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    Foreword

A. E. Rogozhinsky
Almaty, Kazakhstan

What is this book about? For whom it is wri en and why?
Of course, it is on Tamgaly, today, the widely known rock art site in Kazakhstan, which was 

inscribed on the UNESCO World Heritage List in 2004.  The book may nd its readers among the 
specialists, as well as all those interested in the rock art and culture of Central Asian peoples.

The book is on our human duty towards ancient culture monuments, which we, archaeolo-
gists, discover and study in order to give this knowledge to the public. It is o en at this stage, 
unfortunately, that the active participation of researchers regarding the fate of monuments ends. 
In our present reality: science is done by scientists, and cultural heritage is a ma er entrusted to 
other kinds of specialists, who are o en very far from good knowledge and proper understand-
ing of the speci city of objects under their management.

The contemporary history of Tamgaly does not give exhaustive answers or ready “recipes” 
on how to reach a harmonious co-existence between nowadays society and a relict cultural land-
scape. Still the book can be useful for many of my colleagues in the post-soviet space, in search, 
through the trials-and-errors, of the civilised management of rock art monuments. It is this “use-
fulness” that de ned the book’s structure, as well as caused its deliberate emphasis on the his-
tory of preservation of Tamgaly.  Unusual for a scienti c edition: time demands profound quick 
changes in the approach to such a unique and vulnerable heritage, as the rock art is; the study 
of which is endless and can be fully edged only if the monuments themselves are physically 
preserved.

 It may be that some readers will be disappointed by the absence of a sequence of colour pho-
tos and white-and-black rubbings, allegedly reproducing exactly thousands of rock drawings 
of Tamgaly. The book does contain selected documentary and art materials on petroglyphs, the 
true number of which would surpass the technical capacity of the edition. The author brings his 
apologies beforehand to all disappointed readers, but is ready to impart his belief that none of 
today’s available documentation techniques will convey the integrity of a rock art site as precisely 
as a digital multimedia model; such presentations exist for Tamgaly already and, of course, they 
continually undergo improvements.

Absent here are also lengthy improvisations concerning the semantic interpretation of petro-
glyphs, a beloved theme by archaeologists-petroglyphists. However there are many new materi-
als and an almost unknown number of sources that together allow for a critical comprehension 
of the already existent a empts to interpret the essence of the unique engravings of Tamgaly. 
Apart from that, other issues are incomparably more important at present.  For example, issues 
of dating and ethnocultural a ribution of ancient and later petroglyphs; issues of the evolution 
of the most ancient gurative series in Tamgaly; and issues of the continuity (past and present) 
of the tradition of creating the engravings themselves (including epitaphs) when organizing the 
space of a cultural landscape. Not less critical is the problem of the origin of artistic traditions of 
the Tamgaly type, a vast areal of Central Asian rock art, represented on a relatively small physical 
area. Many pages of this book are dedicated to these questions. 

This book is a memorial to archaeologist . G. Maksimova and geologist and art critic 
. G. Medoev, who once upon a time discovered Tamgaly thus making it possible for us and 

future generations to become acquainted with masterpieces by unknown artists on the ancient 
rocks of temples, not made by hands, in the open air.

This book is an appreciation of all those with whom I had the chance to work hand in hand 
with in Tamgaly, and then to prepare this edition; their names will always be stored in my mem-
ory. I also have a special duty to bow down before my parents and my closest and nearest, who 
have always shared my success and failures of many years work in Tamgaly.
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 ...    Archaeological monuments...

Anne-Sophie Hygen
Sarpsborg, NorwayLate in the day 19 September 1957 the petroglyphs of Tamgaly were literally brought into 

the light by the play of the low sun’s rays on black rock surfaces. It must have been a revela-
tion. Totally unexpected, totally overwhelming: numerous images stood out from the relief of the 
shining black rock surfaces, suddenly coming alive.

What a unique experience! But still, this is exactly what we, too, can experience in Tamgaly. 
Even though we will know beforehand what we can expect – the most brilliant petroglyphs in a 
lovely landscape – nothing can prepare us for the real and full experience. We can read about this 
and other rock art sites, and look at photos and drawings, but for the full perception – we have 
to be there.

Rock art is not just “rock art”, images on rock without meaning, content or context. It is so 
much more. Through time, the peoples who made the images on the rock surfaces consciously 
chose this place, in this landscape. Thus, the gures and compositions and the landscape become 
parts of the same comprehensive story. Into this story we too can enter, even though we don’t 
know for sure what the rock art means or exactly why the past peoples made it. What we see is 
both the same and something di erent from what the peoples of the past saw. They understood 
the meanings and they had their speci c and internally rooted reasons why it was necessary to 
create exactly these images exactly there and nowhere else. We are external observers of a by-gone 
world of graphic rendering of – what? Myths, cosmologies, communication systems, objects of 
rituals? Still, we can be in the same landscape as they were, with the same rock formations, maybe 
much the same smells and colours but surely the same sun playing over the gures and symbols 
on the shining black rock surfaces. 

The modern story about the archaeological landscape of Tamgaly doesn’t start in 1957 and 
it doesn’t end there. The story starts in the 1900s and it hasn’t nished yet. Hopefully it will go 
on forever. Neither is the modern Tamgaly story about rock art in a beautiful landscape alone. 
A considerable number of other archaeological sites and monuments are here too: cemeteries, 
se lement sites, ritual enclosures. Through cross- and multi-scienti c research into all aspects 
of the landscape, the understanding has slowly evolved: about the peoples who lived and died 
here from the Bronze Age on, about their marking of the rocks with signs, symbols and pictorial 
stories, and about their “furnishing” of their sacred and profane landscape.

This book is the last result of a cooperation project between Kazakhstan, Norway and 
UNESCO which started in 2001 and o cially ended in 2006. It was my joy and privilege to be 
leader of the Norwegian part of the project, and it is not an exaggeration to say that Tamgaly 
is my “ rst love” in Central Asia. Other international projects were to follow in the wake of 
the Tamgaly project, such as in Uzbekistan, Azerba an and Russia, and other wonderful rock 
art landscapes for me to visit and work in. But Tamgaly will always have a special place in 
my heart. 

Today, Tamgaly is not quite as pristine as it was during my rst visit in 2001. Following the 
landscape’s inscription in the UNESCO World Heritage List in 2004, the Tamgaly museum-re-
serve has received more a ention and more visitors. In order to meet the increased a ention, the 
site is more developed now with infrastructure measures such as information centre / museum, 
parking lot and signposts. Some of the choices which followed the World Heritage List inscrip-
tion are highly debatable. But still Tamgaly o ers the curious and open-minded visitor great 
experiences. 

This book is a story about Tamgaly and how it was found (or rather: re-found by scientists), 
how it has been studied in its manifold aspects, it is about the immense e orts to protect it and 
manage it, and about victories and setbacks. A large number of people have been involved in 
the research, conservation, management, protection and presentation of Tamgaly over the years. 
Their never-ending and o en stubborn e orts ll one with respect and admiration. 

What will happen in the future? With the hope that new generations of researchers, managers 
and visitors to Tamgaly will take good care of this beautiful and important archaeological land-
scape – welcome to this book and welcome to Tamgaly!

    Foreword
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  ...    Typology and dating...

I. V. Yerofeeva
Almaty, Kazakhstan

Tamgaly currently has two incarnations. One is known to many – to specialists in posses-
sion of accessible scienti c literature on the monument, to thousands of domestic and foreign 
tourists arriving here to enjoy the exotic scenery and the rock engravings, and, of course, 
to Kazakhstan’s schoolchildren and students, who get a certain range of knowledge about 
Tamgaly from modern education programmes. However, there is also another incarnation 
of the site – li le known, and almost unknown to our contemporaries – which is outlined in 
the pages of this book. Knowing this, it is not without irony that I remember how until very 
recently I heard the surprised exclamations of eminent scientists: what new can be said about 
Tamgaly?!

Such a question is unthinkable when we talk about a monument such as Tamgaly, where to-
day through the e orts of many people, narrated in this book, favourable conditions have been 
created for further advanced studies; where a vast area of the unique archaeological landscape 
has been provided with care and protection, as be ing a World Heritage site. Besides, it is no 
exaggeration to say that the history of Tamgaly is yet to be wri en, and that the entire previous half-
century of research was just a step towards the accumulation of knowledge and the development 
of scienti c approaches towards its understanding. 

The history of research on Tamgaly, presented here in a kind of narrative style, is in essence 
equal to an historiography of the archaeology of the rock art of Kazakhstan. It presents not only 
the evolution of the views of several generations of national scientists, with an assessment of 
their individual contributions, but also shows the advantages of a complex multidisciplinary 
approach, providing authentic historical research with those necessary qualities which are o en 
lacking in narrowly specialised archaeological work. The breadth of the chronological range (from 
the creation of ancient petroglyphs in the Bronze Age to the degeneration and loss of meaning 
of this centuries-old tradition in the recent past), the range of sources – historical, ethnographic, 
natural-scienti c and others – all give integrity  to the academic research, and really ll its histori-
cal context.

In my view, an important merit of this book is the a empt to consider the rock art in connection 
with the changing environment of Tamgaly, together with the se lement strategies of nomads of 
ancient epochs and of the recent period, so undeservedly ignored by archaeologists. Meanwhile, 
the study of rock art in its historical context in late medieval and modern times, through tangible 
material evidence of the life of Turkic- and Mongol-speaking nomads (remains of seasonal set-
tlements, necropolises etc.) and wri en sources, including the epitaphic inscriptions with  signs, 
o ers researchers incomparably greater opportunities for understanding the functional role and 
the semantic content of the engravings, as well as the social signi cance of the practice itself as 
it was established in antiquity. Thus the deepening understanding of the importance of the re-
ligious landscape of Tamgaly in ancient times is the legacy which is the most valuable aspect of 
the monument.

But even here it appears that it is too early to put a full stop in the study of Tamgaly. Questions 
seemingly long se led by specialists require re nement and revision in light of new data, the dis-
covery of other sites, or as a result of the uninterrupted study of various aspects of the phenom-
enon of the rock art peoples of Central Asia. This is natural, and this book provides a synthesis of 
current ideas about the importance of Tamgaly, which does not exclude the possibility and need 
for future research. 

The book is wri en in good literary language, organically combining a purely scienti c style 
of description with picturesque de nitions and metaphors, which lend a special emotional tint to 
the narration. I believe the subjective elements and deeply interested a itude of the author to his 
research subject make the book even more substantial and impressive. There is every reason to 
think that this book will have a long life in the historical sciences. Good luck!

    Foreword
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O en the most interesting discover-
ies come as a surprise: appearing in unfore-
seen places, suddenly. It may be so because 
the paths we choose nowadays, due to various 
conditions and circumstances, rarely cross the 
roads of the ancient. The discovery of Tamga-
ly by A. G. Maksimova in 1957 was a wonder 
and could have happened many decades later 
(like the discovery of the remarkable gallery 
of Kuljabasy petroglyphs in 2001), or much 
earlier. Nevertheless, Semirechie saw several 
moments when such a discovery might have 
occurred from as early as the end of 19th to the 
beginning of the 20th century, but did not. 

The rst European to reach the northern 
edge of the Chu-Ili mountains by land from 
Orsk was Major Karl Miller, a Russian envoy 
sent with a diplomatic mission to the Djungar-
ian khan Galdan-Tseren in 1742 [1]. Chinese 
sources contain fragmented information about 

Site discovery
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   XVIII . 
  [2].

     
    

. . ,   1843 . 
    [3],  -
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.   , -
    -

Volga kalmyks passing through the Chu-Ili 
mountains in 1771, led away from Russia by 
Ubashi khan. There is, however, no mention 
of ancient monuments in the 18th century 
records [2].

Scienti c exploration of the area started 
with A. I. Schrenk’s expedition to the Khan-
tau and Anyrakay mountains in 1843 [3], and 
regular studies of the natural environment 
and archaeological monuments of West Sem-
irechie became possible only upon the joining 
of the Ili land to the Russian empire. The rst 
exploration of the central and southern parts 
of the Chu-Ili mountains was undertaken in 
1880 by Russian scientists and Semirechie lo-
cal history enthusiasts among employees of 
the regional administration. Following their 
guides and interpreters, Kazakhs of western 
volosts of the Verny uyezd, they established 
search routes diverting from the post roads. 
They advanced along conventional nomadic 
paths across the inlands of the Chu-Ili basin to 
the surrounding deserts of the Ili river mouth 

. 1.      -  , XIX – . XX .
Fig. 1. Routes of travellers and researchers of the Chu-Ili Mountains, XIX – beginning XX c.
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and the southwest shore of Balkhash. Under-
studied and unpopulated, the Semirechie re-
gion had gradually acquired correct outlines 
on maps supplied with local toponyms.

The rst geo-botanical, archaeological and 
ethnographic accounts of West Semirechie 
were wri en by A. N. Krasnov during his re-
connaissance trip in spring 1886 via the Chu-
Ili mountains to Balkhash. “Mounted on horse 
and followed by a couple of hired camels, this 
is the route I followed in the area: rst towards 
the Iliysky village and downstream the Ili river 
to the Kurty river; then upstream Kurty to the 
Kul-dja-basy mountains, Andrahay and along 
the watershed of Chu and Ili to the Karasay 
river, the Ala-kul gulf and the At-lesken moun-
tains on the shore of Balkhash. By-passing Ala-
kol on the way back, I entered the Kamau site 
and Tau-kum sands at the shore of the Ili river 
and further on, across the Khan-tau moun-
tains, Dala-Kainar and Kendik-tau, bypassing 
by the Kastek pass, I reached Verny” [4]. A. 
N. Krasnov, accompanied by two djigit guides 
and a Siberian Cossak, crossed the central part 
of the Chu-Ili watershed from the southwest 
of the Dalakainar site, to the northeast along 
the Kuljabasy piedmonts, towards the Tulkuli 
mountains and the Kopaly river valley, leaving 
the Tamgaly valley 20 versts to the east of the 
rocky massif of Anyrakay. Nevertheless, on 
the way, the researcher had encountered many 
other remarkable monuments, e.g. stone sculp-
tures and petroglyphs of O ailau in the Uzunsu 
valley, the description of which prepares the 
ground for the history of the archaeological 
study of the Chu-Ili mountains. His “Essays 
on the life of the Semirechie Kirghiz” remains 
a valuable ethnographic source of knowledge 
of the Kazakhs of the Ili region [5].

A year later, the head of the Verniy uyezd, 
Lieutenant Colonel N.M. Izrastsov, author 
of the monumental work “The Steppe cus-
toms and laws” which was based on a special 
study of the traditional way of life of the East-
ern Semirechie Kazakhs and prepared during 
the years 1879-1881, took a business trip along 
the western slopes of the foothills of the Khan-
tau and Jambyl mountains. One result of this 
trip appeared in the autumn of 1887: a detailed 
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map of the western part of the Chu-Ili moun-
tains, the right bank of the Chu valley and the 
southwest Balkhash shoreline with indica-
tion of many site names, remains of irrigation 
channels and medieval towns, supplied with 
descriptions of their characteristics and his 

ndings: “It is hard to say whether these were 
dwelling places or small strongholds, perhaps 
the la er is more exact. Nowadays these are 
mounds of various sizes. […] Their tops are 
densely covered by unglazed ceramic pieces of 
large and small pots (red clay and sandy grey 
clay) with painted starry chains, and a great 
number of human bones. […] In this area, lo-
cal Kyrghiz children keep nding copper coins 
with square holes, remains of bows, arrows, 
spears, copper earrings, beads, pieces of vari-
ous stone articles” [6]. Thus, N. M. Izrastsov 
continued to learn about the monuments in 
the region of the Chu-Ili mountains. But it was 
the topographic measurements of his travel 
companion, land surveyor I. K. Aronov, which 
formed the descriptive basis of all the Sem-
irechie region maps for the next half century.

The next episode in the discovery of Tam-
galy is related to the last decade of the 19th 
century when the western parts of Verny 
uyezd were inundated by a wave of treasure 
hunters causing massive damage to the ancient 
monuments of the Chu-Ili mountains. “When 
did the Kirghiz come here?” – A. N. Krasnov 
writes in 1887. “The majority knows nothing 
about it, they believe they are aborigines of the 
land; well, they contradict themselves because 
they think that all the kurgans and the numer-
ous drawings they see on the walls belong to 
other ethnic groups (according to them, “Ka-
lmyks”) who used to roam here in past times” 
[7]. And further: “The Kirghiz do not know 
anything about the origin of these carvings. 
The carvings are without inscriptions, and 
the saying that they were made on the moun-
tains by Chinese “out of boredom” deserves 
no a ention” [8]. Alienated a itudes towards 
the cultural landscape, formed far beyond 
the memory of the Kazakh nomads and the 
Russian colonisers of Semirechie by the end 
of 19th century, led to indi erence and the ne-
glect of memorials from the distant past, and 
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a readiness to use them in the most merciless 
manner. In contrast, the archaeological explo-
rations in the Chu valley by local enthusiasts 
N. N. Pantusov, A. M. Fetissov and V. F. Po-
yarkov in the second half of the 1880s were 
followed by wide publicity and the necessity 
to submit any occasional ndings to “authori-
ties” who provided substantial compensation 
in exchange. However, such “enlightenment” 
only stimulated the commercial interest of the 
nomadic and sedentary population in archae-
ological monuments and prompted illegal de-
structive excavations [9].

The treasure hunt boom, provoked by exca-
vations of the Nestorian cemetery near Pishpek 
and Tokmak, quickly spread to the adjacent 
territories of the Chu valley and the western 
volosts of the Verny uyezd. The clerk of the 

. 2.      
-  , 1892 .

Fig. 2. Artefacts from plundered kurgans 
of the Chu-Ili Mountains, 1892.
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Otar post station Constantine Zenkov (brother 
of Andrey Zenkov, a famous Verny military 
building engineer) communicated in a private 
le er to N. N. Pantusov in 1892: “Having lived 
in Otar for about four years, each year I have 
to see ancient tombs being dug up by Kirghiz 
of Rgayty, Anrakay, Kastek, Kurday, Kalguty 
and Chu volosts. Is it really impossible to stop 
them from doing this? They nd various gold 
and silver items and utilise them for their own 
needs. […] Currently, from the Uzun-Agash 
station down the Chu River towards Balkhash 
[…] more than 700 tombs lay open. Is there not 
a soul in the whole land who can stop this!” 
[10] In the summer of 1892, by order of the 
oblast’s military governor, a special investi-
gation of unauthorized excavations was con-
ducted by sta -captain of cavalry D. F. Var-
agushin. His report included a visual layout 
of the “part of the Verny uyezd site where ex-
cavations of ancient tombs have taken place” 
[11]. The layout contains route and site refer-
ences where D. F. Varagushin, accompanied 
by two witnesses, had conducted his inquiries. 
Part of the road in the central Chu-Ili Moun-
tains led from Shokpar to the Zheldybe moun-
tains, at the sources of the Zhynkeldy river 
and further on across Sarybastau, by-passing 
the Dolankara mountains from northwest, 
headed to the site of Almaly; from that place 
to the next marked site of Kakpakty the travel-
lers had to follow a section of the route in the 
direct vicinity of Tamgaly. From there, to get 
to Kakpakty, the travellers had to cross the As-
chisu and Serektas rivers, in the close vicinity 
of Tamgaly. We have no mention of D. F. Var-
agushin’s visit to the site. However it is obvi-
ous that the wave of looting had reached even 
this remote location of the Verny uyezd at the 
turn of the 19–20th century. It is not by chance 
that archaeologists regularly noticed traces 
of relatively recent diggings and destructions 
to the tombs when present-day excavations of 
the Tamgaly cemeteries took place.

Soon a er the events described above, 
N. N. Pantusov arranged an archaeological trip 
to the Chu-Ili mountains. In autumn 1897 he 
travelled along the rocky canyon of the Kurty 
River (Kurty Kapshagay) and inspected the Jal-
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paktas site on the southeast edge of the Chu-Ili 
mountains. Along the way the authorized agent 
of the Imperial Archaeological Commission 
in Semirechie oblast witnessed the sad sight 
of fresh robberies: “The whole range of Jalpak-
tas is full of big and small tombs; some of them 
are hardly visible; very many of them were 
dug out by Kirghiz; they searched for trophies. 
I have myself looked into tombs dug out by 
hoe; there was nothing. The tombs were walled 
with huge perpendicular slabs” [12]. Thus, the 
honour of discovery and rst inspection of 
the Bronze Age burial grounds in the Chu-Ili 
mountains is owed to N. N. Pantusov. Not far 
from Jalpaktas, he also found rock images, and 
his photo is likely the rst photography in his-
tory showing petroglyphs of the Chu-Ili Moun-
tains. Then, limiting himself to inspection of 
ancient kurgans and rock images in the sites of 
Utegen, Kazybek, and Serektas, located to east 
from Tamgaly, N. N. Pantusov ended his trip 
and returned to Verny.

Soon participants of another scienti c expe-
dition followed a route which led them directly 
to the discovery of Tamgaly. From April to June 
1909, a well known amateur naturalist, secre-
tary of the Semirechie oblast Statistical Commit-
tee V. . Nedzvetsky, headed a small group on 
a trip for “geographical and natural historical 
exploration of the mountain range between the 
Kopa river valley and the lower Ili river valley” 

. 3.      
-  , 1897 .

Fig. 3. One of the earliest photos of petroglyphs 
of the Chu-Ili Mountains, 1897.
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[13]. Starting from “the Jynghildy station of the 
planned Turkestan-Semirechie railway line” 
from the low reaches of the Uzunkargaly river, 
V. . Nedzvetsky and his company “followed 
the Djota-zhol nomadic route, rst ascending 
the foothills (which descend eastward to the 
river Kurty) […] of the Chu-Ili tectonic mas-
sif.” Inspection of ora and fauna had already 
begun at the Jalpak-tas site, but then, “upon 
descending the Utegen river valley to the My-
unkum sands, we went along the edge of the 
desert to the north, to the lower reaches of the 
Aschi-Su river, and upstream to the heights of 
Chom-kalgan, and in the evening of 28 April 
we got back to our camp and transferred to […] 
the Tyube-tyube site at the southern slope of 

. 4. . .            
  -   . , 1897 .

Fig. 4. N. Pantusov with elders and a guide at a rock with petroglyphs, near the well Tanbaly-kudyk, Jalpaktas site, 1897.
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the rocky range Siyrek-Tas. […] On 29 April, 
the whole group came out to the Kopa river 
valley along the Kara-kuduk sai gorge in the 
Almaly rocky hills and camped overnight at 
the Botpay volost administrator’s place […]”. 
In this part of his search route, on the way from 
Aschisu sources towards the Shomkalga site, 
V. . Nedzvetsky could hardly fail to miss the 
picturesque gorge of Tamgaly. But the bota-
nist’s accounts have no mention of ancient 
monuments or historical places of the Chu-Ili 
mountains, which undoubtedly would have 
appeared to the travellers!

They continued north again from the Do-
lankara site to the southwest edge of the 
Anyrakay mountains in the Akdala valley, 

. 5.  ,  . .     
 .     . , 1897 . 

Fig. 5. Stone gures found by N. Pantusov in a plundered kurgan of the Taskotan site, on the le  bank of Kurty river, 1897. 
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where they set up their base camp. Radiating 
from this point, and accompanied by the stu-
dent-practitioner from the Kazan University 
I.  P.  Lyutik (who “has kindly assisted me in 
making herbaria”), V. . Nedzvetsky’s inspec-
tions covered the western slopes of the An-
yrakay mountains [14]. There, for the rst time 
they found a relict plant, endemic to the cen-
tral Chu-Ili mountains, named ”Nedzvetskiya 
Semirechenskaya” [15]. Another important re-
sult of this expedition was the exact location 
of many geographic phenomena and also the 
correction of local names: “[…] the start of our 
trip supplied us with quite interesting mate-
rial, indicating the necessity to make signi -
cant corrections in the available maps of the 
northwest Verny uyezd. […]. Amendments 
and corrected transcriptions are required for 
a whole range of mapped locations […]” [16]. 
These data soon proved to be very useful. 

From 1909 to 1911 works conducted by 
P.  P. Rumyantsev, economist and head of Sta-
tistics at the Migration authority were dedi-
cated “to study the native and old Russian 
residents’ economies and land use in the Sem-
irechie oblast”. His employees had collected 
and systematized a volume of data on the ob-
last’s nomadic economy and the history of the 
Semirechie colonization. The inspection of the 
Verny uyezd was conducted from May to Sep-
tember 1911. One of the outcomes of the collec-
tive work was the creation of the Verny uyezd 
map “on the basis of all existing materials col-
lected by military topographers, land delimi-
tation o cials from the Migration authority 
and the Oblast Council. […] Territories in use 
by some Kirghiz tribes, which were identi-

ed by statisticians, were physically surveyed 
by topographers of the statistical groups and 
measured on maps by planimeter. [...] In any 
case, the result is the most precise and com-
plete map of the Verny uyezd so far” [17]. It is 
this 1911 map that for the rst time indicated 
the toponym “the Tamgaly-sai ravine” as well 
as the names of some other sites in the vicin-
ity (Uigentas and Kogalybastau in the moun-
tains of Aschisu, Koyandysai, Derbensai, the 
Tyube-tyube low hill and other) with their 
outlines being quite exactly indicated. How-
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. 6.   , 1911 .
Fig. 6. The map of the Verny uyezd, 1911
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ever, the route of P. P. Rumyantsev and his 
topographer P. P. Brazhnik’s expedition went 
through the Chu-Ili mountains from Kuljabasy 
and Matybulak across the Karoi valley to the 
western spurs of Anyrakay, where the disput-
ed Kazakh lands of Low-Ili and Botpay volosts 
were measured [18]; further to the Balkhash 
sands along the Aksyuek valley, which is sig-
ni cantly westward from the Tamgaly-sai. 
It means that such detailed information on the 
site’s location had been borrowed from other 
reliable sources: most probably data gathered 
by V. . Nedzvetsky who was the rst natural 
scientist to visit the Tamgaly valley.

According to P. P. Rumyantsev, at the be-
ginning of the 20th century the area of the 
Tamgaly-sai belonged to the segregated land 
use community no.185 of the Botpay volost, 
which united the economies of the Elder 
Zhuz Kazakhs of the Dulat tribe; the Botpay 
clan and the Karacha and Samen groups [19]. 
Their winter camps were located here, ruins 
of which have survived until today. Tamgaly 
was part of a range of frontier economic terri-
tories of the volost, predominantly populated 
by Dulats, and many winter camps in the vi-
cinity of the rock engravings show tamghas 
(“tanba”), signs of tribal property: “A prin-
ciple of “mine” and “yours” (more correctly, 
“my clan” vs. “a foreign clan”) was recog-
nized only in relation to the winter camps, 
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Fig. 7. Image of Kazakh tamga (on the le ), 
XIX – beginning XX c.
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not to the pastures” [20]. Three winter camps 
along the eastern boundaries of the Tamgaly-
sai are indicated on the 1911 map, supplied 
with the names of their owners: Bimambet, 
Tolumbet and Smahil. The Tolumbet winter 
camp is marked at the mouth of the Tamgaly 
valley in direct vicinity to the canyon with the 
main concentration of petroglyphs. In fact, it 
may even have been located at the petroglyph 
Group IV hill (according to the present classi-

cation), since the foothills show the remains 
of stone dwellings with Dulat’s tamgha en-
graved above. Altogether more than 10 sta-
tionary winter camps from the end of the 19th 
to the beginning of the 20th century have been 
registered in the Tamgaly area. Their inhabit-
ants belonged to villages of the Botpay volost 
(the Anrakay volost until 1891), the Verny 
uyezd [21].

The Russian Revolution, the Civil War and 
the following decades had li le e ect on the 
cultural landscape of Tamgaly. Rare coins and 
early Soviet porcelain on previous winter camp 
sites indicate the survival of the inhabitants’ 
traditional way of life up to end of the 1920s. 
But the forceful sedentarization of Kazakhs in 
1930-1933 and the collectivization of individu-
al stock-raising economies had actually caused 
deserti cation of the Tamgaly area as well as 
of the whole central part of the Chu-Ili moun-
tains. The forced permanent se ling of nomads 
in reserves in order to create “kolkhozes”, col-
lective farms, led to massive mortality of ca le, 
deportations of “kulak and bai” families, ee-
ing to China, starvation and political repres-
sion accounting for the loss of more than one 
third of the Kazakh population in the oblast 
[22]. All these dramatic events were indirectly 
re ected in the Tamgaly landscape which un-
derwent a sudden desolation during the years 
of “the Great Turn”. Decades later, oral stories 
circulated about a batyr (a hero) who allegedly 
had shot a military reconnaissance plane with 
a “myltyk” (gun) standing on a canyon rock, 
and about stubborn resistance to the ruthless 
collectivization. According to old residents, 
the name given to the nearby site “Banditsai” 
points to a squadron of “basmaches” who 
used to hide there. 
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Life gradually revived in the Tamgaly area 
a er the Second World War with a wave of state 
campaigns promoting stock-raising and land 
development and the new demographic poli-
cies of the time. Two or three ca le-breeding 
winter camps emerged in the area of the site, 
but even their chosen location, wide open to 
all winds, along the rough canyon road and 
on the site of Bronze Age kurgans and tombs, 
bears witness to a di erent economic approach 
and a deep cultural divergence from the tra-
ditional way of life. The working population 
of the Tamgaly area now consisted of newly 
arrived descendants of the Dulat and Shapy-
rashty, now in the minority; their ancestors 
were driven to ight against their own will in 
the 1930s. Born in China, descendants of East-
ern Semirechie Kazakhs (Alban, Naiman) emi-
grated during the years of collectivization, and 
returning a er 1959 were now dominant here. 
Eventually, the establishment of the sovkhoz 
“Roslavl” a racted many Russian and Ukra-
nian migrants to work on “tselina”. They be-
came part of the new population, and devel-
oped the mountainous and steppe ranges of 
the Chu-Ili watershed. In 1954, at the foothill 
plain southward from Tamgaly near the Ka-
rakudyk source, a eld camp of the sovkhoz’s 
grain-producing department and the rst bar-
racks of a new Karabastau village emerged. 
Familiarization of new se lers with Tamgaly 
was marked on canyon rocks by modern in-
scriptions and autographs engraved over the 
petroglyphs, the earliest of which date to the 
period 1956–1962; ne of the names is Bolat 
Sakiev, one of few old residents of Karabastau, 
an ex-manager of the sovkhoz department. 
The aksakal (“the white beard”, an elder and 
honorable man) remembered many scienti c 
expeditions to Tamgaly. The rst archaeologi-
cal expedition of 1957, however, is known only 
from the diary records and photographs of its 
participants and the personal accounts of the 
expedition leader, . G. Maksimova.

     Pre-history of the Tamgaly site discovery
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Earliest explorers

. 8. . . . 1940-  .
Fig. 8. A. G. Maksimova. 1940s.

. 9.   . .   . 1950-  .
Fig. 9. A.G. Maksimova and her archaeological team resting. 1950s.

Autumn 1957. It was the end of the 
eld season. The Semirechie team of the 

South Kazakhstan archaeological expedition 
of the Kazakh Soviet Academy of Science 
was in a hurry to complete their exploration 
route along the western slopes of the Chu-Ili 
mountains, on virgin lands of young sovkhoz-
es before the rainy season. The district was 
poorly known, and the archaeologists were 
hoping for discoveries. Moving from gorge 
to gorge on a truck covered by canvas, they 
inspected new places, mapped ancient bur-
ial grounds and excavated kurgans. Having 
set up camp near the Karakuduk well, in 
the foothill valley, with the recently erected 
barracks of the new se lers in Karabastau 
village, the expedition members inspected 
their surroundings.

The small team headed by A. G. Maksi-
mova included fellow scientist . . Oraz-
baev, lab assistant . . Charikov, painter 

. . Gryaznov, photographer . . Pop-
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ov and several seasonal workers. Among 
them were two sisters, recent prisoners of 
KARLAG: forgiven “family members of an 
enemy of the nation”*. With their sick moth-
er to be taken care of, jobless and reduced 
to a bare subsistence (any social welfare 
clerk, a er seeing their application papers, 
would not even try to nd excuses to refuse 
them). They were thankful to Anna Geor-
gievna who took the risk of recruiting them 
as diggers for the archaeological team. This 
brave lady was reminded of her own hard 
days at the time of her studies at the Nizhniy 
Tagil Pedagogical Vocational School. When 
the district commi ee considered her appli-
cation to the Komsomol in 1938, its members 
demanded that she denounce her railway-
man father who had been arrested in 1937 
on trumped-up charges. She rmly refused. 
Despite this, when her father returned home 
ten years a er his arrest, his daughter had 
successfully graduated from the University 
of Moscow and arrived in Almaty at the end 
of 1946 with an invitation to work for the 
newly established Institute of History, Ar-
chaeology and Ethnography at the Kazakh 
SSR Academy of Science. 

By the Semirechie team’s 1957 expedition, 
she had acquired sound eldwork experience 
in Eastern (1947–1955) and Central (1952) 
Kazakhstan and was leading the Semirechie 
team of South Kazakhstan Archaeological Ex-
pedition for the second year. She was skilled 
in “trial trenching”, having inspected large 
numbers of early nomadic kurgans, Bronze 
Age burials, and the se lements of Kanai 
and Trushnikovo in the Irtysh region [1]. 
Moreover, in 1951, she had prepared an ar-
chaeological map of the Eastern Kazakhstan 
oblast and was one of the key authors of the 
“Archaeological map of Kazakhstan,” which 
was issued in 1960 [2]. Work on a monumen-
tal new edition drove the Semirechie team 
along the li le known piedmonts of the Chu-
Ili mountains. She is able to apply her scien-

* References in the text are based on A. G. Mak-
simova’s recollections, adapted in 2001 by the au-
thor.
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. 10. . .  ( )       I.
Fig. 10. A.G. Maksimova (right) conducting a tour of Karauduk I for agricultural laborers.

ti c interest in Bronze Age monuments and 
her knowledge as a researcher, obtained in 
the east of the country, to Semirechie. Scru-
tinizing the unknown landscape for familiar 
signs of Bronze Age burials, she continued to 
excavate new monuments. 

Not far from the Karakuduk well, at the 
edge of the virgin country village, small kur-
gans, each with a stone enclosure in the centre, 
caught her eye. They looked like Andronovo 
tombs of Eastern Kazakhstan, though with 
their own distinctive features. On 7 Septem-
ber the group started to excavate a kurgan 
with a cairn and two enclosures. According 

. 11.  I,   1.
Fig. 11. Karauduk I, kurgan  1.
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to the adopted rules, all kurgans was enumer-
ated, and the burial ground was n med: Kara-
kuduk I. It was soon established that the enclo-
sures contained tombs of undisturbed Muslim 
burials with no artefacts. The grave of kurgan 
no.1 was, however, found completely robbed 
with only a few remaining items deserving at-
tention, among which were metallic pins and 
a stone pendulum. The group decided to con-
tinue the search. Two days later and 3 km 
northward, excavations of another kurgan 
burial ground were initiated, named Kara-
kuduk II – a chain of stone kurgans. Tomb out-
lines similar to Bronze Age stone boxes cov-
ered with slabs were seen on the kurgan tops. 
Three kurgans were found completely robbed; 
but a group of more ancient tombs were no-
ticed nearby: “[…] stones placed on their edges 
were almost hidden and half-overgrown. […] 
In order to check, a trial trench was dug on one 
of them; it appeared to be a child’s tomb of the 
Bronze Age” [3]. Gradually extending the trial 
trench, the whole burial ground was revealed, 
consisting of four stone box burials, more than 
20 children’s tombs, and in addition, symbolic 
burials (cenotaphs) in small stone boxes. Giv-
en such an explicit predominance of children’s 
tombs, the researchers have guessed a nearby 
location of some adults’ graves. Therefore, the 
main trial trench of Karakuduk II was indicat-
ed with the le er “D” for children (“dieti” in 
Russian). A group located 30 m to the east was 
also chosen for future excavation and indicat-
ed with the le er “V” to mark burials of adults 

. 13. -   .
Fig. 13. Local workers visiting the excavation.

. 12.   . . .
Fig. 12. Young member of A. G. Maksimova’s team.
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. 14.    10   II.
Fig. 14. Excavation of kurgan No. 10 of Karauduk II.

. 15.   « »   II.
Fig. 15. Excavated cemetery “D” of Karauduk II.

(“vzrostlie” in Russian). . G. Maksimov  as-
signed . . Charikov (who had done eld 
documentations with . . Gryaznov) and 

. . Orazbaev the task of carrying out the ex-
cavations of kurgans and “children’s” graves; 
she herself continued work at the Karakuduk 
well.

The September sun warmed the stones on 
the mountain slopes where vegetation had 
withered during the summer, and the hot 
wind, li ing the dust of centuries, blew over 
the weather-beaten faces of the eld workers. 
Nineteen September, 1957 was the third day of 
intense excavations of the Bronze Age burials: 
the trial trench was complete, with the chil-
dren’s graves almost fully exposed. By com-
bining e orts, the team members helped each 
other to remove the soil that had accumulated 
around the trial trench. The photographer, 
however, is a privileged person in an excava-
tion team; his work schedule completely di ers 
from that of the others. Waiting for the mid-
day sun to reach Karakuduk at the right angle, 

. . Popov with his “Moskva” hanging from 
his neck, strolled over to a nearby gorge, which 
was shining with lacquer black rocks. Several 
hundred steps from the mouth of the gorge, 
he was stunned by the view of a multitude 
of splendid drawings, engraved on wide stony 
canvases. Glancing over the drawings, he hur-
ried back, almost breaking into a run, to share 
the wonder, already at some distance pointing 
to the gorge. The same day, . G. Maksimova 
recorded in her eld diary the moment of dis-
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covery of “Tamgaly” – the name of the pictur-
esque gorge [4].

The next day, the team members had 
planned to take a day o  and indeed, the ex-
posed ground of Karakuduk were le  behind. 
However, . G. Maksimova and . . Pop-
ov dedicated the day to studying the petro-
glyphs. Many years later, Anna Georghievna 
would always start recollections of her rst 
visit to Tamgaly by mentioning that local peo-
ple venerated the gorge, and that a shepherd 
boy they met on the way to the central canyon 
bluntly refused to guide the archaeologists 
there, repeating: “Don’t go there, it is where 
the devil lives!” There was a well-beaten dirt 
road cu ing through the gorge, and the petro-
glyphic rocks were easy to access. However, 
the pioneers deserve due credit: they inspect-
ed the canyon rocks in detail and documented 
the majority of the multitude of petroglyphs. 

. G. Maksimova insisted that photos were to 
be made with a 25cm scale and numbered con-
secutively, and, in order to avoid duplications, 
surfaces photographed by . . Popov were 

. 16.        IV ( ). 20  1957 .
Fig. 16.View of Tamgaly valley from Group IV (le ), 20 September, 1957.
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marked with chalk. In coming across such 
a signi cant rock art monument for the rst 
time, the researchers did an exceptional and 
professional job, which present day research-
ers are grateful for. They could have hardly 
imagined that a er thirty years some of the 
unique petroglyphs of Tamgaly would exist 
only on . . Popov’s photographs, or that 
his documentation would become a guiding 
star for future archaeologists when searching 
for the fragments of lost compositions or re-
constructing the initial outline of the ancient 
sanctuary.

During their rst excursion, the research-
ers familiarised themselves with the orienta-
tion and main compositions of the Tamgaly 
gallery. Guided by their rst impressions 
of the monuments’ dimensions and sig-
ni cance, they planned the next day’s route 
and schedule to get the best light for taking 
photos. Consistent numbering of the photo-
graphed petroglyphs shows us the path the 
pioneers took. Documentation began with 
images located deep within the canyon, at the 
top of the Group IV hill with the glorious 
panel of “the sun-headed deities”, was cor-
rectly assessed as the main place of interest 
in Tamgaly. Nevertheless, . G. Maksimov  
was reserved in her descriptions as was the 
mode of the epoch: “Images of dressed peo-
ple, from the head hair is rendered reaching 
out like rays in all directions” [5]. 

. 17.     « ».
Fig. 17. Le  side of the panel with “sun-headed deities”.

. 18.      V.
Fig. 18. Now lost petroglyphs from Group V.
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Having made several panoramic photos of 
the canyon, they moved on to Group V and re-
corded in detail a large series of compositions. 
Their survey continued to a short and slightly 
elevated valley adjoining the canyon, starting 
from the two large boulders (previously one) 
on the slope, and making one composition 
of various animals (Group III, fragment 4). 
Moving from one image to another, systemati-
cally numbering the photos, . G. Maksimova 
and . . Popov reached the canyon’s mouth 
and nished the work at Group II, which was 
brightly lit until the last moment before sunset 
creating striking e ects on the rock engrav-
ings. The secret of A.A. Popov’s pictures is 
that he followed the sun’s motion in this man-
ner; and these images are still unsurpassed by 
later artists and photographers documenting 
the petroglyphs.

