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terenski pregled Hvara: Bintliff et al. 1989: 50). Na-
dalje, nemoguce je razluciti tempo kojim su takvi
krupni komadi usitnjavani do velicine koja vise ne
predstavlja smetnju za zemljoradnju. Daljnje raspr-
$ivanje nalaza izvan nalazi$ta moze se dogoditi iz-
mjenama u parcelaciji zemljisnih Cestica za $to ima-
mo dobru ilustraciju iz recentnog razdoblja (S1. 10).
Na slici je takoder prikazana koncentracija sitnog
kamena i rijetkih nalaza koja je ocito u nekoj vezi
s unistenom medom. Pojava manjeg broja ulomaka
anticke fakture na tom mjestu moze biti povezana s
nekim obliznjim nalazi$tem, no u konacnici je rije¢
o recentnoj tvorevini.

Kako bilo, jednostavno obja$njenje za nastanak
koncentracija nalaza izvan nalazista ne postoji, ve¢
valja razmatrati viSe razli¢itih razvojnih putanja.
Gnojenje polja svakako je jedna od aktivnosti u tom
smislu, no u nasem se slucaju ¢ini od sekundarne
vaznosti. U tom smislu je narocit problem pozna-
vanje povijesnih poljoprivrednih tehnika, odnosno
zastupljenosti pojedinih poljoprivrednih kultura.
Maslina, koja je po svemu sudedi uz nesto slabiji
udio vinove loze najvaznija poljoprivredna kultura
anticke Istre (Matijasi¢ 1998: 75, 335), nije naroci-
to zahtjevna oko prihrane gnojivom. Gradevinska
keramika bi mogla ukazivati na manja nalazista,
poljske putove i mede izmedu zemlji$nih Cestica, no
tu je znatan problem destrukcija tih obrazaca usli-
jed viSestoljetnog preoravanja. Daljnje razmatranje
problema nalaza izvan nalazista moguce je tek uz
pomo¢ dokumentiranih prostornih obrazaca u dis-
tribuciji tog materijala (usp. Gaffney & Tingle 1985:
71)

INTEGRACIJA REZULTATA

Krajolik je vjerojatno najsiri arheoloski kontekst
koji je moguce razmatrati kao jedan fizicki entitet,
za razliku od jo$ sirih geografskih ili kronoloskih
konteksta, pa je u skladu s time nuzna integracija
sa $to vise razli¢itih podataka o tom entitetu (ar-
heologija, geomorfologija, paleoekologija, povijest,
etnologija mikroregije, itd...). Istrazivanje zapadne
Bujstine nije imalo kapacitet organizacije multidis-
ciplinarnog pristupa, niti provodenja zahtjevnih ar-
heoloskih istrazivanja na ve¢im nalazistima. Raspo-
lazemo, ipak, jednim primjerom usporedbe nalaza
iz veceg naselja s onima iz krajolika koji ga okruzuje
$to omogucuje uvid u potencijal istrazivanja u smi-
slu razmatranja slozenijih arheoloskih problema.

Gradina Sv. Petar kod Savudrije najvece je prapovi-
jesno naselje na istrazenom prostoru (SI. 4: b, S1. 11).
Naselje je zasti¢eno 3 do 7 m visokim bedemom, a
prikupljeni nalazi loncarije protezu se od srednjeg
broncanog i Zeljeznog doba do antike i ranog sred-

Sl. 10 Recentne promjene u zemljisnim podjelama (podloga: DOK
1: 5000, stari putovi: TK 1: 25000, kartografija: autor)

Fig. 10 Recent changes in land parcellation (surface: DOK 1: 5000,
old paths: TK 1: 25000, cartography: the author)

various different developmental trajectories should
rather be considered. Field manuring is one of the
activities to be accounted for, but in our case is seems
to be of secondary importance. The lack of stud-
ies on historical agricultural techniques presents a
real problem, e.g. the practices of tending different
crops. The olive tree, which was by all accounts the
most important crop plant of ancient Istria, aside
from a smaller share of grapevine (Matijasi¢ 1998:
75, 335), is not particularly demanding when it
comes to fertilization. Ceramic building material
could indicate smaller sites, field paths and bounda-
ries between plots of land, but there is a problem of
the destruction of this pattern during several cen-
turies of plowing. Further insights on the problem
of off-site finds can be achieved through the docu-
mentation of spatial patterns in the distribution of
that material (cf. Gaffney & Tingle 1985: 71).

