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Abstract

Odrazi gr¢kog pomorskog termina vadkAnpog u
razli¢itim se slavenskim govorima isto¢nog Jadrana
dadu pratiti od srednjovjekovnih potvrda (navvkler,
navkir), preko onih iz ranog novog vijeka (naukijer,
naukir) do potvrda u suvremenim dalmatinskim go-
vorima (naukir, navukir, nakir). Ne ¢ini se spornim da
ovi oblici nisu preuzeti izravno iz grékog, ali o blizem
izvoru posudivanja nema suglasja. Dosada izneseni eti-
moloski prijedlozi taj izvor vide u srednjovjekovnom
latinskom (Mareti¢), italoromanskom (Vasmer) ili u
dalmatoromanskom (Vinja, Skok), no pritom veéina

autora nije obratila pozornost na osobitosti glasov-
! Zahvalan sam Orsatu Ligoriju (Beograd) koji je procitao
prvu verziju ovog rada i upozorio me na mnoga slaba mjesta.
Nema sumnje da takvih ima i u konac¢noj verziji. Korisnim
primjedbama zaduzili su me Diego Dotto (OVI), Lorenzo Fi-
lipponio (Ziirich), Antonio Romano (Torino) i Viktor Savi¢
(Beograd).

nog razvoja isto¢nojadranske i italoromanske grade.
U ovome se radu raspravljaju glasovni problemi koji
prate hipoteze o italoromanskom ili o dalmatoroman-
skom porijeklu isto¢nojadranskih oblika te se, teme-
ljem toga, predlazu razlic¢ita moguca rjesenja.
KLjUuCNE RIECE: etimologija; vaOkAnpog; naucle-

rus; hrvatski jadranski govori

Abstract

The reflexes of the Greek nautical term vabxkAnpog
in the Slavic vernaculars of the Eastern Adriatic can be
traced from medieval (navoklerv, navkir) and early mo-
dern (naukijer, naukir) to present-day attestations found
in modern dialects of Dalmatia (naukir, navukir, nakir).
It seems unproblematic to assume that these forms do
not descend directly from Greek, but there is no con-
sensus on the near source of borrowing. Different aut-
hors have so far proposed Medieval Latin (Mareti¢), Ita-
lo-Romance (Vasmer) or Dalmatian-Romance (Vinja,
Skok) as possible sources, yet most of these authors do
not take into consideration the particularities of pho-
netic development in the Eastern Adriatic and Italo-
Romance material. This paper discusses phonetic issues
concerning the hypothesis of Iralo-Romance or Dalma-
tian-Romance origin of the Eastern Adriatic forms and
considers a range of possible solutions.

KEeywoRDs: etymology; vavkAnpog; nauclerus;

Croatian Adriatic dialects
' Tam grateful to Orsat Ligorio (Belgrade) for reading the first
version of this paper and warning me of many problematic issues.
Undoubtedly, some of these remain in this final version. I am also
indebted to Diego Dotto (OVI), Lorenzo Filipponio (Zurich),
Antonio Romano (Turin) and Viktor Savi¢ (Belgrade) for their
valuable observations.
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1 UVOD

Razmisljaju¢i o ¢emu bih, kao lingvist i filolog,
mogao pisati u ¢ast Slobodana Cace, kao prvi i pri-
rodni izbor javila se jadranska toponimija. Naime,
u raspravama o etimoloskim problemima gr¢kog,
latinskog i predlatinskog sloja u toponimiji dal-
matinskih otoka proveo sam s ovim svestranim
povjesni¢arem, arheologom i filologom mnoge
prijateljske sate. No, uvidio sam, ne bez sjete, da
smo svojim prilozima u sedam svezaka biblioteke
Onomastica Adriatica, zajedno s Orsatom Ligori-
jom, zaklju¢ili jedno poglavlje nase suradnje, ono
posveéeno toponimiji sjevernodalmatinskih otoka.
Nastavak rada na isto¢nojadranskoj toponimiji uzet
¢e viSe vremena nego $to ova slavljenicka prigoda
dopusta. U potrazi za nekom drugom temom koja
bi bila jadranska i etimoloska te, po Caéinoj mjeri,
i greka i latinska i hrvatska, stao sam prelistavati
biljeske s istrazivanja iz Luke, mjesta na otoku Pr-
vi¢u iz kojega slavljenik potjece. U moru rijeci s
tog otoka, koje je ve¢ obradio Vojmir Vinja, naisao
sam i na naukir. Da je ova rije¢ u konacnici grékog
porijekla, o tome nema spora, a o isto¢nojadran-
skim odrazima gré. vavkAnpog ve¢ su pisali Skok,?
Vinja® i drugi autori. Ipak, moze se jo§ ponesto reci
o tome odakle su u hrvatske jadranske govore stigli
naukir i varijante. Osim toga, vavkAnpog je rije¢
zarana posvjedo¢ena na jednom antickom grckom
natpisu iz Zadra, grada u kojem je Slobodan Cace
proveo radni vijek, pa je i iz toga, pomalo senti-

mentalnog razloga tema podesna za ovu prigodu.

2. KRATAK OSVRT NA
POVIJEST RIJECI

S obzirom na to da su u etimoloskoj literaturi
nadi odrazi gré. vavkAnpog s dobrim razlozima
identificirani kao rijeci preuzete ne izravno iz gr¢-
kog, ve¢ iz nekog od romanskih idioma, na ovome
se mjestu ne¢u zadrzavati na ranijim gr¢kim potvr-
dama. Od starijih italoromanskih potvrda navodit
¢u samo one koje mi se ¢ine korisnima za diskusiju

(v. ovdje 4.3.2.).

2 ERHSJ 1L, s. v. navao.
3 JEIL s. v. naval.
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1. INTRODUCTION

When thinking about the subject matter that
would be fitting to honour Slobodan Cace, I,
as a linguist and philologist, turned to Adriatic
toponymy as the first and most natural choice.
I have spent many hours with this versatile hi-
storian, archaeologist and philologist in frien-
dly discussions on the problems of Greek, Latin
and Pre-Latin elements in the toponymy of the
Dalmatian islands. Yet I have realised, somewhat
melancholically, that with our contributions (to-
gether with Orsat Ligorio) to the seven volumes
of Onomastica Adriatica, we have come to an end
of one chapter of our collaboration, the one de-
dicated to the toponymy of the Northern Dalma-
tian islands. The continuation of the study of the
Eastern Adriatic toponymy will take more time
than this jubilant occasion affords. In my pursuit
of another subject that, in order to fit Ca&e’s in-
terests, should be Adriatic, etymological, Greek,
Latin and Croatian at the same time, I set upon
browsing my fieldwork notes from Luka, a village
on the island of Prvi¢, where our honouree comes
from. Among the many words from this island,
already dealt with by Vojmir Vinja, I spotted the
word naukir. Its Greek origin is unmistakable.
Skok,? Vinja® and some other authors have alre-
ady written on the Eastern Adriatic reflexes of Gr.
vavkAnpog. Nevertheless, more can be said on
how naukir and other variants appeared in the
Croatian Adriatic dialects. On the other hand,
vavkAnpog has been early attested in one Greek
inscription from Zadar, town in which Slobodan
Cace spent his career: this, somewhat sentimental
reason, makes this subject all the more fitting for

the occasion.

2. A BRIEF GLANCE AT
HISTORY OF THE WORD

Given that our reflexes of Gr. vavkAnpog have
justifiably been identified not as direct Greek

borrowings, but as words taken from some Ro-

2 ERHSJ 1L, s.v. navao.
3 JEIL s.v. naval.
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Romanski su etimoloski rje¢nici suglasni oko toga
da je gré. vabiAnpog > lat. NAUCLERUS preko razli-
¢itih italoromanskih idioma (u prvom redu preko
denovskog) dospjelo u starofrancuski, starookcitan-
ski, starokatalonski i starokastiljski.* Slazu se i oko
toga da italoromanski odrazi gré. vavkAnpog ne
predstavljaju izravnu posudenicu iz grckog, ved da
su naslijedeni iz latinskog leksickog fonda. U latin-
skom je NAUCLERUS posvjedoceno razmjerno rano,
ve¢ u Plauta,’ zatim u ranih kr$¢anskih pisaca,® u za-
konodavnim tekstovima’ te dalje u kasnoantickih® i
ranosrednjovjekovnih autora, kao i na epigrafskom
materijalu.’ Stoga se nista ne protivi zaklju¢cima
von Wartburga, Battistija i drugih etimologa o latin-
sko-romanskom kontinuitetu u glasovnom razvoju
ove rije¢i. Medutim, uzme li se u obzir Italija kao
srediste iradijacije ovog pomorskog termina, razu-
mno je pretpostaviti da je znacajnu ulogu u njegovu
Sirenju te u semantickim promjenama imala bizant-
ska kompilacija poznata kao Rodski pomorski zako-
nik (NOpog Podiwv vavTtikdg), Ciji je utjecaj na
razvoj srednjovjekovnog pomorskog prava talijan-
skih i dalmatinskih obala neosporan. Prema tome,
ako italoromanski idiomi jesu bastinili NAUCLERUS
iz latinskog, daljnja povijest te rijeci vjerojatno nece
biti slobodna od sekundarnog gre¢kog (bizantskog)
ugjecaja. O tome je li ovaj termin u hrvatske dalma-
tinske govore dospio iz autohtone romanstine ili iz
nekog italoromanskog idioma, ili iz vi$e njih istovre-
meno, raspravlja se ovdje u odjeljku 4.

Ashburner i Bonolis lijepo su sazeli mijene Sto
ih je ova rije¢ dozivjela: od vlasnika broda u an-
tickoj Grekoj i zapovjednika broda u rimskom
svijetu (sinonimi su nauarchus i gubernator), preko
niza funkcija koje vabkAnpog ima u odredbama
Rodskoga zakonika i povremena izjednacavanja s
kvPepvitng ‘kormilar’ u bizantskim izvorima, do
zapovjednika broda, vode palube, odnosno stru¢-

#  »Die eigentliche Heimat des Wortes ist Italien« (REW 5852).
Usp. takoder: DEI'1V, s. v., nocchiero; FEW VI, s.v. nauclerus.

