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vii

The volume before you is the English translation of Adnan Čirgić’s handbook 
Dijalektologija crnogorskoga jezika, translated into English as Dialectology 
of the Montenegrin Language by Goran Drinčić. Čirgić holds a PhD from the 
Josip Juraj Strossmayer University in Osijek, Croatia, where he defended his 
dissertation on the dialect of Podgorica Muslims in 2007. He is the founding 
dean of the Faculty of Montenegrin Language and Literature (Fakultet za 
crnogorski jezik i književnost), established in 2010, in Cetinje, the old royal 
capital of Montenegro. Though a young scholar—born in 1980—Čirgić has 
produced a prodigious number of publications, already growing past some 
600 texts, including articles, authored and edited books, and textbooks. 
Notably, he is the coauthor of a standard grammar (Čirgić, Pranjković, and 
Silić 2010) and of the contemporary orthography of standard Montenegrin 
(Perović, Silić, Vasiljeva, Čirgić, and Šušanj 2010) (see also Vujović 
2018). He is the founding editor of Lingua Montenegrina, the journal of 
Montenegrin philology, published by the Faculty. He was the recipient of the 
prestigious Montenegrin 13 July Award (Trinaestojulska nagrada) in 2018 
for his numerous contributions to research on and standardization of the 
Montenegrin language.

The Dialectology of the Montenegrin Language is the first attempt in a 
monograph to treat the Montenegrin dialects as a linguistic area, focusing 
on the structural characteristics of the Montenegrin portion of the larger 
Štokavian dialect, which is now spoken in four different successor states of 
the former Yugoslavia and corresponds to the four standard languages of 
those states: Bosnian, Croatian, Montenegrin, Serbian.

The English translation presents the nonspecialist and the Slavistic reader 
with an opportunity to learn about the dialect diversity of this small region 
that challenges received notions of the structural characteristics of language 

Foreword
Marc L. Greenberg
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formerly known as “Serbo-Croatian.” To raise but one example, every Slavist 
“knows” that voicing neutralization of final obstruents occurs everywhere 
in Slavic except in standard Ukrainian and Serbo-Croatian. In three recent 
overviews of issues in Slavic phonology we read:

Voicing assimilation is common to all Slavic languages, and word-final  devoicing 
occurs in most Slavic languages, with the notable exception of Ukrainian (East 
Slavic) and Štokavian dialects of BCS (South Slavic). (Kavitskaya 2017, 400)

The potential word–final opposition of voiced vs. voiceless was not realized in 
most Slavic zones, such as Russian, due to the later devoicing of obstruents in 
word–final position. However, some Slavic languages, such as Ukrainian and 
Standard (Štokavian) Serbo-Croatian, do have the word–final voicing opposi-
tion, which arose as a result of jer-fall. (Feldstein in Jakobson 2018/1929, 90)

All the Slavic languages—with the exception of BCMS and Ukrainian—neu-
tralize the opposition voiceless/voiced in favor of voiceless: b, d, g, v, z are thus 
realized as p, t, k, f, s. (Feuillet 2018, 97; translation MLG)

