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Autor ispravlja prijasnje misljenje kako je eponim
Vranjica sukladan toponimu otoka Hurania pred Sa-
lonom, kako ga navodi splitski arhidakon Toma u 13.
stoljecu. Analizom povijesnih izvora utvrduje razloge
zbog kojih nije moguc¢ takav zakljucak, a to potvrduje
ineprekidnoscu trajanja imena Vranjic, od 11. st. Iden-
tificira Huraniju s Duranom iz 10. st. i Doranuom iz
14. st. Tri latinizirana toponima veze uz lokalitet Dvo-
rine, koji se nalazio na jednom od otoka rijeke Jadro.
Na osnovi ¢injenice kako je ve¢ u 10. st. taj lokali-
tet nosio naziv Dvorine, autor upucuje na postojanje
prijasnje gradevine. Tadasnju gradnju ili mozda obno-
vu crkve posvecene sv. Martinu uzima kao osnovicu
teze kako je upravo ondje, u dvoru sv. Martina, godine
839. sklopljen mir izmedu hrvatskoga kneza Mislava i
mletackog duzda Petra Tradenika.

Kljucne rijeci: Vranjic, Dvorine, kralj Mihovil
Kresimir, kralj Zvonimir, crkva sv. Martina, dvor sv.
Martina, knez Mislav, duzd Petar Tradenik
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The author discusses previous views that the ep-
onym Vranjica corresponds to the island of Hurania in
the waters off of Salona, as stated by Thomas the Arch-
deacon in the thirteenth century. By analyzing histori-
cal sources, he ascertains the reasons why this conten-
tion is not possible, which is additionally confirmed by
the continuity of the name Vranjic since the eleventh
century. He identifies Hurania as Durana from the tenth
century and Doranua from the fourteenth century. He
links the three Latinized toponyms with the Dvorine
site, which was on one of the islands in the Jadro River.
Based on the fact that already in the tenth century this
site bore the designation Dvorine, the author points to
the existence of a previous structure. He uses the con-
struction, or perhaps restoration, of a church dedicated
to St. Martin at the time as the basis for his hypothesis
that it was precisely here, in the Palace of St. Martin,
that the peace between Prince Mislav and the Vene-
tian Doge Pietro Tradenico was concluded in 839.

Key words: Vranjic, Dvorine, King Mihovil

Kresimir, King Zvonimir, Church of St. Martin, Palace
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Karta: 1. Vranjic, 2. Meterize, 3. Sv. Marija na Otoku, 4. Gradina, 5. Gaspina mlinica, 6. Suplja crkva, 7. Dvorine
- pretpostavljeno podrudje, 8. Sv. Mihovil, 9. Amfiteatar, 10. Teatar

Map: 1. Vranjic, 2. Meterize, 3. St. Mary’s at Otok, 4. Gradina, 5. Gaspina mlinica, 6. Suplja crkva (Hollow
Church), 7. Dvorine - assumed area, 8. St. Michaels, 9. Amphitheatre, 10. Theatre

Proucavanje bogate arheolosko-povijesne bastine
srednjovjekovnog Solina stalni je proces koji se s vise
ili manje intenziteta, ipak, uspje$no provodi i nakon
utrnuc¢a Drustva za istrazivanje domace povijesti Biha¢
neposredno nakon Drugoga svjetskog rata i smrti So-
linjanina don Lovre Kati¢a (11961.), vrijednog istra-
zivaca povijesti solinskoga grada i njegova okruzenja.
Od sedamdesetih godina 20. stolje¢a nove spoznaje o
graditeljskoj bastini, koje su iziSle na svjetlo dana kao
rezultat arheoloskih istraZivanja, uvjetovale su i uka-
zale na potrebu kriti¢nijeg pristupa uvrijezenim tvrd-
njama hrvatske povijesne znanosti, osobito onih re-
zultata koji se odnose na topografiju i toponomastiku
solinskoga krajobraza. Cinjenica je, s obzirom na no-
voutvrdeno stanje ostataka arhitekture u koje se nisu
mogle uklopiti stare teze, kako su se trebala traziti,
kako su se trazila i predlagala nova rjesenja. Tako su
se nastavile rasprave o postojanju jedne crkve ili dviju
crkava na Otoku i o njihovim naslovnicima,' vremenu
izgradnje, tipoloskim znacajkama, o titularima crkve
u Gradini® i ubiciranju crkve sv. Mihovila u Svetom

Study of the rich archaeological and historical
heritage of medieval Solin is an ongoing process that
has been conducted with varying intensity, and rather
successfully even after the dissolution of the Bihaé
Society for Research into Local History immediately
after the Second World War and the death of Solin
native Fr. Lovre Kati¢ (11961), who energetically re-
searched the history of the town of Solin and its en-
virons. Since the 1970s, new knowledge on the archi-
tectural heritage, which came to light as a result of
archaeological research, has also underscored the need
for a more critical approach to long-standing claims in
Croatian historical scholarship, particularly those re-
sults pertaining the topography and toponymy of the
Solin landscape. Given the newly-established status
of the architectural remains which did not comply
with older views, new solutions were sought and pro-
posed. Thus, debate continued on whether there was
one or two churches at Otok and their titular saints,’
the construction date, typological features and titu-
lars of the church in Gradina? and the location of the

1 Cambi 1974; Jelovina, Rapani¢ 1977; Jurkovié
1987; Matijevi¢ Sokol 1993; Matijevi¢ Sokol 2002;
Buzan¢i¢ 1998; Buzanci¢ 1998a; Duplanéi¢ 1999;
Rapani¢ 2000.

2 Jelovina, Rapani¢ 1977; Ivancevi¢ 1994; Rapanié
2000; Marasovi¢ 2002; Marasovi¢ 2005; Marasovié
2007; Buzanci¢ 2007.
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1 Cambi 1974; Jelovina, Rapani¢ 1977; Jurkovi¢ 1987;
Matijevi¢ Sokol 1993; Matijevi¢ Sokol 2002; Buzancic¢
1998; Buzan¢i¢ 1998a; Duplanéi¢c 1999; Rapanié¢
2000.

2 Jelovina, Rapani¢ 1977; Ivancevi¢ 1994; Rapanié
2000; Marasovi¢ 2002; Marasovi¢ 2005; Marasovié
2007; Buzanci¢ 2007.
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Kaju,? ali i otvorila nova pitanja u svezi s nastankom
i funkcioniranjem krunidbene bazilike (kralja Zvoni-
mira) u Supljoj crkvi* i benediktinskog samostanskog
kompleksa u Rizinicama® te prvotnom mjestu upotre-
be pronadenih ulomaka srednjovjekovne skulpture i
sadrzaju natpisa nadenih u Kliskoj tvrdavi.®

Ovom radu, medutim, nije svrha ocijeniti uspjes-
nost tih revizija ni snazenje ili odbacivanje postavlje-
nih zakljucaka. To je izvan tematskog okvira ovoga
priloga koji je potaknut uocenom etimologijskom
sli¢noS¢u toponima Durana, Hurania i Doranua u
srednjovjekovnim dokumentima.

Toponim Durana (que olim regalis erat insula que
vocatur durana) javlja se u sumnjivoj ispravi kralja
Mihovila Kresimira izdanoj 954. godine’ te u darovni-
ci devetorice obdarenih muzeva, koja je dodatak tom
kraljevom privilegiju. Ta dva, izvorno posebna, doku-
menta izdana u razli€itim vremenima i s odvojenim
zbivanjima spojena su u cjelinu pri njihovu prijepisu
godine 1397.

Nesto izmijenjeno ime otoka Hurania (insula Hu-
rania, que est ante Salonam) susreée se u prvom de-
setlje¢u 13. stoljeca, kada se Mlecani sa Zadranima
osvecuju nadbiskupu Bernardu, razoriv§i na njemu
kulu s pala¢om koju je nadbiskup ondje bio podigao —
kako sredinom istog stoljeca pise Toma Arhidakon.?

Toponim Doranua se poslije toga nalazi u popisu
zemalja splitske nadbiskupije iz 1338. godine.’

U hrvatskoj povijesnoj topografiji od 17. stolje-
¢a bez ograde je prihvaceno misljenje Ivana Lucica
koji je Huraniju poistovjetio s otokom Vranjicem.'
Rezultat ove studije dovodi u pitanje ispravnost ta-
kve tvrdnje i pokazuje kako je taj zakljucak bio ishi-
tren, neutemeljen, dvojben i u konacnici netoCan te

w

Ivanisevi¢ 2003; Jelic¢i¢-Radonic¢ 2009.

4  Zekan 1994; Zekan 2000; Zekan 2005; Zekan 2008;
Fiskovi¢ 2002; Fiskovi¢ 2004.

5 Zekan 1980; Zekan 2011; Zekan 2013; Pejakovié¢
1992; Pejakovi¢ 1996; Pejakovi¢c 1997; Rapani¢ 2000;
Rapani¢ 1996.

6 Buzanci¢ 2011. Nakon objave spomenika sredstva
javnog priop¢avanja su 21. veljace 2012. godine preni-
jela izjavu Nevena Budaka kako se iz ulomaka s nat-
pisima i$¢itava ime nepoznate hrvatske kraljice Doma-
slave iz 10. stoljeca.

7 Stipisi¢, Sam3alovié 1967, str. 40, 41, darovnicu datira-
ju godinom 950., koja je neuskladiva s XII. indikcijom
iz kraljeve darovnice.