> Plaut. Mil. 4, 3, 17. Rano je, opet u Plauta (4s. 1, 1, 54),
potvrden i oblik nauclerius, znatno prosireniji u srednjem vijeku.
¢ Tert. Adv. Marc. 5, 1; Firm. Mat. 8, 6; Jer. Ep. 72, 1, 15 Act.
Ap. 27, 11.

7 Cod. Theod. 7,16, 3; 13, 5, 32; Cod. Iust. 11, 2, 2-4, 6.

8 Npr. Isid. Etym. 19, 1: Nauclerus domnus navist est [. ... ]. Kod
Grgura Velikog (Ep. IX, 145) Gallus nauclerius. Za daljnje potvr-
de upu¢ujem na bazu Corpus Corporum.

?  Npr. Stefanus nauclerus na zavjetnom mozaiku u Gradu (CIL

V, 1606).
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mance language, I shall skip the overview of the
early Greek attestations. As far as older Italo-Ro-
mance attestations are concerned, I shall indicate
only those that I deem of some importance for the
discussion (cf. 4.3.2.).

Romance etymological dictionaries agree that
Gr. vavkAnpog > Lat. NAUCLERUS, reached Old-
French, Old-Occitan, Old-Catalan and Old-Ca-
stilian through different Italo-Romance varieties,
principally Genovese.* They also agree that Italo-
Romance reflexes of Gr. vabkAnpog are not direct
borrowings from Greek, but that they were in-
herited from Latin. In Latin, NAUCLERUS can be
found already in Plautus,’ then in early Christian
authors,’® in a number of legal texts,” in authors of
the Late-Antiquity® and Early Medieval Period, as
well as in the epigraphic material.”

Therefore, nothing contradicts the conclusions
of von Wartburg, Battisti, and other Romance
etymologists on the Latin-Romance continuity of
this word. However, if Italy is to be taken as a centre
of irradiation of this nautical term, it is reasonable
to assume that the Rhodian Law (Nowog Podiwv
vavTikog) played a significant role in its sematic
changes, given the influence this Byzantine compi-
lation exercised in the development of the sea law
of the Italian and Dalmatian shores. Accordingly,
if Italo-Romance vernaculars inherited NAUCLERUS
from Latin, further development of this word is
unlikely to be free from secondary Greek (Byzanti-
ne) influence. Whether this nautical term entered
Croatian vernaculars of Dalmatia from the auto-
chthonous Romance or from some Italo-Romance
variety will be discussed in Section 4.

Ashburner and Bonolis summarized the chan-
ges in meaning the word had gone through: from
shipowner in the Ancient Greece and ship com-

mander in the Roman world (its synonyms are

4 “Die eigentliche Heimat des Wortes ist Italien” (REW 5852).
Cf. also: DEI 1V, s.v., nocchiero; FEW V11, s.v. nauclerus.

> Plaut. Mil. 4, 3, 17. The form nauclerius, more frequent in
the Medieval period, was also attested in Plautus (4s. 1, 1, 54).

¢ Tert. Adv. Marc. 5, 1; Firm. Mat. 8, 6; Jer. Ep. 72, 1, 1; Act.
Ap. 27, 11.

7 Cod. Theod. 7, 16, 3; 13, 5, 32; Cod. Iust. 11, 2, 2-4, 6.

8 E.g., Isid. Eyym. 19, 1: Nauclerus domnus navist est [...]. In
Gregory the Great (Ep. IX, 145), Gallus nauclerius. For further
attestations, see Corpus Corporum.

> E.g., Stefanus nauclerus on the votive mosaic in Grado (CIL
V, 1606).
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njaka kojemu je povjerena briga o brodu i naviga-
ciji, a koji moze i ne mora sudjelovati u vlasnickoj
strukturi, $to su funkcije koje ima nawuclerius u
statutarnim odredbama talijanskih i dalmatinskih
gradova.'

3. ISTOCNOJADRANSKA GRADA

Na ovome mjestu donose se svi isto¢nojadranski
odrazi gré. vavkAnpog / lat. NAUCLERUS, povijesni
i suvremeni, slavenski (ne samo hrvatski) i roman-
ski, na kojima se temelji rasprava. Ovi ukljucuju
dosad objavljene potvrde te neke neobjavljene te-
renske podatke.

3.1. Povijesne poturde

3.1.1. Slavenska grada: naveklers (Teodozije Hi-
landarski, Zitz’je sv. Save, kraj 13. st./po¢. 14. st.);"!
navkirb (Vrbnicki statut, 1388.);'? navkiri nompl,
navkirov genpl, navkire akpl, dva navkira (Senjski
statut, prije 1432.);"® navkiri (Dubasljanski zbor-
nik, prije kraja 16. st.);'* naukir, »koji vlada bro-
dom, nochjero, nauclerus, nauclerius, nauarchus,
gubernator« 1649. — 1651. u Mikalje;"” naukijer,
u dubrovackih (Dubrovacki zbornik iz 1520., M.
Vetrani¢, A. Sasin, B. Bettera) i bokeljskih (K. Ma-
zarovi¢) pisaca 16. i 17. st.;'® naukjér »nauclerus«

10 \W. ASHBURNER, 1909: cxx—cxxxvii; G. BONOLIS,
1913. O polozaju i funkcijama koje ima nauclerius u statutima
dalmatinskih gradova usp. V. PEZEL], 2005.

" ARj VIIL, s. v. navkler. U ARj, kao i u literaturi koja se na
nj oslanja, krivo stoji da je ova potvrda Domentijanova. Autor
Zitija sv. Save je medutim Teodozije Hilandarski. Na ovoj sam
primjedbi zahvalan kolegi Viktoru Savicu.

2 ARj VIL s. v. navkir.

5 L. MARGETIC 1985-1987: 55, 92-93. Rije¢ je o hrvat-
skoj verziji Senjskog statuta, prema Margeti¢u nastaloj »nedugo
nakon 1402., vjerojatno mnogo prije 1432.« (L. MARGETIC
1985-1987: 80). Hrvatskom se rije¢i navkiri prevodi latinska
nauclerios, iz latinske verzije Senjskog statuta, u kojoj odredbe o
nauclerii nisu iz 1388., ved iz prve tre¢ine 15. st.

1 Datacija po Miléeticu (I. MILCETIC 1902: 262). Na ovaj
se izvor, koliko znam, dosada nitko nije osvrtao. Re¢enica u kojoj
se spominju navkiri glasi: »vjednoj zemli, ka imenuet se sicili-
ja, kako nam’ pogan’skie knigi svedokujut’, jako tu more skvoze
kamenie / tecet, i kada to navkiri usliSet’, tagda mnejut’ da bi
psi lajali« (L. MILCETIC 1902: 317-318). Miléeti¢ je glagoljski
izvornik transliterirao ¢irilicom.

5 ], MIKALJA, 1649-1651: 299.

16 ARjVILs.v. naukir; PR}, s.v. nakir. U Vetrani¢a (1482./1483.
—1576.) stoji: »[....] ne imam timunijera, timunom da vlada / ni
vjesta naukijera / da u nacin plav sklada.«
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nauarchus and gubernator), different functions that
vavkAnpog had in the Rhodian Law and its occa-
sional identification with kvPepvnng ‘helmsman’,
to ship commander, boatswain or expert in naviga-
tion, sometimes part-owner of the ship, which are
functions nauclerius was used for in the statutes of

Italian and Dalmatian cities.'°

3. EASTERN ADRIATIC MATERIAL

This discussion brings all Eastern Adriatic reflexes
of Gr. vabkAnpog / Lat. NaucLERUS, both histori-
cal and contemporary, Slavic (not only Croatian)
and Romance. They include attestations published
up to this date, as well as some unpublished fiel-
dwork data.

3.1. Historical attestations

3.1.1. Slavic material: naveklers (Theodosius of
Hilandar, Zitije sv. Save, late 13™ c./early14™ c.);"!
navkirb (Vrbnik Statute, 1388);'* navkiri nompl,
navkirov genpl, navkire akpl, dva navkira (Senj
Statute, before 1432);'® navkiri (Dubasnica Mis-
cellany, before 1600);'* naukir, “koji vlada bro-
dom, nochjero, nauclerus, nauclerius, nauarchus,
gubernator” 1649-1651 in Mikalja;"® naukijer,
in Dubrovnik (Dubrovnik Miscellany from 1520,

10 \W. ASHBURNER, 1909: cxx-cxxxvii; G. BONOLIS,
1913. On position and functions of nauclerius in the medieval
statutes of Dalmatia, cf. V. PEZELJ, 2005.

" ARj VIII, s.v. navkler. In ARj, as well as in the bibliography
that uses this source, it is erroneously assumed that this attesta-
tion comes from the work of Domentianus. However, the Zitije
sv. Save is a work written by Theodosius of Hilandar. I am thank-
ful to Viktor Savi¢ for this correction.

2 ARj VI, s.v. navkir.

B L. MARGETIC, 1985-1987: 55, 92-93. The attestation
comes from the Croatian version of the Senj Statute that, accord-
ing to Margeti¢, was compiled shortly after 1402 and probably
much before 1432 (L. MARGETIC, 1985-1987: 80). Croatian
term navkiri is translated into Latin as nauclerios. The articles on
nauclerii are not found in the Latin version from 1388, but were
added in the first third of the 15" century.

4 Dating according to Miléeti¢ (I. MILCETIC, 1902: 262).
As far as | know, no one has so far considered this source. The
sentence where the term navkiri appears is as followes: “vjednoj
zemli, ka imenuet se sicilija, kako nam’ pogan’skie knigi svedoku-
jut, jako tu more skvoze kamenie / tecet, i kada to navkiri usliset’,
tagda mnejut’ da bi psi lajali”> (I. MILCETIC, 1902: 317-318).
Miléeti¢ transliterated the Glagolitic original in Cyrillic letters.

5 J. MIKALJA, 1649-1651: 299.
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nomsg, naukjéra gensg oko 1715. u Matijasevi¢a
(Dubrovnik).”” Ovamo se jo§ moze dodati Pavli-
novi¢eva potvrda naukir »zapovjednik na brodu«'®
iz Dra$nica kod Podgore, s obzirom na to da je
od najstarijih dalmatinskih potvrda iz 20. st. dijeli
gotovo stotinu godina. U povijesnim je potvrda-
ma sacuvano izvorno pomorsko znacenje termina,
osim u Senjskom statutu, gdje su navkiri zapovjed-

nici no¢ne gradske straze."