These authors’ statements are not incorrect, so much as they are imprecise. 
They capture a top-level generalization and are based on selected dialects that 
form the basis for the respective standard languages, but they omit notable 
exceptions. This bit of generalized “fact” is repeated in the literature to the 
point where it is a catechism about the structures found in Slavic languages—
any number of handbooks would have yielded similar statements. Yet, coun-
terexamples can be found in dialect handbooks; for example, Ivić (1958, 36, 
44, 118, 214, 219, 277) and Lisac (2003, 21, 101, 108, 144) note this fact 
about Štokavian final devoicing in various dialect areas, among which the 
dialects in Montenegro also figure, and, accordingly, this phenomenon is 
accounted for in Čirgić’s handbook. The point is that structural facts, such 
as pervasive exceptions found in dialects, are either ignored or sifted out of 
the literature, presumably because what we “know” about Slavic languages 
is based on standard languages, which are by definition scrubbed of their 
dialect diversity. In this regard, Kavitskaya’s and Feldstein’s formulations are 
instructive, as they project back onto the relevant “Štokavian dialects,” a fact 
that applies to an idealized dialect or set of dialects on which the current—
now four—standards are based. Jakobson himself noted in his “Remarks . . .,” 
originally published in 1929, that the neutralization of voicing is the problem 
that requires explanation. Writing about the consequences of the loss of weak 
jers, he writes: “Curiously, in the majority of Slavic dialects, particularly in 
the majority of Russian dialects, this opposition has been eliminated and the 
former relationship has been reestablished: voiced and voiceless are phono-
logically opposed only before vowels and sonorant consonants” (2018/1929, 
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78). The matter is not trivial, as it potentially reveals a fundamental difference 
in dialect systems in Common Slavic prior to the fall of weak jers. Andersen 
identifies the distinction as a matter of voicing versus protensity features 
(1986); Sawicka (2001) identifies the neutralization dialects as belonging to 
a northern Slavic archaic zone and the non-neutralizing dialects to an innova-
tive zone and declares the matter still open. Moreover, Danylenko points out 
that the neutralization feature is in play concerning the contested question of 
contact features in Carpathian and Balkan Sprachbünde (2019: 361–362). In 
short, discoveries remain to be made and it is in the examination of rich varia-
tion data where we are likely to make them.

In the present handbook, Čirgić takes issue with what he discusses as 
traditional Serbo-Croatistics. The study of dialectology in the Western 
South Slavic area in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries has been tied 
to the ideological project of unifying as much of this territory into as large 
a linguistic community as possible. The South Slavic manifestation of the 
Pan-Slavic movement in the early nineteenth century of what was later to 
become the Yugoslav project intended to unify all Slavs in a roughly trian-
gular region from Villach in Austria, to Varna in Bulgaria, to Lake Scutari 
in Montenegro by means of a single, artificially amalgamated language, 
named Illyrian (Greenberg 2011, 365). An alternative, compromise solution, 
formalized in 1850, narrowed the project to Croatian and Serbian as two 
variants of a single language based on the Štokavian dialect. This settlement 
on standardization informed not just the writing systems of Kingdom of 
Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes that emerged from the disintegration of empires 
at the end of World War I, but it established the framework for all linguistic 
inquiry into the language in the region for the duration of Yugoslavia, until 
its dissolution in the early 1990s. The highly influential composite isogloss 
maps of the Western South Slavic area drawn by Serbian dialectologist Pavle 
Ivić (1924–1999) in his 1958 handbook (pp. 31, 32), of which the Štokavian 
dialect territory occupies the majority share, emphasize the gradual nature 
of the transition in dialect diversity from the bundle of isoglosses (the clos-
est one gets to a border in a linguistically comprehensible sense) separating 
off Slovene in the west and the Macedo-Bulgarian “fan” in the east. This 
unificatory view of Štokavian dialects as an organic reflection of “Serbo-
Croatian” corresponds to the reality behind the view—impressionistic as it 
may be—that all Štokavian is mutually intelligible. Yet mutual intelligibil-
ity may also obscure structural diversity. Moreover, legal reification of such 
unificatory concepts can also render ethnolinguistic identities “invisible” 
and, in effect, “erase” them (see Greenberg 2017–2018: 434). Along with 
such identities, the structural facts behind the regional differentiation of 
language varieties in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Montenegro are blithely 
occluded by the reduction to “Serbo-Croatian.” In this framework, Čirgić 
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critically examines Ivić’s contributions as the leading authority on dialectol-
ogy during the period of “Serbo-Croatistics,” pointing out that other schol-
ars, such as the Bosnian dialectologist Asim Peco (1927–2011), had in the 
same period helped to better understand the full range of dialect diversity, 
focusing in particular on the features of the Eastern Herzegovinian dialect 
group, which straddles Bosnia and Herzegovina and Montenegro. These 
and similar scholars’ research, discussed in Čirgić’s overview, were back-
grounded against the prevailing and officially valorized unitaristic perspec-
tive during the Yugoslav period.

