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Jliok XepmaHH'*, JlioK XepmaHH¥,
Bopuc AHaTonbeBuY ¥enesHAKoB? i Bopuc AHaTonbeBUY KenesHAKoB?
*KoppecnoHAeHT aBTopbI, TAYeCi3 3epTTeyLui, 1*aBTOP-KOPPECMOHAEHT,
CraBenor, benbrua He3aBMCMMbIN nccneposatenb, Ctasenot, benbrua
ZkeTeKwWi FbINbIMU Kbi3aMmeTKep, 9.X. MapfynaH ’BeyLLUMI HayYHbIM COTPYAHUK, MHCTUTYT apxeonornm
aTblHAaFbl ApXeonorna MHCTUTYTbI, AnmaTbl, KasakcTaH nmeHn A.X. MaprynaHa, Anmatbl, KaszaxctaH
KasakcraHgarbl (Anmatbl 0621bicbl) AKKaliHapAaH Tamra netpornndbl 3 AKKaHapa
TabbinFaH Tamsa neTpornndrep (AnmaTtuHcKana obnactb) B KasaxcraHe
ABTOpnapabliH 6aclWblNbIFbIMEH XKYPri3inreH apxeo- B pesynbTate nposefeHHbIX aBTOPaMMU apXxeosioru-
NOTUANBIK 3epTTeYNEp HITUKECIHAE EKi MaHbI3Abl Kap- i YECKNX UCCNe0BaHUIA BbIN0 33/j0KyMEHTUPOBaHO 60-
Tac eHepi eckepTKiwTepi Tamfanbl meH KymkabacbiHbiH, i /1€€ 6100 cKanbHbIX rPaBlOP B KY/NLTYPHOM naHawadte
opTacblHAa OpHasiackaH AKKaliHap MaAeHW naHpg- AKKaliHapa, pacroNoXeHHOM MEXKAY ABYMSA Ba’KHbIMM

|_|Ja¢'rb||.|p|a 6100-geH actam )KapTac rpastopachl i NaMATHUKaMWMN HAaCKa/IbHOTO UCKYCCTBa Tamranbl n Kyﬂb-
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Tamga Petroglyphs from Akkainar (Almaty oblysy)
in Kazakhstan

¥,

KysKaTTangpl. Yanmbl caHblHaH 800-4eH acTambl exenri
TYPKi Ke3eHiHe KaTKbI3blAAbl. OnapabiH, a3 To6bl Py/biK, |
oTbacbinbik, b6enrinepai 6enHeneinTiH, ipi Kapa man-
Obl KOCa anfaHAa myparep/fiik MeHLWiKKe CanblHaTblH
Tamranap 6onbin Tabbinaabl. byn TamFanap epre Typki i
A9yipiHeH 6actan XX £. 6acblHa AeNiHTi YIKeH Ke3eHMeH i
mepsimaenesi. AKKallHapAaH anblHFaH KeKenereH :
Tamfanap 6GacblibIMaapaa KapuanaHfaHbIMeH, 6yn
aliMaK YLWiH TONbIK penepTyap ani KyHre AeniH KOK. i
Makanaga AkKkariHapaaH TabblffaH TamfanapFa yKcac
20 Tamfa Hemece benrifeH TypaTblH penepTyapbiMeH i
KaHa MaTepuan ycbiHblAyaa. byn Kepae ycbiHbIAFaH
Kelbip beltHenep Tamfa 6oMaybl }KaHe onap TasKbiaay
VWIiH XapuAanaHybl MyMmKiH. Tamfafa ykcac Kenbip i
6enrinep beliHenepi 6oMbIHIIA €Ki cypaK TyblHAAWAbI. i
BipiHwigeH, byn benrinepain, Kelbipeyi byraH aeniH
OHTyCTiK KasakctaHga Tabbinabl, 6yn AKKaHap meH
OHTyCTiK KasaKcTaH oa3ucTtepi apacbliHAafbl Tbifbi3 6ait-
NaHbIC XaliblHAa CypaK, TyAblpaabl. EKiHWiaeH, Kekene- |
reH 6enrinep 300MopdTbIK 6eiiHesepMeH 6aiinaHbICTbI, |
6y »KaHa Tamfa }Kacay yWiH bypblHFbl neTpornudTepai
KalTa nanganaHy Typanbl macesie KeTepesi.

