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Abstract. The article presents the results of investigation of the rock art site discovered in 2014 on
riverside rocks in the Oglakhty mountain range (Republic of Khakasia, left bank of the Yenisei River).
One of the largest rock art complexes of the Minusinsk Basin is located in these mountains; the best
known in archaeology are the tremendous concentrations of petroglyphs which were located on coastal
cliffs before they were flooded by the reservoir of the Krasnoyarsk hydroelectric power station. Most
of them are irretrievably lost, but some are still preserved and becoming relatively accessible in periods
of lower water level. In the process of searching for and redocumenting the petroglyphs at the locations
already known (Oglakhty I and II according to Ya.A. Sher’s inventory) new decorated panels have
been revealed, and not only in the flooded levels, but also on inaccessible rocks above the highest
water level. This new location is situated upstream from the known ones, within the southernmost
section of the riverside cliffs. Several years of regular inspections of this section from a boat at various
water levels and with binoculars made it possible to find and document 24 panels, containing about
50 complete and partially preserved figures of wild animals (elk, red deer, roe deer, aurochs, arkhar, horse
and others). Several stylistic groups of images are distinguished; almost all of them have analogies at
known sites, which allows us to confidently attribute them as a whole to the earliest phase of Minusinsk
Basin rock art which undoubtedly predates the Bronze Age, although the specific period of its existence
has not yet been determined.
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Pestome. B craTbe mpe/iCTaBIEHDI PE3YIBTATHI UCCIENOBaHMIT OTKPHITOroO B 2014 I. MECTOHAXOX]Ie-
HMA HACKAJIbHOTO MICKYCCTBA Ha 6eperoBbIX cKaax ropHoro maccyusa Ornaxtel (Pecrry6mmnka Xakacus,
neBblit 6eper p. Exmceii). B aTux ropax HaXOfUTCs OfUH 13 CAMBIX KPYIIHBIX KOMIIIEKCOB ITAMATHIN-
KOB HAaCKa/IbHOTO MCKYCCTBa MMHYCHMHCKOI KOT/IOBMHBI; HAMOOIBIIYIO U3BECTHOCTD B HayKe MONTy4N-
7 meTporaudsl, Ko 3arorieHnsa KpacHOApCKUM BOZOXpaHMINILEM KOHIIEHTPUpPOBaBIINecs B 60/Ib-
IIOM KOZIMYeCTBe Ha HECKONIBKIIX y4acTKaxX OeperoBbix cKajl. BompumHCcTBO U3 HIX 6€3BO3BPATHO IO~
ru6/10, OFHAKO HEKOTOPBIE ellle COXPAHSIOTCS I OTHOCUTEIBHO JOCTYIIHBI /s M3YYEeHNs B IePUOJIbI
CHIDKEHVSI YPOBHsI BOAbL. B mpoliecce moncka u pefoKyMeHTUPOBAHMsI COXPAaHMBIINXCS M300pake-
HUJ 13BecTHBIX MecToHaxoxaeHu (Ormaxtsl-I u I mo nupexcanum f. A. lllepa) Bblle 110 Te4eHMIO
OT HIX Ha CAaMOM I0)KHOM y4acTKe 6eperoBbIx CKajl 6bUIM OOHAPY)KeHbI paHee HENM3BeCTHbIE IeTPOITIN-
(BI, IpUYeM He TOJIBKO 3aTAIIMBAEMble, HO I PACIIONOXKEHHBIE HA TPYAHOJOCTYIIHBIX CKaTlaX HAMHOTO
BBIIIIE CAMOTO BBICOKOTO YPOBHSI 3aTOIUIeHNs1. HeCKOIBKO JIeT pery/IsipHbIX OCMOTPOB OeperoBbIX CKasl
C JIOZKY IIPY PA3HBIX YPOBHSX BOJbI I C IIOMOII[BIO OMHOK/IS TO3BOJIM/IN BBISIBUTD U JOKYMEHTIPOBATh
Ha 9TOM y4acTKe 24 IJIOCKOCTH, COfieprKallfyie 0Ko/10 50 MOMHBIX U YaCTUYHO COXPAHUBIIMXCS (uryp
IMKUX )XMBOTHBIX (JI0CH, 6/1arOpOJHbIE O/IeHN, KOCY/IN, OBIKU-TYPbI, apXapsl, IOIIaAb 1 [p.). Beigens-
©TCs1 HECKOJIBKO CTVMIMCTUYECKUX TPYIIT M300pakeHN!Il, HOUTY BCe OHUM MMEIOT aHA/IOTUY Ha M3BeCT-
HBIX NTAMATHMKAX, YTO MO3BOJIAET YBEPEHHO OTHECTM MX B II€/IOM K JIpeBHelIIeMy IIaCTy HacKaslb-
HOTO MCKYCCTBA MUHYCHHCKOI KOT/IOBMHBI (KOTOPBIIL, 6€3 COMHEHMIT, IIPEfIIeCTBYET 3110Xe OPOH3bI,
XOTSI KOHKPETHBIII IIEPUOJ, ero OBITOBAHMS [T0KA TOYHO He YCTAHOBJIEH).

