
Slovenska zgodnjesrednjeveška arheologija med preteklostjo 
in sedanjostjo - pogled z "Zahoda" 

I rena M I R N I K P R E Z E L J 

Izvleček 

Članek obravnava nejasnosti koncepta zgodnjega srednjega 
veka, ki ob pr i s ta jan ju na " t i ran i jo his tor ičnega zapisa" in 
neupoš tevan ju subjekt ivnost i zgodovinskih ter a rheoloških 
virov, kroj i okvir slovenski arheološki klasifikaciji in inter-
pretaci j i . Zavezanos t s lovenske a rheologi je kul turno-his to-
rični paradigmi ga op rede l j u j e s kronološkimi in kul turno-
etničnimi š tudi jami , odmika od sodobnih teore tskih deba t , 
zgodnjes rednjevešk i arheologi j i pa, kot eni "his tor ičnih ar-
heologij" , nep res t ano p o u d a r j a t radic ionalno privilegiranost 
pisnih virov. 

Abstract 

T h e article discusses the vagueness of the concept of the 
"Ear ly Middle Ages" , which when sett l ing for the " tyranny 
of the historical r e co rd" and the d isregard of the subjectivi-
t y of historical and archaeological sources, moulds Slovene 
archaeological classif icat ions and in te rp re ta t ions . The com-
mitment of Slovene archaeology to the cul ture-his tory para-
digm codif ies the Early Medieval Ages with chronological 
and cu l tura l -e thn ic s tudies and devia tes f rom the on-going 
modern theore t ica l deba tes . F u r t h e r m o r e , the Early Medie-
val archaeology, as "historical a rchaeology" , incessantly em-
phasises t radi t ional privileges for the wri t ten record . 

If one reads a book claiming that lions are fierce 
and then encounters a fierce lion (I simplify, of course), 
the chances are that one will be encouraged to read 
more books by that same author, and believe them. 
But i f , in addition, the lion book instructs one how 
to deal with a fierce lion, and the instructions work 
perfectly, then not only will the author be greatly be-
lieved, he will also be impelled to try his hand at ot-
her kinds of written performance. There is a rather 
complex dialectic of reinforcement by which the ex-
periences of readers in reality are determined by what 
they have read, and this in turn influences writers to 

take up subjects defined in advance by readers' ex-
periences. A book on how to handle a fierce lion might 
then cause a series of books to be produced on such 
subjects as the fierceness of lions, the origins of fier-
ceness, and so forth. Similarly, as the focus of the 
text centers more narrowly on the subject - no longer 
lions but their fierceness - we might expect that the 
ways by which it is recommended that a lion's fierce-
ness be handled will actually increase its fierceness, 
force it to be fierce since that is what it is, and that is 
what in essence we know or can only know about it. 

Edward Said, Orientalism1 

1 Če človek prebere knjigo, v kateri piše, da so levi divji, in potem sreča divjega leva (poenostavljam, seveda), je zelo verjetno, 
da bo prebral še več knjig istega avtorja in jim verjel. Če pa knjiga o levih za povrh vsega še pouči človeka, kako ravnati z divjimi 
levi, in če se navodila obnesejo, potem ne le, da avtorju verjame, temveč je to za tega spodbuda, da se preskusi še v drugih zvrsteh 
pisanja. Obstaja razmeroma zapletena dialektika krepitve, s katero izkušnje bralcev v realnosti določa to, kar so brali, to pa po 
drugi strani vpliva na pisce, da se lotevajo tem, vnaprej določenih s pričakovanji bralcev. Knjiga o tem, kako ravnati z divjimi levi, 
lahko povzroči nastanek cele vrste knjig, ki bodo obravnavale, denimo, divjost levov, od kod divjost izvira in tako naprej. Podobno 
kot se pozornost teksta vse bolj ozko osredinja - nič več na leve, ampak na njihovo divjost - lahko pričakujemo, da bodo pripo-
ročila, kako ravnali z levovo divjostjo, dejansko povečevala njegovo divjost, ga silila v divjost, saj prav za to gre, to je tisto, kar v 
bistvu vemo in kar edino lahko vemo o tem. E. W. Said, Orientalism: Western Conceptions of the Orient, Ha rmondswor th : Pen-
guin Books (1995) 93 s; prva izd. 1978. Slovenski prevod: Lenca Bogovič, v: E. W. Said, Orientalizem: zahodnjaški pogled na 
Orient, L jub l j ana : 1SH Fakul te ta za podip lomski š tudi j (1996) 123. 



The past is a foreign country whose features are 
shaped by today's predilections, its strangeness do-
mesticated by our own preservation of its vestiges. 

David Lowenthal , 
The Past is a Foreign Country2 

Z a slovensko zgodn jes redn jeveško arheologi-
jo se zdi, da od takra t , ko ji je bil postavl jen kon-
ceptua ln i okvir (Kastel ic 1964 - 1965) in je dobi-
la prestižno vlogo "zadnjega arheološkega obdobja", 
ne po t r ebu je samoref leks i je . P reseneča me dej-
stvo, da ne kaže n ikakršnega zan iman ja do so-
dobnih tokov v arheologij i . Ne mikajo je novi me-
todološki pristopi, ki so se uveljavili odtlej, še manj 
teore tska vprašanja , celo tematizaci je problemov 
se ne loteva in se ne sprašuje o pr imernos t i raz-
iskovalnih s trategi j . Je vzrok, da nikjer na obzor-
ju ni videti ep is temološke skepse v o r todoksnem 
vz t ra jan ju pri koncepci j i t rad ic iona lne 3 a rheo lo-
gije? Je morda kriva prezapos lenos t s temel jni -
mi t ipološkimi, kronološkimi in "e tn ičn imi" štu-
di jami? Jo je v slepo ulico prignala zasvojenost z 
zgodovin(ar)skimi "dejs tvi"? Je krivda v razkla-
nem času "odha ja joč ih ideologij" , ki s o j o zazna-
movale? 

Kako razumeti zgodnjesrednjeveško 
arheologijo? 

Splošnega konsenza o tem, kaj na j bi zgodnje-
s rednjeveška arheologi ja bila, ne poznamo. Po-
imenovanje je odraz ku l tu rno pogo jene časovne 
in pros torske razdelitve preteklost i (Austin 1990, 
11) in je pogos to nac iona lno obarvano . V njem 
se zrcali jo zgodovina humanis t ičnih ved, razsež-
nosti d ružbenega in pol i t ičnega doga jan ja in ne 
nazadnje osebne okoliščine ter prepričanja avtorjev. 

V nemški arheološki praksi je zgodn jes redn je -
veška arheologi ja d o m e n a Fruhgeschichte (zgod-
nje zgodovine) , saj je Archaologie ( a rheologi ja ) 
namenjena samo klasični arheologiji (Harke 1995, 
47). Pod njenim okr i l jem sta Volkerwanderungs-

zeit (obdobje prese l jevanja l judstev) in Merowin-
gerzeit (merovinško obdob je ) novonastal ih "bar-
barsk ih" družbenih tvorb germanskih skupnost i . 
Spornejš i je n jen konec - oz i roma bolje rečeno 
p rehod - v mittelalterliche Archaologie ( s rednje-
veško arheologi jo) . Konec zgodnjes rednjeveške 
arheologi je se namreč v zahodnoevropskem pro-
s toru izteče z merovinško ali zgodnjekaro l inško 
dobo, na severu ji priključujejo še otonsko, na vzho-
du pa se prevesi šele z enajs t im ali dvanajs t im 
s to le t jem ( Jankuhn 1973, 9; Fehr ing 1991, 17 s). 
N e k d a n j a vzhodnonemška arheologi ja je bila za-
radi velikega števila slovanskih najdišč tesno po-
vezana s slovanskim Vzhodom, za to so bile raz-
iskave usmer j ene drugače kot na Z a h o d u . 

Nasp ro tno je umevan je na sk ra jnem zahodno-
evropskem robu: v Španiji . Tukaj r azumejo v ok-
viru klasičnega po jmovan ja zgodnjes rednjeveške 
arheologije starokrščansko in zahodnogotsko dobo, 
kronološko o m e j e n o med 400 in 700, in Al-An-
dalus (islamsko obdobje), razpeto med 700 in 1250. 
V z a d n j e m času j ima p r id ružu je jo še arheologi jo 
krščanskih kraljestev (1250 do 1500) in vsa tri ob-
dobja združujejo v srednjeveško arheologijo (Valor 
Piechot ta 1993, 105, 381 s). 

Tako kot španska (z zahodnogo t sko dobo) tu-
di neka te re druge nac iona lne arheologi je "skri-
va jo" zgodnji s rednj i vek pod etničnimi nalepka-
mi, za to se s r eču jemo z anglosaško, vikinško in 
(s taro)s lovansko arheologi jo . 

Bri tanska anglosaška arheologi ja je tradicio-
nalno umeščena med 400 in 1066 (Welch 1992, 
9). Včasih je p repoznavna kar pod Dark Ages ( te-
mačna stoletja) in razumljena kot žalostno obdobje 
po civilizaciji (Hodges 1989, 5). V zadn jem de-
set le t ju se izmika zrcalu, ki ji ga je "pod takn i lo" 
zgodovinopisje . Opušča namreč vlogo stezosled-
ke zgodovinarskih stopinj , odt isnjenih v interpre-
tacijah preteklosti. "Antietnično" razumevanje zgod-
njega s rednjega veka se npr . pokaže v pregledni 
knjižici Richarda Hodgesa, z željo po paradigmatski 
sp remembi , ubesedeno z odmikom od ... slikovi-
tih knjig o Vikingih ali študij o preseljevanju, z obrav-
navo podatkov kot eksplicitnih etničnih sledi, ki dajejo 

2 Preteklost je tuja dežela, katere poteze oblikujejo današnje pristranosti, nenavadnost pa je udomačena z našim ohranja-
njem njenih sledi. Slovenski prevod I.M.P., povzeto iz: D. Lowenthal, The Past is a Foreign Country, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press (1993) xvii; prva izd. 1985. 

3 Z oznako tradicionalna arheologija mislimo na kulturno-zgodovinski in opisni pristop do mater ialne preteklosti , uve-
ljavljen vse do šestdesetih let (ponekod absolutno prevladujoč še danes), ko je prišlo do živahnega "teoretskega gibanja", 
katerega sadova sta v anglosaksonskem in skandinavskem prostoru proeesualna (nova) in kot reakcija nanjo postprocesualna 
arheologija. Splošne opredeli tve na jdemo v: Willey, Sabloff 1980, 1993; Lamberg-Karlovsky 1989; Trigger 1989; Renfrew, 
Bahn 1991; Preucel, Hodder 1996, 3-20; Halsall 1997, 805-827. Debata med procesualno in postprocesualno arheologijo je 
razvidna predvsem v: Norwegian Archaeological Review 22, 1989; Preucel 1991; Yoffee, Sherratt 1993, osvetljena pa v: I fodder 
in sod. 1995. O teoretskih dogajanj ih različnih nacionalnih arheologij je največ mogoče spoznati v: Hodder 1991. 



meso etno-historičnemu skeletu ... (Hodges 1991, 
10). Da je tudi v zgodnjesrednjeveški arheologi j i 
čas za odpoved e tničnim s te reo t ipom, je dokaza-
la s kritično analizo štiristoletnih anglosaških študij 
in dvestole tne anglosaške arheologi je Saman tha 
Jane Lucy (1995). Novo pot pa prepričl j ivo na-
kazuje Sian Jones (1996, 1997) z izčrpno analizo 
etničnih konceptov v humanističnih vedah in s pred-
logi za d rugačno konceptual izaci jo . 

Skandinavcem je že od Engelhardta in Worsaae-
ja dal je zgodnjes rednjeveška arheologi ja vikin-
ška doba (Kl indt-Jensen 1975, 73), časovno ume-
ščena med 750 in 1050 (Roesdahl 1993, 319), ki 
je zaradi odsotnost i pisnih virov (z iz jemo run-
skih zapisov) obravnavana kot del prazgodovin-
ske arheologi je . 

Naslednja arheologija z etnično nalepko je (sta-
ro)slovanska, vpeta med šesto in ena j s to s tole t je 
(Gojda 1988, 1), v Rusiji pa vse do mongolskih 
vpadov sredi trinajstega stoletja (Leciejewicz 1993, 
78). V vseh nekdan j ih socialističnih državah do-
življa po odstiranju "železne zavese" korenite spre-
membe . Rusija ima tako poleg t radic ionalno poj-
movane slovanske arheologi je , ki se ukvar ja z et-
nogenezo Slovanov in nj ihovo razširitvijo, še ar-
heologijo krščanskih starin, pred leti še u radno 
nepr iznano poddiscipl ino, za raziskovanje osta-
lin ljudskegapravoslavja (Černecov 1996,15). Pod 
slovansko oznako je tudi s rednjeveška ruska ar-
heologija , zadolžena za arheološki zapis s rednje-
veške Rus od devetega do trinajstega stoletja, kakor 
tudi kasnejših odvisnih kneževin (pod mongolsko 
zasedbo od srede 13. s tolet ja) in moskovskega ob-
dobja (Makarov 1996, 21 s). 

Vsem naštet im arheologi jam je skupna perio-
dizacija, za ka tero Julia M. H. Smith upravičeno 
pravi, d a j e prekletstvo učenosti in prijateljica upravne 
ali bibliografske udobnosti. Takšna členitev arheologij 
je nastala zaradi zgodovinarskega razumevanja 
s rednjega veka kot por imskega obdobja in pov-
zroča težave tudi his tor ikom. Je mogoče govoriti 
o zgodnjesrednjeveški Irski pred enajst im ali dva-
najst im s to le t j em? In kdaj je ( z g o d n j e s r e d n j e -
veška Skandinavi ja (Smith 1997, 105 s)? Se ne 
konča zgodnji srednji vek vzhodnih slovanskih skup-
nosti s trinajstim stolet jem zaradi nemškega, fran-
coskega in br i tanskega pojmovanja , da šele ta-
krat dobi neka te re značilnosti s rednjeveške za-
hodne Evrope? 

In zgodovinopisje? 

The time will arrive, when this age may also be 
denominated, dark: and who knows, but they may 
say, we were credulous? 

