article and also in monograph:
photo and drawing of this personage [ Amupranues u np. 2019: 167]. The site was included in the list of
sacred sites of Kazakhstan [XKenesusiko 2017a]. An article about local altar panels from Kaishi was pub-
lished in 2017 as a result of two short trips to the site [JKenesuskos 2017b]. A new prospection of the site
during an expedition of the “Tamgaly” Museum was undertaken in July 2019 with the result of a fourth and
last publication of this site [AmMupranues u ap. 2019: 164-201]. Boris Zheleznyakov made a report about
the exploration of the Kaishi site in Baku Rock Art International Conference in 2019, but they did not pub-
lish it until now [beceraes 2020]. Although the authors of this paper documented more than 1000 engraved
rocks with about 6000 petroglyphs, some parts of this site remain unexplored, and a general publication is
still needed. It became a famous rock art site in the Ile Valley near Zharkent.

The aim of this paper is to provide new material about tamgas in Kazakhstan in the Usek Region
that is almost not published. As the authors are not specialized in Turkic and Kyrgyz tamgas, we only want
to publish this new material without trying to interpret it. Some of these signs look like tamgas but are
perhaps not tamga. However, they are also presented here for further discussion.

Material characteristic

Tamga petroglyphs in Maly Usek. Among the 50 rocks we documented, 70 petroglyphs could be at-
tributed to the Turkic times and eight drawings to the Kazakh ethnographic times, among them there is one
anthropomorphic, three goats, and one wolf, but also two Arabic inscriptions and one tamga (fig. 2). This
tamga is probably from the 19" century, but we do not find any mention of it in scientific literature.

Tamga petroglyphs in Kaishi. All Rocks of the site with carvings were numerated according to the
survey of 2019 (photos of the whole rock surfaces were taken and part of them if needed). However, not
far from the site, there are still small valleys and gorges where there are more petroglyphs and tamgas, and
probably inscriptions. There are more than 50 stones with Lamaist inscriptions near a Dzungarian Mon-
astery. This brief information was already published [I'puropses u ap. 2017]. The most important panels

KasakcmaH apxeonoauscsl Ne 1 (15) 2022
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Fig. 2. Maly Usek. Tamga and goats. Photo by L. Hermann

2-cyp. Kiwi ©cek. TaHba KaHe ewwki. J1. XepMaHH TyCipreH cypeT
Puc. 2. Manbiii Ycek. Tamra u kKo3bl. PoTo /1. XepmaHHa

with inscriptions which repeated Lamaic prayer: “Om-Mani-Padme-Hum” were published [ Amupranues
u ap. 2019: 192-193].

Rock 26 (fig. 3): this tamga is already known in Chiim-Tash in Kyrgyzstan [Hermann 2020: 188].
It is probably a variant of an “omega”-tamga that is dated back to the 18"-19" centuries [XKomnmgorros
2005: 69].

Rocks 295, 296, 308, 388, 660, and 714 (fig. 4): this sign in form of a circle with also a dot in the
middle on three other rocks seems unclear about its chronological attribution: could it be a solar sign from
the Bronze Age? However, it could also be a tamga known as the types of “Okruzhnosti” («round shapey)
which is present in all historic periods of the Turkic ethnic [bassuixan 2019: 38]. Furthermore, this tamga
is attributed to the Dulat tribes [Castagné 1921: 35; Poroxunckuii 2016: 234].

On rock 382 (fig. 5A), a diamond-shaped goat was found. The pattern differs from rock 482. This
tamga is very similar to a tamga found in Kulzhabasy, which is a variant of the runic letter ‘at’ and should
be dated from the 7"-8" centuries [Poroskunckuii, Tummn 2018: 79-81].

Rock 514 (fig. 6A) has a tamga with the shape of a cross that is also already well known, for example
in Chiim-Tash [Hermann 2020: 188]. This tamga is in Rogozhinskiy’s repertoire without any further ex-
planation [Poroxxmackmii 2012: 94]. It is known in Merke [Camares u ap. 2010: 165], but also in Bayan
Zhurek (90 km north of Kaishi) and probably shows the influence of Nestorianism on Turkic people and
would be dated back before the 14" century (personal communication by A. Rogozhinskiy).

KasakcmaH apxeonoauscsi Ne 1 (15) 2022
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Fig. 3. Kaishi, Rock 26. Photo by L. Hermann  p

3-cyp. Kanwel, 26-xapTac.
J1. XepmaHH TycipreH cypet

Puc. 3. Kalwwu, ckana 26. ®oto /1. XepmaHHa

Fig. 4. Kaishi: A — Rock 295;

B — Rock 296; C - Rock 308;

D — Rock 388;

E — Rock 660; F— Rock 714.

Photo and drawings by L. Hermann

4-cyp. Kaliwbl: A — 295-apTac;
B —296-aprtac; C — 308-xapTac;
D — 388-kapTtac; E — 660-xapTac;
F—714-xapTac.