INTEGRATION OF RESULTS

The landscape is probably the broadest archaeologi-
cal context which can be considered as single physi-
cal entity, as opposed to the broader geographi-
cal or temporal context. . The research of western
Bujstina did not have the capacity for organizing a
multidisciplinary approach, enabling to integrate
such approaches as archaeology, geomorphology,
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Sl 11 Sv. Petar kod Savudrije: prikupljeni uzorci loncarije (izradio autor)

Fig. 11 Sv. Petar (St. Peter) near Savudrija: collected pottery samples (made by the author)

njeg vijeka (Bursi¢-Matijasi¢ 2007: 433). Po svemu
sudedi, rije¢ je o naselju koje je u duljem razdoblju
predstavljalo gravitacijsku tocku $ire okolice. Po-
stavlja se, dakle, vrlo zanimljivo pitanje meduodno-
sa pretpostavljenog kontinuiranog naseljavanja Sv.
Petra i arheoloske slike njegove blize i dalje okolice.

Na SI. 11 prikazana je kvantitativna usporedba na-
laza iz naselja i iz krske udoline u njegovoj nepo-
srednoj blizini. Nalazi iz polja u podnozju gradine
prikupljeni su sustavno, u mrezi kvadranata, dok
oni iz naselja predstavljaju dijagnosticke ulomke
koji su prikupljeni nasumicno, na razlic¢itim lokaci-
jama unutar nalazista. Naime, s obzirom na stanje
lokaliteta (uglavnom zaraslo u $ikaru) te na dubi-
nu i slozenost stratigrafije, sustavan pristup tesko
da bi pruzio znatno pouzdanije podatke. Paznju
¢emo usmjeriti na prapovijesno razdoblje koje je
zastupljeno s dvije fakture koje prekrivaju raspon
tipicnog naseljavanja gradinskih lokaliteta u Istri
(broncano i Zeljezno doba). Na ovome mjestu nije
moguce ulaziti u problem podrobnije datacije ovih
faktura pa se referiramo samo na stariju (I) i mladu
(IT) prapovijesnu fakturu, $to ne iskljuc¢uje odredena
preklapanja u vremenskim rasponima proizvodnje
i uporabe. S obzirom na sli¢nosti u nacinu izrade i
repertoaru kuéanskog posuda, te takoder u opéim
karakteristikama naseljavanja u ovim razdobljima,
nije vjerojatno da unutar naselja tri ¢etvrtine ma-
terijala takoder otpada na stariju prapovijesnu lon-
cariju, a da je sastav prikupljenog uzorka posljedica
iskljucivo selektivnog prikupljanja i/ili formacijskih
procesa. To svakako ne znaci da prikupljeni uzor-
ci nisu donekle uvjetovani spomenutim c¢imbeni-
cima, npr. manjim razlikama u prosje¢cnom udjelu

paleoecology or ethnohistory, nor for the imple-
mentation of demanding archaeological excava-
tions of larger sites. We do have, however, one ex-
ample of comparative analysis of a larger site and its
surrounding area, which enables to assess the infer-
ential potential of obtained data in terms of solving
complex archaeological problems.

The hillfort of Sv. Petar (St. Peter) near Savudrija is
the biggest prehistoric settlement on the surveyed
territory (Fig. 4: b, Fig. 11). The settlement is pro-
tected by a 3 -7 m high rampart, and collected pot-
tery assemblage spans from Middle Bronze Age and
Iron Age, to Roman and Early Middle Ages (Bursi¢-
Matijasi¢ 2007: 433). Most probably, the settlement
represented a gravitational point of the wider in-
habited area for a long period of time. The question
of the interrelationship of the presumed continued
settling and relative prosperity of Sv. Petar and the
archaeological image of its surroundings can be
brought forward as a very interesting problem.