Joseph Berington, 
History of the Lives of Abeillard and Eloisa4 

Kronološko je srednji vek, kakršnega prevze-
ma arheologija, zarisal že Francesco Petrarca (1304 -
1373), ko je s tolet ja med pet im in št ir inajst im oz-
načil za " t e m a č n a " in jih kot medium aevum ločil 
od ant ične dobe in svojega časa (Aylmer 1997, 
250 s; Smith 1997, 105). 1469. leta ga je utrdil 
papežev knjižničar Giovanni Andrea , v šestnaj-
stem in s edemna j s t em stolet ju pa so za njegovo 
inst i tucionalizaci jo poskrbel i Georg Horn , Chri-
stoph Cellarius (Keller) in Char les du Fresne Du 
Cange. S t r idelno razdeli tvijo človeške zgodovi-
ne na ant ično, s rednjeveško in novo dobo so se 
začeli, kot bi rekel Krzysztof Pomian, železni okovi 
periodizacije. Georg Horn je tako 1666. leta omejil 
medium aevum s 300 in 1500, a že Keller ju se je 
zdel pr imernejš i začetek z ustanovitvijo Konstan-
t inopla (330) in konec s turško osvojitvijo ome-
njenega mesta (1453. leta) . Kasneje se je večina 
zgodovinopiscev odločala za začetek z letom 476, 
ko je Romul Avgustul odposlal svoja cesarska zna-
menja na Vzhod in tako zaznamoval začetek pro-
padan ja zahodnor imskega cesarstva. Pri zaklju-
čevanju dobe so bili bolj izbirčni. Odločal i so se 
med Turki pred Bizancem (1453), Kolumbovim 
odkr i t j em Novega sveta (1492) ali i tali janskimi 
vojnami (1494). Srednj i vek, rojen iz t leče ideje 
o napredku s konca t r inajs tega s tolet ja in zoper-
stavl janja "starim " časom ter u t r jevanja "moder-
nosti" (renesanse), je postal neke vrste temačni tunel 
med dvema sijajnima obdobjema, katerih blišč se 
odraža v znanosti, umetnosti in književnosti (Le 
Goff 1993,13,27 s). Stisnjen med idealizirani podobi 
antike in renesanse s i j e prislužil slabšalni pomen 
že z Ghibertijevo členitvijo umetnosti na zlato dobo 
antike in barbarski srednji vek že pred letom 1450 
(Mal ina , Vaštcek 1990, 19; Llewellyn 1997, 834), 
razsvetl jenci osemnajs tega s tolet ja pa so ga sa-
mo še stopnjevali . Tako Montesquieu jev i (1689 -
1755) opisi v Considerations sur les causes de la 
grandeur des Romains et de leur decadence (Raz-

4 Prišel bo čas, ko bo morda tudi la doba imenovana temačna; in kdo ve, morda bodo rekli, da smo bili lahkoverni? Slo-
venski prevod I. M.P., iz J. Berington, The History of the Lives of Abeillard and Eloisa, Basel (1793) vol.1, li; tukaj povzeto iz: 
D. Lowenthal, The Past is a Foreign ..., 236, op. 303 in str. 417. 



mišl janja o vzrokih veličine in p ropada Rimlja-
nov) kot Gibbonovi (1737 - 1794) v The History 
of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (Zgo-
dovina zatona in propada rimskega cesarstva), na-
menjen i zadnj im s tole t jem rimskega cesarstva, so 
pr ipomogli , da je postal primitiven, privlačen ka-
kor črnska umetnost, toda zares barbarski predmet 
izkrivljene naslade vračanja h koreninam (Le Goff 
1993, 28). Prav poli t ična in gospodarska zgodo-
vina Edwarda Gibbona Zaton in propad (prvič izšla 
v šestih zvezkih med leti 1776 in 1788), opr ta na 
ideje škotskih razsvet l jencev (moral is ta A d a m a 
Fergusona in "oče ta" ekonomije A d a m a Smitha) , 
je s poglavji o Hunih in drugih "barbarskih" ljudstvih 
prinesla rešitev za pre j nerazložljivi p ropad "ci-
vil izacije" (Burke 1992, 4 s). Kl jub temu da Gib-
bonova naraci ja kaže, kako zanj zaton ni bil sino-
nim propada (Robe r t son 1997, 265), je n jegovo 
delo pr ipomoglo, kot meni Arna ldo Momigl iano, 
k začetku obsedenos t i . P ropad r imskega imperi-
ja je dobil vrednost arhetipa slehernega razkroja in 
torej simbola naših strahov (Momigliano 1989,217). 
Z njim je postal mogoč še danes t ra ja joči mit o 
temačnih stoletjih (Renf rew 1979, 484). Z o ž e n a 
perspekt iva je postala prepričl j iva, ker sta tako 
Gibbon kot pozne je ruski zgodovinar Rostovcev 
opazovala poznor imsko in tej p r e d h o d n o anto-
ninsko dobo kont ras tno . V prvi sta videla neza-
držen p ropad , v drugi zlato dobo. Gibbon je pri 
tem opazoval mora lno in in te lek tua lno p ropada-
nje, krivdo zanju pa pripisal ž ivl jenjskemu slogu, 
ki ni bil v skladu s krščanskim na rekom. Rostov-
cevu je bil vzrok p ropada brutalni to ta l i tar izem, 
pogojen z brezobzirnim izkoriščanjem antičnih suž-
njev. Njegov pogled, u temel jen z Marxovo vzroč-
nos t jo zgodovinskih s p r e m e m b zaradi napetos t i 
v ekonomskih in družbenih s t ruk turah , je v bolj 
sofisticirani obliki mogoče prepoznat i v delih da-
našnjih zgodovinar jev in a rheologov (Cameron 
1993b, 8; Collins 1991,92 s). Moderno verzijo zatona 
in p ropada s rečamo v teori j i ka tas t rof , ki z mo-
delom kolapsa sistemov išče razlago za p rehod iz 
antične družbe v zgodnjesrednjeveške "barbarske" 
d ružbene tvorbe ( R e n f r e w 1979, 482-485; Tain-
ter 1988, 4 s, 11). Prav vz t ra jno preučevanje Dark 
Ages je pr ispevalo k temu, da termin počasi izgi-
nja pod nevtralnim izrazom pozne antike: obdobja 
sprememb, vrenja, kreacij (Le Goff 1993,14). Zadnjih 
t r ideset let so namreč zgodovinarj i z uva jan jem 
novega te rmina Late Antiquity (an t iqu i te tardive 
et chre t i enne , pozna ant ika) premost i l i t radicio-

nalno delitev med koncem ant ične zgodovine (z 
dominatom) in dvema stopnjama srednjeveške zgo-
dovine - p rese l jevan jem ljudstev (vpadi "barba-
rov" v poznem če t r tem in pe t em stolet ju na po-
dročje r imskega imper i ja ) ter Dark Ages (obdob-
je med vpadi in vladavino Karla Velikega). Raz-
širili so ga še na bizantinske študije (Hea ther 1997, 
69). Kljub temu da se je pozna ant ika uveljavila 
kot zgodovinsko obdobje z lastno identiteto (Smith 
1997,107), splošnega konsenza o rabi te rmina ne 
poznamo. Tako na pr imer očita Edward James oz-
kost tistim zgodovinar jem, ki se še vedno drži jo 
diskurza temačnih stoletij, ker da prelamljajo kon-
vencijo (poud. I.M.P.) kont inen ta ln ih historikov 
o s redn jem veku med p r o p a d o m rimskega impe-
rija in r enesanso oz i roma re formaci jo . S tem, ko 
izvzemajo Dark Ages iz časa, us t reznega nezaved-
nemu občut ju nečesa, kar bi lahko imeli za "sred-
njeveški" življenjski slog, p r i s ta ja jo na dva nesmi-
sla. Prvi je v tem, da z vidika veden ja 5 ne more-
mo govoriti o temačnost i , saj sta npr . Gali ja in 
Bri tani ja med šestim in devet im s to le t jem mno-
go bolje poznani , kot v njuni celotni rimski dobi. 
Drugi nesmisel je apo teoza Lotovega tipa o de-
setem stoletju kot sterilnem obdobju, za katerega 
lahko rečemo, da bi bilo bolje, če ga sploh ne bi 
bilo. Ta ohran ja ta svojo moč samo zaradi idealizi-
ranja antike kot nečesa dobrega in poenostavlje-
nega pogleda na zgodnjesrednjeveške ljudi kot pri-
mitivne, nasilne in praznoverne ( James 1992, 5 s). 

Ne samo z Dark Ages, tudi sicer smo sredi ne-
popisne terminološke zmede. Tavamo v pravi goščavi 
pozne antike (ali poznorimskega cesarstva - Brown 
1993,1; Cameron 1993a, 1), bizantinskega obdobja 
(Whittow 1996,96-98), preseljevanja ljudstev (Gof-
far t 1989, 111-132)... Pojmi se pomensko in ča-
sovno prekr ivajo , večkrat so reg ionalno obarva-
ni, njihovi prvotni konceptualn i nastavki pa so s 
kasnejšimi nanosi zabrisani do nerazpoznavno-
sti. Že bežen pogled po nakl jučno izbrani litera-
turi nam pove več o njihovih avtorj ih kot termi-
nih samih. Tako se raziskovalci ant ične zgodovi-
ne počut i jo ugodno, kadar govori jo o če t r tem in 
pe tem stole t ju kot poznoant ični dobi, a so v te-
žavah, ko se odločajo, kdaj podeliti vstopnico pre-
seljujočim se ljudstvom (Gof fa r t 1980, 3-39). Me-
dievisti radi pišejo nekro loge antiki že s prvimi 
"barbar i " znotra j rimskega imperija, čeprav se ve-
č inoma odloča jo za zgodnji srednji vek z novo-
nastalimi "barbarskimi državami" (Cameron 1993b, 
43; McKit ter ick 1997, 162). Bizantinologi so pri 

5 Do prvotnega pomena Dark Ages je prišlo prav zaradi nevednosti oziroma nepoznavanja obdobja, ki je nastala zaradi 
pomanjkanja pisnih virov. 



določanju mej svojega raziskovalnega polja v pre-
cepu: na j bo začetek temeljni kamen Konstant i -
nopla? Justinijanova vlada? Sedmo stoletje? (Kazh-
dan. Cut ler 1982, 429-478). Z nakl jučnim vzor-
cem seveda ne mislim posploševati ali morda ce-
lo govoriti o " t ipičnost i" , saj se zavedam, da gre 
za izolirane, iz konteks tov iztrgane opredel i tve . 
Žel im le opozori t i , da je (zgodnji) s rednj i vek v 
zgodovinopisju spremenl j ivka in da je l inearno 
sp re j eman je v arheologi jo škodljivo. 

In kakšen je naključni vzorec oblikovanja 
predstave o pozni antiki in/ali (zgodnjem) 

srednjem veku? 

Edward James se v svoji knjigi o Frankih odlo-
či za splošno spre je to zgodovinarsko opredel i tev 
pozne ant ike med pe to in sedmo stolet je ( James 
1991, 10). Averilu C a m e r o n u je v knjigi Pozno-
rimski imperij od 284 do 430 pozna antika obdob-
je med koncem čet r tega s tolet ja in arabskimi os-
vajanj i v sedmem stolet ju (Cameron 1993a, 1), v 
drugi, z naslovom Sredozemski svet v pozni antiki 
od 395 do 600, pa se opredel i za zgodnji srednji 
vek v navezi z oblikovanjem barbarskih kraljestev, 
a os ta ja v Sredozemlju zvest antiki še ob izteka-
jočem se šestem stolet ju, pri čemer se opira tudi 
na arheološko dokazlj ivo kont inui te to (Cameron 
1993 b, 43). Randsborgov arheološki esej o pr-
vem tisočletju v Evropi in Sredozemlju se med 
200 in 400 giblje po poznor imskem in poznoce-
sarskem obdobju , doga jan je med 400 in 600 pa 
prepušča pozni antiki in začetkom germanskih "dr-
žav" (Randsborg 1991, 8) in tako an t ičar jem ter 
medievistom trga iz rok razliko med pozno anti-
ko in zgodnj im srednj im vekom. 

Nasp ro tno nas Roger Collins že z naslovi svo-
jih knjig Zgodnjesrednjeveška Španija: enotnost v 
različnosti, 400do 1000 in Zgodnjesrednjeveška Evro-
pa, 300 do 1000 opozor i , da bo na strani srednje-
ga veka (Coll ins 1983, 1991). Tudi Cameron nas, 
opredel i tvam navkljub, povabi k večji geografski 
in kronološki širini (Cameron 1993b, 8), pri če-
mer misli na opuščan je poznoant ičnih in zgod-
njesrednjeveških periodizacijskih spon. Še dlje gre 
Jacques Le Gof f , ta večni in neustavljivi borec za 
drugačen srednji vek, ko nas v Srednjeveškem ima-

ginariju popel je v srednj i vek od t re t jega do de-
vetnajstega stoletja. Vajen konvencij in t rdno uko-
reninjenih razlikovanj nam "šok" omili s stopnjami. 
Pozno ant iko razpne med t re t je in dese to stolet-
je, a nam hkrat i dopušča samoizbiro z zgodnje-
srednjeveškim osmim, devet im in deset im stolet-
jem. Prav zaradi tega popuščan ja še sam ne za-
dosti napovedanemu, ko kasneje umest i zgodnji 
srednji vek med pe to in ena j s to s tolet je , pri uve-
ljavljanju zahodnoevropskega krščanstva pa se ustavi 
ob p rehodnem obdobju če t r tega s tolet ja , imeno-
vanem pozna antika (Spatantike) ali zgodnji srednji 
vek (Frii c hm it tela Iter) - (Le Goff 1993,16, 37,261). 
In doda še: ... zgodnji srednji vek od četrtega do 
devetega stoletja, hkrati pozna antika in začetek fev-
dalnega sistema, osrednji srednji vek od desetega 
do štirinajstega stoletja, čas velikega vzleta, pri če-
mer moramo zgostiti srednji vek v pravem pomenu 
besede, če želimo obdržati zoženo definicijo, visoki 
srednji vek ali čas kriz, ki pokriva razdobje med 
štirinajstim in šestnajstim stoletjem. In v čem tiči 
vzrok Le Gof fove odločitve za dolgotra jni sred-
nji vek? V tem, da takšen srednj i vek razjeda nas-
protje med dvema enako izkrivljenima slikama zo-
ženega srednjeveštva: črne slike, ki ga poistoveča s 
temačno dobo, in pozlačene slike, ki ga prikazuje 
kot idilično razdobje religioznega verovanja... (prav 
tam, 31). 