Language matters are always complicated and confusing, even to lin-
guists, because language is a slippery concept—consider Max Weinreich’s 
now hackneyed dictum about a dialect with an army and a navy—a concept 
viewed differently from different perspectives. Nakazawa (2015, 127) opened 
his essay with the question “What is Montenegrin language (crnogorski 
jezik)?” Such a question can be answered in different ways, depending on 
who is asking and who is answering and what the defining criteria are. In 
the conclusion to his article, Nakazawa noted that the Serbian linguist Ranko 
Bugarski “called the dissolution of Serbo-Croatian an ‘administrative disso-
lution’” but that “actually, there are no extreme changes in the practical lan-
guage use—people speak as they have been speaking in the past. However, 
the administrative dissolution creates a symbolic difference” (Nakazawa 
2015, 136). But symbolic differences are not just “out there”—they are 
accepted or rejected by people who use and internalize them in their cogni-
tive frames for their perception of the world. Symbolic notions can answer the 
question “Who am I?” Language data and language structure, however, offer 
another perspective. In a real sense, they are “out there” and can be examined 
as things, as it were. Čirgić’s handbook asks us to consider, in this sense, the 
“things” that make Montenegrin a language.
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Montenegro had many prominent dialectologists in the twentieth century, 
including those from abroad who were equally interested in Montenegrin 
dialects. Although most of them lived and worked outside Montenegro, they 
all directed a good part of their scientific research work toward Montenegro 
and in particular Montenegrin dialects. Due to this fact, today we can say that 
Montenegrin dialects are among the best-studied dialects in the Slavic world. 
This, of course, does not mean that the process of studying those dialects has 
been completed or that they have been fully studied; however, on the basis of 
the results of those studies the work on the preparation of the Dialectology of 
the Montenegrin Language as a synthesis of those studies could be initiated. 
This position is best confirmed by the selective Bibliografija govora Crne 
Gore (Bibliography of Dialects of Montenegro) by Drago Ćupić, which back 
in 1983 amounted to an impressive number of 568 units.1

The first researcher of Montenegrin dialects was Vuk Karadžić, who 
published the results of his studies in 1836, in a preface to Srpske narodne 
poslovice (Serbian Folk Proverbs). However, the nineteenth century would 
not be marked by significant studies of this issue. Such was the case, after all, 
with the surrounding nations as well. Systematic research of the Montenegrin 
language, primarily Montenegrin dialects, would commence in 1927, with 
the study titled Dialekt istočne Hercegovine (The Eastern Herzegovinian 
Dialect) by Danilo Vušović.2 After it, many significant papers, studies, and 
monographs would follow. The monographs Der štokavische Dialekt (The 
Štokavian Dialect) (Vienna, 1907)3 and Die Betonung . . . (The Accent . . .) 
(Vienna, 1900) by Milan Rešetar are especially worth mentioning as they 
were of particular importance for Montenegrin studies since the author 
devoted a large body of work to Montenegrin dialects.

Author’s Preface
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Today’s research into Montenegrin dialects is clearly lagging after (in 
terms of both quality and quantity) compared to the first three quarters of the 
twentieth century, when, in much more difficult conditions, significant results 
were achieved by Danilo Vušović, Mihailo Stevanović, Gojko Ružičić, 
Radosav Bošković and Mieczysław Małecki, Jovan Vuković, Luka Vujović 
(one of the few who lived and worked in Montenegro), Danilo Barjaktarević, 
Branko Miletić, Mitar Pešikan, Milija Stanić, Drago Ćupić, Dragoljub 
Petrović, Mato Pižurica, and others. It appears that the work on the study of 
Montenegrin dialects began to stagnate when it began to be coordinated from 
Montenegro.4