Knrouesvie cnosa: HackanbHOE UCKYCCTBO, TOKYMEHTMPOBaHME, IPEBHEIINII IIACT, 3aTOIIIEHHbIE
netporgsl, MuHycnHCKast KOTI0BMHA, OIIaxThl

Bnazodaprocmu: pabota BbinonHeHa npu ¢uaaHcoBoit nopnep>kke PH® (mpoext Ne21-78-10121
«Pa3paboTKa MHTEPAKTUBHOI METOANYECKOI MHPPACTPYKTYPBI A/IsI M3YIEHNS ¥ COXPAHEHVISI AHHBIX O
IAMSTHMKAX HACKAJIBHOTO MCKyccTBa Poccum»); aBTOp BhIpaXkaeT MCKpeHHIok OarofapHocts JI.J1. Bose
3a TIOMOILb B II0/IEBBIX UCC/IEJOBAaHNAX TAMATHUKOB HACKaIbHOTO UCKYCCTBa B ropax OI/axThl.
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peroBbix ckamax Ormaxter (Xakacus) // Teopust 1 IpakTUKa apXeoIOTMYeCKUX NCCmefoBanmit. 2022.
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ntroduction
Along the banks of the middle course of the Yenisei River and its tributaries there were
dozens of rock art sites, which over half a century ago went completely or partially un-
der water after the construction of the Krasnoyarsk hydroelectric power station and the fill-
ing of its reservoir. Thousands of images have been destroyed and continue to perish due to
destruction of the rock massif, seasonal fluctuations of the water level, ice drifts, crumbling,
and so on. Even the images on the mountain slopes above the flood level are being destroyed
due to ongoing bank reworking. Some rock art sites had been investigated and recorded be-
fore the flooding; thus, copies and photographs by A.V. Adrianov, Ya. A. Sher and other re-
searchers have preserved a significant part of the now lost heritage for study. However, even
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at sufficiently well recorded sites not everything has been revealed; not all the known pan-
els have been recorded, and certainly not all of the locations have yet been found. It is also
obvious that the level of documentation of that time is far from our contemporary capabili-
ties and demands in rock art research. Therefore, at the present stage, attempts have been re-
sumed to search for and redocument with new methods some of the surviving decorated pan-
els within the sites that were thought to have been completely lost as a result of the flooding.

In the central and northern parts of the Krasnoyarsk reservoir the water level remains high
even during the periods of discharge; some sites are now 20-40 metres and more under the wa-
ter, so they are inaccessible for research. But in the southern part (from the mouth of the Aba-
kan river and downstream) the water level sometimes drops so low that the riverside cliffs be-
come exposed and one can see those petroglyphs which are still preserved. However, the destruc-
tive processes are proceeding and each year fewer and fewer petroglyphs emerge from the water.