Je "podal jšava" srednjega veka nakl jučna? Ne. 
Začela se je v krogu Annates. Na jp re j v historio-
grafiji , za tem tudi v arheologij i . La nouvelle hi-
stoire z novo paradigmo, katere preučevanje temelji 
na vprašanju, kako funkcionira neki sistem oz. ka-
ko skozi množice časovnih, prostorskih, človeških, 
socialnih, kulturnih in dogodkovnih dimenzij funk-
cionira cela kolektiviteta (Lu tha r 1993a, 148), je 
namreč ob narašča jočem zan imanju za vprašanja 
posel i tvenega razvoja začuti la po t rebo po ukini-
tvi t radic ionalne periodizaci je , ki je ločevala an-
tiko in srednji vek (Francovich 1993, 51). 

Koncepta pozne antike in zgodnjega s rednje-
ga veka sta se spreminja la (se sp remin ja ta ) tako, 
da se nekater i arheologi (in zgodovinarj i ) tega 
niso zavedali (ne zavedajo) . O njiju ne smemo 
razmišljati kot o statičnih idejah preteklost i (in 
sedanjost i ) . Že bežen pregled n junega spremen-
ljivega kronološkega omejevan ja nam pokaže, da 
sta nujni genealogi ja in a rheologi ja 6 obeh kon-

6 Nietzsehejevi in Foucaultovi projekti genealogije zahtevajo razkrivanje razlike, prekinitve, raznovrstnosti tistega, kar 
je bilo pojmovano kot enotno in neprekinjeno (prim. Hodder in sod. 1995, 9, 237). Nietzschejev vpliv v arheologiji prim. 
Bapty 1990; Foueaultov vpliv prim. Miller, Tilley 1984; Tilley 1990. Genealogija se ukvarja z nastajanjem konceptov (pojmov) 
v zgodovinskem okviru, arheologija pa jo razširja s tem, da preučuje pravila oblikovanja različnih diskurzov, ki se odvijajo v 
posameznem historičnem obdobju (Tilley 1990). 



ceptov. Pred nedavnim je Shaun Hides v Genea-
logiji materialne kulture in kulturne identitete poudaril, 
da koncepti in načini analize, prek katerih inter-
pretiramo preteklost, niso nevtralna, abstraktna orodja, 
temveč kulturni produkti (Hides 1996, 42). Poleg 
n jega sta to za koncep t a rheološke kul ture doka-
zali tudi Margar i t a Diaz -Andreu v razpravi Kon-
struiranje identitet prek kulture in Sian Jones v raz-
pravi Diskurzi identitete v interpretaciji preteklosti 
(Dfaz -Andreu 1996; Jones 1996). Ž e p red tem se 
je - s foucaultovsko interpretativno analitiko (Dreyfus, 
Rabinow 1982, xxii) - lotil koncep ta "neol i t ika" 
Jul ian T h o m a s (1993), ko je sprejel izziv Chri-
s tophe r j a Tilleyja o uva jan ju "arheologije arheo-
logije" (prav tam, 357) in o ponovnem pisanju zgo-
dovine arheologije (Tilley 1990, 292). Ugotovil je, 
da zgodovina koncepta ne pomeni postopnega ra-
finiranja (kot je uvel javl jeno v praksi zgodovino-
pisja arheologije, op. I.M.P.), ampak razpršitev, ne-
razumevanje, propadanje besed, ki bi ustrezno spo-
ročale pomen ( T h o m a s 1993, 358). V s tope tde -
se t le tn i uporab i k o n c e p t a zgodn jega s r edn jega 
veka v a rheologi j i - če v z a m e m o kot izhodišče 
dela T h o m a s a B a t e m a n a in H j a l m a r j a S to lpe ja 
( H o d g e s 1991, 1 s) - in pe t s to le tn i rabi v zgodo-
vinopisju je za boljše razumevanje po t r ebna ana-
liza, sk ladna s Foucau l tov imi epistemes1 (Fou-
cault 1972). N u j n a je tudi anal iza koncep ta poz-
ne an t ike . 

In kako je razumljen zgodnji srednji vek 
v slovenski arheologiji? 

V Enciklopediji Slovenije je pod geslom arheo-
logija veda razde l jena na tri metodološke enote: 
prazgodovinsko, r imsko provincialno in zgodnje-
srednjeveško arheologijo. Rimska provincialna ar-
heologija je kronološko ome jena z Avgustovo os-
vojitvijo slovenskega prostora v drugi polovici prvega 
s tole t ja pr. n. št. na eni in s šestim s to le t jem na 
drugi s trani , zgodnjes redn jeveška (posebe j sta-
roslovanska) pa s šestim in enajstim stoletjem (En-
ciklopedi ja 1987, 100). Že v razdelku, namen je -

nemu zgodnjesrednjeveški arheologi j i , je napo-
vedani ostri rez prestopljen, saj je poudar jena dvoj-
nost zgodnjesrednjeveškega gradiva, arheološke najd-
be pa umeščene v kulturni in časovni okvir v ob-
dobju preseljevanja ljudstev ... in ... staroslovan-
sko obdobje (prav tam, 104). Prese l jevanje ljud-
stev dobi kasneje svoje las tno geslo, v ka te rem je 
ubesedeno kot obdobje vdiranja barbarskih ljud-
stev prek utrjenih mej rimskega, perzijskega in ki-
tajskega imperija ter ustanavljanja številnih kraljestev 
v osvojenih deželah (Encik lopedi ja 1995, 300), s 
h is tor iografskega vidika pa in te rp re t i r ano tradi-
cionalno: z zače tkom hunskih vpadov, os redoto-
čenos t jo na germanska l judstva in zakl jučkom s 
slovansko naselitvijo. Ugotovi tev, d a j e ... v no-
vejšem času zgodnjesrednjeveška arheologija pos-
vetila posebno pozornost razlikovanju najdišč na 
prehodu med pozno antiko in dobo preseljevanja 
ljudstev (poud. I.M.P.) - (Enciklopedija 1987,105), 
nas spravlja v zadrego, ki se še poglobi, ko sku-
šamo poiskati odgovor v geslu, namenjenemu poz-
noant ični dobi. Ta je de f in i rana kot obdobje od 
vladavine cesarja Dioklecijana (284-300) in Kon-
stantina Velikega (324-337) do zatona antike na 
Slovenskem okrog leta 600. Razumevan je pozne 
ant ike kot obdobja , ki se je v zgodovini uveljavilo 
ob gr(škem) in rim(skem) obdobju kot samostojni 
del antike, in stališče, da se zaključuje s prihodom 
Slovanov, kar se ujema s spremembo naselitvene-
ga stanja in razločno kaže v izkopani materialni 
kulturi, je mogoče pripisati dejstvu, da se je pre-
sel jevanje ljudstev "prese l i lo" iz zgodnjes redn je -
veške d o m e n e v ant iko, z določitvijo poznoant ič-
ne dobe kot oznake, (ki) se uporablja predvsem 
na območju nekdanjega zahodnorimskega imperi-
ja z zgodnjekrščanskim obdobjem in časom prese-
ljevanja ljudstev (Enc ik lopedi ja 1995, 208 s). 

Konceptua ln i okvir je dobi la slovenska zgod-
n jes rednjeveška arheologi ja pred neka j več kot 
t r ideset imi leti. Dal ji ga je tedanj i ravnatel j Na-
rodnega muzeja v Ljubl jani - Jože Kastelic. Od 
kod do kod naj bi se kronološko in p rob lemsko 
raztezala, je pokazal v razširjenem referatu z na-
slovom Nekaj problemov zgodnjesrednjeveške ar-

7 Foucaull opredel ju je episleme takole: By episteme, we mean ... the total set of relations that unite, at a given period, the 
discursive practices that give rise to epistemological figures, sciences, and possibly formalized systems. ... The episteme is not a 
form of knowledge (connaissance) or type of rationality which, crossing the boundaries of the most varied sciences, manifests the 
sovereign unity of a subject, a spirit, or a period; it is the totality of relations that can be discovered, for a given period, between 
the sciences when one analyses them at the level of discursive regularities (Foucault 1972, 191). Kot episteme razumemo. . . ce-
loten niz odnosov, ki v določenem obdobju združujejo diskurzivne prakse, katere povzročajo epistemološkc vzorce, veščine 
in morda določno oblikovane sisteme.. . Episteme ni oblika znanja (connaissance) ali vrsta razumnosti , ki bi, s prekoračitvijo 
meja najrazličnejših ved, dokazovala enotnost subjekta, duha ali dobe; je totali teta odnosov, ki jih lahko odkri jemo v dolo-
čenem obdobju med znanostmi, če jih analiziramo na ravni diskurzivnih zakonitosti . Slovenski prevod I.M.P.. 



heologije v Sloveniji (Kastelic 1964-1965). Na vpra-
šanje, kako časovno omejiti arheološki zgodnji sred-
nji vek, je odgovori l takole: Konec Justinijanove 
vlade (565) in začetek saške dinastije (919) bi mo-
gla biti s historičnega vidika pomembna mejna da-
tuma. Toda hkrat i je opozori l na nejasnost i v sin-
hronizaciji historčnih pojavov na zahodnem robu 
slovenskega sveta in se odločil, d a j e zaradi števil-
nih nekropol dese tega s tolet ja to še eminentno 
"arheološko" ter bi bil za to pr imernejš i zaključek 
dobe nas top salijske dinast i je (1024). Upraviče-
nost po vključitvi ena js tega s tolet ja mu je poleg 
nekropol pot r jevala še sočasna dominan tnos t bi-
je lobrdske kul ture v sosednji Panonski Hrvaški. 
Z a zgodnjes redn jeveško je tako prepoznaval sa-
mo slovansko obdobje , a se takoj zavzel, da mo-
ra časovna evidenca pojavov segati preko obeh mejnih 
datumov: "Justinijan 565"in "pacta conventa 1102" 
v epoho pozne an t ike in v visoki srednji vek (prav 
tam, 110 s). Da njegovega razumevanja niso de-
lili vsi domači arheologi , je mogoče razbrat i že iz 
p re imenovan ja Arheološkega znans tvenega do-
kumentac i j skega cen t ra pri N a r o d n e m muzeju v 
Cen te r za zgodnjes rednjeveške in (poud. I.M.P.) 
staroslovanske študije leta 1965 (prim. Stare 1993). 
Kako neenotno je bilo razumevanje zgodnjega sred-
njega veka, je oči tno tudi iz delovnih nalog dveh 
zveznih institucij izven republike. Tako je Meda-
kademski odbor za p roučevanje mater ia lne kul-
ture Jugoslavije pri Svetu akademi j SFRJ dode-
lil zgodnjesrednjeveški sekciji Slovenske akade-
mije v Ljubl jani posebno temo Materialna kultu-
ra Slovanov, drugi raziskovalni program zgodnjega 
s rednjega veka pa Cen t ru za balkanološka prou-
čevanja v Sarajevu. V s lednjem so se arheologi 
osredotočili na Raziskovanje Ilirov v prazgodovinski 
dobi, vendar so bili zaradi kontinuitete ilirskega 
elementa v slovansko epoho ... izhodiščna baza za 
vprašanje etnogeneze jugoslovanskih narodov. Ta-
ko so se poleg raziskovanja ant ike usmerili tudi v 
študij fenomenov zgodnjega srednjega veka na Bal-
kanu in imeli v načr tu kot osnovo teh študij tipo-
loško karto slovanskih oziroma zgodnjesrednjeveških 
kultur (Kastelic 1964-1965, 119). 

Deset let po Kastelčevi smeri razvoja zgodnje-
srednjeveške arheologije je izšla knjiga Arheološka 
najdišča Slovenije, u re jena na Inšt i tutu za a rheo-
logijo SAZU. Poleg topografske kar te in leksi-
kona z neka j man j kot 3200 arheološkimi najdiš-
či od paleoli t ika do s rednjega veka prinaša tudi 
s intezo Jaroslava Šašla o kasnoantičnem in zgod-
njesrednjeveškem obdobju v Vzhodnih Alpah. Že 
na začetku nas pisec opozor i , da sta obe obdobji 
heterogeni in predvsem dokaj ostro ločeni, a tudi, 
da seje arheološko proučevanje tega dokaj temne-

ga obdobja začelo v tem stoletju in šele danes me-
todično dozoreva in le počasi pričenja dajati prve 
zrele sadove (Šašel 1975, 68). Poznoantičnih najdb 
- to je najdb iz 5. in 6. stoletja - je na vzhodnoalp-
skem prostoru mnogo ... gotske ostaline so razme-
roma redke ... nerazumljivo je, da so arheologi ... 
našli izredno malo za Langobarde karakterističnih 
izkopanin ... slovanski elementi tvarne kulture se 
pojavljajo šele od pričetkov 9. stoletja (morda že s 
konca 8.), so dokaj enotni, zanje se je uveljavil v 
stroki izraz ketlaška kultura ... bijelobrdska kultu-
ra, ki je opredeljena v 10. - 12. stoletje ... (prav 
tam, 69-72), so drobci, ki nam ob izčrpnem zgo-
dovinskem prikazu odkr ivajo ne jasno arheološ-
ko podobo . 

Štiri leta po Arheoloških najdiščih je izšla Zgo-
dovina Slovencev, obsežna sinteza več avtorjev, v 
kater i so bila Arheološka obdobja v Sloveniji zau-
pana Petru Petruju. O viharni polemiki (prim. Arh. 
vest. 30, 1979, 527-547 in Arh . vest. 31, 1981, 631-
652), ki jo je sprožilo besedi lo o arheologi j i od 
starejše kamene dobe do obdobja selitve ljudstev, 
na tem mestu ne bom razpravl jala , opozori la bi 
le, da sta pozni antiki in presel jevanju l judstev 
namen jen i ločeni poglavji. Prvo (pozna ant ika) 
se ukvarja z obdob jem med 4. in 6. s to le t jem (od 
Dioklecijanove razdelitve rimskega imperija do na-
selitve Slovanov), d rugemu je namenjen čas od po-
hoda Hunov v Evropo v dr(ugi) pol(ovici) 4. st(oletja) 
do slovanskih prišlekov, (ki) so postali politični gos-
podarji dežele po l(etu) 568 (Zgodovina Sloven-
cev 1979, 80, 88, 91). Časovno se obdobj i to re j 
p o p o l n o m a p rek r iva t a ; v prvem je po zgodo-
vin(ar)sko razuml jenem doga jan ju med 4. in 6. 
stoletjem poudarek na skici poznorimske obrambe 
današn jega slovenskega pros tora , podpr t i z ar-
heološkim gradivom, v d rugem pa po kratki zgo-
dovini germanskega presel jevanja teče delitev ar-
heološke evidence na tisto, ki po Petrujevem mnenju 
oh ran ja antično izročilo, in ono, iz ka te re je mo-
goče ugotavljati značilnosti preseljujočih se priš-
lekov (prav tam, 80-93). O razumevan ju "s lovan-
skega" a rheo loškega zapisa besedi lo ne sprego-
vori. Beseda je s prihodom Slovanov p repušče-
na zgodovinar ju Bogu G r a f e n a u e r j u in historio-
grafskemu razumevanju zgodnjega srednjega veka. 
Razdel i tev na pr ihod Slovanov in nasel i tev, Sa-
movo "državo" in "državo" karantanskih Sloven-
cev, združi tev Slovencev in ž ivl jenje pod Franki 
do zače tka 9. s to le t ja , konec samos to jnos t i slo-
venskih kneževin in uvel javl janje f r ankovskega 
fevda lnega reda je p o p o l n o m a zgodovin(ar )ska . 
V n je j dobi a rheo log i ja s amo vlogo i lus t ra torke 
(prav tam, 110-173; pr im, tudi Nabe rgo j 1995, 
81-83). 