The discovery of the Tamgaly petroglyphs 
also led to the discovery of the largest concen-
tration of ancient burial grounds in the district, 

. 19.  4 (  )   III.
Fig. 19. Right stone from fragment 4, Group III.
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in the foothill valley north of the canyon. But 
before these could be further investigated, the 
researchers had to nalise the Karakuduk II 
excavations and move the base camp closer to 
the gorge. On 21 September, A. G. Maksimov  
terminated the works at Karakuduk I and 
relocated the team to the Bronze Age burial 
ground as well as the neighbouring site “V” 
for excavation work. The presupposition that 
these were adult burials proved to be wrong: 
three ring enclosures appeared to be sacri cial 
and relating to the nearby chain of Early Iron 
Age kurgans. Dumped together with other 
stones from the enclosures was an overturned 
“deer stone” made of sandstone was over-
looked during the 1957 excavations but dis-
covered in 1991. [6] 

A new camp was set up on 25 September, 
at the con uence of the Tamgaly and Ash-
isu streams. From this base, excavations took 
place at the Bronze Age burial ground and 
the kurgans located in the foothills opposite 
Tamgaly gorge. In a valley between the hills 
and the mouth of the gorge, they found a kur-
gan with a double burial; and another three 
were excavated on the le  shore of the Tam-
galy stream. Unfortunately, the majority of the 
burials were either non-inventory or heavily 
disturbed by robbers. What they found was 
only “a bronze artefact in the shape of a dis-
ta ” from kurgan no.6 and three whole ves-
sels of various shapes from a robbed tomb [7]. 
Another day, 2 October, was dedicated to ad-

. 21. C     6 . .
Fig. 21. Po ery from barrow No. 6, Tamgaly.

. 20.    .
Fig. 20. Burial grounds near Tamgaly canyon.
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ditional inspection of petroglyphs in two short 
gorges north of the canyon and to photograph-
ing the Tamgaly Group I images. A remark-
able scene with two fantastic anthropomorphs 
was found here, later named “the disguised”. 
The stone with the images was taken to Alma-
Ata (changed to Almaty a er independence) 
where it was later exhibited in the Archaeo-
logical museum. Altogether about two hun-
dred photos of petroglyphs were taken by the 
earliest Tamgaly explorers.

The nal e ort of the Semirechie team was 
to excavate the kurgan with “moustaches”* 
near Tamgaly gorge and ve other kurgans 
at the Karakuduk III burial ground, located 
at the foothills southwest of the “children’s” 
Bronze Age burial ground. In addition, 

. G. Maksimov  and . . Popov visited the 
untitled gorge near Karakuduk III, where they 
found an Early Iron Age camp site and photo-
graphed several surrounding petroglyph pan-
els. The excavations were nalized by 5 Octo-
ber, and the team headed home. 

A. G. Maksimova keeps a photo from 
these rst days researching Tamgaly in her 
personal archive: an excursion soon a er the 

*  A type of kurgan, typical of the steppe region, consist-
ing of a barrow from which two lines of curving stones 
(“moustaches”) lead towards the east.

. 22. ,     1957 .
Fig. 22. Stone removed from Tamgaly in 1957.
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discovery to get be er acquainted with the 
monument by . P. Gryaznov, Ye. I. Agheeva 
and other archaeologists. According to Mak-
simova, Mikhail Petrovich Gryaznov, im-
pressed by the Tamgaly petroglyphs, insisted 
that an immediate report should be submit-
ted on ‘the most outstanding discovery in 
the south of Kazakhstan’. As early as 1958, 
the rst scienti c publication was issued in 
which . G. Maksimov  describes the location 
of the petroglyphs, suggests their dating and 
gives a preliminary evaluation of the monu-
ment: “Such a concentration of images in the 
Tamgaly gorge is not incidental […] it was 
a place for some sort of festivities, veneration 
of their totems. Moreover, until recently, the 
gorge was venerated by local people (Kaza-
khs). The branches of bushes in the gorge are 
still hung with cut pieces of rag, and di erent 
tamghas and prayer inscriptions are seen on 
slabs” [8]. A small article in the “Herald of the 
Kazakh SSR Academy of Science” was ac-
companied by forty high-quality photographs 
of petroglyphs, demonstrating the exceptional 
nature of the new monument. 

Tamgaly gorge was the rst large petro-
glyph site to become known in Kazakhstan, 
and it remains unsurpassed for the richness 
of both its repertory and its artistic quality. 
In the late 1950’s, professional studies of the 
rock art monuments of Central Asia and Ka-
zakhstan were nascent. The science of archae-
ology was still dominated by a sceptical pro-
fessional view that rough rock images were 
more di cult to date and to convincingly 
interpret than other types of monuments 
[9]. The search for and descriptions of petro-
glyphs, like in the 19th century, was usually 
something amateur historians interested in 
local lore and specialists in other sciences 
(geology, biology, philology) were concerned 
with. Their approach to the ancient art was 
a ected by personal interest rather than sci-
enti c study [10]. As such, at the time, the 
number of known petroglyph sites was small. 
The classi cation of the fabulous Tamgaly 
engravings required . G. Maksimova to use 
techniques developed by . N. Bernshtam 
and . D. Grach for the remote monuments 

. 23. « »  [  1958].
Fig. 23. “Sun-headed deities” of Tamgaly 

[Maksimova, 1958]
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of Ferghana and Tuva [11]. Maksimova is 
credited with the designation of “Pre-Saka 
time” petroglyphs. She implicitly assigned 
them to the Bronze Age on the basis of their 
similarity to the geometrical style of Saim-
aly-Tash images (in Kyrgyzstan) and to the 
styles of petroglyphs unearthed in excava-
tions of the 2nd millennium BC burial ground 
in the vicinity of Tamgaly gorge. In this way, 
the rst general chronology of Kazakhstan’s 
rock art was developed, including represen-
tations of Bronze and Early Iron Ages (2nd–1st 
millennium BC), Medieval (Turkic, 6–8th cen-
tury) and recent times (“various tamghas 
and prayer inscriptions”). Since then, this 
periodisation has been elaborated on but it 
still serves as a pivot for researchers of Kaza-
khstan’s petroglyphs.

In describing the Tamgaly rock images, 
.G. Maksimov  noted a variety of other 

monuments located around the gorge. The 
most important among them was Karakuduk 
II, the rst Bronze Age burial tombs studied 
in Semirechie. She dedicated an article to 
Karakuduk II in 1961 a er having defended 
her dissertation “Eastern Kazakhstan in the 

. 24.   .  . . .
Fig. 24. Plaque with a loop. O. M. Gryaznov.
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Bronze Age” and published “The Archaeo-
logical Map of Kazakhstan”, the result of 
several years of joint work by a large team of 
archaeologists [12]. 

Comparing the data published in the 1961 
article with the 1957 eld documentation (di-
aries of . G. Maksimova and . . Charikov 
and photographs by . . Popov as well 
as layouts of burial grounds and excavated 
sites with drawings of ndings, thoroughly 
executed by . . Gryaznov) reveals a series 
of signi cant discrepancies. Firstly, sketches 
of Karakuduk ceramics are volumetric but 
not scaled, obviously based on drawings by 

. . Gryaznov. Secondly, the ndings from 
grave box no.1 are represented just one vessel, 
and eld drawings of a bronze earring and a 
shell are absent from the illustrations. Finally, 
in the article the main age-determining arte-
fact from grave box no. 29  the bronze plate 
3.4 cm in diameter with a loop on the reverse 

 is presented without scaling or indication of 
its true size. Moreover, it is called “a mirror 
with looped handle in the middle”, although 
it has li le similarity to the artefact drawn in 
situ by . . Gryaznov. In addition, referenc-
es to famous “analogues” of the time misled 
many specialists, and later summary editions 
and publications always place the Karakuduk 
plate among mirrors with a looped handle; 
but in reality it has no connection with this 
rare class of Late Bronze Age artefacts of Ka-
zakhstan and Central Asia. It is thus possible 
to conclude that by the time Maksimova had 

nished the article, some artefacts from the 
excavations of the Karakuduk burials were 
either lost or due to unknown circumstances 
inaccessible to her.

The last time A. G. Maksimov  prepared 
Semirechie material for publication was 
in an article in 1968, dedicated to the Medi-
eval Moslem graves from the Karakuduk I 
burial ground. Having noted in the anthro-
pological study that the human remains were 
a ributed to the Mongoloid and Caucasian 
types, she dated these non-inventory tombs 
to the 14–15th century AD and substantiated 
this with the establishment of Islam among 
Kazakhstan’s nomads during the post-Mon-

. 25. . .  (1934-1980).
Fig. 25. Alan G. Medoev (1934-1980).
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gol period [13]. The results from other ex-
cavations of kurgans in the burial grounds 
of Karakuduk I-III and Tamgaly were brie y 
mentioned in Maksimova’s articles accom-
panying “the Archaeological map of Kaza-
khstan” [14], but their complete publication 
was not realized.

It seemed as if these publications would 
open the way for further studies of Tamgaly. 
However, this did not happen for another two 
decades. The second “discovery” of Tamgaly 
took place in the 1970s and is connected with 
archaeologist lexey Nikolaevich Mariashev 
and geologist lan Georgievich Medoev. Both 
researchers approached Tamgaly a er hav-
ing studied petroglyphs elsewhere: in Sary-
Arka, Mangyshlak and South Kazakhstan, re-
spectively. Independently of each other, they 
made signi cant contributions to the study 
of the site.

Thanks to the unquenchable enthusiasm 
of A. N. Mariashev, who continued the re-
search at Tamgaly in 1970, large numbers of 
new petroglyph concentrations with many 
valuable images and compositions were dis-
covered on rocks in the main canyon and many 
new aggregates in the periphery of the gorge. 
Familiarisation with Tamgaly petroglyphs 

. 26. . . . 1960-  .
Fig. 26. Aleksei N. Mariashev. 1960s.
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was useful for developing the typology and 
dating of Karatau rock art [15], and vice versa 
A. N. Mariashev drew on his experience docu-
menting monuments in South Kazakhstan for 
this work at Tamgaly. Under his supervision, 
the “KazRestavrazia” group of the Scienti c 
Research Project Laboratory at the Kazakh 
SSR Ministry of Culture, including archaeolo-
gists A. S. Yermolaeva and Yu. A. Motov, con-
ducted a search for petroglyphs in 1977–1978 
“in the neighbourhood of Tamgaly localities. 
It has been established that petroglyphs stretch 
over 10-12 km to the north-west of Tamgaly 
and that they are absent in places with no con-
venient black slabs. The work included count-
ing and listing the images, recording and pho-

. 27.       . 1978 .
Fig. 27. Schematic map of Tamgaly petroglyph concentrations. 1978.
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tographing them, and drawing the layout of 
gorges with petroglyph concentrations” [16]. 
In 1977, A. G. Maksimova participated as an 
invited consultant in the inspection of a robbed 
barrow at the Tamgaly burial sites.

This special study of Tamgaly, signi cantly 
changed the understanding of the spatial ar-
rangement and dimensions of the monument, 
previously solely associated with the unique 
canyon’s gallery of petroglyphs. From this 
moment on, the term Tamgaly site is applied 
rather than Tamgaly gorge. The site is de-
scribed as having a clearly distinguished cen-
tre “with petroglyphs of the Bronze Age sanc-
tuary”, and a peripheral part, where “gorges 
along the main valley and in small short sais, 
and on the top of hills” images were encoun-
tered, “by content and style not relating to the 
cultural tradition of the petroglyphs within 
the sanctuary” [17]. The researchers noted 
that ancient engravings prevail in the canyon 
while those from the Early Iron Age and the 
Medieval period dominate in remote site ar-
eas, on the slopes of the nearby small gorges.

Employing Maksimova’s periodisation 
method, A. N. Mariashev and co-authors de-
veloped the reasoning behind the dating of the 
petroglyphs of the Bronze Age, the Early Iron 
Age and the Medieval Age in several articles. 
They based dating on analysis of realistic fea-
tures: chariots, war out t, weapons, and slabs 
with images that had been found in excavat-
ed tombs at the cemeteries Karakuduk II and 
Tamgaly III [18]. Based on a series of medieval 
engravings in Tamgaly, the special features 

. 28.       II ( )  .
Fig. 28. Stones with petroglyphs from burials at Karakuduk II (le ) and Tamgaly.
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of the Turkic period rock art in Kazakhstan 
including comprehensively described for the 

rst time [19]. Being familiar with a wide 
range of monuments in Semirechie, South Ka-
zakhstan and Central Asia (Saimaly-Tash, Kyr-
gyzstan; Sarmishsai, Uzbekistan), A. N. Mari-
ashev recognized that the originality of the 
Bronze Age petroglyphs of Tamgaly were 
“demonstrated through their abundance of 
cultic scenery and the high-quality execu-
tion of the ancient artists”. He also noted that 
they “interrelate in many ways with similar 
petroglyphs from other neighbouring regions, 
together constituting one Central-Asia–Kaza-
khstan rock art area” [20].

During the 1970s, researchers paid sig-
ni cant a ention to the question of seman-
tic interpretations of the ancient images of 
Tamgaly. Out of the richness of the Bronze 
Age petroglyphs, A. N. Mariashev selected 
a series of images with a “cultic” character, 
such as unusual appearance and fanciful 
features, or supporting allusions to a repre-
sentation of some kinds of ritual activities. 
He was the rst to apply information from 
Indo-Iranian mythology and ethnography, 
and the folklore of Iran and other nations in 
order to interpret the petroglyphs’ content. 

. 29.   « » [   . 1985].
Fig. 29. Chariot with “bulls” [Maksimova at al. 1985].
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Some of these images acquired their own 
names, loaded with semantic interpretation, 
such as “sun-headed deities”, “the masked”, 
“bifocal sign” and so on. Assuming the 
petroglyphs had an obvious religious-myth-
ological content, the researcher concluded 
that “these images are connected to a sanc-
tuary which functioned in Bronze Age Tam-
galy […], with a naturally established altar 
of large rock blocks” [21]. Veneration of the 
place by the present local population was 
again ascertained and taken as indirect evi-
dence of the ancient tradition: “It is hardly 
occasional that right up until today, white 

. 30.   . 1998 .
Fig. 30. Full composition with chariot. 1998.].
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ribbons constantly appear on bushes in 
Tamgaly gorge“[22]. However, the Buddhist 
(Oyrat) prayer inscription on rocks within 
the same “sanctuary” is not mentioned in 
this connection, nor did other images and 
inscriptions from later times catch the re-
searcher’s a ention.

Based on his work on Karatau petro-
glyphs in the 1970s, A. N. Mariashev cre-
ated the rst compilation of the Tamgaly 
site, including a layout of the investigated 
petroglyph locations and an index of the im-
ages. Of the 1,347 panels described, 320 were 
on canyon rocks with more than 2,000 imag-
es [23]. The canyon petroglyphs, concentrat-
ed on exposed sandstone along the east and 
west sides of the gorge, were divided into 

ve groups (I-V); the additional groups VI 
and VII were located in the upper part of the 
valley. Other aggregates were indicated by 
a number of short eroded valleys and single 
hills topped with obo (small piles of stones 
or cairns), constructed by shepherds to mark 
pasture borders. Unfortunately, the monu-
ments in Tamgaly were mapped without the 
use of large-scale topographic maps, since 
maps of that kind were almost entirely in-
accessible at the time. Instead, the site lay-
out was based on visual observations, and 
is therefore extremely sketchy. In addition, 
the petroglyph locations published later lack 
legends for peripheral locations [24]. This 
meant that the documentation was actual-
ly of no use for subsequent studies. Petro-
glyphs listed without panorama positioning 
or location schemes with numbered panels 
were also inapplicable as sources. 

In 1985, the rst book on Tamgaly ap-
peared in print, summarising the 25 years of 
research of the site. Along with new research 
material, it contains 65 of A. . Popov’s old 
photographs of the canyon and petroglyphs, 
including those which were removed from 
Tamgaly in the 1970s or were broken; for in-
stance, the composition with the “sun-head-
ed deity” of Group II [25]. The unique 1957 
photos remain a superb source. Their unsur-
passed quality is particularly evident when 
compared with the colour photos and black-

. 31.     « ».
Fig. 31. Panel with “sun-headed deities” (le  side).
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and-white petroglyph tracings presented in 
the book, also because the la er show many 
obvious inaccuracies. The remarkable panel 
with “the sun-headed deities” was arti cially 
divided into two compositionally independ-
ent parts, and only its description allowed its 
organic unity to be guessed [26]. Nevertheless, 
the publication of the book played an impor-
tant role in a racting the a ention of national 
and international specialists to future research 
of Tamgaly.

An important practical result of the 
work of A. N. Mariashev and his colleagues 
in 1977–1978 was the preparation of documen-
tation (passport) of some monuments in order 
to organise state protection. In 1982, petro-
glyphs of Group I-VI, the Buddhist inscrip-
tion at Group IV and the Tamgaly I-III cem-
eteries were entered into “The State Register 
of historical and cultural monuments of the 
Kazakh SSR” [27]. A year later, information 
plates signifying protection were placed in the 
gorge. Unfortunately, protection zone bound-
aries had not been de ned, and as objects of 
local value, the monuments’ protection was 
entrusted to district local authorities, which 
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. 32.     « » [   . 1985].
Fig. 32. Panel with “sun-headed deities” (right side) [Maksimova et al 1985].
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resulted in only nominal protection. The tran-
sit road though the gorge was still in frequent 
use, and new inscriptions were still appearing 
on the canyon rocks, nevertheless, preserva-
tion of this outstanding rock art had begun.

A special place in the history of Tamgaly 
studies belongs to . G. Medoev. In 1975, 
under his guidance, the rst geological–geo-
morphological survey of the gorge was car-
ried out, and geologist B. Zh. Aubekerov 
compiled the rst geo-morphological map. 
The aims of the geological mission did not 
include search and documentation of petro-
glyphs, but amateur photos by the team 
members demonstrate the great scienti c in-
terest the team had in the monuments.

Son of a famous geologist and himself a 
professional geologist and a highly educated 
intellectual, A. G. Medoev was perhaps the 

rst scientist to apply a systemic approach 
to the study of rock art monuments in Ka-
zakhstan. He considered the topographical 
aspects of the location and exposition of the 

. 33. . .  ( )    1975 .   II. 
Fig. 33. B. Aubekerov (right) with members of the 1975 expedition, Group II.
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petroglyphs (not discarding other archaeo-
logical objects), the organization of the artis-
tic space and its boundaries, and techniques 
and compositions of the petroglyphs. 
A. G. Medoev’s methodological arsenal in-
cluded natural-scienti c (geological, geo-
morphological, paleo-geographical), histori-
cal and art historical methods of analysis: 
“Apart from archaeology, a researcher of 
rock art must understand other disciplines, 
ranging from geology to mythology. No oth-
er eld of knowledge varies in such a wide 
range of aspects, so far apart from each other 
but nowhere else interconnected in such a 
tight way” [28].

The extensive tasks surpassed the re-
search scope at that time, and inevitably lim-
ited the scientist to “empirical generalisa-
tion” of super cial facts. A. G. Medoev had 
for the rst time suggested a chronological 
chart for rock art in Kazakhstan, which he 
had enriched with “the Tamgaly tradition” 
– the repertory and content of Bronze Age 
petroglyphs. Simultaneously, he indicated 
the problem of identifying the most ancient 
(Stone Age) and the most recent stages of 
rock art activity [29]. Having approached 
more closely than others the typological 
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. 34. « ». 
 . . . 1975 .

Fig. 34. “Sun-headed deity” 
copied by A.E. Gorbatov. 1975.

. 35.  . .      IV. 1975 .
Fig. 35. Artist A.E. Gorbatov working, Group IV. 1975.
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problem of rock art monuments as natural 
landscapes, where petroglyphs, in concord 
with the “rock architecture”, create a com-
plex system of multiple-age signs, A. G. Me-
doev introduced the notion of “a gurative 
sequence, subject to a rhyme, set by the sys-
tem founders” [30]. Among the other known 
monuments of the region, he emphasized 
“the gigantic ensemble of Tamgaly”, where 
the principles of exposition of petroglyphs 
and “spatial organization feasible in the rock 
architecture allows speaking of a primeval 
temple and a forerunner of the theatre” [31]. 
The conclusion that “the principles of expo-
sition can hardly be captured without re-
lating it to the function of the location and 
to the composition of its gurative sequence 
as a whole” became a critical methodical 
postulate. With his major work “Engravings 
on rock”, A. G. Medoev (1934–1980) stands 
out as a pioneer within rock art archaeology 
in Kazakhstan and Central Asia. 

Archaeologists became much more inter-
ested in the rock art of Kazakhstan and Cen-
tral Asia in the 1980s, searching for new local-
ities, improving documentation techniques, 
and formulating principles of analysis and 
interpretation. At the same time, the need 
for deeper studies of already known monu-
ments, such as Saimaly-Tash in Kyrgyzstan, 
Sarmishsai in Uzbekistan and Tamgaly in Ka-
zakhstan, was obvious. 

A. N. Mariashev’s undisputed achieve-
ment at Tamgaly allowed him to introduce 

. 36.     VI. 1985 .
Fig. 36. Emergency excavations at Tamgaly VI. 1985.

. 37.    11   II. 1987 .
Fig. 37. Carvings on grave walls, Tamgaly II. 1987.
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goal-oriented studies of other archaeologi-
cal monuments in Kazakhstan, including 
excavations of cemeteries and se lement 
sites connected with and sharing locations 
with petroglyphs, into the practices of rock 
art research. The connection between Tam-
galy and other petroglyph sites in Central 
Asia was hinted at by a series of dated en-
graved grave slabs from barrows inspected 
by M. K. Kadyrbaev in the foothills of Ka-
ratau, near the petroglyphs of Suyundiksai 
and Koibagar. There were similar discover-
ies in Tamgaly, at the Bronze Age cemetery 
of Karakuduk II and the Early Iron Age bar-
rows at Tamgaly [32]. Later, when the range 
of scienti c tasks had widened, and assidu-
ous studies of monuments adjacent to petro-
glyphs had already become a precondition 
for studying the history of rock art. 

The rst time this contextual approach 
had been practiced was by A. N. Mariashev 
in 1982–1986, when studying he just discov-
ered petroglyph site in Yeshkiolmes, the largest 
in Kazakhstan [33]. At the same time, excava-
tions were resumed in Tamgaly, at newly dis-
covered Bronze Age monuments: the Tamgaly 
II cemetery in 1982 and the Tamgaly cemeter-
ies I and VI in 1985–1987. The results allowed a 
detailed chronology of petroglyphs and for re-
searchers to face the issues of historical-cultural 
interpretation of the Semirechie rock art, based 
on “local” archaeological material. Thus, Tam-
galy and Yeshkiolmes became reference monu-
ments for the correlation of rock art gurative 
traditions in Kazakhstan and Central Asia.

As a whole, the combination of documen-
tation and analysis of petroglyphs and study 
of archaeological complex monuments later 
became a characteristic feature of archaeolo-
gy of “the Mariashev school” in Kazakhstan 
as practised by . E. Rogozhinsky, . . Go-
riachev, and others [34]. It is this methodo-
logical foundation that facilitated further 
scienti c investigations as well as the prac-
tice of preservation of the Tamgaly monu-
ments, for the two decades at the end of the 
20th century.
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A time for collecting stones

The year 1988. Altai region. A military 
detachment on the outskirts of Barnaul, close 
to a gloomy district prison. Daybreak. A sen-
tinel of the inner guard walks around the 
arsenal perimeter. Along the barbed wire, 
a sandy furrowed strip appears yellow in the 
electric light. The soldier’s second winter is 
already le  behind, and warm May heralds 
his forthcoming demobilisation. The waiting 
is hard: each night becomes pleasant agony 
from endless dreams, recollections and hopes. 
What is your lot there, beyond the checkpoint, 
in a country swept by “perestroika”? Events 
from a previous, now remote pre-combatant 
life keep running through his mind: rst ar-
chaeological excursions in Djungaria with 
the “chief”*; rst excavations at Irtysh of the 
Shulba expedition led by A. G. Maksimova; 

rst mountaineering and then mountain trips 
to Saimaly-Tash; rst discoveries in Yeshki-
olmes… Suddenly, an image of the Tamgaly 
canyon rocks appears clearly against the dark 
Siberian sky. Mentally following the familiar 
path, he moves along the rock “gallery” as if 
really there, and memory starts to produce 
one picture a er the other, created by un-
known ancient masters. But what is it? Again 
and again the same scenes and the same 

gures recur. What if this way of consider-
ing their sequence implies that it is actually 
true, determined by the “rock architecture”! 
Disregarding army regulations, the sentinel 
draws funny gures in the sand, recollect-
ing their sequence on the canyon rocks. The 

gures appear to be ordered into a “pictorial 
sequence” as if created by somebody’s single 
idea! But is it really so? Of course this con-
jecture will have to be proved on site, and it 
will have to be supported by persuasive, ob-

*  ,   ,  
. . ,       

  –  .

* A nickname, Master of Sport in alpinism and Do-tor 
of Historical Science, given to A. N. Mariashev by friends, 
climbers and archaeologists of all ages.
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vious evidence! The city, outlined by sunrise, 
awakens in the far distance… 

Excavations of graves continued in Tamga-
ly up to the end of the 1980s, and a few images 
on stone box slabs in Bronze Age tombs were 
detected [1]. At the same time, it was becom-
ing clear that improved research methods and 
wider, more diverse approaches would be re-
quired for satisfactory solutions to the dating 
and origin of the monuments, and to nding 
their connection with the ancient petroglyphs 
of the sanctuary. To start, extensive and inva-
sive excavations had to be rejected: they would 
bring visible damage to the natural landscape 
of Tamgaly and dis gure its historical appear-
ance. In addition, the most ancient cemeteries 
contain a relatively small number of burials, 
and are o en already plundered and deprived 
of datable nds. Further excavations would 
mean immediate loss of a unique “archive” of 
potential data concerning the age of the buri-
als, the burial rites, the successive history of the 
monuments and the Tamgaly paleo-climate 
and landscape. Archaeologists needed to learn 

. 38. A. . . 1980-  .
Fig. 38. A.E. Rogozhinsky. 1980s.
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to apply minimum-intervention and complex 
research methods to the burial monuments ef-
fectively. In that time period, improvements 
in methodology were limited to eld conser-
vation of bone remnant samples. And in 1990 
samples of bones and material from the Bronze 
Age burials were taken to provide, for the rst 

. 39.    II. 1989 .
Fig. 39. Excavation at Tamgaly II. 1989.

. 40.     9. 1989 .
Fig. 40. Petroglyph on the wall of grave 9. 1989.

. 41.   . 1990 .
Fig. 41. Making mikalent paper rubbings. 1990.
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time in the research of Tamgaly, anthropologi-
cal analysis [2]. 

Great a ention was paid to documenting 
petroglyphs, including contact copying to mi-
calent paper (“rubbings”). This method was 
borrowed from Siberian archaeology and tried 
experimentally in Tamgaly by A. E. Rogozhin-
sky in 1985–1986. Then it became compulsory, 
and soon the main method of documentation 
for the petroglyphs of Groups I–III. The forma-
tion of the Tamgaly rock art archive required 
a special technique for recording rock images, 
which would allow for on-site identi cation 
and analysis of their spatial distribution. A ba-
sic unit was de ned, a panel (a rock surface 
with images), having a stable position in the 
bedrock. Petroglyph rocks, split due to de-
struction, rock disintegration or otherwise dis-
placed from the initial bedrock, were named 
fragments. In order to locate the petroglyph 
panels exactly, they were rst numbered and 
positioned in complete drawings of the rock 
mass. The drawings were later substituted 
by high quality indexed photo-panoramas. 
This was the beginning of the creation of the 
present-day Tamgaly petroglyph documenta-
tion archive.

The early 1990s were a crucial moment for 
Tamgaly: it was a time of critical initiatives, 
fruitful scienti c surveys, overcoming mis-
takes, and accumulating valuable experience. 

. 42.   . 28  II. . 1990 .
Fig. 42. Mikalent paper rubbing Panel 28 Group II. Fragment. 1990.
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But it was also a time of unrealised opportuni-
ties and frustrations.

The epic starts with the pioneering 
project “Conservation of rock art in Tamga-
ly”, initiated and implemented by restorers 
L. Ph. Charlina and N. N. Taipina and archi-
tect . N. Ripinskaya in 1990–1992 (SRI “Ka-
zproektrestavrazia”). The initial task was nar-
row, consisting of choosing the right chemical 
composition for gluing sandstone, the basic 
material for Tamgaly petroglyphs. In autumn 
1990, having become familiar with the monu-
ment and having studied the properties of the 
local rocks in the laboratory, the restorers im-
plemented the rst trial conservation of a de-
teriorated petroglyph surface at one of the pe-
ripheral locations [3]. The following year they 
arranged for a set of conservation tasks in the 
disturbed Group V area, including removal 
of lichens, gluing of detached fragments and 
fastening of detached stone crusts with petro-
glyphs. Not possessing the relevant experi-
ence and knowledge, they were rst assisted 
by chemist-restorer . . Nikitin from the 
Russian Museum in Leningrad in the choice 
of conservation agents. The further develop-
ment of techniques and adaptation of gluing 
composites in Tamgaly was carried out by 
L. Ph. Charlina [4]. As a whole, the experi-
ments of the time were the starting point for 
the development of a contemporary eld of 
knowledge in Kazakhstan: practical conserva-
tion of rock art monuments. 

Applied project assignments were carried 
out in the course of comprehensive studies of 
the properties of the petroglyphic substrata 
and the causes of their deterioration: the natu-
ral, technogenic and anthropogenic charac-
teristics. Laborious e orts of restorers alone, 
however, could not save the petroglyphs; not 
when dozens of transit cargo trucks, sometimes 
a convoy of military vehicles shook the canyon 
rocks daily on their way through the gorge. 
Protecting the rock art from such a destructive 
“human factor” became of utmost importance. 
This required, rst of all, de ning the actual 
limits of the monument, taking into account 
its signi cant components and the landscape 
itself, all of which constitute the exceptional 
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originality and integrity of Tamgaly [5]. This 
view served as a starting point for establishing 
cooperation between various experts: archae-
ologists, geologists, biologists, restorers and 
architects. In the course of their long-lasting 
joint activities, uniform principles of contex-
tual approaches to the study and conservation 
of Tamgaly were gradually developed.

The conservation project coincided with the 
individual research of A. E. Rogozhinsky for 
his PhD thesis, titled “The Bronze Age Archae-
ological Complex of the Tamgaly Site”. The 
work plan consisted of revealing, documenting 
and studying not only Tamgaly’s petroglyphs 
but also other monuments [6]. A creative co-
operation with restorers had been facilitated 
by the similarity of many practical conserva-
tion tasks to the problems of studying petro-
glyphs, among which were the development 
of a system for recording and documenting 
the panels, detecting damaged petroglyph 
surface parts, and identifying fragments and 
de ning their original locations. During this 
time, explorations by archaeologists and the 
mapping of identi ed monuments of di er-
ent periods were supplemented by the ad-
ditional task of de ning the borders of the 
Tamgaly protection zone. Finally, systema-
tization and analysis of accumulated data 
were also necessary to justify the high cul-
tural-historical signi cance of Tamgaly and 
to the establishment of a museum-reserve for 
its lasting protection.

Archaeological research in Tamgaly had ac-
quired new meaning and quality. This is thanks 
to Zaynolla Samashev, who acted as scienti c 
supervisor for and had exclusively favoured 
the individual activities of the young research-
er A. E. Rogozhinsky. In 1991–1992 Rogozhin-
sky paid special a ention to the improvement 
of excavation techniques applied to Bronze Age 
burials and to their complex geo-archaeological 
study. Thanks to close cooperation with ge-
ologists / geo-morphologists, paleo-botanists, 
paleo-zoologists and forensic medicine experts, 
as well as to the use of a wide range of laboratory 
analyses, data obtained from the studied objects 
was increasingly informative. In 1991, geologist 
Bolat Zhagfarovich Aubekerov, a childhood 
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. 43. -   . 1992 .
Fig. 43. Archaeological-geomorphological map of Tamgaly. 1992.
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playmate and later colleague of A. G. Medoev, 
accepted an invitation to continue research in 
Tamgaly and became the author of and inspi-
ration for many methodological works. Over 
the years he has signi cantly contributed to the 
monument’s preservation.

Further archaeological investigations in-
Tamgaly have been implemented with a mot-
to: “Preserve by studying, study by preserv-
ing”. This implies combining requirements 
for a problem-oriented study of each object 
with a well-considered choice of research 
methods in practice. During that time ar-
chaeological exploration covered a large area 
including Tamgaly and neighbouring locali-
ties, where, in addition to the collection of 
petroglyphs, large numbers of other complex 
monuments of di erent periods were found: 
se lement sites, cemeteries, stone mines and 
occasional artefacts, dated from the Neolithic 
to the beginning of the 20th century [7]. The 

rst ever archaeological and archaeological/
geo-morphological maps made in 1991–1992 
gave a true sense of the scale and complexity 
of the Tamgaly site including not only rock 
art concentrations and a few related cemeter-
ies, but also di erent types of monuments 
such as se lements and graves over a wider 
area, and spanning from the Neolithic to the 
modern period. This fundamentally changed 
the understanding of the wider archaeologi-
cal complex as well as the individual monu-
ments themselves. Geo-morphological stud-
ies of the landscape revealed the logic behind 
the grouping of various types of monuments, 
scienti cally analysed connections between 
di erent types of monuments and made it 
possible to discard speculative interpreta-
tions. Archaeological excavations constitut-
ed the nal research stage, supplemented by 
the call for natural scienti c data in order to 
verify suggestions on the chronology, origin 
and interrelationships of various objects. The 
choice of objects and excavation techniques 
were based upon a preliminary estimation of 
their informative value. 

One of the methodological innovations 
in the study of Bronze Age monuments was 
ascertaining the contour and construction 
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of a stone box burial [8]. This was obtained 
through subsequent uncovering of the grave 
along sectors, and detailed study and inter-
pretation of the stratigraphic layers. Thus 
the individual story of a structure excavated 
in this way became visually comprehensible 
– from the burial itself to the archaeological 
intervention. The synthesis of archaeologi-
cal and geological interpretations of the lay-
ers, adjusted through a number of additional 
laboratory analyses (granulometric, spectro-
scopic, chemical), allowed, in the majority of 
cases, for the con dent interpretation of the 
context behind ancient burial rites as well as 
for the de nition of secondary depositions of 
various periods and origins (natural defor-
mations, anthropogenic recurring diggings). 
Paleo-botanical studies of selected layers 

. 44.   ( )     1,  IV. 1991 .
Fig. 44. Stratigraphic sections (le ) and burial No.1 in Tamgaly IV. 1991.

. 45.       IV.
Fig. 45. Taking samples from Tamgaly IV stratigraphy

67

      A time for collecting stones

VI     -
    

 22 ,   ,  
   14C.  , . . -

    
   -

    -
  [9].    -

    
 , , -

    -
     

,     

also gave particularly valuable outcomes. 
They made it possible to de ne the season 
when the burial took place or when it had 
been robbed in addition to establishing the 

oristic composition and the climatic charac-
teristics of a given pre-historical or historical 
period in Tamgaly valley. 

However, to determine the absolute and 
relative dating of the archaeological contexts 
was a complicated ma er. As a rule, the dis-
turbed tombs were almost or completely de-
prived of organic material for radiocarbon 
dating. The problem was solved by extensive 

. 47.         .
Fig. 47. Correlating burial stratigraphy and geophysical data on soil composition.

. 46.       . 1991 .
Fig. 46. Age determination of disturbances based on the rate of diluvium accumulation. 1991.
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application of the EPR (electron paramagnetic 
resonance) method, applied to archaeological 
monuments in Kazakhstan for the rst time 
ever, using carbonate samples from stone 
surfaces or burial inventory. By 1992, the re-
searchers possessed a series of 24 datings: 22 
obtained from carbonates and two from 14C 
of twelve Bronze Age graves within the cem-
eteries Tamgaly I, II, IV and VI. Moreover, 
B. Zh. Aubekerov had developed an original 
method for dating the repeated interventions; 
velocity of accumulated debris [9]. Thus it 
became possible to establish a chronological 
sequence for the main archaeological events, 
such as the appearance of the earliest Bronze 
Age tombs and of the relatively late ones, 
when stones with petroglyphs were used as 
stone box slabs. Furthermore, two periods of 

. 48.   1    VI     - . 1992 .
Fig. 48. Excavating box No. 1a, Tamgaly IV, showing cremation remains in a vessel-urn. 1992.

. 49.          II  VI. 
Fig. 49. Identi cation of skull fragments from cremated graves in Tamgaly II and IV.
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intentional robbery of many ancient tombs in 
Tamgaly were established: the rst in the last 
centuries BC and the second quite recently, 
at the turn of the 19th century.

The studies also concerned Bronze Age 
burial rites. The cemeteries of Tamgaly II and 
VI basically contain cremations, and dating 
them represented a di culty. Luckily, the 
group was able to cooperate with the highly 
quali ed forensic specialists V. . Korniash 
and Yu. V. Yodes. Their conscientious analy-
sis of material from some cremated burials 
allowed a reliable, detailed reconstruction of 
the cremation rite of the Bronze Age tribes 
[10]. Unfortunately, a signi cant portion of 
the anthropological material from Tamgaly 
cemeteries still remains unstudied.

Along with the 1991–1992 research of buri-
als, there were excavations of se lements. But 

. 51.     2  VI.
Fig. 51. Cremation remains in box No. 2, Tamgaly VI.

. 50.      17     VI.
Fig. 50. Identi cation of cremated extremity bone fragments from box No.17, Tamgaly IV.
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for a long time the Bronze Age camps were 
impossible to detect. Among the large number 
of revealed sites, small plots with stone ruins 
were predominant, located at the same places 
as Kazakh winter camps from the end of the 
19th to the beginning of the 20th century. Only 
a few of them, judging from separate nds, 
were also established in the Early Iron Age and 
the Medieval Age. Undoubtedly, remnants of 
older se lements would be hidden under the 
ruins of later nomadic camps: there are few 
places convenient for permanent dwelling in 
the mountainous topography of the site, and 
people of all time periods would have se led 
at the same habitable places. The question was 
where to look for traces of early dwellings, the 
se lements of the creators of the oldest petro-
glyphs in Tamgaly? 

Topographic analysis of the Bronze Age 
monuments facilitated the identi cation of 
two areas of probable camp locations within 
the site: in the foothills with accumulations 
of canyon petroglyphs and cemeteries Tam-
galy I–II, Karakuduk II, and in the middle 
part of the valley, near the main necropolis, 
uniting the Tamgaly cemeteries IV-VI. Exca-
vations at the Tamgaly V se lement discov-

. 52.    XIX – . XX . (1-10);    .  I (11)  V. 1992 .
Fig. 52. Se lement surface nds XIX – beg. XX c (1-10), ceramics from excavations of Tamgaly I (11) and V. 1992.
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ered by . G. Maksimova in 1957, revealed 
an Early Iron Age cultural layer and remnants 
of a winter camp from the beginning of the 
20th century. In the mountainous zone, seem-
ingly the most promising was the Tamgaly I 
se lement, discovered by B. Zh. Aubekerov 
and preliminarily inspected in 1991 by A. E. 
Rogozhinsky. The following year, small exca-
vations were carried out here by G. S. Djuma-
bekova [11]. The se lement had distinguished 
positioning from other discovered se lements 
and the geo-morphologic features indicated 
a long history of occupation. According to 
B. Zh. Aubekerov, the most ancient cultural 
layers were about three metres below the sur-
face. In 1992, a stratigraphically excavated test 
pit was deepened down to 2.4 m. Here a cul-
tural layer with Early Iron Age ceramics was 
found beneath a burned layer stretching all 
over the exposed area. The upper layers of the 
section contained remnants of stationary stone 
buildings of the 19th century and earlier peri-
ods. The excavations had to stop due to the 
risk of collapse of loose materials, including 
the massive bulks of later structures. But when 
excavations resumed in 1998–1999, a Bronze 
Age se lement was con rmed.

The main value of Tamgaly consists 
of petroglyphs and in the early 1990s the 
site a racted a great deal of a ention from 
archaeologists, geologists and restorers. Suc-
cessful conservation works inspired larger-
scale e orts, the preparations of which took 
two years. Thanks to . N. Ripinskaya, who 
was responsible for the planning, a solid doc-
umental archive was created in 1990–1992 
to prepare for further scienti c research, 
conservation works and protection measures 
in Tamgaly.

In 1990, at the request of the SRI “Kazpro-
jectrestavrazia”, the canyon and the adjacent 
area of the site were geodetically surveyed. 
High-precision topographic maps at a 1:500 
scale were made, with a scale of 1:100 and 1:200 
for the situation of petroglyph Groups I-V [12]. 
Geological and geochemical research under the 
guidance of . V. Popov and Yu. . Barabash 
permi ed for the rst time the presentation of 
the district’s geological history, revealing the 
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structure of rock exposures, obtaining geo-
chemical and physical characteristics of rocks, 
and de ning the main factors endangering the 
preservation of petroglyphs [13]. Studies of the 
mountainous rock fracture system, the dynam-
ic impact of water and soil uids, and of the 
chemical decay and in uence of bio-agents on 
petroglyph rocks provided clues to the mecha-
nisms of natural deterioration, reinforced by 
technogenic and anthropogenic factors. The 
general conclusions of the geologists pointed 
to the development of tectonic cracks as a main 
factor behind the deterioration of rocks with 
petroglyphs, served as a basis for the elabora-
tion of a conservation strategy, oriented to-
wards the counteraction of natural threats.

. 53.     II. 1957 .
Fig. 53. Now destroyed panel from Group II. 1957.
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Being the most representative and relative-
ly well studied by archaeologists, petroglyph 
Group II was chosen for the implementation 
of large-scale protective conservation. Dur-
ing the previous years, A. E. Rogozhinsky had 
found a series of petroglyph fragments on the 
slope surface, and it was possible to establish 
their original location in the bedrock. The frag-
ments belonged to the composition of “the 
sun-headed deity”, recorded in 1957, which 
had disappeared long before A. G. Medoev 
and A. N. Mariashev started their research in 
Tamgaly. Regular sorting of detached rocks in-
spired hopes that new fragments of vanished 
panels could be found. 