The greatest concentrations of rock art were (and still are) on the rocks of the Oglakhty moun-
tain massif (left bank of the Yenisei) and the Tepsei mountain (at the confluence of the Tuba riv-
er and the Yenisei), located opposite each other. These complexes have a rich history of study
and have been published in monographs (Sher et al., 1994; Blednova et al., 1995). There are also
many other publications, as well as photographs and collections of copies in various museums
and archives, thanks to which modern researchers can get a fairly good idea of the sites, includ-
ing their localization and their importance for cultural and chronological attribution and inter-
pretation of South Siberian rock art. However, it is difficult to obtain from the old materials those
deeper layers of information (details, technique, superimpositions, context, etc.) that we are now
able to obtain thanks to usage of modern technologies in documenting rock art. Thus, steady
monitoring and new investigations in the areas of the flooded sites in search of extant original
sources of information are extremely important. This work is being carried out quite success-
fully and brings important results: at both Oglakhty and Tepsei many known panels were found
(at which important details for interpretation were clarified or new images revealed), and some
entirely new panels were discovered among the known ones. Moreover, in the Oglakhty a new
site has been discovered. The purpose of this article is to show how that was done and to intro-
duce some materials of its research into scholarly circulation.

Oglakhty: Rock Art Sites on Riverside Cliffs

One of the largest rock art complexes in the Minusinsk Basin is located in the Oglakhty
mountainous massif on the left bank of the Yenisei River (now Krasnoyarsk reservoir) 40 km
north of Abakan in the Republic of Khakassia (Fig. 1.-1, 2). The area has not yet been surveyed
completely, but at the moment we know up to 20 concentrations of rock art, both on the riv-
erside cliffs and at a considerable distance from the river (Fig. 1.-3).

The best known sites, fairly well represented in the scholarly literature, are the locations
of petroglyphs on the rocks along the banks in the southern part of the Oglakhty mountain range
(Fig. 1.-4). As these are the most accessible, being scattered in dense concentrations on the low-
er outcrops of the riverside cliffs, they have attracted the attention of travellers and researchers
since the 18" century. The most ambitious and fruitful work on their documentation was un-
dertaken by A.V. Adrianov in 1907 and Ya. A. Sher in the 1960s, the latter in connection with
the forthcoming flooding. Adrianov regarded all the visible petroglyphs (about 450 images) as
one site and indexed it according to his system as XLI (Adrianov, 1908, p. 37-39). Sher divided

© E.A. Miklashevich Journal homepage: http://journal.asu.ru/tpai/index



42 TEOPUSA N MPAKTUKA APXEONTOTUYECKUX UCCNEQOBAHUIA 2022 o T. 34, Ne3

the same area into two sites — Oglakhty I (121 panels, about 700 images) and Oglakhty II (14
panels, 37 images) (Sher et al., 1994). The former is now flooded almost completely and most
of the petroglyphs are lost, while the latter, being situated high above the flood level, is preserved
completely but difficult to access.

Fig. 1. Oglakhty mountain massif: 1, 2 — location on the map of Russia and that of the Minusinsk
Basin; 3 — rock art sites (marked by yellow dots) on GoogleEarth satellite image, the red dot
indicates the position of the new site; 4 — panoramic photo of the riverside cliffs in the southern
part of the massif, view from the southeast; red dots indicate the localisation of the groups
of surfaces within the new site, white dot — Bugaev Log; blue dot — Oglakhty-II (according to Ya.
Sher), yellow dots — Oglakhty-I (according to Ya. Sher)

Puc. 1. TopHbin Maccns Ornaxtol: 1, 2 — pacnonoxeHue Ha kapte Poccnm n MnHycHCKow
KOTNOBMHBI; 3 — NAaMSATHUKM HaCKabHOTO MCKYCCTBa (0D03HAYEHbI XKENTbIMU TOHKaMM)

Ha CNyTHMKOBOM CHUMKe GoogleEarth, kpacHon Touko 0603Ha4YeHO HOBOE MECTOHAXOXAEHWE; 4 —
hoTonaHopama HGeperoBbIx CKas B I0XHOW YaCT MacCmBa, BUA, C Or0-BOCTOKA; KPACHBIMU TOHKaMM
0003Ha4eHo pPacnonoXeHue rpymnmn nNiockocTen HOBOrO MeCTOHaxoXaeHws, benon — byraes Jlor;
ronybon — Ornaxtbi-1l (no A.A. LLepy), xentbiMun — Ornaxtsi-1 (no 4.A. Lepy)

