Knjizna porotila

G1 pa hkrati izpricujejo neko odprtost
zahodnopadanske niZine nasproti vzhodu
in jugovzhodu, kar se izraza tudi v pre-
prostej§ih grobovih. Vendar pa to odpr-
tost in te wvplive ni mogote wvezati na
kakéno infiltracijo priseljencev (str. 92 ss,
pos. 102). Socialna in gospodarska struk-
tura podrotja Golasecca kulture je nam-
re¢ sorodnejSa podobnim kulturnim pra-
zgodovinskim skupinam jugovzhodnoalp-
skega sveta in Picena kot pa mestnim
naselbinam Bologne in Este.

Sele z G II, ko to podrolje vezejo Ze
dolgotrajnej$i in o#ji stiki z wvzhodno
Padsko niZino, uvrita Pauli Golasecca
kulturo med »veliko druZino italskih Ze-
leznodobnih kultur«, kar se ne zdi po-
polnoma upravi¢eno, saj se Ze v zgod-
nejsih horizontih javljajo oblike, ki jih
lahko veZemo le na italski prostor (lo¢ne
fibule raznih variant, gosenitaste fibule,
Zitnate spone itd., prim. e R. De Mari~-
nis, Note relative alla cronologia della
cultura di Golasecca, Rassegna Gallara-
tese di storia e d'arte 29, No 110—111
[1970] 3 ss). Vendar je bila izrazita ori-
entiranost Golasecca kulture, ki jo pred-
stavlja Pauli v ¢asu po 600 pr. n. e, k
italskim kulturam dejansko kratkotraj-
na, saj jo dve stoletji pozneje preplavijo
Kelti, ki so pri§li nekje po enakih po-
teh kot nosilei faciesa Canegrate, in so
zopet preusmerili kulturni razvoj v za-
hodni Padski nizini v drugo, novo smer.

Mesto Golasecca kulture v povezavah
severa z jugom je podal Pauli v drugem
delu: Die Golasecca - Kultur und Mittel-
europa. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des
Handels tiiber die Alpen, Hamburger
Beitrige zur Archdologie. Band 1, Heft 1
(1971). To delo Pauli predstavlja kot
stranski produkt in aspekt svojih Studij
o Golasecca kulturi. Le na kratko naj
omenimo njegovo interpretacijo dveh —
edino mogoc¢ih tez, da je bila Golasecca
kultura samostojni odjemalec etruséan-
skega blaga, kjer pa osnova relativnega
bogastva mi bila tako otitna kot pri dru-

gih kulturnih skupinah; ali pa da je bila
vmesna postaja v transalpski trgovini,
kar pa puscéa Se vedno kot odprto vpra-
$anje z majhno verjetnostjo pozitivhega
cdgovora.

Paulijevo delo predstavlja brez dvoma
izredno uspelo sintezo o Golasecca kul-
turi, ki je wvmesla red, jasnost, in na-
tan¢énost v celostno podobo te kulture.
Morda le pogreSamo konkretnej$e sooCe-
nje in popravke z deli sodobnih so-raz-
iskovalcev, ¢cemur se je Pauli sicer izog-
nil s svojim suverenim izhodistem iz
gradiva, ki je vedno najbolj$a in edino
prava pot k uspeSnim rezultatom.

Hkrati pa se mam s Paulijevim wvse-
stranskim pristopom k analizi najrazlic-
nej$ih problemov kaZejo novi aspekti
metod pa tudi rezultatov pri prouceva-
nju prazgodovinskih kultur.

B. Terzan

John Alexander: Jugoslavia be-
fore the Roman Conquest, ed. Thames
Hudson, Southampton 1972, 175 pp., 55
photographs, 70 drawings, 7 maps and
a chronological table.

