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Abstract

Dugi otok jedini je veliki naseljeni otok na Ja-
dranu koji ima dvorje¢no ime, koji ima hrvatsko
ime i koji ima imenicu ozok u imenu. Gotovo svi
lingvisti i povjesnicari slazu se da se otok prvi put
spominje u spisu Konstantina Porfirogeneta (X.
st.) kao Pizych i da se danas moze prepoznati u
imenu lokaliteta Cub i Cub Polje na Dugom otoku
u blizini Proverse. Nestankom naselja zaboravilo
se ime, a ime ni jednog novonastalog naselja nije
postalo ujedno i nesonim, kako je to Cesto slucaj
u hrvatskoj nesonimiji. Arhivska grada i povijesne
karte otok su identificirali redovito romanskom
slozenicom: geografski termin insula/isola + deter-
minant Magna, Maiori, Grossa, Grande, Longa. Tek
se u drugoj polovici XIX. st. prvi put naziva Dugi.
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Ni nesonim Dugi otok, ni etnik Dugootolanin, ni
ktetik dugootocki ne koriste se izvan sluzbene upo-
trebe.

KijucNe RUECE: Pizych; Insula Magna; Insula
Grossa; Insula Grande; Insula Longa; Dugi otok;

otok; nesonim

Abstract

Dugi otok is the only large inhabited Adriatic
island with a name composed of two words, with
a Croatian name and with a noun island (Croat.
otok) in it. Almost all of the linguists and histo-
rians agree that the island was first mentioned by
Constantine the Porphyrogenitus (10" cent.) as
Pizych, which can nowadays be recognised in pla-
ce names Cub and Cub Polje on Dugi otok near
Proversa. By the disappearance of that settlement
the name was forgotten, but none of the names
of newly founded settlements did not become the
nesonym, as frequently occurred elsewhere in Cro-
atian nesonymy. In the archival documents and
historical maps the island is usually identified by
the Romance compound word: geographical term
insula/isola + determinant Magna, Maiori, Grossa,
Grande, Longa. The island was named Dugi only
in the latter half of the 19" century. Neither the
nesonym Dugi otok, the ethnic Dugootodanin nor
the ktetic dugoorocki are used outside the official
usage.

Keyworbps: Pizych; Insula Magna; Insula Grossa;
Insula Grande; Insula Longa; Dugi otok; island;

nesonym.
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1. UVOD

Dugi otok je povr$inom (113,3 km?) i dulji-
nom (44 km) najvedi i najduZi otok zadarsko-
sibenskog arhipelaga (Karta 1). Na otoku je 11
naselja: Sali, Zaglav, Zman, Luka, Savar, Brbinj,
Dragove, Bozava, Soline, Veli Rat i Veruni¢ (Ve-
rona) s ukupno 1722 stanovnika. Iako s velikim
brojem naselja, kojih su imena ponekad jezi¢no
vrlo stara, Dugi otok spada u najslabije napucene
hrvatske, a i zadarsko-sibenske otoke (15,5 sta-
novnika na km?, 2011.). S geografske i strateske
tocke gledista Dugi otok zajedno s Kornatom

(smatra se da su bili spojeni jos u kasnoj antici)

¢ini zid prema otvorenom moru, a izmedu njih

1. INTRODUCTION

Dugi otok is the largest and the longest island of
the Zadar & Sibenik archipelago, with the surface
of 113.3 km?2 and length of 44 km (Map 1). There
are 11 settlements on the island: Sali, Zaglav, 7man,
Luka, Savar, Brbinj, Dragove, Bozava, Soline, Veli Rat
and Veruni¢ (Verona), with a total of 1722 inhabi-
tants. Despite such a big number of settlements — the
names of which are sometimes linguistically quite old
— Dugi otok is one of the least populated islands of
both Zadar & Sibenik archipelago and entire Croatia
(15.5 inhabitants’km?* in 2011). From the geograp-
hical and strategic points of view Dugi otok, together
with the island of Kornat (scholars believe that they
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KARTA 1. Dugi otok u zadarsko-sibenskom arhipelagu

Mar 1. Dugi otok within the Zadar & Sibenik archipelago.
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i obale poredani su brojni naseljeni otoci zadar-
skog arhipelaga. Zanimljivo je da su imena tih,
mnogo manjih otoka spomenuta i kod Anonima
iz Ravene (VIL. st.) i kod Porfirogeneta (X. st.),
dok najvedi od njih nije spomenut ni u roman-
skoj ni u slavenskoj inacici danasnjeg imena.
Dugi otok spada u onu skupinu hrvatskih oto-
ka koji ne nose ime najveceg ili u proslosti naj-
vaznijeg naselja na otoku. S njim zajedno idu u
tu skupinu Bra¢, Mljet, Solta i Ciovo (Karta 2),
sve, u jadranskom smislu, veliki otoci s vise na-
selja. Potpuno je sigurno da su povijesni proce-
si, administracija i kartografija utjecali na takvo
stanje i svaki bi slucaj valjalo prouditi posebno.

Napustanje starog imena za otok, supostojanje

were still a single island in the Late Antiquity), makes
a barrier towards the open sea, while between them
and the coast there is an array of numerous inhabi-
ted islands of Zadar archipelago. It is interesting that
Anonymous from Ravenna (7 century) and Porp-
hyrogenitus (10* cent.) mention these much smaller
islands, while the largest was not mentioned either in
Romance or Slavic variant of the present name.
Dugi otok is one of the Croatian islands that are
not named after their biggest or historically most
important settlements. Other islands of that group
are Bra¢, Mljet, Solta and Ciovo (Map 2), which
are all — in terms of the Adriatic Sea — large islan-
ds with a number of settlements. There is no doubt
that historical processes, administration and carto-

N
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KARTA 2. Naseljeni hrvatski otoci bez imena naselja koje je istovjetno imenu otoka
Mar 2. Inhabited Croatian islands with no settlement names that would be identical to their respective names of islands.
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vise imena za isti otok i spontana ili oktroirana
promjena imena otoka Cesta su jadranska po-
java.! Kada je medutim rije¢ o Dugom otoku,
vecina se lingvista i povjesnicara slaze da je to
onaj otok koji Porfirogenet naziva Pizych.? Za
takav stav postoje najmanje dva jaka razloga: s
jedne strane narav Porfirogenetova dokumenta
nije mogla propustiti spominjanje tako strateski
vaznog otoka jer car spominje i mnogo manje
i manje vazne od njega — Silbu, Skardu, Olib,
Skrdu, Premudu, Molat te Sestrunj i IZ (careva
kovanica Estiounez krije imena ovih dvaju oto-
ka, kako misle neki istrazivaci).® S druge strane,
onomasticki tragovi na jugoisto¢nom dijelu Du-
gog otoka u blizini strateski vaznih prolaza Vela
Proversa i Mala Proversa, koji dijele Dugi otok
od otoka Katine i Kornata, u oblicima Cub, Cu-
$¢ica, Cub Polje i Cuska Duboka* nedvosmisleno
upucuju na postojanje naselja imenom Pizych,
u kasnijim potvrdama Péub i na koncu Cuh.
Uvjerljivost je tim veéa $to se u Cuh Polju na
lokalitetu Crkvine nalaze ostatci jedne crkvice, a
na lokalitetu Podpolje tragovi nastambi u suhozi-
du.’ Isto tako, sama ¢injenica da danas barem tri
toponima u okruzenju u osnovi imaju éuh upu-

¢uje na vaznost referenta (Karta 3).

2. IMENA DUGOG OTOKA
U PROSLOSTI

Danasnji Dugi otok vide je puta u proslosti
mijenjao ime ili se istodobno zvao razli¢itim

imenima. Sudbina njegova imena ponajprije

' Ovaje pojava u jadranskoj nesonimiji vrlo Cesta i vrlo razgra-

nata. U svim slucajevima rije¢ je o tome da ime dolazi od dvaju
razlicitih poticaja od kojih je prvi stariji i redovito spontan (na-
slijeden), a drugi mladi i ¢esto oktroiran (najées¢e pod utjecajem
kartografije), ponekad i politike. Kada je rije¢ o naseljenim otoci-
ma takvi bi primjeri mogli biti: Srimac : Murter, Boa : Ciovo, Pre-
muda : Dlacnik, Kisa (Cissa) : Pag, Hvar : Lesina, Kalamota : Kolo-
Cep, Sansig : Susak ..., a kada je rije¢ o nenaseljenima, primjeri se
ne mogu ni nabrojiti. Samo u jednom, doduse vrlo specificnom
arhipelagu (Kornati) pobrojano ih je preko etrdeset (SKRACIC
2009: 141-163).

2 Vidjeti: A. M. STRGACIC 1949: 87-102; I. PETRICIOLI
1954: 61; M. SUIC 1955: 135-140; B. FINKA 1968: 165-180;
S. CACE 1992: 33-51; V. SKRACIC 2002: 189-202.

3 P SKOK 1950: 100-101 i 110; S. CACE 1999: 53.

“ P SKOK 1950: 29; B. FINKA 1969: 57-61; V. SKRACIC
1996: 150-154.

5 M. SUIC 1955: 135-140; I. PETRICIOLI, 1954: 61.
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graphy influenced such a condition and each case
should be analysed separately. Abandonment of the
old island name, coexistence of more names for a
single island, and spontaneous or imposed chan-
ges of island names are frequent occurrences in the
Adriatic.! When it comes to the Dugi otok Island
most linguists and historians agree that it is to be
identified with the island called Pizych by Constan-
tine Porphyrogenitus.” There are at least two strong
arguments in favour of such a stance: on the one
hand, the very nature of Porphyrogenitus’s text co-
uld not have avoided mentioning an island of such
a strategic importance because the Emperor menti-
oned much smaller and less important islands — Sil-
ba, Skarda, Olib, Skrda, Premuda, Molat, Sestrunj
and 1z (Estiounez, the compound word coined by
the Emperor would denote both Sestrunj and Iz,
according to some scholars); * on the other hand,
onomastic traces in forms Cuh, Cuséica, Cub Polje
and Cuska Duboka* at south-eastern part of the
Dugi otok Island near strategically important straits
Vela Proversa and Mala Proversa that separate Dugi
otok from islands Katina and Kornat undoubtedly
point to the existence of a settlement named Pizych
(known in later sources as Péuh and lastly as Cub).
Remains of a small church in Cuh Polje at the site
Crkvine and of dry-wall dwellings at the site Pod-
polje make this conclusion even more plausible. In
addition, frequency of toponyms with the éu/ stem
(presently there are at least three such names in the
region) points out to the importance of this referent

(Map 3).

' 'This phenomenon is quite frequent and outspread in the

Adriatic nesonymy. In all such instances name derives from two
different incentives, one of which is older and regularly spontane-
ous (inherited), while the other is younger and frequently imposed
(most often under the influence of cartography, but sometimes also
under the influence of politics). When it comes to the inhabited is-
lands examples of such cases could be: Srimac : Murter, Boa : Ciovo,
Premuda : Dlacnik, Kisa (Cissa) : Pag, Hvar : Lesina, Kalamota :
Kolocep, Sansig : Susak ..., while among the uninhabited islands
such examples are countless. In a single archipelago, although the
very particular one (the Kornati Archipelago) there are over forty
such instances (V. SKRACIC 2009: 141-163).

2 See A. M. STRGACIC 1949: 87-102; 1. PETRICIOLI
1954: 61; M. SUIC 1955: 135-140; B. FINKA 1968: 165-180;
S. CACE 1992: 33-51; V. SKRACIC 2002: 189-202.