Kapbinangbipy Kesi: Makana KP fXXBM fbinbim
KomuTteTiHiH,  2022-2023 K. 6armapnamanbik-
HblCaHaNbl  KapXKblnaHablpybl weHbepiHge, MWTH
BR11765630 »kobacbl asacbiHAa AaspaaHabl.

Cinteme »Kacay ywiH: XepmaHH /1., KenesHakos b.A.
KasakctaHgasbl (AnimaTbl 06/1bichbl) AKKaiiHapaaH Ta- :
6bbinFaH TamfFa netporudTep. KasakcmaH apxeosno- :
ausAcel. 2023. Ne 4 (22). 140-154-66. (AfbiiwbiHWa).
DOI: 10.52967/akz2023.4.22.140.154 ’

Introduction

»abacbl. K gpeBHeTIOpKCKOMY nepuogy bblio oTHeceHo
6onee 800 13 obuiero uncna. M3 HUX HEMHOTOUYUCIEH-
HaA rpynna ABaAeTca TaMraMu, KOTopble NpeacTaBAAoT
coboWi pofoBble 3HAKK, pasmeLlEHHbIe Ha HAaCNeaCTBEH-
HOM COBCTBEHHOCTM, BK/AOYAA KPYMHbIMA POraTblil CKOT.
3T Tamrn JatmposaHbl 6oee WNPOKUM Nepuoaom ot
PaHHEeTIOPKCKOM anoxu A0 Havana XX B. OTaenbHble Tam-
M 13 AKKalMHapa y»ke 6blan ony6/MKOBaHbI, HO MOIHOTO
penepTyapa Ux A5 3TOr0 PermoHa A0 cux nop Het. My6-
NIMKaLMA NpeaocTaBafeT HOBbIM MaTepuan ¢ penepTya-
pom, cocToAwmMm u3 20 TaMr UM 3HAKOB, MOXOXKMX Ha
Tamrn u3 AKKkaiHapa. HekoTopble n3obpaxeHus, npes-
CTaBNIEHHbIE 37eCb, BOSMOXHO, TaMraMu He ABAAKTCA
M nybauKytoTca Ans JanbHelwero obcyxaeHua. Mo
HEKOTOPbIM M306paKEHUAM 3HAKOB MOXOXKMX HA TamMru
BO3HMKaeT ABa Bonpoca. Bo-nepBbix, HEKOTOPbIE U3 HUX
6b1n11 0BbHapyKeHbl paHee B HOXKHOM KasaxcTaHe, 4To
CTaBMT BOMPOC 06 YCTOMUMBBIX CBA3AX MeXAYy AKKaMHa-
pom u oasucamm KOxHoro KasaxctaHa. Bo-BTopbiX, OT-
[Ae/bHble 3HaKKM CBA3aHbl C 300MOpPdHbIMU M306paKe-
HUAMM, YTO CTABMT BOMPOC O NMOBTOPHOM WCMOAb30Ba-
HUK BbIBLUMX NeTPOrNNPOB ANA CO34aHUA HOBbIX TaMF.

UctouHuMK ¢uHaHcupoBaHua: CTaTbA NoAroTossie-
Ha B pamkax MporpammHoO-LieneBOro GuHaHCMpPOBaHUA
Komuteta Haykm MHBO PK 2023-2024, WPH npoekTa
BR11765630.

Ana uutuposBaHua: XepmanH /1., *enesHakos bB.A.
Tamra neTtpornvdbl M3  AkKalHapa (AnmaTuHCKas
obnactb) B KazaxcrtaHe. Apxeosioeus KazaxcmaHa. 2023.
Ne 4 (22). C. 140-154.

DOI: 10.52967/akz2023.4.22.140.154

Tamga is a generic family sign, a seal placed on the ancestral property, including cattle. As a rule, a

descendant inherited the tamga of his ancestor and added an additional element to it or modified it. These
tamgas carved on rocks date from the Early Turkic period to the beginning of the 20" century [Bazylkhan
2012; Rogozhinskiy 2012].