J1. XepMaHH TycipreH

YKOHEe cafifaH cypeT

Puc. 4. Kaliwun: A — ckana 295;

B — ckana 296; C— ckana 308;

D — ckana 388; E — ckana 660;
cm 0 5c 0 5cm F-ckana714.

doTo 1 npopucoska J1. XepmaHHa
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In the case of the
Chiim-Tash tamgas, their light
brown patina on the drawings
differs significantly from the
color of the modern inscrip-
tions carved above and below
the signs. The most probable
dating of the signs is by the
Middle Ages. The exact anal-
ogy of the considered signs
is known in the valley of the
Merke River (Kazakhstan):
a single sign is carved on a
boulder, on the foothill plain,
near the gorge with the same
name, connected by moun-
tain nomadic routes with the
upper reaches of Talas. The
information was obtained
from A. Rogozhinskiy. It is
well known that there was a
church in Merke converted
to a mosque and according
to some data to a monastery.
In both cases, the signs are
associated with medieval
petroglyphs and have the
same appearance: a straight

Fig. 5. Kaishi: A — Rock 382; B — Rock 482. Photo and drawings by L. Hermann  cross with rounded thicken-

5-cyp. Kalwbi: A — 382-xapTac; B — 482-xapTac. ing at the ends. Rather close,

J1. XepmaHH TycipreH aHe canfaH cypet although not direct analogies

Puc. 5. Kaiwwu: A — ckana 382; B — ckana 482. ®oto n npopucoska /1. XepmaHHa  can be found among the body

crosses, in particular from

Kostobe burial (Talas Valley), especially many of them come from the Chu Valley. Most of the crosses

have extensions at the extremities, although often they are not rounded. However, all this fit well enough

in the concept of the Church of the East that the cross is beautiful and universal, connecting with a tra-
ditional symbol, but not the instrument of execution.

According to A. Rogozhinskiy, findings of images of such signs in the region are rare — only
six signs of two varieties (circle or continuous circle at the ends of the cross), and their locations are
concentrated at a considerable distance from each other. In our view, A. Rogozhinskiy rightly compares
such images with the most possible Christian affiliation of the persons who beat them out. Although
relatively often crosses were also embossed in the Bronze Age and Early Iron Age. In such cases, these
images are associated with tradition. It is too early to put an end to this issue: every year new similar
petroglyphs are discovered.

KasakcmaH apxeonoauscsi Ne 1 (15) 2022
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Rock 594 has a sign
looking approximately like
a key (fig. 7B). This tamga
is probably from the 19
century and is attributed to
the Sadyr [Castagné 1921:
50; Poroxunckuii 2016:
234].

Unclear signs from
Kaishi

Some signs from
Kaishi look like some tam-
gas, but we are not sure that
they should be interpreted
as such. We present this
material for further discus-
sion.

On rock 52 (fig. 8A),
a circle with a line looks
like the tamga type 28 ac-
cording to Rogozhinskiy’s
repertory  [PoroxuHckuit
2012: 94]. This tamga
is attributed to the Suan
group of tribes who still
lives in this region for a
long time until nowadays
[Poroskunckmit 2016: 234].
On the same rock, near this
sign, there is a goat, which
is clearly from the Turkic
times. Even if it looks like

Fig. 6. Kaishi: A— Rock 514; B—Rock 1017. Photo and drawings by L. Hermann

6-cyp. Kanwsbl: A — 514-xapTac; B — 1017-xapTac.
J1. XepMmaHH TycipreH ¥*aHe canfaH cypet

Puc. 6. Kanwu: A —ckana 514; B — ckana 1017. ®oto n npopurcoska J1. XepmaHHa

a tamga, this sign is too unclear to determine it like this with certainty.

On rock 96 (fig. 7A), an unclear sign looks like the tamga type 17 [Poroxunckuii 2012: 94].

On rock 121 (fig. 9), an unclear sign looks anthropomorphic. Unfortunately, there are many other
signs by the possible head, making an interpretation very difficult.

There are two unclear signs on rock 222 (fig. 8B): the first one is a circle with two or three small
lines on each side. The second one is a goat with its legs making a circle. This goat could be compared with
tamgas documented in Almaly, the so-called “Yakorevidnaya” (“Anchorshaped”) — tamga which could
until now not be further dated back [Poroxwunckuii, Tummun 2018: 80, 83] (fig. 8).

On rock 297 (fig. 10A), there are two parallel lines with a line joining them in the middle like a
tamga from the Saryzhomart site [Poroxxuackuii 2016: 234].

KasakcmaH apxeonozuscol Ne 1 (15) 2022 117
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Fig. 7. Kaishi: A — Rock 96; B — Rock 594. Photo and drawings by L. Hermann
7-cyp. Kanwbi: A — 96-xapTac; B — 594-xapTac. /1. XepmMaHH TycCipreH XaHe canfaH cypet

Puc. 7. Kaiwu: A — ckana 96; B — ckana 594. ®oTo 1 npopucosKa J1. XepmaHHa

Rock 482 (fig. 5) shows a very interesting goat with an unfinished diamond-shaped head. Similar
kinds of goats are well known in Mongolia where they are interpreted as type IV of a tamga of the Ashina
dynasty from the Second Turkic Khaganate (682—744), and more specifically from the Qapghan Qaghan
(694—716) [Poroxxuuckuit, Tumua 2021: 586]. In the case of Kaishi, the territory was not under the control
of the Ashina dynasty, and for this reason, it is quite vain to think that it could be a tamga of this Khagan-
ate. However, we want to show the similarity with it. These goat’s features are quite uncommon, and that
is why we also think that it could be a kind of tamga.