3 P SKOK 1950: 100-101i 110; S. CACE 1999: 53.

4 P.SKOK 1950: 29; B. FINKA 1969: 57-61; V. SKRACIC
1996: 150-154.

5 M. SUIC 1955: 135-140; I. PETRICIOLI, 1954: 61.
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Cuh Polje
PIZYCH
[

KARTA 3. Jezicni prezici imena Pizych u dugootocnoj toponimiji
Mar 3. Linguistic survivals of the name Pizych in Dugi otok toponymy

je ovisila o korisnicima i onima kojima je ime 2. NAMES OF THE DUGI OTOK
trebalo. Razlicito ga je biljezila zadarska kance- ISLAND THROUGH HISTORY
larija, razli¢ito kartografi, a i puk je imenovao
za svoje potrebe. S obzirom na vaznost referenta The Dugi otok island changed its name several ti-
(najvedi otok u arhipelagu) te s obzirom na nje- mes in the past or had more than one name at a gi-
govu ukupnu vaznost u demografskom i gospo- ven time, which depended mostly on their users and
darskom smislu, to svakako zacuduje. those who had a need for them. The island name was

Ovo su toponimski likovi koji su oznacavali registered in one way by the Zadar public notarys-
danasnji referent Dugi otok: hip, in the other by cartographers, and the people too

Pizych. Najstarija potvrda ovog imena nalazi named it for their own purposes. This is quite surpri-
se u djelu Konstantina Porfirogeneta koje je pi- sing due to the importance of the referent (the largest
sano sredinom X. stolje¢a.® Kad car nabraja oto- island in the archipelago) and its general importance
ke pred Zadrom medu njima je i Pizych. Ostalih in both the demographic and economic senses.

The toponym forms designating the present refe-

¢ K. PORFIROGENET 1994. rent Dugi otok are as follows:
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nekoliko potvrda za Pizych dolazi iz arhivske
grade i iz kasnijih stolje¢a (1317., dvaput).” No,
upravo ¢injenica da se jezi¢ni oblik nije izgubio
i da je sacuvan u hrvatskoj inacici sve do nasih
dana govori o neupitnosti njegova lociranja na
Dugi otok.®

Tilagus. Pola stoljeéa kasnije u ¢uvenoj ispra-
vi kojom zadarski plemi¢i darivaju lovista sa-
mostanu svetog KrSevana’ javljaju se imena
Tilagus i Megarus. Za Megarus se sa sigurnoséu
moze utvrditi da se odnosi samo na jedan lo-
kalitet u uvali Telas¢ici (danasnja Magrovica),
dok bi 7ilagus moglo biti ime nekog naselja
u danasnjoj Telas¢ici, ali i ime za ¢itav otok.
Naime, u ispravi doslovno stoji: cella in hono-
rem sancti Johannis, fundata ac posita in insula,
que dicitur Tilagus. Ovdje je potreban oprez s
obzirom na to da u kasnijim srednjovjekovnim
dokumentima imenica #nsula uz ime lokaliteta
uvijek oznacava doti¢no naselje na otoku, a ne
sam otok. Mogude je da je tako, pa insula Ti-
lagus nije otok Tilagus, to jest Dugi otok, nego
naselje Tilagus u uvali maiori Sancti Uictoris,"
to tim viSe $to se u ispravi spominju i kuce.
Ipak, ne treba potpuno iskljuciti moguénost da
se i ¢itav otok zvao Tilagus, kako to potvrduju
brojni kasniji primjeri na drugim otocima, gdje
se otok sa svim naseljima zove po samo jednom
od njih.

Insula Magna. Ako i Pizych i Tilagus ostavlja-
ju prostora za dvojbu odnose li se na otok ili na
samo jedan od lokaliteta na njemu, oblik /nsula
Magna medutim ne ostavlja nikakve nedoumice
oko sadrzaja koji identificira. Samo u objavlje-
nim potvrdama izmedu 1354. i 1494. javlja se
57 puta,'’ s tim da se ni jedan drugi oblik, ako
se izuzme hrvatski Veli otok iz 1460., ne jav-
lja za identifikaciju referenta Dugi otok u tom
razdoblju. Znamo iz Spisa zadarskibh biljeznika

7 SZB/MI: 126, 137.

®  No, ¢ini se da ovaj oblik nije usamljen na otocima; B. FIN-
KA (1969: 57-61) donosi potvrde sa Zirja, Cipaljei Céboljz', za
koje on smatra da ¢uvaju oblik Cuh,a P.SKOK (1950: 29) s Krka
potvrdu Cufza koju on dri da je od Cuh, kao i na Velom Oroku,
kako kaze.

?  ERACKI 1877: 25-26, br. 20.

' In Tilago in ualle maiori Sancti Ulctoris ex parte altana, que
continet a loco ubi Megarus dicitur, usque ad casas. (F. RACKI
1877: 25-26, br. 20)

1 E. HILJE 1994.
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Pizych. The earliest testimony of that name comes
from the Constantine Porphyrogenitus’s text written
in the 10* century.® While naming the islands off
Zadar, the Emperor mentioned among them one na-
med Pizgych. Several other uses of Pizych come from
the archival documents and later period (two times
in 1317).” The linguistic form was not lost but has
been preserved in the Croatian variant till the present
times, which testifies for its unmistakable location on
the Dugi otok island.®

Tilagus. Half a century later, in a famous docu-
ment with which Zadar nobility bestowed the St
Chrysogonuss Monastery with hunting grounds
names 7ilagus and Megarus appeared.” There is no
doubt that the name Megarus refers to a single site
in the Telas¢ica Bay (present-day Magrovica). T7lagus,
on the other hand, may be either a name of a settle-
ment in the modern Telas¢ica or of the entire island.
That is, the text in the document literally states: cella
in honorem sancti_Johannis, fundata ac posita in insu-
la, que dicitur Tilagus. However, this requires caution
because in later medieval documents the noun insula
accompanying a place name usually referred to the
insular settlement of that name, not the island itself.
Thus, it is possible that insula Tilagus was not the Ti-
lagus island, i.e. the Dugi otok island, but the settle-
ment Tilagus in the maiori Sancti Uictoris bay,' all
the more so because the document also mentioned
the houses. However, the hypothesis that 77lagus was
the name for the entire island should not be comple-
tely discarded, as many examples from later periods
show that an island with all of its settlements would
have been named after only one of them.

Insula Magna. Although both Pizych and Tilagus
could refer to either the entire island or solely one lo-
cality on it, the form Insula Magna leaves no doubts
with respect to what it stood for. It appeared 57 times

¢ K.PORFIROGENET 1994.

7 SZB/MI: 126, 137.

& Although, it seems that the form can be found on other is-
lands as well; B. FINKA (1969: 57-61) thinks that toponyms
from Zirje, Cvlpo/je and Cvz'polji, kept the form Cub, while P
SKOK (1950: 29) brings the example Cuf from the island of Krk
that he believes to be a derivation of Cuh, which would be, as he
said, the same as on the Veli otok.

*  ERACKI 1877: 25-26, no. 20.

' In Tilago in ualle maiori Sancti Ulctoris ex parte altana, que
continet a loco ubi Megarus dicitur, usque ad casas. (F. RACKI
1877: 25-26, no. 20)
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da je ovaj oblik potvrden jo$ ranije, najkasnije
do 1293. tri puta'? te jos§ 11 puta izmedu 1300.
i 1350." Ovaj oblik je, izmedu svih imena za
Dugi otok, najée$¢i, najbolje potvrden i najdu-
govjecniji. Koristi se od konca XIII. stoljeca pa
sve do XIX. stoljeca, u arhivskoj gradi i duze.

Insula Maiori. Ovaj se lik javlja samo jed-
nom u dokumentu iz 1289. Zanimljivo je u
tom kontekstu napomenuti da se dokument
odnosi upravo na lokalitet Cuh ... omnes terras
meas positas in Insula Maiori in confinio Cuc et
Sali*

Veli Otok. Veli otok je isto $to i Insula Magna.
Jedina dostupna potvrda ovog oblika nalazi se u
glagoljaskoj oporuci iz 1460. pisanoj v Sustipa-
nji Luci (va) Velom Oroci.” Skok k tomu u svojoj
toponomastickoj monografiji o jadranskim oto-
cima poglavlje posve¢eno Dugom otoku naziva
Veli otok, a ne Dugi otok, a isto tako i na sva-
kom mjestu u knjizi koje se na njega referira.

Tenpli/ Templi, Punta Allega / Punta de Lega
i Sanstefano. Na geografskim kartama od po-
Cetka cetrnaestog stolje¢a pa dalje (do konca
XVIL. st.) javljaju se ovi oblici ¢esto i kao jedini
na karti pa se ne zna odnose li se na ¢itav otok
ili samo na neki lokalitet na njemu. S obzirom
na determinante porto ili pun(c)ra ispred imena
Allega, de Lega i varijante, smatramo da se to
ime odnosi upravo na ono $to je determinan-
tima iskazano, to jest na rt ili uvalu. U jednom
prethodnom radu iznesen je zakljucak da je rije¢
o sjeverozapadnom rtu Dugog otoka, odnosno
o uvali koju zatvara taj rt,'® danas Veli Rat i Ve-
larska Vala, a ne o Bozavi kako misli Muljaci¢.”
Isto je i s oblikom Sanstefano (i var.), s tim da
danas nema ni najmanje sumnje da je u ovom
slu¢aju rije¢ o Luci (naselje i uvala) na Dugom
otoku. Sto se ti¢e toponimskog lika Tenpli/ Tem-
pli, zaista je tesko re¢i odnosili se na citav otok
ili na neki lokalitet na njemu. Na starim karta-
ma to ime stoji kao jedino i ne nuzno (kako je to

obi¢no bilo u ono doba) na mjestu koje je naj-

SZB/I 1959.

SZB/IL 1969 i SZB/III 1977.

SZB/I : 220.

Citirano prema Skoku (P. SKOK 1950: 114).
V. SKRACIC 2013: 721-734.

Z. MULJACIC 1971: 19-28.
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in documents published between 1354 and 1494,"
and no other forms - except for the Croatian form
Veli otok in 1460 - were used as identifiers for Dugi
otok in that period. According to the Documents of
Zadar public notaries (SZN) we know that the form
was in use even earlier: three times in the period up
to 1293,'2 and eleven more times between 1300 and
1350." This is the most frequent of all the names for
the Dugi otok island, best confirmed and the most
long-lived. It was used since the end of the 13" cen-
tury to the 19 century, and in the archival docu-
ments even longer.

Insula Maiori. This form has been registered only
once, in a 1289 document. It is interesting to point
out that the document refers to Cuh ... ommnes terras
meas positas in Insula Maiori in confinio Cuc et Sali."*

Veli Otok. Veli otk is the same as the Insula Ma-
gna. The only available testimony for this form is in
the Glagolitic last will and testament written in 1460
v Sustipanji Luci (va) Velom Oroci.” It should be no-
ted that in his monograph on place names of the
Adriatic islands Skok entitled the chapter dedicated
to Dugi otok Veli otok, and not Dugi otok, and he
used the same form throughout the book, whenever
referring to it.

Tenpli/ Templi, Punta Allega /| Punta de Lega
and Sanstefano. Quite frequently these name forms
appeared on geographic maps from the beginning
of the 14" century onward (till the end of the 17®
century) as the only names on them so it is not po-
ssible to determine if they referred to the island itself
or to some of its settlements. Taken into considera-
tion the determinants porzo or pun(c)ta in front of
names Allega, de Lega and variants, we believe that
the name referred exactly to the place described by
these determinants - a cape or a bay. In one of the
recent papers a conclusion had been reached that the
name referred to the north-western cape of the Dugi
otok island, i.e., to the cove closed by that cape,'
present-day sites of Veli Rat and Velarska Vala, and
not Bozava, as Muljaci¢ argued.'” The same is true
for the form Sanstefano (and variants), except that

E. HILJE 1994.

SZB/11959.

SZB/II 1969 and SZB/III 1977.
SZB/I: 220.

Cited after Skok (P SKOK 1950: 114).
V. SKRACIC 2013: 721-734.