Fig. 11 shows the quantitative comparison of finds
from the settlement and the karst dolina in its im-
mediate surroundings. The finds were collected sys-
tematically from the base of the hillfort, in a grid of
10 x 10 m squares, while those from the settlement
present diagnostic fragments collected randomly, at
various locations on the site. Regarding the present
state of the site (mostly covered in undergrowth)
and the depth and complexity of the stratigraphy, a
systematic approach would not provide more reli-
able data. We will focus our attention to the pre-
historic period represented by two ceramic fabrics
which span the typical settlement period of hillfort
sites in Istria (the Bronze and Iron Age). It is not
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Fig. 12. Prehistoric pottery collected in the systematic field survey
of Umag hinterland, in 2008.

dijagnostickih ulomaka (usp. Millet 1991; Cambi
& Fentress 1989, prema Sbonias 1999: 5) ili u ve-
¢oj skrivenosti dubljih slojeva. No, to ne moze biti
jedino objasnjenje dokumentirane diskrepancije pa
pretpostavljamo da aktivnosti odlaganja arheolos-
kih nalaza u podnozju gradine (naseljavanje?) zna-
¢ajno odudaraju od povijesnog razvoja unutar na-
selja. Cak §tovise, starija prapovijesna faktura pre-
vladava i na istrazenom prostoru u zaledu Umaga
(SL 12). Ti su ulomci lon¢arije dokumentirani uglav-
nom kao nalazi izvan nalazista, a najbliza gradinska
naselja nalaze se na udaljenosti od 1 do 2 km.

Ocito je, dakle, da razvoj sustava naseljavanja nije
moguce razumjeti fokusiranjem na velika naselja,
ali niti istrazivanjem krajolika i tzv. “malih nalazi-
$ta” Materijal iz gradine Sv. Petar izvrsna je protu-
teza nalazima iz Sireg krajolika u smislu opovrga-
vanja moguce pretpostavke o znac¢ajnom slabljenju
naseljavanja u mladim prapovijesnim razdobljima,
$to bi se mozda moglo is¢itati iz materijala priku-
pljenog na otvorenom (usp. Bintliff i Snodgras 1988:
69). Puno izglednije objasnjenje je u koncentriranju
naseobinskog obrasca u ve¢im naseljima. Takoder
je zanimljivo da se opet susre¢emo sa znatnim laku-
nama s obzirom na kronoloski raspored materijala
prikupljenog STP-om, slicno kao i kod srednjovje-
kovnog razdoblja. U oba slucaja izostanak nalaza
ne upucuje na depopulaciju, ve¢ na transformaciju
sustava naseljavanja.

ZAKLJUCAK

Analiza podataka dobivenih sustavnim terenskim
pregledom zapadne Bujstine omogucdila je razma-

possible to go into further detail here on the prob-
lem of precise dating of these ics, so we refer only
to the older (I) and younger (II) prehistoric ceramic
fabric, which does not imply absence of certain tem-
poral overlaps in the spans of their production and
usage. Considering the similarities in the manufac-
ture process and the repertoire of pottery forms,
as well as the general characteristics of settlement
practices in these periods, it is unlikely that within
the settlement three quarters of the finds consist of
older prehistoric pottery as well, and that the col-
lected sample results exclusively from selective col-
lection and/or formation processes. This does not
mean that the collected samples are not influenced
by the aforementioned factors, e.g. smaller differ-
ences in the average share of diagnostic fragments
(cf. Millet 1991; Cambi & Fentress 1989, after Sbon-
ias 1999: 5) or concealment of the material from
deeper layers. However formation processes and
the research method cannot be the only explanation
for the documented discrepancy, so we assume that
the activity of artifact disposal at the foothill of the
hillfort differs significantly from the development
inside the settlement. Moreover, the older prehis-
toric fabric predominates in the researched area of
Umag hinterland as well (Fig. 12). These potsherds
were documented mostly as off-site finds, and the
closest hillfort settlements are located in the dis-
tance of 1-2 km.