KasakcmaH apxeonoauscsi Ne 1 (15) 2022
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Fig. 8. Kaishi: A—Rock 52; B—Rock 222. Photo and drawings by L. Hermann
8-cyp. Kalwbl: A — 52-)apTac; B — 222-apTac. J1. XepMaHH TYCipreH »KaHe cafifaH cypeT
Puc. 8. Kaiwu: A — ckana 52; B — ckana 222. ®oTo 1 npopucosKa J1. XepmaHHa

Rock 581 (fig. 10), we see a line ending in a circle. A second line, making a reversed letter A., closes
the first part of the line. We did not know a similar sign in the literature.

On rock 948 (fig. 11), a sign looking zoomorphic (bull) is very stylized. The dating of this petro-
glyph is very unclear: Bronze Age or more recent? In any case, this figure is associated with a Turkic goat
and Turkic graffiti and has the same patina. For this reason, we suggest that this animal (?) is also from the
Turkic times. Due to the extreme stylization of this zoomorphic image, we think that it could be a tamga,
even if we have no comparison for it.

KasakcmaH apxeonoauscsi Ne 1 (15) 2022
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Fig. 9. Kaishi, Rock 121. Photo by L. Hermann
9-cyp. Kalwbl, 121-xkapTac. /1. XepMmaHH TycipreH cypet

Puc. 9. Kanwm, ckana 121. doto /1. XepmaHHa

On rocks 964 and 965 (fig. 12), two lines are most probably from the Turkic times. The first one
looking like a snake is associated with a goat from this period, whereas the second looks like an unfinished
camel. Their patina is very light. Their interpretation as a snake and unfinished camel is not satisfactory at
all but we also cannot say that there are tamgas. Both rocks are only a few meters from each other and no
other lines like these were found.

On rock 1017 (fig. 6), a sign is similar to a tamga found in Mongolia and dated back to the 8"—9®
centuries [Camares u ap. 2010: 149, puc. 28]. However, we did not know about the presence of this tamga
at other Kazakh sites.

On a separate stone in the upper part of the location of Kaishi, near the ruins of the monastery
structures, a 4-petal flower was carved on its surface. Apparently, they directly related to Lamaic atten-
dant of the 17%—18" centuries. (fig. 13). Relatively light patina of flower carving confirms this late period
[Amupranues u ap. 2019: 191].
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Fig. 10. Kaishi: A — Rock 297; B—Rock 581. P>
Photo and drawings by L. Hermann

10-cyp. Karwsbi: A — 297-apTac;

B —581-xapTac. /1. XepmaH TycipreH

YKHEe cafifaH cypeT

Puc. 10. Kaliwun: A — ckana 297; B— cKana
581. ®oTo 1 npopucoskKa J1. XepmaHHa

Fig. 11. Kaishi, Rock 948. Photo by L. Hermann
11-cyp. Kanwbl, 948-kapTac. /1. XepmaHH TycipreH cypet
Puc. 11. Kanwu, ckana 948. doTo /1. XepmaHHa
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Fig. 12. Kaishi: A — Rock 964; B — Rock 965. Photo by J. Biver
12-cyp. Kanwbl: A —964-xkapTac; B —965-kapTac. K. busep TycipreH cypet

Puc. 12. Kanwu: A — ckana 964; B — ckana 965. ®oto XK. busepa
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Fig. 13. Kaishi. The carved image of the «Lamaist» symbol — a flower near the ruins of the monastery.
Photo by B. Zheleznyakov

13-cyp. MoHacTbipb YRIHAICIHEH a/biC eMEC Kepaeri rya - «1aMancT» HbllWaHbIHbIH, CaNbIHYbI.
b. }ene3HAKOB TycipreH cypet

Puc. 13. Kaviwu. BbibMBKa «1aManCTCKOro» CUMBO/A — LLBETKA HeZa/leKo OT PYMH MOHACTbIPA.
®oro b. XKenesHsAkosa

Conclusion

Tamgas from the Early Turkic times and the Kazakh ethnographic period were found in the Usek
Region and in Kaishi Valley. Some of these tamgas are already known at other Kazakh sites but — more
surprisingly — are also similar to tamgas from Kyrgyzstan. Furthermore, many other signs look like tamgas
(and perhaps are tamgas), but their interpretation remains unclear. In Maly Usek, a new kind of tamga from
the Kazakh ethnographic period was documented.

In order to study the Turkic times in Kaishi and in Usek site, it is necessary to conduct more de-
tailed prosecutions in the peripheric zones. In any case, information about tamgas is already a full-fledged
source; with the development of Turkology, this information will be asked by all researchers of the histori-
cal and cultural heritage of this region.
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