According to the territory they cover, five studies stand out as the most 
comprehensive ones—the chronology of their publication being as follows: 
Dialekt istočne Hercegovine (The Eastern Herzegovinian Dialect) (1927) 
by Danilo Vušović, Istraživanja dijalekata Stare Crne Gore s osvrtom na 
susedne govore (Studies of the Dialects of Old Montenegro with an Overview 
of Neighboring Dialects) (1932) by Radosav Bošković and Mieczysłav 
Małecki,5 Istočnocrnogorski dijalekat (The Eastern Montenegrin Dialect) 
(1933/34) by Mihailo Stevanović,6 Govor Pive i Drobnjaka (Dialects of 
Piva and Drobnjak) (1938/39) by Jovan Vuković,7 and Uskočki govor I i II 
(Dialect of Uskoci, Vol. 1, 1974; Vol. 2, 1977) by Milija Stanić.8 These stud-
ies cover most of the territory of Montenegro.

This Dialectology is based mainly on those dialectological facts that char-
acterized the Montenegrin dialects until the last decades of the twentieth 
century. The last decade of the twentieth century and the twenty-first century 
brought significant demographic changes, which started to be observed back 
in the mid-twentieth century. Tribal boundaries, once very important, lost 
their significance almost entirely. Past migrations of the population into new 
areas outside of their original tribes mainly used to imply complete assimila-
tion into the new majority. Today, this is no longer the case. The population 
of passive areas mainly left and migrated toward Nikšić, Podgorica, and 
Primorje (the coastal region). Accelerated urbanization destroyed almost all 
the traits of the coastal villages, turning them into communities function-
ing as town blocks. The way of life changed, suppressing the formerly used 
vocabulary that related particularly to specific branches of the economy. The 
mass process of literacy spreading among the population after World War II 
had a profound impact on the dialects. Some of them are almost extinct today 
(such as the Uskoci dialect), others have changed their important features to 
create a still largely unfinished amalgam with the dialects of došljaci, that 
is, newcomers (such as the Podgorica dialect), while others have spread to 
a territory where they originally had not existed (such as Vasojevići dialect 
in Bjelopavlići), and so forth. These changes are not covered by this study 
for two main reasons. The first is that these changes are still not systemic or 
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complete. The second one is that our dialectological science lacks even the 
basic information about them. This is why we have opted to address the clas-
sical situation in Montenegrin dialects, one that survived the mid-twentieth 
century. After all, the situation is similar in other studies of this type as well.

Since the character of this book is primarily that of a reference book, we 
have mainly provided the descriptions of particular speech units without 
reference to sources in the footnotes, as doing the opposite would burden 
a text of this type. Furthermore, we have also endeavored not to abandon 
the descriptive method in listing individual dialectal features, trying not to 
engage in interpretations (except where necessary) or to open a debate. The 
polemical tone was nevertheless necessary in presenting the classifications to 
date. With a view to avoiding unnecessary repetitions, we have provided the 
list of references only at the end of the book, not at the end of each chapter.

We owe particular gratitude for the creation of this book to colleagues and 
friends: Vukić Pulević, Aleksandar Radoman, Jakov Sabljić, Nela Savković-
Vukčević, Nikola Popović, Jelena Šušanj, Novica Vujović, Sanja Orlandić, 
Miomir Abović, Nada Drašković, Milenija Vračar, and Olja Todorović, as 
every one of them assisted in its creation and finalization in their own way.