Z. MULJACIC 1971: 19-28.
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blize referentu. Ultri je potvrdeno samo jednom
i o¢uvano je do danas u toponimskom liku Utra
za oto¢i¢ kod Brbinja.'

Isola Grossa, Isola Longa i Isola Grande.
Sve su ovo kartografski oblici. Jednako dobro
su potvrdeni toponimski likovi Isola Grande
(1546.,1580.-1582., IL. pol. 16. st., pot. XVIL.
st., 1620. i 1663.) i Isola Grossa (1574., 1606.,
1646, 1688. i 1688. na tri razli¢ite karte), do-
¢im se oblik Isola Longa najrjede javlja (1620. i
1647.)."” Upada u o¢i da determinant granda/e
nije pobijedio ni u talijanskoj ni u hrvatskoj
inadici, iako je po broju povijesnih potvrda za
magna imao najvise izgleda. S druge strane, naj-
slabije potvrdena longa dobila je prednost pred
oblicima grandal/e i grossa i u talijanskom i u hr-
vatskom toponimskom liku.

Dugi otok. Prva potvrda za hrvatski oblik ime-
na dolazi na topografskim, tzv. specijalnim kar-
tama koje su nastale kao rezultat treée ili franjo-
zefinske izmjere (1869. — 1887.). Ime glasi: Isola
Longa i u zagradama (Grossa, Dugi otok). Na
sliede¢e dvije karte, prvoj Josipa Partasa i Fra-
nje Kruzi¢a (1862.) i drugoj Karla Herdliczka
(1878.), otok je oznaen imenom Luka. Tek je
pocetkom XX. st. na karti Rajka Copa (godi-
na se ne navodi, ali je karta nastala prije 1918.)
stoji O. Dugi.*® Nemamo precizne podatke, ali
smatramo da se ovo ime ustalilo u sluzbenoj
upotrebi (ma $to ta sintagma na ovom mjestu
znacila) tek nakon Drugog svjetskog rata. No ni
tada u potpunosti. Rije¢ je o tome da je ovo ime
neka vrsta nezeljenog djeteta za Dugootocane.
To je jedno od onih imena koje se na jedan na-
¢in koristi u lokalnoj zajednici, a na drugi na
razini sustava. U tom smislu, postoje najmanje
dvije skupine korisnika toponima, etnika i kte-
tika, s tim da bi se prva mogla podijeliti u dvije
podskupine:

la) svi u sluzbenoj upotrebi ($kola, admini-
stracija, promet...),

1b) svi, pa i Dugootocani, koji se na bilo koji
nacin obraéaju onima koji nisu s Dugog otoka,

18

V. SKRACIC 1996: 116.

Ovdje nismo uzeli u obzir podatak s Coronellijeve karte na
kojoj stoji: Lsola Grossa detta altrimenti Grande, Longa e Sale.

% Zahvaljujem kolegi Josipu Fari¢i¢u Sto mi je ove karte ljuba-
zno stavio na raspolaganje.
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there is no doubt now that this place name refers to
Luka (settlement and bay) on the Dugi otok island.
When it comes to the toponymic form Zenpli/Tem-
pli, it is very difficult indeed to determine whether
it referred to the entire island or a single locality on
it. On the old maps it appeared as the unique name,
and - as it often happened at that time - not nece-
ssarily in a place closest to the referent. Ultri was
confirmed only once and is preserved up to now in
the toponymic form Uz designating an islet off
Brbinj."®

Isola Grossa, Isola Longa and Isola Grande.
These are all cartographic forms. Name forms fsola
Grande and Isola Grossa were equally well known
(in 1546, 1580-82, second half of the 16" cen-
tury, beginning of the 17* century, 1620 and 1663
the former and in 1574, 1606, 1646, and 1688
on three different maps the latter), while the form
Isola Grossa occurred the least frequently (in 1620
and 1647).” It is striking that the determinant
granda/e didn’t win in either Italian or Croatian va-
riant, although it had the best chances for it consi-
dering the quantity of historical testimonies of the
form magna. On the other hand, the least frequent
form longa got the advantage over forms grandal/e
and grossa in both Italian and Croatian toponymic
forms.

Dugi otok. The first testimony of the Croatian
name form comes from topographic maps, the so-
called special-purpose maps, made after the third
survey, i.e. the so-called Franz-Joseph survey (1869
—1887). The name was registered as [sola Longa with
an addendum in parenthesis: (Grossa, Dugi otok). The
two subsequent maps, one by Josip Partas and Fra-
njo Kruzi¢ (1862) and the other by Karl Herdliczk
(1878), name the island Lwka. The name O. Dugi
appeared for the first time only at the beginning of
the 20" century, on a map by Rajko Cop made some
time before 1918 (the year of production is lacking
on the map).”” Although we are missing the specific
information, we believe that this name became stan-
dard in the official use (whatever the syntagm would

18

V. SKRACIC 1996: 116.

The information from Coronelli’s map: Lsola Grossa detta al-
trimenti Grande, Longa e Sale has not be taken in consideration
here.

2 My thanks go to colleague Josip Fari¢i¢ who kindly provided
me with these maps.
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13,5 km

mean in this context) only
after the World War II,
and even then only par-
tially. The fact is that the
inhabitants of the Dugi
otok island looked upon
this name as an unwanted
child. It is one of those na-
mes that are used one way
in the local community,
and the other in the ad-
ministrative level. To that
effect there are two types
of users of toponyms, the
ethnics and the ktetics,
whereby the former may
be divided into two furt-
her groups:

la) everyone involved
in official contexts (scho-
ol, administration, traffic

)
1b) popu-

everyone,

KARTA 4. Naselja na Dugom otoku
Mar 4. Settlements on Dugi otok

2) svi stanovnici Dugog otoka izmedu sebe i unu-

tar zajednice koja zna naselja na Dugom otoku.

3. RASPRAVA

Postavlja se logi¢no pitanje zasto Cub nije pre-
zivio u imenu otoka koji se danas zove Dugi otok.
S obzirom na prirodu onomastickih i osobito to-
ponomastickih istrazivanja, odgovor se mora po-
traziti izvan lingvistickih datosti.?’ U razdoblju
od konca srednjeg vijeka do ranonovovjekovnih
godina na Dugom otoku nastala su sva danas-
nja naselja, no ni jedno od njih nije nastavilo
zivjeti na prostoru povijesnog Pizycha (Karta 4).
Sali, najveée naselje na otoku, ujedno i najblize
Cuhu, razvija se neovisno od povijesnog naselja

koje u trenutku prvog spomena Sali** vjerojatno
) prvog sp J€roj

2O vainosti Pizycha u vrijeme njegova spomena v. CACE

1999 : 4565 i osobito 60—62.
221290, SZB/I: 220.
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lation of the Dugi otok
island included, who ad-
dressed the people other
than the Dugi otok inhabitants,
2) all inhabitants of the Dugi otok island between
themselves and in communication with groups fami-
liar with the Dugi otok settlements.

3. DISCUSSION

The next step in this discussion is to ask the logical
question of why Cub haven't survived in the name
of the island presently called Dugi ozok. Considering
the nature of onomastic and especially toponomastic
research, the answer should be looked for outside the
linguistic sphere.”’ All the settlements on the Dugi
otok island developed from the final Middle Ages to
the early modern times, but none were a continuati-
on of the historical Pizych (Map 4). Sali, the largest
settlement, and at the same time the closest one to

Cuh, developed independently of the historical site

2t For the importance of Pizych in the period when it was men-

tioned see S. CACE 1999: 45-65 and esp. 60—62.
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vise nije postojalo. Prije se nastanak i razvitak
Sali moze povezati s Telas¢icom, najvaznijom
ribarskom postom u saljskom zaledu, koja je u
neku ruku i kolijevka hrvatskog ribarstva, barem
kada je rije¢ o povijesnim potvrdama. Od osta-
lih toponimskih likova (a koji nisu dugootocki
ojkonimi) ima jo$ nekoliko kandidata koji su
mogli postati imenom za ¢itav otok, ali se to nije
dogodilo. Do konca XV. stolje¢a spominju se jos
na kartama: Zenpli (najéeséi oblik), Punta Alega
(i varijante), Sanstefano (i varijante) i Ultri.

Evidentno je da je Pizych, zbog promijenje-
nih povijesnih okolnosti, izgubio svoje stratesko
znacenje. Danasnja imena uvala 7elascica i Ma-
grovica mogu se prepoznati i u najstarijoj ispravi
o hrvatskom ribarstvu s konca 10. stolje¢a kao
Megarus i Tilagus. Prema veé spomenutoj ispravi
zaklju¢ujemo da je u dnu uvale postojao i zame-
tak prvog naselja, koje medutim nije prezivjelo
na tom mjestu, veé, ako je rije¢ o istim povije-
snim stanovnicima, dva kilometra sjevernije — u
Salima. Sali su kroz ditavu povijest najvaznije
dugootocko naselje. Prvi put se u dokumentima
spominju 1290.% na lokaciji danasnjeg Sela, a
ne Porta, $to za ovaj rad nije nevazno. No to $to
tadanji Saljani Zive daleko od mora ne znaci da
medu njima nema pravih ribara. U tom trenut-
ku, ali i tijekom nekoliko sljede¢ih stoljeca, sva
naselja na zadarsko-$ibenskim otocima nastaju,
gdje za to postoje uvjeti, podalje od mora, re-
dovito na tocki s koje se dobro mogao nadzira-
ti akvatorij i prijetnje koje su iz njega dolazile.
Kada je rije¢ o urbanom liku Sali, mogao bi se
s velikom preciznos¢u odrediti trenutak kad su
Saljani iz Sela krenuli prema Portu.

Bio utjecaj nastanka Sali i drugih naselja pre-
sudan ili ne za nestanak i propadanje Cuha, jed-
no je sigurno: on je kao naselje koje je svojom
vazno$¢éu moglo osigurati imenu da se prosiri

na ¢itav otok — jednostavno nestao. Isto tako,

23

SZB/1: 220.

To je svakako bilo nakon $to se konstituirao saljski Porat, a
to znaci pocevsi od dvadesetih godina XV1. stoljeca, nakon $to je
zapoceo lov sa svjetlom male plave ribe na kornatskim postama.
Znatno povecanje ulova nakon izuma dovelo je brojne ribarske
poduzetnike iz Veneta i Lombardije u saljski Porat u kojemu su
podigli osnovnu infrastrukturu za svoje aktivnosti: kuce za sta-
novanje, skladista za a# i brodsku opremu (magazine) i mule za
privez brodova.
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which most probably did not exist when the earliest
testimony of Sali appeared.” Foundation and de-
velopment of Sali should rather be connected with
Telas¢ica, the most important fishing post in the Sali
hinterland, which is in a way - at least with respect to
the data provided by historical sources - the cradle of
Croatian fishery. Among the other toponymic forms
(but, which are not the Dugi otok oikonyms) there
are a few which might have become the name of the
entire island, but that never happened. Maps up to
the end of the 15" century have forms: Zenpli (the
commonest form), Punta Alega (and variants), San-
stefano (and variants) and Ultri.

It is evident that due to changes in historical cir-
cumstances Pizych lost its strategic importance.
Current names of bays 7élaséica and Magrovica are
attested in the oldest document regarding the Croa-
tian fishery from the late 10* century as Megarus and
Tilagus. According to other data from that document
we can conclude that a nucleus of the earliest settle-
ment existed at the bay-head, which, however, didnt
last there, but — if speaking of historically the same
inhabitants — two kilometres farther to the North, in
Sali. Throughout the entire history Sali was the most
important settlement on Dugi otok. Its earliest men-
tion in documents dates in 1290% where it was loca-
ted in the position of modern Sela, and not in Porat,
which is rather important for this paper. The fact that
the inhabitants of Sali in that time lived far from the
sea does not necessarily mean that among them there
were no real fishermen. At that time, as well as in later
centuries, all settlements on the islands of Zadar and
Sibenik archipelagos — if the conditions permitted it
— developed far from the sea, usually on a place suita-
ble for monitoring the local sea and threats that could
come from it. Speaking of the urban form of Sali, it is
possible to determine with great precision the time in
which the inhabitants of Sali moved from Sela to Po-

rat.** One thing is certain, whether the development

22

1290, SZB/I: 220.

