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U radu se analizira metodologija sustavnog terenskog
pregleda na primjeru istrazivanja u sjeverozapacdnoj Istri.
Predstavijene su metode pregleda na otvorenom te topo-
grafskog snimanja gradinskih nalazista. Razmotren je
uspjeh u detekciji nalazista, problem slabije zastupljenih
povijesnil razdoblja i tumacenje nalaza izvan nalazista.
Takoder je razmotren potencijal rezultata za razumijeva-
nje slozenijih povijesnih procesa. U zakljucku je dan osvrt
na siri metodoloski kontekst istrazivanja.

Kljucne rijeci: Sustavni terenski pregled, rekognoscirange,
arheoloska metodologija, Istra

UvoD

Sustavni terenski pregled (STP) je arheoloska me-
toda koja je usmjerena na dokumentiranje Sireg
prostornog konteksta povrsinskih arheoloskih na-
laza, odnosno arheoloskog krajolika. To je tipi¢no
pjesacka tehnika koja se najCesce primjenjuje na
podru¢jima s dobrom vidljivos¢u povrsinskog slo-
ja tla, ponajviSe na oranicama te na predjelima s
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This paper analyzes the methodology of systematic field
survey on the case study of northwestern Istria. The field
research methodology was based upon intensive field sur-
vey and topographic survey of hillfort sites. The analysis
of the obtained results is focused on estimation of the suc-
cess in detecting different types of sites while the problem of
under-representation of historical periods and the inter-
pretation of offsite finds are also discussed. The resulting
potential for understanding complex historical processes
is also considered. The conclusion provides an overview
of the wider research context and the applicability of the
survey methodology.
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INTRODUCTION

Systematic field survey is an archaeological method
designed for the documentation of the wider spa-
tial context of surface artifacts, i.e. for the research
of the archaeological landscape. It is typicaly a pe-
destrian technique applied mostly to areas of easily
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oskudnom vegetacijom. Dobre rezultate moze po-
luciti i kod istrazivanja povrsinski vidljivih struk-
tura na travnjacima, u Sumama i sl. (Mercer 1985;
Fasham 1986). Sustavno je relativan pojam, a u
kontekstu STP-a odnosi se na organizaciju pregleda
u jasno dokumentiranom i unaprijed odredenom
prostornom obrascu. Povr$ina tla najc¢esce se pre-
gleda hodajuci u usporednim linijama, no moguce
je uporabiti i drugacija rjesenja poput intenzivnog
pregleda manjih povrsina (kvadranata, krugova i
sl.) na slabije vidljivom terenu (Burger et al. 2008;
Van de Velde 2001: 34). Terenska dokumentacija u
pravilu je organizirana po sustavu prostornih jedni-
ca pa je time omoguceno dosljedno biljezenje svih
arheoloskih tragova u krajoliku bez obzira na njihov
potencijal u smislu diskretnih arheoloskih nalazista.
Povrsinska istrazivanja srodna sustavnom pregledu
mogu se primjenjivati na razini pojedinog nalazista,
poput pregleda prapovijesnog naselja kod Suhopo-
lja (Loznjak & Tkalcec 2001) ili istrazivanja Grada
u Nakovani (Forenbaher & Raji¢-Sikanji¢ 2006), no
rije¢ je o pristupu koji nije izravno usmjeren pre-
ma proucavanju arheoloskog krajolika te se moze
razmatrati kao jedna podvrsta terenskog pregleda u
$irem smislu.

STP se kao zasebna metodologija u Hrvatskoj po-
javio 1980-tih s projektima u suorganizaciji stranih
i hrvatskih arheologa. Rijec je prije svega o pro-
jektima Neotermalna Dalmacija (Chapman et al
1996) te o terenskom pregledu Starogradskog po-
lja na Hvaru (Bintliff et al. 1989; Kirigin 1998). U
posljednje vrijeme projekti koji se dijelom oslanjaju
na metodologiju sustavnog terenskog pregleda su
organizirani oko Cepickog polja (Balbo et al. 2006)
i na Lastovu (Bass et al. 2009). Tehnika sustavnog,
formaliziranog pregleda takoder je primijenjena i
u sklopu pripremnih radova za zastitna arheoloska
istrazivanja na autocestama (Burmaz 2006; Vujno-
vi¢ & Burmaz 2010). Hrvatska arheologija takoder
ima bogatu tradiciju klasi¢nog topografskog pre-
gleda (rekognosciranja) koju na ovome mjestu nije
moguce predstaviti (Klemenc 1938; Marovi¢ 1963;
Batovi¢ 1973; Drechsler-Bizi¢ 1976; Dizdar 2009).

PROJEKT TERENSKOG PREGLEDA
ZAPADNE BUJSTINE

Istrazivanje zapadne Bujstine provedeno je u tri se-
zone (sije¢anj-ozujak 2007, studeni 2008.- sijecanj
2009. te ozujak 2009.), a sastojalo se od sustavnog
terenskog pregleda kao temeljne metode ekstenziv-
nog terenskog pregleda na teze dostupnom terenu
i topografskog snimanja vec¢ih nalazista (Cuckovié
2008; 2010). Takoder je provedeno i pokusno geo-

bare topsoil; primarily arable land and regions with
sparse vegetation. It can also produce good results
in the survey research of visible surface structures
on grasslands, in forests, etc. (Mercer 1985; Fasham
1986). Systematic is a relative term, and in the con-
text of field survey it refers to the organization of
the survey according to a premeditated, well docu-
mented research design. The ground surface is gen-
erally examined by walking along parallel lines, but
other solutions are also possible, such as intensive
survey of smaller areas (grid squares, circles, etc.)
on terrain that is difficult to observe (Burger et al.
2008; Van de Velde 2001: 34). Field documentation
is generally organized in a system of spatial units,
which enables a consistent recording of all archaeo-
logical traces in landscape, regardless of their po-
tential as discrete archaeological sites. Surface re-
search akin to systematic survey can be applied at
the level of the individual site, such as the survey of
the prehistoric settlement at Suhopolje (Loznjak &
Tkalcec 2001) or the research at the hillfort Grad at
Nakovana (Forenbaher & Raji¢-Sikanji¢ 2006), but it
involves an approach not directly aimed at the study
of archaeological landscape, and can be regarded as
a subtype of surface survey in the broad sense.

Systematic field survey appeared in Croatia as a
separate research method during the 1980s, in com-
bined projects organized by foreign and Croatian
archaeologists. This primarily refers to the projects
Neothermal Dalmatia (Chapman et al. 1996) and
the surface survey of the Stari Grad Plain on Hvar
(Bintliff et al. 1989; Kirigin 1998). Recent projects
which partially rely on the methodology of system-
atic field survey deal with the Cepic¢ field (Balbo et
al. 2006) and Lastovo (Bass et al. 2009). The tech-
nique of systematic, formalized artefact collec-
tion has also been applied as preliminary phase
of the highway rescue excavations (Burmaz 2006;
Vujnovi¢ & Burmaz 2010). Croatian archaeology
also boasts a tradition of classical reconnaissance
surveying which cannot be fully presented in this
paper (Klemenc 1938; Marovi¢ 1963; Batovic¢ 1973;
Drechsler-Bizi¢ 1976; Dizdar 2009).

THE WESTERN BUJSTINA SURFACE
SURVEY PROJECT

The archaeological research of western Bujstina was
conducted in three seasons (January-March 2007,
November 2008 — January 2009, March 2009), us-
ing the systematic field survey as its basic method,
as well as extensive surface survey for less accessible
terrain and topographic recording for larger sites
(Cuckovi¢ 2008; 2010). An exploratory geophysical
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fizicko snimanje s vrlo dobrim rezultatima. Doku-
mentirano je najmanje 55 novih arheoloskih nala-
zi$ta u uzem smislu (o problemu definicije nalazi$ta
vidi niZe) uz obradu jo$ petnaestak ve¢ poznatih.
Sustavnim je pregledom prekriveno 520 ha sto ¢ini
uzorak od oko 30% povrsine veéih prostornih jed-
nica koje ¢emo razmatrati kao istrazeno podrucje
(SL. 1). Radna ekipa je u pravilu brojila Cetiri do pet
arheologa kod sustavnog pregleda, dok je za topo-
grafska snimanja i manje intenzivne metode tim po-
dijeljen u parove.

Prostor na kojemu je proveden sustavni terenski
pregled, zapadni dio Bujstine, tipi¢an je istarski
krajolik prekriven crvenicom (terra rossa) i vapne-
nackim izdancima, a obala je, poput veceg dijela
zapadne Istre, razvedena i pristupacna. Istrazeno
podrucje je smjesteno u zaledu Umaga i Savudrije,
a karakteristi¢no je po sirokom pojasu duboke do
srednje duboke crvenice u priobalnom podrudju
koji dublje u unutrasnjosti smjenjuje tipican krski
plato $to zauzima najveci dio Bujstine. Takav kon-
trast u prirodnoj podlozi znacajno je uvjetovao na-
¢in zivota kako u proslosti tako i sadasnjosti te ta-
koder i odabir metoda za terenski pregled, o ¢emu
Ce biti rijeci kasnije.

survey was also carried out, with good results. At
least 55 new archaeological sites, in the strict sense
(on the problematic definition of a site see below),
were documented, along with another 15 previously
known sites, were documented. The systematic sur-
vey covered 520 ha, making the sample size around
30% of the surface area of larger spatial units, which
we will consider here as the researched area (fig.
1). The field team normally consisted of four to five
archaeologists working together for the purpose of
intensive survey, while topographic recording and
some less detailed methods allowed the team to
split into pairs.