We especially wish to thank the Ministry of Culture, Ministry of Education, 
and the Secretariat for Culture and Sport of Podgorica for supporting the pub-
lication of this book.
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1 first person
2 second person
3 third person
DAT dative
F feminine
GEN genitive
IMP imperative
INS instrumental
IMPF imperfective
LOC locative
M masculine
N neuter
NOM nominative
PFV perfective
PL plural
PRES present
L-PT l-participle
SG singular

List of Abbreviations
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It has long been known that Montenegrin dialects are among the best-studied 
dialects in the world of Slavic studies.1 This view is best confirmed by 
the selective Bibliografija govora Crne Gore (Bibliography of Dialects of 
Montenegro) by Drago Ćupić, which back in 1983 amounted to an impressive 
number of 568 units.2

Studies of Montenegrin dialects date back to the mid-nineteenth century. 
The first to study them was Vuk Karadžić, who published the results of his 
studies in 1836 in the preface to Srpske narodne poslovice (Serbian Folk 
Proverbs).3 Although Montenegrin dialects were presented there only inci-
dentally, as part of the preface, that preface can be deemed the first study in 
Montenegrin dialectology.

However, the nineteenth century would not produce significant studies 
of Montenegrin dialects. Such was the case, after all, with the surrounding 
nations as well. Apart from Vuk Karadžić, to the best of our knowledge, 
there are five more early-twentieth-century shorter or longer papers on the 
issue that are worth mentioning. There is a short paper on semivowels in 
“Montenegro and Boka Kotorska”4 authored by Luko Zore, a somewhat lon-
ger text on semivowel reflexes in the dialect on Bar5 by Ivan Broz, a part of 
the text on particles zi and si by Đuro Škarić,6 a part of the study on accents 
in Slavic languages by Aleksej Aleksandrovič Šahmatov7 (1864–1920), and a 
study of the dialect of Perast8 by Tomo Brajković. The textbook by Dimitrije 
Milaković (1804–1858), titled Srpska gramatika sastavljena za crnogorsku 
mladež (Serbian Grammar Composed for Montenegrin Youth) (Cetinje, 
1838), is also noteworthy, as it, inter alia, lists some Montenegro-wide lan-
guage features that were not accepted in Karadžić’s standard language model 
(or the orthographies to follow).9 A special place among the aforementioned 
researchers belongs to Tomo Brajković, a teacher in the Kotor gymnasium, as 
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2 The History of Studying Montenegrin Dialects

he was the one to produce the first—rather detailed for that period—descrip-
tion of a Montenegrin dialect. His description of the dialect of Perast brings 
a number of features that can easily be assumed to have largely disappeared 
today. That description is a confirmation that Perast linguistically neatly fit 
into the Montenegro-wide language situation at the time. Unfortunately, to 
the best of our knowledge, Brajković was not able to realize his idea to pre-
pare similar descriptions for other Boka regions as well. The study in question 
bears more than just cultural and historical significance. Although some of 
his interpretations and methodology are rather obsolete (he himself admitted 
to have followed the model of Budmani’s study of Dubrovnik dialect), his 
study still brings an abundance of material that complements the picture of 
Montenegrin dialects.

The first studies of Montenegrin dialects conducted by a trained dialectolo-
gist were published in 1900 by Croatian Slavist Milan Rešetar, who deserves 
a prominent place in Montenegrin studies by all aspects of his work.10 In 
1900, his book on “Serbo-Croatian” accents was published,11 a good por-
tion of which is devoted to accents in Montenegro, while in 1907 his book 
Štokavski dijalekat (The Štokavian Dialect) came out,12 also devoting a lot of 
attention to Montenegrin dialects.

Systematic research of the Montenegrin dialects would commence in 1927, 
with the study titled Dialekt Istočne Hercegovine (The Eastern Herzegovinian 
Dialect)13 by Danilo Vušović. Until then, following the publication of the 
aforementioned Rešetar’s study of accents in “Serbo-Croatian” dialects, 
several shorter and less significant studies of Montenegrin dialects came out, 
such as the ones by Savo P. Vuletić on the characteristics of Zeta dialects,14 
and the dialect of Kuči,15 or Alberto Rosi’s paper on the dialect of Kotor.16 
(It should be noted that Alberto Rosi’s study has only cultural and historical 
relevance, including a limited contribution to literary history as well, bring-
ing no new or useful insights to dialectology or linguistics. Despite its title, 
referring to a text on the “language of old Kotor inhabitants,” it in fact says 
nothing about the dialect of old Kotor apart from the unverified claim that 
the Ikavian dialect was dominant there “until some later times, as confirmed 
by numerous chroniclers.”17 This claim is made on the basis of two unsigned 
stanzas he attributes to Kotor’s poet Jerolim Pima. Even if those two stanzas 
were really written by Pima, they cannot be a confirmation of Rosi’s claims 
about the Ikavian dialect, but could only constitute a reflection of the style of 
Croatian Dalmatian poets. Yet, we needed to reflect on the study in question 
in this place because of its title and because of rectification of that unverified 
claim.) Vušović was our first trained dialectologist who made a significant 
contribution to the study of Montenegrin dialects. His study was the first 
thorough (monographic) description of a Montenegrin dialect. That study, 
bearing a misleading title, encompasses a rather wide area of the municipality 
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3The History of Studying Montenegrin Dialects