SZB/1: 220.

It definitely happened after Porat in Sali was created, i.c.
since the 1520’, when fishing the small oily fish with the help of
light begun in fishing posts of the Kornati archipelago. Notice-
able increase in catch after that invention brought many fishing
entrepreneurs from Veneto and Lombardia in Porat of Sali where
they built basic infrastructure for their activities: houses, ware-
houses for arti and ship equipment, and wharfs for mooring the
vessels.
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24



V. Skra¢i¢, The Dugi otok nesonym, MHM, 4, 2017, 137-161

novo naselje koje je vjerojatno nastajalo paralel-
no s propadanjem naselja Cuh nije ,preuzelo
njegovu onomasticku ulogu i odredilo ime, po
istim nacelima kao i na drugim to¢kama, cita-
vom otoku. Zasto se to nije dogodilo? Jesu li Sali
,zakasnile“ u svom konstituiranju kao virtualni
preuzimatelj imena citavog otoka ili su se po-
javili novi imenodavci u periodu onomastickog
vakuuma?®

Izgleda da su procesi na neki na¢in tekli paralel-
no. S jedne strane ni jedno novo naselje nije ima-
lo takvu vaznost da bi preuzelo ulogu nesonima, a
bilo je mnogo mogu¢ih kandidata. S druge strane,
geografski oblik otoka, s jakim poljoprivrednim
i ribarskim zonama na jednom i drugom kraju,
nije osigurao formiranje jednog moé¢nog naselja
koje bi svojom demografskom i jezi¢cnom snagom
odredilo sudbinu nesonima. No, najvaznije je
to Sto se ni u antici, mozda iz istih razloga, nije
formiralo tako mo¢no naselje (gradsko srediste).*
Cinjenica da se to dogodilo na manjim otocima
od Dugoga, na Visu i na Rabu na primjer, upu-
¢uje na to da velic¢ina otoka nije u svim situacija-
ma odlucujuéi faktor za nastanak grada. Koji su
se faktori u to mogli umijesati? Specifican oblik
otoka (izduzenost) ili pak postojanje premoénog
gradskog sredista na obali?

Iz ovakva razmatranja mogla bi se s mnogo opre-
za ponuditi teza o razlozima koji nisu bili poticajni
za nastanak i razvitak mo¢nog naselja na Dugom
otoku. U trenutku dok je kartografija bila, da tako
kazemo, sumarna, neophodno je bilo radi pomor-
ske komunikacije i prenosenja podataka o referenti-
ma vaznim za navigaciju da oni imaju ime. Jezi¢na
priroda tog imena u onomastickom smislu nije bila
ni od kakve vaznosti za korisnike. U okolnostima u
kojima su nastajale karte od 14. do 19. stoljeca kar-
tografima je bilo dovoljno da nekim imenom mogu

oznaditi neki otok ili lokalitet na njemu. Kako su

% Tstina je da se otok nekoliko puta naziva Sale. Cak i mnogo

kasnije, na jednoj Coronellijevoj karti iz 1688. stoji preko ¢itavog
Dugog otoka ve¢im slovima: fsola Grossa, i manjim, detta altri-
menti Grande, Longa e Sale!

% Svi otoci koji su u antici imali gradsko srediste sac¢uvali su ime
otoku do danas. Na neki nacin je iznimka Colentum na Murteru,
kojemu nema traga u danasnjoj oto¢noj toponimiji. No stru¢nja-
ci se slazu oko toga da Colentum nikada nije bio gradsko srediste
u antitkom smislu rije¢i. V. A. KURILIC 2010: 33-54 i radove

koji su tamo navedeni.
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of Sali and other settlements was critical for disappe-
arance and decline of Cuh or not — the settlement of
Cuh simply disappeared despite of its importance due
to which it might have spread it name over the enti-
re island. In addition, new settlement that probably
developed along with the decline of the settlement of
Cuh did not “take over” its onomastic role and give
the name to the entire island, according to same prin-
ciples as in other spots. Why did it not happen? Was
Sali “late” in its constitution as a virtual consignee of
the island’s name or some new name givers appeared
in the period of the onomastic vacuum? *

It seems that somehow the processes occurred pa-
rallelly. On the one hand, no new settlements were so
important as to become the nesonym, although there
were a number of potential candidates to it. On the
other hand, geographic features of the island, with
major agricultural and fishing zones at its both ends,
haven't enabled creation of a single dominant settle-
ment that would determine the nesonym’s destiny by
its demographic and linguistic strengths. Most im-
portant is, however, that perhaps for the same reasons
no powerful settlements (urban centres) were created
in the Antiquity, as well.*® The fact that it did occur
on islands smaller than Dugi otok, such as Vis and
Rab, points out that size of the island was not a de-
cisive factor for development of cities. Which factors
could have interfered with it? A specific feature of the
island (long shape) or the existence of dominant ur-
ban centre on the coast?

After such a consideration a hypothesis may be of-
fered with a due caution on reasons that were not fa-
vourable for creation and development of a dominant
settlement on Dugi otok. While cartography was, so
to speak, summary, it was necessary for referents im-
portant for navigation to have names because of ma-
ritime communication and transmission of data re-
garding these referents. For users the linguistic value

of the name in the onomastic sense was of no impor-

% The island was, indeed, several times named Sa/e. Even much

later, on one Coronelli’s map from 1688 it was written across the
entire Dugi otok olz Grossa (in larger letters) detta altrimenti
Grande, Longa e Sale (in smaller letters)!

% All of the islands which had an urban centre in the Antig-
uity preserved their name up to now. Colentum on the island of
Murter is in a way an exception, for it left no trace in modern
toponymy of the island. The experts agree, however, that ancient
Colentum never enjoyed a municipal status. See A. KURILIC
2010: 33-54 and works quoted therein.
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tance. In circumstances in
which maps were created
from the 14" to the 19®
century it was sufficient
for cartographers to use
a name to mark an island
or a place on it. A way in
which they learned these
names is something com-
pletely different. Literally
every option was at their
disposal: from transcri-
bing and oral tradition
to actual observation of
objects, interviewing local
population or simply — a
fantasy ... Therefore it is
no coincidence that the
long shape of the island
was perceived as an in-
centive for the creation of

current name only in its

most recent name (both

KaRTA 5. Dugi otok: funkcionalno dva ,otoka“ na istom otoku
Mar 5. Dugi otok: functionally two “islands” on the same island

dolazili do imena sasvim je druga pric¢a. Doslovno
su sve moguénosti stajale na raspolaganju: od pre-
pisivanja i usmene predaje do stvarnog promatranja
objekta, ispitivanja lokalnog stanovnistva ili jedno-
stavno — fantazije. .. Stoga nije slu¢ajno da je izduze-
nost otoka kao poticaj za nastanak danasnjeg imena
percipirana tek u zadnjem imenu (talijanskom i hr-
vatskom). U tom su trenutku karte ve¢ bile pouzda-
ne i jasno je upadalo u o¢i da je izduZenost njegova
najveca specifiénost, osobito kada ga se usporedi sa
svim susjednim otocima.

Danas, kada postoje vrlo precizne geografske
karte i jednostavna dostupnost svih vrsta podataka
o Dugom otoku, stvari se ¢ine potpuno ocitima.
Sama ¢injenica da se u svojoj povijesti najmanje
zvao dugi na neki nacin na to upucuje. Naime, ako
je njegova izduzenost njegovo prepoznatljivo obi-
ljezje, zasto je tako vaina geografska komponenta
percipirana tako kasno, pa je odrednica dugi u po-
vijesti imena najkra¢e u upotrebi.”” Mi mislimo da

27

P. SKOK (1950: 114-115) kaze: ,Nikada se talijanski ovaj
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Italian and Croatian).
At that moment maps
were already reliable so it
was very clear that its greatest specificity was its long
shape, especially when compared to all of the nei-
ghbouring islands.

Nowadays, with very precise geographic maps and
easy access to all sorts of information on Dugi otok,
things seems so obvious. The very fact that in its hi-
story the island was called dugi (Eng. long) for the
shortest period of time in a way points out to that.
In other words, if its elongated shape is its most di-
stinguishing feature, why was such an important ge-
ographic element perceived so late in time and the
determinant dugi was used for the shortest time in
the history of the island names.”” We believe that the
reason for it lays in that that the Dugi otok island
hasn’t functioned in its past — and also in modern ti-

mes (until road was constructed across the island) —

27

P SKOK (1950: 114-115) said: ,Nikada se talijanski ovaj
otok ne zove Isola grande, ve¢ ili Isola lunga ili Isola grossa. Tali-
janske pridjeve lungo i grosso prevodili su i nasi ljudi, pa se zove
hrvatski i Dugi i Debeli otok®. That is correct, but here it is about
demonstrating a distribution in time of each adjective used with

the noun ook (Engl. island).
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je razlog u tome $to Dugi otok u proslosti, a veli-
kim dijelom i u sadasnjosti (sve do izgradnje oto¢ne
ceste), nije funkcionirao kao jedna, nego kao dvije
odvojene cjeline, dva otoka u neku ruku, slabo po-
vezana medu sobom i okrenuta svaki prema svom
zivotnom i gospodarskom prostoru, prvenstveno
ribarskom. Jugoisto¢ni sa Salima, najplodnijim po-
ljiima i Telas¢icom prema kornatskom akvatoriju, a
sjeverozapadni s naseljima u Velarskoj Vali prema
Sakarunu (Karta 5). Dugi brdoviti predio izmedu
Savra i Luke pouzdanije razdvaja dva imaginarna
otoka nego Proversa i Zaplo koji dijele Dugi otok
od Kornata i Molata. Taj je prostor objektivna fi-
zi¢ka granica izmedu ovih dviju ¢jelina, a najbolji
dokaz da su se one razvijale odvojeno jedna od dru-
ge jest jezik. Na toj tocki je i svojevrsna dijalektalna
granica izmedu dugootockih govora.?®

Gotovo je sigurno da je i u antici bilo tako.
Uz neznatne promjene zbog podizanja morske
razine, sve je ostalo isto. Ako se sada vratimo
na pitanje zasto se u to doba nije formirao grad
na tako velikom otoku, odgovor bi mogao biti,
u duhu ove rasprave: pa on i nije bio tako velik
kad se svaka cjelina promatra posebno. Ni jed-
na nije bila dovoljno velika i dovoljno mo¢na za
konstituiranje grada. A ako nema grada, nema ni
kontinuiteta, nema ni imena. Ipak, ovo razma-
tranje ne treba uzeti previse ozbiljno. Vise kao
neku vrstu vjezbe iz onomastike. Naime, grad se
nije razvio ni na Pasmanu-Ugljanu (tada su bili
spojeni) koji su zajedno bili ve¢i i od Dugog oto-
ka, a razvio se, iako mali, na malom Murteru.
Jedna skupina uvjeta neprijeporno je postojala
i ujednom i u drugom slucaju, ali to o¢ito nije
bila ona koja je odlucivala o sudbini nastanka
gradova u antici. Cini se ipak, kada je rije¢ o za-
darskom akvatoriju, da je na procese formiranja
gradova prije svega utjecao mocan grad na obali,
tj. Zadar. Takvog susjeda u svom neposrednom
okruzenju nisu imali ni Hvar ni Vis, ni Rab, ni
Krk, ni Osor.

otok ne zove Isola grande, ve¢ ili Isola lunga ili Isola grossa. Tali-
janske pridjeve lungo i grosso prevodili su i nasi ljudi, pa se zove
hrvatski i Dugi i Debeli otok®. To je to¢no, no ovdje je rije¢ o
tome da se pokaze vremenska zastupljenost pojedinog pridjeva u
upotrebi uz imenicu otok.