This is the T7th volume in the series
»Ancient Peoples and Places« and is
devoted to prehistory in Jugoslavia. Such
a synthesis (the first!) of a territory
which was first drawn into some kind
of unit by the Roman empire is an alto-
gether demanding one. The author has
realised this and has divided up his
material: first into periods (early and
middle Stone Age, late Stone Age and
the incipient metallurgy, the early,
middle and late Bronze Ages and
both Iron Ages), secondly into indivi-
dual geographical and cultural regions.
An example is the Hvar culture, which
is mentioned in four places, or the cul-
ture of the Ljubljana marshes, which
the author deals with in five different
chapters. The reader who is not fami-
liar either with archaeology or Jugosla-
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via — and the work is intended for such
readers — would find it difficult to sort
this mozaic of cultures and regions out
without the help of maps and a chrono-
logical table. The table corresponds to
dating done with the help of C-14 and
Alexander does not enter into any di-
scusion of other possible chronologies.
The author limits his survey to listing
the cultures, sites and objects found. He
often ranges minor ones alongside the
more important: Monastir (in Macedo-
nia) beside the finds from Hrvatsko Za-
gorje, Postojna beside Crvena Stijena,
Jerman cave beside the Resnik camal. He
is not consistent in quoting sources, not
verifying them and using them arbitra-
rily, without commentary, e. g. he ascri-
bes the wall painting from Lipci
to the later Paleolithic (p. 26 and dra-
wing 5, which is not natural size) which,
according to GaraSanin’s publication quo-
ted by Alexander, could not be true.
The fibula from Une$ié (p. 91) is not
from the barrow, it was found under
dubious circumstances (F. Stare, Situla 1
[1960] p. 90 and Covié, Godisnjak 8 CBI
6 [1970], p. 73, note 22) in a cave. Ilu-
stration 53 is meant to indicate the va-
riety of burials in the Bled prehistoric
necropolis, but skeleton graves from the
early Middle Ages are shown. In his la-
test article (Vjesnik Arh. muz. 3. ser. 4
[1970]) Rendié-Miocevié¢ dates the tablet
from Lumbarda into the 3rd century and
not the 4th like Alexander (p. 124). Aqui-
leia was not founded in the year 184 but
later. Among many unverified articles,
F. Staré’'s article in the Proceedings of
the Tth Congress, Prague 1971 (which was
not published) is mentioned in the Biblio-
graphy at the end of the book. All S.
Brodar’s works are ascribed to M. Brodar,
Numerous mistakes in the maps and
incorrectly spelt place and personal
names will probably mnot disturb the
foreign reader, so only a few are quoted
as examples (not including many print-
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ing errors): Krapina is stated in the text
(p. 20) as being on a tributary of the
Drava, yet on map 2 it stands on a tri-
butary of the Sava. The two burials in
Jama na Doleh (p. 27) are defined as
mezzolithic but as neolithic (in Srem !)
on map 8, although Leben (Arh. vest-
nik 18 [1967] p. 59) attributes them to
the Bronze Age. The cave “Lovke Zijal-
ka” (map 2) is obviously Bukovac cave
near Lokve. On the same map Crvena
Stijena lies on the Neretva. There are
at least as many mistakes on all the
other maps. A selection of misspellings:
ProbriZzje (and variations), Sv. Skocjan,
Mehovo, Formen, Drejina vas, Kostre-
onica (instead of PobreZje, Skocjan, Mi-
hovo, Formin, Dresinja vas, Kostrevnica)
to name but a few — as well as Vardar,
written consistently as Vadar, and so on.
Sites represent a special class — Pest-
njak, Deblak, Hocker (Pula), Zeljezno
doba, which are also found marked on
the maps (except the last one). These
words are actually ordinary appellatives
and mean artefact, dug-out canoe, gra-
ve with skeleton in crouching position
and Iron Age respectively.

Good and well chosen photographs
round off the book.

Alexander’s attempt to present Jugo-
slav prehistory in a popular forms has
only partly succeeded. A simple enume-
ration of facts cannot replace the picture
of cultural development which such a
synthesis should offer. The author’s un-
familiarity with the languages and la-
test researches in Yugoslavia obviously
caused him difficulties. So it still re-
mains to Yugoslav archaeologists and
prehistorians to carry out the now more
necessary and difficult task of present-
ing an accurate survey of Yugoslav pre-
history.

V zbirki »Ancient Peoples and Places«
je izSel T7. zvezek, posvefen prazgodo-
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vini Jugoslavije. Za ozemlje, ki ga je Sele
rimski imperij zaokrozil v nekake celote,
je taka sinteza (prva!) vsekakor zahtev-
na. Tega se je avtor zavedal in je snov
razdelil: prvi¢ po obdobjih (na starejSo
in srednjo kameno dobo, na mlajSo ka-
meno dobo in zatetno uporabo kovin, sta-
rejdo, srednjo in mlajSo bronasto dobo
in na obe Zelezni), drugi¢ po posameznih
zemeljsko-kulturnih podroé¢jih. Kot pri-
mer navajam hvarsko kulturo, ki je
omenjena na Stirih mestih, ali pa kul-
turo Ljubljanskega barja, katero avtor
obravnava kar v petih razliénih odstav-
kih. Bralec, ki ni doma niti v arheolo-
giji niti v Jugoslaviji — in takim je delo
namenjeno — bi se v tem mozaiku kul-
tur in pokrajin le teZko znasel brez zem-
ljevidov in kronoloSke tabele. Tabela
ustreza datacijam s pomoc¢jo C-14 in
Alexander se ne spu$ta v razpravo o dru-
gaéni mozni kronologiji.