of Nikšić: Nikšić with its surrounding, Župa Nikšićka, Banjani, Grahovo, 
Rudine, Golija.18 Unfortunately, Vušović’s premature death brought down 
the curtain on his study of Montenegrin dialects.

After Vušović’s study, significant papers, studies, and monographs 
appeared, and by the end of the first half of the twentieth century it was 
possible to get a full picture of Montenegrin dialects as a group. This is a 
period during which our significant linguists dealt with Montenegrin dialects, 
being engaged as associates and assistants of renowned Serbian linguist 
Aleksandar Belić, with whose support they were able to conduct research and 
publish papers. Apart from Vušović, prominent authors were also Mihailo 
Stevanović, Gojko Ružičić, Radomir Aleksić, Radosav Bošković, Jovan 
Vuković, and Branko Miletić (the only one among them born outside of 
Montenegro).

The same year when Vušović’s monograph appeared, Gojko Ružičić’s 
study on the accentual system of the dialect of Pljevlja was published,19 as 
the first monograph devoted to accentual issues of a Montenegrin dialect. 
Aside from the data on the accentual system, that monograph is still a valu-
able testimony on certain phonetic features of the dialect of Pljevlja, which 
are identifiable based on the examples included in it. Unfortunately, as far as 
we know, Gojko Ružičić’s departure to the United States would curtail his 
further interest in the topic of Montenegrin dialects.

The period from the publication of Vušović’s monograph to the eve of 
World War II was particularly fruitful for Montenegrin dialectology. By pub-
lishing a monograph Istočnocrnogorski dijalekat (The Eastern Montenegrin 
Dialect),20 Mihailo Stevanović significantly complemented the Montenegrin 
dialectological picture. In fact, nobody else covered such a large area 
as Stevanović and Vušović did in their monographs. By comparing the 
features identified by these two researchers as typical of their “dialects,” 
one can already get an idea of the koine layer of Montenegrin dialects. 
Stevanović’s “Eastern Montenegrin Dialect” encompassed Zeta, Podgorica, 
Piperi, Bjelopavlići, Kuči, Bratonožići and Vasojevići. Unfortunately, the 
announced continuation of the study of the accent of those dialects was 
never published.21 Stevanović’s detailed study of the accentual system of the 
dialect of Piperi22 is also very important, as this dialect differs from all other 
Montenegrin dialects in terms of its accent. Stevanović also published a short 
study on the characteristics of the dialect of Vasojevići.23 Finally, it is known 
that in 1924 he received one of the high-level St. Sava awards for his study of 
the dialect of Piperi,24 but we are not aware of any publication of that study.

In 1935 and 1937, Branko Miletić published brief reports on the dialect of 
Bijelo Polje, Vasojevići, and Crmnica,25 and in 1940 a detailed monograph 
appeared on the dialect of Crmnica,26 which would long be the best description 
of a Montenegrin dialect and an example of a valid dialectological monograph. 