# V. B. FINKA 1972: 261-268.
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as a single unit but two separate ones, in a way as two
islands, with poor mutual connections and each focu-
sing towards their own living and economic spheres,
mostly regarding the fishing: the south-eastern one,
with Sali, the most fertile fields and Telas¢ica towards
the Kornati archipelago, and the north-western with
settlements in Velarska Vala towards Sakarun (Map
5). Long hilly region between Savar and Luka divides
two imaginary islands more truly than Proversa and
Zaplo divide Dugi otok from Kornati and Molat.
That region is a real physical barrier between those
two units, and the best proof of their separate develo-
pment is the language; athere runs a sort of a dialectal
border line between the Dugi otok speeches.”®

It is almost certain that the same was true during
the Antiquity. Everything remained the same, except
for some minor changes due to the elevation of sea
level. If we now go back to the issue why no cities
were created in Antiquity on such a large island, the
answer might be — in the spirit of this discussion —
that it was not that large after all when each unit is
observed separately. None of them was large enough
and powerful enough to form a city. When there’s no
city, there’s no continuity, and there’s no name. This
discussion, however, should not be taken too serio-
usly — more as a sort of an exercise in onomastics.
In other words, the city did not develop on Pasman-
Ugljan (the two were conjoint then) as well, although
taken together they were even larger than Dugi otok,
but it did develop (a small one, though) on the small
island of Murter. A set of prerequisites must have had
existed in both cases, but it was evidently not the one
that decided on the destiny of poleogenesis in the An-
tiquity. It seems, however, that when it comes to the
Zadar waters it was the powerful city on the coast,
i.e. Zadar itself, which influenced most the process of
poleogeneses. Neither Hvar, Vis, Rab, Krk nor Osor
had such a neighbour in their immediate surroun-

ding.

4. NAME GIVERS

There are two main sources for toponomastic data
of Dugi otok in the past. One is to be found in rich
collections of Zadar State Archives, and the other on

28

See B. FINKA 1972: 261-268.
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4. IMENODAVCI

Dva su glavna izvora toponomasti¢kih poda-
taka za Dugi otok u proslosti. Jedni nam dolaze
iz bogate grade Zadarskog drzavnog arhiva, a
drugi s geografskih karata i portulana. I jedni
i drugi su na ovaj ili onaj nacin proizvod neke
lokalne jezi¢ne situacije u kojoj uvijek veéu vje-
ru treba dati arhivu nego kartama, unato¢ tomu
sto su kartografski toponimski likovi, zbog lakse
dostupnosti kartografskih podataka, u velikom
broju slucajeva odnijeli pobjedu nad arhivskim.?
A tako je, ¢ini se, i u ovom konkretnom sluca-
ju.

Za razliku od mnogih zadarskih otoka, Dugi
otok nije bio u komunalnom vlasnistvu.** On
je privatni posjed i otud bezbroj kupoprodajnih
ugovora i svih vrsta dokumenata koji su iz ono-
masti¢ke perspektive dokumenti najviseg reda
vrijednosti, s obzirom na to da je predmet kup-
nje ili prodaje neki lokalitet odredenog imena.
Iz razumljivih razloga zadarski se biljeznici trude
da ova imena $to vjernije zapiSu, Sto im svaki
put i nije bilo lako ostvariti s obzirom na velik
broj palatalnih fonema za koje ne postoje od-
govarajuéi znakovi u latinskom i u mletackom.
Osim lokaliteta ili naselja, u ugovoru se svaki
put navodi i ime otoka na kojemu se lokalitet,
odnosno naselje, nalazi.®' Jedan kolektivni ime-
nodavac je dakle biljezni¢ka kancelarija.

Vazna je novost u pogledu imenovanja i to
sto od pocetka 14. stolje¢a zapocinje intenzivno
kartografiranje hrvatske obale i otoka, a time i
utjecaj kartografije na formiranje toponimskih
likova. Kartografima je bilo vazno (a tako je na
neki nacin i danas) da ono $to je predstavljeno
crtezom na papiru ima svoje ime. Kakva je je-
zi¢na narav tog imena, je li ono jednako onome
koje su zatekli, nastavlja li u nekom prilagode-
nom obliku postojece ili uvodi potpuno novo
ime, za kartografe je bilo potpuno nevazno.

Vazno je bilo (i ostalo) da odredenom jezi¢nom

2 Murter : Srimac, Drvenik Mali : Ploca, Kornat : Stomorin,

Pag : Kisa, Ciovo : Boa, Kolo¢ep : Kalamota. ..

% Jo§ su u privatnom vlasni$tvu bili Pasman, Ugljan, Rava i IZ
(K. JURAN 2010: 222-223).

' Ime naselja na otoku, i ne samo na ovome, uvijek se uvodi
op¢om imenicom insula.
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geographic maps and portolans. Both are, in one way
or the other, products of certain local situations. It is
always better to rely more on data from the archival
documents than on those from maps, notwithstan-
ding the toponomastic forms on map were frequently
taking victory over the archival ones because of the
much easier access to the cartographical data.”? It
seems that this is true for this particular case.

Unlike many other islands of the Zadar archipe-
lago, Dugi otok had never been a property of a co-
mmune.* It was in private property and hence a
multitude of purchase contracts and all sorts of docu-
ments which are of the greatest importance from the
onomastic point of view since an item purchased or
sold was a locality of a certain name. Public notaries
in Zadar, for obvious reasons, did their best to record
these names as accurately as possible, which was not
always an easy task to perform due to a great number
of palatal phonemes with no corresponding signs in
either Latin or Venetian. In addition to localities or
settlements, the contracts also always contained name
of the island on which the locality or the settlement
was situated.”’ Thus, one of the collective name givers
was the public notary office.

An important novelty relevant for the name-giving
was intense mapping of the Croatian coast and islan-
ds that started from the beginning of the 14" century,
and along with it the influence of cartography on cre-
ation of toponymic forms. It was important for car-
tographers (and in a way it’s the same nowadays) to
have a name for what was depicted on the paper. For
them the linguistic nature of the name was comple-
tely irrelevant, as well as whether the name was iden-
tical to the one they met or not, or did it represent an
adapted continuation of an existing form or it was an
entirely new name. What was important (and still is)
is that a particular linguistic form corresponded to
particular cartographic reality. Every single possibili-
ty has countless examples on the Adriatic coast and
islands. Although this is not the topic of this paper, it
should be emphasised that we still lack a good syste-
matisation of relations between cartographic and all

2 Murter : Srimac, Drvenik Mali : Ploéa, Kornat : Stomorin,

Pag : Kisa, Ciovo : Boa, Kolo¢ep : Kalamota...

30 Other islands that were in private property were Pa$man,
Ugljan, Rava and I2 (K. JURAN 2010: 222-223).

31 Name of the insular settlement — not solely on this island -
had always been introduced by the noun znsula.
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obliku odgovara odredena kartografski prikaza-
na stvarnost. Bezbroj je primjera na jadranskoj
obali i otocima za svaku pojedinu moguénost.
Nije tema ovog priloga, ali svakako valja nagla-
siti da jo$ uvijek nedostaje kvalitetna sistemati-
zacija odnosa izmedu kartografskih i svih drugih
toponimskih likova za iste referente.

Tre¢i izvor podataka bili su lokalni govornici
tog vremena. Njihov je utjecaj u drustvu i in-
stitucijama bio beznadajan, ali je njihov utjecaj
na imenovanje bio golem. Danas je njega jedno-
stavno prepoznati u distribuciji toponomastic¢-
koga leksika na otoku, a najjasnije se ocituje u
odnosu ‘oto¢na obala’ : ‘oto¢no kopno’, u odno-
su ‘veliko i vazno’ naspram ‘malom i nevaznony,
u odnosu ‘romansko’ : ‘slavensko’, ‘mletac¢ko’ :
‘hrvatsko’.** Vrijednost i koli¢ina podataka koji
su se nasli u arhivskoj gradi iz usta tadanjih go-
vornika od najveée je moguce vaznosti za razu-
mijevanje jezi¢nih odnosa na otoku, a preko njih
i za razumijevanje svih drugih odnosa koji su u
to vrijeme vladali. No, bojimo se da njihov utje-
caj na imenovanje nije bio velik kada je rije¢ o
velikim referentima, a jedan takav je upravo bio
sam Dugi otok.

Zaklju¢no, kada je rije¢ o imenu Dugog otoka,
¢ini se da su ulogu imenodavaca preuzele insti-
tucije onog doba. Kako su one postupale i koji
je rezultat takvog postupanja uglavnom je po-
znato.” Ako jezi¢na oznaka (ovdje toponimski
lik) za prirodnu konfiguraciju (ovdje otok) koja
je bila predmetom imenovanja nije postojala ili
se nije znala, valjalo ju je izabrati iz paradigme
imena koja su bila na dispoziciji ili je izmisliti.
Da je tomu tako vidi se iz popisa toponimskih
likova kojima je dana$nji Dugi otok bio ozna-
¢en. Osim dugoga tu su jo$ determinanti magna,
maiori, grossa, grande, longa, (uz imenicu insula /
isola) i jednom veli (uz imenicu orok). Moglo bi
se sa sigurnoscu reci da je formalno-jezi¢ni inte-
res ovih institucija za toponimske likove bio ra-

van nuli. No, s druge strane, brizno se pazilo da

2O ovim odnosima vidjeti: P SKOK 1950; V. SKRACIC
1996, 1999, 2013.
% Ovdje instituciju treba shvatiti kao ovlasteno tjelo ili orga-
nizaciju (naj¢esée biljeznicku kancelariju ili kartografski ured),
koja funkcionira kao javna sluzba na usluzi gradanima, ma $to to
znacilo u ono doba.
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other toponymic forms of same referents.

The third source of the data were local informants
of the time. Their influence in both society and in-
stitutions was insignificant, but their influence on
name-giving was enormous. Now it can be easily re-
cognised in distribution of the toponomastic lexis on
the island, and it is most evident in relations ‘insular
coast’ : ‘insular land’, ‘big and important’ compared
to ‘small and insignificant’, ‘Romance’ : “Slavic’, “Ve-
netian’ : ‘Croatian’.? Value and quantity of data in
the archival documents coming from informants of
the time is of the utmost importance for understan-
ding linguistic relations on the islands, and thereby
for understanding all other relations present at the
time. We fear, however, that their influence on the
name-giving wasn't that big when it came to big refe-
rents, one of which was Dugi otok itself.

In conclusion, when it comes to the name of the
Dugi otok island, it seems that institutions of the era
took over the role of name givers. Their actions and
results of thereof are mostly known.* If a linguistic
marker (here a toponomastic form) for a natural
configuration (here an island) that was an object of
name-giving never existed or remained unknown,
than it was necessary to choose one from paradigm
of names that were at disposal or to invent one. List
of toponomastic forms used to designate Dugi otok
is a proof of that. In addition to dugi, there were the
following determinants: magna, maiori, grossa, gran-
de, longa, (with the noun insula / isola) and once veli
(with the noun otok). It could be held with certain-
ty that a both formal and linguistic interest of these
institutions for toponymic forms was equal to none.
On the other hand, however, great care was taken not
to have any doubts as to the referent’s identity. Sin-
ce the Dugi otok island is the largest and longest in
the archipelago, adding a determinant meaning ‘big’,
‘long’ to the noun island (insula / isola) could not
in any way be a mistake, especially because no other
large inhabited Adriatic island had that name.**

32

On these relations see: B SKOK 1950; V. SKRACIC 1996,
1999, 2013.

¥ An institution here should be understood as a certified body
or organisation (most frequently a public notary office or carto-
graphic office) functioning as a public service for citizens, what-
ever that might have meant in that tdime.