. 55.  « »  .
Fig. 55. “Sun-headed deity” fragments from the talus.

. 54.      . 28  II.
Fig. 54. Bronze Age petroglyph composition, Panel 28, Group II.
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One of the central compositions of Group II, 
panel 28, had been chosen as a touchstone for 
preventive conservation. In September 1991, 
a full range of techniques for the scheduled 
works was tested: surface cleaning, cleaning 
and lling in cracks with pu y followed by 
retouching, gluing back fallen out stone frag-
ments, and covering the surfaces with a ne 
layer of hydrophobic solution [14]. Following 
the recommendations of . . Nikitin, the 
work was performed by an experienced re-
storer from Leningrad, S. B. Schigorets, “with 
the purpose of supplying methodical and tech-
nical assistance as well as of making decisions 
on the issue of restoration of these massive 
amounts of petroglyphs.” [15] The outcomes 
of the experiments were considered positive, 
and restoration works at Group II contin-
ued the next year. The intention was to clear 
a large area of the rock of soil, vegetation, and 
occasional lichens and to apply conservation 

. 56.       II. 1992 .
Fig. 56. Rock fragments with petroglyphs from Group II. 1992.
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techniques to seal all fractures against the per-
meation of humidity and thereby slow down 
the natural deterioration processes. 

The role of the archaeologists consisted 
of preparing documents to keep account 
of panels and fragments, removing debris from 
surfaces and, when investigating the slopes, 
identifying fallen out fragments with petro-
glyphs and nding their original locations. 
Yet, in 1991, in order not to limit the work ef-
forts to these specialized conservation tasks, 

. E. Rogozhinsky completed the development 
of the basic documentation of the main petro-
glyph groups: all identi ed panels of Groups 
I-V were indicated on large photo-panoramas, 
made by photographer Yu. F. Cherkashin. Af-
terwards, topographer . . Antonov a ached 
the panels graphically to topographic maps 
at the 1:100 scale. Such documentation pro-
vided the foundation for the following studies 
of petroglyphs and for the conservation works, 
including those at Group II.

. 57.  29   II,   1992 .
Fig. 57. Fragment 29, Group II, discovered in 1992.
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The 1992 systematic inspections of the 
slopes revealed several dozen fragments with 
petroglyphs [16]. The majority lay on the sur-
face, however, hidden under debris, which 
meant that special e orts were needed to un-
cover them. The fragments contained exclu-
sively Bronze Age images and some speci c 
scenes, such as “the disguised”, were dupli-
cated with similar compositions on the rocks 
above. Researchers got the impression that 
major destruction to the petroglyph “gallery” 
had taken place soon a er the creation of the 
main part of the compositions, and lost imag-
es were recreated on approximately the same 
parts of the rock as the originals. Not all rock 
fragments were part of compositions, howev-
er. Many images of the 1st millennia BC were 
made on various surfaces lying at the bo om 
of the rocks. In analysing the location of petro-
glyphs on the sides of stone blocks, it became 

. 58.    . 11 ( )  . 02,   1992 .
Fig. 58. Reconstructed section in Panel 11 (le ) and Fragment 02, discovered in 1992.
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clear that the central part of the rock massif, 
now destroyed, was still intact during the 
Medieval period. A catastrophic disturbance 
must have occurred considerably later  per-
haps the series of strong earthquakes in Sem-
irechie at the turn of the 19th century.

Continuous intense rock destruction is evi-
dent: out of 73 fragments found among “fresh” 
layers of debris or directly on slope surfaces 
at Group II, 95% had images. The upper layer 
of debris also turned out to contain fragments 
(more than 20 pieces) of the remarkable com-
position with “the sun-headed deity” [17]. 
The precise original position of fragments, 
however, was re-established only in six cases; 
conservators were able to restore only three, 
however.

On the whole, analysis and systemati-
zation of fragments allowed a chronology 
of the destruction of the petroglyph gallery 
of Group II to be constructed. However, 
clearing a large area by removing the cov-
ering debris and checking out two debris 
piles at the bo om of the rock disturbed the 
slope’s balance. This could well speed up 
the erosion and disintegration of the rock 
mass. Keeping this in mind, restorers next 
concentrated their e orts on eliminating the 
negative impact of their large-scale intrusion 
into the monument. With the advice and rec-
ommendations of geologist/geo-morphologist 
B. Zh. Aubekerov, architects . N. Ripinskaya 
and . L. Yatsenko managed to restore a rela-
tively stable position of the rock massif by 
1993 [18].

The project “Conservation of Tamgaly 
Petroglyphs” was nished. The main techno-
logical problems were decided, but the project 
implementation faced many di culties and 
many mistakes were made. Dealing with these 
became, in essence, the major outcome of the 
experiment. The experiences served as a basis 
for further and wider systematic approaches 
to the problems of protection of the monument 
in general, and of conservation practices espe-
cially. Most important was the understanding 
of the futility of the preservation e orts, the 
absence of real protection of the archaeologi-
cal monuments, and the necessity of deep and 

   . . -
,  . .   

. .    1993 .  -
   -

     [18].
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. 59.   « ».  . .   . .  ( ). 
:    . 1993–1994 .

Fig. 59. Panel with the “sun-headed deity”. Graphics by E. Yatsenko and A. Rogozhinsky (petroglyphs). 
Right: table describing the petroglyphs. 1993–1994.
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diversi ed studies of the objects in question 
– a standing precondition for any, even mi-
niscule, intervention. Necessary cooperation 
between various specialists and a collective 
decision-making process, a ecting the monu-
ment’s fate was not an easy task either.

In 1993–1994, the scienti c research con-
tinued with a new content: “Preparation 
of scienti c-methodological documentation 
for the establishment of a museum-reserve 
in Tamgaly gorge”, nanced by the SRI “Ka-
zprojectrestavrazia”. In this period, a large 
team headed by B. Zh. Aubekerov imple-
mented extensive and complex investigations 
of the natural landscape of Tamgaly and 
prepared a set of scienti c documentation, 
including a series of specialised maps: geo-
morphologic and tectonic (B. Zh. Aubekerov, 

. . Slovar), hydro-geologic ( . V. Dmi-
tovsky, . . Makhmutov), and landscape 
(G. V. Gheldyev, . I. Bludnikova), as well 
of vegetation ( . I. Rachkovskaya, S. V. Mary-
nych) and anthropogenic (D. P. Pozdnysheva) 
[19]. Paleo-geographic research also contin-
ued: supported by a referenced cross-section 
pro le of the ooded areas connected to the 
Tamgaly stream and the previously studied 
stratigraphic pro les of the Bronze Age buri-
als. The palinological characteristics of Late 
Holocene deposits had been obtained, and 
the main climate change periods for the past 
3000 years were established [20].

All these accomplishments would have 
been valuable additions to the justi cation of 
the cultural-historical signi cance of Tamgaly 
if they had been provided for in the project 
plan. For some inexplicable reason, however, 
the decision-makers of the time directed all re-
sources towards natural-scienti c research. 
The archaeological exploration of the area 
of the gorge was abandoned, and the bounda-
ries of the monument’s protection zone were 
le  without de nition. The nancial crisis and 
reorganization of the state structure that fol-
lowed, ended the possibility of establishing 
a museum-reserve for a decade, literally leav-
ing Tamgaly to its own destiny.

Despite the sharp cut in nances, archaeo-
logical investigations in Tamgaly continued 
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with the study of petroglyphs, improvement 
of research methods and development of new 
documentation formats.

By 1993, the location of petroglyphs had 
been structured into a standard uniform sys-
tem: a topographic map of each petroglyph 
group with indexed panel positions within 
each panorama, each panel documented 
through photos and rubbings. Respected au-
thorities H.-P. Francfort and Ya. . Sher, initi-
ators and leaders of the evolving international 
scienti c project “Répertoire des Pétroglyphes 
d’Asie Centrale”, were invited to provide me-
thodical recommendations on the descriptions 
of petroglyphs [21]. Through adoption of their 
“description code” for the study and protec-
tion of petroglyphs in Tamgaly, the data reg-
istration system developed a unique and com-
plete form. The code, developed during “the 
era of computer shortage”, dispatched almost 
entirely with the inconvenience of subjective 
verbal descriptions and was oriented toward 
computer analysis of formalised data. Descrip-
tions contained instrumentally measurable 
characteristics of panel exposition (angle and 
extension) and shades of patina (colour codes 
for panel, gure and gure renovations). The 
data registration table format proved to be use-
ful during eldwork, and for several months 
A. E. Rogozhinsky made standardised descrip-
tions of 3120 images at Groups I–VI and IVa. 

In the autumn of 1992, together with pho-
tographer and researcher of local history 
V. V. Saraev, A. E. Rogozhinsky had a empt-
ed to compile a documentation photo-archive 
of the Tamgaly petroglyphs. For the “total” 
photo-survey, they utilised the best natural 
light as . . Popov did, taking a great many 
photos of Groups I–III. In 1993 . E. Rogozhin-
sky continued the photo-surveying, now 
of Groups IV–V, but his main task was to 
record the multi- gured compositions, includ-
ing the grandiose panel with “the sun-headed 
deities” (Group IV, panel 118), for the rst time 
reproduced as one whole picture [22].

A remarkable episode in the research of 
this time is the mission to Tamgaly by special-
ists from France and Kazakhstan, headed by 
H-P. Francfort and Z. S. Samashev, who in 
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spring 1993 opened a joint work programme in 
Kazakhstan under the project “Répertoire des 
Pétroglyphes d’Asie Centrale”. The exchange 
with foreign colleagues was especially fruit-
ful in elds still to be developed by geologists, 
archaeologists, and restorers in Kazakhstan: 
the nature and formation of “desert varnish” 
(patina), rock art production techniques, mon-
itoring of temperature uctuations on rock 
surfaces, and others. Familiarization with the 
Tamgaly documentation system and materials 
from implemented complex studies allowed 
the project leaders to plan further investiga-
tions of insu ciently studied rock art monu-
ments in South Kazakhstan and East Sem-
irechie. The years of activity of the internation-
al scienti c team in Kazakhstan is expressed 
in a series of small publications, highlighting 
the main results of the relatively short work 
period in Tamgaly [23]. 

Up to then, scienti c research in Tamgaly 
had focused on the analysis of a pictorial se-

. 60.    . II. 1993 .
Fig. 60. Analysis of petroglyph viewpoints, Group II. 1993.
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ries of ancient petroglyphs. Now the previous-
ly prepared documentation could nally be 
viewed in its totality. The idea of a conceptual 
unity of Bronze Age petroglyphs could be con-

rmed, based upon studies of the fragments 
found in the Group II debris and the juxtapo-
sition of main motif sequences on photo-pan-
oramas. Now, when all the surfaces had been 
indicated on topographic maps and the expo-
sition parameters de ned, it became possible 
to analyse their arrangement in detail. Im-
portantly, not all petroglyph “galleries” were 
equally visible on site. First of all, the most an-

. 61.        II. 1993 .
Fig. 61. Experiment with petroglyphs moulds, Group II. 1993.

. 62.      . 1993 .
Fig. 62. Perspective distortion of petroglyphs at close range. 1993.
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cient images, when not renovated (repecked 
or retouched) in later periods, had turned 
black under thick patina, thus becoming indis-
cernible from a distance. Moreover, because 
of strong distortion of the perspective and ab-
sence of convenient access to the Groups I–III 
rocks, even light images are hard to view from 
a close position. But might there be a common 
viewpoint that would allow the images to be 
seen and perceived in their entirety! 

In principle, the best viewing position is, 
of course, the frontal one, perpendicular to the 
panels. A sketch of the panels makes it possi-
ble to de ne the focal viewing points on topo-
graphic maps. These appeared to be a number 
of meters distant from the rocks of Groups 
I-V, and ideally they might have constituted 
such viewing points from which all the petro-
glyph compositions in the canyon could have 
been seen simultaneously. The area of such 
positions covers 45–60 m², and with spectators 
at a normal distance of 0.75–1.2 m from each 
other, 60 to 80 persons could be positioned 
there at the same time. The admirable idea of 

. G. Medoev on Tamgaly being organized 
according to “rock architecture”, “a primeval 
temple and forerunner of the theatre”, was 
strongly justi ed, though requiring an empiri-
cal veri cation.

At the end of the summer of 1993, an ex-
periment with paper copies of petroglyphs 
was carried out in Tamgaly [24]. The pur-
pose of the experiment was to check specta-
tors’ perception of ancient petroglyphs in the 
canyon from distant positions with the focal 
points pre-calculated for optimal viewing. 

. 63.       II. 1994 .
Fig. 63. Reconstruction of the gurative series of petroglyphs, Group II. 1994.
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The white pa erns of the rubbings helped to 
reproduce the initial appearance of the rock 
images on the patinated rock surfaces. The ex-
periment consisted of a aching a piece of wet 
clean paper to a stone surface of Groups II and 
V, where intact Bronze Age petroglyphs are 
in abundance. At Group III, with the majority 
of images having been repeatedly retouched 
in the Medieval Age and in recent times, the 
expected visual e ect was evident. At Group 
IV, the experiment was whether a remote spec-
tator could discern the iconographic elements 
of the halos of “the sun-headed deities”: rays, 
dots and circles.

The tests had brilliant outcomes. Two per-
sons, a man and a woman of di erent ages 
and educational backgrounds, who had never 
seen petroglyphs before, managed to distin-
guish up to 90% of the gures from a distance 
of 30–60 meters! The only really di cult cases 
were ancient signs and symbols not familiar 
to modern man, such as “the bifocal sign”, 

. 64.    (1975 .)   . 152  V   . 1994 .
Fig. 64. Copy of the destroyed panel (1975) and Panel 152, Group V, with found fragments. 1994.
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“the disguised” and “the sun-headed deities”. 
Moreover, the test helped to reveal some other 
optical e ects critical to the understanding of 
graphic sequence arrangements. For example, 
it was noted that images of adjacent or neigh-
bouring surfaces of di erent exposures o en 
formed separate conceptual image groups. 
But from a distance they were perceived as a 
whole composition, limited within the “rock 
architecture” by visually distinguishing el-
ements of the substratum: by large cracks, 
protruding steps, etc. A panel, or a rock sur-
face, chosen as the basic unit for recording 
petroglyphs, remained a critical element in 
the scienti c-technical documentation chain, 
but its physical limits were not equivalent 
to the pictorial space previously claimed by 

. G. Medoev: “The space to which the artist 
applied his skills received its outlines as a re-
sult of deciding the problem of composition 
[…]” [25]. The test with the rubbings revealed 
many remarkable examples at Groups II and 
V of the tight compositional links between 
the images, the relief of rock substrata and 
the surrounding landscape, as a whole.

The nal step in these studies was the work 
of A. E. Rogozhinsky on reconstructing the 
graphic sequence of the most ancient Tamgaly 
petroglyphs. Based on studies of deteriorated 
rock sections and applying valuable advice 
from B. Zh. Aubekerov and . . Slovar, it be-
came possible to reconstruct the order of the 
panels on the Group II panorama outlined by 
the painter . . Gorbatov, including the dis-
placed fragments [26]. Similar work was con-
ducted at Group III and Group V, but without 
completion. However, during analysis of the 
1957 photographs, the location of many lost 
compositions – of “the sun-headed deities”, 
“the disguised” and other rare images – was 
re-established. Some fragments of these com-
positions had been found in the debris. Lo-
cated but le  in place: the time for collecting 
stones had not yet arrived…
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One of the most dramatic episodes of the 
Kazak-Djungar wars of the rst quarter of the 
18th century became known under the name 
of “the Years of Great Distress”. This title can 
also be applied to the period from 1995–2001 
in the recent history of Tamgaly, when legal 
and physical protection was absent and un-
controlled hordes of tourists and active eco-
nomic exploitation of the area almost ruined 
the Tamgaly complex.

With national independence, unprecedent-
ed public interest was a racted to outstanding 
cultural heritage sites as could be expected. 
Such interest was furthered by television and 
press focus on the heated issues of history 
and education reforms. The la er, with subse-
quent revision of study programmes, led to a 
revival of half-forgo en historical names and 
li le-known cultural monuments, including 
Tamgaly. Su ce it to say, the Kazakh-French 
archaeological expedition, which toured rock 
art monuments in South Kazakhstan from 
1994 onward, became an object of constant 
a ention from dozens of newspapers, maga-
zines and local, national and international 
television companies, including the popu-
lar NIS (present day CIS) television channel 
“Mir” (“World”). A stylised image of one of 
the Tamgaly “sun-headed deities” was chosen 
as an emblem for the newly established (1994) 
international music competition festival “Asia 
Daussy” (“Voice of Asia”). In the second half 
of the 1990s, descriptions of the monument ap-
peared regularly in all school and university 
text-books in Kazakhstan, making the Tam-
galy name famous.

With the popularity of Tamgaly growing 
year by year, the tourist route to the Chu-Ili 
mountains and the petroglyphs of the “Bronze 
Age Sun Temple” had became the most impor-
tant route for various groups of national and 
international tourists by the end of the 1990s. 
Equally distant from Almaty and Bishkek, the 
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monument became of commercial interest for 
tourist agencies in both Kazakhstan and the 
neighbouring country of Kyrgyzstan. The pro-
fessional level of the organized mass excur-
sions, however, was still fairly low. The inter-
pretation of the monument was derived from 
old scienti c publications, and the information 
provided by the results of modern research in 
Tamgaly was scant. Seeking cooperation with 
archaeologists allowed the tourist enterprises 
to compensate for the lack of content in their 
local history tours. But at the same time, the 
most valuable and fragile parts of the canyon 
with petroglyphs to which access had been re-
stricted up to then were opened up to the un-
prepared public. While visitors’ inscriptions in 
previous periods had accumulated close to the 
road, generally on petroglyph Groups IV and 
V, now the autographs of unthinking tourists, 
painted or hammered with metal tools, start-
ed to appear all over the canyon. The gravest 
danger came from the “petroglyph hunters”; 
these vandals intentionally cut out ancient im-
ages or searched for broken fragments of com-
positions in the stone debris. The activities of 
these vandals in Tamgaly marred many mas-
terpieces of the Bronze Age rock art.

The transit road through the gorge was 
used even more o en. The road was regularly 
favoured by truck drivers in order to save a 
hundred kilometres on the trip to the Almaty–
Bishkek–Tashkent highway and also to by-

. 65.          . 2001 .
Fig. 65. Transit route through Tamgaly without wires or poles in the gorge. 2001.
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pass the customs and other control posts. In-
creased technogenic impact on the petroglyph 
rocks along the road became more obvious 
from year to year.

Slowly the marks of the Soviet industrialised 
civilisation disappeared. Mute reminders and 
ugly memorials amidst the picturesque canyon 
rocks were the ruins of buildings at the Tamgaly 
V and VI cemeteries and the concrete poles for 
overhead power lines which had been cut o  in 
the mid 1990s. In addition, the aluminium in-
formation plates declaring the state protection 
of the Tamgaly monument had disappeared in 
the early 2000s without a trace [1].

When the land reform was launched, the 
rst individual farms to actively exploit local 

pastures emerged in the area of the gorge and 
its surroundings. The area of the kurgan cem-
eteries, including the well known Karakuduk 
II located on the foothill plain, was allo ed to 
the farms, whose owners preferred to lease the 
arable areas to those who were serious farm-
ers. Soon, a whole series of these estates was 
established in the surroundings of Tamgaly, 
tightly encircling the core of the archaeologi-
cal complex. The local authorities and the 
monument protection bodies possessed only 
outdated information on some petroglyph 
concentrations in the Tamgaly gorge, so that 
eventually there were no legal reservations 
against further transfer of land within the site 
to private owners.

. 66.         . 2001 .
Fig. 66. Petroglyph damages along the road (le ) and collection of fragments by visitors. 2001.
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The demographic picture in Tamgaly again 
changed signi cantly. Non-indigenous resi-
dents had already abandoned the district by 
the mid 1990s. Collapse of the sovkhozes forced 
the redundant working population to towns, 
while the owners of the developing farms fa-
voured cheap seasonal labour, supplied by 
other regions of the country or from abroad. 
As a rule, new immigrants working the land 
would mark the Tamgaly rocks with their own 
names and drawings; shepherds built small 
piles of stones (obo) as landmarks on the hill 
tops surrounding the canyon, and constructed 
simple sheds to use in bad weather, occasion-
ally with fragments of petroglyphs; and so on. 
Only the faded pieces of rag a ached by pil-
grims to thorny bushes at petroglyph Group 
IV were reminders of the sacral spirit of the 
place. Tamalgy’s only protection was that giv-
en by the old legends surviving among the old 
se lers, warning of divine retribution for pro-
faning the place.

At this time of transition it was not possi-
ble even to dream about establishing a state 
museum-reserve for Tamgaly. Nevertheless, a 
path to salvation began to take shape in 1998 
when Kazakhstan for the rst time submi ed 
a National Tentative List of potential nomi-
nees for the UNESCO World Heritage List, in-
cluding the Tamgaly complex. At the request 
of the Culture Commi ee of the Republic of 
Kazakhstan, the work on the preparation of 
the National Tentative List was assigned to 

. 67.     .
Fig. 67. Bushes with ritual ribbons in Tamgaly.
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the scienti c-research institute of material cul-
ture (NIPI PMK, the former “Kazprojectresta-
vrazia” institute) in collaboration with other 
scienti c institutions.

Emerging at this time was the idea of ar-
ranging a meeting of specialists who had par-
ticipated in the Tamgaly conservation projects 
of the early 1990s, in order to develop jointly 
a comprehensive research programme and 
an action plan necessary for promoting the 
monument to the World Heritage List. The 
initiative belongs to Elena Khristoforovna 
Khorosh, architect-restorer with extensive 
professional experience and organizational 
talent. From this moment on she became the 
actual leader and the main author of the rst 
two nominations to the UNESCO World Her-
itage List in Kazakhstan: the Khodja Akhmed 
Yassawi mausoleum in Turkestan in 2002 and 
the petroglyphs of the Tamgaly archaeological 
landscape in 2004.

The Scienti c Workshop was held in 
Almaty on 21–23 March 1998 [2]. Various 
specialists from di erent countries came 
together to discuss the Tamgaly conserva-
tion problems: archaeologists A. N. Maria-
shev and . E.  Rogozhinsky, geologist 
B. Zh. Aubekerov, architects and restorers 
E. Kh. Khorosh, L. F. Charlina and S. B. Schig-
orets (St.  Petersburg, Russia), . Timchik 
(Krakow, Poland) and others. Having famil-
iarised themselves with the petroglyph pres-
ervation results in Tamgaly and the research 
materials of previous years, the workshop 
participants assessed the present state of the 
monument and the degree of knowledge ac-
cumulated so far. Then the preliminary plans 
for urgent measures for documentation, sci-
enti c research, conservation, and preserva-
tion were dra ed. On the basis of this ma-
terial, E. Kh. Khorosh, . E. Rogozhinsky 
and B. Zh. Aubekerov straightaway worked 
out “The programme on research, conserva-
tion, protection and ‘museumi cation’ of the 
Tamgaly complex”. This programme further 
served as the guideline for deciding the pri-
mary tasks and for achieving the principal 
aim: preservation of Tamgaly as an object of 
World Heritage.
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The programme’s priority tasks required 
protection measures for the Tamgaly complex 
at national and international levels. To gain 
proper legal and physical protection, it was 
essential to have it included in the state list of 
monuments of national signi cance. An e ec-
tive leverage was expected from the inclusion 
of Tamgaly in the World Heritage Tentative 
List, because a state ful lling the requirements 
of the UNESCO Convention automatically 
becomes responsible for implementation of 
“[…] respective legal, scienti c, technical, ad-
ministrative and nancial measures for iden-
ti cation, protection, preservation […] of the 
heritage” [3]. It would also qualify Tamgaly to 
receive nancial aid from the World Heritage 
Fund for preparation of the nomination le, as 
well as for implementation of urgent measures 
and research of the monument on account of 
funds raised from other international and do-
mestic sources.

The programme’s urgent measures for 
preservation of Tamgaly included the follow-
ing: banning vehicles from driving through 
the canyon; establishing tourist control in the 
part of the gorge with the concentration of the 
most precious petroglyphs and other archaeo-
logical monuments; se ing up a permanent 
guard service; developing a special manual 
for guides and rules for tourists; provision of 
walkways for visitation with indication signs; 
and preparation of simple facilities for visi-
tors. Involvement of the local population in 
the protection and maintenance of the Tamga-
ly monument was emphasized, the intention 
being to develop special programmes for the 
training of quali ed personnel for the future 
museum-reserve.

The scienti c research work plan was also 
designed to be closely connected with the 
preservation requirements in Tamgaly. Natu-
ral scienti c studies were tailored for detailed 
investigation of factors having natural, an-
thropogenic and technogenic impact on the 
landscape and the various monuments of the 
complex. Geological/geo-morphological and 
archaeological studies had to accompany any 
type of work on damage and further develop-
ment of conservation techniques to be applied 
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on petroglyphs and other objects. Archaeolog-
ical activities were focused on documenting 
the most valuable petroglyph groups, naliz-
ing surveys of the site area, making an inven-
tory of the monuments, and developing maps 
for the purpose of identifying the boundaries 
and protection zones of the Tamgaly complex. 
Moreover, it was planned to continue excava-
tions and geo-archaeological studies of the set-
tlement Tamgaly I, as a reference monument 
for the complex. And nally, the Tamgaly da-
tabase had to be created.

Remembering the failures of the past, when 
conservation techniques were applied directly 
on petroglyph panels without previous tests, 
now it was suggested that a speci c polygon 
beyond the monument for testing new mate-
rials and technologies be designated. Priority 
conservation measures included the elimina-
tion of contemporary inscriptions and draw-
ings from the petroglyph rocks and gluing of 
fallen out fragments by applying materials 
proven to be safe. A thorough study together 
with a special conservation plan was required 
for the deteriorated panel 118 of Group IV with 
the composition of “the sun-headed deities”. 
There was also a need to develop a method 
and a programme for monitoring the condi-
tion of the Tamgaly monuments.

One of the important points in the 1998 
comprehensive programme was the develop-
ment of a management plan for Tamgaly, inte-

. 68.      . 2001 .
Fig. 68. Uncontrolled tourism (le ) and new damages to the petroglyphs. 2001.
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grating long-term plans for scienti c research, 
conservation, monitoring, protection of the 
monument, provision of visitors’ facilities and 
promotion of tourism.

Implementing the outlined programme 
turned out to be a complicated ma er. Dur-
ing 1998–1999, many a empts were directed 
towards a racting the a ention of local au-
thorities and central bodies in the eld of 
monument protection to the critical situation 
in Tamgaly, but in vain. Though work in Tam-
galy was resumed, the project’s scope was 
small and limited to occasional funding and 
unpaid work. However, thanks to some fund-
ing from foreign donors, a racted through 
the promotion activities of Renato Sala, an 
Italian researcher of rock art in Kazakhstan, 
in 1998–2000 archaeological excavations of 
the se lement Tamgaly I could continue [4]. As 
a result, remnants of the Bronze Age dwell-
ing were uncovered, a series of radiocarbon 
datings obtained and paleo-botanical and 
paleo-zoological materials studied. The so-
ciety “Tamgaly”, established in Krakow by 
Polish restorer Eva Timchik in 1998, nanced 
the conservation work on one of the damaged 
petroglyph panels at Group IV . However, 
all these e orts could not alleviate the acute 
systemic problems. In face of the vital task 
of saving the monument, what enthusiasts 
could do single-handedly was not su cient; 
not when the danger of physical destruction 

. 69.       ( )  .  I. 1999 .
Fig. 69. Bronze Age dwelling with interior replace (right). Tamgaly I. 1999.
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of these most valuable petroglyphs grew 
more and more critical every year.

At this di cult moment, UNESCO’s active 
participation played a decisive role in the fate 
of Tamgaly. Upon recommendations by Fran-
cis Childe, the head of the Europe, Asia and 
Paci c Region sector at the UNESCO Cultural 
Heritage Department in Paris, E. Kh. Khorosh 
and . E. Rogozhinsky prepared a project pro-
posal based on the 2000 Tamgaly comprehen-
sive preservation programme. The proposal 
was submi ed by NIPI PMK via UNESCO 
to international funds and organisations for 
consideration. Soon the cry for help received a 
long-awaited response from Riksantikvaren – 
the Norwegian Directorate for Cultural Heri-
tage in Oslo. The Norwegian Ministry of For-
eign A airs through Riksantikvaren expressed 
their willingness to render nancial help and 
expert assistance in implementing the pro-
gramme of urgent measures and in developing 
the Tamgaly Management Plan, with the view 
to having Tamgaly inscribed on the UNESCO 
World Heritage List! A fact- nding mission 
with the Norwegian experts was planned to 
take place in the spring of the following year 
[5], which turned out to be an eventful period 
and eventually, a turning point in the recent 
history of Tamgaly.

Early in 2001, the Culture Commi ee, 
prompted by the UNESCO National Commit-
tee, made resources available for preparation 

. 70.   .  I      . 1999 .
Fig. 70. Stratigraphic section of the se lement Tamgaly I (le ) and Bronze Age po ery. 1999.
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of the documentation needed for organizing 
the state protection of Tamgaly. In February-
March, the NIPI PMK team together with 
ecologists conducted a survey of the gorge, 
determining and specifying the boundaries of 
the archaeological complex and its protection 
zone, as well as of the farms disturbing the in-
tegrity of the area of the monument. In April 
the same year, the Tamgaly documentation, 
prepared by A. E. Rogozhinsky and Kadisha 
Imanbekova, was submi ed to the Culture 
Commi ee. The dossier included maps, pho-
tographs, inventory lists of archaeological 
monuments and an explanatory memoran-
dum justifying the outstanding value of the 
monument. Not long a erwards, on 5 Octo-
ber, a Government decision was issued on the 
inclusion of the Tamgaly complex in the list 
of historical-cultural monuments of national 
signi cance [6]. This was an important step to-
wards the preservation of Tamgaly as a poten-
tial object of world cultural heritage.

The rst mission to Kazakhstan of Nor-
wegian specialists, archaeologists Gro Man-
dt (University of Bergen) and Anne-Sophie 
Hygen (Riksantikvaren – the Directorate for 
Cultural Heritage, Oslo) took place from 
20-30 April 2001 [7]. The mission aimed at 
becoming familiar with the monument in all 
its aspects, with the Tamgaly scienti c and 
technical documentation and other avail-
able sources that would be of use when im-
plementing the project. The proposed project 
was unique in the region by its content and 
complexity. For its successful ful lment, it 
would involve a whole range of legal, organi-
sational, scienti c-methodological and prac-
tical questions which had to be decided on 
simultaneously. Therefore, bearing in mind 
the situation in Tamgaly at the time, any de-
cision required a balanced assessment of all 
project development factors from both sides. 
A failure to do so would imply the threat of a 
complete loss of the monument.

During those April days in 2001, an intense 
exchange of experience and scienti c informa-
tion took place. At the workshop in Almaty, 
organised by NIPI PMK, the specialists from 
Kazakhstan presented the whole dossier of 
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. 71.        . 2001 .
Fig. 71. State protection map showing boundaries of Tamgaly complex and bu er zone. 2001.
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results from the many years of study of the 
monument, and demonstrated the results of 
the experimental rock art conservation at Tam-
galy. Since the variety and speci cs of Central 
Asian petroglyphs were essentially unknown 
in the West until relatively recently [8], and the 
Scandinavian archaeologists had never before 
participated in studies of them, it was vital to 
present Tamgaly in the context of other out-
standing monuments in the region. During the 
mission, invaluable assistance was rendered 
by invited researchers of Central Asian and 
South Siberian rock art, . . Khujanazarov 
(Uzbekistan), . I. Tashbaeva (Kyrgyzstan) 
and D. V. Cheremisin (Russia).

In turn, and in order to facilitate a fruit-
ful exchange of experiences, the Norwegian 

. 72.    . 2001 .
Fig. 72. First Norwegian mission in Almaty. 2001.

. 73. -   . 2001 .
Fig. 73. Colleagues-archaeologists in Tamgaly. 2001.
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specialists had prepared a series of scienti c 
reports and presentations describing meth-
ods for research, documentation, conserva-
tion, monitoring, protection and use of rock 
art monuments in Scandinavia. Above all they 
demonstrated a holistic approach to the study 
and management of rock art. The opposite ap-
proach – separation of research and conser-

. 75.    .
Fig. 75. Project planning in Karabastau.

. 74. : . , . , .- . , .   .     . 2001 .
Fig. 74. Right: E. Khorosh, G. Mandt, A.-S. Hygen, R. Sala, and B. Sakiev with his sons and grandchilds. 2001.
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vation of monuments from the comprehen-
sive whole – was admi ed as being a major 
shortcoming of the domestic experience at the 
dedicated Kazakh-Norwegian Conference of 
the Institute of Archaeology, the Academy of 
Science of the Republic of Kazakhstan which 
took place at this time.

During the days of the mission to Tamgaly, 
great a ention was directed towards identify-
ing the views of the local population on the 
preservation of the monuments in the gorge 
and the vision of establishing a museum-re-
serve as a ma er of urgency. Discussions with 
land users, whose plots at that time bordered 
on the protection zone of the complex or par-
tially occupied it, led to the conviction that it 
would be possible to reach a compromise and 
a solution to the problems without a ecting 
the monument’s protection and integrity. As a 
whole, the majority of the Karabastau inhabit-
ants viewed the coming changes in Tamgaly 
positively. This was considered to be an im-
portant precondition for the successful imple-
mentation of the project and also a necessary 
condition for the inscription of the monument 
on the World Heritage List [9].

The mission’s familiarisation task ful lled, 
what now had to be discussed were the pre-
liminary results, the compilation of the work 
programme with a tentative budget and a def-
inition of the main roles of the participants. 

. 76.  «   »  .  2001 .
Fig. 76. Victims of “Petroglyph Hunting” in Tamgaly. April, 2001.
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As priority tasks of the programme, the list 
of urgent protective measures included such 
steps as closing the transit road and arrang-
ing for a guard service. No one questioned the 
need for immediate implementation of these 
tasks. However, the actual realization of meas-
ures in Tamgaly could be provided neither by 
Norway nor by Kazakhstan until the o cial 
signing of the international agreement was 
concluded and other formalities observed. 
Then Mr. Jorge Sequeira, UNESCO represent-
ative to Kazakhstan and Regional Education 
Adviser for Central Asia and Transcaucasus 
in Almaty, provided a special grant for the 
immediate implementation of urgent work by 
NIPI PMK, which became possible in the sum-
mer of 2001 [10]. UNESCO’s institutional sup-
port remained one of the main conditions for 
the project’s successful development.

The main outcome of the 2001 mission was 
the generation of the UNESCO-Norwegian-
Kazakhstan project “Management, conserva-
tion and presentation of the Tamgaly petro-
glyph site”, planned to be implemented in 
2002–2004. Thus, the ten April days of joint 

. 77.    .
Fig. 77. Damaged Bronze Age engravings.
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hard work by Norwegian and Kazakhstan 
colleagues in 2001 were a prelude to a long-
term fruitful cooperation, based upon equal 
partnership, professional cooperation and the 
highly creative enthusiasm of specialists from 
both countries.

Before starting the rescue operations in 
Tamgaly in the summer of 2001, it was nec-
essary to make decisions on a number of ex-
tremely important organisational and legal 
questions. One of them was: who will guard 
the monument, arrange for services and fa-
cilities and be in control of tourist visits prior 
to the establishment of a special body in the 
shape of a state museum-reserve – and on 
what legal basis? Due to the extreme impor-
tance of preserving Tamgaly as an object to be 
nominated to the UNESCO World Heritage 
List, the creation of a temporary management 
agency at NIPI PMK authorised by the Culture 
Commi ee was proposed. Its role would be 
to manage the monument until the museum-
reserve was established. The operative man-
agement model was in fact based on the NIPI 
PMK project team which included specialists 
among the permanent institute sta . Tempo-
rary sta , employed from among the inhab-
itants of Karabastau village, was involved in 
the work as guards, guides and workers. Al-
though the structure had been formed and the 
actual management put in place between the 

. 78. .   . . 2001 .
Fig. 78. K. Imanbekova and A. Ruzemov. 2001.
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. 79.     « »   . 2001 .
Fig. 79. Construction of “oba” as protective barriers in Tamgaly gorge. 2001.
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summer of 2001 and the autumn of 2003, the 
unit did not, however, have any o cial name.

All these urgent works were based on a spe-
cial permit, granted to NIPI PMK by the Cul-
ture Commi ee under the Ministry of Culture, 
Information and Public Accord of the Republic 
of Kazakhstan, issued in June 2001 [11]. Day 
by day the situation in Tamgaly was indeed 
ge ing worse, and “hunting” for petroglyphs 
was on-going. During an inspection in March, 
during which the site was to be documented, 
no signi cant damage was noted, but only a 
month later, the participants of the Norwe-
gian mission discovered that pieces of some 
of the best engravings recorded at petroglyph 

. 80.      : .  ( )  . . 2001 .
Fig. 80. The rst guards and guides in Tamgaly: N. Bakhytjanov (le ) and B. Ezhenov. 2001.

. 81.    . 2001 .
Fig. 81. Entrance sign in Tamgaly. 2001.
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Groups II and III had been cut o  in a barbaric 
manner, including “the disguised” and part of 
“the cow with calf”! Delays were not accept-
able any more, and the NIPI PMK project team 
began rescue work as early as 20 June.

The events which occurred during that 
remarkable summer are like changing, vivid 
pictures seen through a kaleidoscope, with the 
only di erence that some episodes occurred 
almost simultaneously, such as banning mo-
tor cars from passing through the canyon and 
leading the tra c away on by-pass roads at a 
safe distance from the protected area; or, for 
example, arranging for a regular safeguard-
ing of the petroglyphs by providing training 
for a quali ed zoo-technician and the son of 
a Karabastau machine-serviceman in elemen-
tary ways of managing undisciplined groups 
of urban tourists – all at once the same persons 
had to be fully and painstakingly involved in 
all issues [12]. The complexity of the practical 
tasks at hand stimulated joint e orts to nd 
extraordinary solutions to the main problems 

. 82.     IV. 2001 .
Fig. 82. Geologists working on Group IV. 2001.
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of preservation of the monument’s historical 
appearance in its natural surroundings.

The hardest task was the closing of the 
canyon in such a way that the barriers would 
be reliable and simple, inexpensive, easy to 
repair if destroyed and barely noticeable in 
the natural landscape. Architect K. Imanbe-
kova and the work force leader . K. Ruze-
mov, inspired by the traditional small stone 
piles ( bo), came up with the idea of build-
ing rows of similar ones, made of local stones 
and slabs covering iron rods or short pillars 
of reinforced cement. These rows of “cairns”, 
skilfully positioned at the bo om of ravines 
and depressions, now appeared as unobtru-
sive barriers or “ lters”, stopping vehicles 
but le ing visitors approach the petroglyph 
“gallery” [13]. Truck drivers, preferring the 
transit road through Tamgaly through force 
of habit, did not immediately make use of 
the new diversion road and violently broke 
through the barriers. However, the following 

. 83.    V. 2001 .
Fig. 83. Copying in Group V. 2001.

. 84.    V. 2001 .
Fig. 84. Copying in Group V. 2001.
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. 85.    . 2002-2003 .
Fig. 85. Site improvement scheme at Tamgaly. 2002-2003.
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spring nally brought a turning point in this 
confrontation.

It was also di cult to organize the secu-
rity arrangements at Tamgaly. In the begin-
ning, visitors were startled at the sight of 
the mounted guards in this “no man’s land” 
as the monument was perceived as being at 
the time, and some were annoyed lest they 
might have to pay an entrance fee. But there 
was no entrance charge nor were there any 
barriers with a stern guard to be seen. On the 
contrary, the mounted guards with badges 
showing that they were NIPI PMK employees 
could indicate a comfortable walkway to the 
petroglyphs, instruct on safety rules and ac-
company visitors at some distance; all this in 
a pleasant and polite manner. Their contract 
also required that they collect tourist data on 
a daily basis: the time of the visit, number of 
visitors, the number and composition of excur-
sion groups, and the manner of transport were 
to be recorded in a special log [14]. Analysis 
of the monitoring data gave a true picture of 

. 86. -      III. 2002 .
Fig. 86. Design of visitor path, Group III. 2002.

111

       Between the past and the future

   -  
,   

    -
     

.
    

    -
     

    

tourism in Tamgaly, allowing for the planning 
of improvements in the security arrangements 
and for establishing basic facilities for visitors 
beyond the precinct of the monument (tempo-
rary resting places, toilets, etc.), as well as for 
designing excursion routes.

The regular guarding in Tamgaly, estab-
lished on 21 June 2001, turned out to be a very 
e ective protective measure. From that mo-

. 87.     . 2002 .
Fig. 87. Map of visitor routes in Tamgaly. 2002.
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ment on and up to the end of the tourist season 
not one single signi cant instance of damage 
caused by visitors’ activities appeared on the 
canyon petroglyphs! The rst Tamgaly guards 
were Bekjan Ezhenov, Nurakhan Bakhyt-
janov, Janat Kuzerbayev and Duman Stam-
bayev. They guarded the monument during 
perhaps the most critical period in the history 
of the site. Carrying out their duties with dig-
nity, they maintained the prestige of Tamgaly 
among the local population and, to the best of 
their capacity, conveyed its signi cance to do-
mestic and foreign visitors.