The geographical area included in the systematic
field survey, western Bujstina, represents the typi-
cal Istrian landscape covered in red soil (terra rossa)
and limestone outcrops, with an indented, easily
accessible coastline similar to the most of western
Istria. The researched area is located in the hinter-
lands of Umag and Savudrija, characterized by a
broad zone of deep to moderately deep red soil in
the coastal area, replaced inland by the typical karst
plateau expanding across most of Bujstina. Such
contrast in the land cover significantly influenced
the way of life in the past as well as in the present,
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Fig. 1 The researched area (made by the author)
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Arheoloska slika Bujstine, na temelju koje je oda-
brana strategija istrazivanja, u mnogome je slicna
ostatku zapadne Istre, iako se mora ustvrditi da je
stanje istrazenosti znatno slabije. Mezoliticka nala-
zista, od kojih valja izdvojiti nalaziste na otvorenom
u Savudriji, nedavno je obradio D. Komso (2008: 70-
71). Takoder je nedavno objavljena analiza neo-ene-
olitickog materijala iz $pilje kod sela Srbani (Cuka
2010), a veliko je iznenadenje otkrice potopljenog
nalazi$ta kod Zambratije okvirno datiranog u 4. tis.
pr. Kr.,, te ostataka Sivane lade iz razdoblja izmedu 8.
i 6. st. pr. Kr. u neposrednoj blizini (Koncani-Uha¢
2009). Arheoloska nalazista iz razdoblja bronca-
nog i zeljeznog doba ve¢inom su poznata po radu
Carla Marchesettija te po razli¢itim sluc¢ajnim na-
lazima (Marchesetti 1903; Bursi¢-Matijasi¢ 2007).
Razmjerno velik broj nalazista poznat je iz antickog
razdoblja (1.- 6. st.) $to je opca karakteristika za-
padne Istre (Matijasi¢ 1987). U posljednje vrijeme
sustavno su istrazeni, ili se istrazuju, anticki loka-
liteti Umag (Bol$ec-Ferri 2006), Lovrecica (Bolsec-
Ferri 2007), Tiola-Katoro (BolSec-Ferri 2007a), Sv.
Ivan (Katunari¢ 2009). Srednjovjekovno razdoblje je
poznato prije svega po istrazivanjima urbanih na-
lazista i to na poluotoku Sipar (Marusi¢ 1975) te u
gradskoj jezgri grada Umaga (Bolsec-Ferri 2006).

Bez ulaZzenja u detalje arheoloske slike pojedinih
razdoblja izdvojit ¢emo nekoliko aspekata koji su
najvise utjecali na formuliranje smjernica istrazi-
vanja. Slicno kao i drugdje na Mediteranu istrazeni
prostor obiluje povrsinskim arheoloskim nalazima
pa predstavlja tipicno okruzje za sustavni teren-
ski pregled. Unato¢ takvoj koncentraciji materijala
medu poznatim arheoloskim lokalitetima domini-
raju ,klasi¢na“, velika nalazista poput antickih vila,
prapovijesnih gradina, $pilja i sl. Moguce je oceki-
vati, dakle, da bi sustavno istrazivanje prostora oko
i izmedu nalazi$ta moglo ne samo ,popuniti pra-
znine“ u smislu pronalazenja manjih nalazista, vec¢
i ostvariti drugaciji, sustavniji uvid u raspored ljud-
skih aktivnosti u krajoliku. Stoga valja izabrati stra-
tegiju istrazivanja koja ¢e, barem u nekim segmenti-
ma, omoguciti stvaranje cjelovite slike arheoloskog
krajolika pojedinih razdoblja, u pravilu na taj nacin
da taj izbor ukljucuje $to vise razli¢itih vrsta ve¢ po-
znatih arheoloskih lokaliteta i/ili vi$e razli¢itih geo-
ekoloskih nisa. Tako na primjer, krajolik u okolici
nekog urbanog naselja nije moguce razumjeti bez
proucavanja tog naselja (usp. Bintliff & Snodgrass
1988), a razvoj ravnicarskih populacija valja pazlji-
vo odmjeriti prema dinamici brdskih predjela uko-
liko se ova nalaze u blizini (usp. Barker 1981: 153ff).
Ocito su to zahtjevi koji se Cesto nalaze izvan orga-
nizacijskog dosega manjeg istrazivanja te im je mo-
guce udovoljiti samo djelomice ili na lokalnoj razini.

but also it influenced the selection of field survey
methods, which will be discussed later.

The archaeological record of Bujstina, which in-
fluenced the choice of the research method, is in
many ways very similar to the rest of western Is-
tria, though it must be noted its general state of re-
search is considerably poorer. The Mesolithic sites,
among which the open-air site at Savudrija needs
to be singled out, have been recently analyzed by
D. Koms$o (2008: 70-71). The analysis of the Neo-
Eneolithic assemblage from a cave near the vil-
lage Srbani has also been published recently (Cuka
2010), while the underwater site at Zambratija,
roughly dated to the 4% millennium BC, has come
as a big surprise, along with the nearby remains of
a sewn boat dated to some time between the 8 to
6™ century BC (Koncani-Uha¢ 2009). Archaeologi-
cal sites from the Bronze Age and the Iron Age are
mostly known from the work of Carlo Marchesetti
and from various chance finds (Marchesetti 1903;
Bursi¢-Matijasi¢ 2007). A relatively large number of
sites comes from Classical Antiquity (1% — 6" centu-
ry), which is a general characteristic of the western
Istria (Matijasi¢ 1987). In the recent period, system-
atic research has been carried out at the roman sites
of Umag (BolSec-Ferri 2006), Lovrecica (Bolsec-
Ferri 2007), Tiola-Katoro (Bol$ec-Ferri 2007a) and
Sv. Ivan (Katunari¢ 2009). The medieval period has
been explored primarily at urban sites such as the
town center of Umag (BolSec-Ferri 2006) and the
peninsula Sipar (Marusic¢ 1975).

Without going into details of the Bujstina archaeo-
logical landscape in specific periods, we will single
out a few aspects that have influenced the most the
formulation of research guidelines. Much like else-
where in the Mediterranean, the researched area
abounds with surface artifacts, thus representing a
favorable environment for the application system-
atic field survey. Despite the high concentration of
finds, “classic” large sites dominate the repertoire of
the known archaeological sites, such as roman vil-
las, prehistoric hillforts, caves, etc. Therefore it can
be expected that systematic research of the area sur-
rounding big sites would not only “fill in the blank’,
meaning locate new smaller sites, but achieve a
different, more systematic insight into the arrange-
ment of human activity in the landscape. In order to
achieve that effect, a research strategy needs to be
selected which will, at least in some segments, pro-
duce a more complete picture of the archaeologi-
cal landscape of specific periods, generally in a way
that this selection includes as many different types
of previously recorded archaeological sites as pos-
sible, and/or more different geo-ecological niches.
For example, it is impossible to comprehend a land-
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U slucaju istrazivanja zapadne Bujstine primije-
njena su dva pristupa. Anti¢ko razdoblje je karak-
teristicno po velikom broju agrarnih naseobina te
takoder po izrazitoj maritimnoj orijentaciji (Matija-
$i¢ 1987: 1988). Stoga je teziste sustavnog pregleda
postavljeno na danasnji agrarni pojas u priobalnom
prostoru i to s ciljem istrazivanja $to vece jedinstve-
ne povrsine. Sama obalna zona danas je uglavnom
ili urbanizirana ili izvan zona intenzivnog poljopri-
vrednog iskoristavanja te je stoga tek u manjoj mjeri
predstavljena u pregledanom uzorku. Takvim pri-
stupom moguce je dobiti uvid u prostorne obrasce
antickog naseljavanja te razmatrati meduodnose
naseobina i struktura u smislu organizacije agrara.
U svrhu proucavanja bronc¢anog i zeljeznog doba,
koje je karakteristi¢no po gradinskim naseljima, us-
poredo sa sustavnim terenskim pregledom izvrseno
je topografsko dokumentiranje gradinskih nalazista
i ekstenzivni pregled okolice tih nalazista, a mje-
stimi¢no je primijenjen sustavni pregled na za to
pogodnom terenu, npr. na obradivim povr§inama u
krskim vrtacama i dolinama. Na taj je nacin dobiven
presjek vise razlicitih geo-ekoloskih nisa (kamenite
uzvisine, krski teren s vrtacama, ravnicarski teren)
¢ime je moguce proucavati odnose izmedu razlici-
tih vrsta nalazista. Ostala povijesna razdoblja slabo
su zastupljena kako u dostupnoj nam bibliografiji
tako i u povr$inskom zapisu' te nisu odabrane spe-
cifi¢ne strategije za njihovo istrazivanje, uz iznimku
standardnog sustavnog terenskog pregleda.

Valja uociti suprotne ucinke odabranih strategija na
mogudi ishod istrazivanja. Prvi pristup favorizira
svojevrstan vodoravni presjek naseobinskog obras-
ca, tj. homogen prostor na kojemu se moze ocekiva-
ti slabija diferencijacija naseobinskih tipova. Drugi
je pristup usmjeren prema okomitom presjeku tog
obrasca stavljanjem naglaska na varijabilnost nase-
obinskih tipova $to moze prouzrokovati probleme
u prepoznavanju $irih prostornih obrazaca. Treba,
ipak, naglasiti da ovi pristupi nisu u potpunosti oda-
bir istrazivaca, ve¢ su dobrim dijelom prilagodba
strategije istrazivanja lokalnim okolnostima; s jedne
strane poznatoj arheoloskoj slici zapadne Bujstine, a
s druge rasporedu poljoprivrednih i ostalih povrsi-
na pogodnih za pregled.

! Wandsnider i Camili razlikuju povrsinski zapis (surface archae-
ological record) i dokument (surface archaeological document)
koji je ishod istrazivanja, te je ta terminologija primijenjena u
ovom radu (Wandsnider & Camilli 1992, 170; Novakovi¢ 2003:
142ff).

scape surrounding an urban settlement without a
study of the major settlement itself (cf. Bintliff and
Snodgrass 1988), and the development of lowland
populations should be carefully measured accord-
ing to the dynamic of the highland regions if they
are placed nearby (cf. Barker 1981: 153ff). These de-
mands seem to be outside the organizational scope
of smaller research, and they can be met only par-
tially or at a local level.