34 On the other hand, when it comes to micro-referents which
were objects of some legal activity, public notaries tried very hard
to reproduce toponymic forms (in a speech) exactly as they heard
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ne bude nikakve dvojbe oko identiteta referenta.
Kako je Dugi otok bio najve¢i i najduzi u arhi-
pelagu, dodavanjem determinanta sa sadrzajem
‘velik’, ‘dugi’ imenici otok (insula / isola) nije se
nikako moglo pogrijesiti, tim vise $to se ni jedan

veliki naseljeni otok na Jadranu nije tako zvao.**

5. ONOMASTICKE POSEBITOSTI
NESONIMA DUGI OTOK

5.1. Dvorjecno ime

Dugi otok jedini je veliki naseljeni otok na Ja-
dranu koji ima dvorje¢no ime, koji nema prethr-
vatsko ime i koji ima opéu imenicu ozok u svom
imenu. Sama dvorje¢nost imena budi sumnju
da orok nije imenovan spontano, to¢nije da ovo
ime nije preuzeto ili preoblikovano od nekoga
vel postojecega. Moglo bi se pomisliti da se u tu
onomasticku kategoriju nesonima mogu svrstati
jo$ dva jadranska para naseljenih otoka. Jedan
bi bio Veli i Mali Drvenik, a drugi Vele i Male
Srakane. Medutim, takvo je misljenje samo dje-
lomi¢no to¢no, a moze se, gledano iz jedne dru-
ge perspektive, potpuno odbaciti. Kada je rije¢
o dvama Drvenicima,® treba naglasiti da se oni
tako zovu samo na geografskim kartama i u ra-
zli¢itim dokumentima administrativne naravi.
Navedeni oblici, i svakog otoka pojedina¢no i
skupine, kartografske su kreacije kakvih — kako
je ve¢ kazano — na Jadranu nije malo. Lokalno
stanovni$tvo svoje otoke zove Drvenik (karto-
grafski Veli Drvenik) i Plo¢a (kartografski Mali
Drvenik). Kada je rije¢ o Srakanama, treba svra-
titi pozornost na demografsku beznacajnost Ve-
likih i Malih Srakana (2 odnosno 1 stanovnik
po popisu iz 2011.), pa se u onomastickom smi-
slu par ne ponasa kao naseljen (svaki nosi svoje

ime), ve¢ kao nenaseljen (imena stoje u opoziciji

3 S druge strane, kada je rije¢ o mikroreferentima koji su bili

predmetom neke pravne aktivnosti, biljeznici su se jako trudili
da toponimski likovi (u izgovoru) budu to¢no onakvi kako su ih
¢uli od zainteresiranih stranaka. Hidronim Miljaéa je u arhivskim
dokumentima XIV. stolje¢a zabiljezen u 16 razlicitih grafija, ali se
sve bez potesko¢a mogu proditati kao Miljaca.

¥ Jezi¢ni oblik, toponimski lik *Drvenici ne koristi se u govoru,
kao $to se npr. koristi Sestrice za Velu i Malu Sestricu, Rasipi za
Veliki i Mali Raip ili Zétevisnjaci za Veliki i Mali Tetevisnjak.
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5. ONOMASTIC PECULIARITIES
OF THE NESONYM DUGI OTOK

5.1. Name composed of two words

Dugi otok is the only large inhabited island on the
Adriatic Sea that has a name composed of two words,
does not have a pre-Croatian name, and has the ap-
pellative noun ozok in its name. The two-word struc-
ture of the name is arousing suspicion that the name
didn't evolve spontaneously, i.e. that the name wasnt
inherited or adapted from an already existing name.
It may seem that two pairs of the inhabited Adriatic
islands would also belong to this onomastic category
— Veli and Mali Drvenik, and Vele and Male Srakane.
Such an opinion is, however, only partially correct,
but, when observed from another standpoint, it can
be completely discarded. When it comes to the two
Drvenici islands,” it should be stressed out that this
name form can be found solely on geographic maps
and various administrative documents. The said forms,
both belonging to the each island and to the group,
are cartographic creations which are not rare oin the
Adriatic, as has been previously shown. Local popula-
tion calls their islands Drvenik (cartography: Veli Drve-
nik) and Plo¢a (cartography: Mali Drvenik). When it
comes to Syakane, attention should be paid to demo-
graphic insignificance of both Vele and Male Srakane
(i.e., there were 2 and 1 inhabitants respectively in the
2011 census), hence the pair does not comport in the
onomastic sense as inhabited (each has its own name)
but as not inhabited (names stand in opposition ‘veliki’
[Eng. big] : ‘mali’ [Eng. small]).* It is our opinion that
they would therefore rather belong to a group that we
call paired islands” where two neighbours frequently
have same name but with different determinants that

put them in opposition, the most frequent of which is

them from interested parties. Hydronym Miljaca was recorded
in the archival documents of the 14th century in 16 different
orthographic forms all of which, however, can be clearly read as
Miljaca.

% Linguistic form, i.e. toponymic form *Drvenici is not in use
in speech, unlike i.e. Seszrice for Vela and Mala Sestrica, Rasipi
for Veliki and Mali Rasip or Zetevisnjaci for Veliki and Mali
Tetevisnjak

3% In addition, some other facts — the ones that are constitu-
tional elements of traditional settling: lacking a church, graveyard
school ... — also speak in favour of it being an atypical and in-
complete settlement.

7 V. SKRACIC 2013: 519-520.
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‘veliki’ : ‘mali’).?

nju prije pripadali onome $to nazivamo oroci

Oni bi stoga po nasem mislje-

u paru,”’ gdje dva susjeda Cesto nose isto ime
s razli¢itim determinantima koji ih stavljaju u
opoziciju, a naj¢es¢a od njih je opozicija veli/ve-
liki — mali.

Ocito je da su na Dugom otoku od samog po-
Cetka stvari krenule drugim i za jadranske prilike
jedinstvenim smjerom. Otok je dobio dvorje¢no
ime, iako za to nisu postojali oekivani onoma-
sticki uvjeti. Najvazniji medu njima je svakako
onaj koji nam kaze da je rije¢ o velikom jadran-
skom otoku, najve¢em u razdrobljenom zadar-
sko-Sibenskom arhipelagu s vise od dvadeset
naseljenih otoka, a takvi nikada ne nose dvor-
je¢na imena. Nista dakle nije nalagalo da se on
u postupku imenovanja ,stavi u opoziciju® s ne-
kim susjednim kojemu bi sadriaj determinanta
bio ‘mali’, ‘kratki’. Svi susjedni otoci, kandidati
za odrednicu *parvus, *piccolo, *mali, *kratki,
imali su od ranije svoja imena, Cesto vrlo stara,
aloglotska i jednorje¢na. U obzir su prema pro-
stornom rasporedu kao ,mali®, mogli do¢i ovi:
Katina, Kornat, Lavdara, Rava, Zverinac i Molat.
No ni jedan od njih nikada nije imao nikakva
determinanta koji bi ga ,stavljao u opoziciju® s
velikim susjedom.

Ni jedan od jednorje¢nih povijesnih kandidata
(Pizych, Tilagus, Templi, Ultra, Sale) nije se na-
metnuo kao ime za ovaj otok. Prvi imenodavci
kojima je bilo stalo da ime postoji i da se odrzi,
ma tko da su bili, i svi koji su dosli poslije njih,
imenovali su strukturno na isti na¢in. Istina je
da svi ,nisu vidjeli isto®, ali su ,,to $to su vidjeli*
tvorbeno svi jednako artikulirali. Sva su imena
sastavljena prema obrascu: sadrzaj ‘otok’ u rele-
vantnom jeziku toga trenutka: insula, isola, otok
+ determinant za nesto $to je veliko ili dugo:
magna, maiori, grossa, grande, longa, veliki i du-
2i.*® Ako je danasnje ime neprijeporna prevede-
nica od Isola Longa, treba ipak primijetiti da

sadrzaj Cetiri preostala determinanta nije ‘dugf’,

3¢ Osim toga, da je rije¢ o netipi¢nom i necjelovitom naselju
govore i neke druge ¢injenice koje su konstitutivni element tradi-
cionalne naseljenosti: nepostojanje crkve, groblja, skole. ..

7 V. SKRACIC 2013: 519-520.

Potpuno je razumljivo i to ne treba posebno objasnjavati da
u romanskim tvorbama pridjev stoji iza imenica, a u hrvatskim
ispred, premda u toponimiji ima i suprotnih primjera.
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the velifveliki — mali opposition.

Itis evident that since the beginning things on Dugi
otok went in a different way, unique in the Adriatic
environment. The island was named by a two-word
name, notwithstanding the lack of expected onoma-
stic requirements. The most important of these requ-
irements was the one stating that it is a large Adriatic
island, the largest in the Zadar & Sibenik archipelago
consisting of over 20 inhabited islands, and in such
circumstances islands of this type never had two-word
names. Thus, during the name-giving process nothing
commanded it to be “put in opposition” with some
neighbouring island the determinant of which wo-
uld have been ‘mali’, *kratki’ [Eng. short]. All of the
neighbouring islands, potential candidates for deter-
minant *parvus, *piccolo, *mali, *kratki, already had
their names, often very old, deriving from the native
speech of the area and composed of a single word.
According to the spatial distribution, the following
islands might have been candidates for having the
“mali” determinant: Katina, Kornat, Lavdara, Rava,
Zverinac and Molat. None of these, however, never
had any such determinants that would “place them
in opposition” with their larger neighbour.

None of the single-word historical candidates (2
zych, Tilagus, Templi, Ultra, Sale) did impose itself as
a name of this island. From the structural point of
view both the earliest name givers, who cared for the
name to exist and survive — whoever they were — and
the later ones, they all formed names in the same way.
It is true that “not all saw the same”, but with respect
to the formation of name, they all equally articulated
“what they saw”. All of the names are formed accor-
ding to the pattern: the content ‘otok’ (Eng. ‘island’)
in the relevant language of the time: insula, isola, otok
+ determinant for something that is large or long:
magna, maiori, grossa, grande, longa, veliki and du-
2i3 If the modern name is an undisputable calque
of Isola Longa, it is to be noted, however, that the
content of other four remaining determinants is not
‘dugi’ but ‘veliki’ (Eng. ‘large’; magna, maiori, grossa
and grande). On this level of the analysis it could be
questioned as to why the determinant had changed
and, when it did change, why that change did not

3% It is completely understandable and needs no further expla-

nation that in the Romance forms adjective is placed after the
noun, while in the Croatian ones in front of it, although in the
toponymy there are some examples to the contrary.



V. Skraci¢, Nesonim Dugi otok, MHM, 4, 2017, 137-161

nego ‘veliki’ (magna, maiori, grossa i grande).
Na ovoj razini analize moglo bi se postaviti pi-
tanje zasto je do$lo do promjene determinanta,
a kad je ve¢ doslo, zasto ta promjena nije dovela
u pitanje identifikaciju. Na to je ve¢ djelomi¢no
odgovoreno u ovom izlaganju. A re¢enom bi se
moglo dodati jo$ da nestabilnost koja se iskazuje
determinantima kroz proslost nikada ne dovodi
u pitanje referent, to jest otok na koji se to ime
odnosi, zvao se on Magna, Maiori, Grande, Gro-
ssa, Longa, Veli ili Dugi. On je jednostavno naj-
vazniji u arhipelagu i moze mu se zalijepiti bilo
koji determinant, a da ne dode do onomasticke
konfuzije. Jedino $to se nije smjelo dogoditi, pa
se nije ni dogodilo, to je da se zove samo orok /
isola / insula. No, teoretski gledano, s obzirom
na ¢injenicu da se ni jedan otok u okruzenju nije
tako zvao, a ne zove se ni danas, moglo je biti i
tako. Da je to to¢no pokazuje primjer kornat-
skih ribara s Murtera, koji su lovi$ta jastoga i
raroga s jugozapadne strane Dugog otoka zvali
Izula, odnosno Pod Izulu.