The rest of the hot summer, the “dead sea-
son” of cultural tourism in south Kazakhstan, 

. 89.   . 2002 .
Fig. 89. Route sign preparation. 2002.

. 88.    .  II. 2002 .
Fig. 88. Information signs near the cemetery Tamgaly II. 2002.
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was dedicated to construction of the protective 
barriers and the roads bypassing Tamgaly, ar-
rangement of visitors’ facilities within a tem-
porary area and safeguarding of the canyon. 
In the expectation of a mass in ux of tourists, 
as usually happened in autumn, many organi-
sations in Almaty were informed through the 
Kazakhstan Tourist Association of the protec-
tive measures in Tamgaly and about the ne-
cessity for tour organisers to comply with the 
requirements of the monument’s guard serv-
ice.

Scienti c investigations also took place 
during the summer of 2001. B. Zh. Aubeker-
ov and his co-workers conducted a special 
inspection of panel 118 at Group IV with the 
unique images of “the sun-headed deities”. 
The geologist ascertained the main factors be-
hind the disintegration of the rock, and gave 
recommendations on how to reduce the active 
impact and on stabilization of the stone block. 
For the rst time a er a ten-year break, geolo-
gists familiarized themselves with the state of 
the canyon rocks and the landscape, and sug-
gested a number of necessary protective meas-
ures [15].

At the same time, documentation of 
petroglyph Groups IV and V, incomplete in 
the previous years, continued. Archaeolo-
gists . .  Sulaimanova (Kyrgyzstan) and 
I. D. Russakova (Russia), invited to take part 
in the rescue works in 2001, were a great help 

. 90.   . 2002 .
Fig. 90. Burial with petroglyphs. 2002.
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in making rubbings of the rock images and 
corrections of the indexed panoramas [16]. 
The regional cooperation between specialists 
was becoming a key factor in the implementa-
tion of the Tamgaly project and in uenced the 
style of implementation in a decisive way.

A memorable event was an o cial visit to 
Kazakhstan 25–29 August 2001 by Mr K. Maz-
zura, Director General of UNESCO. Within the 
frame of this visit, an excursion to the Tamgaly 
complex was organized for the UNESCO lead-
er together with the Deputy Prime Minister of 
the Republic of Kazakhstan, I. N. Tasmagam-
betov. Having familiarised themselves with 
the monument, the distinguished guests be-
lieved the site to be very culturally signi cant 
and noted the importance of the joint e orts of 
Kazakhstan and UNESCO for the preservation 
of Tamgaly as a World Heritage Site [17]. Cre-
ating a state museum-reserve was recognised 
as an essential task.

In the meantime, the signing of the o -
cial UNESCO-Norway-Kazakhstan project 
agreement was delayed for an indetermi-
nate period. By the end of 2001 the UNESCO 
Almaty O ce again provided a small grant 
to NIPI PMK for the protection of Tamga-
ly until spring 2002 when the cooperation 
project was due to begin. This next contri-
bution from UNESCO allowed the measures 
for the control of visitors at the monument, 
established with such enormous e orts in 

. 91.     . 2002 .
Fig. 91. Training for petroglyph damages recording. 2002.
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2001, to be maintained [18]. At the start of 
the following tourist season in Tamgaly, a 
guide booklet and a map of the walkways 
was issued in Kazakh, Russian and English. 
This became the rst popular-scienti c pub-
lication, re ecting the contemporary vision 

. 93.     V. 2002 .
Fig. 93. Damages recording, Group V. 2002.

. 92.       . 2002 .
Fig. 92. Experimental work at the conservation test place (polygon). 2002.
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of the monument’s value as a world cultural 
heritage object.

Simultaneously, the NIPI PMK project 
team had begun planning the excursion walk-
ways in the actively visited central part of 
the Tamgaly complex. Again, good solutions 
evolved as the fruit of the comprehensive 
approach and the joint creative e orts of dif-
ferent specialists. The archaeologist identi-

ed the objects, petroglyphs and burials that 
would reveal the artistic, historical and cul-
tural value of the monument in the best pos-
sible way. The restorer assessed their technical 
condition, and identi ed objects that were in 
such a poor state that visitors’ access should 
be banned. The architect suggested a practical 
solution to establish walkways that would be 
convenient for tourists and not harm the mon-
ument. The geologist gave recommendations 
on the planning of the walkways at di erent 
parts of the terrain and on the construction of 
supporting structures to be added to slopes 
for correct load distribution on the landscape 
and for visitors’ safety. The rst plan for ex-
cursion walkways in Tamgaly was created by 
architects K. Imanbekova and E. L. Yatsenko, 
with the participation of . . Rogozhinsky, 
B. Zh. Aubekerov and E. Kh. Khorosh. The 
plan was implemented at the monument by K. 
Imanbekova in 2002 [19].

In places like Tamgaly, where all visible 
signs of man’s many centuries long zeal to 

. 94.    . 2002 .
Fig. 94. Testing methods to remove lichens. 2002.
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master the picturesque landscape are merged 
together, it is always crucial to keep the sense 
of the integral unity of nature and culture – it is 
too easy to disturb the monument by careless 
intrusion while adapting these places to mod-
ern use. Masterful site managers and design-
ers hold the a ention of visitors by controlling 
their gaze, directing it toward the monument 
using the materials and colours of nature, skil-
fully guiding people in unusual and unknown 
environments.

Following this strategy, K. Imanbekova 
succeeded in Tamgaly in nding the best 
solutions to quite complicated challenges 
in arranging the excursion route; for exam-
ple, assisting visitors to choose the most 
convenient access to petroglyph “galleries”, 
di erentiated from other natural paths by 
the absence of tall grass, large stones in the 
way or steep climbs, and yet another thing – 
signs indicating turning points encountered 
always at the right moment. It was next to 
impossible to prevent cars and coaches from 
driving straight to the archaeological exca-
vations at Tamgaly II, and even harder to 
prevent curious tourists from walking eve-
rywhere. Pictogram signs like “A ention: 
snake!” placed along the route were hard to 
ignore, and a stone with an inscription “An-
cient burials: entrance forbidden” warned 
tourists of the monument’s boundaries. Such 

. 95.         . 2002 .
Fig. 95. NIPI PMK Project Team and Renato Sala (right) in Tamgaly. 2002.
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road signs proved more e ective than any 
physical barrier.

The excursion route created allowed visi-
tors to see all Tamgaly’s main points of inter-
est, representing in the majority of cases non-
intrusive correction of the landscape. Nature 
responded quickly to man’s care, and in a 
year’s time well-trodden tracks and the former 
transit road, now closed, were overgrown by 
fresh vegetation. To the surprise and joy of 
tourists, it now became possible to spot a hare, 
a fox or other wild animal in the vicinity of the 
protected area of Tamgaly.

Having protected the core of the monument 
and regulated the tourist tra c, now it be-
came possible to concentrate on the main task 
of the Tamgaly conservation - continuing with 
research and conservation works, improving 
management and preparing for nomination to 
the UNESCO World Heritage List.

In summer 2002, the second mission by 
Norwegian specialists took place in Tamgaly. 
It was led by the international project coordi-
nator Anne-Sophie Hygen, with the participa-
tion of biologist Torbjørg Bjelland and restorer 
Kjartan Gran. It was the Kazakh researchers’ 
and conservators’ rst experience of joint prac-
tical work at the monument and yielded valu-
able results, rst and foremost the structure 
and format developed for documenting the 
state of petroglyphs, conservation works and 
monitoring. The knowledge of Kazakhstan 

. 96.  « »   II.
Fig. 96. A visitor “autograph” in Group II.
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restorers in this area was clearly insu cient, 
and upon familiarisation with the Norwegian 
rock art documentation standard [20] and 
the Norwegian work methods, together they 
managed to elaborate suitable forms for data 
registration while inspecting petroglyphs in 
the natural surroundings.

The tables with general data on recorded 
panels and petroglyphs examined earlier by 

. E. Rogozhinsky had been entered logically 
into the descriptive structure; now they were 
part of the standarised archaeological nota-
tion. The second part of the petroglyph de-
scriptions was made up of tables giving com-
prehensive characteristics of the physical state 
of the petroglyphs, the panels, and the near 
vicinity. Included were also data on damage, 
conservation and monitoring measures, which 
from now on formed an important element of 
the documentation adopted by K.  Gran and 
L. F. Charlina to Tamgaly conditions based on 
the Norwegian standard. The legend for the 
graphic recording of the condition of petro-
glyphs was adapted and added to the classi -
cation of the natural damage in Tamgaly, sug-
gested by B. Zh. Aubekerov, biologists .  Bjel-
land and S. . Nigmatova. K.  Gran and local 
restorers tested the inspection and damage re-
cording techniques on several panels of Group 
III, using the new documentation forms. Fur-
ther improvement of the technique and forms 
of documentation was carried out by Kaza-

. 97.      II ( )  V. 2002 .
Fig. 97. Removing visitor gra ti in Group II (le ) and Group V. 2002.
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khstan restorers, who, guided by L. F. Char-
lina, began the regular inspection of the state 
of the Tamgaly petroglyphs.

Executing the joint research programme 
designed during the previous year, restorers 
of both countries in 2002 arranged for a special 
site for testing new materials and conserva-
tion methods. The test site was in the canyon 
periphery, away from the main petroglyph 
groups; a small rock exposure without petro-
glyphs, but exhibiting all the natural damage 
typical of panels in Tamgaly. The properties 
of composites, methods for removal of lichens 
and visitors’ gra ti were tried out here to 

. 98.     « »   V. 2002 .
Fig. 98. Disguising carved inscriptions using the “mosaic” method on Group V. 2002.

. 99. .          II. 2002 .
Fig. 99. K. Gran restoring a wall stone in a burial with petroglyphs in Tamgaly II. 2002.
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. 100.     . 2003 .
Fig. 100. Database structure of the Tamgaly complex. 2003.
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test their e ectiveness; also restorers could 
train themselves in order to improve their 
own skills. From now on, all new conserva-
tion technologies could be applied to Tamgaly 
monuments only a er tests, monitoring and 
result analysis.

However during 2002–2003, the systematic 
implementation of priority works, including 
pu ing in place management, scienti c re-
search, conservation and documentation of 
Tamgaly monuments, was delayed by incred-
ibly long procedures for the translation, agree-
ing and signing of the agreement between 
UNESCO and Kazakhstan, although the Nor-

. 101.       . 2003 .
Fig. 101. Discussion and development of documentation standards at Tamgaly. 2003.

. 102.     . 2003 .
Fig. 102. Testing new forms of rock art documentation. 2003.
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wegian Government ful lled the funding por-
tion of this project as early as the end of 2001. 
The cumbersome bureaucratic machine barely 
reacted to outside a empts to speed up and 
responded only in its own good time. During 
these two years the fate of Tamgaly would be 
sealed: started in 2001, it was not possible to 
abandon the project, and yet further progress 
was prevented too. The situation had con ict-
ing trends. The Culture Commi ee annually 
assigned funding for the maintenance of the 
guard service and arrangement of utilities, 
thus ful lling the national part of the project 
requirements. On the other hand, organisa-
tional, scienti c-methodological, research 
and conservation works, as well as the Tam-
galy management plan itself was envisaged 
by the project programme as being part of the 

. 103.     CARAD  . 2003 .
Fig. 103. UNESCO CARAD workshop participants visiting Kuldjabashy. 2003.
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Norwegian contribution. And this was fro-
zen in the absence of a valid agreement. This 
situation actually immobilised the NIPI PMK 
project team in Tamgaly, forcing them to look 
for alternative funding in order to implement 
the plan and maintain their hope for a success-
ful outcome.

In 2002, the UNESCO World Heritage Cen-
tre awarded a special grant to the NIPI PMK 
for preparation of the Tamgaly nomination 
dossier. It permi ed planning of additional 
studies and documentation of the present state 
of the monument, collection and systematisa-
tion of information on tourism, land use, eth-
nology and other. Firstly, it became possible 
to conduct an analysis of all available data in 
order to describe comprehensively the object-
nominee and its protection strategy; then to as-
sess its integrity and authenticity as a cultural 
landscape, and, nally, to justify the outstand-
ing universal value on the base of established 
criteria and juxtaposition with other well 
known rock art monuments. And all the work 
was laid on a small group of the NIPI PMK 
employees under the guidance of E. Kh. Kho-
rosh ( . E. Rogozhinsky, K. Imanbekova, . L. 
Yatsenko, L. F. Charlina, . N. Fadeyeva), as 
well as B. Zh. Aubekerov and S. . Nigmatova 
(The Institute of Geological Sciences at the RK 
National Academy of Science). Enclosed with 
the nomination dossier, was a set of remark-
able photographs of petroglyphs and pano-
ramic pictures of Tamgaly made from the mo-
todeltaplan by skilful photo-documentor and 
brave Italian explorer Renato Sala.

In January 2003, the nomination dossier 
“Petroglyphs within the Archaeological Landscape 
of Tamgaly” was submi ed by Kazakhstan to 
the UNESCO World Heritage Centre. With 
the ICOMOS appraisal mission carried out 
in December of the same year, the Tamgaly 
nomination process entered its last stage. The 
main condition for the successful nomination 
of the monument was preparation of the Tam-
galy management plan within the frame of the 
UNESCO-Norwegian-Kazakhstan project (not 
yet nalised!) and its submission to the World 
Heritage Centre in spring 2004. Further delays 
in the signing of the project agreement not 
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. 104.     . 2003 .
Fig. 104. Documentation structure for rock art sites. 2003.
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only postponed the start of planning and con-
servation works, but actually threatened the 
Tamgaly nomination with cancellation and 
the loss of the project team.

 Unexpectedly, in 2003, UNESCO initiated 
a grant for the NIPI PMK team allowing them 
to continue the scheduled works with Nor-
wegian colleagues and to maintain control in 
Tamgaly. This gave a new life to the project 
development which later led to the creation 
of a whole new eld of regional scienti c co-
operation on rock art. The idea was clear: to 
render support to Kazakhstan and Norwe-
gian specialists in elaborating the standard-
ised documentation format, conservation and 
monitoring methods, as well as the creation 
of an interactive database on Tamgaly using 
the materials of exchange of experience in the 
area of management, study and preservation 
of rock art monuments of Central Asia. There-
fore, in spring 2003, the UNESCO World Her-
itage Centre in Paris and the UNESCO O ce 
in Almaty suggested holding a regional scien-
ti c workshop entitled “Central Asian rock art 
sites: public participation, management, docu-
mentation and conservation” at the NIPI PMK 
base in Tamgaly.

In the course of preparation for the work-
shop, investigation of the present state of the 
Tamgaly petroglyphs continued in the sum-
mer. At the same time, the documentation 
format developed in 2002 underwent some 
improvement. On preliminary testing of vari-
ous techniques at the test site, the restorers 
began removing visitors’ gra ti which were 
dis guring the canyon rocks. L. F. Charlina, 
K.  .  Iskakov (the NIPI PMK) and K. Gran 
were joined by arina . Reutova, a restorer 
from Uzbekistan, where at the same time a 
similar project on preservation of the Sarmish-
say petroglyphs was also evolving, thanks 
again to the support of Norway. uhiddin 

.  Khudjanazarov, who coordinated the 
works in Sarmishsay, participated in the work 
of the NIPI PMK project team on preparation 
of the base documentation of peripheral petro-
glyph sites and development of the detailed 
archaeological GIS-map of Tamgaly. The 
multidisciplinary approach and cooperation 

. 105. .- . , .   . .
Fig. 105. A.-S. Hygen, Yu. Peshkov and R. Lin.
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of various specialists again greatly contribut-
ed to the project development and dissemina-
tion of knowledge enriched by the collective 
creative work.

Finally, it became possible to manage 
the outstanding task of creation of the data-
base with materials on study, conservation, 
monitoring and management of the Tamga-
ly complex. Its structure was developed by 

.  E.  Rogozhinsky, and the rst version of the 
interactive programme created by . L.  Yat-
senko and S. R. Golubev appeared in autumn 
2003. At the same time, the NIPI PMK started 
to develop an electronic archive of Tamgaly 
scienti c-technical documentation, which rst 
included materials from 1957, the 1970s and 
the 1990s.

Some of the archived materials were in-
cluded earlier in the Tamgaly interactive pro-
gramme, prepared by . E. Rogozhinsky and 
S. R. Golubev at the start of 2003 with the sup-
port of the UNESCO Almaty O ce. The vo-
luminous CD contained a major part of the 
Tamgaly dossier materials, including the rst 
generalisation of the results of study and pres-
ervation of Tamgaly from the moment of the 
monument’s discovery up to the submission of 
the nomination le to UNESCO in 2003. An at-
tempt to visualise Tamgaly as an archaeologi-
cal landscape, using all available materials (air 
photo-panoramas, maps, indexed panoramas, 
photos and petroglyph recordings, excavation 

. 106.         2001-2004 .
Fig. 106. The development of foreign and domestic tourism in Tamgaly, 2001-2004.
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plans and drawings of artefacts) suggested the 
general structure of scienti c-technical docu-
mentation of the monument, which became 
the basis of the database in question: complex 
– site – panel – image.

The workshop was held from 15–24 Sep-
tember, 2003 in Almaty and Tamgaly. The 
participants represented three elds of knowl-
edge: archaeology, natural science, conserva-
tion with ‘museumi cation’, – related to the 
study, preservation and utilisation of rock art 
monuments in countries of Central Asia, as 
well as Russia, Caucasus and Norway. It was 
UNESCO’s rst a empt to draw the a ention 
of specialists from post-Soviet countries to 
the essential task of developing standardised 
documentation forms within the complex ap-
proach to rock art management. It proved to 
be successful. At the workshop meetings in 
the NIPI PMK o ce, in the eld camp and 
at the petroglyphs rocks of Tamgaly, Kuldja-
basy and Karakyr, in the homes of the cordial 
dwellers of Karabastau, who for the rst time 
realised the wide fame of “our nbaly”, pres-
entations and debates by professionals contin-
ued for many days, almost uninterruptedly, 
on the most burning issues of preservation of 
monuments of Siberia, Kazakhstan and Cen-
tral Asia. The key issues and other conditions 
were similar in all the countries. It was there-
fore logical to combine the e orts of specialists 
from the three elds on the basis of a uni ed 

. 107.  :   .  2004 .
Fig. 107. New challenge: increasing visitor impact on the Site. April, 2004.
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approach to the study, preservation and utili-
sation of the rock art monuments. The unify-
ing factor in the professional cooperation was 
played by scienti c-technical documentation 
forms - a standard. The database, storing the 
experience in study, preservation, protection 
and utilisation of the monuments of the Cen-
tral Asian region in a standardised format, 
served the practical purposes of management. 
The main fruits of the regional workshop 
were “The Documentation Standard” and the 
improved Tamgaly database structure, later 
embodied in a new interactive version of “The 
Central Asian Rock Art Database” [21]. The 
acronym for this title, CARAD, was suggested 
by A.-S. Hygen [22], and was soon entered as 
the o cial title of the new UNESCO project, 
becoming a useful synonym for the evolving 
regional network of specialist cooperation.

This unique project born in Tamgaly in au-
tumn 2003 had its inspirers, coordinators and 
managers from the UNESCO side in the shape 
of Francis Childe, Roland Lin Chih-Hung 
(Paris) and Yuri . Peshkov (Almaty). Dur-
ing the years from 2003–2005, constant and ac-
tive support was rendered by the NIPI PMK 
Director, idar B. Konusbaev, to the CARAD 
regional cooperation with the participation of 
Kazakhstan specialists.

 The workshop organised by UNESCO in 
Tamgaly permi ed the NIPI PMK project team 
together with their Norwegian colleagues to 

. 108.  :      .  2004 .
Fig. 108. New challenge: weakening ability to maintain and control the Site. April 2004.



130

   . -
     

    
. .   . .   

     
  ,  

continue works on the monument in 2003, as 
well as to start developing the Tamgaly man-
agement plan, which now included strength-
ening international scienti c cooperation and 
participation in the creation of the CARAD 
regional base as one of the key elements [23]. 
By the end of the year, the management plan’ 
structure and the preliminary version were 
prepared by A.-S. Hygen and E. Kh. Khorosh. 
Finalisation of the planning and timely sub-
mission to the Culture Commi ee and then to 
the UNESCO World Heritage Centre were the 
next crucial steps in the nomination process. 
Finally, the agreement between UNESCO and 
Kazakhstan on “The Management, conserva-
tion and presentation of the Tamgaly petro-
glyph site” was o cially signed on December 19, 
2003. Its ideas had already borne tangible fruit 
in previous years.

Some time earlier, on October 14, 2003, the 
State Cultural and Natural Reserve-Museum 
of Tamgaly was established. It had now to 
take on all duties of the monument’s manage-
ment and care; the local authorities were to 
provide the land allotment within the protec-
tion zone of 3,800 hectares. But the newly cre-
ated establishment survived a di cult organi-
sational period and did not have the capacity 
to carry out the entire range of management 

. 109.   . . 2004 .
Fig. 109. Training leader Z. Boyaubaeva. 2004.

. 110.   -  « ». 2004 .
Fig. 110. “Tamgaly” Reserve-Museum sta  training in a yurt. 2004.
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tasks appropriately. In order to avoid possi-
ble con icts between the NIPI PMK and the 
“Tamgaly” Museum Reserve, a mutual coop-
eration agreement was concluded in summer 
2006 valid until the conclusion of UNESCO-
Norwegian-Kazakhstan project.

One of the important cooperation avenues 
was assistance by the NIPI PMK project group 
in the organisation of the protection of Tam-
galy, monitoring of the monuments and pres-
entation to visitors. This entailed the develop-
ment of methodological recommendations, 
rules for visitors and instructions for the per-
manent sta , as well as practical training. The 
majority of the local part-time employees of 
the NIPI PMK, who already had some experi-
ence in Tamgaly, became members of the per-
manent sta ; others continued monitoring the 
monument’s condition as part of the project 
team.

An analysis of monitoring data and visitors’ 
questionnaires for the period from 2001–2003 
showed an increased interest in the monument 
among domestic and foreign tourists: during 
this period Tamgaly was visited by guests 
from more than 30 countries of Asia, Europe 
and America; the most frequent domestic visi-
tors were, of course, students and school pupils 
[24]. Overall, the statistics re ected Tamgaly’s 
increasing popularity as a property about to 
be nominated to the UNESCO World Heritage 
List, which was communicated to the wide 
public via the mass media and other sources.

. 112.    . 2004 .
Fig. 112. Training guides for Tamgaly. 2004.

. 111.   . 2004 .
Fig. 111. Planning tourist excursions. 2004.
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However, in spring 2004 there was a danger 
that control over the hordes of visitors might 
be lost and that the situation dominant in 
Tamgaly until summer 2001 might return. The 
monument’s guard service, just recently set 
up and small in number, were helpless at criti-
cal moments when faced by the uncontrolled 
movement of hundreds of tourists in the can-
yon. The weakened control led to the appear-
ance of new visitors’ gra ti on rocks and even 
of bullet “wounds” on petroglyphs at Group 
III; again vehicles encroached on the gorge 
[25]. In particular, disturbance was caused by 
increased erosion on some slopes partly due 
to greater pressure on the walkways to petro-
glyph Group II and III; there was a need for 
urgent emergency works. In April 2004, the 
NIPI PMK project team developed an emer-
gency measure plan to protect the monument 
implemented jointly with other Museum Re-
serve employees.

First, a temporary limit to the Tamgaly 
mass excursions was imposed via the Almaty 
Tourism Department [26]. Thus time was 
gained for the geo-morphological investiga-
tion of damaged parts and for preparation of 
recommendations for their repair. At the same 
time, in collaboration with the leading Kaza-
khstan tourism manager Bakhyt K. Orazym-
betova and leg G. Luterovich, An excursion 
plan approved by the reserve administration 
was developed for the central part of the Tam-
galy complex [27]. The excursion contained a 
popular-scienti c interpretation of Tamgaly, 
based on the results of the newest studies and 
suited to the presentation of the site as a world 
cultural heritage monument. The plan envis-
aged a combination of main routes which 
would prevent groups of tourists from con-
verging on the same parts of the monument 
at the same time. Prior to excursions to the 
petroglyphs, tourists were to be familiarised 
with the history of the Tamgaly discovery and 
the study of the piedmont valley monuments 
the Karakuduk II and Tamgaly II cemeteries. 
Finally, Rules for visitors, as well as Instructions 
on protection of the monument and of control of 
visits of a temporary nature were developed to-
gether with the Museum-Reserve employees. 
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An experienced teacher and methodologist 
Z. S. Boyaubaeva prepared and implemented 
an intensive programme for employees in the 
basics of the national legislation on protection 
of monuments, the UNESCO World Heritage 
Convention, as well as in the contents of Tam-
galy tours, rules and instructions [28].

In August 2004, the NIPI PMK project team 
organised the eld training for professional 
guides recommended by the Tourism Depart-
ment; six guides underwent special training by 
B. K. Orazymbetova and . G. Luterovich, and 
obtained a license for organising excursions to 
Tamgaly [29]. The purpose of this measure 
was twofold: to maintain the “monopoly” of 
a limited number of professionals in order to 
control the number of excursion participants, 
and to introduce an adequate presentation of 
Tamgaly as outstanding World Heritage into 
tourism rhetoric as opposed to dile antish, 
non-scienti c and tendentious interpretations 
of the monument. Unfortunately, and with the 
connivance of the reserve management, this 
tourism tra c control tool had a short-term 
e ect, and was adequate only as a temporary 
measure. During the summer, following rec-
ommendations by the NIPI PMK project team, 
employees managed to conduct repair-resto-
ration works on the excursion route before the 
start of the autumn wave of visitors.

The main event of that year was the comple-
tion of the Tamgaly nomination process for in-
scription on the UNESCO World Heritage List. 
Management plan preparations took almost a 
half-year, during which the following were im-
plemented: data collection and analysis of all 
necessary information on archaeology, geology 
and other related sciences, botany, zoology, 
ecology, ethnology, presentation and tourism, 
conservation, protection and the Tamgaly area 
improvement. More than een specialists 
participated in the preparation of materials and 
development of sections of the management 
plan, including: B. Zh. Aubekerov, S. . Nig-
matova, . Marynych (landscape and ecology), 
L. F. Charlina, K. . Iskakov, . L.  Yatsenko 
(conservation and monitoring), G. V. Abram-
ova, K. Imanbekova (landscape architecture), 
B. K. Orazymbetova, Z. S. Boyaubaeva (tourism 

. 113. .   . . 2005 .
Fig. 113. G. Abramova, and B. Aubekerov. 2005.
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and education), K. Ergazy (ethnology) and oth-
ers. Main authors of the Tamgaly Management 
Master Plan and its three Management Sub-
plans were . E. Rogozhinsky, E. Kh. Khorosh 
and .-S. Hygen.

The Management Plan contains a full de-
scription of the Tamgaly archaeological land-
scape, identifying its cultural and natural 
values. Further described were the status and 
present conditions of the monument, the coop-
eration structure as well as available resources, 
as preconditions to sustainable management, 
conservation, preservation and presentation. 
The site management principles were formu-
lated: sustainable management, preservation 
of integrity and authenticity of the monument, 
minimum intervention and environmental 
safety.

One of the critical factors of the success of 
any project related to the monument was the 
interest, understanding and active participa-
tion of the local population. “Sustainable de-
velopment in this connection means that the 
project should not in any way cause threats to 
or destruction of local traditions, values and 
social rules but serve as a positive factor for the 
sustainable development and well being of the 
community”. Also recognised was that “Any 
conservation and management project implies 
certain interventions. Without them, no pres-
ervation and protection measures or scienti c 
work could be performed, and the site could 

. 114.  . 118  IV. 2005 .
Fig. 114. Topographic survey, Panel 118, Group IV. 2005.
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not be open for visitation. Regardless of what 
their causes are, interventions (visual, physical 
and material) should be as unobtrusive, invis-
ible, minimalist, reversible and environment 
friendly as possible” [30].

The monument’s high status has special 
requirements as to the quality of the manage-
ment based on maximum professionalism, 
knowledge and experience. “Multi- and cross-
scienti c research constitutes the basis for all 
activities connected to management, conser-
vation and presentation of the Archaeological 
Landscape. Research activities can never be 
considered nished but should continuously 
be carried out and further developed within 

elds like documentation, scienti c method-
ologies and archaeological interpretation. All 
practical activities must be confronted with in-
terpreted data in the landscape before they are 
carried out in order not to destroy or reduce 
the scienti c evidence. Documentation and 
interpretation must set the premises for con-
servation and presentation. Experience from 
conservation work at other sites (nationally 
and internationally) should continuously be 
evaluated and compiled in basic methodolo-
gies to be applied and modi ed to the site in 
question” [31].

The management quality implies the use of 
monument without harm to it, with high esti-
mation of its entirety. “Ethics in the Cultural 
Heritage means that no cheating and shortcuts 
are acceptable in any part of the work being 
done. …Sustainable use of cultural and natu-
ral heritage sites, monuments and landscapes, 
based on principles of ethics and integrity, 
will a ect visitors positively. Through appre-
ciation, understanding and respect for prehis-
toric expressions and the values involved they 
will also get a higher understanding of the 
necessity of preservation and modern use of 
heritage sites without major intrusions. How 
the site is managed regarding instalments and 
other infrastructure measures will, hopeful-
ly, in uence and set an example for visitors’ 
proper behaviour” [32].

Finally, the practice of sustainable manage-
ment demands a special approach to documen-
tation and monitoring of the monument. 
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“No measures are to be performed without 
proper documentation. This implies to docu-
ment before, during (i.e. process documenta-
tion) and a er their implementation. At no 
point of time can measures ever be considered 

nished and over. Initiation of programs of 
cultural heritage management, conservation 
and presentation implies a continuous, long-
term commitment; commitments are scien-
ti c, economic, administrative and ethical. All 
measures must be systematically monitored for 
their short- and long-term e ects, reported and 
evaluated. The experiences obtained through 
monitoring must set the premises for possible 
necessary changes or modi cations of the man-
agement program, formulated in yearly activ-
ity plans” [33].

Thus, generalising the accumulated expe-
rience, and formulating the onward strategy 
and tasks for the development of Tamgaly, 
the Management Plan laid the ground for the 
practical realisation of necessary measures on 
protection, research, preservation and utilisa-
tion of the monument. An integral part of the 
document was constituted by the Manage-
ment Sub-plans or Action Plans, dealing with 
the main three sets of issues: 1) Documentation, 
conservation and preservation; 2) Management, 
maintenance and monitoring; 3) Education, in-
formation and tourism. The detailed planning 
was carried up to and including 2008, while 
the 2004–2005 short-term plans included the 
work programme on the UNESCO-Norwe-
gian-Kazakhstan project.

In May 2004, the NIPI PMK successfully 
nalised the development of the Tamgaly 

management plan, and upon its approval by 
the Kazakhstan Minister of Culture, Dusen K. 
Kasseinov, the document was submi ed to the 
UNESCO World Heritage Centre just in time. 
A month later, on 30 June 2004, at the 28th session 
of the UNESCO World Heritage Commi ee, held 
in China, it was decided to inscribe the Petro-
glyphs within the Archaeological Landscape of Tam-
galy into the UNESCO World Heritage List [34]. 
It was the second successful nomination by Kaza-
khstan and, at the same time, the rst nomination 
of an outstanding rock art monument of Central 
Asia into the UNESCO World Heritage List.
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Thus, one of main tasks of the international 
project on Tamgaly was completed successful-
ly. But there were still enough unsolved issues 
and incomplete practical ma ers, including 
one of the most complicated: the problem of 
conservation.

During 2004–2005, investigation and doc-
umentation of the state of the canyon petro-
glyphs were conducted, and by the end of the 
project, this laborious work was completed. 
Now restorers possessed high-level documen-
tation as a starting point for monitoring, al-
lowing specialists to take balanced decisions 
in the future concerning the practical conser-
vation of Tamgaly petroglyphs.

. 115.     « »   I. 2005 .
Fig. 115. Reconstruction of the kurgan with “moustaches” in Tamgaly I. 2005.

. 116.      I. 2005 .
Fig. 116. Conservation of trenches in the Tamgaly I se lement. 2005.
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Special a ention was paid to panel 118 of 
Group IV with “the sun-headed deities”. Re-
peated inspections by geologists and restor-
ers as well as consultations with international 
experts convinced the conservators that the 
reinforcement of the block, split from the mas-
sif and slowly collapsing into pieces, required 
a whole set of additional studies, special en-
gineering and conservation measures that 
would be impossible to perform within the 
frame of the current project. In 2005, a high-
precision topographic survey of the block in 
the emergency situation was implemented 
and the recti ed photographic images of the 
panel and the south rock side – the base moni-
toring documentation were produced [35].

Signi cant results were obtained thanks 
to the international cooperation of restorers. 
In 2005, a CARAD regional training organ-
ised by UNESCO in Tamgaly was held, which 
brought together conservationists from Russia 
(E. N. Agheeva, N. L. Rebrikova, . V. Koch-
anovich), Kyrgyzstan (N. . Sitnikova) and 

. 117.    II. 2005 .
Fig. 117. Wood platforms for Group II. 2005.

. 118.    . 2005 .
Fig. 118. Wood platform on the path. 2005.
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Kazakhstan (L. F. Charlina, K. . Iskakov), 
as well as K. Gran from Norway, within the 
frame of the UNESCO-Norwegian-Kaza-
khstan project [36]. The training programme 
included the assessment of results of previous 
experiments at the test site and familiarisation 
with new technologies, including the method 
of “arti cial patination” of chips and gra ti 
already applied by Russian colleagues to the 
monuments of Siberia. Thanks to the intro-
duction of the best technologies and the work 
of the international group of restorers at the 
rocks of Tamgaly canyon, the number of no-
ticeable contemporary inscriptions and en-
gravings was reduced. Also carried out at this 
time was practical conservation of a few dam-
aged panels: consolidation of pieces and x-
ing detaching stone surfaces in the stone box 
with petroglyphs at the Tamgaly II cemetery, 
the fragment with petroglyphs discovered al-
ready in 1994. The creative approach and en-
thusiasm of professional restorers suggested 
that the time to collect stones in Tamgaly, had 

nally arrived!
In 2005, the NIPI PMK project team com-

pleted the collection of data for conversion of 
the archaeological map of Tamgaly into the GIS 
format; also prepared was the documentation 
set (indexed panoramas and photo albums of 
Group I–V panels), necessary for regular mon-
itoring by reserve personnel [37]. In 2006, con-
servation of the archaeological trial trenches 
at the Tamgaly I se lement and of the kurgan 
with “moustaches” was completed, and stone 
mounds which had been disturbed during 
the 1957 excavations were reconstructed now 
[38]. Volunteers, students of archaeology from 
Kyrgyzstan and Russia, Europe and America 
assisted at various stages of this work as had 
already become a tradition.

 In 2005, the urgent works programme end-
ed with reinforcement of the damaged parts of 
the excursion route. On the basis of recommen-
dations by B. Zh. Aubekerov and the design by 
architect G. V. Abramova, a wooden platform 
was constructed at Group II, facilitating safe 
passage for big tourist groups by decreasing 
the pressure on the eroded part of the slope. 
At Group III, planting bushes helped to x the 

    II;  
  , -

   1994 .   
-   

,      
, - , !

 2005 .    
     -

     GIS; 
   -

 (    -
     I–V), 

    
   [37]. 

 2006 .   -
     I 

   «  »,   -
    

1957 .   [38].   
      

    
    , -

  .
    

  2005 .   -
   -

.    . . -
    

. .     II  
  , -

     
      

. 119.    I. 2005 .
Fig. 119. Restorers working on Group I. 2005.
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eroded part of the walkway. Dismantling and 
removing the remains of transmission lines 
from the canyon area were the nal stages of 
the work of the NIPI PMK project team on res-
toration of the Tamgaly landscape [39].

Thus all the tasks of the international 
project “Management, conservation and pres-
entation of the Tamgaly petroglyph site” were 
ful lled [40]. Hopefully, all the work done by 
the participants from 2001–2006 was just the 
commencement of the continuing history of 
the monument; a history that might otherwise 
have faded into oblivion.

. 120. :    .  2005 .
Fig. 120. Tamgaly: between the past and the future. December, 2005.
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Generally speaking, the Central Asian 
region has been unknown territory for most 
Western archaeologists engaged in rock art re-
search. Even though rock art research has been 
actively conducted in the world for several 
decades – in some countries even centuries – 
the rock art of Central Asia has hardly been 
known in the West. One main reason is that 
rock art research is a relatively new perspec-
tive of archaeology in Central Asia. Tamgaly, 
for instance, was not discovered by archaeolo-
gists until 1957 [1], and intensi ed research 
came much later [2]. Moreover, the research 
results have mostly been published in Russian, 
in practice making them unavailable to non-
Russian readers. But the coin has two sides. 
Li le a ention has been paid in the former 
Soviet Union to much of the published rock 
art research in the rest of the world, probably 
for language as well as for political reasons. 
For example, European archaeology includ-
ing rock art research has traditionally seemed 
to be extremely euro-centred, and in parallel, 
Central Asian rock art research seems to have 
been similarly focused on this region. 

A veritable scienti c treasure has, there-
fore, more or less been “hidden” from the rest 
of the world until recently. But the situation is 
changing. Due to the strong focus on Tamgaly 
for the past years, including the inscription of 
Tamgaly in the UNESCO World Heritage List 
in 2004, the global community is becoming in-
creasingly aware of the immense magnitude 
and importance of Central Asian rock art. This 
opens up for extremely interesting research 
opportunities, perhaps in particular research 
into the rock art of the Bronze Age in Europe 
and Central Asia. There seem to be common 

-      Anne-Sophie Hygen
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traits, in motifs as well as in compositional fea-
tures, but so far it is too early to say with any 
certainty if and what these connections may 
be. This new awareness also invites to further 
cooperation and research on the conservation 
of rock art, and on documentation, manage-
ment and presentation.

The reason why a chapter on rock art pro-
tection and management opens with perspec-
tives on rock art research is not, of course, ran-
dom. The perspectives are and must be closely 
connected. Without on-going research there 
will be li le understanding of what to protect 
and consequently how to protect. 

The fall of the Soviet Union and the new state 
boundaries which emerged in Central Asia de-
limited the former common political, socio-cul-
tural and ideological space, and therefore also 
the scienti c exchange. There was a need to 
rediscover the advantages of close cooperation 
in the region and to create new arenas for com-
mon work. Tamgaly became a pivot for rock art 
cooperation in Central Asia and beyond. A er 

. 121.  «    ».
Fig. 121. We still “speak the same language”
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all, we share so many of the problems and chal-
lenges of rock art conservation, management 
and protection globally, and we have a com-
mon understanding of these challenges to the 
extent that we still “speak the same language” 
across national, scienti c and linguistic bor-
ders. This was the case in the project coopera-
tion between Kazakhstan and Norway on man-
agement, conservation and presentation of the 
Tamgaly Petroglyph Landscape, and the joint 
e orts were pro table for both parties [3]. 

Rock art is among the categories of archae-
ological sites and monuments most visually 
available to visitors, the source itself being in 
the open, not hidden like so many other ar-
chaeological remains. There is a growing global 
general awareness and interest in rock art, and 
rock art sites are increasingly becoming popu-
lar targets for individual visitors as well as for 
the tourist industry. Combined with a growing 
realization among archaeologists that we have 
an obligation to present our cultural heritage to 
our own inhabitants as well as to other national 
and international visitors, prehistoric cultural 
heritage management, protection and presen-
tation has grown into a specialized branch of 
archaeology, although not at all independently 
from the wider perspectives of archaeology. 
However, this was not and is not always the 
case. Both in rock art management and rock art 
interpretation in the 20th century there has been 
a tendency to separate “rock art archaeology” 
from archaeology; rock art as a phenomenon 
isolated from the wider archaeological contexts 
– methodically and conceptually. Within the 
sphere of management all kinds of measures 
have been carried out on the isolated source 
material itself, through methods which in too 
many cases must be deemed highly debatable. 
In the case of rock art interpretation we have 
seen quite a number of examples of how im-
ages and composition have been interpreted 
separately from other archaeological and nat-
ural-scienti c source material. Ideas conceived 
without foundation in the source material itself 
and without the possibility of proper scienti c 
re-examination can hardly be called serious ar-
chaeology. Paul Bahn calls such interpretations 
“The emperor’s new clothes” [4]. 
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The composition and meaning of rock art 
existed in the minds and lives of past peoples, 
living in the landscape and relating to it. In 
documentation and interpretation as well as in 
the management of rock art today it is there-
fore of the utmost importance to deal with 
the location of sites within the wider archaeo-
logical and landscape contexts [5]. Rock art is 
not an isolated phenomenon and must not be 
treated as such.

Precisely because the rock art source itself is 
on the open surfaces, it is particularly vulner-
able to degradation caused by the very same 
public a ention that we want to direct towards 
the spectacular rock art. This is the great para-
dox of rock art management: we are obliged 
to protect the rock art in the full context of the 
landscape in the best possible way, and, we are 
obliged to make it available to the public in the 
best possible way. The crucial challenge for the 
management of rock art sites and landscapes is 
how to combine these two seemingly opposing 
obligations – protection and presentation.