The aim of this paper is to provide a repertory of the tamgas of the Akkainar Tract with new mate-
rial for researchers in Turkology. Until now, this rock art area is less published even though it is located
between the important rock art sites of Tamgaly and Kulzhabasy. Since the authors are not specialized in
Turkic and Kazakh tamgas, this new material is published without a chronological or historical interpreta-
tion. Some of these signs look like tamgas, but perhaps they are not. However, they are also presented in
this paper for further discussion.

Please note that the names of the Kazakh sites are written according to the traditional English trans-
literation, but also to former publications in English. Cyrillic names of authors are written in English ac-
cording to their own transliterations in their papers and books, even if they wrote their names in English
differently in different papers. We respected the different transliterations of a same Cyrillic name for the
bibliography in English.
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Location of the site

The Akkainar Tract is a hilly place located near Otar, 130 km north-west of Almaty (fig. 1). The
Akkainar is a salty river, but with several freshwater springs, that flows in a north-west/south-east axis
through a steppe of an altitude between 750 and 950 meters. In summer, many portions of this river are
dry. The main valley is cut by several valleys of dry tributaries. Petroglyphs were made on numerous schist
outcrops with a black patina on the hills along the river and its tributaries. The hills are between 10 and
50 meters high.

This area, extending over
70 kmz2, has numerous rock art groups
both stylistically and thematically ho-
mogenous. As these different groups
are daily frequented by shepherds
and their flocks, it seemed judicious
to consider the whole of this area as
a single site, in which the authors
have distinguished nine groups with
more than 1600 panels for more than
6100 drawings. Among the petro-
glyphs, more than 800 could be at-

tributed to_the Old_Tur_klc PenOd' The Fig. 1. Location of the Akkainar tract (1), Tamgaly (2), Almaly (3)
chronological attribution is based on and Akterek (4) in Almaty Region. ©GoogleEarth 2023

a chronology established by many 1-cyp. AnmaTbl 06/1bICbIHAaFbI AKKalHap (1), Tamfansl (2), Anmansi (3)
Russian and Kazakh archaeologists »@He AxkTepek (4) WwafbiH alimakTapbiHbiH opHanacybl. ©GoogleEarth 2023

(among them: [Kasanov et al. 2017; Puc. 1. PacnonioxeHne MMKPOpPernoHos AKkKaiHap (1), Tamransi (2),
Rogozhinskiy 2011: Samashev 2012; Anmansl (3) n AkTepek (4) B AimatuHcKol obnactn. © GoogleEarth 2023
Sher 1980; Shvets 2012]).

Despite its proximity with Kulzhabasy, the area differs from it both topographically and stylistically.
Topographically, Kulzhabasy is characterized by more than 20 parallel valleys opening to the south, which
are closed by hills on the north. In Kulzhabasy, the hills closing the valleys are abrupt and of a high altitude.
In contrast, Akkainar is a net of tributary valleys with small or average hills, joining to a main valley with
ariver. Stylistically, the Bronze Age bull depictions largely differ in Akkainar and in Kulzhabasy. For these
reasons, Akkainar should be considered as an own rock art area, and not as a prolongation of Kulzhabasy.

Research history

The Akkainar Tract has been little prospected and published. The first field research and subsequent
publication was carried out by A.N. Maryashev in 2009, with the exploration of two groups. Among the
discoveries, we noted the thematic richness of bull depictions, sometimes associated with solar symbols,
as well as the presence of a sunhead [Baipakov, Maryashev 2009]. New research followed in the same year
by A.E. Rogozhinskiy, who published two new “sunheads” of a group near Tanbalytas (former Gorny)
[Rogozhinskiy 2009: 57], as well as a third “sunhead” [Rogozhinskiy 2011: 287]. The Belgian researcher
Luc Hermann carried out a systematic survey of the tract between 2011 and 2014, with first results pub-
lished in 2015 and 2016, among them a repertory of 30 “sunheads” [Hermann 2015; 2016a; 2016b]. Fur-
thermore, he also published some panels in thematic studies, for example about Felidae depictions in rock
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art [Hermann, Schnitzler 2020]. For the more recent periods, two Arabic inscriptions from this tract were
documented and published [Zheleznyakov et al. 2019], and seven tamgas were also published as drawings
[Rogozhinskiy 2019: 2571t].