3.1.2. Iraloromanska grada: nocler (1284.) u
dokumentu $to ga je na mletackom sastavio Za-
dranin Andreas Blanci;* nauclero (1362.), u mle-
tacki pisanoj uputi dubrovackog Vije¢a umoljenih
kapetanu Paulu de Sorgo;*' nauchiero, nauchieri
»lo primo e lo principale governatore et comman-
datore in nave« (1464. — 1465.), u traktatu De na-
vigatione Dubrovcanina Benedikta Kotruljevi¢a.”
I u ovim se potvrdama cuva izvorno pomorsko

znacenje.

3.1.3. U srednjovjekovnom latinitetu dalmatin-
skih gradova (statuti, spisi gradskih kancelarija,
notarski spisi) apsolutno je dominantan tip nauc-

lerius. >

7" Matijasevi¢ Dictionarium MS, 72.

8 ARj VIL, s. v. naukir.

19 Usp. »2 navkira, ki imaju ¢uvati grada obno¢ strazom; »ime-
novani navkiri imaju imiti 6 strazac« (L. MARGETIC 1985-
1987: 92-93.

% Prema D. DOTTO 2007: 17-18. Za ostala izdanja doku-
menta v. D. DOTTO 2007: 12, bilj. 9.

2 Monumenta XXVII, 190. Uputu je sastavio biljeznik Teodoro
Scolmafogia, rodom iz Brindisija.

2 P FALCHETTA 2009: 47, 231. U Kotruljevi¢evu jeziku
pretezu toskanske odlike.

# Usp. LLMAL 1L, s. v. 1. nauclerius; PR}, s. v. nauclerius; V.
PEZEL]J 2005. Samo rijetke potvrde glasovno odudaraju od do-
minantnog tipa, kao npr. noclerius, gdje o upu¢uje na podlezece
mletacko nochier.
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M. Vetrani¢, A. Sasin, B. Bettera) and Bay of Ko-
tor (K. Mazarovi¢) authors from 16" and 17%
centuries;'® naukjér “nauclerus” nomsg, naukjéra
gensg around 1715 in Matijasevi¢ (Dubrovnik)."”
Here Pavlinovi¢s attestation naukir “zapovjednik
na brodu™® from Drasnice near Podgora can be
added, given the fact that it precedes the oldest 20*
century attestations from Dalmatia for almost a
hundred years. All historical attestations conserved
the original nautical meaning of the term, except
for Senj Statute, where navkiri are commanders of

the night guard.”

3.1.2. Italo-Romance material: nocler (1284), in
a document written in Venetian by Andreas Blan-
ci from Zadar;* nauclero (1362), in a document
written in Venetian and sent by the Dubrovnik
Council to Captain Paulo de Sorgo;*' nauchiero,
nauchieri “lo primo e lo principale governatore et
commandatore in nave” (1464-1465), in De navi-
gatione by Benedikt Kotruljevi¢ from Dubrovnik.*
These attestations also conserve the original nauti-
cal meaning of the term.

3.1.3. In the Medieval Latin sources of the Dal-
matian cities we find an absolute predominance of

the type nauclerius.”

1 ARj VIL, s.v. naukir; PR}, s.v. nakir. In Vetrani¢ (1482/1483-
1576.): “ne imam timunijera, timunom da vlada / ni vje$ta nauki-
jera / da u nadin plav sklada.”

7' Matijasevi¢ Dictionarium MS, 72.

18 ARj VIL, s.v. naukir.

19 Cf. “2 navkira, ki imaju ¢uvati grada obno¢ strazom”; “imeno-
vani navkiri imaju imiti 6 strazac” (L. MARGETIC, 1985-1987:
92-93.

% According to D. DOTTO, 2007: 17-18. For other editions
of the same document, cf. D. DOTTO, 2007: 12, n. 9.

2 Monumenta XXVII, 190. The document was drafted by the
notary Teodoro Scolmafogia, born in Brindisi.

2 P FALCHETTA, 2009: 47, 231. Kotruljevi¢s language is
predominantly Tuscan.

» CL LLMAIL 1L, s.v. 1. nauclerius; PR, s.~v. nauclerius; V.
PEZEL]J, 2005. Only occasionally do these attestations diverge
from the dominant type, e.g. noclerius, where o points to a Vene-
tian form nochiér.
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3.2. Suvremene potvrde*

Sve suvremene potvrde potjecu iz hrvatskih govora
od Zaglava na sjeverozapadu do Visa na jugoistoku, s
izuzetkom jedne izolirane crnogorske potvrde, s kra-
ja 19. st. ili pocetka 20. st. Vec¢ina hrvatskih odraza
gré. vavkAnpog / lat. NAUCLERUS oznacava jednog
od ¢lanova ribarske druzine. Dvije su potvrde izvan
ribarsko-pomorskog konteksta, jedna hrvatska i jed-
na crnogorska, sa znacajnijim odmakom od izvornog
znacenja. Zanimljivo je da nema suvremenih potvrda
iz Dubrovnika koji je, naprotiv, obilno zastupljen u
povijesnoj gradi. Od isto¢nojadranskih romanskih
repertoara samo Pellizzeri za Rovinj biljeze nuchiér
‘nocchiere, pilota, no rije¢ je o novijoj posudenici iz

talijanskog mornarickog nazivlja.”

3.2.1. Ribarsko znacenje. A) Sjeverna Dalma-
cija: nakir je na Dugom Otoku (Sali,*® Zaglav®’)
¢lan ribarske druzine koji vozi na $estom veslu,

na krmi; naukir na Prvi¢u (Sepurina,” Luka®)
0

i Zirju,’® a navukir u Murteru®' je ¢lan ribar-

ske druzine koji vozi na prvom veslu do prove i
koji izvla¢i mrezu na provi; u Jezerima (Murter)
je naukir »onaj koji krpa mrezu, topi je i prvi
dize«.’> B) Srednja Dalmacija: naukir (Sutivan,*
Hvar*) ili naukir (Supetar, Milna, Brusje,*

% Cettineovo naunkir (PRj, s. v. nakir) nisam ukljucio u gradu

jer ne znam koje mu je to¢no znacenje. Zbog nepouzdanosti sam
izostavio i omiSaljsko 70carina koje Vinja (JE 11, s. v. naval) izvodi
iz mlet. nochiér: znacenje ‘kormilar’, koje Vinja donosi »prema
sje¢anju starijih ljudic, nije potvrdeno u Mahulje, gdje ndcarina
znadi samo »seljak koji se s polja obi¢ava vracati kudi [...] nakon
zalaska sunca; muskarac koji no¢ ili njen vedi dio zamjenjuje za
dan« (L. MAHULJA 2006: 189).

»  Usp. In Mareina italiana i giro nuchiér, A. PELLIZZER &
G. PELLIZER 1992: 629.

26§, GRANDOV 1956: 407; B. PAITONI 1964: 58-59; M.
DEANOVIC 1967: 39—40; A. PIASEVOLI 1993: 202.

¥ Na ovome podatku zahvalan sam Vladimiru Skradi¢u (Za-
dar).

2% A.KURSAR 1979: 114.

¥ Terenski podatak (N. Vuleti¢).

% Na ovom podatku zahvalan sam Jadranu Kali (Zadar).

3 L. JURAGA 2008: 154. U Murteru se ovaj termin koristi
samo za ¢lana druzine koja lovi buskavicom.

2 JEIL s. v. naval.

3 PRy, s. v. nakir.

#  G.SOGLIAN 1937: 54-55; R. BENCIC 2014: 311.

% Ovako, a ne naukér, kako stoji u Simunoviéa (P SIMUNO-
VIC 2009: 540). Na podatcima za Milnu i Supetar zahvalan sam
Filipu Galovi¢u (Zagreb). Zbog nepouzdanosti, iz rasprave se izo-
stavlja Simunovi¢eva potvrda za Bol (naukier).

3 1. DULCIC - P DULCIC 1985: 551.
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3.2. Contempomry attestations™

All contemporary attestations come from Cro-
atian vernaculars, from Zaglav in the NE to Vis
in the SE. There is only one isolated Montenegrin
attestation from the end of the 19% or the be-
ginning of the 20™ century. Most Croatian reflexes
of Gr. vabkAnpog / Lat. NAUCLERUS designate one
of the members of the traditional fishing compa-
ny. Two attestations appear outside of the fishing/
navigation context, one Croatian and one Monte-
negrin, their meanings being far from the original
meaning. It is interesting to observe that there are
no attestations from Dubrovnik, abundantly pre-
sent in the historical material. In Eastern Adriatic
Romance sources, the only attestation is recor-
ded in Rovinj, nuchiér ‘nocchiere, pilota’, but this
seems to be a recent borrowing from Italian navy

terminology.”

3.2.1. Fishing domain. A) Northern Dalmatia:
nakir on the island of Dugi Otok (Sali,* Zaglav?’)
designates a member of the fishing company that
rows on the sixth oar, on the stern; naukir on the
islands of Prvi¢ (Sepurina,28 Luka®) and Zirje,”
navukir in Murter® both designate a member of
the fishing company that rows on the first oar, co-
unting from prow, and pulls the net from the prow;
in Jezera (island of Murter) naukir is the member
of the fishing company that mends the net and is
first to pull it out.** B) Central Dalmatia: naukir

% Cettineo's naunkir (PR, s.v. nakir) was not included in this

list, since its exact meaning is unknown. I also omitted unreli-
able ndcarina from Omisalj, that Vinja (JE 11, s.v. naval) derives
from Ven. nochiér: the meaning ‘helmsman’ that Vinja adduces,
according to the “memory of older people”, does not appear in
Mahulja, where 7déarina means only “peasant that uses to come
home from the field [...] after the sunset; man, that takes night
for day” (I. MAHULJA, 2006: 189).

¥ Cf. In Mareina italiana i giro nuchiér, A. PELLIZZER & G.
PELLIZER, 1992: 629.

% S. GRANDOV, 1956: 407; B. PAITONI, 1964: 58-59; M.
DEANOVIC, 1967: 39-40; A. PIASEVOLI, 1993: 202.

¥ Unpublished fieldwork data (V. Skraci¢).

2% A, KURSAR, 1979: 114.

#  Unpublished fieldwork data (N. Vuleti¢).

3% Unpublished fieldwork data (Zadar).