. 122.  . .
Fig. 122. Rock art presentation. Begby, Norway.
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Through a combination of geological re-
search and rock conservation expertise, rock 
art protection starts with the surfaces them-
selves, although not independently of docu-
mented scienti c knowledge about natural 
and anthropogenic in uencing factors and 
consequences. This topic is treated elsewhere 
in this volume. Here, we will only mention 
that activities such as damage documentation, 
conservation, monitoring and maintenance 
have been, and must continue to be, an on-
going process in Tamgaly – as in other rock 
art sites and landscapes. Moreover, through 
a pro table cooperation between the Central 
Asian and Caucasian republics, Russia and 
Norway, experiences have been and are being 
shared through workshops and conferences, 
by taking part in cross-border eld work, and 
through reports and publications, to the ben-
e t of all. 

The close relationship between rock art 
and the landscape in which it occurs is some-
times evident, sometimes obscure. In Scandi-
navia, many rock art landscapes are heavily 
disturbed by centuries of physical changes in 
the surroundings. In Central Asia, most sites 
are found in remote areas with much less dis-
turbances, making the recognition of the in-
separable connection between rock art, other 
archaeological sites and monuments, and the 
landscape much easier. Tamgaly is an excel-
lent example. The Tamgaly complex is struc-

. 123.  . , . 
Fig. 123. Rock art presentation. Vitlycke in Tanum.
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tured into two zones: the cult zone in the can-
yon – the sanctuary with the main petroglyph 
groups and the neighboring cemetery; and the 
se lement zone in the hills. The canyon with 
its concentration of petroglyphs remains the 
main element of the cult zone and the centre 
of the whole complex through all epochs from 
the middle Bronze Age to the 20th century. In 
the canyon, petroglyph Group IV is the com-
positional focal point, perhaps even the myth-
ological/cosmological centre and the focus of 
ceremonies and ritual acts. Here, on a slight 
S-turn of the river canyon, the hills with the 
petroglyph panels encompass the spectators, 
constituting a closed-space illusion enhanced 
by acoustic and optical e ects. Rocks elevated 
from the narrow valley call a ention to the up-
per layers of the rock massif with the composi-
tion of the large anthropomorphs – “the sun-
headed deities” [6]. 

Much the same situation can be observed in 
Sarmishsay, a large rock art landscape in Uz-
bekistan. 15 groups of petroglyphs with more 
than 5000 images are located on low, steep 
hillsides east and west of the 2.5 km long and 
narrow north-south Sarmish river valley [7]. 
The focal point of the southern part of the river 
valley is petroglyph Group VII, a large group 
located on the west side of the gorge where it 
widens into a large basin or gorge. Group VII, 
where the rock art is found above and to the 
immediate west of a natural at and elevated 
“platform”, is surrounded by group VI to the 
north and on the same side of the valley, and 
groups and IX on the east side; very much 
comparable to Tamgaly group IV, surrounded 
by I, II, III and V. Like Tamgaly Group IV, it is 
reasonable to interpret Sarmishsai group VII 
as the compositional centre, constituting the 
enclosed cosmological and ritual space. 

Did rock art constitute the landscape? Or 
was the, with its qualities and natural features, 
determinant for the making of rock art? Or did 
the making of rock art emphasize what was al-
ready perceived to be there? In all these situ-
ations the rock art and the landscape merge 
into di erent aspects of the same phenom-
enon, which through active interpretation can 
be recognized today.
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Whatever the initial connection rock art and 
landscape, protecting rock art today equals 
protection of the landscapes with their cultur-
ally constituted and transformed features. The 
fact that the Central Asian rock art landscapes 
are large and encompass a great number of 
groups, panels, and other archaeological sites 
and monuments in addition to rock art, as in 
Tamgaly, constitutes a clear management and 
protection challenge. Not only are the o en 
shallowly carved, pecked and scratched rocks 
usually extremely vulnerable and susceptible 
to natural and human impact, but the natural 
landscapes themselves are also vulnerable and 
may easily be disturbed.

First and foremost there is a lasting obliga-
tion to protect. Protection of rock art (and other 
archaeological sites and landscapes) means 
protection of the original and unique source 
material and source value. Protection comes 

rst; this is the ultimate principle of archaeological 
management, and protection must set the premises 
for site presentation and visitation. This is ethi-

. 124. -   . .
Fig. 124. Route marked on-site by signposts. Norway.
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cally solid as well as perfectly logical and le-
gitimate, but again and again we have to ex-
plain why this is so to politicians, developers 
and decision makers. Too o en we are under 
pressure from forces in society which seek to 
exploit our cultural heritage for economic and 
development purposes. We have seen it in 
Tamgaly, and we have seen it elsewhere in the 
world. Ruthless tourism, and use of sites with-
out contributing anything to their protection 
and maintenance is only one example. Some-
times counteracting such forces is beyond 
the capabilities of those who are concerned 
with protection and preservation. But there 
are exceptions. During the on-going process 
to create a regional Cultural Heritage Plan 
for Østfold County for the years 2010–2022, 
the County Council politician Helge Kolstad 
stated in relation to the development of strat-
egies for cultural heritage sites as a ractions: 
“Preserve the cultural heritage sites in good 
condition for future generations: registration 
and documentation; measures for care; chan-
nel the tra c; be up-front in all planning; give 
the municipalities ownership and positive mo-
tivation to contribute to preservation. 26 June 
2009"  (Author’s translation from Norwegian). He 
also referred to the “gentle and considerate 
use” of cultural heritage sites. 

 Without well protected original sources we 
do not have anything of value to show to visi-
tors. Moreover, an archaeological source is per 
de nition never scienti cally exhausted. New 
elements will always be detected, recognized 
and documented, new hypotheses, theories 
and interpretations will be developed, di er-
ent researchers will pose di erent questions, 
and there will always be new stories to tell. 
Therefore, good protection is in the best inter-
est of scholars, visitors and societies alike. 

In Tamgaly, the combination of protection 
and presentation was dealt with in the Man-
agement Plan, in particular Management Sub-
plan 3: Education, Information and Tourism. This 
Sub-plan is partly built on the over-all scien-
ti c premises and preconditions in the Master 
Management Plan, partly on activities outlined 
in Management Sub-plans 1 and 2: Documenta-
tion, Conservation and Safeguarding, and Man-
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agement, Care and Monitoring [8]. Besides giv-
ing people knowledge and good experiences, 
opening up a site for visitation means respond-
ing to the question “How can we make people 
behave like we want them to?” by implement-
ing concrete measures, which at the same time 
must ful l the principle of minimum (ideally 
none) physical and visual interventions. In 
Tamgaly, discreet walkways were created to 
and between individual monuments which 
were found suitable and interesting to present 
to visitors. In order to avoid disturbing on-
site signposts, it was decided to use discreetly 
placed numbers marking the viewing stations, 
corresponding to numbered descriptions in a 
guidebook and a folder. This system is simi-
lar to the model developed for the Alta rock 
art World Heritage Site, Finnmark county, 
Norway [9], and it has also been adopted in 
Sarmishsay [10], in Gobustan, Garandagh and 
Absheron districts in Azerba an [11], and in 
Zalavruga in Russian Karelia [12]. 

A high quality infrastructure encourages 
careful and respectful behaviour and makes 
rules and regulations easy and logical to fol-
low. In addition, high quality signals the high 
value of the site to visitors. Regular and con-
scientious monitoring and maintenance are of 
utmost importance; regarding the continued 
protection of the site, visitors’ respectful be-
haviour and understanding of the needs and 
requirements of protection, and enhancement 
and stimulation of the wish and motivation to 
protect of visitors and the local population. 

However, protection-based presentation 
does not only mean making the physical site 
open and available to visitors in the best pos-
sible way. It also means sharing information 
and good stories, based on research-based re-
sults and interpretation, with visitors and the 
general public. However good the wri en in-
formation is – nothing beats oral communica-
tion. In Tamgaly, recruiting and educating on-
site guides and security guards from the local 
community has been strongly emphasized. 
This was given a triple focus: to give visitors a 
high quality site visit, to obtain locally-rooted 
site protection, and to o er young local peo-
ple work. In order to get positive support and 

. 125.   « ». 2004 .
Fig. 125. “Tamgaly” Reserve-Museum sta . 2004.
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response in the local community, targeted 
measures are necessary, such as involvement 
and job creation. The goal is to have people in 
the local community unanimously function 
as a “sta  of protectors”. Direct proof of the 
success of appointing local on-site guards in 
Tamgaly was presented to Alexey Rogozhin-
sky and me a er we had given a presentation 
of Tamgaly and the ongoing cooperation be-
tween Kazakhstan and Norway at the 2004 
IFRAO international rock art congress in Agra, 
India. Two archaeologists from England told 
us that they had recently visited Tamgaly and 
had received the best guiding they had ever 
experienced. Without knowing English, the 
local guard had made them well acquainted 
with the site by the use of a map, a guidebook 
and a natural talent for communication.

A valid hypothesis is that site damage is 
caused by lack of knowledge and understand-
ing, not by conscious ill intentions. Through 
wri en and oral information to teachers and 
school children, and other groups in society, 
the ultimate goal is to obtain a wide-reaching 
collective wish and will to protect. This is a 
never-ending task.

To whom does the past belong? To the 
world? To each nation? To the local commu-
nities? To archaeologists? To individuals? To 
the peoples of the past? It does not make sense 
to choose any of these. While prehistoric sites 
and monuments may be said legally and ad-

. 126.   ?
Fig. 126. To whom does the past belong?
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ministratively to “belong” to local, regional 
and national populations and societies, the 
past belongs to nobody – or to everybody. 
However, it is an undisputed fact that con-
temporary society has an obligation to protect 
the remnants of past peoples’ material and 
spiritual culture. Without these remnants, we 
are mere newborn babies in the cultural and 
social sense. This is why we need to take care 
of our cultural heritage. It represents our col-
lective memory. Without it, we do not have a 
past [13].

Central Asia has an extremely rich cultural 
heritage, and rock art constitutes a large, im-
portant and intriguing part of it. Protecting the 
rock art landscapes is a huge challenge to the 
still young republics of the region. The fact that 
Tamgaly was inscribed in the World Heritage 
List not only demonstrates the recognition 
from the world community of the global im-
portance of this site but it also directs a ention 
to other Central Asian rock art landscapes. 

The institutional and expert cooperation 
between Kazakhstan and Norway lasted from 
2001 to 2006 within the framework of the 
project “Management, conservation and pres-
entation of the Tamgaly Petroglyph site” [14]. 
An important experience from international 
cooperation is that leads us to question con-
ventional thinking and notions such as “this 
is what we do” or even worse “this is what we 
have always done”. We extend our knowledge 
and experience, and this in return a ects what 
we do and enables us to perform a be er job, 
not only in the project cooperation situation 
itself but also on home ground. Professional 
international cooperation is of advantage to all 
parties, not least within such an area as rock 
art – which in itself is a global phenomenon. 

An o shoot of the Tamgaly project was 
CARAD – the Central Asian Rock Art Data-
base, which is a cross-scienti c cooperation 
between scientists from Central Asia, Cauca-
sus and Russia, based on a model created by 
the NIPI PMK project team in Almaty. The 

rst CARAD workshop took place in Tamgaly 
in 2003, when the central workshop topic was 
the further development of the cooperation. 
Several workshops and conferences were to 
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follow, the most recent one in Tamgaly in 2010. 
The CARAD cooperation in Central Asia has 
been supported by UNESCO, and it has led to 
a constructive and lasting cooperation – and 
concrete results – in the region. CARAD be-
came a bridging force, counteracting the break 
up of the long-lasting scienti c communica-
tion within the Soviet Union which collapsed 
so suddenly in 1991.

Continued international cooperation is 
believed to be of advantage to the Central 
Asian countries, perhaps even a necessity, 
and a precondition for the ongoing and future 
work with rock art landscapes in the region. 
Initiated by UNESCO, and supported by the 
Norwegian Government, a project conducted 
from 2008–2010 had the aim of preparing for a 
trans-border serial nomination of rock art sites 
in Central Asia to the World Heritage List. This 
initiative has set the ground for further and in-
tensi ed cooperation between these and other 
nations based on the existing CARAD cooper-
ation, and for building capacity – individually 
and collectively – within research, documen-
tation, conservation and active management. 
A meeting took place in Samarqand, Uz-
bekistan, in September 2010, with participation 
from UNESCO, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Kyr-
gyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Mongolia, 
Iran, Russia and Norway as well as resource 
persons from France, Canada and Australia. 
The agenda was to prepare for further rock art 

. 127.  : «    ». 2011 .
Fig. 127. Tamgaly site today: “non-intrusive development and use”. 2011.
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cooperation in Central Asia with the view to 
carry through trans-border serial nominations 
within a follow-up project. In the “Samarqand 
statement”, the following project issues are 
formulated: to develop geo-cultural frame-
works and comparative analyses relevant to 
possible nominations; to continue activity in 
the framework of CARAD; to further develop 
expertise, experience exchange and capacity-
building of experts in the region in the eld of 
conservation, management and presentation 
of sites, through eld-work, seminars and oth-
er means; and to develop general approaches 
and overarching management principles for 
management of possible serial nominations. 

In many ways, Tamgaly is unique. But so 
are many other rock art landscapes in Central 
Asia and in the world. No two sites are the 
same; meaning that the protection and man-
agement challenges connected to each one 
are di erent too, and that methods, means 
and measures must be considered and cho-
sen site-speci cally. Nevertheless, there are 
certain general guiding principles which may 
and should constitute the foundation for the 
choice of management measures. The follow-
ing factors were stated in the 2004 Master 
Management Plan for Tamgaly and adopted 
in the management plans for the rock art land-
scapes Gobustan (Azerba an) and Sarmishsay 
(Uzbekistan): sustainability; respect for site 
integrity; preservation of site authenticity; 

. 128.  : «       ». 2011 .
Fig. 128. Tamgaly site today: “respect for site integrity and preservation of site authenticity”. 2011.
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ecologically friendly methods; non-intrusive 
development and use. Any considered or 
planned measure should be assessed against 
these principles and if it does not comply with 
them, it should be dropped altogether and 
others looked for. 

Ge ing a site inscribed in the World Herit-
age List does not mean that the job is done. In-
scription means that the job has barely started. 
This goes for Tamgaly and for all other sites 
and monuments on the World Heritage List. 
A listed site or monument means strong na-
tional and international a ention, increased 
visitation, increased pressure, strain on the 
monument, and new temptations to be “pop-
ular” and “saleable” – such as through intru-
sive building activities, se ing up large infor-
mation boards and banners in the midst of 
sites, inviting visitors where they should not 
be allowed, etc. It means continuously ensur-
ing that guards, guides and day-to-day man-
agers are trained and on the alert, improving 
information, regulating visitation, ghting ir-
responsible development, acquiring adequate 
funding, regular monitoring, documentation 

. 129. . .   .- . . 2002 .
Fig. 129. E. Kh. Khorosh and A.-S. Hygen. 2002.
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of change, renewing safeguarding measures, 
and rst and foremost – maintenance. A well-
thought out and widely accepted manage-
ment plan, based on guiding principles such 
as mentioned above, is a good start. If the plan 
is respected, followed, and regularly evalu-
ated and improved, in all likelihood there will 
continue to be a successful outcome.

 Even though management and conserva-
tion institutions and expertise are far from ful-
ly developed in the Central Asian republics, 
the scienti c standards are for the most part 
high. As stated initially, research is a prereq-
uisite for the choice of protection and manage-
ment measures and for viable and sustainable 
results. The challenges are huge and in order 
to be able to meet them, long-term cooperation 
is a prerequisite  multi- and cross-scienti c, 
national and international. We are too few 
people in the world concerned with such chal-
lenges not to cooperate.

Given a national and regional wish and will 
to preserve in Kazakhstan and the other Cen-
tral Asian republics, and good cooperation 
structures and budgets to follow high ambi-
tions, there is every reason to believe that pro-
tection and management of rock art sites and 
landscapes in Central Asia will eventually set 
an example to the world.
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Rogozhinskiy A., Khorosh E., Hygen A.-S. et. al. Man-
agement Plan for the Archaeological Landscape of Tam-
galy. Almaty, 2004. P. 12–19.

The gorge of Tamgaly is situated in the 
south-eastern part of the Chu-Ili Mountains, 
which are located between the basins of Lake 
Balkhash and the Chu River, and constitute a 
part of the plain-foothill of the Northern Tien 
Shan with dry steppes and desert landscapes. 
The Chu-Ili Mountains extend for about 200 km 
(averaging 1000–1500 m asl) as a northwest 
protrusion of the Northern Tien Shan, with 
which they share a similar geological devel-
opment but di er by lesser activity of tectonic 
movement, making their rising gradients sig-
ni cantly less than those of the Tien Shan.

Neo-tectonic movements formed the Chu-Ili 
Mountains as a system of low mountains and 
hills divided by tectonic depressions. The hills 

*  This section was wri en by B.Zh. Aubekerov, see 
Rogozhinskiy A., Khorosh E., Hygen A.-S. et. al. Man-
agement Plan for the Archaeological Landscape of Tam-
galy. Almaty, 2004. P. 12–19.
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Part II

. .    Bolat Aubekerov
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nearer to the tectonic breaks have tectonic 
ledges well expressed in the relief.

The neo-tectonic movements that gave rise 
to the Chu-Ili Mountains happened during the 
last 2 million years, the period from the end of 
the early Pleistocene, through the whole of the 
Quaternary period until the Holocene (today); 
and formed the modern relief: a system of low 
mountains and small hills located along tec-
tonic faults, and of piedmont-plains. The dis-
placements, which occurred at the border of 
tectonic faults have visibly marked elevations 
with terraces. The original surfaces of these 
small hills and piedmont-plains, a er the tec-
tonic genesis, were transformed by alternating 
phases of erosion and deposition.

Before the neo-tectonic events producing 
the Chu-Ili Mountains, the Tamgaly region 
displayed a very complex geological struc-
ture including various kinds of geological lay-
ers. These layers were generated alternatively 
through sedimentary and tectonic processes 
during an interval of 600 million years, from 
the Cambrian and Ordovician periods until 
today.

The Tamgaly modern relief formed during 
the Quaternary period, from the end of the 
early Pleistocene up to the whole Holocene. 
The region is still seismically active and a ect-
ed by earthquakes with force up to 5–6 on the 
12 degree (Mercalli) scale.

The relief of the Tamgaly region is character-
ised by low-hills and foothill valleys. The alti-
tude of the highest hilltops is of 950–990 m asl 
with the highest mountain Tamgaly at 982,9 m. 
Hills and steep slopes are grouped in a series 
of massifs with rocky slopes and tops. Two 
types of low-hills can be individuated by their 
interval above the plain: medium (50–100 m) and 
low (25–50 m). The denudation-accumulative 
plain is situated between 850 and 900 m asl, 
mildly sloping towards the northeast.

The low-hill relief is shaped by a succes-
sion of neo-tectonic movements and of erosion 
processes on the original surface. The original 
surface is an ancient Mesozoic peneplain, the 
remains of which are conserved on water-
sheds or buried on grabens under friable de-
posits. The peneplain platform located at the 
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south of the neo-tectonic break called Anra-
khai was raised, acquiring the morphology of 
low-hills; and also split forming the valley of 
the Tamgaly river.

The most ancient layers (550–400 mil-
lion years) were generated by the Cambrian 
proto-erosion processes and by the following 
Ordovician-Silurian tectonic faulting. The Or-
dovician layers comprise a combination of mi-
caceous slates and conglomerates penetrated 
with quartz veins including mineralized cop-
per; and are in tectonic contact with the subse-
quent layers of Silurian type. 

In Tamgaly the types of rock resulting from 
these ancient layers are not equally distribut-
ed. The most ancient types are situated in the 
north part of the Gorge and in the area of the 
Tamgaly I se lement site in the southwest. 

A signi cant part of the surface of the Tam-
galy complex is composed of Devonian layers 
(400–350 millions BP) of sedimentary origin. 
A combination of sandstones, aleurolites and 
slates has accumulated above these layers and 
today they lie at an inclination of over 40°. It is 
on their surfaces that most of the petroglyphs 
of Groups I–V are located.

The late paleozoic, mesozoic and tertiary 
layers (350–1,6 million BP) do not emerge in 
the Tamgaly Gorge. They are represented by 
remnants of an ancient eroded peneplain pre-
served at the borders of the watershed of the 
Tamgaly Valley or underground in depres-
sions covered by friable deposits. Only during 
the quaternary period (1,6 million BP – today), 
under the forces of neo-tectonic movements 

. 130.         .
Fig. 130. Eroded low hills and piedmonts to the north of Tamgaly gorge.
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and related sedimentary processes, the lay-
ers characterizing the main geomorphological 
traits of the site were generated: the alluvial 
layer of the river valleys, the diluvial of the hill 
slopes, the proluvial of the fan deposits of the 
river outputs on the plain, the eluvial layer of 
the at tops of positive forms, the soil vegeta-
tive layer, and the anthropogenic technogenic 
layer.

In the Chu-Ili Mountains the neo-tectonic 
geological phase (1,6 million BP – today) start-
ed with the Anrakhai fault: it reshaped the 
tertiary peneplain block; li ed it into a ridge 
that stretches east-west along a foothill plain; 
sedimented the la er with diluvial-proluvial 
layers accumulated over the surface of the un-
derground denuded plain; and then favoured 
in the ridge the erosion of valleys which end-
ed up shaping the present landscape of small 
hills.

Tamgaly is placed on the main fault of this 
process at the intersection of two secondary 
perpendicular faults oriented SW–NE. The 
tectonic ridge displays a high density of frac-
tures and other a ributes of an active tectonic 
rise, most relevant in the northern and west-
ern parts where it strongly in uences the relief 
determining the relative height of the area and 
the location of rivers.

Almost all of the valleys have been cut along 
the weakened zones with breaks. Among 
them, the most important are the valleys of 
Tamgaly (River Tamgaly) and of Shoshkaly 
(River Oisu-Ashisu), formed along the two 
secondary but important tectonic breaks men-
tioned above. These valleys have a characteris-
tic V-shaped cross-section; and, in some areas, 
present abrupt slopes like canyons (Tamgaly) 
or narrow gorges where the river occupies the 
whole width of the valley (Shoshkaly). In the 
Tamgaly valley, the river course has a turn of 
almost 90° (between the petroglyph Groups IV 
and V) channelled by vertical slopes along the 
faults. The same phenomenon is also seen in 
the Shoshkaly Gorge of the river Ashisu. 

The tectonic activity determines the al-
ternate succession of phases of compression 
(strain) and phases of depression, provoking 
minor breaks (joints) in the rocks along planes 
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of weakness (cleavage) not necessarily related 
with the original bedding.

In the southern part of the territory, near the 
spring of the Tamgaly River, the in uence of 
the tectonic action and the presence of breaks 
are relatively weak; but in the Gorge these mi-
nor breaks represent an important feature of 
the site. There, around the main petroglyph 
groups of Tamgaly, breaks occur along cleav-
ages characterized by a northeast and sub-me-
ridional orientation. They play a major role in 
the formation of slopes by developing zones of 
intensive winds, landslides and taluses. Col-
lapsed blocks can be seen in petroglyph Group 
II of the Tamgaly Valley and in the Shoshkaly 
Valley.

In the zone of the main concentration of 
petroglyphs, neo-tectonic movements fa-
voured the enlargement of ssures and the 
decomposition of the rock substrate. Cracks 
represent a serious danger, as their presence 
can destroy, in a very short time, rock massifs 
and surfaces engraved with petroglyphs. The 
cleavage system, having a northeast and sub-
meridian orientation, was renewed in the an-
tecedent zone (Tamgaly canyon) so that here 
the destruction of blocks with petroglyphs 
happens signi cantly faster than out at its lim-
its. At the same time cracks produce abundant 
slab material, which in ancient times procured 
the large tiles necessary for the construction of 
houses and burials.

The hydro-graphical network of the Tam-
galy region is quite developed with Ashisu 

. 131.       .  IV.
Fig. 131. Slope of Tamgaly canyon in the tectonic break zone.  Group IV.
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and Tamgaly as main rivers, but permanent 
streams are absent. During the spring snow 
melt, ephemeral streams ow along most of 
the ravines and river beds. During summer 
springs the river beds dry out; and a weak 
permanent ow is observed only in connec-
tion with a few springs which are generally 
salted. Groundwater tables are quite deep; 
zones of outpouring are situated in foothills 
along breaks of cones of deposits.

The climate of the area is sharply continen-
tal, partly so ened by the proximity of the 
Tien Shan range. It is characterized by large 
monthly and daily uctuations of air tempera-
ture, by a small quantity of precipitation, and 
by its non-uniform distribution depending on 
yearly seasons and wind circulation. 

The long-term average air temperature is 
around +7°–10° . The average temperature of 
the coldest month (January) is –11,6°; the regis-
tered record of absolute minimum is –40°. The 
average temperature of the warmest month 
(July) is +25,2°; the absolute maximum is +43°, 
making a maximum temperature range of 79°. 
The day-night temperature range sometimes 
reaches 25°, with the sharpest di erences in 
April and November. The duration of the non-
freezing period is on average 169 days.

The mid-annual amount of precipitation is 
351mm. The maximum quantity of precipita-
tion occurs during the warm season, with the 
most humid period in spring when an aver-
age precipitation of 126 mm represents 36,8% 
of the total annual deposits. Snow regularly 
accumulates during the rst half of Decem-
ber and collects in ravines due to wind. Snow 
totally disappears by the end of March. The 
yearly average depth of snow uctuates be-
tween 9 and 27 cm. The depth of frozen ground 
reaches 1,5–2 m with snow cover and 2–2,3 m 
without.

The prevailing directions of wind are north-
east and southeast. The long-term mid-annual 
wind speed is 3,3–5,0 m/sec. During high sum-
mer temperatures, strong winds increase the 
evaporation and aggravate the dryness of the 
air. Maximal values of relative humidity re-
corded in winter are 70–80%; the minimal in 
summer 40–50%.
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The ora and fauna of the Gorge are quite 
varied. The Tamgaly area is located in a zone 
of piedmont cold deserts and in the shadow 
of the humidity of the Zailiski Alatau Moun-
tains. Petro t (stony) desert variants prevail 
over gravelly ones. The soil vegetation fea-
tures belong to the arid steppe zone. Botanical 
preconditions produce pollen, feather-grasses 
and ephemeral associations. Intra-zonal soils 
with poorly developed horizons consist of 
meadow-grasslands distributed in valleys and 
on river terraces.

. 132.   .  III.
Fig. 132. Winter landscape of Tamgaly.  Group III.

. 133.  . , 2005 .
Fig. 133. Tamgaly canyon.  December, 2005.
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 (Citellus suslicus),  (Canis lupus), 
  (Vulpes vulpes)   (Vul-

pes corsac).     
 .    

  (Hemiechinus auritus), -
 (Hemiechinus auritus).

  -
  : ,  -
 (Agkistrodon halys),   

(Vipera berus),    (Psam-
mophis lineolatus),  .   

,     
   : -

  (Ixodidae),  (Latro-
dectus tredecimgu atus),   
(Buthus eupeus)   (Solifugae).

Di erent kinds of plants exist among which 
some are endemic and rare types that gure in 
the Red Book of Kazakhstan: the Tulipa regelii 
krasnaya (endemic; growing only in the Chu-Ili 
mountains and requires protection); the Juno 
kuschakeviczii (endemic; widespread in the 
Chu-Ili mountains, in the foothills of the Kara-
tau and Kirghiz Alatau ranges). Some species 
are at the verge of extinction because of agri-
cultural activities and of massive collection by 
people like the Niedzwedzkia semiretschinskia 
(endemic; the Chu-Ili mountains are the only 
place in the world where this species grows).

In Tamgaly, several species of endangered 
animals can be found, such as birds, preda-
tors and reptiles. The ornitho-fauna is rich and 
varied. Birds of prey are numerous; on stony 
taluses and rocks it is possible to see ‘kekliks’ 
or rock partridges (Alectoris kakelik). Some 
birds are recorded in the Red Book of Kaza-
khstan, like the falcon-baloban (Falco cherrug, 
Saker falkon), the number of which has sharp-
ly decreased over the last years because they 
are captured for falconry.

A few mammal species are quite common. 
The spo ed suslik lives everywhere, and so 
does the ground squirrel (Citellus suslicus), the 
wolf (Canis lupus), the red fox (Vulpes vulpes) 
and the steppe fox (Vulpes corsac), of which 
the la er three species are objects of hunt. The 
hedgehog (Hemiechinus auritus) lives in the 
plain.

Reptiles are represented by lizards and 
snakes: the pit viper (Schitomordnik pallas, 
Agkistrodon halys), the steppe viper (Vipera 
berus), and the arrow-snake or sand snake 
‘strelka’ (Psammophis lineolatus).

Insects are numerous and some of them 
represent a potential danger to humans, such 
as ticks (Ixodidae), the ‘karakurt’ spider (Latro-
dectus tredecimgu atus), the yellow scorpion 
(Buthus eupeus), and the sun scorpion (Solifugae).
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The archaeological complex of the Tam-
galy gorge is made up of about one hundred 
monuments of di erent epochs – se le-
ments, tombs, ancient stone-mines, petro-
glyphs and cult structures (sacri cial places) 
dated to a wide interval of time going from 
the middle of the IV – III century BC up to 
the boundary between the XIX and XX cen-
turies AD.

Se lements are mostly situated in the hilly 
reliefs of the mountainous part of the gorge. 
They occupy small platforms with an area be-
tween 300 and 1200 sq. m. where some geo-
morphological conditions are given: or wide 
parts of valleys, or at slopes of small gorges 
(sai), or raised sites of so called «hanging» 
valleys. In spite of these topographical di er-
ences all platforms have a southern, south-
western or south-eastern exposition. Places 
of ancient se lements can be recognised in 
the landscape by the presence of the follow-
ing features: remains of one or two dwell-
ings and of housekeeping structures (such 
as enclosures for ca le) made out of natural 
stones; a cultural layer with fragments of 
utensils (in ceramic, stone, metal, bones) and 
fragments of animal bones; the characteris-
tics of soils and vegetation (for example over-
growths of hemp are noticeable, only near 
the se lements). The permanent character of 
the construction remains of villages and the 
speci c features of their localisation suggest 
their long-term seasonal (mainly winter) use 
by the ancient Tamgaly ca le-breeders. How-
ever, together with stationary se lements, an-
other kind of monument is found – character-
ised by a small platform with the remains of a 
stone enclosure, without signs of construction 
typical of a permanent dwelling, and with an 
insigni cant cultural layer consisting mainly 
of the bones of domestic animals. Such mon-
uments are classi ed as temporary dwellings 
or as camping areas, used in the context of 

   
Archaeological monuments of the Tamgaly Complex
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. 134. .  I.   .   .
Fig. 134.  Tamgaly I se lement.  Bronze Age dwelling.  Plan and section.
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spring-autumn transumances by nomadic 
peoples during recent ethnographic times.

Many of the currently known Tamgaly 
se lements are multileveled monuments 
containing the cultural remains of several 
historical epochs. Partial excavations have 
been carried out only on two of them: Tam-
galy I and Tamgaly V. The most important 
stratigraphic information was collected from 
the se lement Tamgaly I, where cultural lay-
ers of four historical periods have been re-
vealed. At the depth of 2,8–3,2 m the stone 
bases of the walls of a dwelling dated to the 
late bronze period (XII–X cc. BC) were found 
in an excellent state of conservation, with an 

. 135. .  I.       .
Fig. 135. Tamgaly I se lement. Ritual burial of a sheep in Bronze Age dwelling.
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hearth in the centre and the ritual burial of a 
sheep under the room oor. Above that level 
stone structures of the Early Iron Age (VI/V – 
IV cc. BC, and II c. BC – I c. AD) and modern 
period (XVII–XVIII cc. and XIX – beginning 
XX c.) have been revealed. More than ten dat-
ing analyses by radiocarbon 14 and EPR 
methods have been done on samples from 
di erent layers of the dwelling. By analyses 
of samples from two stratigraphic trenches, 
one in Tamgaly I and the other in the val-
ley of the Tamgaly stream, the curve of the 
paleoclimatic changes in the region has been 
reconstructed for the period dating from the 
Bronze Age to the present  [1].

In the cultural layers of all 4 periods dur-
ing which the dwelling was inhabited, stones 
have been found that carry petroglyphs with 
representations of di erent animals (wild 
goats, camels) and of a man with a bow. Early 
Iron Age image series, which were a ributed 
to the turn of V–IV cc.  on the base of a 
calibrated re layer, are especially well rep-
resented. 

Ancient burials represent one of the basic 
elements of the Tamgaly complex. They are 
characterised by individual tombs arranged in 
groups, located on the hilly parts as well as on 
the at parts of the gorge. Referring to their 
shape, two types of burial monuments can be 
recognised: stone henge with boxes and cists 
(provided that the lay out of the tomb walls is 
made with parallel lines of stone slabs); and 
mounds (kurgans) consisting of stone-and-
earth embankments built above the tomb. The 
most ancient burial places are represented by 
the monuments of the rst type, a ributed to 
the middle and late stages of the Bronze Age. 
Kurgans can largely di er by design of the 
tomb and by parameters of the embankment, 
representing in that way one of the most char-
acteristic features of each historical period go-
ing from the Early Iron Age until the present 
time.

At present, the Bronze Age monuments 
have been investigated the most. On the ter-
ritory of Tamgaly seven cemeteries have been 
studied: Tamgaly I, II, IV–VII and Karakuduk 
II, all grouped along the main valley, on the 

. 136.     .
Fig. 136.  Bone needles from sheep burial.
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. 137. .  I.  ,         .
Fig. 137.  Tamgaly I se lement.  Complex of ceramics, bone and stone artefacts from Bronze Age dwelling.
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right and le  banks of the stream. The cem-
eteries of Tamgaly I, II and Karakuduk II are 
located in the foothill plain where they occupy 
some elevated areas of the relief (like alluvial 
cones or hills slopes), sedimented by an allu-
vial layer of 10–15 cm so that they can hardly 
be seen on the surface. The quantity of tombs 
present in Tamgaly I, IV, V, VII and the area 
occupied by them are relatively insigni cant: 
15–20 tombs each on an area of 250–400 sq m. 
The larger cemeteries of amgaly II, VI and 
Karakuduk II number 30-50 tombs, each group 
covering an area of 500–1500 sq.m. 

Several decades of excavations have been 
dedicated to the Bronze Age cemeteries 
(though their methods have been quite dif-

. 138. .  I.     (14)    .
Fig. 138.  Tamgaly I se lement.  Ceramics and whetstone (14) from Early Iron Age layer.
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ferent [2]) and the accumulated information 
includes the de nitions of absolute dating al-
lowed the cultural and chronological system-
atisation of the monuments [3]. 

All the tombs of the Bronze Age pertain to 
the class of monuments of the cultural-histori-
cal group called Andronovo, which during the 
II millennium BC di used from the Urals to 
the low course of the Syrdarya, Southern Sibe-
ria and Western China (Xinxiang) and most of 

. 139.   .  I.    .
Fig. 139.  Stratigraphy of the Tamgaly I se lement.  Diagram of climatic correlation.
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Central Asia including the entire territory 
of modern Kazakhstan. The ethno-cultural 
features of the Andronovo pastoral tribes still 
represent a debatable question, but a signi -
cant number of researchers support the the-
sis of their Indo-Iranian origin. Typologically 
the monuments of amgaly are related to the 
Central-Kazakhstan (Atasu) and Semirechie 
cultural-chronological variant of the An-
dronovo culture, suggesting the migrational-
di usional character of the formation of the 
Southeast Kazakhstan population during the 
Late Bronze Age.

The most ancient monuments of the ar-
chaeological complex are the cemeteries of 
Tamgaly I, V, and VI that functioned syn-
chronously during the second half of the 
XIV–XIII cc. BC. The characteristic features 
of these monuments are the burial of a dead 

1  (68.3% 
)

2  (95.4% 
)

1 -4284 3160 ± 100 .  I,  2, 
 BC 1521 - 1317 BC 1681 - 1131

2 -4486 2900 ± 55 .  I,  3, BC 1209 - 1000 BC 1287 - 919

3 -4488 2350 ± 50 .  I,  2, 
N,   BC 408 - 389 BC 755 - 261

4 -4489 2360 ± 45 .  I,  2, 
S,   BC 409 - 394 BC 755 - 379

5 -4487 2030 ± 45 .  I,  3, 
  BC 89 - AD 46 BC 168 - AD 71

6 -6374 1970 ± 80
.  I,  2, 
NW,   BC 53 - AD 129 BC 168 - AD 226

7 -4283 1740 ± 30
.  I,  2, 

W,   AD 245 - 376 AD 237 - 394

8 -3089 3085 ± 150 .  II,  17 BC 1517 - 1128 BC 1686 - 919

9 -3088 2690 ± 115 .  II,  17 BC 970 - 792 BC 1185 - 523

10 -3010 2870 ± 130 .  IV,  1 BC 1259 - 844 BC 1410 - 799

  
   

(BC - AD) 
/

 14  , 
  

 (BP)

,   

. 140.    .
Fig. 140. Calibrated dates of Tamgaly monuments. 
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person with the body on one side in a ritual 
foetal position, in large stone boxes inside a 
round or square fence made of vertical stone 
plates. The burial furniture is represented by 
gracefully ornamented hand made po ery 
and bronze adornments. 

The cemeteries of Tamgaly II, IV and Ka-
rakuduk II were built at the boundaries of the 
XIII–XII cc. BC and are classi ed as monu-
ments of Semirechie type of the Late Bronze 
Age. Characteristic features of these cemeter-
ies are the co-existence in contiguous stone 
boxes of the burial rites of the corpse and of 
the rite of cremation; rough, handmade ce-

. 141.    .
Fig. 141. Distribution of calibrated radiocarbon dates. 



176

. 142. .  I.      (1, 2),   (3, 4)   .
Fig. 142.  Tamgaly I se lement.  Petroglyphs from Bronze Age (1, 2), Early Iron Age (3, 4) and modern period layers.

. 143. .  II.       9 (1)  11 (2).
Fig. 143.  Tamgaly II cemetery.  Petroglyphs on the building stones from cists 9 (1) and 11 (2).
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ramics without any ornaments; peculiar sets 
of bronze adornment and objects. On some 
stones of the cists of four tombs of Tamgaly 
II, IV and Karakuduk II cemeteries, petro-
glyphs with anthropomorphic and animal 

gures have been found, executed in the style 
of the most ancient Tamgaly rock representa-
tions [4].

The latest burial places of the Bronze Age 
were found on the periphery of the cemeteries 
Tamgaly I and Tamgaly VII, and have been at-
tributed to the XII–XI cc. BC [5].

Kurgan burials are found throughout in the 
gorge, consisting of several types di erentiat-
ed by the structure of the burial construction: 
kurgans with earthen embankment of diam-
eter 15–20 m, height 1,0–2,0 m; kurgans with 
earthen embankment of diameter 4–10 m, height 
0,1–0,4 m, with a ring encircling the basis, an 
oval stone above the tumulus, a tomb walled 
by vertical stones and covered by plates; kur-
gans of the same sizes of type 2, but with a line 
of stones as ‘armour’ of the earthen embank-
ment. The largest kurgans are found in the 
foothill plains, 1km from the mountain mas-
sif, in groups of 20–30 structures and marking 
the east and northeast borders of the Tamgaly 
site. As a rule they are placed in parallel lines, 
with the largest kurgans surrounded by small 
stone-and-earth structures. Especially remark-
able are the so-called kurgans «with mous-
taches», one of which was partially excavated 
in 1957.

The study by excavation of Tamgaly kur-
gans was mainly made during the year 1957 
and provided a rather small quantity of nd-
ings and information, therefore the cultural-
chronological a ribution of the majority of the 
Tamgaly kurgans remains unclear. The 1957 
investigations classify them as monuments 
of the Early Iron Age and . G. M ximova [6] 
dated them between the III c. BC and II c. AD. 
In 1986, at the cemetery Tamgaly VI a kurgan 
was excavated containing the burials a rib-
uted by the found items (po ery and a bronze 
mirror) to V–IV cc. BC. In the cemetery of Ka-
rakuduk II three ritual stone henges have been 
investigated and in one of them a «deer stone» 
has been found: a stone stele with images of 

. 144. .  IV,  1. .
Fig. 144.  Tamgaly IV cemetery, cist 1. Petroglyph.
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weapons (bow and ba le axe) dated to the 
V–IV cc. BC [7].

The kurgans located in the mountain part of 
the gorge are clustered in small groups (from 
2 to 5–6 structures) and occupy various forms 
of the relief: raised areas of valleys, deposition 
cones, hill tops, watersheds, etc. In most cases 
they are neighbouring ancient se lements.

. 145. .  II.    « » .
Fig. 145.  Karakuduk II cemetery.  Ritual constructions and “deer” stone.
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Medieval burial places of the Turkic period 
in Tamgaly have not been clearly individuat-
ed. Probably, they constitute a part of the stone 
borrows and ritual fences located at the tops of 
hills and on low mountain passes, s well as 
within the limits of the cemetery Tamgaly I. 
However no excavations have been made of 
such a kind of monuments. 

Kazakh Muslim burial places are character-
ised by having a mound quite small (0,2–0,5 
m) in height, and made by stones and locat-
ed usually near the ruins of stationary se le-
ments.

Ancient stone-quarries in Tamgaly have been 
found close to the Bronze Age cemeteries of 
Tamgaly I, II, VI, for the construction of which 
wide stone slabs were commonly used recov-
ered from tectonically disturbed rock blocks. 
In such stone-quarries traces of deep distur-
bances (up to 0,5 m) are evident; partially 

lled with alluvial sediments and surrounded 
by fragments of slabs of di erent size. Excava-
tion or other studies of these monuments have 
not yet been performed.