Other rock art sites are located near this tract: Akkainar is 25 km south-west of Tamgaly, 30 km
west of Almaly, 50 km north-west of Akterek, circa 30 km south-east of Kogaly and circa 20 km east of
Kulzhabasy. In four of these five sites, not only tamgas but also Old Turkic runic inscriptions were found
[Rogozhinskiy 2023]. Until now, no runic inscription was found in the Akkainar Tract, but the author docu-
mented 20 tamgas or signs, some of them already published.

Methodology for studying the functions of tamga-shaped signs

As a specific field of archaeology and turkology, the methodology for studying tamgas was poorly
developed. However, thanks to the works of N. Bazylkhan, A.E. Rogozhinskiy and Z. Samashev (among
others), the research method is now quite clear [Bazylkhan 2012; Rogozhinskiy 2012, 2016, 2019; Sa-
mashev 2020: 73]:

1. Quantitative analysis of medieval tamgas identified in the territory of modern Kazakhstan (and
eventually neighboring countries).

2. Comparative analysis: characterization and differentiation of the tamgas of the different tribes and
regions (Kazakh Altai, Zhetysu, Shu-Talas region).

3. Content analysis in the context of “character connectivity”, for example with the transition of
zoomorphic symbols into tamga signs.

Tamgas from Akkainar

20 rock carvings are presented here. Among them, twelve are tamgas and eight are unclear signs that
could be tamgas. There are nine groups of petroglyphs in Akkainar, but tamgas or similar signs were docu-
mented in seven groups. No tamga or sign was found in the groups 1 and 9. The repartition by groups is
the following: group 2: two depictions; group 3: seven; group 4: one; group 5: one; group 6: one; group 7:
four, and also four depictions in group 8. The most important groups with tamgas or signs (groups 3, 7 and
8) are also directly located by the main river and comprise 15 of 20 tamga-signs (fig. 2)* (*The drawing
or photograph is by Luc Hermann).

In the description of the tamgas below, the tamgas are attributed to a type following Rogozhinskiy’s
typology if it was possible [Rogozhinskiy 2012: 94]. All rocks with carvings are numerated here according
to the surveys of the author.

Group 3, rock 12 (fig. 3A): this tamga of type 3 similar to the Greek letter omega has a dimension of
17%14 cm and is south facing. It was already published as drawing [Rogozhinskiy 2019: 286]. A variant of
the same type 3 was found in group 3 on rock 41 (fig. 3B): this tamga measures 13x19 cm and is oriented
to the west. Its picture was also already published [Baipakov, Maryashev 2009: 91]. Another variant of
type 3 was documented in group 7 on rock 168 (fig. 3C): this tamga measures 17x19 cm. It is oriented to
the west. It was already published as drawing [Rogozhinskiy 2019: 286]. This kind of tamga is also known
in the nearby site of Tamgaly [Rogozhinskiy 2011: 213].

Group3, rock 350 (fig. 4A) and group 8, rock 123 (fig. 4B): the same sign — a circle with a horizontal
line — was found on two different panels. In group 3, it was associated with a Bronze Age bull but it has
a slightly different patina showing that this engraving is more recent. This sign measures 13x6 cm and is
oriented to the west. In group 8, the same sign, but turned to the left, measures 23x7 cm. It was no more
in situ because the rock fell down. This sign is more probably a tamga and is known as such in Mongo-
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Fig. 2. Location of the nine rock art groups in Akkainar (on map of the 1986)

2-cyp. AKKalHap neTpornudTep eckepTKiwiHaeri neTpornndTepain, TofFbi3 TOObIHbIH OpHaacybl
(1986 . TonoHerizae)

Puc. 2. PacnonoskeHue gesatv rpynn netpornndos NnamaTHUKA NeTpornMdos AKKaiHap
(Ha TonoocHoBe 1986 T.)

lia [Samashev et al. 2010: 85], but also in Kazakhstan where this tamga is attributed to the Sadyr as a
variant of the “key-tamga” and dated back to the 18"-19'" centuries [Castagné 1921: 50; Rogozhinskiy
2016: 234].

Group 6, rock 54 (fig. 5B): this tamga of type 1 measures 28%38 cm and is oriented to the west. It
was already published as drawing [Rogozhinskii 2019: 286]. This kind of tamga is also known in Tamgaly
[Rogozhinskiy 2011: 213] and in Kulzhabasy [Kasanov et al. 2017: 95]. A variant of this type was also
found in group 7 on the west-facing rock 192 (fig. 6E).