In the case of western Bujstina research two ap-
proaches have been applied. The Roman period is
characterized by a large number of agrarian set-
tlements, and by strong orientation of the settle-
ment pattern towards the coastal zone (Matijasi¢
1987: 1988). Therefore the emphasis of systematic
survey has been put on the present day agrarian
area in the coastal region, with the aim of explor-
ing the biggest uniform surface possible. The ma-
jority of the coastline is today either urbanized or
outside the zone of intensive agricultural exploita-
tion, hence it is presented in smaller extent in the
reviewed sample. This approach offers insight into
spatial patterns of roman settlement and the pos-
sibility to consider the correlation between settle-
ments and adjacent structures, in terms of agrarian
organization. With the aim of studying the Bronze
Age and the Iron Age, characterized by large hillfort
settlements, topographic documenting of hillfort
sites and an extensive survey of their surroundings
have been done, while in some places systematic
survey was carried out on the appropriate terrain, e.
g. the cultivable land in karst sinkholes and dolinas.
A cross-section of different geo-ecological niches
(stony hills, karst terrain with sinkholes, plain ter-
rain) was obtained in this way, making it possible
to study the relationship between different types
of sites. Other historical periods are poorly repre-
sented in the bibliographical data as well as in the
surface record’, and for that reason specific strate-
gies for their research have not been selected, apart
from the standard systematic field survey.

The adverse effects of selected strategies to the pos-
sible outcome of research should be noted. The first
approach favors a kind of horizontal cross-section
of the settlement pattern, i.e. a homogenous space
where a low differentiation of settlement types can
be expected. The second approach is directed to-
wards a vertical cross-section of the pattern by plac-
ing emphasis on the variability of settlement types
which can cause problems in recognizing broader

Wandsnider and Camili distinguish the surface archaeological
record and the surface archaeological document, issue from the
research , and this terminology has been applied here as well
(Wandsnider & Camilli 1992: 170; Novakovi¢ 2003: 142fF).
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FORMACIJSKI PROCESI

Prije razmatranja rezultata STP-a valja se osvrnuti
na tzv. formacijske procese, tj. na utjecaj stoljetnog
djelovanja prirode i ¢ovjeka na oblikovanje danas-
njeg krajolika i povrsinskog arheoloskog zapisa (Sc-
hiffer 1996). Temeljni uvjet za organizaciju sustav-
nog terenskog pregleda je vidljivost povrsine tla, $to
je kod umjerene klime u pravilu omoguéeno poljo-
privrednim djelatnostima. Zbog toga je primjena te
metode u slucaju pregleda u zapadnoj Bujstini bila
prije svega usmjerena na izrazito agrarno podrucje
na dubokoj i srednje dubokoj crvenici (terra rossa).
Prostorni raspored danas$njih poljoprivrednih povr-
$ina moze i ne mora odgovarati gospodarskim pre-
ferencama pojedenih povijesnih razdoblja $to moze
imati izravan utjecaj na detektiranje povijesnih su-
stava naseljavanja. Radi izbjegavanja nezeljenih uci-
naka te vrste svakako je pozeljno istraziti $to vecu
kontinuiranu povrs$inu pa je stoga u nasem slucaju
odabran prostor s najintenzivnijim poljoprivrednim
rezimom u zaledu Umaga i Savudrije.

Kad je rije¢ o formiranju povrsinskog arheoloskog
zapisa znacajan problem je praksa dubinskog oranja
(rigolanja) koja je vrlo rasirena na istrazenom po-
drudju, a koristi se kao priprema terena za sadnju
vinograda i maslinika. Zbog kompaktne strukture
crvenice ta se tehnika primjenjuje uz pomo¢ buldo-
zera na dubini od oko 70 do 90 cm te ima razarajuce
djelovanje na bilo kakve arheoloske ostatke. Doda-
tan problem je dinami¢na povijest izmjene zemljis-
nih podjela, narocito u 20. stolje¢u kada je uporaba
mehanizacije omogucila spajanje manjih cestica,
odnosno novu organizaciju agrara. Stare zemljiSne
mede i putovi su inac¢e mjesta odlaganja razli¢itog
krupnog materijala medu kojim se ¢esto mogu pro-
naci krupniji arheoloski nalazi poput ulomaka tegu-
la, imbreksa ili amfora (Bintliff et al. 1989: 50). Ukla-
panje tih struktura u nove oranice moze proizvesti
vrlo zavodljive prostorne obrasce u rasporedu povr-
S$inskog materijala, o cemu ¢e biti rijeci kasnije.

SL. 2 Buldozer s plugom za dubinsko oranje (okolica Poreca)

Fig. 2 A bulldozer with a plow for deep plowing (near Porec)

spatial patterns. It should be noted however, that
these approaches are not entirely the preferred
method of the researchers, but are for the most part
an adaptation to local circumstances - on the one
hand, to the previously recorded archaeological
landscape of western Bujstina, on the other, to the
distribution of agricultural and other areas suitable
for the survey.

FORMATION PROCESSES

Before examining the results of the field survey, we
should turn to the formation processes, i.e. the im-
pact of the millennial natural and human activity on
the shape of present day landscape and of the sur-
face archaeological record (Schiffer 1996). The basic
requirement for organizing a systematic field survey
is topsoil visibility, which is generally made possi-
ble by agricultural activity, in a temperate climate.
Therefore, the application of this method in the
case of the western Buj$tina survey was above all di-
rected to a predominantly agricultural area on deep
and moderately deep red soil (terra rossa). The spa-
tial distribution of modern agricultural areas may
or may not correspond to economic preferences of
particular historical periods, which can have a di-
rect impact on the detection of the past settlement
pattern. In order to avoid any unwanted effects of
this sort it is definitely preferable to investigate the
largest continuous surface possible. We have se-
lected the area with the most intensive agricultural
regime in the hinterland of Umag and Savudrija.

When it comes to the formation of the surface ar-
chaeological record, the practice of deep plowing
presents a significant problem; it is very widespread
tillage technique in the researched area as it is used
to prepare the soil for planting vineyards and olive
groves. Because of the compact structure of red
soil, the plowing is carried out by a bulldozer at the
depth of about 70 to 90 cm, and it has a devastating
effect on any archaeological remains. An additional
problem is the dynamic history of modifications
in the land division, especially in the 20" century
when the use of machinery enabled the fusion of
smaller plots, i.e. a new organization of cultivated
land. Land boundaries and paths are usually used
as places for the disposal of various waste material
among which one can often find bigger artifacts
such as fragments of tegulae, amphorae or imbric-
es (Bintliff et al. 1989: 50). Incorporation of these
structures into new arable land plots can produce
very ambiguous spatial patterns in the distribution
of surface artifacts, which will be discussed later on.

The karst terrain presents a completely different
set of challenges for the application of systematic
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Krski teren postavlja posve drugacije izazove u pro-
vedbi sustavnog pregleda. Iako su ljudske aktivnosti
na karakteristi¢nim kr$evitim predjelima razmjer-
no slabog intenziteta, zbog izrazite heterogenosti
krajolika one su ¢esto koncentrirane na istim mje-
stima kao $to su dna vrtaca, rubovi dolina, pogodni
prijevoji ili visinski poloZaji. S obzirom na ekstenzi-
van karakter poljoprivrede u takvim podrudjima, te
aktivnosti uvelike karakterizira adaptacija i akumu-
lacija tvorevina na tim polozajima. U konacnici se
stvara karakteristiCan pejzaz premreZzen sustavom
suhozida, putova, gomila i ostalih struktura koje ce-
sto imaju tisudljetni vijek uporabe. Dobar primjer
su suhozidne strukture i gromace u dalmatinskom
zaledu koje mogu biti u funkciji i povremenoj upo-
rabi od bron¢anog doba do recentnih razdoblja
(Chapman et al. 1987: 127). Prilikom rada na gra-
dinskim nalazi$tima i njihovoj okolici u zapadnoj
Bujstini suodili smo se s problemom razlucivanja
tragova pastirskih struktura od izvornih prapovi-
jesnih. Problem je, naime, $to su gradinski bede-
mi vrlo pogodni za sakupljanje i zatvaranje stoke,
a vrlo vjerojatno je nekima i izvorna namjena bila
upravo u okviru pastoralnog gospodarstva (Slapsak
1995: 26-27). Osim pastoralnih aktivnosti, izrazite
tragove je ostavila uporaba povisenih kota za nad-
gledanje okolice, u slu¢aju zapadne Bujstine naroci-
to za vrijeme ratova u 20. stolje¢u. Zanimljivo je da
je novijim istrazivanjima na slovenskom Krasu do-
kumentiran osmatracki toranj iz Zeljeznog doba na
polozaju jedne tipi¢ne prapovijesne gomile na vrhu
dominantnog brijega, §to opet upucuje na oprez u
dataciji zbog podudaranja nacina uporabe tijekom
vise tisucljeca (Turk & Jareb 2006).

METODOLOGIJA TERENSKOG PREGLEDA

Organizaciji terenskog pregleda u zaledu Umaga
prethodila je bibliografska studija te niz posjeta ra-
zli¢itim dijelovima krajolika kako bi se utvrdio nji-
hov potencijal za moguce istrazivanje. Prva sezona
istrazivanja je bila pionirske naravi, kako s obzirom
na poznatu arheolosku sliku zapadne Bujstine, tako
i u smislu stjecanja prakti¢nih iskustava u primjeni
jo$ neiskusane metodologije. Tehnike i metode pre-
gleda nisu bile u potpunosti zacrtane unaprijed pre-
ma odredenim ocekivanjima ili rjeSenjima iz drugih
projekata, ve¢ se od samog pocetka nastojao prona-
¢i dobar omjer izmedu potencijala koji pruza povr-
$inski arheoloski zapis, ekonomicnosti organizacije
te metodoloskih i teoretskih implikacija istraziva-
nja. U tu svrhu je izabran sektor u zaledu Savudrije
kao pokusna zona za isku$avanje najucinkovitijeg
pristupa. Kao osnovna jedinica za dokumentiranje
op¢ih podataka kao sto su vidljivost, stanje kultivi-

survey. Although human activity is sporadic on the
characteristic karst regions, due to the extreme het-
erogeneity of the landscape, it is often concentrated
in specific places, such as bottoms of sinkholes, val-
ley edges, suitable mountain passes or high altitude
positions. Since the agriculture is extensive in these
areas, these activities are mostly characterized by
adaptation of previous structures and accumula-
tion of material traces at these locations. Eventually
a characteristic landscape is formed, criss-crossed
with a system of dry stone walls, roads, cairns and
other structures which have often been in use for
millennia. Good examples are dry stone struc-
tures and fences in the Dalmatian hinterland which
have been in function and occasional use since the
Bronze Age to recent times (Chapman et al. 1987:
127). During our work on hillfort sites and their sur-
roundings in the western Bujstina, we were faced
with the problem of distinguishing traces of historic
shepherd structures from the original prehistoric
ones. Hillfort enclosures are very convenient for
gathering and enclosing livestock which presents a
problem, especially since some of them were most
likely originally intended for pastoral economy as
well (Slapsak 1995: 26-27). Besides pastoral activ-
ity, in western Bujstina many traces were also left by
the use of hilltops e as observation points, especially
during 20" century warfare. It is interesting to note
that an Iron Age surveillance tower has been docu-
mented on Slovenian karst recently, at the location
of a typical prehistoric mound at the top of a domi-
nant hill, which again suggests caution in dating the
sites based on their topographic features due to the
similarities in their use throughout the millennia
(Turk & Jareb 2006).