Apparently, the development of the settlement sys-
tem cannot be understood by focusing on larger
settlements, nor by exploring solely the surround-
ing landscape and so-called “smaller sites”. The as-
semblage from the hillfort Sv. Petar serves as an
excellent counterweight to the finds from the wider
area in terms of refuting the possible inference of
a significant decrease in intensity of human pres-
ence during younger prehistoric periods, as might
be concluded on the basis of the material gathered
in the open landscape (cf. Bintliff & Snodgras 1988:
69). A more plausible explanation is in the con-
centration of settlement activities in larger settle-
ments. It is also interesting that we are encounter-
ing significant lacunae once more, regarding to the
pronounced bias in chronological variations of the
finds collected during systematic field survey, simi-
larly to the medieval period. In both cases, the lack
of finds does not imply depopulation, but rather a
transformation of the settlement system.

CONCLUSION

The analysis of the data from the systematic field
survey of western Bujstina has enabled a consider-
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tranje nekoliko tipi¢nih problema u primjeni te me-
tode. Takoder je posvecena pozornost formacijskim
procesima, poznavanje kojih je nuzno za tumacenje
rezultata terenskog pregleda. U zakljucku ¢emo se
osvrnuti na znacenje dobivenih rezultata u Sirem
kontekstu metodologije terenskog pregleda.

Jasno je da intenzivniji pregled (tj. viSe vremena
utrosenog po jedinci prostora) daje kvalitetnije ili
barem podrobnije podatke. Znacdi li to da je inten-
zivniji pristup nuzno i bolji pristup? Razvoj meto-
dologije sustavnog terenskog pregleda od 1970-tih
naovamo svakako govori tome u prilog (Cherry
1983; Bintliff 2002), no neki su arheolozi poceli izra-
Zavati sumnju u opravdanost primjenjivanja pretje-
rano detaljnog pregleda (Fentress 2000; Terrenato
2004). Naime, svako intenziviranje izravno upucuje
na smanjenje pregledane povrsine, ukoliko su finan-
cijska sredstva i organizacija istrazivanja nepromi-
jenjeni. Ponekad se mogu susresti kritike u smislu
“mediteranske kratkovidnosti” tj. fokusiranja vrlo
intenzivnih istrazivanja na male, izolirane povr$ine
koje ne moraju biti reprezentativne za $iri sustav
naseljavanja (Blanton 2001). Kako bilo, ne mogu se
opovrgnuti ostale prednosti intenzivnog pristupa te
je danas pregled na razmacima 10-15 m (ponekad
i 5 ili 25m) sa strategijom dokumentiranja nalaza
izvan nalazista standardna metoda na Meditera-
nu (Alcock 2000; Athanassopoulos & Wandsnider
2004).

S obzirom na problem intenziteta, podaci iz za-
padne Bujstine narocito su zanimljivi jer ukazuju
na diferencijalno pobolj$anje uspje$nosti detekcije
arheoloskih nalazista uslijed pobolj$anja terenske
metode. Po svemu sudedi, poboljsanje se uglavnom
odnosi na prapovijesno razdoblje §to i nije izne-
nadujuce s obzirom na slabu uocljivost i razmjer-
no siromastvo povrsinskog zapisa. Anticki nalazi i
nalazi$ta bitno su drugacijeg karaktera te se mogu
pouzdano istrazivati i ne$to grubljim pristupom, no
valja napomenuti da nije razmotren problem malih
i slabo uodljivih tipova lokaliteta. Analogno tome,
za proucavanje antickog razdoblja potrebna je Sira
prostorna prekrivenost, imajuéi u vidu organizaci-
ju sustava naseljavanja oko manjih ili ve¢ih urbanih
sredista, dok se kod prapovijesnog razdoblja moze-
mo zadovoljiti i manjom povrs$inom (iako uvijek tre-
ba teziti $to Sirem prekrivanju). To bi moglo upudi-
vati na u¢inkovitost partikularistickog pristupa koji
bi bio usmjeren na specifi¢nu tematiku (npr. suzen
kronologki okvir) i u tu svrhu koristio specifi¢cnu
metodologiju. S time se, ipak, ne bismo slozili. To
je u suprotnosti s temeljnim nacelom proucavanja
arheoloskog krajolika koji je palimpsest tragova iz
svih povijesnih razdoblja. Za razumijevanje pojedi-
nog perioda nuzno je poznavanje ranijih dogadaja,