8 Luci¢ 1979, str. 116; Peri¢, Matijevi¢ Sokol 2003, str.
132, 133.

9  Smiciklas 1912, str. 396.

10 Buli¢ 1913; Rapanié¢ 2000, str. 104.

Church of St. Michael in Sveti Kajo.* Such ongoing
debate has also given rise to new questions pertaining
to the continuation and functioning of the coronation
basilica (of King Zvonimir) in the so-called Hollow
Church (Suplja crkva)* and the Benedictine monastic
complex in Rizinice® and the initial location of use of
the discovered fragments of medieval sculpture and
the content of the inscriptions found in the fortress at
Klis.®

The purpose of this work is not, however, to as-
sess the success of these revisions nor validate or re-
fute their conclusions. This lies outside of theoretical
framework of this contribution, which was prompted
by the noted etymological similarity between the to-
ponyms Durana, Hurania and Doranua in medieval
documents.

The toponym Durana (que olim regalis erat insula
que vocatur durana) appears in a dubious document
of Croatian King Mihovil KreSimir issued in 9547
and in an enfeoffment to nine worthy notables, which
was an annex to this royal deed. These two, originally
separate, documents issued at different times and re-
ferring to separate events were merged into a single
document during their transcription in 1397.

A somewhat altered name of the island Hurania
(insula Hurania, que est ante Salonam) can be found
in the first decade of the thirteenth century, when the
Venetians, together with denizens of Zadar, retaliated
against Archbishop Bernard, razing the tower and pal-
ace the archbishop had built there — as recorded in the
middle of that century by Thomas the Archdeacon.®

The toponym Doranua appears after this in a list
of estates of the Split Archdiocese from 1338.°

Ivan Luci¢’s view that Hurania is the same as
the island Vranjic has been accepted without quali-
fication in Croatian historical topography since the

3 IvaniSevi¢ 2003; Jeli¢i¢-Radoni¢ 2009.

4 Zekan 1994; Zekan 2000; Zekan 2005; Zekan 2008;
Fiskovi¢ 2002; Fiskovi¢ 2004.

5 Zekan 1980; Zekan 2011; Zekan 2013; Pejakovi¢
1992; Pejakovi¢ 1996; Pejakovi¢ 1997; Rapani¢ 2000;
Rapanié¢ 1996.

6 Buzanci¢ 2011. After publication of the monument,
the media carried a statement by Neven Budak that the
name of a hitherto unknown tenth-century Croatian
queen, Domaslava, was discerned from the fragments
bearing inscriptions.

7  Stipisi¢, Samsalovié¢ 1967, pp- 40, 41, dated the en-
feoffment to the year 950, which does not comply with
the twelfth indiction from the king’s enfeoffment.

8 Luci¢ 1979, p. 116; Peri¢, Matijevi¢ Sokol 2003, pp.
132, 133.

9 Smiciklas 1912, p. 396.

369



VAHD 107, 2014, 367-384

upucuje na potpuno razliCitu ubikaciju toga povije-
snog lokaliteta.

Ve¢ je kod imena Durana (Doranua, Hurania)
upitno radi li se o sintagmi od skra¢enog latinskog
prijedloga de i hrvatske imenice Vrana, $to je u zna-
¢enjskom i gramatickom obliku nategnuto, ili se to
ime odnosi na neku drugu izvornu hrvatsku imenicu, s
nizom suglasnika koji su pisarima bili tesko izgovor-
ljivi. Kako ni u jednoj navedenoj inacici nije ocuvan
samoglasnik iz prijedloga de, premda bi samoglasnik
e dodatno olaksao latinsku dikciju, postaje razvidno
kako se radi upravo o toponimu s izvornim hrvatskim
nazivom. Neto¢nost prenoSenja hrvatskih imenica u
srednjovjekovnim latinskim tekstovima nije, uosta-
lom, nikakva posebna iznimka — to je redovita pojava
u gotovo svim sacuvanim dokumentima. Cinjenica
je kako su se s hrvatskim izgovorom latinski pisari
tesko snalazili, pa su ga prilagodavali latinskom tekstu
i, naj¢esce, netoCnom izgovoru, izgubivsi time izvorni
govorni oblik.

No prije prihvacanja takve konstatacije kao ko-
nacnog zakljucka bilo je potrebno potraziti dodatnu
potkrjepu takvoj tvrdnji u diplomati¢koj gradi, anali-
za koje je trebala potvrditi ili dovesti u sumnju isprav-
nost postavljene teze. Stoga je u srednjovjekovnim
povijesnim izvorima trebalo istraziti pojavnost imena
Vranjic, i to od njegova prvog navodenja, te utvrditi
njegove kronoloske odnose s dokumentima u kojima
se nalazi toponim Durana i njegove izvedenice.

Vranjic (Uueranizza) se kao toponim prvi put spo-
minje godine 1040. u popisu zemalja koje je nabavio
splitski prior Nikifor." Izvorna vijest kako se tu radi o
zemlji (ferra) u hrvatskoj historiografiji poslije je pro-
glaSena pogres$nom te je postavljena teza o vjerojatno-
sti kupnje prostorija u nekoj istoimenoj kuli (turro) na
vanjskim zidinama grada Splita.'> Medutim, ¢injenica
kako se prostorija ili kula toga imena ne pojavljuje ni
u jednom drugom dokumentu ili spisu, kao i okolnost
Sto se otok Vranjic poslije nalazi u posjedu Splitske
op¢ine, upucuje na prihvacanje prvotne interpretacije
F. Rackoga."” Takvu argumentaciju dodatno osnazuje
i presuda iz godine 1078. kojom kralj Zvonimir rje-
Sava spor Petra Crnog i svojeg ujaka Streze, a koji se
odnosi na zemlje u Vranjicu (Urana),'* te dokument

11 Racki 1877, br. 36; Stipisié, Samsalovi¢ 1967, str.
73, 74.

12 Stipigi¢, Samsalovi¢ 1967, str. 74.

13 Sli¢no misli i KeCkemet 1984, str. 51.

14 Stipisi¢, Samsgalovié 1967, str. 166; Novak, Skok 1952,
str. 224.
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seventeenth century.'’ The results of this study bring
into question the validity of such assertions and show
that this conclusion was hasty, unfounded, dubious
and, ultimately, inaccurate, and point to an entirely
different location for this historical site.

First, it is questionable that the toponym Durana
(Doranua, Hurania) represents a merger of the ab-
breviated Latin preposition de and the Croatian noun
Vrana, which is rather forced in connotative and
grammatical terms, or that it is some other original
Croatian noun with a series of consonants that that
medieval scribes found difficult to pronounce. Since
none of the variants contains the preserved vowel
from the preposition de, although the vowel e would
have eased the Latin diction, it becomes apparent that
this was actually a toponym with an original Croa-
tian name. Inaccuracy in the conveyance of Croatian
nouns in medieval Latin texts is not, after all, an ex-
ception — this was rather common in almost all pre-
served documents. The fact is that Latin scribes ex-
perienced difficulties with Croatian pronunciation,
and they therefore adapted it in Latin texts with, most
often, improper phonetics, thus losing the original
spoken form.

However, prior to accepting such an assertion as a
final conclusion, it was necessary to seek additional
evidence for it in the diplomatic sources, and conduct
an analysis that should either confirm or cast doubt
upon the validity of the hypothesis put forward. So it
was necessary to research the appearance of the top-
onym Vranjic in the medieval historical sources, from
its first citation, and confirm its chronological rela-
tionship with the documents in which the toponym
Durana and its variants appear.

Vranjic (Uueranizza) was first mentioned as a to-
ponym in 1040, in a list of properties procured by the
Split prior, Nikifor."" The original information that this
was a landed property (ferra) was later proclaimed a
mistake in Croatian historiography, and a hypothesis
was put forth to the effect that this was a reference to
the likely purchase of rooms in an eponymous tower
(turro) on the external walls of the city of Split.'> How-
ever, the fact that rooms or a tower of this name do not
appear in any other document or file, as well as the
fact that the island of Vranjic was later a possession of
the Split Municipality, backs the initial interpretation
made by Franjo Racki.”® This argument is addition-
ally reinforced by a verdict from 1078, whereby King

10 Buli¢ 1913, pp. 24-37; Rapani¢ 2000, p. 104.

11 Racki 1877, no. 36; Stipisic, Samsalovié¢ 1967, pp-
73, 74.

12 Stipisi¢, Samsalovié¢ 1967, p. 74.

13 A similar view in Keckemet 1984, p. 51.
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u kojem se Vranjic spominje pod imenom Vragna,'
a koji je napisan godine 1267. (za zivota Tome Ar-
hidakona, koji je umro 1268.'° godine, i koji svoju
Historiae Salonitanae zavrsava s 1266. godinom). Ta
posljednja ¢injenica upucuje na to kako je Vranjic pod
tim imenom postojao i u Tomino vrijeme, pa njego-
vu Huraniju ne treba traziti u poznatom mu Vranjicu,
nego na nekom drugom lokalitetu. Tominu Huraniju,
kako ju je umjesto Durana u 16. stolje¢u pogresno
transkribirao prepisiva¢ u najstarijem ocuvanom pri-
mjerku Tomina djela, treba poistovjetiti i s lokalite-
tom Doranua iz dokumenta datiranog 1338. godine,"”
koji se javlja najmanje sedamdeset dvije godine posli-
je Tomina navoda.

Ime Uraniza i Vrranica nalazimo i Sezdesetak go-
dina kasnije (1397.), u popisu dobara i meda splitske
nadbiskupije.'® Tijekom 15. i 16. stoljeca javlja se u
inacicama: Vragniza (1437.)," Lauraniza (1501.),°
Vregnizza (1516., 1522.),*' Vuragnice (1536.),%
Uragnizza (1553.),2 Vragnica (1570.%* 1571.),%
Vuragnizza (1572., 1583.)* i Vragnizza (1573.,7
1567., 1574.%).

Istovremena upotreba toponima Vranjic i toponi-
ma Doranua s njegovom izvedenicom Hurania upu-
¢uju na njihovu odvojenost te zakljucak kako se ne
radi o jednom lokalitetu nego o dva lokaliteta.