When the reservoir was filled up, in the late 1970s N. V. Leontiev and B. N. Pyatkin independent-
ly discovered another rock art site (Bugaev Log), also located on the bank, in a shallow ravine above
the flood level. It contains 12 panels with about 40 images and is situated to the south (upstream)
of the locations documented by Adrianov and Sher. Later we indexed it as Oglakhty VII (Soveto-
va, Miklashevich, 1999, p. 50; Miklashevich, 2015a, p. 66, 70) to continue the system of Ya. A. Sher.
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In addition, it has recently come to light that the Apkashev rock art site discovered by
N.L. Chlenova in 1958, from which she published only several images (Chlenova, 1981, p. 86,
87) and no information about its location, also belongs to the complex of sites on the river-
side rocks of the Oglakhty, and is located downstream (to the north) of Oglakhty I and II. This
site is completely flooded but is sometimes exposed when the water level drops to a minimum.
This is quite a significant concentration: more than 30 panels and at least a hundred images.

Allin all, according to the results of previous investigations, one can count a total of about
170-180 decorated panels with more than 700 images at the riverside sites. The petro-
glyphs belong to various periods, but the overwhelming majority date to the earliest stages
in the rock art of the Minusinsk Basin — to the so-called Minusinsk and Angara traditions
or styles (Podolsky, 1973, p. 270-272; Sher, 1980, p. 190-193) and their variations. These are
amazing for their artistically skilful figures of aurochs, wild horses, deer, elks, arkhars, bears
and wild boars, and also images of fish, anthropomorphs and boats. The dating of this stra-
tum is unclear and debatable, although there is no doubt that the figures belong to a peri-
od earlier than the Bronze Age. Ya. A. Sher did not even rule out “their Upper Palaeolithic
age” (Sher, 1980, p. 193). In order to solve this acute problem it is necessary both to docu-
ment the published imagery more thoroughly (when possible) and to search for new sources.
In the course of our search for and redocumentation of the surviving panels at the known
sites (Oglakhty I and II, according to Ya. A. Sher’s inventory) in recent years, they have not
only been localized and photographed, but new images and panels have also been discov-
ered, and, beyond all expectations, a previously unknown site was discovered in 2014, lo-
cated upstream of the known sites, in the southernmost section of the riverside cliffs (Fig.
1.-4). Initially, it was given another ordinal index of Oglakhty IX (Miklashevich, 2015a, p.
68-71; Miklashevich et al., 2015), but as further surveys of the entire mountain range have
revealed new sites and clarification of the boundaries of the known ones, we have changed
the indexing system as a whole. This new site is now designated as “Oglakhty Bereg I” (Bereg
in Russian means bank, shore, coast).

Methods of Searching and Documenting

The search for and documenting of the flooded petroglyphs on the riverside cliffs in the south-
ern part of the Krasnoyarsk reservoir are possible in the course of surveying the exposed rocks
from an inflatable boat during the water’s recession, usually in early May. At the lowest level it
is even possible to survey from the exposed shoreline. The revealed decorated panels are then
cleared of the muddy sediment or scree, following which they are photographed according to
an established algorithm (Miklashevich, Bove, 2017). In 2014, one of the purposes of our work
was to survey the condition of the riverside cliffs of Oglakhty. The field survey was timed to take
place in early May when the water level in the reservoir is usually quite low. However, that year
the expected drop in water level did not occur in May. The water was a few metres below its
highest point, but those images that would normally be above the water level in spring were still
flooded. Nevertheless, we decided to inspect the cliffs from a boat, hoping to see those petro-
glyphs which, before the flooding, were located on inaccessible upper panels and had been cop-
ied using ladders and ropes. As this method worked well at the site investigated by Ya. A. Sher
(Oglakhty-I), we decided to expand the search area and as a result, after multiple inspections,
we found unknown petroglyphs within a more southern section.
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Fig. 2. 1 — One of the sections of the new site during the spring water recession in the reservoir,
the localisation of surfaces 4-8 is shown by inverted tracings overlapping; 2 — surface 5, tracing;
3 — surface 1, photo