31 1. JURAGA, 2008: 154. In Murter, the term is used only
when fishing with a net called buskavica (a type of gillnet used for
catching picarel).

32 JETL s.v. naval.
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Vis¥) je, uz sitne razlike u definicijama kod ra-
zli¢itih autora, ¢lan ribarske druzine koji nadzire
istezanje mreze (z7ate), odnosno glavni pomo¢nik
paruna. Od ove jedinstvene slike odudara nakir
»vesla¢ Sestoga, glavnoga vesla kojim se odrzava
pravac lade«®® u Trogiru te »ribar koji dijeli hra-

nu i pi¢e druzini« u Grohotama (Solta).”

3.2.2. Ostala znacenja: naukir »pjevac koji vodi
u zboru mladi¢a kad se pjevaju crkvene pjesme,
Smokvica;** natiklijer »onaj koji koga na sto nago-
vara, potice«, Rije¢ka nahija.®!

4. RASPRAVA

4.1. Na prvi je pogled ocit glasovni, semanticki i
prostorni diskontinuitet izmedu srednjovjekovnih
i suvremenih potvrda. Sve srednjovjekovne potvr-
de, a one hrvatske su iskljucivo sa sjevernog Jadra-
na (Krk, Senj), imaju av za au. Suvremene potvrde
iz Dalmacije na tom mjestu imaju au, rjede a (a
to ne mogu biti daljnje faze u razvoju av). Tesko
je reci ide li murtersko navukir s prvima ili s dru-
gima: moze se raditi o umetanju v u diftong au ili
o umetanju # izmedu av i 4, radi lakseg izgovora.
S izuzetkom Senjskog statuta, srednjovjekovne su
potvrde sac¢uvale pomorsko znacenje, dok suvre-
mene dalmatinske potvrde redom imaju ribarsko
znacenje. Izmedu ove dvije krajnosti dolaze dubro-
vacke potvrde od 16. do 18. st., Mikaljina potvrda
iz 1649. — 1651. te Pavlinoviéeva iz 1867. — 1868.,
sve s au, u kojima je satuvano pomorsko znacenje.
S obzirom na sve receno, postavlja se pitanje stoje
li novovjekovne i suvremene potvrde u izravnom
odnosu sa srednjovjekovnima, ¢j. jesu li uopée iz

istoga izvora.

4.2. Pogledajmo prvo dosadasnje osvrte na eti-
mologiju isto¢nojadranskih odraza gre. vavkAnpog
/ lat. NaucLERrus, kronoloskim redom.** Mareti¢

37 A. ROKI 1997: 322.

% D. GEIC 2015: 229.

¥ PR, s. v. nakir.

© JEIL s. v. naval.

4 ARj VIL, s. v. nauklijer. Naglasak prema RSANU X1V, s. v.
“ Vinjin je rad objavljen prije Skokova rjecnika, iako je zapravo
Skokov materijal stariji od Vinjina pa u njemu nema ni oblika 7z~
kir, koji Skoku otito nije bio poznat u vrijeme rada na je¢niku.
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(Sutivan,® Hvar**) or naukir (Supetar, Milna,»
Brusje,* Vis¥) is, with minor differences found in
different authors, the member of the fishing com-
pany that supervises the pulling of the net (#aza),
being the principal hand to the parun (the owner
of the net). The exceptions to this unitary situati-
on are found in Trogir, where nakir designates the
person that rows on the sixth oar,*® and in Grohote
(island of Solta), where it designates the fisherman
that distributes food and drink to other members
of the fishing company.*’

3.2.2. Other domains: naukir “the lead singer
in the young men church choir”, Smokvica (island
of Kor¢ula);* nauklijer “the one that urges or in-
stigates someone to do something”, Rijecka nahija
(Montenegro).!

4. DISCUSSION

4.1. The first thing that captures attention is the
phonetic, semantic and geographic discontinuity
between medieval and contemporary attestations.
All of the medieval attestations - with Croatian atte-
stations coming exclusively from the Northern regi-
ons (Krk, Senj) - have av instead of au. The contem-
porary forms found in Dalmatia present au, rarely
a. It is difficult to say whether navukir from Murter
belongs to the former or the latter group: it can be
analysed both as an example of the insertion of v in
the diphthong au or the insertion of u between av
and k, for the sake of easier pronunciation. Except
for Senj Statute, attestations from the Medieval Pe-
riod conserve the original nautical meaning, while
all contemporary attestations from Dalmatia come
from the fishing domain. Between these two chro-

33

PR, s.v. nakir.

¥ G.SOGLIAN, 1937: 54-55; R. BENCIC, 2014: 311.

3 Not naukér, as found in Simunovi¢ (P SIMUNOVIC, 2009:
540). I am grateful to Filip Galovi¢ (Zagreb) for providing me
with data from Milna and Supetar (island of Brac). Simunovi¢s
naukiér for Bol (island of Brac) is unreliable and thus excluded
from the list.

56 J.DULCIC — P DULCIC, 1985: 551.

7 A.ROKI, 1997: 322.

3 D. GEIG, 2015: 229.

¥ PR, s.v. nakir.

O JEIL s.v. naval.

U ARj VIL, s.v. nauklijer. Accent according to RSANU X1V, s.v.
HayKaujep.
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uzima da naukir potjece iz srednjovj. lat. naucleri-
us.®® Vasmer je misljenja da Teodozijevo navvklerv
»geht auf griech. vavkAnpog [...] zuriick, dok bi
navkir i naucer »bei den Ragusanern« bili »durch
romanische Formen, wie ait. nocchiere, alucc. na-
uchieri usw. vermittelt«.* Iz toga $to Vinja naukir
obraduje u ¢lanku posveéenom dalmatskim leksic-
kim reliktima, dalo bi se zakljuciti da ga smatra
starim, autohtonim romanizmom.® Skok se ne
izjasnjava o blizem izvoru posudivanja, ali napo-
minje da »zavr$no -kir > -kijer mjesto -klir ne treba
da je prema tal.-tosk. nocchiere, nego je 1 ispalo po
zakonu disimilacije kao otar za oltar (tip /- » >
0 — r)«.* Dakle, i Skok pomislja na dalmatizam.
Rocchi pak samo konstatira da naukir predstavlja
»grecismo largamente documentato nelle fonti me-
dievali dalmate«, no dodaje »il termine ¢ presente
anche in a. ven.: naucler«.”” Od navedenih autora
samo se Skok osvrée na jedan glasovni problem, no

taj nije jedini.

4.3. Glasovni problemi

4.3.1. Odraz grupe -cL-. Krenimo od problema
koji je u¢io Skok. Grupa -cL-, primarna ili sekun-
darna, u posudenicama iz dalmatoromanskog u
nacelu se ¢uva (usp. npr. CARRUCULA > karuklja,
CIRCULU > kiklo, NARITULA > marikla itd.). Prema
tome, ocekivani ishod nauclérus kao stare posu-
denice bio bi *novklir, u Dubrovniku *novklijer.
Time se dobiva za izgovor relativno teska grupa
-vkl-. U crnog. naiklijer satuvano je k/, ali iza vo-
kala.

Za razvoj kl u kr¢kom navkir Skok nudi dva tu-

macenja: gore citiranu disimilaciju /— 7 > o — 7 7 us-
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ARj, s. v. naukir.

# M. VASMER 1944: 102. Cini se da Vasmer Zeli re¢i kako je
Teodozijeva potvrda izravni grecizam, za razliku od ostalih koje
bi bile romanski postedovane, no u grékom se u to vrijeme 1) ¢ita
[il, a ne [e]. Tako je i u srpskim ucenim grecizmima, kao $to su
iguman > 1yoOPEVoG, mitropolit < yMTPORONTNG, arbistratig <
ApLoTpATNYOG, Atitor < kTiTwp itd. Na ovim sam zapazanjima
zahvalan Orsatu Ligoriju. Sto se ti¢e oblika nauder, Vasmer ga
je, kao i oblik navkir, uzeo iz Kukuljevi¢eva glosara uz izdanje
Vibnickog statuta, gdje stoji »Navkir, a, 7. laz. nauclerus, kod
Dubrovéanah nauder, to $to brodar« (Statut Krka, 300). Medu-
tim, nijedan izvor ne potvrduje naucer za Dubrovnik (?).

% V. VINJA 1967: 120, 128-129, 130-131. Nista eksplicitniji
nije Vinja u JEI1, s. v. naval.

“  ERHSJ I, s. v. navao.

7 L.ROCCHI 1990, s. v. nauclerus.
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nological extremes, we find Dubrovnik attestations
from 16" to 18" centuries, Mikalja’s attestation
(1649-1651) and Pavlinoviés attestation (1867-
1868), all of them with ax and with the original
nautical meaning. Considering all this, one might
ask whether contemporary and early modern atte-
stations have any direct relation to their medieval
counterparts. In other words: do they have the same

origin?

4.2. Let us first take a look, in chronological order,
at the solutions that have so far been proposed for
the Eastern Adriatic reflexes of Gr. vabkAnpog / Lat.
NAUCLERUS.” According to Mareti¢, naukir comes
from Medieval Latin nauclerius.** Vasmer believes that
Theodosius’ navvklero “geht auf griech. vabikAnpog
[...] zuriick”, while navkir and naucer “bei den Ra-
gusanern” would be “durch romanische Formen, wie
ait. nocchiere, alucc. nauchieri usw. vermittelt”.* Vi-
nja deals with naukir in a paper dedicated to Dal-
matian-Romance lexical relics. Therefore, it seems
Vinja considers naukir to be an old borrowing from
the autochthonous Romance.* Skok says nothing on
the nearer source of borrowing, however, he notes:
“zavr$no -kir > -kijer mjesto -klir ne treba da je prema
tal. -tosk. nocchiere, nego je l ispalo po zakonu disimi-
lacije kao otar za oltar (tip [ —r > 0 — )% So, Skok
too has a Dalmatian-Romance borrowing in mind.
Rocchi simply states that zaukir represents “grecismo
largamente documentato nelle fonti medievali dal-
mate”, adding that “il termine ¢ presente anche in a.
ven.: naucler”.” Of all these authors, only Skok spots
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Vinjas paper was published before Skok’s dictionary, al-
though Skok’s material is older. It lacks the naukir attestation that
Skok obviously ignored at the time he drafted his dictionary.