Cult structures (sacri cial places) are very rare 
and important monuments, and their use up 
to the beginning of XX c. indicates the persis-
tence, in the traditional Kazakh culture, of the 
sacral importance of places with petroglyphs. 
In the gorge of Tamgaly, cult structures con-
sist of stone henges located near rocks with 
petroglyphs, functioning as places for sacri -
cial o erings.

Stone fences are found at the top of some 
rocks or on at slopes of dominant hills near 
permanent Kazakh villages. The cultural lay-
er is usually insigni cant; on the surface in-
side such fences sca ered animal bones are 
found together with fragments of utensils or 
of metal objects. Fences with a diameter going 
from 3–5 up to 10 m are made by large stones 
well aligned, with an aperture on the east or 
south-east side. The side opposite the door is 
made of a natural rock wall; petroglyphs can 
be found on individual stones of the structure, 
with images including some speci c subjects 
such as cauldrons and Kazakh inscriptions in 
Arabic script. 

A sacri cial place with fragments of a large 
iron cauldron accurately and deliberately bur-
ied under at stones has been found near the 
petroglyphs of Group IV . In Tamgaly excava-
tions of cult monuments have not been carried 
out.

Petroglyphs represent the type of monu-
ment that is most valuable and most abun-
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dant in the gorge of Tamgaly. All the Tamgaly 
rock images are made on unsheltered rocks by 
picking techniques, and more rarely engraved 
with the help of metal or stone tools. No paint-
ed images have been found in the site.

In the Tamgaly complex the number of 
petroglyph sites found up to now numbers 48. 
Five of them are the most important (Groups 
I–V) numbering together about 3000 represen-
tations; 22 sites of secondary importance are 
numbering from 50 up to 100 representations 
each. Smaller sites numbering between 1 and 
50 gures each are distributed all over the ter-
ritory of the gorge. Thus in the amgaly com-
plex the total number of petroglyphs is around 
5000.

By type of periodization and localisation 
three types of petroglyph sites can be indi-
viduated: 1) the main sites represented by the 
Groups I–V, including representations of vari-
ous epochs, located on the picturesque rocks of 
the small canyon called amgaly; 2) sites with 
petroglyphs of 1 or 2 historical periods, usu-
ally located near ancient se lements or tombs 
on the mountain zone peripheral to the gorge; 
3) small sites including images of 1 or 2 pe-
riods, located far away from the other monu-
ments of the complex, on the slopes or tops of 
hills along traditional walking or horse-riding 
tracks, near the ca le watering places, etc.

   -
    48, 

  –    
(  I–V),    

    22  
    50  100. -

     -
  , 

  1  50 .  
    

   5000.
    

 ,   -
   -

:   (  
I–V)     

     ; 
  , -

,    
–     -

    -
     -
  ;  -
     
  ,    

     -
       

    , -
    . . 

1.  . .,  .,  .,  .     
        //     
   ,  2001. . 30-33;  . .  

    //   .   . 2008.  5. . 
10-11, . 1.

2.  . .       //   , 
     .  12. - , 1961. . 62-71;  . ., -

 . .          //  
. 1993. 1. . 5–20;  . .      

: . … . . . , 1994.
3.  . .      //    -

. . 1. , 1999. . 7-43.
4.  . . 21, 24, . 10, 12;   . .      -

  //    . . 2. , 2001. . 15-17.
5.  . .    . . 39-40;  . .   

          1998 
. , 1999. –     . . 2–3.

6.  . .     //   . 1958.  9 (162). . 
108–110. .110;   . - , 1960. . 285.  3995, 3996.

7.  . .     //    . . 2. 
, 2001. . 124–129.

181

  ...    Typology and dating...

    
    -

    II 
.  . . –  XX . : 

  (   ), 
 ,  , -

   ( ,  
 ),  ( -

, ),  ( -
  )   .

  .  
    -

   , -
     -

    
.     

 ,  -
      
:

   -• 
 –    25–30 

,    
0,7–1,0 ;

  ,  • 
  3–5 ;

   • 
 ;
    , • 

    -
 ,   

 , – -
  (« »), « -

», ,    
, ,   , -

    
,  , , 

   , 
 , « », -

   ,   -
 , , , -

, , ,   .;
   -• 

  ; 

    
Typology and dating of the Tamgaly petroglyphs

The petroglyphs of Tamgaly pertain to 
several historical epochs and cover a chrono-
logical interval from the second half of the II 
millennium BC to the beginning of XX c., di-
vided into periods as follows: Middle Bronze 
(petroglyphs of ‘Tamgaly type’), Late Bronze, 
transitional period, Early Iron (Saka and 
Wusun), Middle Ages (ancient Turks, pre-
Mongol) and modern times (Djungarian and 
Kazakh).

Petroglyphs of the Middle Bronze Age. In Tam-
galy the greatest aesthetic and cultural value is 
represented by the petroglyphs of the Middle 
Bronze period, which created the most ancient 
and most expressive set of rock images. They 
are endowed with speci c features, which al-
low their de nition as petroglyphs of ‘ amgaly 
type’. Petroglyph features of the Tamgaly type 
are as follows:

Images of large size prevail, averaging • 
about 25–30 cm, with exceptional images 
reaching 0,7–1,0 m;
The technique of picking is dominant, with • 
an engraving depth of 3–5 mm;
The image reproduces a bright realistic • 
manner;
The repertory of the images is very rich • 
and includes many rare and unique an-
thropomorphic, zoomorphic and syncretic 
subjects: solar gods («sun-headed deities»), 
‘shamans’, men with clubs, archers with 
wolf masks, ‘worshippers’, warriors with 
weapons, scenes of animals and people sac-
ri ces, erotic scenes, birthing women, char-
iots, footprints, ‘la ices’, points and other 
marks, images of bulls, wild asses, horses, 
camels, wild boar, wolves, deer etc.;
The iconography of the main images and • 
subjects is steady;
The arrangement of petroglyph compo-• 
sitions on the rocky substratum is done 
in close interrelation with the landscape, 
which constitutes the frame of the whole 
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. 146.   :  ,   .
Fig. 146.  Petroglyphs of ‘Tamgaly type’: anthropomorphic images, objects and signs.
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. 147.   :  .
Fig. 147. Petroglyphs of ‘Tamgaly type’: zoomorphic images.
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illustrative-narrative construction and rep-
resentational pa erns.
The petroglyphs of mgaly type are dis-

tributed throughout the whole territory of 
the gorge in a non-uniform way: they are lo-
cated mainly on the rock surfaces of Groups 
I–V and IVa, where they are more than 1000 in 
number. Isolated images can also be found on 
several peripheral sites of the complex. Every-
where they occupy the most wide, smooth and 
visible surfaces; never superimposed on other 
images but on the contrary o en covered by 
images of other periods, proving in that way 
their most ancient age.

The petroglyphs of amgaly type are dated 
to an interval between the second half of the 
XIV and the XIII cc. BC on the basis of strati-
graphic analyses, subjects, and similarities 
with the dated gures found in the tombs of 
Tamgaly II, IV and Karakuduk II [1].

Most of the petroglyphs of the Middle 
Bronze Age consist of images of wild animals, 
including some species extinct today: the wild 
bull (tur or auroch), Bactrian camel, wild ass 
(kulan), horse, deer, goat, wild boar, and wolf. 
Images of horses and bulls prevail; those of 

. 148.     .
Fig. 148. Palimpsests with petroglyphs of ‘Tamgaly type’.
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camels, deer, and wild boar are scarce. The 
main themes of the petroglyphs this period are 
animals chased by predators and men hunting 
wild animals (bull, kulan, deer); scenes of pas-
toral activities are practically absent. Most of 
the zoomorphic and anthropomorphic images 
are evidence of the cra smanship of a highly 
skilled and accurate master by whom allegori-
cal meanings are transferred to natural crea-
tures. An example of this special artistic skill is 
represented by the images of the calf inside a 
cow (Group III) where the calf is made in high-
relief on the background of the cow silhoue e. 
The images of the anthropomorphic solar de-
ity standing on a bull, of a mysterious one-
legged being (Group III), of the archer with a 
wolf mask, of zoo-anthropomorphic subjects 
«dressed in furs», and of some other gures 
are unique.

A very special place in the repertory of the 
Tamgaly petroglyphs is covered by the images 
of the fantastic anthropomorphic subject with 
the «sun-headed deities». A total of 30 «sun-
headed deities» images are found in Tamgaly, 
of which 26 are still conserved today [2]. All of 
them are dated to the middle and late Bronze 
Age and the greatest expressiveness pertains 
to the most ancient of them: they are gures of 
signi cant height (0,4–0,75 m), in static poses, 
with intricate ‘halo’ (aura) drawn by various 
combinations of circles, circumferences, beams 
and points. Among all the «sun-headed dei-
ties» images 6 steady iconographic types can 
be individuated.

A masterpiece of primitive rock art is repre-
sented by the vertical panel (Group IV, surface 
118) which shows the images of 6–7 divine 
subjects, ten dancing men holding weapons, 
a birthing woman, an erotic scene, and some 
‘worshippers’. A hierarchy between three 
groups of subjects is underlined by their com-
position: the highest level is occupied by solar 
deities; worshippers are in the lower part of 
the picture; and between them represented in 
series are the dancers and the birthing woman, 
which, however, were added later, during the 
Early Iron age.

The importance of the «sun-headed dei-
ties» subjects is underlined by the size of the 
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. 149.        .
Fig. 149.  Relative sizes of ‘Tamgaly type’ petroglyphs and those of later periods.
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gures. All images convey the general quali-
ties of deities in anthropomorphic appearance. 
But, with the help of iconographic means (like 
localisation, height and serial arrangement of 
the gures, orientation, form of their «halo», 
gestures) some speci c characters for each of 
them are expressed, re ecting nuances in their 
individual semantics. Isolated «sun-headed 
deities» images can be seen in other places of 
the Tamgaly complex (Groups II–V), however 
only the composition of the vertical surface of 
Group IV shows various deities incorporated 
in one composition, allowing it to be consid-
ered a representation of the pantheon. More-
over the structure of the composition, which 
shows a strict hierarchy between «sun-headed 
deities» gures and other images, suggests the 
presence of an a empt at drawing a picture of 

. 150.     ( . 62, . II).
Fig. 150. Image of an archer with wolf mask (Gr. II, S. 62)
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. 151.  «  »  .
Fig. 151. Images of «sun-headed deities» in Tamgaly.
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. 152.  «  »  .
Fig. 152. Images of «sun-headed deities» in Tamgaly.
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. 153.   «  » .
Fig. 153. Typology of Tamgaly «sun-headed deities» images.
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. 154.    «  »  .
Fig. 154.  Scheme showing the layout of «sun-headed deities» at Tamgaly.
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the whole world, and renders the composition 
an important document of the mythological 
conceptions of the Bronze Age [3].

The archaeological study and documenta-
tion of the rock images of the main ve groups 
revealed a special regularity in the arrange-
ment of the petroglyphs of Tamgaly type: they 
occupy surfaces characterised by a very similar 
orientation that, together with the large sizes of 
the gures, allows them to be seen from a dis-
tance of 20–30–50 m. With the help of special 
measurements, calculations and experiments, 
some focus-points of optimal vision have been 
determined for nearly all of the rocky blocks 
carrying Tamgaly type petroglyphs, i.e. from 
where it is possible to see simultaneously all 
the images of Tamgaly type. Such regularity 
has not been found in the distribution of the 
petroglyphs of Late Bronze and later periods. 

The petroglyphs of Tamgaly type, by the 
consistency of their characteristics, of their in-
terrelations, of the dynamics of the subjects, 
represent a system of steady iconographic im-
ages juxtaposed in compositions that play the 
role of narrative texts. The contents of such a 
pictographic text, by the features of some fan-
tastic anthropomorphic and zoo-anthropo-
morphic images, seem to refer to mythological 
subjects of Indo-Iranian cosmogony.

The petroglyphs of Tamgaly type represent 
a special cultural phenomenon that spread 
throughout a narrow geographical territory. 
At the present state of knowledge, it appears 
to be limited to the southern part of the Chu-Ili 
Mountains and the foothills of Zailiski Alatau, 
where some sites with few Tamgaly type im-
ages have been found.

Besides the Tamgaly site, the presently 
known Tamgaly type petroglyphs are concen-
trated in the central and southern parts of the 
Chu-Ili mountains, i.e. within a very limited 
area of Semirechie, which, in historical respect, 
played an important role as the crossroads 
of the sub-latitude and sub-meridian transit 
routes of Central Asia. In this area the closest 
analogy is the recently discovered Kuljabasy 
and Ak-Kaynar sites, in 40–60 km to south-
west from Tamgaly. Here it has been detected 
a large series of gures of horses, bulls and 
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. 155.     .
Fig. 155.  The repertoire of the late Bronze Age Tamgaly petroglyphs.
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also some rare images (like an archer with a 
wolf head, «sun-headed deities» images, etc.) 
of the Tamgaly type [4].

Among the known sites of the region, like 
Sarmyshsai (Uzbekistan), Cholpon-Ata, Or-
nok, Saimaly-Tash (Kyrgyzstan), Arpauzen, 
Gabaevka and Sauyskandyk (South Kazkah-
stan), and Baikonur (Central Kazkahstan), 
there can be found some few stylistic and 
iconographic parallels of the Tamgaly type 
petroglyphs [5]. Most probably the Tamgaly 
type of petroglyphs as a phenomenon origi-
nated from the synthesis of some local tradi-
tions of the area with others brought from out-
side during the process of se ling of the tribes 
that migrated from Central Kazakhstan in the 
middle of XIV – XIII c. BC.

Petroglyphs of Late Bronze and transitional 
periods. The petroglyph repertory of the Late 
Bronze Age (XII–X cc. BC) loses a number of 

. 156.    .
Fig. 156.  Drawings of animals of the late Bronze Age.
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. 157.   I .  . .
Fig. 157.  Petroglyphs of the beginning of the I millennium BC.
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. 158.   .
Fig. 158. Petroglyphs of the Early Saka period.
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subjects of the precedent time, and also di ers 
from the former period by technical perform-
ance, style and localisation in the area of the 
Tamgaly complex. The treatment of images 
shows less concern for the representation of 
the natural shape of the animals and a sche-
matic representation of anthropomorphic 

gures. The performance technique is that of 
picking by small points to a depth of 1–2 mm, 
with details sometimes done by engraving. 
The mean dimension of the images does not 
exceed 10–15 cm.

The subject repertory looks poorer. Com-
plex images become rare, syncretic images 
very rare, and the few «sun-headed deities» 

gures le  are just the reminiscence of one of 
the iconographic variants of the earlier solar 
deities [6]. The central place in the repertory 
is still covered by images of horses, bulls and 
wild animals, but the theme of the hunter is 
accompanied with new scenes of pastoral life 

lled with elements emphasizing dynamics 
and con icts.

On the surfaces of the main groups, Late 
Bronze Age petroglyphs are superimposed on 
former gures or located in the spaces between 
them, increasing in that way the composition 
created before. Small sets of petroglyphs of 
this period are found not far from se lements 
and tombs at the periphery of the complex.

As a whole, the Late Bronze Age petro-
glyphs re ect signi cant changes in social life 
and ideology among the steppe tribes roaming 
the territory of Kazakhstan and Central Asia 
at the transition between the II and I mill. BC. 
These changes are due to the rise of nomadic 
ca le breeding activities, to the increasing mo-
bility of large human groups and to the expan-
sion of geographical communications. Rock 
art repertory, style, and techniques become 
analogous on a very large territory, so that the 
Tamgaly Late Bronze Age petroglyphs nd 
similarities with many sites going from West-
ern Mongolia and Altai to Western Tien Shan.

A special set of Tamgaly petroglyphs repre-
sents the transition from Bronze to Early Iron 
Age dated around the beginning of the I mill. 
BC. It is not so numerous and is characterized 
by quite speci c features of style and iconog-

. 159.    .
Fig. 159. Image of a goat dated to the Early Saka period.
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raphy. The most expressive compositions are 
located in the Groups IV and V.

Their repertory completely excludes anthro-
pomorphic images and prefers stylized images 
of di erent kinds of animals: deer, wild goats 
and predators (wolves, wild boars and pan-
thers). Scenes of hunting and scenes of preda-
tors chasing herbivorous animals become the 
main themes of the rock art creativity. Moreover 
the choice of stele-like vertical surfaces, atypical 
in rock art representation, makes it possible to 
relate these petroglyphs to the pictographic tra-
dition of the so-called ‘deer stones’ of Western 
Mongolia and Altai [7].

On the Tamgaly rock surfaces gures of 
‘deer’ stones style are quite o en roughly su-
perimposed on ancient images, underlining 
the absence of continuity and the cultural orig-
inality of the petroglyphs of this style. In Tam-
galy, similar to and even more so compared 

. 160.    I .  . .
Fig. 160.  Images of animals dated to the middle of the I millennium BC. 
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with the petroglyphs of Late Bronze Age, the 
petroglyphs of the transitive period are evi-
dence of a wider circulation of new aesthetic 
ideas and of the beginning, among the ancient 
nomads of Central Asia, of an epoch of forma-
tion of military-political unions and of large 
regional expansions and migrations.

Petroglyphs of the Early Iron Age. The images 
of the Early Iron Age constitute the most nu-
merous set of petroglyphs in Tamgaly. They 
are located on the rocks of the larger ve sites 
(mainly in the Groups IV and V); and at the 
periphery of the complex near the se lements, 
kurgans, tombs and on hilltops, when surfaces 
are provided with metallic black surfaces.

The petroglyphs of this time are not ho-
mogenous in style, quality and subjects. They 
were created by di erent peoples and tribes 
(Saka, Yueche, Wusun, Huns) that inhabited 
Semirechie together during the end of I mill. 
BC and the rst half of the I mill. AD within 
the course of massive movements and military 
campaigns of nomadic confederations.

The best petroglyph set of this epoch is rep-
resented by the images in Saka ‘animal style’, 
related to the animalistic artistic tradition that 
characterizes Central-Asia during the VII–IV 
cc. BC. The hunt of wild animals and the chase 
of deer and goats by predators still remain the 
main themes of the rock art, supplemented by 
individual and serial images of camels. The im-
ages of a man riding a horse or the one of a walk-
ing warrior are found sporadically, and play a 
complementary role with the animalistic com-
positions. The images of wild animals appear in 
di erent graceful a itudes; and sometimes the 
contours of the gures are lled by decorative 
elements such as spirals, lines etc. [8]

The petroglyphs in Saka ‘animal style’ 
in Tamgaly are rather few, but are di used 
throughout the complex, on the rocks of the 
main groups as well as on the periphery. 
Their appearance is connected with a mas-
sive reworking of Bronze Age petroglyphs of 
Groups III–V, where Saka images are quite 
o en roughly drawn on top of the ancient 
ones. Also the practice appears of adding ele-
ments to earlier compositions, using Bronze 
Age images as a ‘precondition’ for new crea-
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tions: for example gures of horses or bulls 
are o en remade into images of a goat. The 
impressive evidence of the antagonism of the 
Saka “animal style” against the Bronze Age 
rock art is witnessed by the palimpsest of 
Group IV where the «sun-headed deities» im-
ages are roughly superimposed by the Saka 
representations of a rider, a wild boar and 
other animals gures.

Including Saka petroglyphs, Tamgaly rock 
surfaces hold many representations created 
in the same epoch in di erent styles by other 
tribes and peoples [9]. It is not always possible 
to determine precisely their age and their cul-
tural belonging, since they mainly consist of 
homogenous images of animals (for the most 
part goats) that are very schematic and rather 
rough in execution. However, there are some 
exceptional images of very high quality that 
represent wild animals, domestic animals and 
some anthropomorphic subjects in scenes of 
hunting or of defending the herd against the 
a ack of predators.

On the rocks of the main sites (especially of 
the Groups IV and V) simple representations 
of these subjects are done on small surfaces 
that, because of their unusual exposition, are 
free of previous petroglyphs. Contrary to the 
Saka images, they do not disturb the lines of 
the Bronze Age petroglyphs, but are just jux-
taposed to them according to new aesthetic 
norms. In general these petroglyphs are locat-
ed not far from stationary se lements where 
handmade ceramics of Wusun type and stone 
constructions holding petroglyphs of the same 
style and technique are found: facts that allow 
us to see in such simple petroglyphs the prod-
uct of the native inhabitants of Semirechie.

A special category of petroglyphs is rep-
resented by the so-called ‘tamga’, symbols of 
tribal belonging and clan property. Most o en 
they are met on rocks near ancient se lements; 
but one image is found in the group V. Some 
of these symbols are can be seen on the whole 
extension of the Eurasian steppes, marking the 
historical ways of the ancient Central Asian 
nomads.

In that way the petroglyphs of the Early 
Iron Age represent some complex processes 

. 161.  .
Fig. 161.  Tamga-like images.
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of cultural interaction between ancient Cen-
tral Asian tribes; and show as a main charac-
teristic the tendency to continue the extraor-
dinary petroglyphic tradition inherited from 
the Bronze Age but continuing it with lesser 
impulse and minor innovations.

Petroglyphs of the Middle Ages and Modern 
Times. Petroglyphs of the Middle Ages, like 
the petroglyphs of the Early Iron Age, are 
found throughout Tamgaly, though their total 
quantity doesn’t exceed 300 images. Most of 
them are deposited on the rocks of the Groups 
IV and V, but the best samples are found in a 
few peripheral sites located along roads and 
mountain paths.

Medieval petroglyphs di er from the petro-
glyphs of the former historical epochs by the 
special repertoire and artistic originality of the 
nomadic rock art of the Turkic time (VI–XII cc. 
AD). This epoch saw the appearance of huge 
steppe empires and the main characters of the 
rock compositions become the standard-bearer 
rider, the archer, and the warrior with heavy 
weapons. New gurative scenes are: duels be-
tween a warrior on horse and a non-mounted 
warrior, collective total hunting, and nomadic 
displacements. The hunting scenes, always 
present in the petroglyphs’ history, now get a 
new meaning: if for the ancient artists in the 
hunting scene the most relevant image was 
the one of the animals, now the accent is laid 
on the anthropomorphic hero and his military 
a ributes: banner, weapons, horse equipment. 
In general the themes of the Turkic rock art 
re ect, together with representations of the 
life of a rich ca le-breeding society, the rise of 
the epic creativity and the establishment of an 
aristocratic military aesthetic.

The technique of medieval petroglyphs dif-
fers fundamentally from the techniques of the 
former epochs. The choice of the surface qual-
ity and exposition is obviously not designed 
for a wide display of gures. Even the most 
imposing compositions, in spite of opportu-
nities for be er choices, frequently occupy 
unpro table positions: surfaces out of view, 
narrow, rough or non-metallic. Apart from 
rare exceptions, the gures are engraved quite 
super cially, patina layers are removed from 



202

. 162.   .
Fig. 162. Petroglyphs of the Early Middle Ages.
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the silhoue e unequally; a lot of images are 
just scratched with the help of a sharp metal 
tool or knife. The renewal of the ancient draw-
ings with the intention of changing the origi-
nal contents of the image by the addition of 
new details became especially popular. On the 
surfaces of the main sites, generally already 
covered by compositions of the Bronze Age, 
the abilities of the medieval artists were lim-
ited to adding one or two new gures by care-
fully renewing and correcting ancient gures. 
On Groups IV–V nearly all the ancient gures 
su ered from the medieval renewing, includ-
ing many «sun-headed deities» images. How-
ever, images of the ag-bearer are not to be en-
countered on the canyon rocks; together with 
various tamgas, they o en mark locations of 
camps and were xed in peripheral concentra-
tions of petroglyphs only.

There are some medieval petroglyphs in 
Tamgaly that constitute unique samples of the 
Central Asian rock art repertorire. Such are the 
large image of an elephant with rider, located 
near the se lement of Tamgaly I; and the gure 
of a si ing anthropomorphic deity (?) in Group 
V, of which an analogue is found in Western 
Mongolia (on a secondary usage during Turkic 
times of a “deer stone” from Temeni Khuzu in 
Bayankhongorski Aimak) [10]. A rare monu-
ment in South Kazakhstan is represented by 
the ancient Turkic epigraphy of six le ers of 
the runic alphabet found in Group IV (surface 
13). According to the preliminary analysis of 
I. L. Kyzlasov, the writing is the name of a man 
and is dated to the IX–X cc. AD [11].

Thus, since the medieval period, the creation 
of new petroglyphs in Tamgaly, as well as on 
the majority of the other rock art monuments 
of Central Asia, was gradually replaced by 
the practice of renewing and adding elements 
to ancient compositions. Further on, with the 
strengthening of central governments, the de-
velopment of writing and the spread of Islam, 
the creation of petroglyphs stops developing.

The centuries that followed the Mongolian 
conquest (XIII–XVI cc. AD) represent a ‘dark 
age’ in the history of Tamgaly and the events 
of this epoch didn’t nd any appreciable re-

ection in the petroglyphs of the site. Since the 

. 163.   .
Fig. 163.  Images of mounted ag-bearers.

. 164.  . IX–X . . .
Fig. 164. Turkic runic inscription. IX–X cc.



204

    -
,      -

   .  
 ,   -

      
 I    -

  (?)   V,  
     

 [10].    
     -

   – -
       

   IV.   . . -
,      
  IX–X . [11]

 ,   -
 ,    

 ,      -
    -
 ,  , 
    -
  .  -

   , 
    

    -
 .

    
 (XIII–XVI .)  «  

»   ,    
   -   

  .   -
 XVII .      -

middle of the XVII century, an Oyrat (Groups 
III and IV) and two Tibetan (Bes-shal, “Five 
elders”) prayers, tamgas and a small series of 
anthropomorphs and animals appeared on 
the canyon rocks and on the complex periph-
eral rocks, which may relate to the establish-
ment of Djungaran (Oyrat) political control in 
Semirechie, which continued up to mid of the 
XVIII century [12].

Popular Kazakh gures are carved during 
the XIX and the early XX c., some of which excel 
in elegance and represent the last burst of rock 
art creativity. Their repertory is extremely limit-
ed with just images of goats, horses, and riders. 
Together with images of people and animals, 
there are images of patrimonial marks (tamga) 
of the Kazakh tribe ‘Dulat’ within the Elder 
Juz [13]. The gures show di erent techniques 
and di erent levels of quality: most of them 
are schematic gures roughly picked with the 
help of a stone or so ly scratched with a metal 

. 166.  . . XVII – . XVIII .
Fig. 166. Djungaran inscription. Mid XVII – mid XVIII c.

. 165.  1882 .    - .
Fig. 165. Inscription dated 1882 with the name of luy-bek mulla.
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tool; but, less o en, quite accurate represen-
tations are done of single images or of whole 
compositions. A signi cant part of the Kazakh 
petroglyphs is located near stationary se le-
ments and some of them on isolated stones of 
dwelling constructions. On the surfaces of the 
main groups they occur as single gures that 
generally occupy surfaces untouched by ear-
lier petroglyphs. One of the Arabic inscriptions 
(«1882 luy-bek mulla djagalai kara»)* refers 
to a name of an owner known in the historical 
sources of the local wintering at the end of XIX 
– beginning of XX c. 

Petroglyphs of the Soviet period and auto-
graphic inscriptions in Cyrillic are encoun-
tered near old wintering and haying camps 
(Shoshkaly), on top of individual hills, and on 
rocks of the Group IV and V, near the transit 
road, which functioned until 2001 in Tamgaly. 
Some engravings are of high artistic achieve-
ment, e.g. gure of a tethered horse at the 

*  Translation from Turkic by T.K. Beysembiev.
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. 167.  .  1957–1975 .
Fig. 167. Figure of a horse. Dated 1957–1975.
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Group III (between 1957 and 1975). Themes of 
the XX century Kazakh petroglyphs are lled 
with contemporary features but still in line 
with the rock art of previous periods: migra-
tions, riders’ bravery, erotic images, political 
and ideological signs – ve-point star, portrait 
of V. I. Lenin, etc.
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Tamgaly Archaeological Landscape and 
its historical-cultural context

The monuments of the Tamgaly gorge 
are an aggregate of archaeological sites of 
di erent types (se lements, graves, petro-
glyphs, sacri ces and others) functionally 
connected with geographical elements to 
form a cultural landscape. This unique com-
plex of cultural and natural elements [1] 
shows the deposited signs of the most im-
portant social and cultural aspects of the life 
of the local habitants during a period from 
the Bronze Age to the beginning of XX cen-
tury. The interpretation and chronological 
reconstruction of such a complex must be 
based on the collection of natural, archaeo-
logical, and ethnographic data and on his-
torical sources.

As a whole, the picturesque relief of the 
gorge and its speci c environment conditioned 
the history of the local inhabitants for several 
periods and, through a feedback loop of land-
scape culturalization, re ect the evolution of 
the social-cultural life and world conceptions 
of the ancient and modern population of the 
territory. The cultural-historical phenomenon 
of the Tamgaly complex was also determined 
by its geographic position on one of the most 
important ancient communication roads of 
Central Asia running along the Northern Tien 
Shan piedmonts.

Located in the wide arid zone of the central 
part of Chu-Ili Mountains, almost deprived of 
fresh-water sources and of convenient se le-
ment habitats, the Tamgaly gorge is notable 
for presenting favourable conditions for a set-
tled life: an abundance of springs, rich grass 
pastures, a relief with ravines and valleys pro-
tected from wind and suitable for se lements. 
For these reasons the landscape of the Tam-
galy gorge represents a perfect habitat for the 
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traditional nomadic societies of the arid zones 
of Central Asia.

The most impressive and important parts 
of the landscape are the rock canyon contain-
ing the S-shaped meander of the Tamgaly riv-
er and the large isolated hill mound on its le  
bank at the north entrance of the gorge, at the 
border between the plain and the mountain-
ous zone. Both of them – the hill mound and 
the canyon – possess a visually legible connec-
tion, while at the same time being autonomous 
parts of the internal organization of the land-
scape. Both have certain natural features which 
were practically and symbolically recognized, 
and used by the population of the Bronze Age 
and later periods. Besides these central natural 
features, the landscape is dominated by cunei-
form hills, constituting a harmonious and var-
ied landscape on the steppes.

Within the whole of the archaeological 
complex of Tamgaly, concentrated in an area 
of 900 ha, there are remains of more than one 
hundred well preserved sites of di erent 
types, dating from the middle of the XIV c. BC 
to the beginning of the XX c. AD. Apart from 
the petroglyph sites, the archaeological monu-
ments consist of the remains of stone struc-
tures – dwellings, enclosures for pasturing cat-
tle, burial fences and burial mounds. The area 
was most actively used by the pastoral tribes 
of the Early Iron Age and then later by Ka-
zakhs in modern times (XIX – early XX c.). The 
present level of knowledge allows us to regard 
the archaeological landscape of Tamgaly as a 
representative example of the development, 
within a limited area, of the traditional forms 
of husbandry, land use, and social organiza-
tion of the pastoral peoples in the arid zone of 
Central Asia.

The spatial organization of the archaeologi-
cal landscape shows the distribution of syn-
chronic monuments by functional-typological 
laws that keep more or less similar during dif-
ferent historical stages.

The canyon, where the 5 main petroglyphs 
sites Tamgaly (Groups I–V) are concentrated, 
constituted the centre of the complex during 
all times. There are no signs of ancient set-
tlements, however the near foothill plain has 
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accumulated ancient burials and cultic con-
structions of the complex’s largest necropo-
lis around a natural mound (burial grounds 
of Tamgaly I and II). In the rst mountain 
slopes south of the necropolis a few clusters 
of monuments are situated consisting of set-
tlements, burials and small concentrations of 
petroglyphs. The topographic distribution of 
monuments re ects the functional division 
of the complex in a cult and a se lement zone, 
isolated from each other by neutral “bu er” 
space, void of cultural remains. 

The petroglyphs of the archaeological land-
scape of Tamgaly represent important evidence 
of continuity, development and interchange of 
the values system among the peoples of the 
Central Asian steppe civilization over a period 
of more than three millennia. The traditional 
character of such a landscape functional zoning 
is proved by the very fact of its perfect preser-
vation over the course of more than three mil-
lennia of the monument’s history. 

The main element of the cult zone and the 
semantic centre of the whole complex is the can-
yon with its petroglyphs. Relevant geomorpho-
logic features of the region are the step rocks of 
the canyon with expressive outlines and sculp-
tural forms and wide rocks covered with pati-
na making a homogeneous glossy-black back-
ground. These rocks were extensively used by 
the authors of the most ancient petroglyphs.

Excellent and unique images of the Bronze 
Age period (petroglyphs of ‘ amgaly type’) 
are organized as a rock gallery transmi ing 
mythological contents and artistic value. They 
are mainly concentrated on the canyon rocks, 
marking the space of an ancient sanctuary or 
open air temple, with a variety of spaces de-
voted to ritual actions and ceremonies. The 
petroglyph Group IV forms the compositional 
centre of whole ensemble. 

The formation of the complex is a ributed 
to the end of Middle Bronze Age (mid XIV – 
XIII c. BC), when its main structural compo-
nents were formed: the sanctuary with petro-
glyphs and necropolis (cult zone) in the can-
yon and se lements in the mountains. During 
the following historical stages the borders of 
the functional zones partly changed: the role 
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of the cultic zone decreases and the economic 
zone extends with the cultivation of the south-
ern periphery of the gorge.

During the Late Bronze period a wider dis-
tribution of petroglyphs on the territory of the 
complex and the appearance of new burials 
both inside the cult zone and in its periphery 
is observed. On the rocks of the sanctuary, 
a series of relatively small petroglyphs ap-
peared, which by repertory and iconography 
represent just a partial succession of the most 
ancient petroglyphs of Tamgaly. Some inno-
vative images are introduced during the tran-
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. 168.   .  .
Fig. 168. Tamgaly Archaeological Landscape. Bronze Age.
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sitional period: the executions of the end of the 
II – beginning of the I millenniums BC re ect 
signi cant in uences from di erent groups of 
population mainly related to eastern regions: 
East Semirechie, Altai, South Siberia and, ob-
viously, some regions of Central Asia.

During the Early Iron Age an abrupt exten-
sion of the economic zone happened with the 
cultivation of all the potentially productive 
steppes at the periphery of Tamgaly and near 
the Shoshkaly and Bes-shal gorges. But the 
stage didn’t change the topography of monu-
ments in the cult zone and in the necropolis 
the burial mounds occupy free spaces in prox-
imity to the Bronze Age burials. At the borders 
of the cult zone, in the mountain part, a whole 
series of monument clusters appear constitut-
ed by stationary se lements, burial mounds 
and small petroglyphs sanctuaries. 

These new galleries, excluding rare cases, 
have a quite monotonous repertory. However 
the architectonic distribution partly repro-
duces the Bronze Age sanctuary with a clearly 
expressed centre surrounded by clusters of 
compositions. On the rocks of the canyon the 
images of the period are very few, but at the 
same time a massive renovation of Bronze 
Age petroglyphs took place on the surfaces of 
Groups IV and V that can be interpreted as act 
of “reconstruction” and “restoration” of dark-
ened ancient gravures. By that the rock art of 
the aborigines-nomads of Semirechie re ects, 
around the middle of I mil. BC, an uninter-
rupted line of perception of the importance of 
the Tamgaly gorge as cultural sacral centre. 

It is observed at the same time, in the cult 
zone and particularly at its peripheries, the 
formation of palimpsests, destruction, distor-
tion of Bronze Age pictures and whole compo-
sitions by petroglyphs of a Saka animal style 
(VI–IV cc. BC). On the foothill valley isolated 
groups of “Tsar” burial mounds of members of 
the nomadic elite are built. During the second 
half of the I mil. BC part of the Bronze Age buri-
als have been exposed to repeated digging and 
robbing, and the se lements Tamgaly I and V 
present layers of hard res related to the same 
period. These phenomena could be evidence of 
external political shocks and military and ideo-
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logical collisions that violated the traditional 
tenor of life of the Tamgaly inhabitants.

As a whole, the Early Iron Age should be 
interpreted as a period of the active economic 
exploitation of the Tamgaly territory and also 
of conservation of the cult importance of the 
monument in spite of essential changes in so-
cio-economical and ideological spheres.

Information about the Medieval history 
of Tamgaly is scant and fragmented. Se le-
ments occupy areas already cultivated during 
previous periods, but their number is signi -
cantly decreased. Small series of petroglyphs 
of the Turkic period appear on rocks of pe-
ripheral sites and on the main sanctuary; the 
average executions consist of the renovation 
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Fig. 169. Tamgaly Archaeological Landscape. Bronze Age – Early Iron Age.
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of ancient gures together with the addition 
of one to two new personages. Like the Saka 
petroglyphs, the pictures of the Middle Ages 
quite o en cover the Bronze Age images and 
renew them in accordance with other ideolog-
ical norms and artistic tastes. The content of 
the Medieval rock creations is epic, based on 
a militaristic ethic. It signi es the end of the 
ritual-mythic contents of the former periods 
and of their social-communicative functions. 
Increased utility value in rock creativity is evi-
denced by the spread of the practice of repre-
sentation of tribal tamga signs near the medi-
eval nomad camps, on top of eminent hills of 
the site (GroupVI, and a nameless hill to the 
west of the Tamgaly mountain) and in the can-
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Fig. 170. Tamgaly Archaeological Landscape. Bronze Age, Early Iron and Middle Ages. 
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yon; here, at Group IV, appears the IX–X cc. 
runic scripture.

Tracks of half-a-century presence of Oyrat 
nomads in the inter uve of the Chu and the Ili 
are scarce in Tamgaly: only two locations con-
tain conventional prayer scriptures, tamgas 
and single drawings, added to the ancient com-
positions. Perhaps, the repurposing of chosen 
Bronze Age engravings continued here, like at 
other Semirechie monuments (e.g., Akkainar), 
including the «sun-headed deities», associ-
ated with characters of the Lamaist pantheon. 
The territorial proximity of the site to Anyra-
kay, location of the Djungar forti ed outpost 
(present day Kalmaktobe), suggests that at the 
mid of XVII – rst half of XVIII c. Tamgaly was 
part of this important military strategic district 
at the western frontier of the last nomadic em-
pire in the Central Asia.
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. 171.     
.  IV, . 113.

Fig. 171. Djungarian inscriptions and present visitors’ 
autograph. Group IV, panel 113.
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An important place for their number is cov-
ered by the monuments of the late historical 
period, dating from the XIX century up to the 
1930s. Many Kazakh winter-se lements of the 
end of XX century occupy areas used during 
the early Iron and Middle Age, but during the 
same time new zones were also cultivated in 
Tamgaly and neighbouring gorges. Monument 
grouping in the inhabited zone is comparable 
to the West Semirechie Kazakhs’ se lement 
pa ern, documented by Russian researchers 
at the end of XIX – the beginning of XX c. The 
periphery of the gorge became a chain of set-
tlements closely approaching the territory of 
the ancient cult zone. Near some of the new 
big se lements a small series of schematic and 
rather monotonous petroglyphs appear, also 
Kazakh clan signs and inscriptions made with 
the Arabic alphabet. In the lack of land, the in-
tensi ed mutual confrontation of nomads for 
best winter pastures led to stamping of tribal 
signs and personal scriptures in bulk, along 
the ‘volost’ boundaries, in order to a est the 
collective land property rights.

Probably in that period the sacral centre of 
the gorge obtained its modern denomination 
“Tamgaly/Tanbaly”, still endowed by the new 
habitants with special importance, with a de-
creasing frequency of beating and renovation 
practices and the performance of sacri ces at 
certain engraved rocks. The necropolis of the 
cult zone ceases its function and the new burial 

. 172.  .  ( ).
Fig. 172.  Tibetan inscriptions. Tamgaly (Bes-shal).
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places for illustrious dead switched to another 
part of the sanctuary, the foothill of Group 
IV. It is this part of the valley, overgrown by 
thorn bushes, which is been named “Ta baly-
auliye” among the local population up to now. 
Veneration of the place diverges from the local 
petroglyphs, becoming by itself a cult of ven-
erating the ancestors. 

The narrowing of borders of the sacral zone 
and decreasing number of picture executions 
on the surfaces of Groups I-V are a testament 
to the total loss of understanding of the an-
cient functions and signi cance of the site and 
of the social importance of the rock creativity.

The turning point in the most recent his-
tory of Tamgaly was in the 1930s–1940s. As 
the result of the violent Soviet collectiviza-
tion, part of the local population le  the re-
gion and Tamgaly became depopulated. Only 
in the 1950s did the Tamgaly gorge become 
again a site of human activities, this time as 
virgin land territory of the sovkhoz Roslavl-
skiy. The formation of sovkhoz had sharply 
changed the demographic situation by expel-
ling people and introducing immigrants from 
Ukraine, Russia and later, some Kazakhs from 
East Turkistan (XUAR, China). These migra-
tions caused the “cultural assimilation” of the 
small native population that until then had re-
mained somehow the traditional guardians of 
the Tamgaly sanctuary.

The traditional functional topography of 
Tamgaly became totally violated. A vehicle 
road was constructed through the canyon 
and functioned until the summer of 2001. The 
consequences were the disintegration of rocks 
together with the start of a tradition of ham-
mering modern signatures and pictures over 
ancient petroglyphs, mainly on the rocks of 
Groups IV–V. Dwellings and farms were built 
on the area of the Bronze Age cemeteries Tam-
galy V and VI, using for their constructions en-
graved stones collected in near by sites. 