Puc. 2. 1 — OAWH 13 y4aCTKOB HOBOO MECTOHAaXOXAEHNSA B NEPNOL, BECEHHErO CNaja BOAbI
B BOLOXPaHWMLLE, PACNONOXeHMe NNoCKocTen 4—8 Moka3aHo HaNoXeHNeM NPOPUCOBOK; 2 —
NPOPUCOBKa MNOCKOCTK 5; 3 — doTtorpadusa nnockoctut 1

On the rocks which had been under water for a long time, covered with a whitish mud-
dy coating, with cracks and numerous detachments of rocky crust, it was extremely difficult
to see the remains of large contoured figures. It was possible to spot them in oblique sunlight
and to make them visible by removing the muddy coating with water and brushes. At first
a compact group of four panels was revealed in this way (Fig. 2.-1, 2; 3). In May they were
1-2 m above the water. Having compared the position of the known panels according to ar-
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chive photographs by A. V. Adrianov and Ya. A. Sher with those visible above water at that time,
we found that the new panels must have been high on steep cliffs before the flooding, about
8-10 m above the shoreline. This explains why they had not previously been noticed by the re-
searchers. It is possible that at that time these rocks were also obscured by trees growing on
the bank. In the period when these images were created, they could have been accessed from
the underlying cornices of the rock massif, but over the millennia, major geological changes
had taken place and the lower rock blocks had been destroyed.
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Fig. 3. Surfaces 7 (1) and 8 (2), tracings

Puc. 3. Mnockoctn 7 (1) n 8 (2), npopucosku
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Fig. 4. 1 — survey of riverside cliffs from a boat, an arrow points to surfaces 15 and 16 located just
above the highest flood level; 2—4 — surfaces 15 and 16, photos and a tracing

Puc. 4. 1 — obcnepoBaHme HGeperosbix CKan C NOAKK, CTPenKa yKa3biBaeT Ha nnockoctn 151 16,
PaCMNONOXEHHbIE HENOCPEACTBEHHO Ha, CaMbIM BbICOKMM YPOBHEM 3aTONNeHus; 2—4 — NnockocTu
151 16, doTo 1 NpoprcoBka
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Fig. 5. Surface 20: 1 — tracing; 2 — photo, fragment with images of confronting arkhars

Puc. 5. MnockocTb 20: 1 — NpoprcoBka; 2 — thoTo, hparMeHT ¢ M300paxkeHUeM NPOTUBOCTORALLIMX
apxapos

In July of the same year, the water level had risen by 3 m and the panels found in May
had gone underwater. However, this enabled us to inspect the next higher tier of rocks from
the boat and to find two panels at the very edge of the water (Fig. 4). Moreover, later, on care-
fully inspecting the slopes with binoculars from the highest water level, we found that rock art
was also present on the tiers of rock outcrops well above the flood level. As a result the new
site was supplemented with a series of other interesting panels. Some of them are on steep in-
accessible rocks high above the water (Fig. 2.-3; Fig. 6.-3, 4, 6), while others are on the moun-
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tainside on the higher levels of rocky outcrops, access to which is still possible but very diffi-
cult because of the destruction of the lower levels (Fig. 5; 6.-1, 2, 5). Applying the described
search technique in subsequent seasons, in this southern section by 2019 we revealed 24 pan-
els at different levels containing about 50 individual images.