B AR, s.v. naukir.

“ M. VASMER, 1944: 102. It seems that Vasmer is saying that
‘Theodosius’ attestation is a direct Greek borrowing, unlike other
forms that came through a Romance intermediate. However,
Greek pronunciation of 1) was then [i], not [e]. Cf. learned Greek
borrowings in Serbian, like guman > fyyobpevos, mitropolit <
pNTPOMONITNG, arbistratig < APXIOTPATNYOG, kitor < KTHTWP etc.
I am indebted to Orsat Ligorio for this observation. As far as
the form naucer is concerned, Vasmer takes it, as he does with
navkir, from Kukuljevi¢s glossary accompanying his edition of
Vrbnik Statute, where one reads: “Navkir, a, 7. /Jzt. nauclerus,
kod Dubrov¢anah nauder, to $to brodar” (Statut Krka, 300).
However, no source confirms naucer for Dubrovnik (?).

V. VINJA, 1967: 120, 128-129, 130-131. Vinja is not more
explicit in JE I, s.v. naval.

i ERHSJ 11, s.v. navao.

7 L.ROCCH]I, 1990, s.v. nauclerus.
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poredbu sa salentinskim nakiru < NAUCLERUS.*® Pri-
mjer na koji se oslanja prvo tumacenje ne stoji, zato
$to je [ u orar nestalo uslijed vokalizacije, usp. sapa,
sopa prema salpa, a ne uslijed disimilacije. Ne znam
zasto Skok ovdje nije posegnuo za usporedbom s
kukir (Bozava, Vodice u Dalmaciji), kokir (Sali) <
cOcHLEARIUM (REW 2012), koje je sim identifi-
cirao kao mogu¢i dalmatoromanski relike, a gdje
takoder imamo £/ > ki.*” No, materijal na kojem se
mogu analizirati odrazi -cL- ispred prednjeg vokala
u dalmatoromanskim posudenicama svodi se zapra-
vo na ovaj primjer pa je utoliko rije¢ o nezahvalnom
zadatku. Sto se ti¢e nakiru, tu je ki odraz od kji pa
salentinski oblik ne moze sluziti kao usporedba za
pretpostavljeno kli > ki u navkir.®

Posudivanje iz toskanskog nocchiere po ovome
se kriteriju formalno ne moze iskljuditi jer bi -kir
(preko *-kjir) ili -kijer u tom slucaju bio posve oce-
kivani odraz. No, ta nas Vasmerova pretpostavka
dovodi do problema koji se ti¢u odraza diftonga
au (v. 4.3.2.).

Mletacki ovdje tesko da dolazi u obzir, usprkos
staromletackim potvrdama naucler (oko 1250.),%!
noclero (1284.),°* nauclero (1362.).53 Naime, u
njima konzervativna grafija <cl>, prema svemu $to
znamo o staromletackoj fonologiji i grafiji, stoji za
[d3] (od 14. st. za [tf]).*

4.3.2. Odraz diftonga au. Krenemo li od lat.

etimona, oc¢ekivani odraz protoni¢kog AU u starim

% ERHSJ I, s. v. navao.

4 Usp. ERHS]J, s. v. kukir; P. SKOK 1934: 185. Prema -ARIum
ocekivalo bi se -ar, a ne -ir. Razvoj sufiksa isti je kao u fitonimu
materkir, $to ga Skok izvodi iz matricaria (ERHS] 11, s. v. mater-
kir; usp. JE 1L, s. v. materkir). Medutim, prema Corpus Corporum,
¢ini se da je najranija potvrda za matricaria kod Sennerta (1572. —
1637.). S ovim u vezi vazan je toponim Labdir < LaPIDARIUM kod
Trogira, svakako predmletacki, po Skoku dokaz da je »in diesen
Gegenden des Balkanlateins auch die Wiedergabe -eriu < -ariu
seit uralten Zeiten zweifelsohne im Gebrauche war« (P SKOK
1934: 186).

 Vidi se ispred ostalih vokala, da u tamosnjim dijalektima
CL-, -CL- pravilno daje kj: CLAVE > chiai, COCHLEARIU > cucchidru,
FENUCULU > findicchiu, OCULU > dechin (R. BOVE & A. ROMA-
NO 2014: 93, 103, 125, 201). Zanimljivo je da Bove i Romano
za Galatone danas biljeze nagghiru, a Rohlfs za prvu polovicu 20.
st. nagghjiru (R. BOVE & A. ROMANO 2014: 183; VDS 1L, s.
v. nachiru).

St TLIO, s. v. nocchiero.

2 D.DOTTO, 2007: 17-18.

3 Monumenta XXVII, 190.

> Prema Sepulcriju, -cL- je u mletackom dalo [d3] »gia nel XIII
sec., e certo anche prima« (A. SEPULCRI 1929: 460). Usp. i A.
STUSSI, 1965: Li-111. Za potvrde od 1500. do kraja 16. st. v. M.
CORTELAZZO 2007, s.v. nochiér.
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one phonetic issue, but this is not the only one.

4.3. Phonetic issues

4.3.1. The -cL- cluster. Let us start with the
issue identified by Skok. The -cr- cluster, primary
or secondary, is conserved in the Dalmatian-Ro-
mance borrowings (cf. e.g. CARRUCULA > karuklja,
CIRCULU > kiklo, NARITULA > marikla, etc.). Con-
sequently, the expected reflex of NAUCLERUS, as an
old borrowing, would be *novklir, i.e. *novklijer
in Dubrovnik, resulting in a difhcult -vkl- cluster.
The Montenegrin form nrauklijer conserves the ki
cluster, but behind a vowel. Skok offers two expla-
nations for 4/ in navkir (as found on the island of
Krk): dissimilation / — 7 > ¢ —  and comparison
with the Salentine form nakiru < NAUCLERUS. 8

The example used in the first explanation is not re-
levant, since / in otar vanished due to vocalization,
cf. sapa against salpa, not due to dissimilation. It is
impossible to know why Skok did not reach for a
comparison with kukir (Bozava, Vodice in Dalma-
tia), kokir (Sali) < cOcHLEARIUM (REW 2012), that
he himself identified as a possible Dalmatian-Ro-
mance lexical relic, and where one observes £/ > /i
However, the material that fits the analyses of sources
with -CL- in front of a front vowel are limited to this
example and therefore problematic. As far as Salen-
tine nakiru is concerned, i is the result of ji. Thus,
the Salentine form cannot be used as a parallel for £/
> ki in navkir.>®

A borrowing from Tuscan nocchiere cannot be

excluded, since in this case -kir (< *-kjir) or -kijer

4 ERHSJ I, s.v. navao.

©  Cf. ERHS], s.v. kukir; 2. SKOK, 1934: 185. The expected
reflex of -ARIUM is -ar, not -r. The observed development of the
suffix is also found in the plant name materkir, that Skok derives
from matricaria (ERHS] 11, s.v. materkir; usp. JE 11, s.v. mater-
kir). However, according to the Corpus Corporum, the oldest at-
testation of matricaria seems to appear in Sennert (1572-1637).
In relation to this issue, it is important to mention the place name
Labdir < LAPIDARIUM near Trogir, certainly pre-Venetian. Accor-
ding to Skok, this toponym proves that “in diesen Gegenden des
Balkanlateins auch die Wiedergabe -eriu < -ariu seit uralten Zei-
ten zweifelsohne im Gebrauche war” (P. SKOK, 1934: 186).

50 In Salentine dialects c1-, -cL- in front of other vowels is re-
gularly reflected as 4j: CLAVE > chidi, COCHLEARIU > cucchiaru,
FENUCULU > finticchin, OCULU > dechin (R. BOVE & A. ROMA-
NO, 2014: 93, 103, 125, 201). It is interesting to point out that
Bove and Romano register 7agghiru in modern Galatone dialect,
while Rohlfs in the first half of the 20 century noted nagghjiru
(R. BOVE & A. ROMANO, 2014: 183; VDS 11, s.v. nachiru).
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posudenicama bio bi ov (usp. npr. AURATA > lovrita,
ovrata),” dok je u italoromanskim idiomima, koji
bi dosli u obzir kao izvor posudivanja, taj odraz o
(usp. npr. mlet. orada, tal. orata). Nasi odrazi av,
au, a ne odgovaraju ni jednom ni drugom tipu.

Povodom kr¢koga mavkir, Vasmer upucuje na
nauchieri (Lucca, zadnja Cetvrtina 14. st.).>® Taj je
primjer usamljen medu starim toskanskim potvr-
dama, u kojima nalazimo pravilno AU > o (nocchie-
ro/nocchiere),” a Salvioni ga, upravo zbog diftonga,
uzima za »voce semidotta«.’® Srednjovjekovne po-
tvrde s ocuvanim au dolaze i izvan Toskane: npr.
u mletackom naucler (oko 1250.), uz veé spome-
nuto mletacko nauclero (1362.) iz Dubrovnika, u
jakinskom statutu nauchiero pored ocekivanoga
nochiero (1345.), u jednom ravenskom dokumen-
tu naucleri (1353.), u jednom napuljskom djelu
nauchero (prije 1475.).° Vazne su i ve¢ spomenute
visestruke Kotruljevi¢eve potvrde nauchiero (1464.
— 1465.). Kako drugi, brojniji srednjovjekovni
izvori pokazuju da je AU u italoromanskim odrazi-
ma lat. NAUCLERUS bilo zahva¢eno monoftongaci-
jom, od mletackog preko toskanskog do jakinskog,
otpornost diftonga ovdje bi valjalo pripisati uce-
nom, odnosno tehnickom karakteru same rije¢i.*
Isto¢nojadranske potvrde s au, av u kojima nije
ocuvano -cL- mogle bi biti posudene iz ovakvih
italoromanskih izvora. Ako problemati¢an odraz
-cL- odlu¢imo tumaciti autohtonim sredstvima,
onda je u takvim potvrdama mogude gledati utje-
caj srednjovj. latinskog termina nauclerius.®!

% Takoder i u toponimijskim dalmatoromanskim reliktima, npr.

LAURENTIU > Lovred, Lovrenac, Lovrinac (ERHS] 1, s. v. Lavrentije).
% M. VASMER 1944: 102.

57 Usp. TLIO, s. v. nocchiero.

% C. SALVIONI 1905: 457—458.