U razrjesenju te tvrdnje pomoéi ¢e nam i vijest iz
godine 1397., kada je nastao prijepis isprave kralja
Mihovila KreSimira datirane godine 954., u kojoj se
navodi lokalitet Durana. Ve¢ smo uputili na dvojbu
0 njezinoj vjerodostojnosti u hrvatskoj historiografiji.

15 Smiciklas 1907, str. 427.

16 Segvié 1927, str. 119, 120.

17 Smiciklas 1912, str. 396.

18 Smiciklas 1990, str. 183, 255.

19 Kati¢ 1956, str. 175.

20 Kukuljevi¢ Sakcinski 1863, str. 207.

21 Kati¢ 1956, str. 175.

22 Kukuljevi¢ Sakcinski 1857, str. 51.

23 Ljubi¢ 1877, str. 216.

24 Pelc 1997, str. 231; Duplanci¢ 1999, str. 7.

25 Camozio 1571-1572.

26 Novak 1961, str. 18, 341, 342.

27 Novak 1961, str. 130, 131.

28 Ljubi¢ 1880, str. 184, 188.

29 Solitro 1989, str. 184. O smjestaju crkve sv. Martina na
Otoccu, kako pise u dokumentu s pocetka 17. stoljeca,
postoje razli¢ita misljenja. Po jednome se ona nalazi
u Vranjicu (sv. Martin de Otocaz — Jelaska 1985, str.
39), a po drugom miSljenju vijest se odnosi na crkvu
istoga sveca na danasnjem otocicu Barbarinac, gdje se
nalazila i mala obrambena kula (Omasi¢ 2001, str. 62,
195, 196).

Zvonimir settled a dispute between Petar Crni (‘Peter
the Black’) and his maternal uncle, Streza, pertaining
to land in Vranjic (Urana)," and a document in which
Vranjic is mentioned under the name Vragna,' writ-
ten in 1267 (during the lifetime of Thomas the Arch-
deacon, who died in 1268,'® and who completed his
Historiae Salonitanae in 1266). This latter fact indi-
cates that Vranjic existed under this name even in the
time of Thomas, so his Hurania should not be sought
in the Vranjic with which he was familiar, but rather
in some other site. Thomas’ Hurania, as Durana was
mistakenly transcribed in the sixteenth century by the
copyist in the oldest extant example of the work by
Thomas, should also be identified with the site Dora-
nua from the document dated to 1338, which ap-
peared not less than seventy-two years after the cita-
tion by Thomas.

The name Uraniza or Viranica could also be seen
roughly sixty years later (1397), in a list of proper-
ties and boundaries of the Split Archdiocese.'® Dur-
ing the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries it appeared in
these variants: Vragniza (1437)," Lauraniza (1501),
Vregnizza (1516, 1522),>'  Vuragnice (1536),%
Uragnizza (1553),2 Vragnica (1570,%* 1571),»
Vuragnizza (1572, 1583)* and Vragnizza (1573,7
1567,% 1574%).

The coterminous use of the toponym Vranjic and
the toponyms Doranua with its derivation Hurania
points to their separate nature, and the conclusion that
this is not a single site but rather two locations.

14 Stipisi¢, Samsalovié¢ 1967, p. 166; Novak, Skok 1952,
p. 224.

15 Smiciklas 1907, p. 427.

16 Segvié¢ 1927, pp. 119, 120.

17 Smiciklas 1912, p. 396.

18 Smiciklas 1990, pp. 183, 255.

19 Kati¢ 1956, p. 175.

20 Kukuljevi¢ Sakcinski 1863, p. 207.

21 Kati¢ 1956, p. 175.

22 Kukuljevi¢ Sakcinski 1857, p. 51.

23 Ljubi¢ 1877, p. 216.

24 Pelc 1997, p. 231; Duplanci¢ 1999, p. 7.

25 Camozio 1571-1572.

26 Novak 1961, pp. 18, 341, 342.

27 Novak 1961, pp. 130, 131.

28 Ljubi¢ 1880, pp. 184, 188.

29 Solitro 1989, p. 184. There are differing opinions on
the location of the Church of St. Martin at Otocac, as
written in a document from the early seventeenth cen-
tury. According to one view, it was located in Vranjic
(sv. Martin de Otocaz — Jelaska 1985, p. 39), while ac-
cording to another it refers to a church with the same
titular saint on the present-day islet of Barbarinac,
where there was also a small defensive tower (Omasic
2001, p. 62, 195, 196).
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Navode se mnogobrojni analiti¢ki podatci s diploma-
tickog gledista i iskazuje ozbiljna sumnja u autentic-
nost osnovnog sadrzaja isprave, ali se ona u cjelini
ne odbacuje,*® no potom je na osnovi kriti¢kog raz-
matranja unutarnjih znacajki, tj. diplomaticke forme i
izraza te materijalne strane povelje (datiranje, osobe,
fakti itd.) zaklju¢eno kako je njezin oCuvani prijepis
iz godine 1397. autentiCan starijem, nestalom, prijepi-
su datiranom vjerojatno u 13. stoljecu, a taj nestalom
izvorniku iz 10. stoljeca.’!

Pri tim raspravama povjesnicima je promaknuo
jedan bitni detalj iz dispozicije isprave, analiza kojeg
ima odlucujuée znacCenje za odredenje njezine izvor-
nosti, vremena intervencije u njezin sadrzaj i mogu-
¢eg vremena njezina nastanka.

Pozornost u povelji privlaci formulacija “que olim
regalis erat insula que vocatur durana”. Konstrukci-
ja latinskog teksta u kojoj se nalazi prilog ol/im kao i
imperfekt erat usmjerili su na ozbiljno razmisljanje
i zazor pri pripisivanju autenti¢nosti cjelovitog sa-
drzaja te isprave kralju Mihovilu KreSimiru. Naime,
ako se izdavanje povelje veze uz hrvatskog kralja Mi-
hovila Kresimira, kraljevski status koji je zajamcéen
i natpisom na sarkofagu njegove Zene kraljice Jele-
ne, upitna je mogucénost kako je on poklonio posjed
“koji nekoc¢ bijase kraljev otok koji se zove Durana”,
jer se poklonjena stvar i u trenutku predaje morala
nalaziti u vlasniStvu darovatelja. U suprotnosti s ova-
kvom prosudbom, ako se ta vijest iz darovnice pripise
Mihovilu Kresimiru i podrzi autenti¢nost ¢ina, treba
ustvrditi kako je prije Mihovila KreSimira bilo vise
hrvatskih kraljeva od kojih se jedan odrekao ili mu je
bila oduzeta terra regalis, medu kojom je i insula Du-
rana. Prema genealoskoj slici hrvatskih kraljeva koja
je prihvacena u hrvatskoj historiografiji — Hrvatsko
Kraljevstvo pocinje najranije s njegovim prethodni-
kom Tomislavom (monah Gottschalk i Toma Arhida-
kon tituliraju Trpimira kraljem, a Toma i Muncimira
kraljem, ali se to odbacuje) — takva konstrukcija je
veoma teSko odrziva. I u jednom i u drugom slucaju
otok koji je nekad bio dio posjeda hrvatskih kraljeva
viSe nije u kraljevoj vlasnosti pa ga Mihovil KreSimir,
ako ga ponovno nije stavio pod svoju jurisdikciju, i ne
moze pokloniti.

Iz svega proizlazi kako obrazlozenje “que olim
regalis erat insula que vocatur durana” moze biti
kasnija dopuna, umetnuta zbog svrhovitosti snaze-
nja vjerodostojnosti isprave te ostavlja otvorenom

The resolution to this assertion is also aided by
the information from 1397, when the transcript of the
document of King Mihovil Kresimir — dated to 954 —
appeared, and in which the site Durana is mentioned.
I have already noted the doubts in its authenticity
raised by Croatian historiography. Many analytical
details from the diplomatic standpoint have been
cited, and serious suspicion in the authenticity of the
document’s basic content have been raised, but it has
not been rejected entirely.*® However, a subsequent
critical consideration of its internal features, i.e., its
diplomatic forms and expressions and the substantive
aspects of the charter (dating, persons, facts, etc.) led
to the conclusion that the preserved transcription from
1397 is faithful to the older, now missing transcript
probably dated to the thirteenth century, while the lat-
ter in turn was faithful to the original from the tenth
century.’!

In the course of these debates, historians over-
looked an essential detail from the document’s dis-
position, an analysis which has decisive significance
to the determination of its authenticity, the date of in-
tervention into its content and the possible time of its
emergence.

In the charter, the formulation “que olim regalis
erat insula que vocatur durana” draws attention. The
construction of the Latin text containing the prepo-
sition olim and the imperfect erat provoked serious
contemplation on and even aversion to the attribution
of the entire document’s authenticity to King Mihovil
Kres$imir. For if the issuance of this charter is tied
to the Croatian King Mihovil KreSimir, whose royal
status was also assured by the inscription on the sar-
cophagus of his wife, Queen Jelena, then this brings
into question the possibility that he bequeathed the
property “which was once the king’s island which is
called Durana”, because the asset being given at the
moment of its handover had to be the property of the
giver. In contrast to such an assessment, if this infor-
mation from the enfeoffment is ascribed to Mihovil
KreSimir and reflects the authenticity of this act, it
should be stated that prior to Mihovil KreSimir there
were Croatian kings, of whom one relinquished or had
seized from him terra regalis, which also included in-
sula Durana. According to the genealogy of Croatian
kings which is accepted by Croatian historiography
— and the Croatian kingdom began at the earliest with
his predecessor Tomislav (the monk Gottschalk and
Thomas the Archdeacon refer to Trpimir as king, and
Thomas additionally considered Muncimir a king, but
this has since been rejected) — such a claim is hardly

30 Stipisi¢ 1969.
31 Antoljak 1972.
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mogucnost kako je njezin izvorni sadrzaj dozivio
preinake u prijepisu, kao i djelomi¢ne interpolacije.