O objektivnosti in subjektivnosti zgodovinskih 
in arheoloških virov 

V historični8 arheologiji je tiranija zgodovinskega 
zapisa (Champion 1990, 91) s amoumevna še da-
nes. Ugovori o tem, da arheologi ja ni n ikakršna 
"dekla zgodovine" (Noel H u m e 1964), so sicer 
pogost i in se vrst i jo že od 19. s tole t ja , ko si je 
veda izborila znanstveno samostojnost (Levine 1986, 
29), vendar se zdi, da ne redči jo p re t i r ano vrst 
tistih arheologov, ki še deli jo (zavedno ali neza-
vedno) p repr ičan je z Lesl i jem Alcockom o tem, 
kako da m o r a j o razumeti svojo odvisnost od zgo-
dovinarjev (Alcock 1983, 57). Ambic i ja po ome-
jitvah discipl inarnega polja , p reže ta s s t rahom, 
da arheologija ne bi (p)ostala le nekakšna pomožna 
pri t ikl ina zgodovine, je bila živa tudi na Sloven-
skem (Korošec 1950, proti Grafenauer 1951,1960). 
Konvenciona lna meja , pos tavl jena med vedama 
še zlasti po tem, ko je nova arheologi ja izrinila v 
pozabo kul turno-h is tor ično parad igmo, ni nikoli 
oslabila arheološkega čreda "zgodovinskih obdobij" 
o historični dokumentac i j i kot pričevalki par ex-
cellence. N jena dominan tnos t nad arheološkimi 
viri je bila dolgo obravnavana kot danos t , o ka-
teri se ne pomišl ja , kaj šele razpravl ja . Zaveza-
nost dokumentarni zgodovini je še vedno tako moč-
na, da velja tako rekoč za klasično ugotovitev Marka 
Leone ja in Parker ja Po t te r ja , ki pravi, da sta ... 
arheološki zapis in dokumentarni zapis obravna-
vana kot da sta povezana, odvisna drug od druge-
ga (Leone , Pot ter 1988, 12). Z a t o ni čudno, da se 
s pisnimi viri obdanih arheologov loteva "kult av-
toritete" (McKee in sod. 1992, 161). Mal ikovanje 
pisnih virov se je na p r imer začelo rahl ja t i v an-
gleški historični arheologi j i šele v zadn jem deset-
let ju, ko so se pojavili glasovi o škodljivosti avto-
r i ta rne vloge zgodovinopisja , omogočene prav s 
podporo iz arheoloških vrst (Austin 1990; Austin, 
T h o m a s 1990; Champion 1990). Nasp ro tno pa se 
tudi danes le redki zgodovinopisci zavedajo te-
ga, kar je Marc Bloch zapisal pred več kot pol 
s to le t ja : naj pri ... zgodovinskem opazovanju ... 
ne spregledajo ... velikanske in skoraj celotne množice 

nezapisanih ...pričevanj, še zlasti a rheoloških . In 
še: Ce najbolj znanim teoretikom naše (zgodovi-
nopisne, op. I.M.P.) metode ne bi bilo tako prese-
netljivo in vzvišeno malo mar za arheološke prije-
me ... nas zagotovo ne bi tako zlahka zavrgli v na 
veke nesamostojno opazovanje (Bloch 1996, 76). 
Mnogi so tudi dandanes prepr ičani , d a j e a rheo-
logija lahko le pomožna veda zgodovine, a rheo-
loški podatk i pa zan je igrajo vlogo ilustratorjev, 
potrjevalcev in mašil (Halsall 1997, 818 s; prim, 
tudi Renfrew 1979,257, cit. v Moreland 1992,113). 
Tako ni čudno, d a j e neka te r im spontana pripom-
ba v besedilu Plinija starejšega dragocenejša priča 
kot stotine strani arheoloških poročil (Rowland 1992, 
152). Da pa se a rheološka lopata ne spremeni iz 
instrumentum mutum (za kar jo imajo zgodovi-
narji) v instrumentum vocale (More land 1992,113, 
126), smo krivi arheologi kar sami. 

Kakor koli že, ob tako zakoren in jen i pokor-
nosti pisnim virom se je his tor ičnim a rheo logom 
pripet i lo, da so začeli zelo pozno razmišljat i o hi-
storiografom že dolgo sprejetem prepričanju o sub-
jektivnosti 9 pisnih virov. Ker pisni viri niso ne ob-
jektivni in tudi ne neideološki, jih ne moremo imeti 
za glasnike absolutnih resnic o družbeni p re te -
klosti. Lahko so le nosilci delnih, f r agmen ta rn ih 
informaci j o preteklost i , odvisnih ne le od stop-
nje nj ihove ohran jenos t i , temveč tudi od družbe-
nih vlog njihovih ustvarjalcev. Pogosto so tenden-
ciozni in egal i tarni , saj so jih ustvarjal i pisci pod 
vplivom političnih in cerkvenih gospodarjev (Austin 
1990; Champion 1990; Hedeager 1993; Yorke 1993). 
Se več - F. R. Ankersmi t meni , da je prav prese-
netljivo, kako so po jem subjektivno v zgodovino-
pisju izključujoče povezali z etičnimi in politični-
mi v redno tami . Razlogov za subjektivnost je po 
njegovem mnen ju več. Takole pravi: Estetske pre-
ference, stilistične navade, pomanjkanje imagina-
cije ali simpatije do določene teme ali le gola ne-
kompetenca lahko prav tako vplivajo na subjektiv-
nost avtorjeve historiografije (Ankersmit 1983, 235). 

Nezauplj ivost do pisnih virov je napel ja la ne-
ka te re a rheologe k mišl jenju, d a j e mogoče naj t i 
objekt ivnost v arheoloških virih. V nj ihovo "neo-

s Historična arheologija je tukaj razumljena v pomenu arheoloških zvrsti, ki se ukvarjajo s ka tero koli preteklo družbo, 
za katero so na voljo pisni viri. O različnih razumevanjih prim. Little 1992, 1 s; Orser , Fagan 1995, 4-22; Orser 1996, 26-28. 
Proti pojmovanju historične arheologije kot arheologije Novega sveta prim. Halsall 1997, 806, op. 4. 

'' Zgodovinarj i so se že v devetnajstem stoletju pogosto spraševali, ali je zgodovina lahko objektivna. Če je Leopold von 
Ranke še verjel, da lahko z dosledno rabo primarnih virov spoznamo preteklost wie es eigentlich gewesen war (kakršna je res 
bila), je že Marx trdil, da takšne metode razkrivajo samo lupino, s čemer je mislil na meščanski pogled na družbo (cit. v: Luthar 
1997, 56). Mitu o objektivnosti historične predstavitve (kot bi rekel Luthar 1993b, 30) je resno spodkopal temelje že nemški 
filozof Wilhelm Dilthey (1833-1911), ki je, kot pravi Luthar (1997, 56), opozoril na to, da je zgodovinar neločljiv del lastnih 
preučevanj in kot tak neizogibno in usodno vpliva na oblikovanje svojega preučevanja. Več o tem prim. Luthar 1993 b, 44-50. 
A tudi v zgodovinopisju je bilo za splošno razširjenost prepr ičanja o subjektivnosti pot rebno še čakati . 



bremenjenost" je tako na primer verjel Henry Glas-
sie (Glassie 1972,29; prim, kritiko v Wheeler Stone 
1993, 69). S p r i segan jem na objektivnost a rheo-
loškega zapisa, a odločnim zavzemanjem za manjšo 
vlogo zgodovinopisja pri arheoloških in te rpre ta -
cijah in sumničavost jo do pisnih virov se sreča-
mo pri Patricii Rube r tone (1989, 32,38 s). Njene-
mu pristopu je lasten strah pred emskim,10 kot ime-
nu je jo Mary C. Beaudry in n jena sodelavca od-
mik od subjektivnosti (Beaudry in sod. 1991, 161), 
velja pa za preži tek pozitivizma. Da so arheološ-
ki viri man j ob remen jen i , tore j objektivnejši od 
pisnih, ki so lahko tudi n a m e n o m a izkrivljeni za-
radi piščevih političnih, ekonomskih in morda celo 
osebnih prepr ičanj , meni tudi Kathleen Deagan 
(1991, 103-105). Vendar pa takšna, samo v pisne 
vire u smer j ena izkl jučujočnost , ki se izmika kri-
tičnemu pristopu do subjektivnih predstavitev pre-
teklosti ( in teresne , p re fe renčne , ideološke, poli-
t ične . . . ) , ne rešuje ničesar. Arheologi ja in zgo-
dovinopisje sta samo zamenja la vlogi; avro ple-
menitost i dobi jo po tem prepr ičan ju arheološki 
viri. Iz njih na j bi lahko črpali objektivno prete-
klost, "kakršna je res bila" (More land 1992,144).11 

Drugačno reakci jo na klasično prevlado pisnih 
virov zas ledimo v a rgument i r an ju , da je pot reb-
no obravnavati pisne in arheološke vire kot neod-
visne in popo lnoma ločene ent i te te (Carmack , 
Weeks 1981; Leone , Pot ter , Shackel 1987).12 Ar-
heologi jih sicer lahko k o m p l e m e n t a r n o preple-
ta jo pri analizah družbenih in ekonomskih pro-
cesov ali pa pri p reučevanju skupinskih ident i te t 
in družbenih položajev. Zlasti pri s lednjih veli-
kokrat p le te jo opisno mrežo s pisnimi viri in si z 
njimi skušajo pojasniti nejasnosti in celo nasprot ja 
v arheoloških virih, le redko pa jih imajo za re-
snične dopolnjevalce (prim. Jones, v tisku). Tako 
Stanley South s trditvijo, da omogoča historična 
arheologi ja iz jemen potencial kont ro l i ran ja ar-

heoloških spremenlj ivk v pr imer javi s his tor ično 
dokumentacijo (South 1988, 38 s), kot Mark Leone 
in Parker Potter (Leone, Potter 1988,12-14) z obrav-
navo historičnih in arheoloških zapisov kot raz-
ličnih, za medsebojno tes t i ranje koristnih enti tet , 
sicer zagovar ja jo samosto jnos t obojih in ju ana-
litsko in epis temološko ločujejo , z a n e m a r j a j o pa 
njihovo subjektivno naravo (Beaudry in sod. 1991, 
178 s, op. 16). Zan j e je arheološki zapis objektiv-
nejši od historičnega, pris taše pa s rečamo tudi še 
v devetdese t ih letih (Dever 1993, 24, cit. v Fin-
kelstein 1997, 223; Dever 1997, 307). 

Da bi začeli historični arheologi razmišljat i o 
subjektivnosti13 a rheoloških virov, je bilo pot reb-
no še počakati . V arheološko prakso prodira s po-
časnimi koraki šele v zadn jem času (Beaudry in 
sod. 1991; Hali 1994; Litt le 1992). Zgled subjek-
tivnosti arheoloških in zgodovinskih virov je mo-
goče naj t i v analizi južnoaf r i ške d ružbene kon-
strukcije Martina Halla. V svoji tekstni analizi obeh 
zvrsti virov pravi, oprt na poststrukturalist ično se-
miotiko: Z opazovanjem preteklosti kot vira kom-
pleksnih tekstov, prepletenih v diskurz, se lahko izog-
nemo privilegiranju pisnih dokumentov nad arheo-
loškim zapisom ali artefaktnih skupkov nad poto-
pisi, zapuščinskimi razpravami in slikami (Hali 1994, 
168). Še dlje gre Barbara Little, ko trdi, d a j e ma-
terialna kultura strukturirana drugače kot tekst. Ver-
je tnos t v podobnos t i med nj ima pa vseeno izpo-
stavi z nejasnostjo njunih pomenov. Tako v tvar-
nih virih, kakor v pisnih, pomen ni ne fiksiran in 
ne univerzalen. Interpretacija je odvisna od druž-
benega konteksta in situacije, ne samo avtorja, ampak 
tudi bralca in poslušalca (Litt le 1992, 218 s). Če 
se zavedamo subjektivnosti in nejasnosti obeh zvrsti 
virov in vanje usmer imo kri t ično analizo, lahko 
npr. v dokument ih d ružbene elite odkr i j emo tu-
di doslej prezr te d ružbene skupine (Beaudry in 
sod. 1991; Hali 1994; prim. Jones , v t isku). 