THE METHODOLOGY OF SURFACE
SURVEY

Prior to the organization of the field survey a biblio-
graphic study and a series of visits to various parts
of the landscape, in order to assess their research
potential, were made. The first research season was
of a pioneer character, both in terms of the existing
archaeological database of western Bujstina and in
terms of scant practical experience in the application
of survey methodology. The techniques and meth-
ods of the survey were not fully defined in advance,
i.e. based on certain expectations or decisions from
other projects. From the outset, we sought to strike
a good balance between the potential of the surface
archaeological record, organizational efficiency,
and methodological and theoretical implications of
the research. For this purpose, a sector in the hin-
terland of Savudrija was selected as an experimental
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ranosti, vegetacija, pedoloska podloga i sl. odredene
su danasnje poljoprivredne povrsine, pristup koji je
vrlo praktican i ¢esto primijenjen. Razmak izmedu
pregledavaca nije bio strogo kontroliran, ve¢ je vari-
rao od 15 do 25 m na otvorenim oranicama i 10 do
15 m u maslinicima i vinogradima. Nalazi izvan na-
lazista dokumentirani su kao prosjecna vrijednost
za cijelu jedinicu i to prebrojavanjem povrsinskih
nalaza u jednoj minuti pregleda koji bi se proveo u
dvije ili vi$e ravnih linija. Rijec je o vrlo prakticnom
pristupu koji ne iziskuje postavljanje nikakvih in-
stalacija na terenu (izmjerene linije, kvadranti i sl.).
Nalazi nisu razvrstavani na terenu ve¢ su prebrojeni
svi zajedno, a samo je manji uzorak prikupljen za
kasniju obradu, slicno ve¢em dijelu mediteranskih
pregleda (Mattingly 2000). Koncentracije nalaza
koje su na terenu interpretirane kao arheoloska na-
lazista dokumentirane su prebrojavanjem nalaza u
linijama u razmaku od 2,5 do 5 metara i to oslanja-
judi se na jednu minutu kao mjernu jedinicu (SI. 3), a
" =

SL. 3 Prebrojavanje povrsinskih nalaza. Ishodisne linije su na-
znacene strelicom, a kruzicima su oznacene vrijednost za svaku
liniju. (podloga: DOK 1:5000, izradio autor)

Fig. 3 Counting surface finds. Starting lines are indicated by
arrows while circles mark the values for each line. (surface: DOK
1:5000, made by the author)

e

zone in order to test the most effective approach.
The basic unit chosen for documenting general data
such as surface visibility, cultivation state, the vege-
tation, soil surface, etc. was delineated by the extent
of individual fields, an approach which is practi-
cal and frequently applied in survey projects. The
distance between surveyors was not strictly set; it
varied between 15 to 25 m in open fields, and 10 to
15 m in olive groves and vineyards. Offsite artifacts
were documented as an average value for the whole
unit, by counting the number of surface artifacts
found during 1 minute of inspection carried out in
two or more straight lines. This is a very practical
approach that does not require any installation set-
up on the site (lines, grid squares, etc.). The artifacts
were not classified on site but counted together, and
only a small sample was collected for further analy-
sis, similar to the principle of majority Mediterra-
nean survey work (Mattingly 2000). Concentrations
of artifacts on the ground, interpreted as archaeo-
logical sites, were doc-
umented by counting
the artifacts in straight
lines spaced at 2,5 to 5
meters, relying on one
minute as a measur-
ing unit (fig. 3), while
some sites had been
documented by unsys-
tematic counting, i.e.
without an organized
linear layout. It has to
be noted that the selec-
tion of surveyed fields
did not follow a system-
atic pattern, rather it re-
flected the adjustment
to areas more likely to
produce surface finds,
and the effort to obtain
a reliable sample of the
wider area. Thus the
concentration of sur-
veyed surfaces is lower
at locations poor in ar-
chaeological finds (or
not intensely cultivat-
ed). However, the basic
premise of obtaining
reliable samples from
the entire surveyed area
was retained as the ground principle of the survey
methodology (fig. 1).

The methodology was greatly improved in the
next season of survey, November and January
2008. Upon the analysis the results from the previ-
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nekoliko je nalazista dokumentirano i nesustavnim
prebrojavanjem, tj. bez organiziranog rasporeda li-
nija. Valja naglasiti da izbor pregledanih polja nije
slijedio sustavni obrazac, ve¢ je odraz prilagodava-
nja kako izglednijim predjelima u smislu povrsin-
skih nalaza, tako i nastojanja za dobivanjem pouz-
danog uzorka Sireg prostora. Stoga je koncentracija
pregledanih povrsina manja na onim mjestima koja
su siromasnija arheoloskim nalazima (ili koja nisu
intenzivno kultivirana), ali pritom ipak nije naruse-
na temeljna postavka dobivanja pouzdanog uzorka
sa cijelog istrazenog prostora (SI. 1).

U sljedecoj sezoni pregleda, u studenom i prosincu
2008. godine, metodologija je u mnogome poboljsa-
na. Naime, prilikom analize rezultata iz prethodne
kampanje na vidjelo je izislo vise nedostataka (cf’
infra), no mozda jo$ vaznije od toga, prvo iskustvo
je pokazalo da je terenski pregled pouzdana i ucin-
kovita metoda te da vrijedi uloziti u daljnji razvoj
terenske prakse. Pristup izboru preglednih jedinica
izmijenjen je te je naglasak stavljen na $to potpunije
dokumentiranje svih raspolozivih poljoprivrednih
povrsina. Radi bolje kontrole prijasnjih nalaza, pri-
stupilo se i popunjavanju prostora unutar zone pre-
gledane 2007 godine. Razmak izmedu pregledavaca
je ustaljen na 15 metara, a nalazi su razvrstavani i
brojeni tijekom rada na terenu i to odvojeno za sva-
ku prehodanu liniju.?

Izmjene u terenskoj tehnici priblizile su metodologi-
ju pregleda tzv. siteless pristupu u kojem je osnovna
jedinica dokumentiranja artefakt, a ne arheolosko
nalazi$te (Caraher et al. 2006). Na taj je nac¢in mo-
guce dosljedno dokumentirati prostorni kontinuitet
svih varijacija u povrsinskom arheoloskom zapisu.
Rije¢ je o problemu nalaza izvan nalazista (off-site),
tj. o rasprsenom ,sagu” artefakata u krajoliku i nepri-
mjerenosti arheoloskog nalazi$ta kao metodoloskog
koncepta za istrazivanje takvih tragova ljudskog dje-
lovanja (Gaffney & Tingle 1985: 68; Kuna 2000: 11).
U slucaju zapadne Bujstine takav se pristup pokazao
iznimno korisnim zbog uznapredovale degradacije
povrsinskog zapisa. Uslijed najmanje Cetiri deset-
lje¢a intenzivne, mehanizirane poljoprivrede, mno-
ga arheoloska nalazi$ta su do te mjere unistena da
nisu jasno raspoznatljiva na terenu. Ponekad je tek
sustavnim dokumentiranjem povrsinskih artefakata
moguce izolirati anomalije koje bi se mogle opredi-
jeliti kao diskretna arheoloska nalazista (SI. 8). Ovaj
pristup takoder omogucuje i procjenu ucinkovitosti
pojedinih metoda izlucivanja arheoloskih nalazista

Nalazi su razvrstavani u sljedece skupine: prapovijesna loncari-
ja (prikupljano sve), anticka loncarija, kasnoantic¢ka/srednjovje-
kovna loncarija, novovjekovna loncarija, novovjekovna glazira-
na loncarija (prikupljani uzorci iz svih skupina loncarije), lijep,
anticka gradevna keramika, novovjekovna gradevinska kerami-
ka, neidentificirana gradevna keramika (nije prikupljano).

ous campaign, several shortcomings came to light
(¢f. infra), but more importantly, the initial essay
proved that surface survey is a reliable and effec-
tive method worth of further investment in the de-
velopment of fieldwork technique. The approach to
sampling of the studied area was changed, with the
emphasis placed on a more complete documenta-
tion of all available agricultural plots. In order to
understand better previous finds, some gaps in the
zone surveyed in 2007 were filled subsequently. The
distance between surveyors was fixed to 15 meters,
and the artifacts were classified and counted during
fieldwork, separately for each walked line.?

Changes in the field technique brought our ap-
proach closer to the so-called siteless survey meth-
odology; where the artifact is the basic unit of docu-
mentation, and not the archaeological site (Caraher
et al. 2006). This allows to document in detail the
spatial continuity of all variations of the surface
archaeological record. It pertains primarily to the
problem of off-site finds, i.e. a dispersed “carpet”
of surface artifacts. The inappropriateness of the
archaeological site as a methodological concept for
the examination of such dispersed traces of human
activity is one of major issues in the survey method-
ology (Gaffney & Tingle 1985: 68; Kuna 2000: 11). In
the case of western Bujstina this approach proved
to be very useful due to the advanced state of deg-
radation of the surface record. In the course of at
least four decades of intensive, mechanized agricul-
tural activity, many archaeological sites have been
destroyed to the point of being unrecognizable in
the field. Sometimes the systematic documentation
of surface artifacts is the only way to isolate anoma-
lies that could be marked as discrete archaeological
sites (fig. 8). This approach also enables the evalua-
tion of the suitability of various methods of extract-
ing archaeological sites from the continued concen-
tration of artifacts, i.e. data reinterpretation.