Za naSu raspravu, medutim, bitan je navod iz
darovnice kojim se ukazuje kako je insula Durana
nekadas$nji kraljev otok i on ¢e se pokazati veoma
znacajnim kod ubikacije tog lokaliteta.

S obzirom na suvremenu topografsku sliku Solina
i mi bismo se, na prvi pogled, priklonili op¢eprihvace-
nom zakljucku kako se Durana nalazi na otoku i kako
se ta vijest moze vezati samo uz Vranjic; osobito ako
bismo nasli potvrdu kako je on bio kraljev otok. No
drugi povijesni izvor dokazuje upravo suprotno. Radi
se o presudi kralja Zvonimira iz godine 1078. kojom
on rjeSava spor izmedu Streze i Petra Crnog. Naime,
kraljev ujak Streza, kojemu je Zvonimir dao ovlasti
prikupljanja prihoda s posjeda u Mosoru i izmedu
Solina i Bijaca, to je ucinio i na zemlji Petra Crnog.
Petar je poveo kralju vlasnike zemalja iz Vranjica od
kojih ih je otkupio,’* dokazavsi kako one nisu bile
dio kraljevskog posjeda. Pred splitskim nadbiskupom
Lovrom, sustipanskim opatom, priorom Dujmom i
drugim splitskim uglednicima, kralj mu tada potvr-
duje te posjede. Ta presuda koja negira Vranjic kao
dio kraljevskog dobra potvrda je kako se ni nekadas-
nji kraljev otok Durana iz isprave Mihovila KreSimira
ne odnosi na Vranjic. Dosjetka kako Streza nije znao
kako su te zemlje od Mihovila KreSimira prestale biti
kraljevske (a vidjeli smo kako su one trebale prestati
to biti i prije) te kako ih je Petar mogao kupiti bas od
nasljednika one devetorice kojima ih je on poklonio,*
nije ozbiljan argument koji se moze uvaziti.

Takvu pretpostavku treba odbaciti iz nekoliko
razloga. Ako se i prihvati kao to¢no vrijeme izdava-
nja isprava kraljeva KreSimira i Zvonimira, treba zna-
ti kako je izmedu njih proteklo gotovo 130 godina.
Stovise, analiza dispozicije pokazala je kako bi u tom
slucaju ¢in kraljevskog razvlastenja morao biti znat-
no prije dolaska na vlast Mihovila KreSimira pa bi taj
hijat bio oko dvjesto godina.

Nije li to dovoljno dugo razdoblje u kojemu se
ne bi zaboravilo nekadasnje kraljevsko vlasnistvo
i ne zazivjelo novo stanje? Nije li presmiono tvrditi
kako je Streza pokusao rekvirirati posjed nakon dva
stoljeca?

Kada bi to i bilo tako, znacilo bi, izmedu ostalog,
kako ni kralj ni njegova kancelarija nisu bili upo-
znati sa svojom imovinom (territorium regale). Pa
cak ako to kralj i nije mogao ili morao znati, a kod
dvorskih duznosnika je to palo u zaborav, postoji vise

32 Gunjaca 1975, str. 44, 45, te zemlje veze uz Vranjic.
33 Stipisi¢ 1969, str. 86.

tenable. In both cases, the island that was once a pos-
session of the Croatian kings is no longer the king’s
property, so Mihovil Kre$imir, if he did not restore his
jurisdiction over it, could not have bequeathed it.

It therefore follows that the explanation “que olim
regalis erat insula que vocatur durana” may be a
subsequent addendum, inserted in the interest of rein-
forcing the authenticity of the document, and it leaves
open the possibility that its original content underwent
modifications during transcription, and even a partial
interpolation.

For this discussion, however, an essential state-
ment from the enfeoffment indicates that insula Du-
rana was formerly the king’s island, and it will prove
quite significant to pinpointing this location.

Given the contemporary topographic appearance
of Solin, even I would — at first glance — agree with
the generally accepted conclusion that Durana was on
an island and that the information could only pertain
to Vranjic, particularly if one were to find confirma-
tion that it was the king’s island. But another histori-
cal source indicates precisely the opposite. This is the
judgment of King Zvonimir from 1078, wherein he
settled a dispute between Streza and Petar Crni. For
the king’s maternal uncle, Streza, to whom Zvonimir
granted the authority to gather revenues from the es-
tates in Mosor and between Solin and Bija¢i, also did
so on Petar Crni’s land. Petar brought the owners of
the land from Vranjic from whom he bought it** to the
king, proving that they were not part of the royal es-
tates. In front of Split Archbishop Lovre, the abbot in
Sustipan, Prior Dujam, and other dignitaries in Split,
the king confirmed his possession of these lands. This
verdict, which negated that Vranjic was a part of the
royal estate, confirms that the former king’s island of
Durana from Mihovil KreSimir’s document does not
pertain to Vranjic. The point that Streza did not know
that these lands had ceased being royal since the time
of Mihovil KreSimir (and we have seen that they should
have ceased to be so even earlier) and that Petar may
have purchased them from the successors to precisely
those nine to whom he had bequeathed them,* is not
a serious argument that may be accepted.

This hypothesis should be rejected for several rea-
sons. If the dates when the documents issued by Kings
Kresimir and Zvonimir are accepted as accurate, then
it must be understood that almost 130 years elapsed
between them. Moreover, an analysis of their dispo-
sition shows that in this case the act of royal expro-
priation had to have transpired considerably prior to

32 Gunjaca 1975, pp. 44, 45, associates this land with
Vranjic.
33 Stipisi¢ 1969, p. 86.

373



VAHD 107, 2014, 367-384

¢imbenika koji to ne bi dopustili. To su svjedoci
presude, splitski prior Dujam, ¢ija je Op¢ina, kako smo
vidjeli ve¢ prije, za priora Nikifora, kupila zemljiste u
Vranjicu, kao i drugi splitski uglednici. Pretpostavimo
li njihovu mogucu pristranost u korist Petra Crnog, jer
nio bliski kraljev suradnik, splitski nadbiskup Lovre.
Uostalom, to bi svjedocila i crkvena gradevina koju
su podigla devetorica odli¢nika, a koja je u vrijeme
Zvonimira jo$ postojala, ali ne, kao §to ¢emo vidjeti,
u Vranjicu.

Nepobitno je, sto je vidljivo iz privilegija kralja
Mihovila Kresimira, kako je Durana otok, a iz nje-
gova dodatka kako su darovnici na njemu izgradili
crkvu sv. Martina. I rukopis Tome Arhidakona govori
kako je Hurania otok na kojemu su se poc¢etkom 13.
stoljeca nalazile palaca i kula splitskog nadbiskupa.
Utvrdili smo kako se usporedo s tim imenima javlja i
otok Vranjic te kako se vijest iz kraljeve darovnice ne
odnosi na taj otok.

U prilog tome ide i Cinjenica kako je prijepis
splitskih kartulara, u kojima se spominje otok Durana,
ucinjen u Kninskom kaptolu na dan sv. Petra i Pavla,
29. lipnja 1397. godine,* nesto vise od Cetiri mjeseca
nakon §to je kninski biskup Ladislav u svojem popi-
su dobara splitske nadbiskupije spomenuo zemlju sv.
Martina iz Vranjica (...parte terra sancti Martini de
Uraniza),* i nepuna dva mjeseca prije nego $to je taj
isti Kaptol uputio kralju Zigmundu ispravljeni po-
pis tih istih zemalja. U ispravljenom popisu zemalja
Vranjic se navodi pet puta (...terrula ecclesie sancti
Martini de Viranica...; ... et (in parte terra) sancti
Martini de Vraniza; ...usque ad insulam Vranize per
directum et ipsam totam insulam Vranize et ab insula
Vranize...).** Dakle, kninski biskup Ladislav i, poslije
njega, izaslanik istoga Kaptola kanonik Bartolomej,
znaju za otok Vranjic, ali ga ni¢im ne poistovjecu-
ju s otokom Duranom, premda je Kninski kaptol u
meduvremenu svojim pecatom ovjerio prijepis privi-
legija kralja Mihovila KreSimira. Poistovje¢ivanje tih
dvaju otoka uslijedilo je tek od Ivana Luci¢au 17. sto-
lje¢u, od kojeg to preuzima Farlatti, a poslije i ostali
povjesnicari.’’

O kojemu se to otoku onda radi?

Latinska rije¢ insula (hrvatski = otok) opcenito
se upotrebljava za omedene kopnene cjeline koje su
najcesce optocene vodom, za $to su najblizi primjer

34 Smiciklas 1990, str. 231-233.

35 Smiciklas 1990, str. 183.

36 Smiciklas 1990, str. 255, 258.
37 Luci¢ 1979, str. 116; Buli¢ 1913.
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the ascension of Mihovil KreSimir to the throne, so
that this hiatus would have been roughly two hundred
years.

Is this not a sufficiently long period in which the
former royal property would not have been forgotten
and a new situation would not have ensued? Is it not
excessively bold to state that Streza had attempted to
requisition the property after two centuries?

Even if this were the case, it would have meant
that, among other things, not even the king and his
chancery were aware of his holdings (ferritorium re-
gale). And even if the king did not or could not have
known this, and this had been forgotten by court offi-
cials, there are a number of factors that would not have
permitted this. These are the witnesses to the verdict,
the Split Prior Dujam, whose municipality, as seen
previously, had purchased the land in Vranjic during
the tenure of Prior Nikifor, as well as other dignitaries
in Split. Even if it is assumed that they were biased in
favour of Petar Crni, as they would have been protect-
ing their own property in this manner, this would not
have been the case for the king’s close associate, Split
Archbishop Lovre. Indeed, the church building raised
by the nine dignitaries would have testified to this,
and it still existed in Zvonimir’s time, but not — as we
shall see — in Vranjic.