10 Emsko in etsko sta termina, ki ju je ameriška antropologija prevzela v šestdesetih in sedemdesetih letih iz slovnične 
teorije jezikoslovca Kennetha L. Pikea, znane pod imenom tagmemika [L. Pike, Language in Relation to a Unified Theory of 
the Structure of Human Behavior I (1954), II (1955) in III (I960)], razvite v želji po teoretskem pristopu, ki bi vključeval jezik 
in kulturo. Emsko in etsko ( izpeljano iz fonemsko in fonetsko) označuje nasprotujoča si podatkovna nivoja ali analitski me-
todi. Emski model razlaga ideologijo ali obnašanje članov posamične kulture glede na njihovo lastno definiranje , etski pa je 
osnovan na določilih izven nje. Poglobljeno v: M. Ivič, 1'ravci u lingvistici, Ljubljana: Državna založba Slovenije (1983) 141-
144; peta izdaja; A. Barnard, Emic and Etic, v: A. Barnard in J. Spencer (ur.), Encyclopedia of Social and Cultural Anthro-

pology, London, New York: Routledge (1997) 180-183; prva izd. 1996. 
11 Moreland navaja tudi primera iz anglosaške arheologije (Arnold, Hodges), ko sla pisca presodila, da je bolje ignori-

rati zgodovinski zapis in konstruirati preteklost samo iz arheoloških podatkov (prav tam). 
12 Baruch Halpern govori celo o dveh različnih "kul turah" (prim. Halpern 1997, 313). 
13 O subjektivnosti pisnih in arheloških virov je Hans-Jiirgen Eggers pisal že v petdesetih letih. Takole je mislil: Zakaj 

zgodovinarji že od nekdaj vedo, da je vsak pisni vir pristranski! Toda večina sodobnih arheologov še vedno ... živi v trdnem pre-
pričanju. da so njihova "tvarna pričevanja" resnični, "objektivni" (poud. l.M.P.) viri, ki jim je tuja vsakršna zavestna "pristranost". 
To pa nikakor ni res! Tudi arheološki viri lahko lažejo. Povzeto po Klejn 1987, 98 s. Več o subjektivnosti in objektivnosti arheo-
loških virov prav tam, 98-101. 



In slovenska arheologija? 

Slovenska zgodnjes redn jeveška arheologi ja se 
ni zavedala (in se tudi danes ne zaveda) tiranije 
historičnega zapisa. Ta ji ( je) vseskozi s t ruktur i -
ra(l) interpretacije arheološke evidence. Dosledno 
ve r j ame v objekt ivnost his tor iografskih izpeljav 
in sledi njihovim ugotovitvam o preseljevanju ljud-
stev (Enciklopedija 1995,300 s; Slabe 1978), vklju-
čevanju ali izkl jučevanju " romaniz i ranega s taro-
selskega prebivals tva" v slavizacijski proces (Ci-
glenečki 1992, 1994; Pet ru 1978, 1982), slavizaci-
jo (Ciglenečki 1983; Knific 1983).. . Zavezano se 
čuti poiskati "zgodovinska dejs tva" v žganinskih 
plas teh naselbin (Pe t ru 1979, 731; pr im. Knific 
1993, 525, 528), določat i e tničnost zno t ra j kul-
turno-historične paradigme (Ciglenečki 1993, 513 
s; Enciklopedija 1995, 301; Jevremov in sod. 1993, 
228 s)14 in se ne brani tudi "nas i lnega" potiska-
nja arheoloških "de j s tev" v historični okvir. 

A r b i t r a r n o postavl jena časovna meja , ki zara-
di nerazčlenjenih in nedosledno uporabljanih kon-
ceptov običajno razmejuje "antiko in zgodnji srednji 
vek" s presel jevanjem, postavlja tog okvir tudi raz-
lagam kul turne oz i roma etnične ident i te te . Prav 
e tn ična ident i te ta je, kljub ugovar ja jočim glaso-
vom iz tu j ine - resda okrep l jen im šele v zadn jem 
času1 5 -, nas lednje t radic ionalno gibalo celo razi-
skovalnih s t rategi j in ne le in terpre tac i j . E tn ične 
skupine ozi roma p lemena , l judstva, včasih pa kar 
narodi, so v predstavah slovenskih arheologov zgod-
njega s rednjega veka še vedno monol i tne skupi-
ne, ki jim meje do loča jo slogovne variaci je. Tra-
dicionalna kul turno-his tor ična naraci ja , obreme-
njena z arheološkimi ka tegor i jami , kot so "poz-
noant ičn i" , "s taroselski" , "s lovanski" ali "zgod-
njesrednjeveški" , pogosto odločilnih ne le pri opi-
sovanju, temveč celo pri razlagah tvarnih zapi-

sov, je v slovenski zgodnjesrednjeveški arheolo-
giji p rev ladujoča . "Evolucijski de t e rmin izem" in 
vrednostno delovanje dihotomije civilizacijsko/bar-
barsko (ali vsaj "pr imi t ivno") se vrinja v klasifi-
kacijo arheoloških ar te faktov . Tako je npr. lokal-
na lončenina "g robega" videza pogos to pripisa-
na " s t a rose lcem" ali "S lovanom", " f ine j ša" pa je 
dos ledno r imska. Podobno se godi tudi arhi tek-
turn im slogom. D a t i r a n j e a rheološkega gradiva 
je največkra t pogo jeno s p redhodn imi idejami o 
kul turah ali l judstvih, u t eme l j eno izključno s po-
vezovanjem "historične" primerjave artefaktov (npr. 
"langobardska" lončenina in novci ali pa "slovanski" 
obsenčniki in historična kronologi ja) in relativ-
ne t ipološke kronologi je , m e d t e m ko so veliko-
krat zanemar j ene celo strat igrafske sekvence naj-
dišč. 

Prislovični skepticizem do teor i je (in pogos to 
celo do metodologi je ) res ni razšir jen samo pri 
nas. His tor ična arheologi ja tudi v anglosakson-
skem svetu, znanem po ž ivahnem teo re t skem br-
bo tan ju , ubira prve krepkejše korake in se izmi-
ka ukleščenost i starih predstav, zgra jenih na di-
ho tomi jah naravos lovje /humanis t ika in an t ropo-
logija/zgodovina, ki so jo dolgo ločevale od vro-
čih teore tskih debat prazgodovinske arheologi-
je. Čas je, da vs topimo vsaj v iniciacijsko fazo tu-
di pri nas. 

Članek je boljši zaradi potrpežljivega branja in komenti-
ranja Slavka Ciglenečkega, Tomaža Nabergoja, Andreja Ple-
terskega in Bibe Teržan. Takšen, kot je, ne bi mogel nastati 
brez prijaznosti Sian Jones in Samanthe Jane Lucy, ki sta mi 
darovali še neobjavljeno razpravo in disertacijo, zaupanja Ant-
honyja F. Hardinga, s katerim so se mi odprla vrata univerzi-
tetne knjižnice v Durhamu, ter naklonjenosti Johna Bintliffa, 
Margarite Dt'az-Andreu in Anthonyja D. Smitha. Vsem iskre-
na hvala. D a j e besedilo dobilo želeno obliko, gre zahvala Mariji 
Reber za izbris jezikovnih nerodnosti . 
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Slovene Early Medieval Archaeology between the Past and Present -
View from the West 

Summary 

If one reads a book claiming that lions are fierce and then 
encounters a fierce lion (I simplify, of course), the chances are 
that one will be encouraged to read more books by that same 
author, and believe them. But i f , in addition, the lion book instructs 
one how to deal with a fierce lion, and the instructions work 
perfectly, then not only will the author be greatly believed, he 
will also be impelled to try his hand at other kinds of written 
performance. There is a rather complex dialectic of reinforce-
ment by which the experiences of readers in reality are deter-
mined by what they have read, and this in turn influences writers 
to take up subjects defined in advance by readers' experiences. 
A book on how to handle a fierce lion might then cause a series 
of books to be produced on such subjects as the fierceness of 
lions, the origins of fierceness, and so forth. Similarly, as the 
focus of the text centers more narrowly on the subject - no longer 
lions but their fierceness - we might expect that the ways by 
which it is recommended that a lion's fierceness be handled 
will actually increase its fierceness, force it to be fierce since 
that is what it is, and that is what in essence we know or can 
only know about it. 

Edward Said, Orientalism' 

The past is a foreign country whose features are shaped by 
today's predilections, its strangeness domesticated by our own 
preserx'ation of its vestiges. 

David Lowentha l , The Past is a Foreign Country2 

Since the concep tua l f r a m e of Slovene early medieval 
a rchaeology was set (Kaste l ic 1964-1965) and a pres t ig ious 
role of the "last archaeological pe r iod" g ran ted it seems that 
the Slovene archaeology has not needed any se l f - ref lec t ion . 
The fact that it has shown no interest in the modern archaeo-
logical d i rec t ions surpr ises me. Ne i the r new methodolog i -
cal a p p r o a c h e s tha t have b e c o m e general ly accep ted nor 
theore t ica l ques t ions have a t t rac ted it. It does not even deal 
with themat ic p rob lems and it does not ques t ion the suit-
ability of research s t ra tegies . Is the reason that t he re is no 
epis temologica l scepticism on the horizon in the o r thodox 
due to the pers is tence of the t rad i t iona l 3 a rchaeology con-
cep t ion? Is the ove r -engagemen t in the basic typological , 
chronologica l and "e thn ic" s tudies to be b l a m e d ? Has the 
addic t ion with h is tor ( iograph) ica l " f ac t s " led it to a blind 
alley? Is the split t ime of "depar t ing ideologies" that marked 
it to be b l a m e d ? 

How to understand the archaeology 
of the Early Middle Ages? 

T h e r e is no genera l consensus known abou t wha t the 
archaeology of the Early Middle Ages should be. Naming is 
the expression of cultural ly cond i t ioned t empora l and space 
division of the past (Aust in 1990, 11), and it is o f t en nat ion-
ally co loured . It ref lec ts the history of humanis t ic sciences, 
extension of social and political events and even persona l 
c i rcumstances and bel iefs of the au thors . 

In the G e r m a n archaeologica l pract ice the archaeology 
of the Early Middle Ages is the domain of Fruhgeschichte 
(early history), since Archaologie (a rchaeology) is reserved 
only f o r c lass ica l a r c h a e o l o g y ( H a r k e 1995, 47) . T h e 
Volkerwanderungszeit ( t h e M i g r a t i o n p e r i o d ) and t he 
Merowingerzeit (the Merovingian per iod) of the newly emerged 
"ba rba r i c " social f o r m a t i o n s of G e r m a n i c communi t i e s arc-
unde r its pa t ronage . Its end - or be t t e r the t ransi t ion to the 
mittelalterlicheArchaologie (archaeology of the Middle Ages) 
is d isputable . In the West E u r o p e a n region the end of the 
early medieval a rchaeology runs out with the Merovingian 
or early Carol ingian per iod . In the Nor th the O t t o m a n pe-
riod is included in it, and in the East it ends only with the 
11 th or 12 lh century ( J a n k u h n 1973, 9; Fehr ing 1991, 17-18). 
D u e to the n u m e r o u s Slavic sites the f o r m e r East G e r m a n 
archaeology was closely connec ted to the Slavic East and 
t h e r e f o r e research was d i f fe ren t ly d i rec ted f rom that of the 
West. 

The comprehens ion at the ex t reme West E u r o p e a n edge 
(in Spain) is the oppos i t e . In the scope of the classical com-
prehens ion of the early medieval archaeology Paleochr is t ian 
and the Visigothic per iod is chronological ly l imited to the 
per iod between 400 and 700 A D and Al-Andalus ( the Islamic-
pe r iod) lasts f rom 700 to 1250 A D . Recently the a rchaeo-
logy of the Chris t ian k ingdoms (1250 till 1500) has jo ined 
them and all th ree pe r iods fo rm the medieval a rchaeology 
(Valor P iecho t t a 1993, 105, 381-382). 

Like Spanish archaeology (with the Visigothic period) some-
o the r nat ional a rchaeo log ies " h i d e " the Early Middle Ages 
unde r the e thnic labels and t he r e fo r e Anglo-Saxon, Viking 
and (anc ien t ) Slavic a rchaeo log ies could be e n c o u n t e r e d . 

The British Anglo-Saxon archaeology is t radi t ional ly set 
to last f rom 400 to 1066 A D (Welch 1992, 9). Somet imes it 
is recognised as the Dark Ages and unders tood as the sad period 
after civilisation (Hodges 1989, 5). In the last decade it evades 
the mir ror that has been " i m p u t e d " by the his tor iography. It 

1 E. W. Said, Orientalism: Western Conceptions of the Orient, H a r m o n d s w o r t h : Penguin Books, 1995, pp. 93-94; l s l ed. 
1978. 

2 D. Lowentha l , The Past is a Foreign Country, Cambr idge : Cambr idge Univ. Press, 1993, p. xvii; l s l ed. 1985. 
1 The term t radi t ional a rchaeology d e n o t e s the cul ture-h is tory and descript ive app roach to the mater ia l past . It was 

accep ted till the 60' s (and it is still prevai l ing in some places even nowadays) when it c ame a vivid " theore t i ca l m o v e m e n t " 
whose f ru i t s in the Anglo-Saxon and Scandinavian coun t r i e s are processual (new) and as a reac t ion to it pos t -processua l 
a rchaeologies . G e n e r a l de f in i t ions could be found in Willey, Sabloff 1980, 1993; Lamberg-Kar lowsky 1989; Trigger 1989; 
Renf rew, Bahn 1991; Preucel , H o d d e r 1996, 3-20; Halsall 1997, 805-827. T h e deba te be tween the a d h e r e n t s of procesual and 
pos t -processua l a rchaeo log ies is most evident in Norwegian Archaeological Review 22, 1989; Preucel 1991; Yofee, Sher ra t t 
1993, and highl ighted in H o d d e r et al. 1995. Theore t i ca l happen ings in var ious nat ional a rchaeo log ies could be mainly read 
in H o d d e r 1991. 



gives up the role of a pa th f inde r , impr in ted in the in te rpre-
ta t ions of the past . The "an t i -e thn ic" unde r s t and ing of the 
Early Middle Ages shows fo r example , in a well organised 
bookle t by Richard Hodges , a wish for pa rad igmat ic change, 
with a d e p a r t u r e f rom ...(p)icture books about the Vikings, or 
studies of the Migration period, treating the data as explicit ethnic 
traits giving flesh to the ethno-historical skeleton (Hodges 1991, 
10). A critical analysis of four hundred years of Anglo-Saxon 
s tudies and two hundred years of Anglo-Saxon archaeology 
by Saman tha Jane Lucy (1995), has proved it is t ime to de-
nounce the e thnic s te reo types in the early medieval a rchaeo-
logy. Sian J o n e s (1996, 1997) has persuas ive ly ind ica ted 
a new way with an i n - d e p t h analys is of e t h n i c c o n c e p t s 
in h u m a n i s t i c s c i e n c e s a n d p r o p o s a l s f o r a d i f f e r e n t 
conceptua l i sa t ion . 

For the Scandinavians the archaeology of the Early Middle 
Ages has been the Viking Age since Engelhard t and Worsaae 
(Kl indt -Jensen 1975, 73). It lasted f rom 750 till 1050 A D 
(Roesdah l 1993, 319) and due to the lack of wri t ten sources 
(with the except ion of runic inscript ions) it is dealt with as 
par t of the prehis tor ic archaeology. 