ation of certain typical problems in the application
of this method. Attention has also been payed to
formation processes, the understanding of which
is necessary for the interpretation of survey results.
The conclusion will deal with the significance of
the obtained results in the wider context of survey
methodology.

It is clear that a more intensive survey (i.e. more time
spent on one spatial unit) produces higher qual-
ity results, or at least more detailed ones. Does this
mean that an intensive approach is also necessarily
a better one? The development of systematic field
survey methodology from the 1970s onwards cer-
tainly speaks in favor (Cherry 1983; Bintlift 2002),
but some archaeologists have began to voice doubts
on the justification of conducting extremely detailed
surveys (Fentress 2000; Terrenato 2004). Namely,
intensifying implies shrinking the examined surface
area, considering the financial means and research
organization remain the same. Sometimes critiques
in terms of “Mediterranean myopia” can be encoun-
tered, disapproving the tendency to focus on inten-
sive research of small, isolated areas which do not
necessarily represent the wider settlement system
(Blanton 2001). However, advantages of the inten-
sive approach cannot be denied, so a survey in 10-15
m (sometimes 5 or 25 m) intervals, with the strategy
of documenting off-site finds, remains the standard
method in the Mediterranean area (Alcock 2000;
Athanassopoulos & Wandsnider 2004).

Considering the problem of intensity, the data
from western Buj$tina are especially interesting be-
cause they point to a differential improvement in
the detection of archaeological sites related to the
improvement of field methods. The improvement
primarily refers to the prehistoric period, which is
not surprising given the fact that its field record is
poor and difficult to detect. Finds and sites from
the roman period are substantially different and can
be reliably investigated with a rougher approach.
Analogously, the research of the roman period re-
quires wider spatial coverage, bearing in mind the
settlement system centered around smaller or larger
urban centers, while the prehistoric period can be
researched with a smaller sample (although one
should always strive for the widest coverage). This
could indicate the effectiveness of a particularistic
approach which would be aimed at a specific theme
and for that purpose use specific methodology. We
would not agree with that. It is the opposite of the
basic principle of the study of archaeological land-
scape which is the palimpsest of traces from all his-
torical periods. In order to understand a specific
period it is necessary to know the events that had
occurred previously, but also the later use and trans-
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ali i kasnije uporabe i transformacije arheoloskih
struktura i tragova. Upravo je dijakroni, sveobuhvat-
ni pristup jedan od najjacih argumenata terenskog
pregleda, narocito u usporedbi s tockovnim pristu-
pom arheoloskog iskopavanja. Valja, stoga, razmi-
$ljati o kombinaciji viSe terenskih tehnika, bilo da je
rije¢ o skalarnom pristupu (intenzivniji pregled na
odabranim podrudjima; usp. Trement 1999: 21) i/
ili primjeni ostalih metoda pregleda na terenu koji
nije pogodan za klasi¢ni sustavni pregled, kao sto je
uradeno prilikom istrazivanja zapadne Bujstine na
krskim predjelima.