There is no dispute that Durana is an island, as ap-
parent from the privilege granted by King Mihovil
Kresimir, and its addendum shows that the beneficia-
ries built the Church of St. Martin on it. Even Thomas
the Archdeacon’s manuscript indicates that Hurania
is an island on which there was a palace and tower be-
longing to the Split archbishop in the thirteenth cen-
tury. I have established that parallel to these names,
the island Vranjic also appears, and that this informa-
tion from the king’s enfeoffment does not pertain to
that island.

This is also backed by the transcript of the Split
cartularies, in which the island of Durana is men-
tioned, and which was done in the Knin Cathedral
Chapter on the Feast of Sts. Peter and Paul, 29 June
1397,% slightly over four months after Knin Bishop
Ladislav mentioned St. Martin’s from Vranjic in his
list of property of the Split Archdiocese (...parte ter-
ra sancti Martini de Uraniza),*® and not entirely two
months before this same Cathedral Chapter sent King
Sigismund a corrected list of these same lands. In the
corrected register of lands, Vranjic is cited five times
(...terrula ecclesie sancti Martini de Vrranica...; ... et
(in parte terra) sancti Martini de Vraniza; ...usque ad
insulam Vranize per directum et ipsam totam insulam

34 Smiciklas 1990, pp. 231-233.
35 Smiciklas 1990, p. 183.
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morski otoci. U naSim srednjovjekovnim dokumen-
tima insula oznacava i rijeCne otoke, novovjekovne
ade, izraz koji nastaje za turske dominacije nasim
prostorima. Srednjovjekovni dokumenti povezani sa
Solinom i solinskom rijekom viSe puta spominju na
njoj insulu®® i njezinu pohrvacenu inacicu — Otok.*

Kada to dovedemo u ravan s povijesnom
izvornos¢u u kojoj se spominje nekadasnji kraljev
otok Durana iz darovnice kralja Mihovila KreSimira
(a utvrdili smo kako to nije Vranjic), a zatim s vijeS¢u
Tome Arhidakona kako su, uplovivsi svojim galijama,
otok Huraniju pred Solinom opustosili Mlecani zajed-
no s krizarima 1204. godine, te sa zemljom Doranua
iz popisa splitskih nadbiskupskih imanja 1338. godi-
ne (koja se protezu od crkve sv. Petra do mora), name-
¢e se neprijeporan zakljucak kako se sva tri toponima
odnose na lokalitet Dvorine. A kako bismo jos jednom
osnazili tu tvrdnju, ponovno upucujemo na darovni-
cu Mihovila Kresimira, u kojoj on uz otok Duranu
devetorici zasluznih i vjernih muzeva poklanjaizemlju
uz kazaliSte (agrum in Salona iuxta teatrum) i neke
u Podmorju (alium in loco qui vocatur potmorie),*
dakle, upravo ona dobra koja se nalaze s desne strane
rijeke Jadra.

I iz relativno kratkog Tominog zapisa o pustoSe-
nju Huranije i$¢itavaju se veoma zanimljivi i znacajni
podatci koji opravdavaju takvu atribuciju. Toma kaze
kako su Mlecani razorili kulu s palac¢om koju je nad-
biskup sagradio. U toj vijesti (turrem cum palatio)
nalazi se rjeSenje za toponim Dvorine (palatio = pa-
laca, dvor, dvorac, dvorine). Osim toga, Toma jasno
kaze kako je uz palacu nadbiskup Bernard sagradio i
kulu. Time je nadbiskup na posveéenom tlu, uz crkvu
sv. Martina, udario i temelj utvrdi.

Pitanje je kako je bila moguca gradnja nadbiskupo-
ve palace na posjedu kanonika uz rijeku Jadro, kad su
ga kanonici ljubomorno ¢uvali pa su se zbog te svoje
imovine redovito sporili s nadbiskupom i samostanom
sv. Stjepana u Splitu? Taj argument, koji je upotrijebio

38 Tako na primjer: 950 (?), 1000 g. (Stipisi¢, Samsalovi¢
1967, str. 41, 54), 1338. (Smiciklas 1912, str. 396) i
1397. (Smiciklas 1990, str. 179, 184, 258).

39 Spominje se u dokumentima iz 1338. (Smiciklas 1912,
str. 395) 1 1397. (Smiciklas 1990, str. 184, 258, 259).

40 Naziv Potmorie ali kao Pomorsciza—in civitate Salona
odnosi se na stijenu, kako se navodi u popisu zemalja
splitske nadbiskupije iz 1338. godine (Smiciklas 1912,
str. 396; Omagi¢ 1978, str. 104; Simunovié¢ 1992, str.
83). Taj je popis utemeljen na KreSimirovoj darovni-
ci, Sto se, izmedu ostalog, ocituje i u €injenici kako se
medu crkvenom imovinom nalazi i zemlja uz kazali-
Ste.

Vranize et ab insula Vranize...).® Therefore, Knin
Bishop Ladislav and, after him, an envoy of the same
Cathedral Chapter, Canon Bartolomej, knew about the
island of Vranjic, but they in no way identified it with
the island Durana, although the Knin Cathedral Chap-
ter certified the transcript of King Mihovil Kresimir’s
privileges with its seal. These two islands were only
equated since Ivan Luci¢ in the seventeenth century,
from whom the assertion was assumed by Farlatti,
and thereafter other historians.*’

But then which island is it?

The Latin word insula (Croatian — otok) was gen-
erally used for bounded land units that were bordered
by water, for which the closest example are islands
in the sea. In medieval documents from Croatia,
insula also refers to river islands, known in Croatian
by their more modern name ade (sing. ada), a term that
resulted from the Ottoman domination in the Croa-
tian lands. Medieval documents tied to Solin and its
river mention an insula on many occasions® and its
generally accepted variant: Otok.*

When this is linked to the historical authenticity in
which the former king’s island Durana is mentioned
in King Mihovil KreSimir’s enfeoffment (and it has
been established that this was not Vranjic), and then
the information from Thomas the Archdeacon that the
Venetians sailed in with their galleys together with the
Crusaders and devastated the island of Hurania before
Solin in 1204, and to the land of Doranua from the reg-
ister of the Split Archdiocese’s estates in 1338 (which
extended from the Church of St. Peter to the sea), then
the inescapable conclusion is that all three toponyms
refer to the site Dvorine. And in order to reinforce this
assertion, it becomes necessary to once more examine
Mihovil KreSimir’s enfeoffment, in which, besides the
island of Durana, he also bequeathed to the nine wor-
thy and loyal men the land next to the theatre (agrum
in Salona iuxta teatrum) and some in Podmorje (ali-
um in loco qui vocatur potmorie),*® meaning precisely
those estates on the right bank of the Jadro River.

36 Smiciklas 1990, pp. 255, 258.

37 Luci¢ 1979, p. 116; Buli¢ 1913.

38 Thus, for example: 950 (?), 1000 (Stipisi¢, Samsalovié
1967, pp. 41, 54), 1338 (Smiciklas 1912, p. 396) and
1397 (Smiciklas 1990, pp. 179, 184, 258).

39 It is mentioned in documents from 1338 (Smiciklas
1912, p. 395) and 1397 (Smiciklas 1990, pp. 184, 258,
259).

40 The toponym Potmorie but also Pomorsciza—in civitate
Salona refers to a stone crag, as stated in the register
of lands of the Split Archdiocese from 1338 (Smiciklas
1912, p. 396; Omasi¢ 1978, p. 104; Simunovié 1992, p-
83). This register is based on Kresimir’s enfeoffment,
which is, among other things, reflected in the fact that
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Kati¢ pri negiranju smjestaja kule i utvrde kasnijega
splitskog nadbiskupa Ugolina de Malabrance u Gra-
dinu (prema tvrdnjama Buli¢a), ne bi se mogao pri-
mijeniti na prijaSnju Bernardovu gradnju, jer Kati¢
upucuje kako su kanonici ta prava dobili darovnicom
kralja Andrije II. tek godine 1217., a potvrdio im ih je
papa Honorije III. 28. srpnja 1220. godine.*!

Kanonici se, medutim, spore s nadbiskupom
Bernardom oko povlastica koje su oni ostvarili u rim-
skoj kuriji godine 1196., za pape Celestina III., kada je
splitski nadbiskup bio Petar (od 1191./92. do 1196.).
Bernard, koji postaje nadbiskupom godine 1200., us-
pijeva uvjeriti sve kanonike (osim dvojice) kako su
ti privilegiji bezvrijedne krivotvorine te ih nagovoriti
da odbace svoje povlastice. Kanonici su ubrzo uvidje-
li svoju zabludu pa su se sukobili s nadbiskupom te
je njihova prijasnja prava potvrdio papa Inocent III.
1206. godine.* 1z toga je vidljivo kako je, od trenut-
ka preuzimanja kanonickih prava neposredno nakon
ustoli¢enja za nadbiskupa 1200. godine, Bernard mo-
gao nesmetano izgraditi svoju palacu i kulu na oto-
ku Hurania koje su porusili Mlecani 1204. godine.
Papina, pak, potvrda prijasnjih prava kanonicima
1206. godine, koje im je Bernard spremno vratio,
razlog su $to je nadbiskup (umro godine 1217.) odu-
stao od njezine obnove ili ponovne gradnje.

Za trenutak se vratimo darovnici kralja Mihovila
KresSimira i njezinu dodatku. Ako je zaista istinit ¢in
koji se spominje u jednom i drugom dokumentu, a
koji u prijepisu ¢ine cjelinu, izvorni je tekst morao
biti preuzet iz najmanje dvije isprave.