The next archaeology with the ethnic label is the (ancient) 
Slavic one , lasting f rom the 6 , h till l l l h century (Go jda 1988, 
1); and for Russia, till the Mongol Invasions in the mid 13 ,h 

century (Leciejewicz 1993, 78). In all f o rmer socialist coun-
tries it exper iences radical changes a f t e r the lifting of the 
iron cur ta in . Beside the t radi t ional ly unde r s tood Slavic ar-
chaeology, deal ing with the e thnogenes i s of the Slavs, and 
their expansion, Russia has also the archaeology of the Christian 
ant iqui t ies . Years ago this archaeology was officially an un-
recognised sub-discipl ine dedica ted to the research of na-
tional Orthodox remains (Eernecov 1996, 15). Under the Slavic 
deno ta t ion there is also the medieval Russian archaeology, 
responsible for the archaeological record of the medieval Rus 
f rom the 9"' till 13 ,h century , as well as the later dependen t 
principalit ies (under Mongolian occupation f rom the mid 13"' 
cen tury) and the Muscovite per iod (Makarov 1996, 21-22). 

Per iodisat ion is c o m m o n to all a rchaeologies for which 
Julia M.H. Smith justifiably claims that it is the bane of scholarship 
and the friend of administrative or bibliographical convenience. 
Such categor isa t ion of a rchaeologies has been made because 
of the h is tor iographical unde r s t and ing of the Middle Ages 
as the pos t -Roman per iod , and also causes p rob lems to his-
tor ians . Is it possible to speak of the Early Middle Ages in 
I re land prior to the 11"' or 12 lh century, if we know that Irish 
h is tor ians are general ly willing to accept Middle Ages that 
began with the Ang lo -Norman conquest in 1169? And when 
is the early medieval Scandinavia (Smith 1997,105-106)? Don ' t 
the Early Middle Ages of the East Slavic communi t i e s end 
with the I3'h century , because of the G e r m a n , French and 
British comprehens ion that it only then gets some charac-
teristics of the medieval Western E u r o p e ? 

And historiography? 

The time will arrive, when this age may also be denomi-
nated, dark: and who knows, but they may say we were credu-
lous? 

Joseph Ber ington , 
History of the Lives of Abeillard and Eloisa4 

Chronologica l ly the Midd le Ages, such as a s sumed by 
archaeology, was marked by Francesco Petrarch (1304 - 1373), 
when the cen tur ies be tween the 5 l h and 14 lh were indicated 
as "da rk" . As medium aevum ( the Middle Age) 5 they were 
separa ted f rom the ant ique period and his t ime (Aylmer 1997, 
250-251; Smith 1997, 105). In 1469, the Pope ' s l ibrar ian , 
Giovanni A n d r e a conso l ida ted it, and in the 16 lh and 17lh 

centuries Georg Horn, Christoph Cellarius (Keller) and Charles 
du Fresne Du Cange took care of its inst i tut ional isat ion. The 
division of the human history into three parts - into the ancient, 
medieval and new per iods , marks the beginning of the iron 
chains of periodisation, as Krzysztof Pomian would say. In 
1666 Georg Horn limited medium aevum be tween 300 and 
1500, but Keller a l ready cons idered the founda t i on of Con-
stantinople (330 AD) a more suitable beginning and the Turkish 
conques t of the town a l ready men t ioned its end (1453 A D ) . 
La te r on, most his tor ians decided upon the beginning with 
the year 476, when Romulus Augus tu lus sent his imperial 
symbols to the East and marked the beginning of the fall of 
the West Roman Empire . Exper ts were more part icular about 
the end of the per iod . They chose be tween the Turkish de-
struction of Byzantium, Columbus's discovery of the New World 
(1492), and the I tal ian wars (1494). The Middle Ages, born 
f rom the glowing idea about progress , f rom the end of the 
13 lh century , oppos i t ion to the "old" t imes, and consol ida-
tion of "modernity" (Renaissance), became a sort of dark tunnel 
between two splendid periods, whose brilliance was reflected in 
science, art and literature (Le Goff 1993, 13, 27). Because it 
was squeezed between the idealised image of Ant iqui ty and 
Renaissance it gained a deroga tory mean ing along with the 
Ghiber t i ' s division of art into the Golden Age of Ant iqui ty 
and the ba rba r ic Middle Ages, be fo re 1450 (Mal ina , Vašiček 
1990, 19; Llewellyn 1997, 834). The en l igh teners of the 18lh 

century only intensif ied it. The descr ip t ions of Montesqu ieu 
(1689 - 1755) in Considerations stir les causes de la grandeur 
des Romains et de leur decadence (first publ ished in 1734) 
and the descr ip t ions by Gibbon (1737 - 1794) in The History 
of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, in tended for 
the last cen tur ies of the Roman e m p i r e have helped, so that 
they have become primitive, attractive as black art, but a really 
barbaric object of the distorted pleasure by returning to the roots 
(Le Goff 1993, 28). Political and economic history by Edward 
Gibbon Decline and Full (f irst issued in six volumes between 

4 J. Ber ington , The History of the Lives of Abeillard and Eloisa, Basel, 1793, Vol. 1, li; quo t ed in The Past is a Foreign ... 
by D. Lowentha l , p. 236, note 303 and p. 417. 

5 cf. F. Can to r , Inventing the Middle Ages: The Lives, Works, and Ideas of the Great Medievalists of the Twentieth Century, 
Cambr idge : The Lu t t e rwor th Press, 1992, p. 17. Can to r wrote : In France, Germany, and Italy (and in Slovenia too; no te by 
I.M.P.) they still call it the Middle Age. In English- speaking countries since about 1840 it is generally referred to in the plural -
the Middle Ages - signifying the several distinct suberas during one very long epoch. 



1776 and 1788), based on ideas of the Scottish en l igh teners 
(moralist Adam Ferguson and "Fa the r" of the economy Adam 
Smith) , in the chap te r s on Huns and o t h e r "ba rba r i c " peo-
ples, found a solut ion fo r the inexplicable fall of "civilisa-
t ion" (Burke 1992, 4-5). In spite of that G ibbon ' s na r ra t ion 
points out , that the decline was not synonymous with fall fo r 
him ( R o b e r t s o n 1997, 265) his work con t r ibu ted , as A r n a l d o 
Momigl iano says, to the beginning of obsess ion. T h e fall of 
the R o m a n E m p i r e has gained value of an arche-type for each 
dissolution. And thereby a symbol of our fears (Momig l i ano 
1989, 217).6 And with it, the con t inuous Dark Age myth has 
become possible ( R e n f r e w 1979, 484). A nar rowed perspec-
tive has become persuasive , because Gibbon and la ter on 
the Russian his tor ian Rostovtzeff observed the late Roman 
and the previous so-cal led Age of the An ton ine s as cont ras t -
ing ones. In the f o r m e r they observed the i r repress ible fall, 
and in the la t ter a G o l d e n Age. Gibbon observed the moral 
and inte l lectual fall, and the b lame was ascribed to the life 
style tha t was not in acco rdance with the Chris t ian dic ta te . 
Rostovtzeff meant brutal to ta l i tar ianism was the cause of the 
fall, since it was cond i t ioned by the unsc rupu lous exploi ta-
tion of the slaves. His view, based on Marx causali ty of his-
torical changes due to tensions in economic and social structures 
is recognisable in a m o r e sophis t ica ted form in the works of 
modern his tor ians and a rchaeologis t s ( C a m e r o n 1993b, 8; 
Coll ins 1991, 92-93). A mode rn version of the decl ine and 
fall is men t ioned in the C a t a s t r o p h e Theory tha t seeks an 
explana t ion for the t rans i t ion f rom the an t ique society, to 
the early medieval "barbaric" kingdoms, with a model of systems 
col lapse ( R e n f r e w 1979, 482-485; Tainter 1988, 4-5, 11). Per-
sistent s tudying of the Dark Ages has con t r ibu ted to the fact 
that the t e rm slowly d i sappea r s unde r the neut ra l name of 
the La te Ant iqui ty : period of change, boiling and creation (Le 
Goff 1993, 14). For the last thirty years the h is tor ians have 
used the term Late Antiquity (ant iqui te tardive et chre t ienne) 
to br idge the t rad i t iona l divide be tween the end of ancient 
history (with a D o m i n a t e ) , and two subsec t ions of medieval 
history: the Migra t ion per iod ( the invasions of " B a r b a r i a n s " 
in the late fou r th - and f i f th -cen tu ry on the ter r i tory of the 
Roman Empi re ) and the Dark Ages ( the period between these 
invasions and the rule of Cha r l emagne ) . It also expanded to 
the Byzant ine s tudies ( H e a t h e r 1997, 69). In spite of that 
Late Ant iqui ty en fo rced as a historical per iod with its own 
identity (Smith 1997, 107) the re is no known genera l con-
sensus about the use of the term. For example, Edward James 
r ep roaches the l imita t ions of those his tor ians, who still cling 
to the discourse abou t the Dark Ages, because they disre-
gard the convention ( s t ressed by I.M.P.) of the con t inen ta l 
his tor ians regard ing the Middle Ages, be tween the fall of 
the R o m a n E m p i r e and the Renaissance viz. Re fo rma t ion . 
When they exclude the Dark Ages f rom this t ime, suit ing 
the subconscious idea of someth ing that could be cons idered 
the "medieval" way of life, they agree with two incompat ib le 
ideas. The first one is that da rkness f rom the viewpoint of 
knowledge 7 could not be discussed, because Gaul and Brit-
ain a re far be t t e r known to us be tween the 6"' and 9"' cen-
tur ies than dur ing the Roman per iod . The o t h e r unreason-
able ma t t e r is the apo theos i s of the Lot ' s type about the 10 th 

century as a s ter i le per iod about which it could be said that 
it would have been be t t e r if it had not existed. It main ta ins 
the power only because of the ideal isa t ion of the Ant iqui ty 
as someth ing good and as a s implif ied viewpoint that early 

medieval peop le were primitive, aggressive and superstitious 
( J ames 1992, 5-6). 

Not only due to the Dark Ages but also o the r reasons the 
terminological mess is comple te . We are wander ing in a real 
jungle of the La te Ant iqui ty (or Late Roman Empi re , see 
Brown 1993, 1; C a m e r o n 1993a, 1), the Byzant ine per iod 
(Whi t tow 1996, 96-98), the migra t ions of peoples ( G o f f a r t 
1989, 111-132)... The te rms over lap in mean ing and t ime, 
they are of ten regionally coloured and their original conceptual 
basis with later deposi ts are b lurred beyond recognit ion. Only 
a glance at the coincidental ly chosen l i te ra ture tells us more 
abou t the i r au thors than about the terms. The resea rchers 
of the ant iqui ty are comfo r t ab l e when speaking abou t the 
4"' and 5 l h cen tur ies as the late an t ique per iod , but they have 
trouble when they decide to give a date to the migrating peoples 
(Gof fa r t 1980, 3-39). The medievalists like writing necrologies 
abou t Ant iqui ty with the first " B a r b a r i a n s " within the Ro-
man Empire, although the majority decide on the Early Middle 
Ages, with the newly emerged "barbar ic" kingdoms (Cameron 
1993b, 43; McKit ter ick 1997, 162). Byzantinists a re in a di-
l emma when de te rmin ing the b o u n d a r i e s of their research: 
should the beginning be marked by the founda t i on of Con-
s tan t inop le? Jus t in ian rule? T h e 7 , h century (Kazhdan , Cut-
ler 1982, 429-478)? With a co inc iden ta l sample I c anno t 
genera l i se or even speak about the "typical i ty" because I am 
well aware that these are isolated def in i t ions torn f rom their 
contexts. I would only like to point out that the (Early) Middle 
Ages is a var iable in h is tor iography and that l inear accept-
ance in archaeology is ha rmfu l . 

And what is a coincidental sample of design presentation 
about the Late Antiquity and/or (Early) Middle Ages? 

In his books about the Franks Edward James decides upon 
the general ly accep ted historical def in i t ion of the Late An-
tiquity be tween the 5"' and 7"' cen tury ( James 1991, 10). In 
the book The Later Roman Empire (AD 284 - 430) the au-
thor Averil Cameron defines Late Antiquity as a period between 
the end of the 4"1 century and the Arab ic conques t in the 7 l h 

century ( C a m e r o n 1993a, 1). In his second book Mediterra-
nean World in the Late Antiquity (AD 395 - 600) he def ines 
the Early Middle Ages in connec t ion with the es tab l i shment 
of the " b a r b a r i a n " kingdoms, but r ema ins fa i th fu l to Ant iq-
uity in the M e d i t e r r a n e a n also at the end of the 6 l h century, 
where he leans on the a rchaeologica l provable cont inui ty 
( C a m e r o n 1993b, 43). Randsborg ' s a rchaeologica l essay The 
First Millennium AI) in Europe and the Mediterranean lasts 
f rom 200 till 400, dur ing the late Roman and late Empi re 
per iod . The events be tween 400 and 600 a re left to the La te 
Antiquity and the beginnings of the Germanic successor "states" 
( R a n d s b o r g 1991, 8) and so the an t ique h is tor ians and me-
dievalis ts are robbed of the d i f f e r e n c e be tween the La te 
Ant iqui ty and the Early Middle Ages. 

On the cont ra ry , Roger Coll ins emphas i ses a l ready with 
the titles of his books Earlv Medieval Spain: University in Diversity 
(400 - 1000) and Early Medieval Europe (300 - 1000) that he 
will de f end the Middle Ages (Col l ins 1983, 1991). In spite of 
the def in i t ions C a m e r o n also invites us to greater geographi-
cal and chronological broadness ( C a m e r o n 1993b, 8), when 
he thinks abou t the omission of the late an t ique and early 
medieval per iod isa t ion bonds . J acques Le Gof f , the e te rna l 

(> A. Momigl iano , La cadu ta senza rumore di un Impe r io nel 476 D.C., Annal i della Scuola N o r m a l e Super io re di Pisa 
...1973, pp. 397-418; r ep r in ted in Sesto contributo alia storia degli studi classici e del mondo antico, Roma, 1980. 
The t rans la t ion into English was made f rom the Slovene t rans la t ion . 