Meanwhile, the veneration of Tamgaly as a 
sanctuary, connected with the cult of tombs of 
ancestors, is still alive today in the patriarchal 
society of the local population. In the spring 
and summer, collective celebrations are held 
in the area of the complex with horse competi-
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tions (kokpar). On the branches of the spiny 
bushes (shengel) of the canyon and of Group IV 
pilgrims tie rags of clothes, holding prayers 
and rituals. Among the local Kazakh popula-
tion a few legends circulate about the «heav-
enly punishment» that befalls the de lers of 
the sacral zone near petroglyph Group IV. 
However these ritual actions and the sacralisa-
tion of the place have lost any connection with 
petroglyphs, the existence of which for many 
local habitants became quite a recent discovery 
learned from the mass media or through the 
scienti c works on Tamgaly of the last years.
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The Signi cance of the Tamgaly Archaeological Landscape

During several millennia in the spacious 
steppes zone of Central Asia, parallel to the 
ancient cultures of se led peoples, a speci c 
civilization of pastoral steppe peoples 
developed; retaining its history without 
knowledge of reading and writing, and is 
known today mainly from archaeological 
sources. Thousands of ancient archaeological 
remains, dispersed over a vast territory, 
represent the evidence of, and to a certain 
degree, make it possible for us to understand 
the economic, social, religious, ritual, or 
political aspects of that civilization. Today, 
among the great number of those monuments 
and sites, it would be hard to choose one that 
could surpass the cultural archaeological 
landscape of Tamgaly as the most interesting 
feature of this culture – an extremely high level 
of adaptability to the natural environment and 
the capacity for active use of the primordial 
landscapes in a friendly and non-intrusive 
way. The cultural archaeological landscape of 
Tamgaly is a striking and bright testimony to a 
harmony of that society with nature.

A relatively small area of the Tamgaly gorge 
contains an impressive number of cultural 
assets of di erent types and periods, o en 
associated with the same parts and forms of 
the relief. The surveys and studies of these 
monuments and their topography help us to 
understand the way the separate components 
are organized and how they relate to each other 
as a system of functional interconnections 
between individual monuments and the 
broader cultural space. While there are varying 
knowledge levels on each of the di erent 
monuments of Tamgaly, it is evident that, as a 
whole, they are related to the same traditional 
culture of pastoral type that developed itself 
in this area during a long time from the 
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Bronze Age to the beginning of the industrial 
era. The speci c climate and geographical 
environment were the main pre-conditions 
of a relatively sustainable way of life for the 
people in this territory. Petroglyphs and other 
monuments of Tamgaly visually demonstrate 
that the changes of ethnic, aesthetic, political 
and religious tendencies were not able to 
considerably alter neither the character of life, 
nor the cultic function and cultural signi cance 
of this place. A real tragedy for the traditional 
culture and the beginning of its agony was 
a deep social and economic cataclysm in the 

rst half of the XX c., which also a ected the 
archaeological landscape of Tamgaly. The 
chronological diapason of its monuments is 
representative of the transformation of the 
traditional steppe culture from expansion and 
growth to the beginning of its decline in the 
southern areas of Kazakhstan and in a part of 
the neighbouring Central Asian states.

The high cultural signi cance of the 
archaeological landscape of Tamgaly derives 
from several factors making it outstanding. 
Above all, it is the most important rock art site 
of the Central Asian region. In addition, the 
landscape plays a signi cant and determining 
role in the uniqueness of the complex; especially 
in the geological and neo-tectonic development 
and features of Tamgaly and of Chu-Ili 
mountains. The particular climate and relief 
of the landscape were the main pre-conditions 
that predestined the way of life of the local 
inhabitants and the way humans reorganized 
the natural environment. The cultural and 
historical phenomenon of Tamgaly was 
prede ned also by its geographical location 
at one of the crossroads of the Central Asian 
ancient communications stretched along the 
North Tien Shan and Chu-Ili watershed.

Some very speci c characteristics of the 
landscape distinguish Tamgaly from the 
other similar sites. The most outstanding 
feature is a rather small canyon formed at 
the S-shaped meander of the Tamgaly river. 
Here, along a short cut through the narrow 
valley, there are several large denuded rocks 
covered by black “desert sunburn” (patina). 
The stepped rock terraces with shining 
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surfaces rise rhythmically over the valley. The 
pristine mountainous landscape is superior 
and a racts a ention by its majesty and 
wonderful harmony. This gallery, not made 
with human hands, served as an ideal place 
for several thousand petroglyphs created rst 
by Bronze Age artists and then continued by 
those of all the following historic periods. In 
this respect Tamgaly represents a rare site due 
to its continuity of use and for providing a full 
and representative demonstration of the rock 
art development for the duration of more than 
three last millennia.

Tamgaly gives an integral retrospective 
of changes within a relatively homogenous 
cultural environment, of the social function 
of rock art, and of the people’s relation to 
its conceptual and aesthetic content. Many 
also believe that changes to the function of 
petoglyphs as a main component of the open-
air temple were followed by the reduction of 
value of their creation and by impoverishment 
of their conceptual rock art content.

The artistic value of the most ancient 
drawings of the Tamgaly sanctuary and their 
role in creating this cultural landscape give 
visual evidence of the fact that during the 
Bronze and Early Iron Ages the creation of 
petroglyphs retained a socially signi cant 
sphere of activities and was full of ritual and 
mythological meaning. But, starting from the 
Turkic times, with the formation of military 
and political unions, development and spread 
of wri en language and Islam, the cultural 
and social signi cance of petroglyphs and the 
practice of their creation gradually declined. 
The rock galleries of the Tamgaly canyon 
provide an unsurpassed record of these long-
term transformations.

Among the several thousand petroglyphs 
of Tamgaly, the most outstanding are the 
homogenous series of ancient depictions 
created until XIV c. BC during the early stage 
of the occupation of the territory of Semirechie 
(the historic area in the South-East of modern 
Kazakhstan) by the pastoralist tribes of the 
Andronovo cultural historical community 
associated, with the historical Indo-Iranians, 
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according to many researchers. The Bronze 
Age petroglyphs of Tamgaly demonstrate the 
highest level of development in this kind of 
prehistoric art during its growth and spread 
all over a vast territory of Central Asia from 
Altai mountains to the Tien Shan and Pamirs.

The site is most representative with 
respect to the artistic mastery and conceptual 
content of the petroglyphs of that time, but 
also in showing the role they played in the 
formation of the cultural landscape. The 
uniqueness of these drawings lies in their large 
dimensions, technique, style, iconography 
and repertoire, and in the presence of 
their narrative construction, allowing their 
de nition as petroglyphs of Tamgaly type. 
The important feature of this group of 
petroglyphs is in the numerous rare and 
unique images of the prehistoric mythology
 – of the anthropomorphic «sun-headed deities» 
images, for example. Besides this, the site 
contains many original scenes and brilliantly 
made individual images. Some of them qualify 
as rock art masterpieces – especially the cow 
with calf, the solar anthropomorphic image 
standing on the back of a bull, and some of the 
depictions of horses and bulls. There is also 
a series of unique images, such as an archer 
with a wolf mask, the disguised personages, 
and the others inherent to the petroglyphs of 
the given pictorial tradition.

The Bronze Age petroglyphs of the Tamgaly 
type represent an example of an innovative, 
artistic creature in the renaissance epoch of 
rock art in Central Asia, by both their form and 
content. The petroglyphs are unique rst in their 
creation of an iconographic canon for the main 
anthropomorphic images of ancient mythology, 
cleverly presented as a heathen “pantheon” on 
the central panel of the Group IV, but also in 
the series of the zoo-anthropomorphic images 
and the bestiary (especially in the Groups 
I–III). New was also the arrangement and 
successive disposition of the multi- gured 
scenes, permi ing the consistent and holistic 
perception of the petroglyphic galleries. And, 
at last, the outstanding depiction of such rock 
art masterpieces as “cow with calf”, “solar 
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deity on a bull”, and some “disguised” images 
demonstrates a high level of their creators’ 
artistic skills.

The rather elaborate iconography of the 
individual images, repeated over and over 
in various combinations, are evidence of the 
existence of a developed mythology and canon 
of representative iconography, constituting 
a context for the prehistoric artists’ creative 
genius. It is also important to note that the 
rocks of the Tamgaly canyon contain almost 
all types of images known in the Bronze 
Age rock art canon of Central Asia. In this 
sense the petroglyphs of Tamgaly, with their 
clearly de ned themes of solar cosmogony, 
represent the pinnacle of Bronze Age rock 
art and characterize the important phase of 
development of the beliefs and mythology of 
the steppe communities in the II millennium 
BC. The phenomenon of the Tamgaly type 
petroglyphs, found within a limited area of 
the south part of the Chu-Ili mountains, has 
not yet been studied thoroughly. A group of 
other petroglyph sites in southwest Semirechie 
(Kuljabasy, Akkainar and other) also express 
the creative search by Bronze Age artists 
that culminated in the creation of the Sun 
temple in Tamgaly. However, the genesis of 
this exceptional phenomenon, a bright spark 
within the general development of rock art in 
the region whether created by separate groups 
or individuals, is not yet known.

Moreover, the Tamgaly petroglyphs are 
visual evidence of the changes in aesthetic 
standards, human relationships to the 
broader cultural landscape, and also rock 
art speci cally. The rock art panorama of all 
epochs represented in the petroglyphs of 
Tamgaly demonstrates the evolution of the 
main spiritual ideals and social symbols of 
the Central Asian steppe peoples’ culture in a 
particularly dynamic and expressive way. The 
rich world of imaginative images of Bronze 
Age rock art, wonderful in their pristine 
indigenousness and openness of expression, 
was replaced by a complicated zoomorphic 
symbolism of Saka era eschatology. The art of 
the Ancient Turkic peoples is concentrated on 
propaganda relating to a new social symbol 
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– an equestrian warrior, the conqueror of 
peoples and lands triumphantly establishing 
himself in the archaic rock art imagery. The 
simple and artless petroglyphs of the modern 
period re ect the daily life of the traditional 
pastoral society in its decline.

Changes in people’s relationship to the art 
of their predecessors and re-evaluation of their 
ancestors’ heritage are marked on the rocks 
of Tamgaly by a careful repairing of some 
Bronze Age petroglyphs or, to the contrary, by 
rough palimpsests and a total reconstruction 
of the artistic presentation of the sanctuary in 
the Saka time and the Middle Ages (especially 
concerning the petroglyphs of Groups IV–V). 
These tendencies are not less noticeable in 
the other monuments of Tamgaly, such as 
se lements and burial grounds. They are 
demonstrated in not only the re-excavation of 
some ancient burials in the cult zone (Tamgaly 
I and II cemeteries), but also by the appearance 
of camps and late Muslim burials in the sacred 
area near the Group IV, which shows us a loss 
in their understanding of the function and 
semantics of these sites. In this sense, loss of 
such knowledge of the value of the sacred part 
of the Tamgaly canyon during Soviet times has 
certain historical importance. Nevertheless, 
in spite of all cultural and social changes, the 
main features remained unchanged from the 
Bronze Age to the beginning of XX c. AD – it is 
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the function of Tamgaly as a place of worship 
and collective rituals.

The exceptional variety of petroglyphs, their 
integrity, and historical representativeness 
of the Tamgaly cultural (archaeological) 
landscape make it an outstanding rock art 
site of Central Asia, and it should be regarded 
as one of the largest and most signi cant 
ancient cult centres. The leading part in this 
transformation of the natural environment was 
played by the centuries-old cultural tradition 
of making petroglyphs. This tradition, and its 
exceptional execution at Tamgaly represent the 
culmination of centuries of human innovation 
and genius. For this display of outstanding 
universal value, Tamgaly was listed as a 
cultural World Heritage Site.

. 173.    -   (  ). 2010 .
Fig. 173. Rock art sites within the Chu-Ili Mountains (Western Semirechie). 2010. 

. 174.   -   (  ).  . , 2002 .
Fig. 174. Low-hill relief of the Chu-Ili Mountains (Chochkaly valley). Photo: R. Sala. 2002.



. 175.     -  « ». 2006 .
Fig. 175. Archaeological monuments within the boundaries of “Tamgaly” Reserve. 2006.

. 176.       ( ).   III ( )  V ( ).  . . 2002 . 
Fig. 176. Locating of main petroglyph Groups I–V ( ) within the Tamgaly canyon. View of Groups III ( ) and V ( ). Photo: R. Sala. 2002.

. 177. « - » –      IV.
Fig. 177. “Tanbaly-auliye” – sacral place of the Tamgaly valley near by Group IV.



. 178.   (   ).   I–VI,  II, III    I  V. 
Fig. 178. Tamgaly valley (view facing south). Locating of Tamgaly I–VI, Karakuduk II, III cemeteries and se lements Tamgaly I and V. 

. 179.      .  I (2, 11), IV (1, 3, 6, 7), VI ( , , 4, 5, 10);   (8, 9).
Fig. 179. Bronze Age po ery and metal objects from Tamgaly I (2, 11), IV (1, 3, 6, 7), VI ( , , 4, 5, 10) burial contexts, and surface nds (8, 9).

. 180.  I.   ( ),      ( , ).     (1–6).
Fig. 180. Tamgaly I. Stratigraphic section ( ). Bronze Age dwelling and replace ( , ). Building stones with carvings (1–6).



. 181.  IV,     ( ).   118 ( ). 
Fig. 181. Group IV, view facing south ( ). Recti ed photo of the panel 118 ( ). 2005.

. 182.  IV,  118 (   ). 2005 .
Fig. 182. Recti ed photo of the panel 118, Group IV (le  part). 2005.



. 183.  «  »: . 53, . III ( );  31 ( )  110 ( ), . V.
Fig. 183. Images of the “sun-headed deities”: panel 53, Group III ( ); panels 31 ( ) and 110 ( ), Group V. 

. 184.  «  »   V:  112 ( ), 89 ( ), 85 ( ), 90 ( ).
Fig. 184. Images of the “sun-headed deities”: panels 112 ( ), 89 ( ), 85 ( ) and 90 ( ), Group V. 



. 185.   II ( ).     ( – ).
Fig. 185. View of Group II ( ) and petroglyphs of Bronze Age ( – ).

 . 186.   III  ( ).  III,   :  23 ( ), 61 ( ), 36 ( ).
Fig. 186. View of Group IIIa ( ). Petroglyphs of Bronze Age: panels 23 ( ), 61 ( ), 36 ( ), Group III.



. 187.  III,  41.  . . . 1994 .
Fig. 187. Group III, panel 41. Photo: V. T. Yakuchkin. 1994.

. 188.  III,  58 ( )  41 ( , ).  .  ( ). 2001 .
Fig. 188. Group III, panels 58 ( ) and 41 ( , fragment). Photo: R. Sala ( ). 2001.



. 189.    :  9 ( )  /  ( ), . IV ; . 62 ( ), 85 ( ), 115 ( ),  . V;   ( ).
Fig. 189. Images of vehicle dated to the Bronze Age: p. 9 (a) and unnumbered panel ( ), Group IV ; p. 62 ( ), 85 ( ), 115 ( ), Group V; Tamgaly mnt. ( ).

. 190.     ( )    (I .  . .). 
Fig. 190. Petroglyphs Tamgaly dated to the nal Bronze Age ( ) and Iron Age (I mill. BC).



. 191.    .
Fig. 191.  Petroglyphs Tamgaly dated to the Middle Ages.



243

 1     

.  .   
   1957 .

7  – 5  1957 .

7  1957 .
[   I]

  1.    9 ,  0,24 .     .  
     1     2   8.

  2           .  
 (  )   .     40 ,    25 . 

  .       ,   , 
 .           

.        .     
( )   .  -   – ,  .

  8.            
 (     ),     , ,   , 

  .         
.      .     0,3 ,    0,2 . 

 1. 
   -  

  1957 .* 

. 192    I,  2;  –   2.  . . . 1957 .

*         . . .    
(   13  7  2000 .).  . . .



244

       ,     , 
  ,    , ,    .  

      .
      .    – ,  
.

13  1957 .
[   I]

  1.     1.       
   (    1 .).   (  )     

 3 . (        ,   
    ).         .

    ,   0,5 ,       
 ,   .      , 

      .    0,6 ,      
      .       0,6  

       (   )  , 
  (2 ).    ,   0,65 ,   ( ) , 

 .     .   0,7       
 ,      .

. 193.  I,  1,   .  . . . 1957 .

245

 1     

. 194.  I,  1,    .  . . .  . . . 1957 .



246

  0,8           ,   
, ,   .     ,     ,  
     .     (    
       - ).        

 .      .  .   3 , 
    … .

15  1957 .
[   I]

  8.   0,82          
,    25     (    ).  

            .
  1 ( ).  25       0,77       

    .   2,2 ,    0,8 ,  –1  
(   0,2   ).        . 

   ( )     1,9 ,  
0,44 .    0,3 .       , 

   ,   .     .    
 ,  –    ,      ( ) .  

.     .

16  1957 .
[   I]

  2 ( ).   8.   2   25     1.   0,1–0,3   
        , ( ,     

   37 ,  –  15 .)  ,     .  

. 195.  I,  8;  –   2.  . . . 1957 .

247

 1     

      .   0,6      
 ,    .     .    . 
     (    ),      ,  
        (  ).    

       . ,         
  ,       .     

    .     .      0,95 ,  
 –0,8  (   0,3   ).   1,9 .

17  1957 .
[   I]

  2.   0,8     (   )     
( )  ,     ,      .   

   ,   .
      0,2 .   1       

            ,   
 ,  .  ,        .

18  1957 .
[   I]

  2.   1 ( ).   1   ,  35      
  ,   .    

    .   30    ,     ,   
,    .       ( , ,   

 ,      ).     ,   
  .  .      .  , . 

  2 ,     55 ,   55   30   …
  2.   1,1 .    1.    ,    
 1   .        .   35  

  ,  ,   ,   ,    .  
        .     ,    . 

   .   1,9   0,55 .

19  1957 .
[  ]

 5   . -     ,          
     .     , 

,         ,  ,   
  , ,    : , , , 

 , , .      ,   
.

20  1957 .
[  ]

   .    
   ,    ,     ,  

  .  ,     ,   , 
  .

   ,      ( , 
,   ).    ,    .



248 249

 1     

. 196.  :  –   IV  ; -  – . 19  IV,  – . 41 . III,  – . V. 
 . . . 1957 . 



250

21  1957 .
[   II « »]

    « »   II (  ,    ) 
     ,   . ,  

      .
  10   4 .     .

22  1957 .
[   I]

       7.   ,  . 
     .       , 

     .       ,   
,  .           

 .

23  1957 .
[   II « »]

    II « ».      ,    2 .  
 .

24  1957 .
[   II « »]

       II « »      20   
   ,    .

. 198.  I,  7.  . . . 1957 . 

. 197.  : . 38 . III,  .  . . . 1957 . 

251

 1     

. 199.  II « »,     1–3.  . . . 1957 . 

. 200.  II « »,    1 ( ), 2 ( )  3 ( ).  . . . 1957 . 
       ( ).  . . . 1991 .



252

  1 ( ).        
   .           , 

 .        .   0,65 . 
  .       .

  2.   .      0,35 . 
  .       .

  3.
25  1957 .

[   ( )]
   ,  6,5     . - ,  . - .
         ,     

       ,     . 
     1.

  1.        .   
 .    (   15 ),  .   

   ,       .  
   .

26  1957 .
[   ( )]

  2.        .   
5,2   0,21 .   .       0,5    

   ,       , 
    .

. 201.  ( ),  1.  . . . 1957 . 

253

 1     

27  1957 .
[   ( )]

     3.
  3        .   

   .     (   0,15 )   
       ,   .  

    .        .  
 ( ).   0,3          0,5      

    ,  (   15 ,  9 ,  
   ,     ).  ,  . 

  0,6 ,   .   1,6 ,  0,7 .

28  1957 .
[   ( )]

  2.     ,   0,3       
 ,    (    ).

  1 ( )    .   ,   ,    - 
 .     .

  2 ( )    .  , ,  ,    
 .       (   45°     ).  

    .   2,2 ,  1,8 .    
    .

    .

. 202.  ( ),  3.  . . . 1957 . 

. 203.  ( ),  2.  . . . 1957 . 



254

. 204.  ( ),  2.    1  2.  . . . 1957 . 

. 205.  ( ),  2,   1  2;   .  . . . 1957 .

255

 1     

29  1957 .
[   ( )]

  1.   15       ,    
,    .     67 ,   42 .   1,3 , 

 50 .     .     
   .

30  1957 .
[   ( )]

     6  . - .   6  9 ,  0,25 . 
      .     .  

      .         
     .

2  1957 .
[   ( ),  ]

      6.   .  
  ( )        – , , , 
,    (  )  ,       

.

3  1957 .
[   I]

  2.    3 ( . -  I)   0,35    2.    
.   0,4      ,   ,    .   

 ,    .        ,     .  
   .   1,6 ,     0,4  0,3   .    .

. 206.  : ,  –   .  II, ,  – . 20  4 . IV .  . . . 1957 . 



256

. 207.  : ,  – . 32  33 . I,  – . 23 . IV  ( ),  –   .  II. 
 . . . 1957 . 

257

 1     

  7 (  I).      7.      
-       .    , 

     .      , 
  ,    .    –      

( ) .    ,   –  ,  
 .   1,1           

,   ,       .

4  1957 .
 [   ( )]

  6.      0,55     , 
      .       , 

   .   0,67        
    .   ,     . 
  2,2 ,    0,7 ,   0,8 .

5  1957 .
[   I]

  7.    .   0,4       
,   , ,   .      ,   
.    .        .  

  .   1,9 ,     0,5 ,    0,4 .

   . . .   . . 1. . 1. . 454. . 1–21.

. 209.  ( ),  6.  . . . 1957 . 

. 208.  :  – . IV ,  –      ( ).   . . . 1957 .



258

. 210.  ( ),  4; -  –    .  . . .   . 
 . . . 1957 .

259

 1     

. 211.  ( ),  5;  –  , -  –  , -  –  «  ».
  . . . 1957 . 



260

. . 
   1957 .

8  – 5  1957 .

8  1957 .
[   II]

  2    ,   ,  
.    ( )  ,     

.    8,2×9,2   ,        
  .

9–12  1957 .
9- , 10- , 11-   12-      .   

     35        .  
 ,       ,  
 ,    -  .     

     , - ,    , 
   .    ,    ,  

     ,   (   
,     ).

     .     
   , [ ]  (  15°)     .    

     7,7 ,     7,1 ;      45  
110 .       2,5     2,4 .   

          2 ;    
        2,5 .

13  1957 .
 ,     ,     

 .    ,     .    
   1 (   2) ,    .   , -
,      -    :  
        ,     .

 ,  ,      ,     ,  
     ;       , 

  (   ) 3,0 ;   30       
1,4 ,  30     90     1,25 ;     30  
50 .

           1,6 ;   
      2,3     2,25 .

   .

14–15  1957 .
14-   15-      .   50     

    .      92   
    19   ,  ;  10        

  ,   25     ,    
  ,       ,    

 .
          , 

        ,     
    ,   .

   .   65    ,    ,  
 .    .

261

 1     

 

[   II « »]

    ,   ,    
    .           

,   , ,        
 .       ,   

   (   .  . 35 «   25»).
17  1957     16 × 6 ,     

 ;            (15°) 
,     .   ,     

    30    ,       
,   ,        

       ,       19 ,  
 11  ( . ).
   ,   30    ,   
   ( )  .      

.       - -   ,  
-  ,  ,      ,    

      .     
    ;        

 « »,     ,     
   .        

,        .
  ,      32  ,   

     .

. 212.  II,  2.  . . . 1957 . 



262

. 213.  II « »,  .    : , 1961. 
 . . . 1957 . 

263

 1     

. 214.  II « ».    ;  –   23  .  . . . 1957 .
      ,    

 ,   (3,5 × 3,5 ) ,   -  , 
,   ,      ,   

    .
  ,    ,   , 

   -    ,    . , 
        (       

65 )     -    ,  
   -      75    ; 

, ,        ;     
 ,    .

   1.      ,  , 
  ,     1,5    0,9 ,   

  ;    , - , .



264

       0,16 ,   0,2 ;    
  .    85 ,  42 .      

     .    –    .
  40    ,  -       
  ,   ,  ,  ,    , 

 ;     .     15 , 
 9,5 ,   8 .  10    ,   ,   

,   ,   ,  2     , , 
 .

          .    
.      60 ,  30 .

   2.    -    1,    
   ,       -   (1 ),  

. 215.  II « »,   1; ,   .  . . .      .
  . . . 1957 .

265

 1     

   .   2     -   
- ,    53 ,  :    28 ,   37 .  

   3–5 ,       .
  40   ,   ,   , ,   

.    ,       ;     
    .    44 .  

  .     60 , :    30 ,   
29 .

   3.     1  -    2 ,  
            
   2.   3   4-      (6–9 ) ,  

;        20–25 ;    (1,7 × 
1,55 ) ,  ;      ;  

    -   -  (300°–120°);  58 ,  37 .
  55   -  ,        

    ,    .       
,     .   60 .    

 68 ,  50 .       .  
  .

   4.    65     3   50    
 2,        ,      

      15   ;      
  , - , ;   (    ) – 1,2 ,  

90 .     4    ,  ,  
 23   .        .   

  51 ,   33 .   :  2 ,  4 ,  5  
  7 .

. 216.  II « »,   4; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 



266

 ,   38    ,  -  ,   
     ;     .  
   11 ,   6,5    9,5 .       

   .     4 – 40 .    
.     68 ,  30 .

   7 [  5;    : , 1961].   65   
  4,     ,     

     ,    .  
   5–7     ,       

 .        ,    30° 
    .  62 ,  30 ;   3–5 .

    27    ,  -   (    
  5    ),     ,   , 

  ,      ,    ,  
 .     12 ,   6,5 ,  8 .    
    -      ;  

       ( )  .  
 32 ,     50    27 .    .

 
 

   8 [  6].   75     3,  , 
  2 ,        , 

,   ,    -   - .   
1,5 ,  1,1 . -   -       

  ,   - ,    -   
   20   . -        

 29 ,      .    5–10 .   85 , 
  -   43 ,  -  33 .

    40          , 
  ;    .   45 .    

 65 ,  36 .    .

. 217.  II « »,   7 [5]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 

267

 1     

   9 [  7].   -  ,  , 
      ,     .  

    – 1 ,    – 80 .       
 ,      17 ,  15 ,   13 .  

     .        
   (15°)      .    

64 ,  40 .   2–3 .
    42     -       
   ,   .     13 ,  9 , 

 …    45 .     48 ,  25 .    
.

 

   10 [  8].   40  -  ,   
  , ,   ,        9; 
      10 .   1,3 ,  0,8 .    

   -  – - .     
   11 ,   29     13 .      . 

  53 ,  33 ;    10 ,  6,5 ,  2   
  2 .

    23           
    ,   .     11 , 

  7    9,5 .   32 .     58 ,  30 . 
   .

   11 [  9].   60   ,   (   
)  ,  ,      .   

     ;        
  25 ,  ( )  5 .   55 ,  35 ;  

 4–5 .
  20    ,  -  ,     

,   ;      .     7,5 , 

. 218.  II « »,   9 [7]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 



268

  3 ,  6 .   35 .     60 ,  30 .  
  .

   12 [  10].   60   ,    
  ;         .  
       30 ,   35 .    

       (  15°) ,    
 .  75 ,  47 .         

     30 ,      18 .   50 .  
 .     .

   13 [  11].    80   ,    
  .      -   -

;   42 ,  24 .         23-35 .
 ,   40   -        

     .     14,5 ,   8 ,  12 .
  42 .      .    

.

. 219.  II « »,   11 [9]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 

. 220.  II « »,   13 [11]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 

269

 1     

   14 [  12].   110   -     8,  
     1,2 ,  1 .  ,     

        (  15°)     
 .      .     , 

       20 ,   10     15 , 
    85 ,   27 ,   2,5–5 .

    35      -     
   ,  ,     ; 

   2   , - , , -   
.   38 ;     87 ,  36 .    .

   15 [  13].   50     ,   
  ,   ,    ,    , 

          14-  .    
,       .    85 .  

      18 ,   13     21 .     
 ;   45 ,  22 .
    12   ,  -  ,    

    ,   .     11,5 , 
  6    8 .   25 .        

 .    .

. 221.  II « »,   15 [13]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 



270

   16 [  14].   30   14- ,     
 , -  ,     14-  ,  -  

  17- .    106 ,  85 .    
    20 ,   15 ,   15     20 .  

  ,            30°  
   .

       ,     –  7 . 
  55 ,  30 .     38      -

      ,   ,  
    ,    .   45 .    

     .    .
   17 [  15].   42   ,   

   ,       16, 15  19.  
  1,65 ,  1,3 .   17     , 

   ,   ,        (  15°) 
    .          , 

      32 ,   15 .     
 ,   ,    13 .   67 ,  40 .

    32    ,  18       6   , 
       ,    

.     13,5 ,   7,5 ,  10 .   42 . 
    62 ,  50.    .

    18 [  16].    80     ,  , 
  .      (1,5–2 )  ,   

   ,   ,     11 .  
      (     42 ,     38 ), 

       ,       
( -   - ) [  ] 36 ,  17 .

. 222.  II « »,   18 [16]; ,   .  . . . 1957 .

271

 1     

    32   -  ,   ,   
     ,   .     10 , 

  5,5    8 .   35 .    .
   19 [  17].    65  -    17,  

     ;     -
  - .    1,35 ,  85 .    

    ,   -      25 ,  
-  22 ,     ;   43 ,  27 .
    33     -     

,       . ,  
 ,     .   35 .    

 60 ,  30 .   .
   20 [  18].   90  -  ,  

     (1,2–1,0 ) .      
  -   - .   -     

 40 ,  -  45 ; -   -     
  .      .     30  

            .    
 12 ,   7,5 ,  9 .   35 .    :  40 , 
 30 ; :  52 ,  32 .    .

   21 [  19].   45  -   ,  
       ;     

 ,      -   - .  
 35 ,  29 ,  30 .        

 13 .         .   
.

   22 [  20].    ,     
  , - ,  ;       1,2 , 

    1,0 .       :    
35 ,   14 ,     10 .       

     30°     .   65 ,  31 , 
  5–8 .

. 223.  II « »,   20 [18]; ,   .  . . . 1957 .



272

    38      -     
(    )     .   40 .     48 , 

 27 .    .
   23 [  21].   50     ,   

      (  )     
1,3     1,1 .   -      18 ,  

-   18 ,  -    3-    .     
  -   - .      .   

45 ,  26 .
    20           

  , - ,  ,  ,  , 
   .   29 .     31 ,  28 .   

 .
   24 [  22].   50   ,   

   ,   3      -
      1 .   -   

   25 ,   10 ,        . 
            

    .      .   66 ,   
  41 ,   32     50 .      2-  
  ,         .

    35        ;  
 ,       .    

   ;      .    8 ,  
       24 .       11 , 

  4 .      -     ,  
        (   )    .  

   .     12 ,   5,5    9,5 . 
  43 ,     53 ,     25 ,   29   

  30 .   .
   25 [  23].   45    ,   , 

    ,    1,7 , 
 1,5 .      ,     

. 224.  II « »,   24 [22]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 

273

 1     

. 205

. 225.  II « »,   25 [23]. ,   ; -  –    ;  –   24 [22], 
-    .  . . .  . . . 1957 . 



274

   25 ,           15° 
    .   70 ,  48 ;   2–3 .

    45      -     
     ;     14,5 ,   8,5 ,  9 , 

  0,5 .      20        
        .   

65 ;     92 ,  52 .    .
   26 [  24].   1,4   ,  ,  

,  ,  (2,3 × 2,3 );      
(1,3 × 0,35 )  ,     ,    . 

       75 ,    75 ,   40   
  1 .       :     30 , 

  25 ,   12 ,       ;    
13 ,  9 ,     6  .   85 ,  55 . 

             30°   
  .     55      -    

      .     15 ,   6,5 , 
 12 .   60 .      .  
  .

 

   27 [  25].   35  -  ,   
       .    

  -   - ;   -   -   
  ,  -   -      13  

.   57 ,  18 ;   2–4 .
    22   -      

    -         . 
    14 ,   7,5    8,5 .   25 ;    

 42 ,  25 .    .

. 226.  II « »,   26 [24]. ,   .  . . . 1957 .

275

 1     

   28 [  26].         
  ;   4,2     13,    

  (1,2 × 0,45 × 0,18 )  ,        
 ,      ,    

   (    ).   28  
   ,     , 

  ,   .   3,8 .  
     ,       

,   (  15°)      .
       , ,    28  

   ,       ,    -
     ;  ,  -     

. ,      ,   ,  

. 227.  II « »,   28 [26].   ;  –    .  . . . 1957 . 



276

  ,   ,          
     .    ,   , 2,32 , 

 1,5 ;        1,15 ,     
60 ,   64     68 .   30–65 .    

   ; , - ,      .
    60        .  
,    .       

    ,   ,     , 
  ,       .       

  70 .  -        
  ( , , );   65    ,  -  , 

  ,    ;    34 ,  
  ,      ,    

 30 .  15    ,      3  
 ,    –  ,   – .      

      .   70      
40       55        ,  

     (  )  .  75    
  30         , , - ,  

 .   16 .  25       40   ,  
-   .   95          

 .     60     1,53 ,    
 82 ,       95 .     1,6 ,    
 90 ,   80     1 .    .

   30 [  27].   1,35  -    28.  
      (   )     

.      25     (    55   
 )   ,     
,    85    23  .

           30°   
  .   , - , ,       

(28 × 27 )  ,     -  .  , 
  , 1,75 ,     1,3 ,        

1,25 ;    42 ,  22    19 .    , 
          .

         ( - , 
  ).   35        

      (  ). 
         (  40     

 80    ),           
,  ,    ,  . ,    

 ,    .   55     
      .

      1,35 ,     87 ,  
 92     85 ;     1,35 ,     93 ,  
 96     97 .    .

   31  [  28].   70     30,    
 ,   ,     ,  

 ,      .  -   ,   
,      , ,   

  .   2,5 ,  2,0 .    ,   
        15°     .  , 

  , 1,75 ,  1,1 .      1,25 ,  
   65 ,   75      75 .

°

277

 1     

. 229.  II « »,   32 [29]; ,   .  . . . 1957 .

. 228.  II « »,   28 [26] ( )  32 [29] ( ).  . . . 1957 . 



278

  31       ,     (  
)   ,          ,    

 ,   .     35 , 
 18 ,  22    16 .   45     ( ,   

,  )   1,45 ,     95 ,   76  
   87 .   72 .          

.     1,4 ,     1 ,   90     105 . 
  .

   32 [  29].   28- ,  1,2   .  
     3       ,   

 ,     .        
;   ,   ,         30° 

    .   2 ,  1,4 .
 ,   ,   , ,    32  

     ,    ,     
  , ,  ,  .   , 

    (  )   ,       , 
       ,    40     

(     )   1,3 ;     83 ,   93  
   87 ,     90 ,  48 ,   27–31 .

    65    ,  25    ,   
   ,   ;   35 .  

       40 ,   54 .  48    , 
  ,      25 ;  12    

   .   75    ,  15    
,   ,   .    . 
   43 .          
 32 ,   53 .

  85      -   (  25     )  
2   , ,  9 ,  3,5–4 .     

  54    ,    (9 .),   2     
20      18    .  49    ,   , 

  (d – 3,4 )        
. 

  90    ,  -   (    
),      ;      (  

   )    45 ,   47 .     
     ,     ( - ,  

   ) .   90    .    
 1,35 ,     88 ,   93     89 .     

  ( - )   .    .
      ,       

,       32,      
       1,35 .

   . . .   . . 1. . 1. . 455. . 1–53.

279

 1     

  III

. 230.  III;   .  . . . 1957 . 

. 231.  III,  2; ,   .  . . . 1957 .  



280

. 232.  III,  2;    .  . . . 1957 . 

. 233.  III,  3;    .  . . . 1957 .

281

 1     

. 234.  III,  3; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 



282

. 235.  III,  5;    .  . . . 1957 . 

. 236.  III,  5; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 

283

 1     

. 238.  III,  8;  .  . . . 1957 .  

. 237.  III,  8;    .  . . . 1957 . 



284

 2.

. . 
      

  

        
       [1].   

        
  ,      «  

»     .      
-   -      , 

  -   , -    
          .   

          
       . . , 

. . ,  . .   . . ,   . .  [2]. 
 ,       -     

        .   
           

 ,         
    «  »    

     ,      
   .
     1993–1994 .    

 . .      (A. Cailleux. «Code des couleurs des sols»), 
       .   

   ,       
    (    ),   

,    «  ».    
   (  3000    I–VI  IVa),     

        -   
( , ,   .)      

           
   ,      

   -  .      
 ,       ,   

   ,     (    
    ),    (    

 ),      (  , ) 
   .

   ,        
     :       
,   ,   «  »   

;            
   .  , ,   

     (        I 
     - )  -  

      II .  . .        
 I .  . .,          [3].  

 ,          
         .

285

 2     ...

         
       ( ,  

 .)    -     ,   
         II  IV,  II  

   I.      , 
            -

 ,     .

   

        : 
. .     , . .   «  

»   ,     . .  
  .    . .   . .    

      .   
         ,  

   .       
   -      

 («  »,  ),  . .   2001 .  
  .        

         
         -  . 

         -    
           

   . 
         : 

  (  –  II .  . .),   (  I .  . . –   
I . . .),   (   I –  II . . .),   (  , 

  XVII –  XVIII .;  , XIX –  XX .)    (XX .). 

. 239.  .  . .    . . 1991 . 



286

   :    (IX–X .),  
  (  XVII –  XVIII .),     ,   

  1882 . 
     ,   ,   

  ,         
   .       

     «  »   
,    [4].          

           
   ,      ,   
  ,       . 

   (  ,   ) 
 . .   1991 .        

,    I,      –    [5].  2007 .  
  . .        [6],  

    . .   . .      

. 240.  «  »      ( , )   ( , ). 

287

 2     ...

(   ,  ,     ,  
    ) , - ,   (   

,   ).       
         

  -  .     
      . ,  -

      -      
    [7].         
       ( . 19  118,  IV),  -   

      .  ,  
      ,    

 ,  .
         

-     ,  «  » [8].  
       ,   

         
 ,    ,  , ,    

 .        
          ;  

,           
    .   ,   

 ,    ( ),    , 
     «  » .

 ,      -    
         

:   «  »     .   
   -   ( , , )  

  ,      
    ,      

. 241.  «  »  .



288

        ,   
 -   («  »).

        «  »  -
           ,    

     ( , ,    
  .),         

     III –   II .  .  [9].   
     –  XII .  . . –    

  ,        
     (   –     « » 

   [10]),      –     
    II   II,     

        17 ( -3088  
-3089;  2    1185–919 .  . .)     7   

II  -  – 3100  .        
    XIV – XIII .  . .    

. 242.    « »  . 3130   ( , 2). 

289

 2     ...

    I  VI,       
        [11].    

  ,        
   «  » ,    

.

       

        
      –     

,      ,   ,  
 ,     ,     
  .     – ,   
 –        ,   

, -      .  
      ,    
       ;     

  ,      .
 . .   . .      

,      .  -
           
       19–20   2  1957 . 

        
         . 

     1957 .     
  « » -        

    .     
          

         .
         

 . . ,   . .      

    (   ) 
 

 
1957 .  I  II  III  IV  IVa  V 

 
 

 II 

  
  

 
( ) 

1-25         
26-38         

..40-42         
43-76         
77-97       

98-100        
..102-111       
112-129        
130-135       
136-139         

140         
141-151         
152-159         
160-162         

..164-165         
166-175        
176-184         

. 243.    1957 .     .



290

,   . . .    1975 .  -
        ,  . . , 

         «  
  ». ,       IV (   

. .  1978 .,    ),        
 ,      «  » [12].  

   . .         , 
        

   ,       , 
    1957  1975 .  .

          
   1990–1994 .,    (  

 , 1990 .),  . .   . .  (    
 , 1990–1993 .),  . . , . .  

 . .  (   I-V  IV ,     
  ,    II      

   , 1992–1993 .),    . . ,   
   II, IV  V   ,      1993 .,  

.             
      .   

 ,          II  1992 .
 ,          

,      .   
        ,    

    « »       
 .          

,  .    , 
       ,   

         
   .       

        ,  
  ,   ,    
   in situ .     

          
  « ». ,     

   ( , , , ),     
,        ,  

       .

  
 I.           

 [13].  1957 .  . .         « », 
             .  

  ,    . . , ,    
    « »  .    

     1957 .  182   ,   
    I,    ,   4  5 (   
).   ,         

 , , ,        .
   ,     ,    

       ,   
   .

 II.         .  
   1957 .       

291

 2     ...

. 244.  I.     . 



292

«  »  ,     : . .  
     ,     . .      

  .         
  . .   1989 .        

.       1992 .      
  ,     . . . 

            
  .      

       ,  
  . . .   ,   -   

 «  »,     .
          

 ,     .  
        . « » 

       12    
(     11   )  12 ,     . 

  ,          
,   ,     . . ,  : 

«…    ,    ,     , 
   » [14].   ,   , 

–       «  »,    
.   ,      [15].   

      ,      
.

       
  .     « »:  

   ,       ,   
      « ».    ,  

          
,     ,    « »  ,    

. 245.  I.   . 

293

 2     ...

  «  ».     -  
,          ,   
.     ,   «  »  

 ,        «  
»;           « ». 

   ,  ,   ,  
,   ,  –      ,    

  « »  .     (N 49) 
     ,     

     . 61  V, -   . 7  VI , 
,  ,   IX–X .  . 13  IV [16].   