Strategija istrazivanja, narocito u smislu izbora
uzoraka, jedan je od klju¢nih problema STP-a. Na-
ime, ako metodu STP-a sagledamo kroz ideju re-
konstrukcije prostornih obrazaca (pra)povijesnih
kultura, onda je te obrasce moguce u potpunosti
obuhvatiti tek pregledom na razini kulturne regije
(Novakovi¢ 2003: 135ff). Ocito je prekrivanje ci-
jele regije (npr. Istre) nemoguce te su kompromisi
u smislu izbora uzorka nuzno rjesenje. Debata na
temu uzorkovanja vrlo je cCesta u metodoloskoj li-
teraturi (Cherry & Gamble 1978; Bintlif 2000; Ba-
nning 2002: 113ff; Terrenato 2004). Neki konac¢ni
konsenzus nije postignut, iako je u kontekstu me-
diteranskih projekata uocljivo postupno napusta-
nje rigidnih shema koje su bile narocito popularne
1970-tih, u jeku statistickog optimizma. Takoder
su brojni projekti pokazali da je dobre rezultate
moguce poluditi istrazivanjem manjih geografskih
cjelina (usp. Carraher et al. 2006 i argumentaciju
protiv ,kratkovidnosti“ ). Medutim, valja istaknuti
da problem uzimanja uzoraka nije moguce izbjedi,
¢ak niti potpunim prekrivanjem povrsine terenskim
pregledom, kako to savjetuje J. Bintliff (2000: 201).
Ve¢ je sama veli¢ina pregledanog terena temeljni
uzorak, svojevrstan prozor u povijesni krajolik te se
smanjivanjem veliCine tog prozora nuzno pojavljuju
problemi u smislu reprezentativnosti dobivene slike
u svrhu rekonstrukcije $ireg geografskog konteksta.

Ukupni prostorni obuhvat terenskog pregleda za-
padne Bujstine svakako je nedostatan za pouzdano
razumijevanje prostornih obrazaca u povijesnom
razvitku toga podrudja, no pokusali smo dokazati
da je, ipak, usporedna provedba sustavnog teren-
skog pregleda i topografsko istrazivanje vecéih nase-
lja omogucilo razmatranje slozenih problema u pro-
stornoj organizaciji prapovijesnih kultura. Ukazano
je na mogucnost pracenja procesa transformacije
raspr$enog obrasca naseljavanja u nukleirani. Pre-
ma tome, pazljiv odabir uzorka, u nasem slucaju s
obzirom na od ranije poznata arheoloska nalazista,
moze omoguciti donosenje zakljucaka relevantnih
za §iri prostor. No, ipak valja naglasiti da $irina obu-
hvata i dalje ostaje klju¢ni element terenskog pre-
gleda. U spomenutom slucaju prapovijesnog nase-

formation of archaeological structures and traces.
It is precisely this diachronic, comprehensive ap-
proach which is one of the strongest arguments in
favor of surface survey, especially when compared
to the pointillist approach of archaeological excava-
tion. One should therefore consider combining vari-
ous field techniques, whether it were the scalar ap-
proach (a more intensive survey on selected areas;
cf. Trement 1999: 21) and/or the application of other
methods of surface survey on areas not suitable for
the classic systematic survey, as was done during the
research of western Bujstina in karst areas.

Research strategy, especially in terms of sampling
approach, is one of the key problems of systematic
field survey. If we view the field survey method in
terms of the reconstruction of spatial patterns of
(pre)historic cultures, then these patterns can be
encompassed entirely only with a survey on the
regional level (Novakovi¢ 2003: 135ff). Covering
the whole area (e.g. Istria) is clearly impossible and
compromises in terms of sample choice are a nec-
essary solution. Debates on the subject of sampling
appear often in scientific literature on methodol-
ogy (Cherry & Gamble 1978; Bintlif 2000; Banning
2002: 113ff; Terrenato 2004). A final consensus
has not been reached, even though in the context
of Mediterranean projects it is noticeable that a
gradual abandonment of rigid schemes, which were
rather popular in the 1970s, in the era of statistical
optimism. Numerous projects have also shown that
good results can be achieved through the research
of smaller geographical areas (cf. Carraher et al.
2006 with the argument against “myopia”). Howev-
er it needs to be said that the problem of sampling
strategy cannot be avoided, even with complete, ho-
mogenous coverage with intensive surface survey,
as advised by J. Bintliff (2000: 201). The size of the
examined area alone serves as the basic sample, a
kind of window into the historical landscape, and by
reducing the size of that window problems neces-
sarily appear, such as the representative value of the
obtained image regarding the usual goal of a recon-
struction of the broader settlement system.