Iz dodatka isprave Mihovila KreSimira jasno pro-
izlazi Cinjenica kako je sagradena crkva na Durani
posvecena sv. Martinu. Kult sv. Martina osobito je
Stovan kod Karolinga, a vrijeme njegova jac¢anja na
prostoru ranosrednjovjekovne hrvatske drzave pripa-
da drugoj polovici 8. stoljeca i 9. stolje¢u. U rano-
srednjovjekovnoj diplomatickoj gradi koja se odnosi
na Solin, sv. Martin se spominje samo dva puta. Prvi
put upravo u dodatku isprave kralja Mihovila Kresi-
mira, a potom kao drugi sutitular, uz sv. Petra, u cr-
kvi sv. Mihovila kod amfiteatra, koja je po sumnjivoj
Pincijevoj povelji izgradena 994. godine. I takvo sta-
nje traje sve do kraja 14. stoljeca, kada se u popisima
posjeda splitske nadbiskupije 1397. godine spominje
zemlja Svetoga Martina iz Vranjica.®

41 Kati¢ 1993, str. 386.
42 Matijevi¢ Sokol 2002, str. 193-197.
43 Smiciklas 1990, str. 183, 255, 258.
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Even the relatively brief notation by Thomas about
the devastation of Hurania provides some very intrigu-
ing and significant data which justifies this attribution.
Thomas wrote that the Venetians destroyed the tower
with palace which the archbishop built. This infor-
mation (turrem cum palatio) contains the solution to
the toponym Dvorine (palatio = palace, in Croatian:
palaca, dvor, dvorac, dvorine). Additionally, Thomas
clearly wrote that Archbishop Bernard had a tower
built next to the palace. The archbishop thereby set the
foundations for a fortification on consecrated ground,
next to the Church of St. Martin.

There is some question as to how the construction
of an archbishop’s palace was possible on the estate
of the canons along the Jadro River, when the canons
jealously safeguarded it to the point that they were
engaged in regular disputes over this land with the
archbishop and St. Stephen’s Monastery in Split. This
argument, which was used by Kati¢ when denying the
location of the tower and fortification of the later Split
Archbishop Ugolino de Malabrance in Gradina (ac-
cording to Buli¢’s assertions), could not be applied
to Bernard’s previous construction, because Kati¢
pointed out that the canons acquired this right from an
enfeoffment issued by King Andrew II only in 1217,
which was ratified for them by Pope Honorius III on
28 July 1220.*

The canons, however, were in a dispute with Arch-
bishop Bernard over the privileges which they were
granted in the Roman curia in 1196, during the pa-
pacy of Celestine III, when the Split archbishop was
Petar (from 1191/92 to 1196). Bernard, who became
the archbishop in 1200, managed to convince all of
the canons (except for two) that these privileges were
worthless forgeries, and he convinced them that they
should be discarded. The canons quickly saw their
mistake, so they came into conflict with the archbish-
op, and their previous rights were confirmed by Pope
Innocent III in 1206.** From this it is apparent that,
from the moment of assuming the canons’ rights im-
mediately after his ascension to the archbishop’s seat
in 1200, Bernard could have built his palace on the
island of Hurania, which was destroyed by the Vene-
tians in 1204, without hindrance. The pope’s confir-
mation of the previous rights of the canons in 1206,
which Bernard readily restored, was the reason why
the archbishop (who died in 1217) backed down from
its renovation or reconstruction.

the land next to the theatre is listed among the church’s
property.

41 Kati¢ 1993, p. 386.

42 Matijevi¢ Sokol 2002, pp. 193-197.
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Zasto se crkva sv. Martina u Vranjicu pojavljuje
tek krajem 14. stoljeca i zasto je nema u prijasnjim
ispravama?

Ve¢ je F. Buli¢ ostavio otvorenu mogucnost kako
je kult sv. Martina prenesen u Vranjic iz Solina nakon
provale Tatara 1242. godine ili nakon turskih provala
tijekom 16. i 17. stolje¢a.* On pritom misli na sutitu-
lara iz crkve sv. Mihovila kod amfiteatra. Vidjeli smo
kako crkva sv. Martina postoji u Vranjicu ve¢ krajem
14. stoljeca pa otpada alternativna Buli¢eva pretpo-
stavka o kasnijem prijenosu kulta.

Isto je tako Cinjenica kako se do godine 1397. niu
jednom izvoru ne spominju ni crkva ni crkveni posje-
di u Vranjicu. Neposredno prije toga, o tom otoku kao
dijelu komunalne imovine skrbe gradani Splita, koji
20. rujna 1389. godine odluce “jednom kulom utvr-
diti prolaz prema rtu Vranjica”.”® Uostalom, splitski
nadbiskup Andrija Benzi iz Gualda* ne pokazuje tada
posebno zanimanje za Vranjic jer godine 1392. gradi
nadbiskupsku palac¢u u Kastel Su¢urcu. Razlozi za iz-
bor nove lokacije vjerojatno leZe u Cinjenici Sto su se
ostaci prijasnje nadbiskupove palace, koju su porusili
Mlecani godine 1204. i koja nije nikada obnovljena,
nalazili na posjedu kanonika, kojima je on vraéen
intervencijom pape Inocenta III.; i nadbiskup Benzi
nasao se u slicnoj situaciji sukobivsi se sa splitskim
patricijima radi Vranjica.

Naime, kad je obnovljenjem Pakovackog ugovora
godine 1394. kralj Stjepan Dabisa postao vazal nadbi-
skupova zastitnika kralja Zigmunda, nadbiskup moli
Zigmunda za zatitu svojih posjeda. Nakon popisa
koji je proveo kninski biskup Ladislav, kralj ponovno,
na zahtjev nezadovoljnog splitskog nadbiskupa, nare-
duje izmjenu i dopunu popisa, koju je zatim proveo
kninski kanonik Bartolomej godine 1397. Na temelju
podastrtih mu dokumenata i obilaska terena kninski
kanonik daje drugaciji, bitno povoljniji imovnik split-
ske nadbiskupije, ukljucujuéi i zemlje u Vranjicu. Kri-
je li se i u tome uzrok sukoba koji je uslijedio sljedece
godine, i to izmedu splitskih plemica i pucana koje je
na pobunu poticao nadbiskup? Nisu li stoga prognani
splitski patriciji, uz pomo¢ Trogirana, 1399. godine

Let us return for a moment to King Mihovil
Kresimir’s enfeoffment and its addendum. If the act
mentioned in both documents — which form a single
whole in the transcript — is truly genuine, the original
text had to have been taken from a minimum of two
documents.

From the addendum to Mihovil Kresimir’s docu-
ment, it clearly follows that the church constructed on
Durana was dedicated to St. Martin. The cult of St.
Martin was particularly revered among the Carolin-
gians, and it became more intense in the territory of
the early medieval Croatian state during the latter half
of the eighth century and in the ninth century. St. Mar-
tin is mentioned only twice in the early medieval dip-
lomatic sources pertaining to Solin. The first time is in
the addendum to King Mihovil Kre§imir’s document,
and the second time as a co-titular, together with St.
Peter, in the Church of St. Michael at the amphithe-
atre, which according to Pinci’s suspect charter was
built in 994. This situation held until the end of the
fourteenth century, when the land of St. Martin from
Vranjic was mentioned in the registers of the Split
Archdiocese’s estates in 1397.%

Why did the Church of St. Martin in Vranjic only
appear at the end of the fourteenth century and why
did it not appear in earlier documents?

F. Buli¢ already left open the possibility that the
cult of St. Martin came to Vranjic from Solin after
the Tatar incursion in 1242 or after the Ottoman inva-
sions during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.*
In this, he was thinking of the co-titular of the Church
of St. Michael at the amphitheatre. We have seen that
the Church of St. Martin existed in Vranjic already at
the end of the fourteenth century, so Buli¢’s alterna-
tive hypothesis on a later conveyance of the cult is
unsound.

By the same token, the fact is that not a single
source mentions either the church or church posses-
sions in Vranjic up to 1397. Immediately before this,
the citizens of Split took care of this island as a com-
ponent of the communal lands, and on 20 September
1389 they decided “to fortify the passage toward the
Cape of Vranjic with a tower”.* Indeed, Split Arch-

44 Buli¢ 1913, str. 30; Buli¢ 1898, str. 160.

45 Novak 1955, str. 202. Tu se radi o podizanju utvrde
na Meterizama koju su godine 1509. obnovili Mleca-
ni. Nalazimo je na Camociovoj karti iz godine 1571.
nizvodno od srusene Gradine. Na lijevoj obali rijeke
Jadra, na juznom grudobranu mosta, ucrtana je solin-
ska utvrda (Castello di Salona) s dominantnom ku-
lom pravokutne osnove na prizmatiénom podstroju i s
naglasenim vijencem balustrade.

46 Kovadi¢ 1992.

43 Smiciklas 1990, pp. 183, 255, 258.

44 Buli¢ 1913, p. 30; Buli¢ 1898, p. 160.

45 Novak 1955, p. 202. This refers to the erection of for-
tifications at Meterize, which were renovated by the
Venetians in 1509. It can be seen on Camocio’s map
from 1571 downstream from the demolished Gradina.
The Solin fortress (Castello di Salona) with a domi-
nant tower on a rectangular foundation over a prismatic
sub-assembly and a prominent balustrade cornice is
sketched in on the left bank of the Jadro River.
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napali i pustosili posjede nadbiskupa Benzija iz Gual-
da medu kojima i one iz popisa kanonika Bartolome-
ja u Vranjicu?!*’ Pri sklapanju mira 13. veljace 1401.
godine plemiéi i pucani proglasili su nadbiskupa glav-
nim krivcem za nerede do kojih je bilo doslo.*®

Sto godina nakon toga Splitska komuna je, svr-
hovito zastiti Vranjica od turskih pljackaskih poho-
da, izgradila u Vranjicu kastel.*’ T splitski nadbiskup
iste te 1501. godine vlasnik je nekih zemalja na otoku
Vranjicu koje daje u najam, a 1553. godine spominje
se kastel (castello)® te godine 1567. selo (villa) split-
skog nadbiskupa u Vranjicu.»