Fig. 6. 1, 2 — surface 19, photo and tracing; 3 — surface 23, tracing; 4, 6 — surface 24, photo
of the image of a deer and tracing; 5 — surface 18, photo

Puc. 6. 1, 2 — nnockoctb 19, hoTO M NPOPUCOBKA; 3 — MIOCKOCTb 23, NPOpPUCOBKa; 4, 6 —
NnockoCTb 24, hoTo C U300paxeHnem oneHs 1 NPOPUCOBKa; 5 — NNockocTb 18, dhoTto

We used photography as our method of documenting the revealed decorated surfaces, but
this was not an easy task. Photographing in strictly orthogonal projection was difficult or im-
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possible in almost all cases. It had to be done either from a boat (drifting with the current
and rocking on waves), or too close to the panel from narrow ledges, or at an angle from below,
and so on. It was impossible to get close enough to the panels high on the slopes, so we pho-
tographed them from the water, from a boat, using a full matrix camera and long-focus lens-
es, trying to minimise perspective distortions (Miklashevich, Bove, 2017). Under such condi-
tions it is impossible to use a scale and perspective distortions are still inevitable, but we have

succeeded in capturing details of the images. There were also other problems: due to the im-
possibility of using artificial light, one has to wait for optimal sunlight, which for some panels

lasts only a couple of hours, and this does not always coincide with other conditions of boat
use; it is not always possible to clear the panels of plaque, lichen, traces of insect life, etc. (this

makes the identification of image details from the photograph less accurate). Nevertheless, all

the revealed panels have been photographed to the best possible quality.

The next stage in the documentation process is the creation of digital graphic multi-lay-
ered renderings (tracings). We apply the photomontage method, when a series of shots of frag-
ments of each panel are compiled into a very high resolution photo image; then, on top of it,
using the Photoshop program, the images and the rock surface in all their details and features
are traced at high magnification (Fig. 2.-2; 3; 4.-4; 5.-1; 6.-2, 3, 6). The resulting tracing makes
it possible to assess the state of preservation of each decorated surface, and facilitates analy-
sis and interpretation of the imagery.

Characteristics of the Site

The new site “Oglakhty Bereg-I” is located in the southernmost section of the riverside
line of the Oglakhty mountain range and contains 24 decorated surfaces revealed so far. They
are located in groups over a length of 230 m, at various elevations. Thirteen of them are be-
ing periodically flooded, the others are above the flood level. The rock massif is composed
of red Devonian sandstone; the images were made with a pecking technique on the vertical
and sub-vertical surfaces of the rock outcrops facing south and south-east.

The state of preservation of all panels is unsatisfactory. The flooded ones, of course, have
suffered the most. The petroglyphs on them have survived in fragments on the preserved piec-
es of rock crust, and not only has the crust become detached, but whole stone blocks have fall-
en off. The natural cornices above and below the panels are lost. The preserved surfaces have
been damaged by rocks falling from above and probably also by ice drifts. It is noticeable that
even the rock massif itself underwent significant changes: the block with panel 7, for exam-
ple, moved along a vertical fracture to the river, overshadowing part of an image on panel 8,
and another stone fell into the cleft from above (Fig. 2.-1). The state of those panels which are
periodically flooded and exposed is very unstable, and they are under constant threat of col-
lapse. The panels located above the water level are more stable, although they too have damage
such as exfoliation of rock crust, loss of stone fragments, cracks, traces of falling stones and so
on. But their main danger lies in the gradual destruction of the underlying layers of the rock
massif. It is obvious that the 24 panels we discovered are only a minor part of the art that once
decorated the riverside cliffs at the southern tip of the Oglakhty mountains. It seems a mira-
cle that they have survived for several millennia in the open air, and even more so after sev-
eral decades under water.
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There is a total of about 50 images on the panels, of which about half are more or less com-
plete recognizable figures; the other half are fragments and remnants, but some of them can
still be identified by their content. The repertoire and quantitative distribution of the imag-
es are: elks (11), red deer and (?) roe (9), wild sheep (arkhar?) (6), aurochs (5), goat (4), wild
horse (1), bear (?) (1), fish (1), uncertain animals (7), uncertain images (3-5). As one can see,
all of these are images of animals. They are rendered both in outline and silhouette; many
of the figures are quite large in size (up to 50-70 cm long), most of them are very realistic,
and some are even highly artistic. One of the discovered compositions is a true masterpiece
of rock art (Fig. 5): two arkhars (?) facing each other are depicted with amazing skill and a pro-
found knowledge of nature, with very accurately depicted curved horns, bent muzzle, split
hooves, fur of a different colour on the belly rendered by an absence of pecking, and other de-
tails. Such realistic depictions of this animal species and this kind of composition were not pre-
viously known in the early rock art of the Minusinsk Basin, although stylistically similar im-
ages do occur. On the same panel there is also a beautiful figure of an elk with a crown of ant-
lers, and on a nearby panel a silhouetted image of a wild horse (Fig. 6.-1) is depicted and it too
has an unpecked spot on its back, probably indicating fur of another colour.