V svojem prikazu se je omejil na na-
Stevanje kultur, najdi8¢ in predmetov.
Cesto uposteva poleg pomembnejsih tudi
nevazne: Monastir (v Makedoniji) ob
najdbah iz Hrvatskega Zagorja, Postojno
ob Crveni Stijeni, Jermanovo jamo ob
Resnikovem kanalu. Pri navajanju virov
je nedosleden, ne preveri jih ali pa jih
uporabi samovoljno, brez razlage, kot
npr.: stenske slikarije iz Lipcev pripisuje
mlajSemu paleolitiku (26s in risba 5, ki
pa ni v naravni velikosti), ¢esar po na-
vedeni GaraSaninovi objavi ne bi smel
trditi. Fibula iz UneSiéa (91s) ni iz go-
mile, najdena je v nejasnih okolis¢inah
(F. Stare, Situla 1 [1960] 90 ss ter Covié,
Godi$njak 8 CBI 6 [1970] 73 s, op. 22) V
jami. Na sliki 53 Zeli pokazati raznoli-
kost pokopov na blejskem prazgodovin-
skem grobi$éu, prikazani pa so skeletni
pokopi zgodnjega srednjega veka. PloSco
iz Lumbarde Rendié-Miodevié v zadnji
razpravi (Vjesnik Arh. muz. 3. ser. 4
[1970]) datira v 3. st. in ne v getrto, kot
Alexander (124 s). Aquileia ni bila usta-
novljena 1. 184, pa¢ pa pozneje. Stevil-

nim nepreverjenim €lankom se pridruZi
Se navedba Starétovega ¢&lanka v Aktih
7. kongresa, Praga 1971 (ki pa ni bil
tiskan) med »Bibliografijo« ma koncu
knjige. Vsa dela S. Brodarja je pripisal
M. Brodarju.

Stevilne napake na zemljevidih in ne-
pravilno pisanje krajevnih in osebnih
imen tujega bralca skoraj ne bodo mo-
tile; zato navedem le nekatere (ne upo-
Stevam mmnogih »tiskarskih napak«): Kra-
pina je po tekstu (20 s) ob dravskem pri-
toku, na zemljevidu 2 pa ob savskem.
Pokopa v Jami na Doleh (27 s) sta opre-
deljena kot mezolitska, na zemljevidu 8
kot neolitska (v Sremu!), ¢eprav ju Le-
ben (Arh. vestnik 18 [1967] 59 s) uvrsca
v bronasto dobo. Jama »Lovke Zijalka«
(na zemljevidu 2) je o€itno jama Buko-
vac pri Lokvah. Na isti karti je Crvena
stijena ob Neretvi. Vsaj toliko napak je
najti na vsaki od ostalih kart. Napacna
pisava: Probrizje (in podobno), Sv. Skoc-
jan, Mehovo, Formen, Drejina wvas, Ko-
streonica (= PobreZje, Skocjan, Mihovo,
Formin, Dre$inja vas, Kostrevnica), da
omenim le nekatere, poleg dosledno Va-
dar (= Vardar) in sli¢no. Posebno zvrst
predstavljajo najdi$¢a: Pestnjak, Deblak,
Hocker (Pula), Zeljezno doba, ki jih naj-
demo kartirane tudi na zemljevidih (ra-
zen zadnjega).

Lepe in dobro izbrane fotografije za-
kljuéujejo knjigo.

Alexandrov poskus, podati poljuden
prikaz jugoslovanske prazgodovine, je le
delno uspel: preprosto nastevanje dejstev
ne nadomesti slike kulturnega razvoja,
kar bi taka sinteza morala dati. Avtorju
je nepoznavanje jezikov in novejsih raz-
iskovanj v Jugoslaviji povzroé¢alo ofitne
tezave. Tako je pred arheologi-prazgodo-
vinarji sedaj e bolj nujna in tezka na-
loga, podati pregled domaée prazgodo-
vine,

M. Zupanéié
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