Group 7, rock 16 (fig. 6D): this tamga is south-facing and has dimensions of 20x9 cm. It is in
Rogozhinskiy’s repertoire without having been attributed to a specific type [Rogozhinskiy 2012: 94]. This
tamga was already published by A.E. Rogozhinskiy as picture and drawing and compared with two similar
tamgas from Kogaly [Rogozhinskiy 2019: 257].

Group 7, rock 196 (fig. 6C): this tamga is oriented to the west and belongs to the type 10.

Group 8, rocks 19, 20 and 21 (figs. 6F, G, H): on these three panels near each other (two oriented to
the west and one facing the east), a same tamga was engraved three times, each measuring circa 21x13 cm,
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Fig. 3. Akkainar: A —group 3, rock 12; B — group 3, rock 41; C—group 7, rock 168
3-cyp. AkKaliHap: A — 3 Ton, 12 »kapTac; B — 3 Ton, 41 xapTtac; C—7 Ton, 168 »KapTac
Puc. 3. AKKaiHap: A —rpynna 3, ckana 12; B —rpynna 3, ckana 41; C—rpynna 7, ckana 168
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Fig. 4. Akkainar: A — group 3, rock 350; B — group 8, rock 123; C — group 3, rock 102;
D —sign from a ceramic, Sidak, after — Smagulov, Yatsenko 2019: 166;
E — sign on a coin, Termez, Uzbekistan, after — Babayarov 2019: 348; F — Group 4, rock 72

4-cyp. AkKaliHap: A — 3 Ton, 350 »kapTac; B — 8 Ton, 123 »kapTac; C— 3 ton, 102 »apTac;
D — CngakTaH TabbinfaH 6enri ([Cmarynos, AueHko 2019: 166] 6oibiHWa); E — TUbIHAAFbI 6enri. Tepmes, ©36eKcTaH
([Babaspos 2019: 348] 6oibiHwWa); F — 4 Ton, 72 KapTac

Puc. 4. AkkaitHap: A —rpynna 3, ckana 350; B —rpynna 8, ckana 123; C—rpynna 3, ckana 102;
D — 3Hak u3 Cuaaka (no: [Cmarynos, AueHko 2019: 166]); E — 3HaK Ha moHeTe. Tepmes, Y36eKucTaH
(no: [Babasapos 2019: 348]); F — rpynna 4, ckana 72
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Fig. 5. Akkainar: A —group 2, rock 151; B —group 6, rock 54; C—group 5, rock 27; D — group 2, rock 172
5-cyp. AKkKalHap: A —2 Ton, 151 xapTtac; B — 6 1on, 54 »kaptac; C—5 Ton, 27 apTac; D — 2 Ton, 172 »KapTac
Puc. 5. AkKaliHap: A —rpynna 2, ckana 151; B — rpynna 6, ckana 54; C—rpynna 5, ckana 27; D — rpynna 2, ckana 172
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Fig. 6. Akkainar: A — group 3, rock 82; B — sign on a ceramic, Kultobe in Turkestan,
after — Smagulov, Yatsenko 2019: 164; C — group 7, rock 196; D — group 7, rock 16; E — group 7, rock 192;
F —group 8, rock 19; G — group 8, rock 20; H — group 8, rock 21

6-cyp. AkKaiHap: A — 3 Ton, 82 xapTac; B — kepamukagafbl 6enri, TypkictaHabik Kyntebe ([Cmarynos, AueHKo
2019: 164] 6oiibiHWa); C—7 Ton, 196 xapTac; D — 7 Ton, 16 »apTac; E— 7 Ton, 192 »kapTac;
F —8 Ton, 19-20 »kapTac; H—8 Ton, 21 »kapTac

Puc. 6. AkKanHap: A — rpynna 3, ckana 82; B — 3HakK Ha kepamuke, KynbTobe TypKecTaHcKoe
(no: [Cmarynos, flueHko 2019: 164]); C—rpynna 7, ckana 196; D — rpynna 7, ckana 16; E — rpynna 7, ckana 192;
F —rpynna 8, ckana 19-20; H—rpynna 8, ckana 21
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Fig. 7. Akkainar. Group 3, rock 45
7-cyp. AkKaliHap. 3 Ton, 45 apTac
Puc. 7. AkkaiiHap. lpynna 3, ckana 45
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and having the same patina. We suppose that these three tamgas were done by a single person due to their
proximity, to the technic and the style. This type of tamga is from the Alasha tribe [Bazylkhan 2012: 88].