7 T h e original mean ing of the Dark Ages a p p e a r e d because of ignorance or poor knowledge of the per iod that emerged 
due to the lack of wri t ten sources . 



and uns toppable f ighter for d i f fe rent Middle Ages, goes even 
fu r t he r when he leads us, in his Medieval Imaginary, to the 
Middle Ages f rom the 3 r d till the 19 ,h century. Used to the 
convent ions and deeply roo ted d i f fe ren t i a t ion , he gradual ly 
al leviates the shock. Accord ing to him, La te Ant iqui ty lasts 
f rom the 3 r d till the 10 th century , but at the same t ime he 
leaves us the choice of the early medieval 8 l h , 9 l h and 10 lh 

centur ies . Because of this indulgence he cannot satisfy him-
self with what he said previously when he later places the 
Ear ly Middle Ages be tween the 5 , h and l l , h century. When 
enforc ing the West E u r o p e a n Chris t iani ty he stops in the 
t ransi t ion per iod of the 4 l h century, named La te Ant iqui ty 
(Spatantike) or Early Middle Ages (Fruhmittelalter) - (Le Goff 
1993, 16, 37, 261). And adds: ... the Early Middle Ages from 
the 4,h till the 9"' century, and simultaneously the Late Antiq-
uity and the beginning of the feudal system, the Central Middle 
Ages from the 10th till 14,h century, the time of the great rising 
where the Middle Ages in their real meaning are to be condensed, 
we want to keep the narrow definition, the High Middle Ages 
or time of crises covering the period between the 14,h and 16,h 

century. And where is the cause of the Le G o f f ' s decision for 
the long-lasting Middle Ages? In fact such Middle Ages "corrode" 
the contrast between the equally distorted pictures of the nar-
row Middle Ages: black pictures that are made equal to the 
dark period and the gilt pictures showing it as an idealistic period 
of religious faith... ( ibid. 31).8 

Is the "p ro longa t i on" of the Middle Ages co inc identa l? 
No. It s ta r ted in the Annates circle. First in his tor iography, 
then also in a rchaeology . La nouvelle histoire with a new 
parad igm, whose studying is based on the question, how the 
system functions, or how the whole collectivity functions through 
masses of temporal, spatial, human, social, cultural and eventful 
dimensions (Lu tha r 1993a, 148), felt the need for the elimi-
nation of tradit ional periodisat ion, that divided Antiquity and 
the Middle Ages for the increasing interest in the ques t ions 
of se t t l ement deve lopmen t (Francovich 1993, 51). 

The concepts of "the Late Antiquity" and "the Early Middle 
Ages" have changed, but some archaeologis ts (and histori-
ans) has not been aware of this. They are not cons idered 
stat ic ideas of the past (or p resen t ) . A quick glance at their 
changeable chronologica l l imitat ion reveals that the geneal-
ogy and archaeology1 ' of both concepts should be done . Re-
cently Shaun Hides has s t ressed in the Genealogy of material 
culture and cultural identity that the concepts and modes of 
analysis through which we interpret the past are not neutral, 
abstract tools, they are cultural products (Hides 1996,42). Beside 
Shaun Hides the concept of archaeologica l cu l ture has been 
proved by Margar i ta Diaz-Andreu in her art icle Construct-
ing identities through culture and by Sian Jones in the Dis-
courses of identity in the interpretations of the past (Diaz-Andreu 
1996; Jones 1996). Already be fo re that Jul ian T h o m a s (1993) 
s tudied the concept of " the Neol i th ic" with the Foucaul t ' s 
interpretative analytics (Dreyfus , Rabinow 1982, xxii), when 
he r e sponded to the chal lenge of Chr i s topher Tilley, about 

the introduction to Archaeology of Archaeology (Thomas 1993, 
357) and his call . . . to rewrite archaeology's history (Tilley 1990, 
292). H e found out tha t the history of the c o n c e p t . . . has not 
been one of gradual refinement (as it was enforced in the practice 
of h is tor iography of archaeology, no te by I.M.P.), but one of 
dispersal, misunderstanding, and of the failure of words to 
communicate meanings adequately ( T h o m a s 1993, 358). In 
the 150-year use of the concept of " the Early Middle Ages" 
in archaeology - if the s tar t ing poin t is the work of T h o m a s 
Ba tman and Hja lmar Stolpe (Hodges 1991,1 s) and 500-year 
use in h is tor iography, an analysis is needed for be t t e r un-
ders tand ing , in accordance with the Foucaul t ' s epistemes'0 

(Foucaul t 1972). And an analysis of the concept of " the La te 
Ant iqu i ty" is needed as well. 

And how are the Early Middle Ages understood 
in Slovene archaeology? 

In the Encyclopedia of Slovenia the entry archaeology as 
the discipline is divided into th ree methodological units: pre-
historic, R o m a n - provincial and early medieval a r chaeo-
logy. Roman-provinc ia l archaeology is chronological ly lim-
ited by the Augus tus ' s conques t of the Slovene region in the 
second half of 1s t century BC and the 6 l h century A D , and 
the early medieval (ancient Slavic, separa te ly) by the 6 , h and 
1 l l h century A D (Encyclopedia 1987,100). In the section devoted 
to the early medieval archaeology the announced "clean cut" 
is exaggerated, because the duality of the early medieval material 
is s t ressed and the archaeologica l f inds are classified as the 
cultural and temporal frame of the Migration period ... and ... 
the ancient Slavic period (ibid. 104). Migra t ion per iod gets 
its own entry, where it is explained as the period of invasion 
of barbaric peoples, through the fortified borders of the Ro-
man, Persian and Chinese Empires and the foundation of numerous 
kingdoms in the conquered countries (Encyclopedia 1995, 300). 
From the viewpoint of h is tor iography, it is i n t e rp re t ed tra-
dit ionally: with the beginning of Hunn ic invasions concen-
t ra tes on G e r m a n i c peop les and concludes with the Slavic 
se t t lements . The f inding tha t ... in the modern age the early 
medieval archaeology has paid special attention to the distinction 
of sites in transition from Late Antiquity to the Migration pe-
riod (Encyclopedia 1987, 105) embar ras ses us. This becomes 
even worse when we try to find an answer in the entry de-
voted to the Late Ant iqui ty . This per iod is de f ined as the 
period from the rule of the emperor Diocletian (284-300) and 
Constantine the Great (324 - 337) until the decline of the Late 
Antiquity in the Slovene region about the year 600. Understanding 
the La te Ant iqui ty , as a period that enforced in history, along 
with the Greek and Roman periods, as an independent part of 
antiquity, and the viewpoint that it concludes with the arrival 
of the Slavs, which coincides with the change of settlement patterns 
and distinctly shows in the dug material culture, could be as-
cribed to the fact that migra t ion of peop les " m o v e d " f rom 

s J. Lc Gof f , L'imaginaire medieval: essais, Paris: Ga l l imard , 1985. Since the source was not available at the t ime of 
writ ing the art icle the t rans la t ion into English was made on the basis of the Croa t i an t rans la t ion . 

9 The Nie tzsche ' s and Foucaul t ' s projec ts of genealogy d e m a n d reveal ing of d i f fe rences , in te r rup t ions and versatili ty 
of that which was cons ide red unif ied and un in t e r rup t ed (cf. H o d d e r et al. 1995, pp. 9, 237). Nie tzsche ' s inf luence on archae-
ology cf. Bapty 1990; Foucau l t ' s inf luence cf. Miller, Tilley 1984; Tilley 1990. Genea logy deals with the emergence of concepts 
( t e rms) in historical f r a m e , archaeology spreads it by studying the rules of var ious discourse designs, deve loped in a sepa ra t e 
historical per iod (Tilley 1990). 

1 0 Foucaul t de f ines episteme as: By episteme, we mean ... the total set of relations that unite, at a given period, the discursive 
practices that give rise to epistemological figures, sciences, and possibly formalised systems. ... The episteme is not a form of 
knowledge (connaissance) or type of rationality which, crossing the boundaries of the most varied sciences, manifests the sovereign 
unity of a subject, a spirit, or a period; it is the totality of relations that can be discovered, for a given period, between the sciences 
when one analyses them at the level of discursive regularities (Foucaul t 1972, p. 191). 



the early medieval doma in in the La te Ant iqu i ty with the 
conclus ion that Late Antiquity as a period that is mostly used 
for the territory of the former West Roman Empire with the early 
Christian period and the Migration period (Encyclopedia 1995, 
208-209). 

The Slovene early medieval a rchaeology got its concep-
tual f r a m e more than thirty years ago. The then d i rec tor of 
the Nat iona l M u s e u m in L jub l j ana - Jože Kastel ic made it. 
The beginning and the end of the per iod was chronologi -
cally de te rmined with respect to problems shown in the paper 
en t i t l ed : Some problems of the early medieval archaeology in 
Slovenia (Kastelic 1964-1965). He answered the question about 
the limitation of the archaeological early Middle Ages as follows: 
the end of the Justinian's rule (565) and beginning of the Saxon 
dynasty (919) could be important boundaries from the histori-
cal viewpoint. But at the same t ime he po in ted out the obscu-
rity in the synchronisation of historical events at the Western 
edge of the Slovene region and dec ided that due to n u m e r o u s 
cemete r i e s of the 10lh cen tury this was eminently "archaeo-
logical" and t h e r e f o r e the beginning of the Salian dynasty 
(1024) would be a more a p p r o p r i a t e end of the per iod . Jus-
t i f icat ion of the inclusion of 11 th cen tury was con f i rmed also 
by the s imul t aneous cu l tu re of Bijelo Brdo in the ne ighbour -
ing Croa t i an Pannonia . H e mean t that the early medieval 
per iod was only the Slavic per iod , but immedia te ly claimed 
that the chronological records of events should reach beyond 
the boundaries of "Justinian 565" and "pacta conventa 1102" 
in the epoch of La te Ant iqui ty and in the High Middle Ages 
(ibid. 110-111). The fact that all Slovene archaeologis t s did 
not agree with him is ev ident f rom the change of the name 
of the ins t i tu t ion in 1965 - the Archaeo log ica l Scientific-
Documenta t ion Cent re in the National Museum was renamed 
the C e n t r e for early medieval and ( s t ressed by I.M.P.) an-
cient Slavic s tudies (cf. S tare 1993). How dissolute was the 
unde r s t and ing of the Early Middle Ages is evident also f rom 
the working tasks of both federal institutions outside the re-
public. The in te r -academic board for the research of mate -
rial cu l ture of Yugoslavia within the Counci l of Academies 
of the Socialist Federal Republic Yugoslavia assigned the early 
medieval section of the Slovene Academy in Ljubljana a special 
topic Material culture of the Slavs. The second research pro-
g r a m m e of the Early Middle Ages was assigned to the Cen-
tre for Balkan research in Sara jevo . In the C e n t r e the ar-
chaeologis ts concen t r a t ed on the Research of lllyrians in the 
prehistoric period, but due to the continuity of the lllyrian element 
in the Slavic epoch ... they were the starting point for the ques-
tion of ethnogenesis of the Yugoslav nations. Besides the re-
search of Ant iqui ty , they were also devoted to the study of 
phenomena of the Early Middle Ages in the Balkans, and as a 
basis of these studies, planned a typological map of the Slavic 
or early medieval cultures (Kastel ic 1964-1965, 119). 

Ten years a f t e r the direct ion of the early medieval a rchae-
ology deve loped by Kastelic, a book Archaeological Sites in 
Slovenia, issued by the Ins t i tu te for Archaeology at Slovene 
Academy of Science and Art was publ ished. Beside the ty-
pological m a p and lexicon with slightly less than 3200 ar-
chaeological sites f rom Palaeol i th ic to the Middle Ages, it 
also brings a synthesis abou t the late antique and early medi-
eval period in the Eastern Alps by Jaros lav Šašel. At the be-
ginning, the au tho r po in t s out that both periods are heteroge-
neous, and above all, quite exactly divided, and that archaeo-
logical research of this rather dark period started in this cen-
tury. Only today it ripens methodically and very slowly gives the 
first ripe fruits (Šašel 1975, 68). The late antique finds - finds 

from the 5'1' and 6lh century - are numerous in the East Alpine 
region ... Gothic remains are rather rare ... it is beyond com-
prehension that archaeologists... found very few excavations 
characteristic of Lombards ... Slavic elements of material cul-
ture start appearing only from the beginning of the 9th century 
(perhaps already at the end of the 8'1' century) and are rather 
unified. The profession describes them as Koltlach culture ... 
... culture of Bijelo Brdo that lasted from 10,h till 12,h century 
... (ibid. 69-72) are f ragments that reveal the unclear archaeo-
logical image dur ing an in-depth historical p re sen ta t ion . 

Four years a f t e r the book Archaeological Sites the History 
of Slovenes was publ i shed , as a extensive synthesis of several 
au tho r s where Pe te r Petru was en t rus t ed with the Archaeo-
logical Periods in Slovenia. I won ' t discuss the text abou t 
a rchaeology f rom the Old Stone Age to the Migration period 
tha t caused a f ierce polemic he re (cf. Arheološk i vestnik 30, 
1979, 527- 547 and Arheo lošk i vestnik 31, 1981, 631-652). I 
would only like to point ou t tha t La t e Ant iqu i ty and the 
Migrat ion per iod are sepa ra t e chap te r s . The La te Ant iqui ty 
deals with the per iod be tween 4 l h and 6 l h cen tur ies (from 
Diocletian division of the Roman Empire to the settlement of 
the Slavs), and the per iod f r o m the Hunnic marches to Eu-
rope in the second half of 4,h century till the Slavic newcomers, 
who became political masters of the country after the year 568 
(History of Slovenes - Zgodovina Slovencev 1979, 80, 88, 91) 
is devoted to the Migration period. Chronologically the periods 
overlap completely; according to historically understood events 
the first per iod be tween the 4 l h and 6 t h century s tresses the 
late R o m a n de fence of the presen t Slovene region suppor ted 
by the archaeological material . The second per iod deals a f te r 
the short history of G e r m a n i c migra t ion with the division of 
the archaeological records into matters that preserve the antique 
tradition (according to Pe t ru ) and ma t t e r s f rom which the 
characteristics of the migrating newcomers (ibid. 80-93) could 
be es tabl i shed. The text does not deal with the unde r s t and -
ing of the "Slavic" archaeologica l record . With the arrival of 
the Slavs the word is left to the historian Bogo G r a f e n a u e r 
and the historiographic understanding of the Early Middle Ages. 
The division into the arrival of Slavs and thei r se t t l ement , 
Samo ' s " s t a t e " and the " s t a t e " of Car in th ian Slovenes, join-
ing Slovenes and thei r life unde r the Franks until the begin-
ning of 9 l h century , ends the i n d e p e n d e n c e of Slovene prin-
cipali t ies and the e n f o r c e m e n t of the Frank feudal system is 
purely his tor i (ographi)cal . In the text archaeology plays only 
the role of an i l lus t ra tor (ibid. 110-173; cf. Nabergo j 1995, 
81-83). 