The overall spatial coverage of the surface survey of
western Buj$tina remains insufficient for a reliable
understanding of spatial patterns in the historical
development of that area, but we tried to point out
that a comparative and perhaps somewhat eclectic
approach, such as the case of systematic field sur-
vey and topographic research of a larger prehistoric
settlement, has enabled the consideration of more
complex problems in spatial organization of past
societies. The possibility of observing the process of
transformation of the dispersed settlement pattern
in the nucleated one has been brought forward. Thus
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ljavanja tek bi obuhvat veceg prostora mogao pruzi-
ti finiju sliku povijesne dinamike koja je zasad samo
naslucena kao razmjerno uopcen obrazac.

Unato¢ razmjerno uspje$nim projektima iz 1980-
tih, sustavni terenski pregled nije zazivio kao stan-
dardna metoda u hrvatskoj arheologiji. To je tim
neobicnije $to su se u to vrijeme ve¢ pojavili znan-
stveni radovi koji se u potpunosti mogu svrstati u
prostornu arheologiju. Rije¢ je o analizi agera Pule
i Poreca R. Matijasi¢a (1988) koja se bavi klasi¢nim
pitanjima poput prostorne organizacije, gustoce
naselja i demografije, te rad S. Cace (1982) na re-
konstrukciji teritorijalnih odnosa pretpovijesnih
zajednica. Mozda je snazna metodoloska i teorijska
orijentacija sustavnog terenskog pregleda, odnosno
tzv. regionalnog pristupa donekle uzrokovala tu
situaciju. Cesto se moze zamijetiti razmjerna ne-
povezanost ,velikih’, poopcenih problema poput
demografije ili kulturne evolucije s uobic¢ajenom
lokalnom tematikom koja je usmjerena na krono-
loske i tipoloske detalje. Nadamo se da ¢e ponesto
»opusteniji“ i svakako organizacijski skromniji pri-
stup predstavljen u ovom radu pruziti ideje za dalj-
nji razvoj i prilagodavanje metodologije sustavnog
pregleda.

NB. Autor clanka je izradio ili snimio sve ilustracije, osim ako nije
drugacije navedeno.

a carefully selected sample, in our case also consid-
ering the previously known archaeological sites,
can provide the base for the formulation of conclu-
sions relevant to the wider area. However, we must
stress that the extent of coverage remains a key ele-
ment in surface survey. In the aforementioned case
of prehistoric settlement, coverage of the wider area
could give a finer picture of the historical dynamic
which has been only sketched roughly so far.

Despite the successful projects of the 1980s, sys-
tematic field survey did not take hold as a standard
method of Croatian archaeology. This is even more
unusual since by that time scientific works ap-
peared that can be safely placed into the category
of spatial archaeology. The analysis of the ager pu-
blicus of Pula and Pore¢ by R. Matijasic¢ (1988) deals
with classic questions such as spatial organization,
settlement density and demographic density, and
the work of S. Cace (1982) deals with the recon-
struction of territorial relationships of prehistoric
communities. Perhaps the strong methodological
and theoretical orientation of the systematic field
survey, i.e. the regional approach, has caused such
a situation. One can often observe the relative dis-
connect between “large” generalized problems such
as demographics or cultural evolution, and the usu-
al local concerns of chronological and typological
details. We hope that the somewhat “relaxed” and
certainly more modest organizational approach
presented in this paper provides ideas for further
development and adaptation of the methodology of
systematic survey.

NB. The author of this paper recorded and made all the illustrati-
ons, unless stated otherwise.
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