Some changes were brought into the documenta-
tion system; aside from recording the data accord-
ing to land units and archaeological sites, separate
documentation of landscape features (boundaries,
dry stone walls, stone concentrations, etc) was also
applied. In the documentation of individual sites
the standard technique of gathering artifacts in grid
squares (10 x 10 and 5 x 5 meters) was introduced,
but in view of the demand in terms of time and/or
the number of surveyors, this technique was used
only exceptionally (on two sites).

2 Artifacts were classified into the following groups: prehistoric
pottery (all collected), roman pottery, late roman/medieval
pottery, post-medieval pottery, post-medieval glazed pottery
(samples collected from all pottery groups), fired clay/daub, ro-
man ceramic building material, post-medieval ceramic building
material, unidentified ceramic building material (not collected).
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iz kontinuiranih koncentracija povrsinskog materi-
jala, tj. reinterpretaciju podataka.

Odredene su promjene unesene i u sustav doku-
mentiranja; osim biljeZenja podataka o pregledanim
jedinicama i nalazistima, uvedeno je i odvojeno do-
kumentiranje tvorevina (mede, suhozidi, koncen-
tracije kamena i sl.). U dokumentiranju pojedinih
nalazi$ta takoder je iskusana klasi¢na tehnika pri-
kupljanja nalaza u mrezi kvadranata (10 x 10i5x 5
metara), no s obzirom na zahtjevnost u smislu vre-
mena i/ili broja pregledavaca, ova je tehnika primi-
jenjena samo iznimno (na dva nalazista).

No, mozda je najznacajnije poboljsanje u drugoj
sezoni pregleda nastupilo zbog boljeg izbora godis-
njeg razdoblja. Vrijeme kasne jeseni i zime vrlo je
vlazno i obla¢no, a veéina poljoprivrednih poslo-
va je netom dovrsena zbog cega je tlo u idealnom
stanju za terenski pregled. To se odnosi prije svega
na oranice zasijane zitaricama na kojima je tlo fino
obradeno (tanjuranje i drljanje) te isprano obori-
nama. Na taj nacin se oslobadaju manji artefakti iz
gruda zemlje te postaju uocljivi uslijed vlage i ispi-
ranja (slicna zapazanja donosi i Fasham 1985: 21).
Kasna zima i proljece (veljac¢a-ozujak) prve sezone
pregleda je, dakako, bilo ugodnije razdoblje za bo-
ravak na otvorenom, no jednako toliko nepogodnije
za terenski pregled. Polja zasijana jesenskim kultu-
rama vi$e nisu bila dostupna, a poljoprivredni ra-
dovi su se ve¢inom odnosili na svjeze preoravanje
za ljetne kulture te narocito oranje u maslinicima.
Uslijed toga valja ocekivati slabiju uocljivost povr-
$inskih artefakata, dijelom zbog grube obrade tla, a
dijelom zbog vremenskih uvjeta (ostro svjetlo i ma-
nje vlage u tlu). Ove se opaske mogu ¢initi trivijalni-
ma, no vjerujemo da je uskladenost s ritmom godis-
njih razdoblja jednako utjecala na poboljsan uspjeh
pregleda kao i promjena metodologije pa s obzirom
na zaista zapanjujué¢u koli¢inu literature posvece-
ne razli¢itim analizama ¢imbenika koji utjeCu na
uspjesnost dokumentiranja povrsinskih artefakata,
ipak zasluzuje spomen (usp. De Guio 1995, Van Le-
usen 2002: ch. 4).

TOPOGRAFSKO SNIMANJE

Usporedo sa sustavnim pregledom poljoprivrednog
zemljista provedeno je i topografsko snimanje gra-
dinskih nalazi$ta. U prvoj sezoni, 2007. godine, cilj
pregleda je bio prikupljanje osnovnih podataka te
snimanje glavnih obrisa nalazista i prostora u ne-
posrednoj blizini. U tu svrhu je primijenjen brz i
jednostavan pristup uz pomo¢ ru¢nog GPS uredaja
kojim je moguce odrediti pruzanje velikih struktu-
ra, poput gradinskih bedema ili polozaja gomila. Za
sve sitnije detalje potrebno je preciznije odmjerava-

Perhaps the most significant improvement in the
second season of survey occurred due to the better
suited season of the year. The weather of late au-
tumn and winter is very wet and cloudy, and most
agricultural work has just been completed, mak-
ing the ground ideal for surface survey. This con-
cerns mostly arable land sown with crops on which
the soil is finely tilled (disking and harrowing) and
washed by rainfall. Such conditions release smaller
artifacts from earth lumps, making them visible due
to humidity and rinsing (similar observations are
made by Fasham 1985: 21). Late winter and spring
(February — March) of the first survey season pro-
vided more agreeable weather for staying outdoors,
but they in turn provided less suitable conditions
for surface survey. Fields sown with autumn crops
were no longer accessible, and agricultural works
mostly focused on fresh plowing for summer cul-
tures, along with plowing in olive groves. As a re-
sult, lower visibility of surface artifacts has to be
expected, partly due to rough soil treatment, and
partly because of weather conditions (bright light
and less moisture in the soil). These remarks may
seem trivial, but we believe that synchronization
with the rhythm of annual seasons had as much in-
fluence on the improved success of the survey as did
the change in methodology. Considering the truly
astonishing amount of scientific literature on the
analyses of various factors which affect the success
of surface artifact documentation, these observa-
tions deserve to be mentioned (cf. De Guio 1995;
Van Leusen 2002: ch. 4).

TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY

Alongside the systematic survey of agricultural
land, a topographic survey of hillfort sites was also
done. During the first season in 2007, the objective
of the survey was to gather basic data and record
main contour lines of sites, while exploring the area
in their vicinity. For this purpose we used a handy
manual GPS device, which can help to document
major features of the layout of large-scale structures
such as hillfort walls or mound positions. All other
specific details require precise measuring using a
meter or some other technique. The level of detail
obtained in this manner corresponds to level 2 as
2 recommended by the English Heritage, i.e. it pro-
vides enough detail for making a rough sketch of the
site and a cartographic representation of the wider
area (EH 2007: 7) (Fig. 4: a). The need for more de-
tailed recording became evident soon, especially on
better preserved sites with a more complex system
of dry stone walls and earthen structures. The re-
cording procedure of 2008 and 2009 was aided or
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Sl. 4 Topografski snimci: a) Kolumbanija, b) Sv. Petar
Fig. 4 Topographic snapshots: a) Kolumbanija, b) Sv. Petar (St Peter)

nje metrom ili nekom drugom tehnikom. Detaljnost
tako dobivenih podataka odgovara stupnju 2 po
preporukama English Heritage-a, tj. dostatna je za
izradu grublje skice nalazista i kartografski prikaz
Sireg prostora (EH 2007: 7) (SL 4: a). Ubrzo se po-
kazala potreba za podrobnijim snimanjem, narocito
kod bolje ocuvanih nalazista sa slozenijim sustavom
suhozidnih i zemljanih struktura. Snimanje je stoga
2008. i 2009. godine potpomognuto ili u potpunosti
izvedeno tradicionalnim mjerenjem s pomocu po-
ligonskih vlakova (odmjeravanjem kutova i udalje-
nosti). Ocito je pobolj$anje u razini detaljnosti kod
novijih snimaka $to bi odgovaralo tre¢em stupnju
(idem: 16) (SL. 4: b). Takoder valja naglasiti da je radi
detaljnijeg snimanja potrebno provesti dulje vrije-
me na pojedinom nalazistu $to odgovara povecanju
intenziteta pregleda. S tim u skladu, moze se oceki-
vati da ¢e biti otkriven veéi broj struktura, naroci-
to onih slabije uocljivih. Kao dobru ilustraciju tog
ucinka donosimo snimke nalazista Markovac 1 kod
Plovanije. Na slici 5: a je crtez Carla Marchesettija,

carried out completely by traditional measurement
techniques, using traverses (measuring angles and
distances). The difference in the level of detail be-
tween older and more recent images is obvious;
the recent ones corresponding to the third level
of detail (idem: 16) (Fig. 4: b). A longer period of
examination at the individual sites is necessary for
a more detailed recording, which corresponds to
the increase in survey intensity. This also entails an
improved success of revealing man-made features.
A good example of this effect are the consecutive
plans of the site Markovac 1 at Plovanija (Fig. 5: a)
the illustration by Carlo Marchesetti, who probably
paid a brief visit to the site, unless his drawing is
based on the data from his informant (on this prob-
lem see: Lonza 1977: 25), followed by the plan made
in one afternoon in the course of the 2007 Bujstina
survey (Fig. 5: b), and the result of detailed record-
ing done over several days in 2009 (Fig. 5: c). The
number of documented structures increases pro-
gressively!

9]

Sl 5 Topografski snimci Markovca kod Plovanije a) Marchesetti 1903: T. IX: 3, b) terenski pregled zapadne Bujstine 2007. godine, c) teren-

ski pregled zapadne Bujstine 2009. godine

Fig. 5 Topographic plans of Markovac I at Plovanija a) Marchesetti 1903: T  IX: 3, b) field survey of western Bujstina in 2007, c) field sur-

vey of western Bujstina in 2009
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Sl. 6 Nalaziste Seget 3 (georadarski snimak: Skelac 2009, podloga DOK 1:5000, kartografija: autor)
Fig. 6 The site of Seget 3 (ground-penetrating radar image: Skelac 2009, surface DOK 1:5000, cartography: the author)

koji je vjerojatno ucinio kratki posjet, ako nalaziste
nije skicirao prema podacima svojeg informatora (o
tom problemu: Lonza 1977, 25), slijedi snimak izra-
den tijekom jednog popodneva u sklopu terenskog
pregleda zapadne Bujstine 2007 godine (SL 5: b), te
rezultat viSednevnog detaljnog snimanja 2009. god.
(SL 5: ¢). Broj evidentiranih struktura se progresiv-
no povecava!