> Sve prema TLIO, s. v. nocchiero; M. MAGGIORE 2013: 17.
% Usp. TLIO, s. v. nocchiero; OV, s. v. nocchiero. U italoro-
manskom je monoftongacija Au neke rijeci zahvatila prije, a neke
tek kasnije (mahom rijeci iz u¢enog registra), a novo se /2/ <au
uglavnom ponasa drukdije od staroga /9/ < 8. Usp. G. ROHLEFS
1966: 64-65. Treba re¢i da i druge rijeci iz ove porodice u starim
italoromanskim izvorima pokazuju konzervativnu grafiju: tako
npr. od NaULUM imamo naulo (Venecija, 12. st.; Pisa, 1264.,
1318., 1330.), a medu izvedenicama naulegiare i naulegiato (Pisa,
1318. — 1321.), naulicadur (Sibenik, 1350. — 1351.), nauliza-
mento (Dubrovnik, 1380.) itd., pored o¢ekivanih, jednako starih
potvrda s AU > 0. Usp. OV, s. v. nolo, noleggiare; A. STUSSI
1980: 88; D. DOTTO 2008a: 256; D. DOTTO 2008b: 357.
Naprotiv, u suvremenom talijanskom imamo #nolo, noleggiare, u
mletackom #olo, nolezar.

¢ Najstariji oblici pokazuju konsonantizaciju drugog elementa
diftonga (4 > v), $to je mozda kompromisno rjeSenje izmedu au i
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would be expected. However, this possibility, pro-
posed by Vasmer, takes us to the issues concerning
the reflex of the diphthong ax (cf. 4.3.2.).

It is difficult to consider Venetian as a possible so-
urce, regardless of Old-Venetian attestations naucler
(oko 1250),%! noclero (1284),%* nauclero (1362).3 In
these examples, a conservative writing <cl>, accor-
ding to what we know of Old-Venetian phonology,
stays for [d3] (since 14™ century for [tf]).>*

4.3.2. Diphthong au. The expected reflex of the
protonic AU in older borrowings would be ov (cf. e.g.
AURATA > lovrdta, oviata).” In Italo-Romance varieties,
that may be taken into consideration as possible sour-
ces for the Eastern Adriatic forms, this reflex would be
o (cf. e.g. Ven. orada, It. orata). Our reflexes av, au, a do
not fit either of these two types.

As far as Krk form navkir is concerned, Vasmer
points out to nauchieri (Lucca, last quarter of the
14" century).’® This example appears to be isolated
among older Tuscan attestations, where we find a
regular reflex AU > o (nocchiero/nocchiere).”’” For this
reason, Salvioni considers nauchieri to be “voce
semidotta’.® Medieval attestations with conserved
au appear outside of Tuscany as well: e.g. Ven. nauc-
ler (around 1250), alongside nauclero (1362) from
Dubrovnik; nauchiero in Ancona Statute, alongside
more regular nochiero (1345); naucleri (1353) in a
document from Ravenna; nauchero in a document
from Naples (before 1475).>” Kotruljevi¢’s multiple
attestations of nauchiero (1464-1465) are equally
important. Given that other, more numerous me-
dieval sources show that Au in the Italo-Romance
(from Venice to Tuscany and Ancona) reflexes of
NAUCLERUS were subject to monophthongization,
the resistance of the diphthong in these examples

St TLIO, s.v. nocchiero.

2 D.DOTTO, 2007: 17-18.

3 Monumenta XXVII, 190.

* According to Sepuleri, -CL- in Venetian is rendered as [d3]
“gia nel XIII sec., e certo anche prima” (A. SEPULCRI, 1929:
460). Cf. also A. STUSSI, 1965: Li-L11. For the attestations from
1500 till the end of the 16" century, cf. M. CORTELAZZO,
2007, s.v. nochier.

5 Cf. Dalmatian-Romance relics in the toponymy, e.g. LAU-
RENTIU > Lovred, Lovrenac, Lovrinac (ERHS] 1, s.v. Lavrentije).

% M. VASMER, 1944: 102.

57 Cf. TLIO, s.v. nocchiero.

8 C. SALVIONI, 1905: 457-458.

5 All attestations taken from TLIO, s.v. nocchiero; M. MAG-
GIORE, 2013: 17.
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Poseban problem predstavljaju dugootocko nakir
i trogirsko nakir, za koje Skok nije znao. Ovi oblici
po odrazu AU > & podsjecaju na neke juzne italo-
romanske nastavljace lat. NAUCLERUS, npr. nachiru
(brojna mjesta u Salentu), nagghiera (Ceglic Me-
ssapica, Massafra, Taranto), nacchioire (Bitonto).*
Znacenje ovih salentinskih i puljiskih oblika danas
je samo ‘predradnik u mlinu za masline’, no ned-
vojbeno se radi o prijenosu pomorske terminologije
u maslinarstvo.®> Dosad je samo za Manfredoniju
potvrdeno pomorsko znacenje, iako ne ono izvor-
no: ondje nafi§ira znaci »remo [...] posto sulla si-
nistra a poppa«,* §to je blisko dugootockom nakir
‘¢lan ribarske druzine koji vozi na $estom veslu, na
krmi’. Pri ovome nije nevazna podudarnost dugo-
otockih oblika i onoga trogirskoga, koji se od ¢ita-
ve serije isto¢nojadranskih odraza gré. vavkAnpog
/ lat. NaucLERUS razlikuju i glasovno i semanticki.
Kako nema drugih hrvatskih primjera za au > a
u romanizmima, u slucaju nakir/nakir ne moze se

iskljuciti posudivanje iz juzne Italije.®

4.3.3. Odrazi naglasenog vokala. Krenemo li od
lat. sufiksa -Eru, dubr. naukijer prema juznocak.
naukir, naukir moze upulivati na tzv. pseudo-
jat od naglaSenog e u otvorenom slogu.®® Ako je
tako, ove bi se posudenice morale datirati najka-
snije u 12. st., a pripadale bi dalmatoromanskom
sloju.” Medutim, tzv. pseudo-jat nalazimo i u

ocekivanog ov, a mozda posljedica utjecaja rijeci nave. Usp. firen-
tinsko navichiere koje je, po Salvioniju, modifikacija oblika nocc-
hiere pod utjecajem gl. navicare (C. SALVIONI 1905: 458). No,
moze biti i izravni odraz lat. NavicULARIUS (usp. REW 5852),
potvrdenog u Cod. Theod. 13, 5, 12.

8 VDS IL s. v. nachiru, nagghiera; G. SARACINO 1957: 278.
U juznoj je Iraliji AU > # u odrazima od NAUCLERUS potvrdeno i
u povijesnim izvorima, za Siciliju nakeri (1316./1367.) i nacheri
(1358. i kasnije), a za Salento nachiro (prije 1487.), sve u izvor-
nom pomorskom znacenju. Usp. TLIO, s. v. nocchiero; G. TAVA-
NI 1976: 303; M. MAGGIORE 2013: 16.

% Maslinarsko nazivlje u Salentu i Apuliji pokazuje i druge pa-
ralele sa starim pomorskim nazivljem. Za Lecce Morosi potvrduje
marendri u znaCenju ‘lavoratori al frantoio’ (usp. G. MOROSI
1877: 122). Rohlfs biljeZi cisirma (Maglie), chiurma (Taranto) u
znaenju ‘tutto il personale addetto ai lavori del frantoio’ (VDS 1,
s. V. citirma).

¢ P CARATU 1997: 270.

©  Poseban su slucaj agust, agust, kod kojih je Au > a stara vulgar-
nolatinska promjena. Usp. ERHSJ 1, s. v. august.

6 Usp. i Skokovu opasku »pseudojekavizam kao u kolijer, kon-
dijer, mijer, lijer za kolir, kondir, mir, lir« ERHS] 11, s. v. navao).
7 Za pregled miSljenja o razvoju jata usp. G. HOLZER 2007:
82-83. Prema O. Ligoriju, tzv. pseudo-jat je kod romanizama
znacajka samo dalmatoromanskih posudenica, a medu ovima on
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should be ascribed to a learned or technical charac-
ter of this word.®

Eastern Adriatic attestations with zu, av, that do
not conserve -CL-, could be considered borrowings
from such Italo-Romance sources. On the other
hand, if problematic reflexes of -cL- were to be
explained in another way, Eastern Adriatic attesta-
tions with au, v could be derived from Medieval
Latin nauclerius.”!

The forms of nakir (Dugi Otok) and nakir (Tro-
gir), unknown to Skok, represent yet another pro-
blem. With the reflex au > 4, these forms remind
us of some Southern Italo-Romance reflexes of Lat.
NAUCLERUS, e.g. nachiru (many places in Salento),
nagghiers (Ceglie Messapica, Massafra, Taranto),
nacchioire (Bitonto).*> The meaning of these Salen-
tine and Apulian forms is only “foreman in olive
mill”, but there is no doubt that we are dealing
with an example of transfer of the nautical termi-
nology into the olive oil production domain.®* The
nautical meaning, although not the original one,
is so far confirmed only for Manfredonia, whe-

re nafi§ira means “remo [...] posto sulla sinistra a

0 C£. TLIO, s.v. nocchiero; OV, s.v. nocchiero. In Iralo-Romance
the monophthongization of AU reached some words earlier, and
other (mostly learned ones) much later. A new /2/ <au is mostly
treated differently than the older /2/ < 6. Cf. G. ROHLES, 1966:
64-65. Other words from the same lexical family also show exam-
ples of conservative writing in older Italo-Romance sources: e.g.
naulo (Venice, 12 century.; Pisa, 1264, 1318, 1330), naulegiare
and naulegiato (Pisa, 1318-1321), naulicadur (Sibenik, 1350-
1351), naulizamento (Dubrovnik, 1380) etc., alongside other,
equally old attestations with AU > 0. Cf. OV, s.v. nolo, noleggiare;
A. STUSSI, 1980: 88; D. DOTTO, 2008a: 256; D. DOTTO,
2008b: 357. On the contrary, in modern Italian one finds 70/o,
noleggiare, in modern Venetian nolo, nolezar.

¢ The oldest forms show the consonantization > ». This is maybe
a compromise between ax and expected ov or maybe a result of the
influence of nave. Cf. Florentine navichiere, that, according to Salvi-
oni, represents a modification of 7occhiere under the influence of the
verb navicare (C. SALVIONI, 1905: 458). On the other hand, it
could very well represent a reflex of Lat. NavicOLARIUS (usp. REW
5852) attested in Cod. Theod. 13, 5, 12.