All the images at this site can be attributed to the oldest phase in the rock art of the Oglakhty
and of the Minusinsk Basin in general. As was mentioned above, the cultural and chrono-
logical attribution of this phase is not yet established, except that the figures are undoubted-
ly earlier than the Bronze Age (images of the Bronze Age and later periods have convincing
connections in the archaeological materials of the region). However, this phase is not stylis-
tically and iconographically homogeneous, either in Oglakhty or in other rock art complexes
of the Minusinsk Basin. Among them two most vivid stylistic groups have long ago been dis-
tinguished, conventionally called the “Minusinsk” and “Angara” traditions or styles (Podolskiy,
1973; Sher, 1980, p. 186-193); but actually, apart from these two groups there are many oth-
er images which bear features of either group or both, or their variations and reminiscences.
What also unites all these various stylistic groups is the repertoire of images and their presence
at the same sites and even on the same panels. In general, the classic “Minusinsk style” is clear-
ly earlier than the classic “Angara style”, but it is not yet clear how they correspond to the oth-
er groups: are the other groups chronologically between “Minusinsk” and “Angara” styles? Do
the stylistic differences reflect different chronological positions of various groups? Or may-
be they are just various individual artistic styles from the same period? We have already pro-
posed that, in order to solve these questions, all the groups should be studied as a whole so
far, combined under the term “the earliest rock art of the Minusinsk Basin” (Miklashevich,
2015b, p. 67). So the petroglyphs of the new site in Oglakhty perfectly reflect this eclecticism
of the early phase. There are images of classical “Minusinsk” style (Fig. 2.-2; 3.-1, 2; 4.-4), there
are images with some features of “Angara” style (Fig. 2.-3; 5.-1 (elk, arkhars); 6.-2), and there
are images with no clearly definable features of either, but with features that in images from
other sites are combined with characteristic features of “Minusinsk” or “Angara” style. While
not denying the chronological differences within the earliest phase, we tend to think that some
stylistic features can be better explained not so much by chronology as by the individual style
of the ancient artists. Thus, using the site under consideration as an example, we may assume
that the wild horse on panel 18 and the confronted arkhars and antlered elk on panel 19 were
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executed by the same master (compare fig. 5 and fig. 6.-1, 2). Also, it seems to us that the same
(another) master executed the image of an elk on panel 17 and an aurochs on panel 22 (com-
pare fig. 6.-3 and fig. 6.-5). Their style differs markedly from that of the previous group, but
does this necessarily mean that they belong to different cultures? This is how the accumula-
tion of such observations and their analysis can, in our opinion, help us to advance questions
of the attribution of the oldest phase in the rock art of the Minusinsk Basin.

Conclusion

Thus, as a result of field investigations carried out in accordance with the seasonal water-lev-
el fluctuations in the upper reaches of the Krasnoyarsk reservoir on the Yenisei River, a new
rock art site has been discovered on the riverside cliffs in the Oglakhty mountains, which was
considered to have been well studied for its rock art; moreover, the rock art there was thought
to be lost due to flooding. In the process of investigating the new site, a methodology was de-
veloped for revealing and documenting petroglyphs on the slopes of riverside cliffs in the zone
of periodic flooding, which has also been successfully applied at other sites. The revealed im-
agery considerably replenished the source base for the study and analysis of the earliest phase
of rock art in the Minusinsk Basin, which is important as the data for its cultural and chron-
ological attribution are not yet sufficient.
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