U 2009. godini izvrseno je pokusno georadarsko
snimanje na nekoliko perspektivnih nalazista iz an-
tickog razdoblja (Skelac 2009). Kako je osnovni cilj
bio utvrdivanje postojanja potpovrsinskih struktu-
ra, istrazene povrsine su bile manjih dimenzija (oko
20 x 30 m). Snimanje je pokazalo da je unato¢ in-
tenzivnoj poljoprivredi ipak moguce ocekivati pot-
povrsinske strukture, narocito one bolje utemeljene
ili ukopane poput cisterna za vodu (Sl. 6). Ocito bi
integracija geofizickih mjerenja bila idealno rjesenje
za nadopunjavanje rezultata terenskog pregleda.

ANALIZA REZULTATA SUSTAVNOG
TERENSKOG PREGLEDA

Uspjeh sustavnog terenskog pregleda moguce je
analizirati kvantitativno, s pomoc¢u odredenih broj-
canih pokazatelja te takoder razmatranjem kvalite-
te dobivenih rezultata u smislu rjesavanja pojedi-
nih arheoloskih problema. U vidu kvantitativnog
pristupa ovdje ¢e biti razmotren meduodnos gus-
to¢e otkrivenih nalazi$ta i terenske metode, a u
vidu kvalitativnog pristupa razmotreni problemi

In 2009 an exploratory ground-penetrating ra-
dar survey of several promising sites from the Ro-
man period was carried out (Skelac 2009). Since
the primary goal was to establish the existence of
subsurface structures, the researched areas were of
smaller dimensions (around 20 x 30m). The radar
survey showed that, despite intensive agricultural
activity, it is possible to expect subsurface struc-
tures, especially more solid building foundations or
entrenched structures such as water cisterns (Fig.
6). The integration of geophysical measurements
would be a very good solution for complementing
surface survey results.

THE ANALYSIS OF SYSTEMATIC FIELD
SURVEY RESULTS

The success of systematic field survey can be ana-
lyzed quantitatively, using certain numeric indica-
tors, and by considering the quality of the results
in terms of their adequacy for solving specific ar-
chaeological problems. In the case of the quanti-
tative approach, we will consider here the interre-
lationship between the density of discovered sites
and the field method used. In the case of the second
approach, the problems of temporal lacunae in the
documented material, the origin of off-site finds,
and the possibility of integration into a broader pic-
ture of the development of the archaeological land-
scape will be discussed.
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vremenskih lakuna u dokumentiranom materijalu,
porijeklo nalaza izvan nalaziSta, te mogucnost in-
tegracije u $iru sliku razvoja arheoloskog krajolika.

GUSTOCA NALAZISTA

Broj i gusto¢a novootkrivenih nalazista ¢ine se kao
najizravniji pokazatelj ucinkovitosti primijenjene
terenske metode, no zbog znacajnih metodoloskih
problema takve je podatke nemoguce dobiti bez
posebnog istrazivanja u tu svrhu. Naime, jedino je
u slucaju ponovljenog pregleda istog terena (resur-
vey), pod istim uvjetima u smislu obrade tla, teren-
ske ekipe i sl. mogucde zaista razmatrati meduodnos
ucinkovitosti razlicitih terenskih metoda (Ammer-
mann 1981; Burger et al. 2008: 219ff). Statisticke
analize s pomocu apstraktnih numeri¢kih mode-
la ce$ce su usmjerene na probleme uzorkovanja i
vidljivosti nego detekcije povrsinskih artefakata
(Terennato 2000; Banning 2002: 68ft). Kad je rijec
o ovom drugom problemu, tj. uspjehu u uocava-
nju nalaza, moguce je eksperimentirati s umjetnim
rasprsivanjem sitnih predmeta razlicitih boja i obli-
ka te dokumentirati pregled razli¢itim metodama
(Wandsnider & Camilli 1992: 73ff; Given 2004: 18).
Pitanje je, doduse, koliko su ti pokusaji zaista rele-
vantni s obzirom na poznate probleme u otkrivanju
rijetkih ili neuobicajenih artefakata. Tako je na pri-
mjer ukljuc¢ivanje stru¢njaka za liticke nalaze u tim
pregledavaca pri terenskom pregledu Beocije polu-
¢ilo oko 1 alatku po hektaru, pri ¢emu ostatak tima
nije zabiljezio nista (Bintliff 2000: 207).
Eksperimenti ponovnog pregleda koji iziskuju po-
sebnu organizaciju terenskog rada nisu provedeni
prilikom terenskog pregleda zapadne Bujstine pa
smo ograniceni medusobnom usporedbom razli¢i-
tih tehnika pregleda u 2007. i 2008. godini. U tu svr-
hu je pozeljno izabrati prostor koji je relativno ho-
mogen u smislu distribucije povrsinskih arheolos-
kih nalaza i poljoprivrednog rezima te je u daljnju
analizu uvrsten samo prostor na crvenici u zaledu
Umaga (tj. najveci blok istrazenog podrudja, SL. 1).
Valja ocekivati odredenu varijaciju u povrsinskom
arheoloskom zapisu, no teren je barem pedoloski
ujednacen, a Cini se i po opéim karakteristikama
povrsinskih nalaza (gusto¢ama artefakata, dataciji
isl).

Sljede¢i problem je definicija nalazista, ukoliko je
to osnovna jedinica analize. Tu je prije svega rije¢
o prapovijesnom razdoblju koje karakterizira raz-
mjerno rijedak i raspr$en povrsinski zapis pa je u
osnovi broj nalazista izravno ovisan o kriterijima
po kojima su ona definirana (u pravilu koli¢ina i/ili
gustoca nalaza). Izabran je ,konzervativan® pristup

SITE DENSITY

The number and density of newly discovered sites
seem to be the most direct indicator of the efficiency
of the applied field method, but due to significant
methodological problems this data is impossible to
obtain without organizing specifically designed re-
search for that purpose. Only in the case of resurvey
of the same area, under identical circumstances in
terms of soil treatment, field crew, etc., it is possible to
examine the interrelationship between the efficiency
of various field methods (Ammermann 1981; Burger
et al. 2008: 219ff). Statistical analyses using abstract
numeric models tend to focus more on the problems
of sampling and visibility, rather than the detection
of surface artifacts (Terennato 2000; Banning 2002:
68ff). When it comes to this other problem, namely
the success in finding artifacts, it is possible to ex-
periment with artificial dispersal of small objects of
different shape and color, and then document the
survey results using various methods (Wandsnider
& Camilli 1992: 73ff; Given 2004: 18). The question
remains however, how relevant these tryouts are,
considering the known problems in detecting rare or
unusual artifacts. For example, the inclusion of ex-
perts on lithic material in the Beotia Survey’s team
produced 1 tool per hectare, while other team mem-
bers recorded nothing (Bintliff 2000: 207).

Experiments of resurvey which require specifically
organized field work have not been done during the
surface survey of western Bujstina, so we are limited
to the comparison of different survey techniques
from 2007 and 2008. It is essential to select a rela-
tively homogenous space, in terms of the distribu-
tion of surface artifacts and agricultural activity, for
this purpose; and the area of terra rossa in the Umag
hinterland only will be considered in further analysis
(i.e. the biggest parcel of the researched area, Fig.1).
One should expect a certain degree of variation in
the surface record, but at least the zone is pedologi-
cally uniform, as well as in terms of general surface
record characteristics (artifact density, dating, etc.).

The other problem is site definition, if the site serves
as the basic analytic unit. This concerns primarily
the prehistoric period characterized by a relative-
ly rare and dispersed surface record, causing the
number of sites be directly dependent on the crite-
ria used to define them (generally the quantity and/
or density of finds). The “conservative” approach
has been chosen here, by which only the more dis-
tinct concentrations are isolated as sites.> Doubts

The quantitative, i.e. statistical approach to the extraction of sites
from general variations in the concentration of surface finds has
not been applied (cf. Gallant 1986; Millet 1991: 20; Cambi & Ter-
renato 1994: 168-169). This approach is not without significant
methodological problems, from the determination of the thresh-
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po kojemu su samo izrazitije koncentracije izdvoje-
ne kao nalazi$ta.? Nedoumice se isto tako pojavljuju
kod nalazi$ta s materijalom iz vise razdoblja. Nai-
me, nije rijetka pojava da se slabo uocljiva razdo-
blja, npr. prapovijest ili rani srednji vijek, pronalaze
uglavnom na veéim lokalitetima iz kojih je veéina
nalaza iz nekog uocljivijeg razdoblja, npr. antickog.
Razlog tome je $to se na tim lokalitetima provodi
detaljniji pregled, pa nije iskljuceno da bi intenziv-
nija tehnika pregleda mogla detektirati slicne nalaze
i drugdje u krajoliku (usp. Thompson 2004: 72 ff za
podrobno razmatranje tog fenomena; Bintliff 2000:
206). Ukoliko nastojimo analizirati uspjeh pronala-
ska arheoloskih nalazista, onda valja uz svako na-
laziste uvrstiti samo ona razdoblja koja su sama po
sebi dovoljna za njegovo uocavanje na terenu, a u
nasem slucaju to je ve¢inom antika.

Sezona pregleda 2007 2008
Pregledana povrsina (ha) 223 106
Anticka nalazi$ta 16 11
- gustoca po hektaru 0,07 0,10
Prapovijesna nalazi$ta 2 + 1 moguce | 4 (procjena)
- gustoca po ha 0,009-0,013 0,038

Tablica 1 Brojcani pokazatelji sezona istrazivanja 2007. i 2008.