Unclear signs from Akkainar

Eight signs from Akkainar look like tamgas but we are not sure that they should be interpreted as
such. We present this material for further discussion.

Group 3, rock 102 (fig. 4C): this sign measures 14x10 cm and is southwest facing. It looks like
a stylized bird, but is also similar to a tamga from Kaishi in the Usek valley in Kazakhstan [Hermann,
Zheleznyakov 2022: 115], and also to a sign on a coin found in Termez in Uzbekistan (fig. 4E) [Babayarov
2019: 348]. We classified it in the unclear signs, because this sign looks like a bird-head with the line at an
extremity, and this line is not present on the mentioned tamgas.

Group 2, rock 151 (fig. 5A): this west-facing petroglyph has a dimension of 8x20 cm. It is a half-
circle under a fully pecked diamond-shaped feature. However, we observe that this fully pecked part cov-
ers a former goat whose horns are still clearly visible above the diamond-shape. We see here the intention
to destroy a former petroglyph and to transform it into another sign, even if the horns are not completely
hidden under the later pecked surface. This new sign can be identified as a variant of the tamga type 13.

Three other examples of transformed zoomorphic engravings into signs are known in Akkainar:

- In group 2, the rock 172 shows a goat with a half-circle line starting from its horns (fig. 5D). This
depiction measures 29%25 cm and is oriented to the south. We see no other explanation for this goat that to
interpret it as a tamga, even if we found nothing similar in the literature.

- In group 3, rock 45, a deer has an antler transformed into a circle with two lines (fig. 7). With the
difference of patina, we see that this sign is more recent than the deer. This antler-sign looks like a variant
of the tamga type 13. Note that this deer was already published, but not as a tamga [Baipakov, Maryashev
2009: 94]. This deer measures 30%37 cm and is oriented to the south. In this case, an antler of the deer was
reused to transform it into a probable tamga.

- In group 5, rock 27 (fig. 5C), an animal (stylized horse?), measuring 45x30 cm and facing the
south, has a strong stylized tail ending in a circle. Furthermore, two lines added to this animal -one starting
from the head, the second one from the front legs- transformed the front part of the zoomorph into a kind of
rectangle. However, another interpretation is also possible: due to the patina, it seems that these two lines
forming the rectangle are older than the rest of the depiction, as if a tamga was later partially renewed in or-
der to transform it into an animal. In any case, this animal seems to be like a variant of the tamga type 24.

These four zoomorphs are not clearly tamgas, but we see that they were intentionally transformed
into signs. If our interpretations are correct, two of these tamgas belong to the type 13. Does it mean that
the reutilization of former petroglyphs was a habit in a specific tribe? Other examples of zoomorphs with
a tamga or of zoomorphic signs are known in Kaishi in Kazakhstan [Hermann, Zheleznyakov 2022: 116]
and in the Karakol in Kyrgyzstan [Hermann, DeKastle 2022: 400ft].

Another example is more problematic: in group 4 on rock 72, an east-facing sign looking like a goat
measures 16x15 cm (fig. 4F). It is a sign and not a goat, but a goat was perhaps transformed in a later period
into a sign. It is another example of a zoomorph becoming a sign or of a zoomorphic sign which is quite
similar to a sign found in Sidak on a pottery (fig. 4D) [Smagulov, Yatsenko 2019:166]. This ceramic was
found in the layers from the 5™ to the early 8" centuries AD. Sidak is located 580 km west-south-west of
Akkainar, and we do not know any other similar sign in the literature. If this sign is a tamga is unclear, as
well as the relation between Akkainar and Sidak, if there is any at all.
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The same question emerges with the unclear sign from the rock 82 in group 3 (fig. 6A): the depicted
sign measures 15x21 cm and is west facing. It is a vertical line with two half-circles towards the upper
part. Tamgas, bearing some resemblance to the one presented, were found in the Altai and belonged to
the Yenisei Kyrgyz [Esin 2018: 70]. However, a very similar sign was found on a ceramic in Kultobe in
Turkestan (fig. 6B) [Smagulov, Yatsenko 2019: 164]. In Turkestan, this sign belonged to the Kangju ruling
elite, and was found in the layers from the 1* to the 3 centuries AD. It would make more sense to see a
diffusion through Kyrgyz tribes from Siberia to Southeastern Kazakhstan than an influence of the Kangju,
but the question should be further examined due to the very similitude with the sign found in Kultobe. If
the Akkainar sign is really a tamga which should be attributed to the Kangju remains a hypothesis for the
moment. However, if it is the case, it would arise questions about the extension of the Kangju territory.