Na mnogim primjerima u ranijim radovima
pokazali smo da postoji nedvojbena korelacija
izmedu vaznosti referenta i duljine geografskog
imena.* Moze se postaviti kao pravilo da je ime
to duze (dvorje¢no i vierje¢no) $to je referent
manji i nevazniji i obrnuto, to krade $to je refe-
rent vedi i vazniji. Primjeri jadranskih nesonima
to nedvosmisleno potvrduju. Pa ipak, u slu¢aju
Dugog otoka to pravilo nije bilo na djelu. Mo-
guce objasnjenje jest, kako je ve¢ utvrdeno, da
je nestankom jedinog naselja koje je bilo u pozi-
ciji da postane i imenom cijelog otoka, otvoren
put novim imenodavcima za slobodno kreiranje
imena. Povr$ina (najveca u arhipelagu) i izgled
otoka (najduzi u arhipelagu) bile su ¢injenice
koje se nije moglo ne uoditi, ali ih se ,nije mo-
glo iskazati“ jednim, ve¢ koriStenim imenom za
otok ili naselje ako se ono znalo, odnosno no-
vim (izmisljenim) imenom, ve¢ se pribjeglo jed-

nostavnijoj onomastic¢koj formuli s imenicom i

% Kod antroponima takav odnos ne postoji, barem u pocetku.

Antroponimi su oktroirana i najée$¢e nemotivirana imena. Ipak,
Cesta je pojava da se i osobna imena krate, no ¢ini se da ta kra¢enja
(hipokoristici) ¢es¢e dolaze iz prostora koji bismo mogli podvesti

pod pojam jezi¢ne ekonomije.
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question the identification itself. The answer to it has
been already partially given in this discussion. It can
be added to what was previously said that the instabi-
lity expressed with the determinants in the past never
questioned the referent itself, i.e. the island to which
the name referred to, whether it was named Magna,
Maiori, Grande, Grossa, Longa, Veli or Dugi. It was
simply the most important island of the archipela-
go and any determinant could have been affixed to
it without creating onomastic confusion. The only
thing that should have never happened - and thus
it never did happen — was to name it simply ozok /
isola / insula. Although, theoretically speaking, since
no islands in the area were so named or are so na-
med nowadays, this actually might have been so. An
example of fishermen from Murter who called posts
for catching both spiny and European lobsters at the
SW side of Dugi otok Zula or Pod IZulu shows that
this really did happen.

In the earlier works it has been shown that the-
re is a definite correlation between the importance
of the referent and the length of the geographic
name.” As a rule, a name is much longer (eit-
her two-word or single-word) when the referent
is smaller and less important and, vice versa, the
name is much shorter when the referent is bigger
and more important. Adriatic nesonyms clearly te-
stify to that. However, the rule was not observed
when it came to Dugi otok. A possible explanati-
on — as has already been established — is that the
disappearance of the only settlement which was in
position to name the entire island opened a way
to new name givers to freely create names. Surface
area of the island (the largest in the archipelago)
and its appearance (the longest in the archipelago)
were facts that could not have been unobserved,
and that could “not have been expressed” with a
single name, already used for naming either the
island or the settlement — if it was known — or
with a new (invented) name, but the name givers
choose simpler onomastic formula with a noun

and determinant.® It must be noted that the pro-

% Such a correlation does not exist among the anthroponyms,

at least in the beginning. Anthroponyms are imposed names and
mostly lack motivation. However, it was a common practice to
abbreviate personal names too, but it seems that these abbre-
viations (hypocoristics) came more frequently from spheres that
may be subsumed under the term of linguistic economy.

9 Here it is necessary to use caution as a norm of thinking. Nu-
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determinantom.*’ Svakako treba primijetiti da je
proces mogao tedi i u smjeru supstantivizacije,
ali se ni to nije dogodilo. Na Jadranu je mno-
go nesonima koji su rezultat takvog postupka, a
neki su izvedeni iz samog pridjeva dugi, Duzac
(3x), Duga, Dugo, Lunga, na primjer. U tom
kontekstu zanimljiv je primjer dvaju najvec¢ih
otoka u arhipelagu Baleara, kod kojih je proces
tekao upravo u tom smjeru. Rije¢ je o velikim
i naseljenim otocima: jedan se zove Mallorca a
drugi Menorca. Kod grekih otoka ime manjeg
susjednog otoka se formira s pomoc¢u prijedloga
anti, pa imamo: Antikitera, Antipaksos, Antimi-
los, Antiparos i druge.

5.2. Apelativ otok u imenu

Geografski sadrzaj ‘otok’, potvrden je u ime-
nima mnogih malih i nenaseljenih otoka, i to
redovito u aloglotskim oblicima: Skolj i sika (i
njihovim izvedenicama). S obzirom na prozir-
nost sadrzaja i posljedi¢no niski stupanj razno-
likosti te moguénost konfuzije u identifikaciji,
ovi su oblici redovito popraéeni determinanti-
ma, najce$¢e posvojnim pridjevima i kteticima
izvedenim iz imena naselja najblizega $kolju ili
onoga iz kojega se skolj najbolje vidi (Barguljski
Skolj, Velarski Skolj, Bozavski Skolj...).*" S dru-
ge strane, hrvatska imenica orok, osim u slucaju
Dugog otoka, nije potvrdena na terenu.*? Kako

# Ovdje se oprez namece kao pravilo razmiljanja. Mnogi op-
¢epoznati toponimi, domadi i svjetski, u samom pocetku, bili su
viSerje¢ni. Osobito su takvi bili oni u tek osvojenim prostranstvi-
ma. Poznati su primjeri dugih imena Los Angelesa (E/ Pueblo de
la Nuestra Sifiora la Reina de los Angeles del Rio Porciuncula) ili Rio
de Janeira (Sdo Sebastido do Rio de Janeiro). U slu¢aju nasega neso-
nima, zadarska se biljezni¢ka kancelarija ponasala kao kolonizator
u Novom svijetu, $to je ona u neku ruku i bila.

4 V. A JURIC 2010: 139-141.

Suvremena upotreba poznaje samo Goli otok i to se, postu-
judi rairenost upotrebe imena, mora uvaziti, bez obzira na razlo-
ge koji su do toga doveli. Medutim, kako su potvrdila nedavna
istrazivanja Centra za jadranska onomasticka istrazivanja (Lopar,
listopad, 2014.), lokalno stanovni$tvo poznaje samo oblik Golo,
bez ikakva dodatka, kao toponimski lik za otok. Treba uvaziti i
¢injenicu da su mnogi otoci, osobito u blizini turistickih naselja
ili zbog promocije svojih proizvoda ,,dobili“, uz neki od atributa,
i imenicu otok: Zeleni otok, Otok Ljubavi, Zlatni otok. .. U popisu
hrvatskih malih otoka (T. DUPLANCIC LEDER, T. UJEVIC,
M. CALA et al. 2004) navode se mnogi otoci s imenicom ook u
imenu ili derivirani iz imenice ozok. Pouzdano znamo da se slje-
dedi na terenu zovu drugadije: Luski otok, Veli otok, Sridnji otok,
Brguljski otok, Otok Greben, Otok Mali, a ove nismo mogli pro-
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cess might have turned towards substantivisation,
but that didn’t happen either. There are many ne-
sonyms in the Adriatic which are results of such a
process, and some derived from the adjective dugi,
such as Duzac (3x), Duga, Dugo, Lunga. Two of
the largest islands in the Baleares archipelago are
an interesting example in this context, because
the process there ran precisely in such a direction.
Both are large and inhabited islands: one is named
Mallorca, and the other Menorca. When it comes
to the Greek islands, the name of the smaller of
two neighbouring islands is formed by the prepo-
sition anti, hence there are Antikitera, Antipaksos,

Antimilos, Antiparos and others.

5.2. The appelative otok in the name

The geographic content ‘otok’ is confirmed in na-
mes of many small and uninhabited islands, usually
in their native speeches: $ko/j and sika (and their deri-
vatives). Due to the transparency of the content and
consequently a low degree of variability as well as
possibility for a confused identification, these forms
were regularly accompanied by determinants, most
frequently possessive adjectives and ktetics deriving
from names of settlements closest to the particular
little island or of settdlements from where there was
the best view on it (Barguljski g/eo/j, Velarski Skolj, Bo-
Zavski Skolj...).* On the other hand, Croatian noun
otok, apart from the Dugi otok island, has never been

confirmed on site.” From the onomastic perspective,

merous well-known toponyms, both domestic and foreign, were
in their beginnings composed of more words, especially in newly
conquered areas. Famous examples of long names are Los Ange-
les (El Pueblo de la Nuestra Sifiora la Reina de los Angeles del Rio
Porciuncula) or Rio de Janeiro (Sdo Sebastido do Rio de Janeiro).
When it comes to our nesonym, Zadar public notary office acted
the same as colonisers of the New World, which in a way it was.

4 See A. JURIC 2010: 139—141.

Modern use knows solely Goli otok, which must be accepted
notwithstanding reasons that lead to it. However, the local popu-
lation knows only the form Golo — with no additions — as the
toponymic form, which was confirmed by recent investigations
conducted by the Centre for Adriatic onomastic research (Lopar,
October 2014). Another fact should be recognised, i.e. that many
islands, especially those near tourist resorts or because of promo-
tion of their products “received” in addition to some attributes
the noun otok as well: Zeleni otok, Otok Ljubavi, Zlamni otok ...
The list of small Croatian islands (T. DUPLANCIC LEDER,
T U]EVIC, M. CALA et al. 2004) contains many islands with
the noun ook in their names or with a noun deriving from the
noun otok. We have verified that the following islands are differ-
ently called 77 situ: Luski otok, Veli otok, Sridnji otok, Brguljski
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je ve¢ naglaSeno, iz onomasticke perspektive ovo
je ,neocekivan® i ,neprirodan® oblik.

Zadarska naselja na otocima u srednjem i ra-
nom novom vijeku, koji imaju viSe od jednog
naselja (Dugi otok, Pasman, Ugljan, Molat,
Rava i IZ), biljeznici redovito podvode pod ter-
min insula. U potvrdama izmedu 1354. i 1494.
E. Hilje navodi na Dugom otoku ova imena:*®
Insula vocata Cobilla rath (jedna potvrda), In-
sula Berbigni (3), Insula Salis (Sale, Sali, Salli)
(15), Insula Dragoue (4), Insula Bocaue (Bosaue,
Bozaue) (3), Insula Sauar (2), Insula Misani (1)
i Insula Vallis Sancti Stefani (2). U istom raz-
doblju sam Dugi otok naziva se Insula Magna
(57 potvrda). Stoga zapis kao Insula Puncta Ma-
gna in Insula Magna nije nimalo neobi¢an. On
jednostavno znaci da se naselje Puncta Magna
(Veli Rat) nalazi na Dugom otoku. Sli¢no je i
na Ugljanu gdje se takoder svako naselje naziva
insula, a sam otok Insula Sancti Michaeli. Prema
tome je Insula Geliani in insula Sancti Michaeli
naselje Ugljan na otoku Ugljanu.