Pokazatelji na Tablici 1 ukazuju na povecanje gusto-
¢e nalazista u dva razdoblja, antickom i prapovije-
snom u drugoj sezoni pregleda (ostala razdoblja su
slabije zastupljena te su iskljucena iz analize). Dok
je gustoca antickih nalaziSta porasla za oko 40%,
gustoca prapovijesnih se utrostrucila. Zbog ve¢ na-
vedenih problema ove podatke nije moguce izravno
dovesti u vezu s intenziviranjem terenske tehnike u
2008. sezoni, ve¢ samo procijeniti njihovo znacenje
u odnosu na ostale arheoloske pokazatelje. Izgledno
je, naime, da je istrazivanje 2008. godine zaista za-
hvatilo prostor s ne$to ve¢om gusto¢om nalaza i na-
lazista. No, ¢ak ako je ta gustoca zaista veca za oko
30-40% kod antickog razdoblja, ¢ini se malo vjero-
jatnim da je i kod prapovijesnog razdoblja uzrok
isklju¢ivo u bogatstvu povrsinskog arheoloskog ma-
terijala. Pretpostavljamo da je znacajan udio u ovoj
diskrepanciji uzrokovan intenziviranjem terenske
metode. Zanimljivo je da je kod anti¢kog razdoblja
poboljsanje uspjeha u pronalazenju tek umjereno te,
iako se vjerojatno donekle odnosi na detaljniji na-
¢in istrazivanja, taj udio moze biti dobrim dijelom

Kvantitativni, odnosno statisticki pristup u izlu¢ivanju nalazista
iz op¢ih varijacija u koncentraciji povrs$inskih nalaza nije primi-
jenjen (usp. Gallant 1986; Millet 1991: 20; Cambi & Terrenato
1994: 168-169). Rijec je o pristupu koji nije bez znac¢ajnih meto-
doloskih problema, kako pri odredivanju grani¢nih vrijednosti
(“praga”) iznad kojih povrsinske koncentracije artefakata valja
klasificirati kao nalazista, tako i kod tek prividne objektivnosti u
tom pristupu s obzirom da je izbor grani¢nih vrijednosti ionako
u sustini subjektivan (Bintlif 2000: 205fF).

also appear concerning sites with finds from mul-
tiple periods. Namely, it is not rare to find artifacts
from periods that are difficult to recognize, such as
prehistory or the early middle ages, at bigger sites
where the majority of artifacts belong to much
more apparent types, such as those from the roman
period. This effect is due to the more detailed sur-
vey conducted at such sites, so it cannot be ruled
out that a more intensive technique could detect
similar finds elsewhere in the landscape (cf. Thomp-
son 2004: 72 ff for a more thorough examination of
this phenomenon; Bintliff 2000: 206). If we are try-
ing to analyze the success of finding archaeological
sites, we need to include only those periods that are
abundant enough on each site to be sufficient for
detecting it in the field; in our case this is mostly
roman period.

Survey season 2007 2008
Surveyed area (ha) 223 106
Roman sites 16 11
- density per hectare 0,07 0,10
Prehistoric sites 2 + 1 possible | 4 (estimation)
- density per ha 0,009-0,013 0,038

Table 1 Quantitative indicators for the 2007 and 2008 research
sedasons.

Indicators on Table 1 show an increase in site densi-
ty for two periods, roman and prehistory in the sec-
ond season of survey (other periods are poorly rep-
resented and have been excluded from the analysis).
While the density of roman sites increased by 40 %,
the density of prehistoric sites tripled. Because of
the aforementioned problems, these data cannot
be directly linked to the intensification of the field
technique of the 2008 season, their meaning should
rather be estimated in relation to other archaeo-
logical indicators. It is likely the research of 2008
did indeed cover an area with a higher site and find
density. But even if this density is really higher by
30-40% in the roman period, it seems unlikely that
the success in recovery of the prehistoric period is
solely caused by the richness of surface finds. We
assume that a significant part of this discrepancy is
caused by the intensification of field methods. It is
interesting that, for the roman period, the increased
success in locating is merely moderate, and though
probably somewhat related to a more detailed way
of research, it may largely be due to a more expe-
rienced team and better organization. Prehistoric
finds are an entirely different issue, and we assume

old values above which surface concentrations of artifacts need
to be classified as sites, to the superficial appearance of objectiv-
ity of the approach, since the choice of the threshold values is
essentially subjective (Bintlif 2000: 205ff).
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posljedica iskusnije ekipe i povoljnije organizacije.
Prapovijesni nalazi su posve drugaciji problem te
pretpostavljamo da je njihovo pojavljivanje veé¢im
dijelom ishod detaljnijeg, intenzivnijeg pregleda, a
tek potom i stvarnih varijacija u povrsinskom zapi-
su koje svakako postoje.

ISCEZLI SREDNJI VIJEK

Srednjovjekovni su nalazi slabo zastupljeni u obje
sezone pregleda iako je u tom povijesnom razdo-
blju prosperirala umaska komuna i okolni ruralni
prostor (Benedetti 1973: 53ft) (SL. 7). Rijec je vrlo
slozenom problemu koji nije mogucde razrijesiti bez
detaljnijeg istrazivanja pa ¢emo se na ovom mjestu
ograniciti na nekoliko pretpostavki. Srednjovjekov-
ni sustav naseljavanja podudaran je s danasnjim na-
seljima, nedostupnim za pregled, a vjerojatno dobar
dio tog razdoblja nije u znacajnijoj mjeri ukljucivao
raspr$ene zaseoke koji bi se mogli detektirati povr-
$inskim pregledom. Sustav poljoprivrede svakako
je bio znatno razlicit od antickog te vjerojatno zbog
toga nije pronadeno mnogo nalaza izvan nalazi$ta.
Dodatan problem je $to su srednjovjekovni nalazi u
okolici danasnjih naselja preplavljeni velikom koli-
¢inom loncarije iz svih razdoblja, narocito onih re-
centnijih, §to mozZe znatno otezati detekciju.

Kad je rije¢ o metodologiji pregleda, prije svega
treba istaknuti ve¢ poznati problem dokumenti-
ranja slabije zastupljenih, odnosno slabije uoclji-
vih razdoblja (Sbonias 1999: 4). Naime, ukoliko se
pregledavac susrece samo s jednim ulomkom sred-
njovjekovne loncarije svakih dan ili dva, prili¢no je
vjerojatno da ¢e se dogadati previdi, narocito ako
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Sl. 7 Ukupna kolicina loncarije zabiljezena pri STP-u u zaledu
Umaga u sezoni 2008.

Fig. 7 The overall amount of pottery recorded in the systematic
field survey of Umag hinterland in the 2008 season.

their appearance is for the most part a result of a
more detailed, intensive survey, and only in the sec-
ond place of actual surface record variations, which
can definitely be anticipated.

THE LOST MIDDLE AGES

Medieval finds are poorly represented in both sea-
sons of the survey, even though this is the period
of prosperity for the Umag commune and its rural
surroundings (Benedetti 1973: 53ff) (Fig. 7). This is
a very complex problem that cannot be solved with-
out further research so here we will limit ourselves
to a few general assumptions. The medieval settle-
ment system coincides with today’s settlements,
unavailable for survey, and a good portion of this
period did not include significant amount of scat-
tered hamlets which may be detected in surface
survey. The agricultural system was also markedly
different from roman times and most likely this is
the reason why many artifacts had not been found
off-site. An additional problem is that areas around
present villages abound in pottery shards from all
periods, mostly the recent ones, which can further
impede detection.

When it comes to the methodology of survey, the
well known issue of documenting underrepre-
sented, i.e. less conspicuous, sites should be noted
(Sbonias 1999: 4). Namely, if the surveyor encoun-
ters only one shard of medieval pottery every day
or two, it is likely that oversights will happen, espe-
cially if he/she is documenting pottery from roman
period exclusively during the rest of the time. Fur-
thermore, defining medieval pottery fabrics in the
field is highly problematic, considering its similarity
to the coarse ware from roman and post-medieval
pottery. In any case, the success in detecting pre-
historic sites indicates that the intensity of survey
is not the main problem. A research strategy aimed
at the medieval period, e.g. focusing the attention
on the presently settled areas, specific place names
or on the analysis of land divisions, could achieve
better results.

OFF-SITE FINDS

The problem of off-site artifacts pertains equally
to their archaeological context as to the research
methodology, so discussions on this type of finds
have become an essential part of the broader discus-
sion on the field methodology of the systematic field
survey. Moreover, a more serious consideration of
finds which seem completely separated from any
relevant archaeological context is in the first place
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cijelo vrijeme dokumentira gotovo iskljucivo antic-
ku lonc¢ariju. Svakako je problemati¢no i definiranje
tipi¢nih srednjovjekovnih faktura na terenu, s obzi-
rom da su one sli¢ne kako antickoj gruboj robi, tako
i novovjekovnoj loncariji. Kako bilo, uspjeh u de-
tekciji prapovijesnog razdoblja pokazuje da inten-
zitet pregleda nije glavni problem. Strategija istra-
zZivanja koja bi bila usmjerena na srednjovjekovno
razdoblje, npr. usmjeravanjem paznje na okolicu
danasnjih naselja, specificnu toponimiju ili analizu
sustava zemljisnih podjela, moguce bi polucila bolje
rezultate.

NALAZI 1ZVAN NALAZISTA

Problematika nalaza izvan nalazi$ta u jednakoj
mjeri se odnosi na njihov povijesni kontekst kao i
na metodologiju istrazivanja pa su rasprave o toj
vrsti nalaza postale neizostavan dio Sire diskusije
o terenskoj metodologiji STP-a. Stovise, upravo je
ta metoda zasluzna za ozbiljnije razmatranje nala-
za koji se na prvi pogled ¢ine potpuno odvojeni od
nekog arheoloski relevantnog konteksta (Novakovi¢
2003: 142).

Pregled slabijeg intenziteta u prvoj sezoni pregleda
(supra) polucio je prilicno grub raster prosje¢nih
gustoca. Kako su osnovna jedinica dokumentiranja
bile danasnje agrarne povrsine, prosjecna razlu-
Civost tog rastera je oko 1 ha, ali s viskom stopom
varijabilnosti u veli¢inama dokumentiranih jedini-
ca, ovisno o gustoci parcelacijske mreze. Na Sl. 8a
jasno su uocljive anomalije koje cesto korespondi-
raju s arheoloskim nalazi$tima, no zbog spomenu-
te varijabilnosti prikaz nije jasno Ccitljiv jer veli¢ina
obojenih povrsina odgovara prije svega dana$njoj
zemlji$noj podjeli, a ne ukupnoj koli¢ini i rasporedu
povrsinskog materijala. Narocit problem jest sjedi-
njavanje svih perioda u prosjeku gustoce, iako je taj
nedostatak moguce donekle nadomjestiti opisnim
biljeskama o zastupljenosti pojedinih vrsta nalaza.
Takav pristup je vrlo ¢est u mediteranskim pregle-
dima $to ponekad moze opravdavati Cinjenica da
velika vecina nalaza izvan nalazi$ta vrlo Cesto datira
iz samo jednog razdoblja intenzivnog agrarnog ra-
zvoja (Bintliff 2009: 113). No, ve¢ prvo iskustvo pre-
gleda u umaskoj okolici uputilo nas je na potrebu
ne samo jasnijeg kronoloskog razdvajanja nalaza, s
obzirom da mnoge ,znacajne” gustoce odgovaraju
recentnom razdoblju (ili amalgamu vi$e razdoblja),
nego i na potrebu mnogo finije prostorne kontrole
tih varijacija. Karta prosje¢nih gustoca izradena na
temelju podataka iz prve sezone moze se uporabiti
prije svega za procjenu mogucnosti previda veéih
nalazista ili razmatranje nekog opc¢eg arheoloskog

issued from developments in the survey methodol-
ogy (Novakovi¢ 2003: 142).