            
,       « ».    

           
 . 11  VI,         ( )   

   ( ),     02  II,   
 -   .

  ,  . .   20  1957 .,   ,  
         .   

       ,  , 
     .     

  :         
   .      

  .  1,0–2,5       
    ,        

«  »,              
  ,           

 .  ,    ,       
   ,      -  , , 

    ,  ,       
 .       ,   

    ; ,         
  ,            

 «  »  .
       ,    

 ;          «  
»   « » ( . 118  IV),       

    . ,         
    .           

   «  »;  ,    
  – ,       

.
       

   .        
  « »,    (?),       

  (?).       
:   ,    ,       

(  85 )   .  , ,  
  ,     ,        

,         ,   
 .

            
,       . 02  II:      



294

. 246.  II.  , 1992 . 
    «  »  . 

295

 2     ...

       -  ,  
  . 11 ( . 58). ,         

 .         (  
,       )   «  

»    .          
          

.
 1992–1993 .   II       

 .         ,  
        , 

       .    . 49 
  « »,       ,    

«  ».         « »   
 ,       ; ,  

 ,   ,    .  
     ,       

;            
    ,       «  

».   ,  ,   
    ,     

       .
   ,      , 

   ,         
(  01, 10, 44, 48  49).         , 

   : ,    « »  . 01. 
      (     ) 

     ,     , 
      .     

            
    .   . 01   

 ,        :  
, - ,      ,    

.         
       .
   . 01,         

    ,  ,    ,    
     .    ( . 33)     

,   ,  ,        , 
   -    .   (28  38 )  

   (37 )  . 01 ;      
.        . 33  « »  . 01, 

       ,    
           . 01 

          . 33. 
             

     ,    
  ,     .     
     .

   ( . 10)     ,  10    . 
             ,    

    .       
           

 – « »  « ».       
       ,     . 



296

. 247.  II.   ,   1992 . 

297

 2     ...

           
 ( . 45)   « » ( . 46),   . .    

 [17].    ,  -   « »,    
      [18].      

       ,     
    .

 « »  .     
  ,         

   ;     ,  
      ,           

,  .       
    ,   .  « »   

  1957 .,         
.           

,   ,       – « »; 
  « »    « »       

.    ,       
 ,         
 .     , - , -   

,         ,  
     , , - ,    

   .
         

  « ».     
     « »  ,  

        ,    , 
,  ,        [19]. 

     ,      , 

. 248.  II, . 46.    1957 .   .



298

.         « »  
      ,       , 

      ,   
  ,   II,      .    

    « »    ,      
 ,           . 

     -   , 
          ,  
  « » – « »    :   I ( . 22) 

   II ( . 10).
 ,         II  

: 1)     ,     , 
   . 10; 2)        

 « » – « »      
     « »; 3)     

    ,      
 – . 45  46;   4)          . 46  
         « »,   

     ;    
   « », –     . 

           
        

           -
  . 

             ,       
      ,   

   .     
 ,        
  ( ),  ,   ,     

       [20].   
,       -  ,    

     - ,    
            

,    150  [21].  ,   
 4  1911 .,       
 XX . (       9–10 ),    

150     ;    ,    ,     
    [22].

         
       .  

 ( . 39)            
             

45°,    , ,        I . 
. .         ,    

20  21.          
 ,    ,    .   

        . 20  
    «  »    . 

  ,    ,     
  (   « »,  . 42)    . 41   

     ,    . 
 ,          

   . ,  ,   
       ,     , 

299

 2     ...

. 249.  II.     .



300

. 250.  II.      .

301

 2     ...

. 251.  II.        . 1992 . 



302

         
: ,   XIX –  XX . 

    «  »     
  20  21.          

  ,          
«  »,     ,  . 31, 67  70,    

.   ,     ,  
         ,     

   1992 .      .   
              
    ,  « »      

.          : 
       . 68–70  . 29,   

      ,     , 
       . ,   

       ,   
    .

 ,   , -     
  ,      . 

     ,     
  « »,       ,  

     .       
    «  »  ,    

   . 32.    . 36    
 ,   ,    .   

         
« » ( . 46),          
( . 54),              

, ,     .    , 
  2007–2008 .        , 

    1960-  .        II, III  V.   
 , ,        

 ,    1957 .   109–111;    
,           – -  

   II  III, ,    .
 III.             

,      II  V     
.            .

       
  ,       .  

   ,        
  ,        

 .           
   « ».

   . .   . .      
    ,    .  

      , 
  1975 .      . .    . 

     ( . 4 , ,  4 ),   
,          

      ,   . 40.    
       :    . 4  

          
   24   II [23].

303

 2     ...

. 252.  III.     . 



304

         . 2 
   –   . 35    .    

 . 6    ,    .
 . 41       . 

 1957 .    1989 .      
      2001 .       

     ,    
  .       ,   

    ;     , - , 
 ,       -  , 

        .   
  ,       40     

     «  »,  .   
        . 

         ,  , 
     –    . 

    ,     ,  
   ,         

. 
 «  »        

.       , - ,   
    (1,5 × 1,5 ),    , 

   (58 )     . 58 –    
   (1,05 ).       ,   

    (  ) , ,    
  (     );        

         ,    
  . 28  II.  ,       

   ,     . . ,    
-   «    » [24],    , 

- ,       (   
        ,  

  ) , - ,        
      [25].

   ,     , 
   .  . 23   

,            . 
        

(«  », «    », «bull-hors»),       
      ,   

 [26].     ,     
        .

 -   (221°)    (-2°)  
     –  (T 31)   (P 51) .  

       « - »     
  (N 51).       (R 70),  (?), 

           ,    « -
» –    (N 47);         

,    .      : 
  –  (?);  – « - » (     

,    [27]   ).    
 « - »    :     2,0–3,0 , , 

     0,5–1,0 ;     1,0–2,0 ,   
   0,5–1,0 .

305

 2     ...

         : 
     ,   

  ;         
      –    .  , 

     ,     
 . ,        

  .
     ,     

 ,    : ,      . 
    ,        

 ,    .  ,   
       ,     

.  ,          
   ;   ,      

  ,       .  
 ,           

            
« - ».  ,       
       ,   

   :  –   .
    « - »     

    . ,      
 :    (M 50)      . 83  V; 

     (N 50)  . 19  IV;    . 
94   .         

       .
       (    

 ,   , – ,       ) 
   ;   , – - ,  –  , 

 . 53  III,        .  

. 253.   III  III . 



306

          
      ,      

  -  .
 IV.          

          –  
   « ».      , 

            
          

.
          . 19 

  .          
       ,   

 .      ,    
           

   .        
,          ,   

          .
           (89 ),  

  « »   .       
 (1–2 )        50   ;   

            N 50.   
       14      

 ,    -  ;    
 P 45.       –    

  –     .      
   ,  ,  ,    

  (?)     .      , 
           

.    ,    , –     
  ( . . 23  III),        

    (T 31),   (P 45)    
.            

 ;  ,    N 50,    
    . 

            (?)  
   .         

(T 31)    ;       
,       ,     

  . ,     (      
  ,  ,  )      

     ( . . 4  IV );      
         « »  . 

       , 
   .        

  « » ,         
     [28].    

      ,     . 19  
    (          

 )     « »    
  .

    (?)        . 
        ,   

  , ,   ,    
 -  ( , - )  -   ( ,   .), 

307

 2     ...

 , ,–    17/02   -2   [29].   
             

,         « » . 
,        ,    
       . 23  III.

          
       :      

(  5 ,  2 )       .
            . 19    

     ( . 8)    
 .        

    -    , 
 . 32   .  «  »  

        . 19      
.

      « »  . 118   
,     « »  .   

          -   
  «  »   .  , 

        1970-  .  . . , 
. .   . . ,        

  ,         1991–1993 . 
. . .          

  ,        ( . 59). 
      , 

  2005 . . .   . .      
.

. 254.  IV, . 19.   (1957 .)    . 



308

      ,    ,  
    ,      

  .   1957  1975 .    ,  
            «  

»,            
    .      1993 .  

   ,    .
     50 ,        

,           
  .       ,  , 
;         (166–173°),   

   1–2°. ,      
«  »   (T 31).   ,    

,   ,      . 
  (N 51)     –     

 –     1957 .;      
   .         

    ,      – , , 
,       ,       

      .
        

   ,     P 49.  
          ,  

. 255.  IV.  . 8     . 42  43. 

309

 2     ...

, ,      ,    
           . 

      ,       
 . 

- ,           
 « »    « »  . ,  

   :   , ,    
« »  , ,    ,     

 .    ,  ,  « »,  : 
    .         

«  »,       .   
     «  ».    

,       « »,   
,      ,      (P 30). 
            

 –    (?)    .
   – ,       ( ?), 

    , –       
 . ,   ,      

   « ».    ,     
    .

  ,     ,    
4,5     2 ;           

  ,     «  ».
        

,           , 
  . ,         

   ( . . 63  II; . 3  V),   ( . . 87 
 II)      « »,     -

       « » ( . . 29  II).  
      « »  «  

»  . 112  V,         « » – 17 
 19.          « »: 

       .  
  , ,     ,    

       .  ,    
   « »        

,       . 
         :  ,  

  (  ),      .   
             

 -   ,       
  .           

. 19  III;      , - ,    
(R 45)    (N 50).         [30], 

              
       ,    

 [31].          
         (       

,       ,    ),   . 85 
 IV,            
 V.    «  »      
- .    ,     

,   ,      -  . ,  



310

. 256.  IV, . 118.         ,  ( ), 
 ( )   ( ). 

311

 2     ...

        
 ,         ,   

            
«  ».        

   [32]   .
             

   – . 42  43;        
  (22°  24°),       .  . 43, 
   (197°),   «  »  

    ;    ,    
    .         

       .    
 (272°),           

  – ,  –   -  – - .    
,     .  ,    

             
 -         .

 V.   ,      
   ,    .   

 ,        
           

.        ,  
      ,     

       ,      
      . 

      . 9    ,   
  .    ,    1957 .  

 :           
    .     85  

     1   ,      .  
         

 ;          
 V       –   : 

         ( ).
          

.  . 31     «  » 
    .       

 1957 .,   . .  [33];     
      ,    

    . . ,    . .  [34]. 
        , 

  :         
.         ,     
      (   ),  (   

     )   (    ).
        . 30   
 .        

  (102 )     ,      
    (20 ),       

  «  ».         
        ;    

      .      
     .         

    .



312

. 257.  V.   .  . 9 ( )  31 ( )  1957 . 
   .      ( ), 1993 . 

313

 2     ...

. 258.  V.      1957 . ( - )     ( ). 



314

. 259.  V.   . 86 ( )       1957 . ( , ). 

315

 2     ...

     . 152    ; 
   ,    . .  1975 .   

   ,      .    
    1994 . . .       2005 .  

. . .  ,      ( . 64). 
   35    :   , 

     ;     ,    
;    ,        –   ,  

     ,     ( ?).   
   ,         

.     (N 40)   ,     
  . ,    ,   , 

    , ,   .   
 –      –   « »  

( )   « ».
  . 156          

       -   ( .158,7);  
      1,0      .  
,     ,   :    (65 ) 

      –      (25 ).  
      .

      ,  
         

   XX .  ,        
       . 

     , - ,   1970-  ., 
          . .  

[35],        . . . ,  1970-  .    
             ( . 258, ). 

         
 1957 .       .

  ,        
,        . 103.    

       10    «  
».           
  ,        50   .   
   « »  ,  , , 

- ,     .   
           

     .
          

 .    (      
)      , , , 

  «  »;      -
 .           

  .   ,      
  ;         
.            ,  

      .      . 107  
     ,    1957 .  

      «  »,  , 
.     25 ,         

  ,       
 . 103.  ,        



316

   ,      , 
  ,     . 107  110.

  1957 .    . 86    
.  « »     

:          –  
    . 59,        . 86.   

          . 
 « »  ,         

  ( . 86  88),    « »  
 V.     ,     

    .     , 
 ;             

; ,        .   
  ,  -       ,   

     ,     ,   
   .    « »   

  ,      .   
          
      :     

           . 
          

 .
 ,        

         
 « » .   II  V,     

,          .    
           

    .       
           

  .   -  ,  
      ,      
,          
      «    ».

317

 2     ...

1.    . .,  . .    . - , 1977. 
. 151–162;  . .     . ., 1980. . 170–176;  
. .    :   // ,   

 .  3 (19). , 2004. . 51–64.
2.   . .         

 -  //  . , 1971. . 182–184;  . 
.       1972 . //   
 . . XII. , 1976. . 6–7;  . .,  . .  

  . . 11;  . .     -
 //        . 

, 1987. . 79–82.
3.    . .      //   
.   . 2008,  5. . 10–11, . 1.
4.     . .   « »     -

          //     
 . . 4. , 2009. . 57–60.

5.     . .,  . .      -
       -    1991 . - , 

1991. –   « ». .  . .  579. -4. . 20–26.
6.    . .,  . .,  . .  .  : -

     . , 2008. . 106–108, . 30.
7.    . .,  . .,  .   //   

  :  , , , . 
, 2004. .  68–69;  .,  .- .    . , 

2005. . 85–86, . 7.4.
8.    . .,  . .,  .  . . 68–69.
9.   . .         

        //    
 .  290-     .  . . 

.  2. , 2011.  . . VIII. . 95–99, . 1, 3; 2, 21; 3, 15; 4, 4, 5, 15–17.
10.   . .         . ., 1966. 

. 49, . X, 23;  . .         
(   ). , 1991. . 27–28, . 33, 16, 26;  . .  

 .  .  II .  . , 
2004. . 352 – 353, . 38, 2; 82, 2; 91, 10; 127, 2; 324, 3.

11.  . .      //    
. . 1. , 1999. . 41–42;  . .    

    //    . . 2. , 2001. . 15–17.
12.   . .   . - , . . 1. - , 1979. . 12, 26 ( . 32).
13.   . .     //   . 1958.  9 

(162). . 108.
14.   . .    1957 . –    . . 1. . 1. . 454. 

. 10–11.
15.  .     // «  -2010». 

 II   . , 2010. . 17.
16.  . .,  . .       

( ) // . . 216. 2004. . 43–45.
17.   . .   . . 41.
18.  . .      //   . 2006. 

. 1 (252). . 60–61, . 2;  . .,  . .,  . .  . 
, 2006. . 52–54, . 7;  .  . , 2006. . 168–169.

19.   . .       . . 
12, 28–30, . 6, 7.



318

20.  . .,  . .,  . .,  . .   
   . , 1994. –   « ». .  

. .  579. 01 (01). . 69–74.
21.  . .,  . .,  . .,  . . -   
  «     ». - , 1992. –   

« ». .  . .  579. -7. . 71–72.
22.   .   . , 1999. . 2.3.2.
23.   . .,  . .     //  -
 .  . , 1981. . 138–139, . 2;  . . 

      . . 15–16.
24.   .    . . 10.
25.   . .,  . .   . , 2007. . 13,   . 

171;  .,  .  . , 2005. 63 .
26.  Francfort H.-P. Note sur les animaux composites de Tamgaly: Le cheval cornu // Bulletin of the Asia 

Institute. Michigan, 1995. Vol. 9. P. 185–198; Rozwadowski A. Simbols through Time. Interpreting the Rock 
Art of Central Asia. Poznan, 2004. P. 57–60, g. 38;  .  . . 102–103.

27.  . .     « »  (  
 ) //  .   . . . , 2008. . 74–75.

28.    . .    . . 109;  . .,  
. .       // -  . 

  . , 1987. . 57–58, . 1.
29.   . .     //   

 . , 1963. . 110, . 4, 6, 7;  . .     
. ., 1980.  . 245–246, . 121;  . .,  . .  - . , 

2009.  5, 59, 60;  . .       -2 //  
.   . . . , 2008. . 59, 67–68.

30.   . .,  . .,  . .    . 
- , 1985. . 10, 127–128;  . .,  . .   . 

, 2002. . 12, 52;  . .      
 . . 38, 40, . 12.

31.   . .,  . .,  .  . . 73–74, 83.
32.   . .       . . 40.
33.   . .    . . 37.
34.   . .    . - , 1984. . V, 9.
35.   . .   //    (  ). 

, 1980. . 8.

319

 3    ...

 3. 

. . 
     

              
       1990-  . [1];     

      2002 .      
.

 2002–2006 .     - -   
« ,     »,     

  CARAD [2].     -    
.   .  ( ), . . , . .   . .  ( ), 
. . , . .   . .  ( ); . .  ( ); . .  

( ),    ,  .  ( ), -
 . . , . . , . . . 

           
        

.         2002 .  
      [3],     

          
   , ,   . 

          200   
 .       

  .  2006 .       . 118  IV 
  . .   . .    

    «  »,     
    .

       ,    
    2002 .      

    .      
  ,      (  -   

 IV  IV ),        ,  
  .         

     ,      . 
         , 

      2002–2011 .
      ,  

   ,       
  ,    .    

 ,      , 
 ,  .      

    –    –  
     ,  ,     

  .         
        ,  

    .      
  ,          

  –  I–V.
     ,    , 

      ,      
   ,   ,  



320

  
 

1 2002 . .     
 

 Mowilith DM 123 S, 
 

1b 2002 . .    
( )

 Mowilith DM 123 S, 
 

1 2002 . .  

 Mowilith DM 123 
S,   

   
   1:4

2 2002 .    

 Mowilith DM 123 
S,   

   
   1:4

2b 2002 . .     Mowilith DM 123 S, 
 

3,4 2002 . 
 : 
   

 

5 2002 . 
   

    
  

 Mowilith DM 123 S 

6 2002 . .
 2-   

    
   

 Mowilith DM 123 S 

7 2002 . . 

   
:  ; 
    

 1 

, 

9 2003 . .  Paraloid B-72  

11 2005 . . 
  

    
 , 

    

12 2005 . .   

  
:  
   

– 3 . , -7-80 
– 1 . 

12 2005 . . 

     
  

(    
   

)

 
 Wacker 

( )
 – 

 
 FeSO4, 

MnCl2, NaOH

321

 3    ...

13 2005 . . 

    
   

  . 
  

    

 
 KS-55.

   
   
 

14 2011 . . 
   

 

  
 

   
;  
  

  
  

 ,     ,  
    .         

      I–9*, IV–105, V–152 (    
         , 

  1990 .).      . 
 ,   Mowilith DM 123 S,   

      ,       
      ,   ,   

            
 .    – , . .  

 .    Mowilith DM 123 S   
         11   II.

         ,   
      ,  . . , 

,         
     .  ,       

  ,       
   .  ,    ,   

     .        
 ,         

 V–89.
     ,  . . , 

«               
 -        » [4].   

       V–89     
   III–41.

    ,   
 ,        

. . .          
    ,     

  .   ,  ,  
     .   

   ,     . 
      ,       

  .        

*            ,  – 
 .



322

. 260.     ( ).    . 105 . IV ( , ). 
         . 61 . V  2003 . ( ) 
      . 41 . III ( , )  2005 . 

 :  –  , 2005 .;  –   ; 
  –    , 2011 .

323

 3    ...

. 261.  . 113 . IV      ( );     
      ( , )  2011 .   

  . 61 . V ( – )        ( ), 2011 .



324

. 262.  . 118 . IV    (  );     
   ,     2009 .   -  

 «  »    . 112 . V   «  ».

325

 3    ...

.         III–41,   
      -  ,  

      2001 .   
 .           

         
,     .

 2003 .         ; 
    « –1».     . II–112, 

        ,   . 
    ,    

,     ,        
    .  2005 .  « »      

   ,     . 
  -   2003 .     

  . V–86 (« , …»)  . V–61 («  …»).    
  1990 .,      –   

    ,       
.   ,         
,          . 

    « »   « »,     
  ,      ;  

      ,   .
   ,    ,   

   ( )  -  ( )  2005 .   
          .   

         
  .      

      :   
,   ,    . 

      ,    
    .         

    .       
      .   

             . 
         

,         , 
      ( ,   ). 

           
         

    .  ,     
         

   ;      
        , 
     1990 .,    –  . ,  

  -       
    2002–2006 .     

  ,         
   . 

           2004 .  
   -   -  ,     
       2008 . .  

        ,   
       2008 .



326

      2008–2011 .    -
  «  »  -   

«  »    « »,      
 -    -  « ».   

        .   
. .    ( . . , . . , .  , 
. . , .  , . . , . . , . . , . .  
 .  )       2011 .  . . ,  

  . . .        , 
  2002–2006 .,   ,     

    ,      
 .      ,    

 ,   -   «  
»    2009–2010 .     (  ) 

–    XVII–XVIII . [5].
 2009 .        IV–118,   

     ,    
     «  ».   

    ;      
 ,  –        

(     52 ).  2011 .   . V–110 ,   . 
V–107,           

 « ».         
  II  V.
         

   ,      .   
   ,     

,     ( )      
  ,       

     -  (   
  IV  V)       

( ,    . II–70,   1957  1975 ).  
 ,   ,    ,   

     . ,  2009 .    
« »,      . IV–118     

      «  ».
      V–86,   2003 ., 

       .      
      ,   ,  

   « ».      
         

 :  6    ,   ,  
  ,    ,     . 

 ,   2009 .        
,     .

 ,        
             
 .        

  ,   20-     . 
    –    , 

  . -  ,    ,  
   ,   ;   , 

  ,        . 

327

 3    ...

   ,       
 ,      . .   2005 .   

         
 ,      ,    , 

         
 .    -    

 ,   ,    
   ,        

    .    . 
     ,    

   .      
     (     

,   . IV–113)   ,    
     –   .     

     « »,    . 
       (  

    1957 .)    . V–61,   1980-  . 
  .        

« »,   2003 .       
    ,  . .   2011 ., 

  . . ,   1957 .      
        ,   

        . 
         

   V ( . V–130, V–133),       
(XVII –  XVIII .)  . IV–113,       

    .
,  2010 .  . II–112         
  .       

 ,   –     « »  
     « ».      

      .    II  2011 .  
  ,     1992 . 

        ,  
   ,        

,        . 
        

    ,    
     .     ,  

   ,   ( )   
,        

   (  I–V),      
  –   .



328

1.  . .,  . .,  . .,  . .     
//     .  , , 

, . , 2004. . 128–129.
2.  . .,  . .,  .  .    « ,   

  ». , 2002. –   « ». .  . 
.  579, 792. . 1. . 11–14;  . .,  . .,  . ..  . .  

      ,  
 -    2003 . , 2004. –     . . 

1. . 2. . . 4–5;  . .,  . .,  . .  .    « , 
    ».  I  - -

   2004 . , 2004. –   « ». .  . . 
 579, 792. . 1. . 6–8;  . .,  . .,  . .  .  . 

,     .  II  -
-    2005 . , 2006. –   « ». .  

. .  579. . 12-14.
3.  . .,  . .,  . .,  . .    

. . 131.
4.  . .,  .  .,   . .      

  //     .  , 
, , . , 2004. . 118.

5. - . . -   «  ». . 
  . . . , 2009. . 2–11;  . .    

  (1677–1771) //       . 
   . . .   . . . , 

2010. . 490–529.

329

 

. 1.      -  , XIX – . XX . 
 . .    . . . 2011 .

. 2.      -  , 1892 . 
  . . . 1. . 1. 1892 . . 15. . 17.

. 3.      -  , 1897 .  . . . 
  . . . 1. . 1. 1896 . . 230. . 44.

. 4. . .             
 -   . , 1897 .  . . . 

  . . . 1. . 1. 1896 . . 230. . 42.

. 5.  ,  . .      . -
    . , 1897 .  . . . 

  . . . 1. . 1. 1896 . . 230. . 45.

. 6.   , 1911 . :       
      . . 1913.  1.

. 7.    ( ), XIX – . XX .  . . . 2010 .

. 8. . . . 1940-  .  . . .

. 9.   . .   . 1950-  . 
 . . .

. 10. . .  ( )       I. 
 . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 15.

. 11.  I,   1.  . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 2.

. 12.   . . .  . . . 1957 .  
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 32.

. 13. -   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 15.

. 14.    10   II.  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 13.

. 15.   « »   II.  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 17.

. 16.        IV ( ). 20  1957 . 
 . . .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 48.

. 17.     « ».  . . . 1957 . : . 1958. . 33.

. 18.      V.  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 54.

. 19.  4 (  )   III.  . . . 1957 . : . 1958. . 6.



330

. 20.    .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 40.

. 21. C     6 . .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 47.

. 22. ,     1957 .   . . . 1991 . 
    .

. 23. « »  [  1958]. 
 . .    . . . 1958 .

. 24.   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 47. .

. 25. . .  (1934-1980). 1970-  .  . . .

. 26. . . . 1960-  .  . . .

. 27.       . 
 . . , . . , . . . 1978 . 

  « ». .  . .  579. -3. .

. 28.       II ( )  . 
: , . 1981. . 1, 2.

. 29.   « » [   . 1985]. : ,  . 1985.

. 30.   .  . . . 1998 .

. 31.     « ». : , , . 1985.  2.

. 32.     « » [   . 1985]. 
: , , . 1985.  3.

. 33. . .  ( )    1975 .   II. 
 . . .

. 34. « ».   . . . 1975 . 

. 35.  . .      IV. 1975 .  . . . 

. 36.     VI. 1985 .  . . .

. 37.    11   II. 1987 .  . . .

. 38. A. . . 1980-  .   . .

. 39.    II. 1989 .  . . .

. 40.     9. 1989 .     . . .

. 41.   . 1990 .  . . .

. 42.   . 28  II. . 1990 . 
  . . .

331

. 43. -   . 1992 . 
 . . , . . .

. 44.   ( )     1,  IV. 1991 . 
 . . .

. 45.       IV. 1991 .  . . .

. 46.       . 1991 . 
 . . .

. 47.         . 1991 . 
 . . , . . .

. 48.   1    VI     - . 1992 . 
 . . .

. 49.          II  VI. 1991 . 
 . . .

. 50.      17     VI. 1991 . 
 . . .

. 51.     2  VI. 1992 .  . . .

. 52.    XIX – . XX . (1-10);    .  I (11)  V. 1992 . 
 . . .

. 53.     II. 1957 .  . . . : . 1958. . 34.

. 54.      . 28  II. 1994 . 
  . . .

. 55.  « »  . 1992 .  . . .

. 56.       II. 1992 .  . . . 
  . . .

. 57.  29   II,   1992 . 
    . . . 

. 58.    . 11 ( )  . 02,   1992 . 
  . . .  . . . 1992 .

. 59.   « ».  . .   . .  ( ). 
:    . 1993–1994 .

. 60.     II. 1993 .  . .    
. . .

. 61.        II. 1993 . 
 . . .

. 62.      . 1993 . 
 . . .



332

. 63.       II. 1994 . 
 . .   . .  ( ).

. 64.    (1975 .)   . 152  V   . 
1994 .   . . .  . . .

. 65.          . 2001 . 
 . . .

. 66.         . 2001 . 
 . . .

. 67.     . 2001 .  . . .

. 68.      . 2001 .
 . . .

. 69.       ( )  .  I. 1999 . 
 . . .

. 70.   .  I      . 1999 . 
 . . .  . .

. 71.        . 2001 . 
 . . .

. 72.    . 2001 .  . . .

. 73. -   . 2001 .  . . .

. 74. : . , . , .- . , .   .     . 2001 . 
 . . .

. 75.    . 2001 .   . . .

. 76.  «   »  .  2001 .  . . .

. 77.    . 2001 .   . . .

. 78. .   . . 2001 .  . . .

. 79.     « »   . 2001 . 
 . . .

. 80.      : .  ( )  . . 2001 . 
 . . .

. 81.    . 2001 .  . . .

. 82.     IV. 2001 .  . . .

. 83.    III. 2001 .  . . .

. 84.    V. 2001 .  . . .

. 85.    . 2002–2003 . 
 . . , . . , . .

333

. 86. -      III. 2002 . 
 . . , . .

. 87.     . 2002 . 
 . . , . .

. 88.    .  II. 2002 .  . . .

. 89.   . 2002 .  . . .

. 90.   . 2002 .  . . .

. 91.     . 2002 .  . . .

. 92.       . 2002 . 
 . . .

. 93.     V. 2002 .  . . .

. 94.    . 2002 .  . . .

. 95.         . 2002 .  . . .

. 96.  « »   II.  . . .

. 97.      II ( )  V. 2002 .  . . .

. 98.     « »   V. 2002 . 
 . . .

. 99. .          II. 2002 . 
 . . .

. 100.     . 2003 .  . . .

. 101.       . 2003 . 
 . . .

. 102.     . 2003 .  . . .

. 103.     CARAD  . 2003 .  . . .

. 104.     . 2003 . 
 . . , . . , . . .

. 105. .- . , .   . . 2006 .  . . .

. 106.         2001–2004 . 2004 . 
 . . .

. 107.  :   .  2004 . 
 . . .

. 108.  :      .  2004 . 
 . . .



334

. 109.   . . 2004 .  . . .

. 110.   -  « ». 2004 .  . . .

. 111.   . 2004 .  . . .

. 112.    . 2004 .  . . .

. 113. .   . . 2005 .  . . .

. 114.  . 118  IV. 2005 .  . . .

. 115.     « »   I. 2005 . 
 . . .

. 116.      I. 2005 .  . . .

. 117.    II. 2005 .  . . .

. 118.    . 2005 .  . . .

. 119.    I. 2005 .  . . .

. 120. :    .  2005 .  . . .

. 121.  «    ». 2003 .  . . .

. 122.  . . 2003 .  . . .

. 123.  . , . 2003 .  . . .

. 124. -   . . 2003 .  . . .

. 125.   « ». 2004 .  . . .

. 126.   ? 2003 .  . . .

. 127.  : «    ». 2011 . 
 . . .

. 128.  : «       ». 2011 . 
 . . .

. 129. . .   .- . . 2002 .  . . .

. 130.         . 
 . . . 2005 .

. 131.       .  IV. 
 . . . 2005 .

. 132.   .  III.  . . . 2005 .

. 133.  .  2005 .  . . .

335

. 134. .  I.   .   . 
 .  (2000 .), . .  (2005 .).

. 135. .  I.       . 
 . . 1999 .

. 136.     .  . . 1999 .

. 137. .  I.  ,         . 
 . . 2000 .

. 138. .  I.     (14)    . 
 . . 2000 .

. 139.   .  I.    . 
 . .  (2004 .)   . . , . , . .  (2003 .).

. 140.    .  . . . 2011 .

. 141.    .  . . . 2011 .

. 142. .  I.      (1, 2),   (3, 4)   
.     . . . 2003 .

. 143. .  II.       9 (1)  11 (2). 
    . . . 1999 .

. 144. .  IV,  1. .   . . . 2003 .

. 145. .  II.    « » .   . . . 
1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 18. 

    . . . 2001 .

. 146.   :  ,   . 
  . . .

. 147.   :  .   . . .

. 148.     .   . . .

. 149.        . 
  . . .

. 150.     ( . 62, . II).  . . . 1989 .

. 151.  «  »  . 
  . . .

. 152.  «  »  . 
  . . .

. 153.   «  » . 
 . . . 2008 .

. 154.    «  »  . 
 . . . 2008 .



336

. 155.     . 
  . . .

. 156.    .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 55.

. 157.   I .  . .   . . .

. 158.   .   . . .

. 159.    .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 49.

. 160.    I .  . .  . . . 2002 .

. 161.  .   . . .

. 162.   .   . . .

. 163.   .  . . . 2010 .

. 164.  . IX–X . . .  . . . 1991 .

. 165.  1882 .    - .  . . . 2010 .

. 166.  . . XVII – . XVIII .  . . . 2011 .

. 167.  .  1957–1975 .   . . . 1994 .

. 168.   .  .  . . . 2011 .

. 169.   .   –   . 
 . . . 2011 .

. 170.   .   –  . 
 . . . 2011 .

. 171.     .  IV, . 113. 
 . . . 2011 .

. 172.  .  ( ).  . . . 2011 .

. 173.    -   (  ). 2010 .

. 174.   -   (  ).  . , 2002 .

. 175.     -  « ». 2006 .

. 176.       ( ).   III ( )  V ( ). 
 . . 2002 . 

. 177. « - » –      IV. 
 . . . 2003 .

. 178.   (   ).   I–VI,  II, III   
 I  V.  . . 2002 .

337

. 179.      .  I (2, 11), IV (1, 3, 6, 7), VI ( , , 4, 5, 10); 
  (8, 9).  . . . 

. 180.  I.   ( ),      ( , ).  
       (1–3)    (4–6).  . . .

. 181.  IV,     ( ).  . . .  . 118 ( ). 
   . . . 2005 .

. 182.  IV,  118 (   ).    . . . 2005 .

. 183.  «  »: . 53, . III ( );  31 ( )  110 ( ), . V. 
 . . . 2003 .

. 184.  «  »   V:  112 ( ), 89 ( ), 85 ( ), 90 ( ). 
 . . . 2003–2005 .

. 185.   II ( ).  . . . 2003 .    ( – ). 
 . . 2001–2002 .

 
. 186.   III  ( ).  III,   :  23 ( ), 61 ( ), 36 ( ). 

 . , . . . 2002–2003 .

. 187.  III,  41.  . . . 1994 .

. 188.  III,  58 ( )  41 ( , ).  . .  ( ), . . 2001 .

. 189.    :  9 ( )  /  ( ), . IV ; . 62 ( ), 85 ( ), 115 ( ),  
. V;   ( ).  .  ( ), . . . 2001–2003 .

. 190.     ( )    (I .  . .). 
 . . . 2002–2005 .

. 191.    .  . . . 2002–2005 .

. 192.  I,  2;  –   2.  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 4–6.

. 193.  I,  1,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 19.

. 194.  I,  1,    .  . . . 1957 .  
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 20.  . . . 1957 .  . . 453. . 2–3.

. 195.  I,  8;  –   2.  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 8–9.

. 196.  :  –   IV  ; -  – . 19  IV,  – . 41 . III, 
 – . V.  . . . 1957 . 

   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 48, 49, 55, 56, 58–60, 62.

. 197.  : . 38 . III,  .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 61.



338

. 198.  I,  7.  . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 7.

. 199.  II « »,     1-3.  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 18.

. 200.  II « »,    1 ( ), 2 ( )  3 ( ).  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 15.        ( ). 

 . . . 1991 .

. 201.  ( ),  1.  . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 40.

. 202.  ( ),  3.  . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 42.

. 203.  ( ),  2.  . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 41.

. 204.  ( ),  2.    1  2.  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 41.

. 205.  ( ),  2,   1  2;   . 
 . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 41.

. 206.  : ,  –   .  II, ,  – . 20  4 . IV . 
 . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 54, 56, 67.

. 207.  : ,  – . 32  33 . I,  – . 23 . IV  ( ),  –   . 
 II.  . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 48, 54, 66, 67. 

. 208.  :  – . IV ,  –      ( ). 
 . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 65, 66.

. 209.  ( ),  6.  . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 47.

. 210.  ( ),  4; -  –    .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 43.   .  . . . 1957 .  . 

. 1. . 1. . 457.  . 52.

. 211.  ( ),  5;  –  , -  –  , -  –  «  ». 
 . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 44–46.

. 212.  II,  2.  . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 10, 11.

. 213.  II « »,  .    : , 1961. 
 . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 457.  . 29. 

. 214.  II « ».    ;  –   23  . 
 . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 16, 17, 28.

. 215.  II « »,   1; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 30.      .  . . . 1957 . 

 . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 28.

. 216.  II « »,   4; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 32. 

. 217.  II « »,   7 [5]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 32.

339

. 218.  II « »,   9 [7]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 33.

. 219.  II « »,   11 [9]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 34.

. 220.  II « »,   13 [11]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 35.

. 221.  II « »,   15 [13]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 36.

. 222.  II « »,   18 [16]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 37.

. 223.  II « »,   20 [18]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 38.

. 224.  II « »,   24 [22]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 40.

. 225.  II « »,   25 [23]. ,   ; -  –    ;  – 
  24 [22], -    .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457.  . 41.  . . . 1957 .  . . 453. . 27, 28.

. 226.  II « »,   26 [24]. ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457.  . 42.

. 227.  II « »,   28 [26].   ;  –    . 
 . . . 1957 .    . . 1. . 1. . 457.  . 44.

. 228.  II « »,   28 [26] ( )  32 [29] ( ).  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 29.

. 229.  II « »,   32 [29]; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 47.

. 230.  III;   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 31.

. 231.  III,  2; ,   .  . . . 1957 .  
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 24, 51.

. 232.  III,  2;    .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 33.

. 233.  III,  3;    .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 35.

. 234.  III,  3; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 25.

. 235.  III,  5;    .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 37.

. 236.  III,  5; ,   .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 26.



340

. 237.  III,  8;    .  . . . 1957 . 
   . . 1. . 1. . 453. . 39.

. 238.  III,  8;  .  . . . 1957 .  
   . . 1. . 1. . 457. . 28.

. 239.  .  . .    . . 1991 . 
 . . .

. 240.  «  »      ( , )   ( , ). 
   . . . 2009 .

. 241.  «  »  .    . . . 2009 .

. 242.    « »  . 3130   ( , 2).    
  . . ; , 2 – :  . .       

    //   . ., 2004. . 11.

. 243.   1957 .     . 
 . . . 2011 .

. 244.  I.     . 
 . . ,   . . ,  .   

 . . .

. 245.  I.   .   . . .

. 246.  II.  , 1992 .     «  
»  .  . . , . .   . . ;  

 . .  – . . ;   . . .

. 247.  II.   ,   1992 . 
 . . ,   . . .

. 248.  II, . 46.    1957 .   . 
 . . ,   . . .

. 249.  II.     .   
. . ,  .    . . .

. 250.  II.      . 
  . . .

. 251.  II.        . 1992 . 
 . . ,   . . .

. 252.  III.     .  . . , 
    . . ,  .    

. . .

. 253.   III  III .   . . .

. 254.  IV, . 19.   (1957 .)    . 
 . . ,   . . .

. 255.  IV.  . 8     . 42  43. 
    . . .

. 256.  IV, . 118.         , 

341

 ( ),  ( )   ( ).     . . ,  
. . .

. 257.  V.   .  . 9 ( )  31 ( )  1957 .   
 .      ( ), 1993 .  . . 

, . . ;   . . ,  .   
 . . .

. 258.  V.      1957 . ( - )     ( ). 
 . . , . . ;   . . .

. 259.  V.   . 86 ( )     
   1957 . ( , ).  . . , . . .

. 260.     ( ).    . 105 . IV ( , ). 
         . 61 . V  

2003 . ( )       . 41 . III ( , )  2005 . 
 :  –  , 2005 .;  –   ;   

–    , 2011 .  . . , 2011 . ( ), . . , 
2003 ( )  2005 . ( – , , , ).

. 261.  . 113 . IV      ( );   
        ( , )  2011 . 
    . 61 . V ( – )     

   ( ), 2011 . ,      
 . . , 2011 .  ( – , ).  . . , 1957 . ( ), . . , 2011 . ( ).

. 262.  . 118 . IV    (  );    
    ,     2009 . 

 . . . 2005 .   -   
«  »    . 112 . V   «  »  2009 . 

 . . .



342

 

  –    

   –   . . .      
 

 –    

  –  -      
 

 –    . 

 – -  

 –     

 – -  

 –     .     ( )  
    ( . - )

  . . –       
  .  

  –     

  – -        

 –  

 –   

 –   

 –     

 –  

  –     

Для заметок



Заказ № 220 Тираж 300 экз.
Печать офсетная. Формат 90х90 1/8

Услов. печат. лист. 43
Верстка: Н. Ивахнова, А. Саликова

Отпечатано в типографии «Signet Print»
ул. Макатаева 127

тел.: 8 (727) 313 19 70


	Рогожинский А.Е. Петроглифы археологического ландшафта Тамгалы. Алматы. 2011. Ч. 1.
	Рогожинский А.Е. Петроглифы археологического ландшафта Тамгалы. Алматы. 2011. Ч. 2.


 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   Nup
        
     Create a new document
     Trim unused space from sheets: yes
     Allow pages to be scaled: no
     Margins and crop marks: none
     Sheet size: 200.000 x 200.000 inches / 5080.0 x 5080.0 mm
     Sheet orientation: best fit
     Layout: rows 1 down, columns 2 across
     Align: top left
      

        
     0.0000
     Ignore
     0.0000
     4.2520
     0
     Corners
     0.0000
     ToFit
     2
     1
     0.7000
     0
     0 
     1
     0.0000
     1
            
       D:20120220103157
       14400.0000
       Maximum
       Blank
       14400.0000
          

     Best
     429
     297
    
    
     0.0000
     TL
     0
            
       CurrentAVDoc
          

     0.0000
     1
     2
     0
     0
     0 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base




 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   Nup
        
     Create a new document
     Trim unused space from sheets: yes
     Allow pages to be scaled: no
     Margins and crop marks: none
     Sheet size: 200.000 x 200.000 inches / 5080.0 x 5080.0 mm
     Sheet orientation: best fit
     Layout: rows 1 down, columns 2 across
     Align: top left
      

        
     0.0000
     Ignore
     0.0000
     4.2520
     0
     Corners
     0.0000
     ToFit
     2
     1
     0.7000
     0
     0 
     1
     0.0000
     1
            
       D:20120220103157
       14400.0000
       Maximum
       Blank
       14400.0000
          

     Best
     429
     297
    
    
     0.0000
     TL
     0
            
       CurrentAVDoc
          

     0.0000
     1
     2
     0
     0
     0 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base