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/10/2023 3:45 AM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



4 The History of Studying Montenegrin Dialects

In the same period, renowned Montenegrin linguist Radosav Bošković also 
published his dialectological studies. In 1931, his study on consonant h and its 
occurrence in Montenegrin dialects appeared.27 The same year, Mieczysław 
Małecki published a study of the features of the dialect of Cuce.28 (This study 
would be translated only recently.29) The next year, Bošković and Mieczysław 
Małecki coauthored a study titled Istraživanja dijalekata Stare Crne Gore 
s osvrtom na susedne govore (Studies of the Dialects of Old Montenegro 
with an Overview of Neighboring Dialects).30 Although the authors restrict 
themselves to the so-called Old Montenegrin dialects in the title, they would 
in fact present linguistic material from a much wider area—Primorje, Zeta, 
Podgorica, Kuči, Piperi, Bjelopavlići, and Pješivci—offering a classifica-
tion of the dialect of that area. In 1935, Bošković would also publish a brief 
study of the dialect of Ozrinići,31 which would, to the best of our knowledge, 
complete his prewar (and almost entire) dialectological work. At the same 
time, Radomir Aleksić published short reports on the study of Montenegrin 
dialects32—those of Maine, Spič, Krtole, Muo, and Grbalj.33 Unfortunately, 
Aleksić’s work on studying Montenegrin dialects would remain only at the 
level of reports, with no thorough analysis of those dialects. Famous Serbian 
philologist Petar Đorđić also started to study Montenegrin dialects,34 but did 
not persist in that endeavor. His brief study on the dialect of Gusinje will 
remain one of the few relating to that dialect.

Two extensive monographs on the dialect of Piva and Drobnjak are par-
ticularly noteworthy. Their author is Montenegrin linguist Jovan Vuković, 
who would later become famous and link his professional life to Sarajevo 
and Bosnia and Herzegovina in the postwar period. One of them relates only 
to the accentual system,35 while the other one covers a description of other 
grammatical systems.36 The main flaw of those two studies is that the author 
devoted much more attention to Piva, where he was born, than to Drobnjak, 
which he apparently was not so familiar with.

The first data on the dialect of Montenegrin enclave in Peroj (Istria) would 
also be published in this period, by Croatian dialectologist Josip Ribarić.37 
The same applies to initial work of Luka Vujović—a report on the study of 
the dialect of Mrkovići,38 about which he would publish a dialectological 
monograph after the war. Although he would become famous only after the 
war, we should also mention Vaso Tomanović and his extensive dialectologi-
cal study on the accent in Lepetane.39

If we add several studies40 by Jovan Erdeljanović, two studies by Andrija 
Jovićević in which there are significant linguistic data,41 a study42 by Pavel A. 
Rovinski, a study on ancient elements in toponomastics of Podgorica by Antun 
Majer43 (which will not be discussed in this book as it is a toponomastic text, 
not a classical dialectological one), and two studies44 by Dragoljub Majić that 
mainly have only cultural and historical relevance today, the list of studies of 
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5The History of Studying Montenegrin Dialects

Montenegrin dialects by the end of World War II is mainly completed. Given 
that Montenegro had no scientific or higher education institutions of its own 
at the time, or any specialized philological journals in which research results 
could be published, one cannot but admit that the aforementioned list is more 
than respectable.45 If we were to compare this list with that of dialectologi-
cal studies in Montenegro today, when we have several scientific institutions 
that could organize research studies and about twenty trained linguists that 
could conduct such studies, we could not but realize how poor the present 
state-of-play in our dialectology is. It is indisputable that the monographs and 
studies mentioned in this text are methodologically rather obsolete and sur-
passed from today’s perspective, and that the first findings about Montenegrin 
dialects are actually starting with them. However, today’s advocacy for the 
status of the Montenegrin language and its affirmation would require critical 
preparation of all those studies, with indications of new knowledge about 
particular dialects to which they relate and removal of possible material 
errors, account on directions of further development of those dialects, etc. 
This is how we would pay homage to the deserving Montenegrin and other 
researchers who have incorporated themselves, through their work, into the 
foundations of present-day Montenegrin studies, but whose works and studies 
can hardly be found in Montenegro today, not even in the National Library 
“Đurđe Crnojević” in Cetinje.46