Low intensity survey from the first season of our
research (supra) produced a very rough raster of av-
erage offsite densities. Since the basic unit of docu-
mentation had been present agricultural plots, the
average resolution of the obtained raster was ca 1
ha, but with a high rate of variability in the size of
documented units which is related to the density of
the land divisions. Fig. 8 shows the evident anoma-
lies which often correspond to archaeological sites,
but due to the aforementioned variability the im-
age is not readily legible because the sizes of colored
areas corresponds to today’s land division, and not
to the exact extents of the variations in the den-
sities of surface finds. A particular problem is the
incorporation of all periods into the density index,
even though this shortcoming can be somewhat
corrected by descriptive accounts on the presence
of individual periods of find types. This approach is
common in Mediterranean surveys, which can be
accounted for by the fact that typically most of the
off-site finds date from only one period of intensive
agricultural development (Bintliff 2009: 113). How-
ever, our first experience of survey in the Umag
area made us aware of the need for, not only clearer
chronological separation since many “significant”
density values correspond to recent periods (or an
amalgamation of several periods), but also for finer
spatial control of these variations. The map of av-
erage density values based on the first season data
can be used primarily for the assessment of possi-
ble oversights of larger sites, or for the estimation
of general archaeological potential (if it is related to
surface density), while it is insufficient for a more
detailed study of individual archaeological periods.

The most significant improvement in field method-
ology of the next survey season (2008) came in the
approach to the off-site finds documentation. The
application of a denser grid of survey transects and
a more detailed documentation of on-site finds re-
vealed the real complexity of the surface archaeo-
logical record (Fig. 8: b; cf. supra). First of all, it was
established that surface finds tend to fall in several
distinctive periods: the Bronze Age, Roman and the
Post-Medieval period. It is clear that combining all
these periods into an average density value cannot
be justified if the research goal is the consideration
of the diachronic development of the archaeologi-
cal landscape. Unfortunately, the surveyed sample
remains very small and discontinuous, and it is
not possible to make inferences on the spatial re-
lationship between the sites and adjacent off-suite
scatters (i.e. it seems they correspond to complex
patterns, rather than to form simple concentric
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Fig. 8 Off-site finds: a) 2007 season, all types of finds, b) 2008 season, Roman period (surface DOK 1:5000, cartography: the author)

potencijala (ako je ovaj vezan uz povrsinske gusto-
¢e), dok je za detaljnu studiju pojedinih razdoblja
nedostatna.

Najznacajnije poboljsanje terenske metode u iducoj
sezoni pregleda (2008.) upravo je u dokumentaciji
nalaza izvan nalazista. Tek je primjena gusce mreze
koridora i detaljnija dokumentacija nalaza na tere-
nu otkrila stvarnu kompleksnost povrsinskih kon-
centracija materijala (Sl. 8: b). Prije svega utvrdeno
je da su povrsinski nalazi koncentrirani u nekoliko
razdoblja: bronc¢ano doba, antiku i novi vijek. Jasno
je da stapanje svih tih perioda u neku prosje¢nu
gustocu povrsinskog materijala ne moze biti oprav-
dano ukoliko je cilj istrazivanja prikaz kronoloskog
razvoja arheoloskog krajolika. Nazalost, pregledani
uzorak terena jos je uvijek vrlo malen i diskontinu-
iran te nije moguce donositi zakljucke o distribuci-
jama tih nalaza u smislu prostornog odnosa prema
nalazi$tima (tj. ¢ini se da one odgovaraju slozenijim
obrascima osim jednostavnog koncentri¢nog po-
jasa oko vecih nalazista: usp. Hayes 1991; Banning
2002: 15ff). S druge je strane primjena dosljednog
prebrojavanja nalaza na terenu osigurala vrlo dobar
uzorak koji omogucuje razmatranje nastanka povr-

zones around bigger sites (cf. Hayes 1991; Banning
2002: 151f). On the other hand, the consistent use
of counting of off-site finds in all tracts provided a
very good sample size which permits a general con-
sideration of the off-site surface record formation.
The chart (fig. 9) shows that a little less than three
quarters of documented ceramic material consists
of ceramic building material (bricks and roof tiles)
and that there is a remarkable correspondence in
the frequencies and proportions of roman and post-
medieval finds.

Archaeological accounts of off-site finds from the
Mediterranean and Middle East areas usually con-
sider them in view of the practice of field manuring,
that is the spreading of household waste comprising
broken potsherds (Bintlif & Snodgrass 1988a: 508;
Hayes 1991: 82ff; Given 2004: 14). One of the first
and most influential studies in this vein is the analy-
sis of concentric pottery concentrations around
Middle East tell sites (Wilkinson 1989). J. Hayes
(1991) suggests several interesting models for the
possible interpretation of spatial patterns of off-site
finds which correspond almost exclusively to the
activities of waste disposal and/or field fertilization.
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Fig. 9 Pottery and ceramic building material from the systematic field survey of Umag hinterland in the 2008 season.

$inskog zapisa izvan nalazi$ta. Na grafikonu (Sl. 9)
je razvidno da ne$to manje od tri Cetvrtine materija-
la ¢ini gradevna keramika (cigle i crijep) te takoder
da postoji izrazita poudarnost u broj¢anim pokaza-
teljima anti¢kog i novovjekovnog materijala.

U literaturi mediteranskog i bliskoisto¢nog STP-a
nalazi izvan nalazi$ta (off-site finds) najcescée se raz-
matraju kroz praksu gnojenja polja ¢ime se raspr$u-
ju i kuéni otpaci, izmedu ostalog i ulomci loncarije
(Bintlif & Snodgrass 1988a: 508; Hayes 1991: 82ff;
Given 2004: 14). Jedna od prvih i najutjecajnijih
studija u tom smislu je analiza koncentri¢nih kon-
centracija loncarije oko bliskoisto¢nih tell-naselja
(Wilkinson 1989). J. Hayes (1991) takoder predlaze
modele za mogude tumacenje prostornih obrazaca
nalaza izvan nalazista koji odgovaraju prije svega
aktivnostima odbacivanja otpadaka i/ili gnojenja
polja.

Zanimljivo je da i danas$nji stanovnici umaskog za-
leda na sli¢an nacin tumace sitne ulomke keramike
koji su rasprseni po poljima. No, u tom slu¢aju nije
za ocekivati da bi gradevna keramika tako izrazito
dominirala u sastavu povrsinskog materijala, s ob-
zirom da u otpadu iz domacinstva ocekujemo veci
udio razbijenog posuda i ostalih uporabnih pred-
meta. Na taj je problem ve¢ upozorila i E. Fentre-
ss koja je inace vrlo skepti¢na prema arheoloskom
potencijalu nalaza izvan nalazista (Fentress 2000).
Gradevna keramika prije svega potjecCe od a) uniste-
nih gradevina i b) deponiranja materijala, npr. u svr-
hu odrzavanja putova u vlaznom periodu (eadem:
47). Kako je rije¢ o arheoloskom materijalu koji je
izvorno bio krupnijih dimnezija (cigle, tegule i im-
breksi), poseban problem predstavljaju naknadne
manipulacije prilikom ¢i$¢enja polja sto za poslje-
dicu moze imati korelaciju prostornog rasporeda
nalaza s recentnijim zemlji$nim podjelama (usp.

It is interesting to note that current inhabitants of
Umag hinterland interpret the small potsherds dis-
persed across the fields in a similar way. However,
in this case one cannot expect ceramic building ma-
terial to dominate so clearly in the composition of
the surface assemblage, considering that household
waste includes mostly broken pottery and other
small utensils. E. Fentress has already warned of this
problem in her rather skeptical assessment of the
archaeological potential of off-site finds (Fentress
2000). Ceramic building material, unlike pottery,
may emerge primarily from a) destroyed buildings
and b) planned deposition of material, e.g. for the
purpose of maintenance of field paths during wet
periods (eadem: 47). Since this archeological ma-
terial was originally quite bulky (bricks, tegulae,
imbrices), subsequent manipulation during field
clearance presents a pertinent problem. A certain
amount of correlation of spatial distribution of
these finds with historical land division is certainly
to be expected (cf. field survey of Hvar: supra). Fur-
thermore, it is impossible to distinguish the pace
at which these larger pieces were fragmented, i.e.
when and in what circumstances one can expect
these finds to be moistly reduce to sizes which do
not present a problem during tillage. Further dis-
persion of off-site finds can occur during changes
in land divisions, which we can illustrate with one
recorded feature from the vicinity of Spinel (fig. 10).
The figure shows the concentration of stone rubble
and scarce surface finds, apparently somehow re-
lated to the destroyed boundary. The appearance of
a smaller number of fragments with roman traits at
this location can be related to the nearby site, but in
the end the feature is a recent formation.

In any case, a simple explanation of the formation
of off-site find concentrations cannot be provided;
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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 veli¢ine 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$njenje za nastanak
koncentracija nalaza izvan nalazi$ta 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 razliCitih 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 (SL 4: b, SI. 11).
Naselje je zasticeno 3 do 7 m visokim bedemom, a
prikupljeni nalazi loncarije protezu se od srednjeg
broncanog i zeljeznog doba do antike i ranog sred-
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1
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I

Putevi 1973. g

V """ 4
M Zabiljezena tvorevina

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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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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