2 VDS 11, s.v. nachiru, nagghiera; G. SARACINO, 1957: 278.
In Southern Italy AU > # in the reflexes of NAUCLERUS appear also
in historical sources, e.g. nakeri (1316/1367) and nacheri (1358
and later) in Sicily, nachiro (before 1487) in Salento, always in its
original nautical meaning. Cf. TLIO, s.v. nocchiero; G. TAVANI,
1976: 303; M. MAGGIORE, 2013: 16.

% Olive growing terminology in Salento and Apulia offers more
parallels with nautical terminology. Thus, Morosi confirms for
Lecce marendri ‘lavoratori al frantoio’ (cf. G. MOROSI, 1877:
122), while Rohlfs registers cizirma (Maglie), chiurma (Taranto)
‘tutto il personale addetto ai lavori del frantoio’ (VDS L, s.v. cizir-
ma).
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izravnim grecizmima kao $to su npr. monastijer <
LOVAOTHPLOV, piitijer < TOTHPLOV, gdje ne pred-
stavlja odraz od e.®® Stoga bi neki odrazi o kojima
ovdje raspravljamo mogli biti i izravni grecizmi, u
prvom redu crnogorsko naiklijer. Kona¢no, kako
-ir u Cak. naukir, naukir, tako i -ijer u dubr. na-
ukijer mogu biti odraz tosk. -iero/-iere, odnosno
mlet. -iér. To pokazuju primjeri iz ikavskih govo-
ra: npr. barbjér (Vis) pored siroko rasirenoga bar-
bir < mlet. barbiér ili tal. barbiere; bragir (Brusje)
pored bragér (Komiza) < mlet. braghiér; kvarnir
(Trogir) pored karnér (Brusje) < mlet. carniér;
itd.” Prema tome, odraz naglasenog vokala u
isto¢nojadranskim nastavlja¢ima gré. vavkAnpog
/ lat. NAUCLERUS sam po sebi ni$ta nam ne go-
vori o blizem izvoru posudivanja: taj bi mogao
biti dalmatoromanski, italoromanski, a u nekim

slu¢ajevima i greki.

4.3.4. Sinteza. S obzirom na odraze grupe
-CL-, samo Teodozijevo navvklerv i crnogorsko
nauklijer ne mogu biti italoromanske posudenice.
Ove dvije potvrde dijeli nekih sedam stoljeca, sto
bi moglo upuéivati na kontinuitet na tom dijelu
areala. Svi ostali oblici mogu po ovome kriteriju
biti iz nekog italoromanskog oblika, ali ne mle-
tackog, jer nijedan ne pokazuje karakteristi¢ni
mlet. odraz grupe -cL-.

U svim potvrdama neocekivan je odraz dif-
tonga au, kako u onima koje po odrazu -cL- ne
mogu biti italoromanske posudenice tako i u
onima koje to mogu biti. Kod potonjih se moze
pomisljati na posudivanje iz nekoga poluucenog
italoromanskog oblika u kojem imamo au mjesto
0. S druge strane, bez obzira na odraz -cr-, kod
svih se moze pomisljati na domadi uceni romani-
zam koji se otima glasovnim zakonitostima. Tip
nakir pak moze biti posudenica s krajnjeg juga
Italije, neovisno o tome za koja ¢emo se rjeSenja

odluéiti u slucaju ostalih oblika. Srednjovjekovne

razlikuje starije, koje imaju pseudo-jat od grupa -ERR- i -ERC-, i
mlade, koje ga nemaju (O. LIGORIO 2015: 64-66). Sada me
Ligorio obavjeStava da je, po njemu, filijacija jata u (i)jekavskim,
ikavskim i ekavskim govorima starija od mladeg sloja dalmato-
romanskih posudenica, koje se okvirno mogu datirati izmedu
1150. i 1300. (pismeno priopcenje od 20. travnja 2017.).

& Usp. ERHS] 1L, s. v. monastir; 111, s. v. putijer.

® ERHSJ 1L, s. v. barba; JE L, s. v. braga, karner; A. ROKI
1997: 20. Usp. i P SKOK 1934: 184-186.
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poppa”.** This meaning is close to the Dalmatian
forms nakir and nakir used for “a member of the
fishing company that rows on the sixth oar, on the
stern.” Since there are no other Croatian examples
of AU > # in Romance borrowings, the hypothesis
of Southern Italo-Romance origin for nakir/nakir

cannot be excluded.®

4.3.3. Stressed vowel reflexes. Dubrovnik nau-
kijer compared to Cakavian naukir, naukir seems
to show the so-called “pseudo-yat” resulting from
stressed e in the open syllable (-éru). If this is true,
these borrowings must be dated not later than 12
century and classed as Dalmatian-Romance lexical
relics.”” However, “pseudo-yat” is also to be found
in direct Greek borrowings, such as monastijer <
MOVAOTNPLOV, piitijer < TOTAPLOV, where it does
not stand for e.®® Therefore, some of the reflexes
discussed here could be direct Greek borrowings,
notably the Montenegrin form nasuklijer. Finally,
-ir in Cakavian naukir, naukir, and -fjer in Du-
brovnik naukijer might just as well represent a re-
flex of Tusc. -iero/-iere, or Ven. -iér. Cf. examples
from lkavian varieties: barbjér (Vis) alongside bar-
bir < Ven. barbiér or It. barbiere; bragir (Brusje)
alongside bragér (Komiza) < Ven. braghiér; kvarnir
(Trogir) alongside karnér (Brusje) < Ven. carniér;
etc.”” Hence, the reflex of the stressed vowel in the
Eastern Adriatic reflexes of Gr. vavkAnpog / Lat.
NAUCLERUS tells us nothing about the nearer sour-
ce of borrowing: it could be Dalmatian-Romance

or Italo-Romance and in some cases even Greek.

4.3.4. Synthesis. With regards to the reflex of the
-CL- cluster, only Theodosius’ navvklerv and Monte-

% P CARATU, 1997: 270.

% In dialectal Cr. agust, aguit AU > a is an old, Vulgar Latin
change. Cf. ERHS] L, s.v. august.

% Cf. SkoK’s observation “pseudojekavizam kao u kolijer, kondi-
jer, mijer, lijer za kolir, kondir, mir, lir’ (ERHS] 11, s.v. navao).

¢ For an overview of assessments on the development of yat, cf.
G. HOLZER, 2007: 82-83. According to Ligorio, the so-called
“pseudo-yat” is typical only of older Dalmatian-Romance bor-
rowings, resulting from -ERRr- and -Erc- (O. LIGORIO, 2015:
64-66). Now (20 April 2017) Ligorio informs me that, in his
opinion, the younger layer of Dalmatian-Romance borrowings
is to be dated approximately 1150-1300, and that yat in (I)jeka-
vian, Ikavian and Ekavian dialects is older than that.

% Cf. ERHSJ 11, s.v. monastir; 111, s.v. putijer.

©  ERHSJIL, s.v. barba; JE1, s.v. braga, karner; A. ROKI, 1997:
20. Cf. also . SKOK, 1934: 184-186.
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potvrde (13. — 15. st.) pokazuju jedan tip reakcije
na au, a ranonovovjekovne i suvremene drugi, ali
ovo ne znam opravdati stratifikacijskim kriteriji-
ma. Prema tome, ili tipovi navkir i naukir nisu iz
istog izvora ili jesu, ali onda nisu pretrpjeli isti tip
prilagodbe.

Odraz naglasenog vokala nudi razli¢ite, podjed-
nako vjerojatne scenarije: u ¢akavskom 7 a u Du-
brovniku i Crnoj Gori #je, ako je u pitanju pseudo-
jat, moze upudivati na stariju, dalmatoromansku
posudenicu; no #/je isto tako mogu biti i odraz ita-
loromanskog ie. Jedino Teodozijevo navvklery ni u
ovome slu¢aju nece biti italoromanska posudenica,
a sudedi po e za gré. n [i], nece biti ni izravni gre-
cizam, nego moze biti autohtona posudenica. O
razvoju naglasenog vokala u ovoj potvrdi zasigur-
no se moze re¢i jo$ nesto Sto mi izmice, a rjesenje
toga pitanja moglo bi razjasniti odakle Teodoziju
Hilandarskom ova rije¢ (vjerojatno iz jadranskih
obalnih podrugja u sastavu srpske srednjovjekovne

drzave).

4.4. Semanticki razvoj

Iz Senjskog se statuta vidi da su isto¢nojadranski
odrazi gré. vavkAnpog / lat. NaucLERUS bili rano
podvrgnuti temeljitim semantickim promjena-
ma, ve¢ u vrijeme u koje sezu najranije hrvatske
potvrde. Od senjskih zapovjednika gradske straze
(navkir), preko smokvickog zborovode (naukir),
do srednjodalmatinskih pomo¢nika paruna na tra-
ti (naukir), zajednicki je sem ‘onaj koji zapovije-
da’. Dugootocki i trogirski vesla¢ na krmi (nakir),
mjestu s kojega se zapovijeda brodom, takoder se
moze analizirati iz te perspektive. Kod crnogorskog
naklijer »onaj koji koga na $to nagovara, potice«
izgledno je oslanjanje na nauk. Tesko je re¢i kada
je u najve¢em dijelu Dalmaciji doslo do promje-
ne znacenja zapovjednik broda’ > ‘odredeni ¢lan
ribarske druzine’.”® Prva potvrda za veéinu suvre-
menih naziva ¢lanova saljske ribarske druzine, na-

zalost ne i za nakir, dolazi u biljeSkama ribarskog

7 U jednom trogirskom dokumentu iz 1529. Marinus butarius

patronus trate i furman Marchouich nauclerius nastupaju u ime
Citave ribarske druzine. Nije jasno je li ovdje nauclerius jos uvijek
zapovjednik broda ili pak naukir-ribar, kao pomo¢nik paruna.
HR-DAZD-18, Op¢ina Trogir, kut. 69, sv. 8, 227v — 228r. Na

ovom podatku zahvalan sam Kristijanu Juranu (Zadar).
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negrin nauklijer cannot be considered Italo-Roman-
ce borrowings. Since these two attestations are sepa-
rated by roughly seven centuries, they might point
to continuity in the southern area. All other forms,
according to this criterion, may be Italo-Romance
borrowings, but not Venetian, since none of them
displays the typical Venetian reflex of -cr-.