Iz sacuvanih vijesti sigurno je kako se crkva sv.
Martina u Vranjicu spominje tek 1397. godine. Naslu-
¢ujemo kako je tada Vranjic unesen medu nadbiskup-
ske posjede. Prijenos kulta biskupa iz Toursa iz razru-
Sene i napustene nadbiskupske palace u Dvorinama
ucinjen je najranije godine 1394., kada su bivsi pro-
tivnici, kralj Zigmund i kralj Dabisa, postali saveznici
i zastitnici nadbiskupa koji je znao oploditi svoju mo¢
i ojacati materijalnu osnovicu splitske prvostolnice.

Osvrt na kult sv. Martina i topografske podatke
povezane s njegovim sanktonimom i hrvatskom po-
vijeS¢u ranoga srednjeg vijeka ne bi bio potpun bez
razmatranja zapisa o miru izmedu mletackog duz-
da Petra Tradenika i hrvatskog kneza Mislava sklo-
pljenom 839. godine u mjestu koje se zvalo dvor sv.
Martina. Osobito stoga §to se nedavno pojavila jo$
jedna teza o polozaju toga povijesnog mjesta.

Nakon Martinséice na Cresu,”® Sumartina na
Bracu,** Svetog Martina u Podstrani,> Bijac¢a,* Bla-
ta na Kor¢uli®” i Luna na Pagu,* taj ¢in se smjeSta u
Vranjic, mjesto koje se nalazi unutar vladarskog
prostora. Uz taj zanimljivi, dobro uoceni detalj, glav-
no uporiste toj tvrdnji nadeno je u darovnici Miho-
vila KreSimira i njezinu dodatku. Po autoru teze ta
isprava “dokazuje vladarsko imanje na otoku Vranji-
cu i postojanje crkve s trima naslovnicima”. “Ako je

47 Novak 1955, str. 213; Luci¢ 1979a, str. 810.

48 Kovaci¢ 1992, str. 193.

49 Fiskovi¢ 1950, str. 189.

50 Kukuljevi¢ Sakcinski 1863, str. 207; Ke¢kemet 1984,
str. 60-65.

51 Ljubié¢ 1877, str. 216.

52 Ljubi¢ 1880, str. 184, 188.

53 Diimmler 1856, str. 393.

54 Klai¢ 1888, karte br. 2, 3.

55 Zlatovi¢ 1896, str. 218; Sisi¢ 1906, str. 42, 43; Sisi¢
1917, str. 76, 77; Sisi¢ 1925, str. 327, 328.

56 Sigi¢ 1920, str. 81.

57 Proti¢ 1976, str. 32.

58 Sonje 1980, str. 169-172.
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bishop Andrea Benzi from Gualdo* did not exhibit
any particular interest in Vranjic, because in 1392 he
had the archbishop’s palace in Kastel Suéurac built.
The reasons for the selection of the new location
probably lay in the fact that the remains of the previ-
ous archbishop’s palace, demolished by the Venetians
in 1204 and never restored, were on the property of
the canons, to whom it was returned through the inter-
vention of Pope Innocent III, and Archbishop Benzi
found himself in a similar situation, in conflict with
Split’s patricians over Vranjic.

Namely, when the Treaty of Pakovo was renewed
in 1394, King Stjepan Dabisa became a vassal of the
archbishop’s patron, King Sigismund for the protec-
tion of his possessions. After the inventory conducted
by the Knin Bishop Ladislav, the king once more — at
the Split archbishop’s request — ordered the amend-
ment of the register, which was then done by the Knin
canon, Bartolomej, in 1397. Based on the documents
presented to him and a field inspection, the Knin canon
compiled a different, significantly more favourable
property register for the Split Archdiocese, including
the land in Vranjic. Was this the cause of the conflicts
that followed in the ensuing years between the nobility
and commoners in Split, who were incited to rebellion
by the archbishop? Did not the expelled Split patrici-
ate, with the help of Trogir’s citizens, then attack and
raze the properties of Archbishop Benzi of Gauldo in
1399, including those in Vranjic as specified in the
register compiled by Canon Bartolome;j?!*” Before su-
ing for peace on 13 February 1401, the nobility and
the commoners proclaimed that the archbishop bore
primary culpability for the unrest that arose.*

One hundred years thereafter, the Split Com-
mune built a castle in Vranjic for the purpose of safe-
guarding it against Ottoman looting raids.* In that
same year, 1501, Split’s archbishop was the owner
of certain lands on the island of Vranjic, which he
leased,’® while in 1553 a castle (castello),’! and in
1567 a village (villa) in Vranjic belonging to the Split
archbishop were mentioned.

From the preserved information, it is certain that
the Church of St. Martin in Vranjic was mentioned
only in 1397. It is likely that Vranjic was then regis-
tered among the archbishop’s properties. The transfer

46 Kovaci¢ 1992.

47 Novak 1955, p. 213; Luci¢ 1979a, p. 810.

48 Kovacic¢ 1992, p. 193.

49 Fiskovi¢ 1950, p. 189.

50 Kukuljevi¢ Sakcinski 1863, p. 207; Keckemet 1984,
pp- 60-65.

51 Ljubi¢ 1877, p. 216.

52 Ljubi¢ 1880, pp. 184, 188.
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nekom proucavatelju sporna ova isprava, pa tako i
vladarsko imanje na otoku, davni nastanak crkve s tim
naslovnicima ne smije biti sporan. Takva crkva moze
nastati prije obaju darovanja koje opisuje isprava, pa
tako moze nastati i prije 839., kad je nastao dogadaj iz
Ivanova ljetopisa”, zakljucuje autor teze.*

Ono §to u toj raspravi nije utemeljeno, lezi u ¢i-
njenicama kako otok Vranjic nikada nije bio kraljev
posjed, na njega se ne odnosi kraljeva darovnica i
njezin dodatak s toponimima Durana, na otoku nema
nadbiskupskih zemalja i spomena crkve sv. Martina
do kraja 14. stoljeca,” pa se na njemu ne nalazi ni
kula s palac¢om koje su porusili Mlecani 1204. godine,
o ¢emu govori Toma Arhidakon. Sva ta zbivanja kao
i ¢in sklapanja mira izmedu mletackog duzda i hrvat-
skog kneza u mjestu koje se zove dvor sv. Martina
povezana su s lokalitetom Dvorine na kraljevu otoku
u Solinu.

Navod sancti Martini Curtis, iz vijesti o sklapa-
nju mira izmedu Mlecana i Hrvata, ne mora, medu-
tim, upucivati na postojanje crkve, nego se ta vijest
moze odnositi na svjetovnu gradevinu (dvor, posjed)
nazvanu po svecu zastitniku.®' Kako je to bilo upravo
tako, potvrduju darovnice kralja Mihovila KreSimi-
ra i devetorice dostojnika u kojima se izrijekom ne
spominju ostaci gradevina (dvora, a mozda i crkve
sv. Martina) iz Mislavova vremena, ali na njihovo
nekadasnje postojanje ve¢ tada upucuje latinizirano
ime lokaliteta Durana. Taj naziv sugerira kako je u
vremenskom rasponu izmedu sklapanja mira i spo-
minjanja Dvorina (839.-954.) doslo do zapustanja

59 Ivanisevi¢ 2008.

60 Na to upucuje i Cinjenica kako se u crkvi sv. Martina
u Vranjicu ne spominju niti se $tuju druga dva naslov-
nika (sv. Stjepan Papa i Blazena Djevica Marija), koje
nalazimo u crkvi sv. Martina iz KreSimirova vremena,
a koji bi se, da je ta crkva bila izgradena u Vranjicu,
sacuvali u kontinuitetu kao njezini sunaslovnici.

61 Uz nas lokalitet, dvor sv. Martina, Ivan Pakon u istom
spisu rabi izraz curtis i za dvor svetog Petra, gdje je
sahranjen car Oton II, iako je u njemu crkva posve-
¢ena svetoj Mariji (in sancti Petri curte, non procul a
sanctae Mariae ecclesia). An¢i¢ 2011, str. 37. Drugom
oltaru crkve posveéenom Presvetom Imenu Marijinu,
koji se po prvi put spominje 1718. godine u vizitaciji
nadbiskupa Cupillija, prethodno je bio naslovnik Sv.
Antun, kako je to navedeno pri posjetu nadbiskupa
Cosmija 1682. godine. Razlog promjeni naslovnika
lezi u odluci pape Inocenta XI. koji je 5. veljace 1685.
prosirio Stovanje kulta Presvetog Imena Marijina na
¢itavu Crkvu, a u cast pobjede krs¢anske vojske nad
Turcima pod zidinama Beca (12. rujna 1683.). Treéi
oltar je ostao posvecen Sv. Krizu. IvaniSevi¢ 2010, str.
115-120.

of the cult of the bishop of Tours from the demolished
and abandoned archbishop’s palace to Dvorine was
done in 1394 at the earliest, when former opponents,
King Sigismund and King Dabisa, became allies and
protectors of the archbishop, who knew how to ex-
ploit his power and enhance the base of the Split see’s
wealth.

A brief reference to the cult of St. Martin and the
topographic data tied to its name and Croatian history
in the early medieval period would not be complete
without consideration of the record of the peace con-
cluded between Venetian Doge Pietro Tradenico and
the Croatian Prince Mislav in 839 and the site which
was called the “palace of St. Martin”. Particularly be-
cause yet another hypothesis on the location of this
historical site has appeared recently.