On objectivity and subjectivity of the historical and 
archaeological sources 

In h i s to r i ca l " a rchaeology the "tyranny of the historical 
record" (Champion 1990, 91) is t aken for g ran ted , even now-
adays . O b j e c t i o n s to the f ac t tha t a r c h a e o l o g y is not a 
" h a n d m a i d e n to his tory" (Noel H u m e 1964) a re qui te f re-
quent and have lasted f rom the 19"' century on, since when 
the discipline has fought for its scientific independence (Levine 
1986, 29). But it s eems that some circles of a rchaeologis t s 
still have (consciously or unconsciously) shared in the belief 
of Leslie Alcock of how the d e p e n d e n c e on his tor ians is to 
be understood (Alcock 1983,57), have not decreased in number. 
The ambition for the limitation of the disciplinary field, soaked 
with f e a r that archaeology would b e c o m e only an auxiliary 
accessory of history, was also alive in Slovenia (Korošec 1950, 

11 He re , "his tor ical a rchaeo logy" has the mean ing of a rchaeologica l kinds that deal with any society of the past for which 
wri t ten records a re available. Abou t d i f f e ren t c o m p r e h e n s i o n cf. Lit t le 1992, 1-2; Orser , Fagan 1995, 4-22; Orse r 1996, 26-
28. Against c o m p r e h e n s i o n of "his tor ical a rchaeo logy" as a rchaeology of the New World cf. Halsall 1997, 806, no te 4. 



contra Gra fenauer 1951, 1960). The conventional boundary 
set between the sciences, when the new archaeology has pushed 
the culture-history paradigm into oblivion, has never weak-
ened the archaeological credo of "historical periods" about 
the historical documentat ion as a witness par excellence. Its 
dominance over archaeological sources has been a fact, which 
is neither thought about nor discussed. The obligation to the 
documentary history is still so strong that it is valid as a clas-
sical finding of Mark Leone and Parker Potter who say ... 
the archaeological record and documentary record are treated 
as if they are linked, with one a dependent version of the other 
(Leone, Potter 1988, 12). It is no wonder that archaeologists 
surrounded with written sources are overwhelmed by the "cult 
of authority" (McKee et al. 1992,161). For example, the idolatry 
of written sources started to loosen in the English historical 
archaeology only in the last decade when the voices harmful 
to the impact of the authoritarian role of historiography were 
raised facilitated by the support of the archaeological cir-
cles (Austin 1990; Austin, Thomas 1990; Champion 1990). 
On the contrary very few historiographers nowadays are aware 
of the facts Marc Bloch wrote about more than fifty years 
ago: ... during historical obsen'ations the enormous amount 
of unwritten data, mostly archaeological, should not be over-
looked. An again : If the best known theorists of our 
(liistoriographical, note by I M P.) methods have cared surpris-
ingly little about the archaeological approaches ... we would 
have not been so easily pushed into indirect obsen'ations for 
aeons (Bloch 1996, 76).12 Many historians nowadays believe 
that archaeology can only be an auxiliary discipline of his-
tory, and the archaeological data play only the role of illus-
trators, corroborators and stopgaps (Halsall 1997, 818-819; 
cf. Renfrew 1979,257, cit. in Moreland 1992,113). And therefore 
it is not odd that some historians consider an off-the-cuff remark 
in the text of Pliny the Elder are more valuable witness than are 
hundreds of pages of archaeological reports (Rowland 1992, 
152). The archaeologists are to be blamed for the fact that 
archaeological spade cannot change from the instrumentum 
mutum (as considered by historians) to the instrumentum vocale 
(Moreland 1992, 113, 126). 

However, due to the deeply rooted commitment to writ-
ten sources, historical archaeologists started thinking very 
late about the written source subjectivity,13 that had been 
accepted by historiographers for a long time. Since written 

sources are neither objective, nor non-ideological they could 
not be the declarers of absolute t ruths about the social past. 
They could only be the bearers of partial, f ragmentary infor-
mation about the past, dependent not only on the state of 
their preservations, but also on the social roles of their crea-
tors. Very often they are tendentious and egalitarian because 
they were created by writers under the influence of political 
and ecclesiastical masters (Austin 1990; Champion 1990; 
Hedeager 1993; Yorke 1993). Even more - F. R. Ankersmit 
thinks that it is very surprising how the term subjective has 
been exclusory in connection with the ethic and political values 
in historiography. According to his opinion there are many 
reasons for subjectivity. He says: aesthetic preferences, stylis-
tic habits, lack of imagination or affinity for a certain topic 
and not only mere incompetence can also influence the subjec-
tivity of the author's historiography (Ankersmit 1983, 235). 

Suspicion about written sources has lead some archae-
ologists to the belief that objectivity can be found in archaeo-
logical sources. Henry Glassie, for example, believed in their 
authenticity (Glassie 1972, 29; cf. the critics in Wheeler Stone 
1993, 69). Patricia Ruber tone swears by the objectivity of 
archaeological records, but also strives for a smaller role for 
historiography in archaeological interpretat ions and ques-
tions the written record (Ruber tone 1989, 32, 38-39). Her 
approach embodies what Mary C. Beaudry and her associ-
ates have called a fear of the emic1* (Beaudry et al. 1991, 
161), at tempting to strip away subjectivity, but this is a relict 
of positivism. Kathleen Deagan thinks that archaeological 
sources are less burdened and therefore more objective than 
written ones that could be intentionally distorted because of 
bad political, economic and perhaps even personal beliefs 
(Deagan 1991, 103-105). Such exclusivity directed at written 
sources, evades the critical approach to subjective presenta-
tions of the past (interest, preferential , ideological, politi-
cal) and does not solve anything. Archaeology and historiography 
have only changed the roles: according to this belief the 
archaeological sources have an aura of distinction. Out of 
them, the objective past, "as it really was" (wie es eigentlich 
gewesen war), is evident (Moreland 1992, 144).15 

A different reaction to the classical predominance of written 
sources could be found in the arguments, that written and 
archaeological sources should be discussed as independent 
and completely separate entities (Carmack, Weeks 1981; Leone, 

12 M. Bloch, Apologie pour I'histoire ou Metier d'histoiren, Paris: Armand Colin, 1993, Ch. 2. The translation into English 
was made from the Slovene translation. 

13 Already in the 19 t h century historians often asked if history could be objective. If Leopold von Ranke still believed 
that by persistent use of primary sources one could become familiar with the past - wie es eigentlich gewesen war -, Marx 
maintained that such methods reveal only the shell by which he meant the middle class view of the society (quoted in Luthar 1997, 
56). The myth on objectivity of historical presentation (as Luthar would say 1993b, 30) was strongly undermined by the German 
philosopher Wilhelm Dilthey (1833-1911) who, as Luthar says (1997, 56) paid attention to the fact that a historian was an 
indivisible part of own research and as such he inevitably and fatally influenced the formation of his research. For more infor-
mation cf. Luthar 1993b, 44-50. But also in historiography the generally wide spread belief in subjectivity had to be waited 
for. 

14 Emic and etic are terms that the American anthropology look over in the 60's and 70' f rom the grammatical theory 
by the linguist Kenneth I.. Pike, known as tugmemics (see K.L. Pike, Language in Relation to a Unified Theory of the Structure 
of Human Behaviour I, 1954; II, 1955 and 111, 1960). They were developed because of the desire for theoretical approach what 
would incorporate language and culture. Emic and etic (derived from phonemic and phonetic) mark the contrasting data levels 
or analytical methods. The emic model explains the ideology or behaviour of members in separate culture with respect to their 
own definit ion. The etic is based on the definition beyond it. In-depth studies in M. Iviac, Directions in Linguistics, Ljubljana: 
Državna založba Slovenije, 1983, pp. 141-144, fifth reprint; see also A. Barnard, Emic and Etic in A. Barnard and J. Spencer 
(cds) Encyclopedia of Social and Cultural Anthropology, London, New York: Routledge, 1997, pp. 180-183; first published in 
1996. 

15 Moreland states also examples from the Anglo-Saxon archaeology (Arnold, Hodges) when the writers thought it would 
have been better to ignore the historical records and construct past only from the archaeological data (ibid.). 



Potter, Shackel 1987).16 Archaeologists could inter-relate them 
when analysing social and economic processes or s tudying 
collective ident i t ies and social s ta tuses . The social s ta tuses 
mainly knit a descr ipt ive net with the wri t ten sources and try 
to explain the ambigui ty and even con t rad ic t ions in the ar-
chaeological sources , but they are rarely cons idered the real 
supp lemen t s (cf. Jones , fo r thcoming) . Stanley South with his 
s t a t emen t that historical a rchaeology has an incredible po-
tent ial for control l ing archaeologica l var iables by compar i -
son with historical d o c u m e n t a t i o n (South 1988, 38-39), as 
well as Mark L e o n e and Parker Po t t e r (Leone , Po t te r 1988, 
12-14) with the discussion of historical and archaeologica l 
records as d i f f e ren t , they de fend the i n d e p e n d e n c e of both 
th rough mutual ly tes t ing of useful ent i t ies . They could be 
analytically and epistemologically divided, and simultaneously 
their subject ive cha rac t e r is neglected (Beaudry et . al. 1991, 
178-179, note 16). For them the archaeological record is more 
object ive than the historical one , and their a d h e r e n t s could 
also be f o u n d in the 90's (Dever 1993, 24, cit. in: Finkels te in 
1997, 223; Dever 1997, 307). 

The t ime to pe r suade the historical archaeologis ts to start 
thinking about subjectivity17 of archaeological sources has not 
come yet. Only recent ly it has slowly p e n e t r a t e d a rchaeo-
logical pract ice (Beaudry e t a l . 1991, Hall 1994: Lit t le 1992). 
Mart in Hall could find examples of subjectivity of a rchaeo-
logical and historical sources in the analysis of the South African 
social cons t ruc t ion . In the textual analysis of both sources 
he says leaning on the pos t - s t ruc tura l semiot ics: By viewing 
the past as a set of complex texts, intertwined to form a dis-
course, we have avoided privileging written documents over 
archaeological record, or artefact assemblages over travellers' 
accounts, probate records and paintings (Hall 1994, 168). Barbara 
Litt le goes even f u r t h e r when she claims that material cul-
ture is structured differently than text. Belief in similarities between 
them is pointed out by the ambiguity of their meanings. In material 
sources as well as in wri t ten ones, the meaning is neither fixed 
nor universal. The interpretation relies on social context and situation, 
not only of the author, but also of the reader and the listener 
(Lit t le 1992, 218-219). If we are aware of subjectivity and 
ambiguity of both kinds of sources and if critical analysis is 
di rected to them, the so far over looked social groups could 
be discovered in the document s of the social elite (Beaudry et 
al. 1991; Hall 1994; cf. Jones , for thcoming) . 

And Slovene archaeology? 

The Slovene early medieval archaeology has not been aware 
of the "tyranny of the historical record". This record has al-
ways s t r u c t u r e d the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the a rchaeo log ica l 
evidence. It has consis tent ly bel ieved in the objectivity of 
h is tor iographic der ivat ions and followed their f indings abou t 
the migrat ion of peoples (Encyclopedia 1995, 300-301; Slabe 

1978), the inclusion or exclusion of "Romani sed popu la t i on" 
in the process of Slavisation (Ciglenečki 1992, 1994; Petru 
1978, 1982), Slavisation (Ciglenečki 1983, Knific 1983).. . It 
has been obliged to find "his tor ical fac t s" in the layers of 
s e t t l e m e n t s (Pe t ru 1979, 731; cf. Kni f ic 1993, 525, 528) , 
d e t e r m i n e e thn ic i ty wi th in the cu l t u r e -h i s to ry p a r a d i g m 
(Ciglenečki 1993,513-514; Encyclopedia 1995,301; Jevremov 
et al. 1993, 228-229)1 8 and is not immune to "aggress ive" 
pushing of archaeologica l " f ac t s " into a historical f r a m e . 

Arbi t rar i ly d e t e r m i n e d t empora l bounda r i e s tha t usually 
divide "Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages" by the migra-
tion of peop les due to unclassif ied and inconsis tent ly used 
concepts also sets a rigid f r a m e for the explana t ions of cul-
tural or e thnic identity. The e thnic identi ty has been in spite 
of objecting voices f rom abroad - s t rengthened only recently1 9 

- the next p r ime mover even of research s t ra tegies and not 
only interpretations. Ethnic groups or tribes, peoples, sometimes 
even nat ions are in the minds of Slovene archaeologis t s of 
the Ear ly Middle Ages monol i th g roups where style varia-
t ions de te rmine the boundar ies . Traditionally cul ture-his tory 
nar ra t ion is, b u r d e n e d by archaeologica l ca tegor ies such as 
" la te an t ique" , "na t ive" , "Slavic" or "ear ly medieva l" o f t e n 
decisive not only when descr ibing, but also when explaining 
mater ia l records , prevai l ing in the Slovene early medieval 
archaeology. "Evolut ionary de te rmin i sm" and the dichotomy 
of c ivi l isa t ion/barbar ic (or "pr imi t ive" , at least) c reep into 
the classif ication of archaeologica l a r tefac ts . And the re fo re , 
for example local pottery of "rough" appearance is often ascribed 
to "na t ives" or Slavs, but f iner pot tery is consistent ly Ro-
man. Similar ideas apply to a rch i tec tura l styles. Dat ing of 
archaeological mater ia l is very o f t e n condi t ioned by previ-
ous ideas about cu l tures or peoples , based exclusively on the 
connec t ion of "h is tor ica l" compar i son of a r t e fac t s ( for ex-
ample " L o m b a r d " pot te ry and coins or "Slavic" lock ( e a r -
r ings and h is tor ica l c h r o n o l o g y ) and re la t ive typological 
chronology whe reas even the s t ra t ig raphic sequence of sites 
are neglec ted . 

Proverbial scepticism about theory (and o f ten even about 
methodology) is not exclusive to Slovenia. In the Anglo-Saxon 
world the historical a rchaeology, f a m o u s for its vivid theo-
retical ideas, has taken the first firm steps and evades clamped 
old fixed theor ies , built on the d icho tomies of na tu ra l sci-
ence / humanis t ic science and anthropology/his tory that have 
long s epa ra t ed it f rom the hot theore t ica l d e b a t e of the pre-
historic archaeology. It is high t ime we e n t e r e d the initia-
tion phase in Slovenia. 
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