The reflex of diphthong au is unexpected in all
attestations. Those that at the same time display
no typical Dalmatian-Romance treatment of -cL-
might have been borrowed from some Italo-Ro-
mance semi-learned form with au instead of 0. On
the other hand, regardless of the reflex of -cL-, all
of them could also represent a kind of local semi-
learned Romance borrowing. Regardless of these
options, nakir might represent a borrowing from
Southern Italy. Medieval attestations (13 - 15%
centuries) show one treatment of zu, while ear-
ly modern and contemporary attestations show
another. I have so far been unable to explain this
using any stratification criteria. Either navkir and
naukir do not have the same origin, or they do,
but then they were not subject to the same type
of adapration.

The reflexes of the stressed vowel offer different,
equally possible solutions. Cakavian 7, Dubrov-
nik and Montenegrin Zje, if we are dealing with
the so-called “pseudo-yat”, might indicate an ol-
der, Dalmatian-Romance borrowing. However, i/
ije can just as well reflect Italo-Romance je. Only
Theodosius™ attestation navvklerv cannot be an
Italo-Romance borrowing, and judging from e
for n [i], it is neither a direct Greek loanword. It
might be an autochthonous Romance borrowing
instead. Surely more could be said on the deve-
lopment of the stressed vowel than I am able to
do here. Answering this issue could also clarify
where did Theodosius of Hilandar find this word
(probably in some coastal area that in those times
was part of the Serbian state).

4.4. Semantic development

The attestations found in Senj Statute show that
Eastern Adriatic reflexes of Gr. vavkAnpog / Lat.
NAUCLERUS were early on subject to profound se-
mantic shifts. From night guard commander in
Senj (navkir) to choir leader in Smokvica (naukir)
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poduzetnika Zuane Petriciolija iz 1800./1804.”"
Mote se uzeti da je dotada bio zavr$en i semantic¢-
ki razvoj saljskog nakir, iako je izvjesno da je do
konstituiranja nazivlja ribarske druzine moralo
do¢i mnogo ranije.”” Taj je razvoj samo sjeverno- i
srednjodalmatinski, no on u kona¢nici nema odlu-
¢ujucu ulogu u utvrdivanju blize etimologije, kao

ni ostale ovdje razmatrane semanticke promjene.

5. ZAKLJUCAK

Ova je rasprava isla za tim da, temeljem glasov-
nih kriterija te usporedbe suvremenih i povijesnih
potvrda, poku$a utvrditi blizi izvor posudivanja
gré. vavkAnpog / lat. NAUCLERUS u isto¢nojadran-
ske govore. Potvrde koje se ne mogu izvoditi iz
italoromanskih oblika (Teodozijevo navvklerv, cr-
nogorsko naitklijer) pokazuju da su na ovoj strani
Jadrana postojali autohtoni romanski odrazi ovog
starog pomorskog termina. I za ostale potvrde, od
14. st. do danas, moze se pretpostaviti dalmatoro-
mansko porijeklo: u prilog tome govorio bi odraz
romanskog e, a netipi¢an odraz -cL- nije bez pa-
ralela. Ako se odlu¢imo za ovu mogucénost, treba
konstatirati da su na neocekivan razvoj lat.-rom.
diftonga Au utjecali neki ¢imbenici koji se ne odra-
zavaju na jednak nacin u srednjovjekovnim potvr-
dama i u onim kasnijim, od 16. st. do danas. S
druge strane, oblici navkir, naukir, naukijer mogu
se izvoditi iz poluucenih italoromanskih oblika s
auis o¢ekivanim odrazom grupe -cL-. Pritom mle-
tacki, kao uobicajeni izvor posudivanja pomorskog
nazivlja u ovim krajevima, iz glasovnih razloga nije
izgledan kandidat. Tesko je vjerovati, s obzirom na
trajanje i intenzitet mletackog utjecaja, da mlet.
oblik nochiér [notfer] ne bi ostavio nikakva traga
u Dalmaciji, da je na§ pomorski termin bio preu-

zet iz toga dijalekta. Preostaje nam srednjovjekovni

"t To su cumandier, provier, segondier, trasnier, u mletackoj ina-

dici, te sredir (A. R. FILIPI 1976: 255-256). Ovi nazivi odgo-
varaju suvtemenim saljskim nazivima kumandir, provir, sigundir,
trasnir i sredir (S. GRANDOV 1956: 407; B. PAITONI 1964:
58-59; M. DEANOVIC 1967: 39-40).

72 Postojanje klasi¢ne sjevernodalmatinske ribarske druzine od
devet ¢lanova u izvorima je, bez navodenja naziva pojedinih ¢la-
nova, potvrdeno barem od 1668. Usp. A. CVITANOVIC 1998:
142, bilj. 21. Vidjeli smo medutim da je u Dubrovniku i Makar-

skom primorju izvorno pomorsko nazivlje opstalo znatno dulje.
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and Central Dalmatian fisherman that supervises
the pulling of the net (naukir), the common seme
is ‘the one that commands or leads’. The form na-
kir from Dugi Otok and Trogir, designating the
rower on the stern, a commanding position on the
traditional fishing boats, can also be analysed from
that perspective. The Montenegrin form nauklijer
“onaj koji koga na $to nagovara, poti¢e” probably
leans on nauk. It is difficult to say when the shift
“ship commander” > “particular member of fishing
company” occurred.”’ The first attestation for most
of the terms designating members of the traditio-
nal fishing company from Sali, unfortunately not
for nakir, appears in the notes of Zuane Petricioli
from 1800/1804.”" It can be assumed that by then
nakir had completed its semantic development, al-
though the terminology of the traditional fishing
company must have been defined much earlier.”?
This development is only Northern- and Central
Dalmatian. However, it appears to be of no con-
sequence when it comes to determining the ezymo-

logia proxima of Cr. naukir and its variants.

5. CONCLUSION

In this paper, I have tried to determine the ne-
arer source of borrowing of Eastern Adriatic re-
flexes of Gr. vavkAnpog / Lat. NaucLERUs. The
discussion was based on phonetic criteria and
comparison of historical and contemporary atte-
stations. The forms that cannot be traced to any
Italo-Romance source (Theodosius navvklerv,
Montenegrin naitklijer) show that, on this side
of the Adriatic, there were some autochthonous

Romance reflexes of this old nautical term. Ot-

7 In one document from Trogir (1529), Marinus butarius

patronus trate and Jurman Marchouich nauclerius appear as le-
gal representatives of the entire fishing company. It is not clear
whether naculerius in this case still represents ship commander
or naukir-fisherman. HR-DAZD-18, Op¢ina Trogir, kut. 69, sv.
8, 227v-228r. I am thankful to Kristijan Juran (Zadar) for this
information.

7' These are cumandier, provier, segondier, trasnier, in their Vene-
tian version, and sredir (A. R. FILIPL, 1976: 255-256). These terms
fit with contemporary Sali terms kumandir, provir, sigundir, trasnir
and sredir respectively (5. GRANDOV, 1956: 407; B. PAITONI,
1964: 58-59; M. DEANOVIC, 1967: 39-40).

72 The existence of the classical Northern Dalmatian fishing
company, composed of nine fishermen, can be traced back to as

carly as 1668. Cf. A. CVITANOVIC, 1998: 142, n. 21.
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toskanski, kako je mislio Vasmer, eventualno ja-
kinski: navkir, naukir i naukijer mogu biti pravilni
odrazi poluucenog nauchiero, koje je potvrdeno i
u Kotruljevi¢a. No, koliko je realno ocekivati rani
toskanski jezi¢ni utjecaj na Krku, gdje se ve¢ u 14.
st. biljezi navkir? Stoga se najizglednijim c¢ini da
navkir, naukir, naukijer potjecu od srednjovj. lat.
nauclerius, odnosno da je u pitanju poluucena rije¢
koja se, uslijed stalne prisutnosti administrativne
latinstine, odupirala ocekivanim obrascima gla-
sovne prilagodbe slavenskom glasovnom sustavu.
Sto se distribucije suvremenih oblika ti¢e, naukir i
ostale varijante prezivjeli su ondje gdje se nazivlje
brodske posade pretocilo u nazivlje ribarske druzi-
ne, u mjestima koja predstavljaju povijesna sredista
ribarstva u Dalmaciji, kao $to su Sali ili Hvar, sva-

ko sa svojom zonom iradijacije.
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her recorded forms, spanning from 14™ century
to this date, could also be Dalmatian-Romance
loanwords: the result of Romance e speaks in fa-
vour of this hypothesis, while untypical reflex of
-CL- is not unparalleled. If we are to choose this
possibility, the unexpected development of the
Latin-Romance diphthong Au must be explai-
ned with certain factors that do not reflect in the
same way in the Medieval and later attestations,
from 16" century on. On the other hand, forms
like navkir, naukir, naukijer could descend from
semi-learned Italo-Romance forms with 2z and
with expected reflex of the -cL- cluster. Venetian,
a usual source of borrowing of nautical terms in
this area, must be discarded for phonetic reasons.
It is difficult to believe, when one thinks of the
duration and the intensity of Venetian influen-
ce, that Venetian form nochiér [no'tfer] would not
have left any trace in Dalmatia, had our nauti-
cal terms been borrowed from this dialect. We
are left with Medieval Tuscan, option proposed
by Vasmer, and maybe Ancona dialect: navkir,
naukir and naukijer could reflect a semi-learned
nauchiero, attested in Kotruljevi¢. But is it reali-
stic to expect early Tuscan influence on the island
of Krk, where navkir was recorded already in the
14" century? The most viable solution seems to
be to assume that navkir, naukir, naukijer descend
from Medieval Latin nauclerius or that we are de-
aling with a semi-learned word that, because of
the constant presence of Latin as administrative
language in Dalmatian cities, resisted the usual
models of phonetic adaptation. As far as modern
distribution is concerned, naukir and other forms
survived there where the terms designating mem-
bers of ship crew passed to designate members
of fishing company, that is, in historical fishing
centres such as Sali (Northern Dalmatia) or Hvar
(Central Dalmatia) with their respective irradia-

tion areas.
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