After Martin§¢ice on the island of Cres,>* Sumartin
on the island of Brac¢,* Sveti Martin in Podstrana,>
Bijaci,*® Blato on the island of Kor¢ula’” and Luna on
the island of Pag,*® this act was situated in Vranjic, a
place inside that ruler’s territory. In addition to this
interesting, well-observed detail, the principal basis
for this assertion was found in Mihovil KreSimir’s en-
feoffment and its addendum. According to the scholar
who proposed this hypothesis, this document “proves
the existence of the ruler’s property on the island of
Vranjic and the existence of a church with three titu-
lars. If any scholar feels this document is contestable,
including the ruler’s property on the island, the ap-
pearance of a church with these titulars long ago must
not be contestable. Such a church may have appeared
prior to both donations described by the document, so
it may have appeared even before 839, when the event
from John’s chronicle occurred”, he concluded.”

This argument falters on the fact that the island of
Vranjic was never a royal possession, and the king’s
enfeoffment and its addendum with the toponyms Du-
rana did not refer to it, nor were there any archdioc-
esan lands nor any mention of a Church of St. Martin
on it up to the end of the fourteenth century,® so there
was no tower and palace on it that were destroyed by

53 Diimmler 1856, p. 393.

54 Klai¢ 1888, map no. 2, 3.

55 Zlatovié 1896, p. 218; Sigi¢ 1906, pp. 42, 43; Sigi¢
1917, pp. 76, 77; Sisi¢ 1925, pp. 327, 328.

56 Sisi¢ 1920, p. 81.

57 Proti¢ 1976, p. 32.

58 Sonje 1980, pp. 169-172.

59 IvanisSevi¢ 2008.

60 This is also implied by the fact that the other two titu-
lars (St. Stephen the Pope and the Blessed Virgin Mary)
were neither mentioned nor venerated in the Church of
St. Martin, which was the case with the Church of St.
Martin from KreS$imir’s time, and who would, had this
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gradevina nekadasnjega Mislavova dvora koje su u
vrijeme darivanja bile ruSevine. Razlog tome iscita-
va se iz kraljeve darovnice koja upucéuje na ¢injenicu
kako je za to vrijeme doslo do otudenja tog vladarskog
posjeda. Pri tome treba ostaviti otvorenom i mogué-
nost kako devetorica odli¢nika nisu iz temelja izgra-
dili, nego obnovili prijasnju crkvu. Tada nastao topo-
nim ostao je u trajnoj upotrebi, Sto potvrduju i ponesto
(greskom prepisivaca) izmijenjen naziv Hurania kod
Tome Arhidakona u 13. st., ime Doranua iz popisa
zemalja u prvoj polovici 14. st., kao i do danasnjih
dana oc¢uvan hrvatski naziv Dvorine.

O polozaju tog lokaliteta, medutim, dvojio je i naj-
vec¢i poznavatelj povijesne topografije Solina Lovre
Kati¢, koji ga je ubicirao na nekoliko mikrolokacija.
Prije nego je Doranuu iz isprave povezao s Dvorina-
ma, bilo mu je poznato kako zemlje s lijeve strane
rijeke u Arapovcima seljani zovu Dvorine, ali nisu
znali odrediti njihovo mjesto, a i otok nasuprot tim
Dvorinama zvao se Dvorine.*

Vracajuéi se na taj problem, Kati¢ je Dvorinama
odredio Sire granice: “u blizini Gaspinih mlinica pa
preko rijeke do blizine Gospe od Otoka, a koji je prije
mogao imati i Sire granice, no i kakve su mu danas,
blizu je Suplje crkve”, uz konstataciju kako su mozda
dobile ime po kraljevskim Dvorima® koji su, po nje-
mu, od 14. stoljeca ve¢ bili zapusteni, a zatim kaZze
kako se “u predjelu Dvorina, gdje je danas Suplja
crkva, jednom dizala crkva sv. Mojsija i sv. Petra”.%*
Kati¢ nam je, dakle, za Dvorine postavio mede od
Gospe od Otoka do Suplje crkve, ne ubicirajuéi po-
blize dvore za koje kaze kako “nisu jos otkopani ni
pronadeni”.® Na koncu, u potrazi za kraljevskim
dvorovima, on ih ipak ocekuje na velikom otoku u
solinskoj rijeci koji se naziva Dvorine.®

Danas na tom otoku postoji ribnjak solinske
pastrve. Ne postoje podatci o pronalasku bilo kakvih
kulturnih ostataka pri njegovoj izgradnji, niti su oni
uoceni prilikom iskopa preko njega trase magistralnog

62 Kati¢ 1928, str. 89; Kati¢ 1993, str. 385.

63 Kati¢ 1938, str. 6, 7; Kati¢ 1993, str. 287.

64 Kati¢ 1942, str. 191; Kati¢ 1993, str. 163; Podatak je
najvjerojatnije preuzet iz Buli¢ 1930, str. VII/VIII,
gdje se u prilicno nejasnom tekstu Dvorine smjestaju
od Gaspic¢evih mlinica pa preko rijeke Jadro do Prosi-
ka kod Kunceve grede. Nejasno je gdje su se nalazili
vidljivi ostaci Cetverokutne starinske zgrade, kod Pro-
sika ili Suplje crkve, kao i prekriva li prostorni naziv
Dvorine polozaj Suplje crkve?

65 Kati¢ 1938, str. 6, 7; Kati¢ 1993, str. 287.

66 Kati¢ 1955, str. 52; Kati¢ 1971, str. 90.
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the Venetians in 1204, about which Thomas the Arch-
deacon wrote. All of these events, as well as the con-
clusion of the peace between the Venetian doge and
the Croatian prince in a place called the “palace of St.
Martin” are linked to the Dvorine site on the king’s
island in Solin.

The phrase sancti Martini Curtis, from the docu-
ment on the conclusion of the peace between the Vene-
tians and the Croats, need not, however, point to the
existence of a church, for this information may per-
tain to a secular structure (a palace, manor) named
after a patron saint.®’ That this was in fact that case
is confirmed by the enfeoffments of King Mihovil
Kresimir and the nine dignitaries in which the remains
of a building (a palace, and perhaps also the Church of
St. Martin) from Mislav’s time are not explicitly men-
tioned, but their former existence was already then
indicated by the Latinized place name Durana. This
name suggests that during the time between the con-
clusion of the peace and the mention of Dvorine (839-
954) Mislav’s former palace was abandoned, so that
it was in ruins at the time of the donation. The reason
for this may be interpreted from the king’s enfeoff-
ment, which points to the fact that this royal posses-
sion had been alienated. Here the possibility should
be left open that the nine dignitaries did not build an
entirely new church from the foundations upward, but
rather renovated the previous church. The toponym
that emerged then remained in permanent use, which
is even confirmed by the altered (due to a transcriber’s
error) name Hurania in the work of Thomas the Arch-
deacon in the thirteenth century, the name Doranua
from the census of lands in the first half of the four-
teenth century, and the Croatian name Dvorine pre-
served to this day.

Even Lovre Kati¢, the scholar with the most know-
ledge of Solin’s historical topography, was uncertain
about the actual location of this site, as he placed it at
several micro-locations. Before he linked the Doranua
from the documents with Dvorine, he was aware that
the lands on the left bank of the river in Arpadovci
was called Dvorine by local residents, but that they
could not specify its exact location, while the island
opposite of Dvorine was also called Dvorine.®

church been built on Vranjic, have been preserved in
continuity as its co-titulars.

61 Besides this site, the “palace of St. Martin,” John the
Deacon used the term curtis in the same document for
St. Peter’s Basilica, where the Emperor Otto II was
buried, although there was only a church dedicated to
St. Mary in it (in sancti Petri curte, non procul a sanc-
tae Mariae ecclesia). Anci¢ 2011, p. 37.

62 Kati¢ 1928, p. 89; Kati¢ 1993, p. 385.
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vodovoda pocetkom devedesetih godina dvadesetog
stoljeca.

Sto su Dvorine i gdje se one nalaze, bit ée predmet
posebne rasprave, za objavu drugom prilikom.

Returning to this problem, Kati¢ determined wider
boundaries for Dvorine: “near Gaspine mlinice and
then across the river to the vicinity of Our Lady of the
Island, but which may have had even wider boundar-
ies, but as it they are today, near the Hollow Church,”
with the assertion that the name perhaps derived from
the royal court or palace (Dvori)® which was, in his
view, already abandoned in the fourteenth century;
he then stated that “in the Dvorine area, where the
Hollow Church is today, the Church of St. Moses and
St. Peter once rose”.* Kati¢ therefore set boundaries
from Our Lady of the Island (Gospa od Otoka) to the
Hollow Church, without pinpointing the actual site of
the palace, which he said was “neither excavated nor
found”.® Finally, in the search for the royal palace, he
expected it on the large island in Solin’s river which
is called Dvorine.*

Today there is a fish farm for Solin trout on this is-
land. There are no data on the discovery of any type of
cultural remains during its construction, nor was any-
thing observed during excavations for a section of the
main water supply line at the beginning of the 1990s.

What Dvorine was and where it was located will
be the subject of another discussion that will be pub-
lished on some other occasion.

63 Kati¢ 1938, pp. 6, 7; Kati¢ 1993, p. 287.

64 Kati¢ 1942, p. 191; Kati¢ 1993, p. 163; the informa-
tion was probably assumed from Buli¢ 1930, pp. VII/
VIII, where in a rather unclear text he placed Dvorine
from Gaspiceve mlinice over the Jadro River to Prosik
at Kunceva greda. It is unclear as to where the remains
of a rectangular old building were located, at Prosik
or the Hollow Church, or whether the spatial toponym
Dvorine also encompassed the Hollow Church.

65 Kati¢ 1938, pp. 6, 7; Kati¢ 1993, p. 287.

66 Kati¢ 1955, p. 52; Kati¢ 1971, p. 90.
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