Dugo je vremena oblik izsula unosio zabunu
u identifikaciji. Nije potpuno jasno ni danas za-
$to su biljeznici izabrali ovu opéu imenicu da
bi njome oznacili sadrzaj ‘naselje’, a ne neku od
akceptiranih na kopnu kao $to su: villa, selo ili
vas, tim vi$e $to nije rije¢ o jednim biljeznicima
za posjede na kopnu, a drugima za posjede na
moru. Prvi dio problema (naime da insula ne
znadi ‘otok’) razrijesio je N. Jaksi¢ u svom radu o
povijesnoj topografiji otoka Ugljana, gdje je po-
kazao da rije¢ insula u srednjovjekovnim zadar-
skim dokumentima oznacava naselje na otoku, a
ne otok.* Medutim, iz onomasticke perspektive
¢ini se vaznim da ni jedna od tih sintagmi (in-
sula + ime naselja) nije prezivjela ni u kakvom
obliku ni na jednom zadarskom otoku. S druge
strane, ,otok sa zaboravljenim imenom® ¢uva
svoj onomasticki identitet s pomocdu imenice
otok u toponimskom liku. Drugi dio problema,

naime zasto je izabrana imenica insula za sadrzaj

vieriti: Otok Zivota, Dobri otok, Crveni otok, Pusti otok, Otocic,
Orocac, Otoci Lukavci 11 2, 1 jos jedanput Orocic. Isto tako, treba
voditi ratuna o tome da je u svim ovim slucajevima rije¢ o nena-
seljenim otocima.

# E.HILJE 1994: 49-76.

“ N.JAKSIC 1989: 83-102.
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as it has already been emphasised, this is an “unexpec-
ted” and “unnatural” form.

In the Middle Ages and the Early Modern Period,
when there were more than one settlement on an island
in Zadar archipelago (Dugi otok, Pasman, Ugljan, Mo-
lat, Rava and 17), public notaries regularly subsumed
the settlements under the term #nmsula. In documents
dating from 1354 and 1494 E. Hilje has recorded the
following names on the Dugi otok island:* Znsula vo-
cata Cobilla rath (one attestation), Insula Berbigni (3),
Insula Salis (Sale, Sali, Salli) (15), Insula Dragoue (4),
Insula Bocaue (Bosaue, Bozaue) (3), Insula Sauar (2),
Insula Misani (1) and Insula Vallis Sancti Stefani (2). In
the same time span Dugi otok was called Znsula Ma-
gna (57 attestations). Hence it was nothing out of the
ordinary when a place was called Znsula Puncta Magna
in Insula Magna — that simply meant that the settle-
ment called Puncta Magna (Veli Rat) was situated on
the Dugi otok island. In the same way every settlement
on the island of Ugljan was called 77sula, and the island
itself Insula Sancti Michaels; therefore, Insula Geliani in
insula Sancti Michaeli was used to name the settlement
called Ugljan on the island of Ugljan.

For a long time the form insula created confusion
with regard to identification. Even now it is still not
completely clear why public notaries chose to use this
appellative noun to designate the content ‘settlement’
instead of some of the established forms for settle-
ments in continental regions, such as: villa, selo or vas,
all the more so that there were no two separate groups
of public notaries, one for the continental properti-
es, and the other for the maritime ones. One part of
the problem (i.e., that the term insula did not mean
‘island’) was resolved by N. Jaksi¢ in his paper on hi-
storical topography of the island of Ugljan, where he
had shown that the word insula in medieval docu-
ments from Zadar denoted an insular settlement, not
the island itself.* From the onomastic perspective,
however, it seems important that none of these synta-
gms (insula + name of the settlement) survived in any
form on any of Zadar islands. On the other hand,
“island with forgotten name” kept its onomastic

otok, Ok Greben, Orwk Mali, while for the following ones we
were not able to verify it: Otok Zivota, Dobri otok, Crveni otok,
Pusti otok, Otocié, Otoéac, Otoci Lukavci I and 2, and yet another
Otocié. In addition, it should be taken into account that all these
are uninhabited islands.

4 E. HILJE 1994: 49-76.

# N, JAKSIC 1989: 83-102.
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‘naselje’, jos ceka rjesenje.

I na kraju, jedna digresija. Prikupljajuéi to-
ponomasticku gradu Dugog otoka i druzedi se s
Dugootoc¢anima (ipak se tako mora re¢i) nismo
nikada u spontanoj upotrebi ¢uli ni oblik Dugi
otok, ni etnik Dugootocanin, ni ktetik dugootol-
ki. Svi stanovnici Dugog otoka koriste iskljuc¢ivo
ime svog naselja kada se kre¢u prema njemu ili
iz njega dolaze te etnike i ktetike odnosnih nase-
lja, kako ve¢ nalaze razgovorna situacija. Iz ovo-
ga bi se moglo nedvosmisleno zakljuciti da ni
danas toponimski lik Dugi otok ne funkcionira
univerzalno kao na primjer Pasman ili Molat, da
se jasno razlikuje dnevna razgovorna praksa od
administrativne te da, u konacnici, ovaj topo-
nimski lik nikada nije do kraja akceptiran, iako

nema zamjene i prema tome je nuzan.

6. ZAKLJUCAK

Ovaj rad bavi se jednim ¢isto onomastickim pro-
blemom koji bi se mogao svesti na pitanje: u ka-
kvom su odnosu stajali toponimski lik i referent
tijekom povijesti i $to je sve utjecalo na oblikovanje
toponimskog lika onakvim kakav je danas? Sva dru-
ga pitanja koja su mogla biti predmetom rasprave
nisu uzeta u razmatranje, a neka nisu ni spomenu-
ta. Recimo: podrijetlo imena Pizgych, transformacija
imena Pizych u Cuh; etimologke i semantitke in-
terpretacije nasih prethodnika; distribucija lika itd.
Sve to ostavljamo po strani, a mnogo toga je vec i
kazano. Zadrzali smo se samo na onomastici.

Na Jadranu je mnogo otoka kojima se tijekom
povijesti iz ovakvih ili onakvih razloga ime iz-
gubilo, donekle izgubilo ili potpuno izmijenilo.
Najvecée promjene dogodile su se na malim i ne-
naseljenim otocima. Veliki naseljeni otoci, a i neki
nenaseljeni u kontinuitetu, od prvog spomena do
danas u prilagodenim oblicima ¢uvaju svoje ime.
Najplasti¢niji je primjer ime otoka Vrgade na ko-
jemu se mogu pratiti svi jadranski jezi¢ni slojevi.®
No, postoje medu velikim otocima i oni koji su
»ostali“ bez svoga povijesnog imena.

Cest razlog, osim ,,povijesnog“ zaborava, koji je
doveo do promjene ili zamjene imena pojava je
kartografije i na taj nacin biljeZenje imena na to-

45

N. VULETIC 2010: 111-117.
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identity with the noun otok in its toponymic form.
The other part of the problem, i.e. what was the cause
for choosing the noun znsula for designating the con-
tent ‘settlement’, still awaits its explanation.

In the end, a digression: while collecting the topo-
nomastic material from Dugi otok and spending time
with its inhabitants - the Dugootolani (which is the
way they are to be called, after all), in spontaneous
communication we have never heard either the form
Dugi otok, ethnic Dugootoéanin or keetic dugootocki. All
of the inhabitants of the Dugi otok island, when either
coming to it or leaving it, use exclusively names of their
respective settlements, and their respective ethnics and
ktetics, depending on the conversational context. This
leads to unambiguous conclusions that even today
the toponymic form Dugi otok does not function in
a universal way, unlike i.e. Pasman or Molat, that the
everyday conversation is clearly different from the ad-
ministrative one, and finally, that this toponymic form
has never been fully accepted, although there is no sub-
stitute for it which thus makes it indispensable.

6. CONCLUSION

The paper deals with purely onomastic issue which
may be reduced to this question: What was the rela-
tion between the toponymic form and referent thro-
ughout history, and what are the factors that influ-
enced formation of the toponymic form as we know
it today? All other potential topics for the discussion
haven’t been analysed here, while some haven’t even
been mentioned, such as: the origin of the name Pi-
zych, transformation of the name Pizych into Cuh;
etymological and semantic interpretation of our pre-
decessors; distribution of the name form, etc. We are
leaving it all aside, but much has already been said;
we stayed focused solely on the onomastics.

There are many islands on the Adriatic Sea that
for different reasons lost or partially lost their names
through history, or completely changed them. The
greatest changes happened to small and uninhabited
islands; large inhabited islands, as well as some that
were not continuously uninhabited, have kept their
names, in adapted forms, ever since their first men-
tions up to present. The island of Vrgada is the best
example for it, with all of the Adriatic linguistic layers
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pografske karte. Sasvim je izvjesno da mnogi kar-
tografi nikada nisu vidjeli otoke kojima su davali
imena i, isto tako, da nisu bili u doticaju s arhiv-
skom gradom ili nekim drugim izvorom informa-
cija. Do podataka su najvjerojatnije dolazili prou-
¢avajudi stare karte, peljare i njima sli¢ne izvore.
No, da je bilo i osobnih onomasti¢kih intervencija
u postojedi sustav, u to nema nikakve sumnje.

lako se na prvi pogled ¢ini potpuno benignim,
Dugi otok jedan je takav primjer. Prvo, on je jedan
od rijetkih velikih i naseljenih otoka koji svoje po-
vijesno ime — Pizych — nije sa¢uvao, unato¢ ¢inje-
nici da se toponimski lik u oblicima Cuh, Cuséica
i Cuska Dunboka satuvao do danas. Drugo, novi
toponimski, i rekli bismo, kancelarijski lik /nsula
Magna prezivio je samo u hrvatskoj inacici Vel
Orok. 1 tre¢e, novi se — sada kartografski lik — ne
naslanja na povijesno najdugovje¢niji Insula Ma-
gna, ve¢ na najslabije potvrdenu od tri inacice, tj.
longa — u hrvatskom prijevodu dugi.

Onomasticka je specifi¢nost ovog toponima $to
je jedini medu hrvatskim naseljenim otocima koji
ima dvorje¢no ime i $to u tom imenu ima hrvat-
sku imenicu otok pa, poznavajuéi jadranske ono-
masticke prilike i osobito nesonimiju, sve to skupa
upuduje na stanovitu artificijelnost, a u najmanju
ruku pomanjkanje spontanosti u imenovanju. Ta-
kav (oktroirani) karakter imena sacuvao se do da-
nas. Dugi otok je neka vrsta nametnutog i nikada
prihva¢enog toponima, $to ne umanjuje njegovu
vaznost i njegov razlog postojanja. I ,krivo® ime je
toponim sve do trenutka dok nedvosmisleno ozna-
¢ava ono na $to se odnosi. U tom pogledu, Dugi

otok nije usamljen primjer.
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present.® On the other hand, however, there are tho-
se among the large islands that “lost” their historical
names.

Another factor that caused alteration of names or
their replacements was, in addition to the “histori-
cal” oblivion, arrival of cartography and with it re-
cording of names on topographic maps. It is quite
certain that many cartographers never visited islands
they were naming or were in contact with either the
archival documents or any other source of informa-
tion. Most probably they got their information by
studying old maps, nautical guides and other similar
sources. However, there is no doubt that there were
also some personal onomastic interventions into the
existing system.

Dugi otok, although at the first sight seems quite
benign, is one such example. Firstly, it is one of few
large inhabited islands that haven't kept its historical
name — Pizych, although the toponymic form survi-
ved up to now in forms Cuh, Cuscica i Cuska Dunbo-
ka. Secondly, new toponymic, and — as it may also be
said — bureaucratic form Insula Magna survived solely
in Croatian version Veli Otok. Thirdly, new form —
now the cartographic one — did not rely on the histo-
rically most longevous form /nsula Magna, but to the
rarest of the three versions, i.e. longa, that is, to dugi
when translated in Croatian.

Onomastic specificity of this toponym is that it is
the only one among the Croatian inhabited islands
with a name composed of two words, one of which is
a Croatian noun otok, which, according to the ono-
mastic reality of the Adriatic, the nesonymy in parti-
cular, points out to a certain artificiality or, at least, to
the lack of spontaneity when the name was created.
The name has preserved this (imposed) character up
to now. Dugi otok is some sort of imposed and never
accepted toponym, which does not belittle its impor-
tance and its raison d’étre. The name — even if it’s
“wrong” — is a toponym as long as it unequivocally
designates its referent. In that regard, Dugi otok is
not a lonely example.

45

N. VULETIC 2010: 111-117.
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