A third rock carving also found in group 3 on rock 95 (a couple of meters away from rock 82 just
described before) underlines this problematic of relations between Akkainar and Southern Kazakhstan.
This west-oriented-engraving with the dimensions of 23x21 c¢m looks like an animal (horse?) with elon-
gated legs (fig. 8A). If we present it here, it is not only due to these peculiar legs but also because similar
depictions were found on ceramics in the layers from the 5" to the early 8" centuries AD in Shaga (fig. 8B)
and in Sidak (fig. 8C) in Southern Kazakhstan and are interpreted as stamped versions of signs [Smagulov,
Yatsenko 2019: 166]. Furthermore, a similar sign but with small differences is also known in Kyrgyzstan
[Samashev et al. 2010: 90]. It is unclear if the rock engraving is a tamga or a horse but the similarities with

e 0 5cm

Fig. 8. Akkainar: A — group 3, rock 95; B — signs on ceramics, Shaga and Sidak (C),
after — Smagulov, Yatsenko 2019: 166

8-cyp. AkKkaiHap: A — 3 Ton, 95 xapTac; B — LLlafra meH CupgakTtaH (C) TabbinFaH Kepamukagarbl 6eri
([Cmarynos, AueHko 2019: 166] 6oibiHLIA)

Puc. 8. AkkailtHap: A —rpynna 3, ckana 95; B — 3HaKku Ha Kepamuke m3 LLara n Cuaaka
(no: [Cmarynos, AueHko 2019: 166])
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the ceramic signs and the Kyrgyz tamga arise questions. In any case, we observe that in groups 3 and 4,
three engravings were found which have similarities with signs from Southern Kazakhstan. Only for this
reason, these engravings should be considered with interest and more archaeological research in this region
should be conducted to confirm or refute the link between Akkainar and the southern Kazakh oases during
this period.

Conclusion

Tamgas from the Old Turkic period and the later Kazakh period were found in Akkainar. This rep-
ertory increases the number and the types of tamgas known in area. Some of these tamgas were already
known at other Kazakh sites but are also similar to tamgas from Kyrgyzstan. Furthermore, many other
signs look like tamgas (and perhaps are tamgas), but their interpretation remains unclear.

Two main questions emerge from these unclear signs. Firstly, we observe that some of them are as-
sociated with an animal depiction: goat, horse, and deer. In some cases, it seems that an older zoomorph
was reused to transform it into a sign or to incorporate a tamga in the animal, as for example with the deer
antler. In another case, it seems that the former sign or tamga was reused in order to transform it into a
newly depicted animal. This kind of “zoomorphic tamgas” was also documented in Kaishi in Kazakhstan
and in Karakol in Kyrgyzstan. Research should focus on these zoomorphic signs in the future to understand
if it was a specific kind of tamga or if it was a kind of cultural reappropriation of former petroglyphs or
tamgas: the newly arrived clan wanted to affirm its power and its property over a region by deleting former
engravings from other tribes. For this reason, an older petroglyph was reused to transform it into a new
clanic sign.

Secondly, three unclear signs from Akkainar show similarities with signs found on ceramics in
Southern Kazakhstan. It would be necessary to clarify these signs from Akkainar, but also to analyze more
unclear signs from nearby rock art sites to see if other similarities with tamgas from Southern Kazakhstan
can be found. For the moment, due to the lack of archaeological research in the Akkainar Tract, it is too
early to postulate the existence of a link between this area and tribes from Southern Kazakhstan in a period
comprised between the 1% and the 8" centuries.

To conclude, it is necessary to conduct more detailed prospections in Akkainar: it is for example
surprising that no runic inscription was found in this area until now, although there are present at other
nearby sites, such as in Tamgaly or in Kulzhabasy.
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