The third stage in the studying of Montenegrin dialects could be restricted 
to the second half of the twentieth century. This is the period of socialist 
Montenegro—from the moment of its incorporation into the Yugoslav federa-
tion to the breakdown of that federation at the end of the twentieth century. 
At this stage, the most significant contribution to dialectology was made 
by these linguists and philologists: Josip Ribarić, Vaso Tomanović, Josip 
Hamm, Milija Stanić, Luka Vujović, Mitar Pešikan, Dragoljub Petrović, 
Dragomir Vujičić, Danilo Barjaktarević, Drago Ćupić, Mato Pižurica. Those 
who were active in both, the second and the third stage, and who built their 
reputation before World War II have already been listed. Among those eleven 
deserving, the name of Josip Hamm may seem unusual. He, namely, never 
published a monograph on Montenegrin dialects, and he almost never even 
dealt with them. However, his study of Jekavian jotation resolves a capital 
issue of Montenegrin dialectology—the issue of inadequate naming of our 
dialects. Therefore, we consider his place among the aforementioned deserv-
ing authors not only justified but also necessary.

It has already been stated that Josip Ribarić, Vaso Tomanović, and Luka 
Vujović appeared with their studies in the second stage of the studying of 
Montenegrin dialects, but we have included them in the third stage because 
this is where they received full affirmation. The biggest credit for affirmation 
of Ribarić’s work on the study of the dialect of Peroj should go to Milorad 
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6 The History of Studying Montenegrin Dialects

Nikčević, the editor of the book in which Ribarić’s unpublished lexicographic 
studies on Peroj were collected, as well as to Milica Lukić, who prepared 
those studies for publication.47 Josip Ribarić started to deal with the dialect 
of Peroj very early, back in 1916, when he served the army far away from 
Peroj, as he met two people from Peroj whose dialect raised interest in him.48 
Although he, inter alia, provided comments on that dialect in the above study, 
which was created as a doctoral thesis, Ribarić would conduct systematic 
research into the dialect of Montenegrin immigrants from Peroj as an experi-
enced dialectologist—in 1949, when he spent thirty days in the research. He 
planned, as he says, to prepare a monograph on the dialect of Peroj,49 having 
collected an abundance of material (not only lexicographic), but the material 
remained in manuscript and the monograph was never prepared.

At the very beginning of the second stage in the studying of Montenegrin 
dialects, Vaso Tomanović published a significant study on the accentual sys-
tem of Boka village Lepetane.50 Before that, he published a study providing 
for much more data than announced by its title.51 He also published several 
studies in the field of Boka onomastics, but this is not the subject of our 
interest here. Finally, he contributed to Montenegrin studies by publishing 
relevant studies in historic dialectology.52 The material and data from his 
work indicate that the dialects of Luštica and Vrmac peninsulas are a rather 
compact unity. Particularly important are the notes on the accentual system in 
this area, while the fact that he moved the boundary between the two accen-
tual systems (the older and newer one) from Perast to Orahovac is ground-
breaking. Unfortunately, this piece of data has still not been fully observed in 
Štokavian dialectological literature, and the work of this reputable dialectolo-
gist is yet to be thoroughly studied.

Luka Vujović contributed to Montenegrin dialectology as much as the best 
representatives of this branch of science in our country.53 It was thanks to 
his studies (not only of dialects but also of old documents) that the issue of 
pretended Ekavian isogloss that covered Southeast Montenegro and Northern 
Albania was resolved. In addition, he left a permanent trace in science by 
solving two capital issues in our dialectology—by providing a description of 
the dialect of Mrkovići as one of the most exotic Štokavian dialects in gen-
eral, and a well-founded analysis of the loss of verbal rection in Montenegrin 
dialects.

Mitar Pešikan published only ten studies in the field of Montenegrin dialec-
tology. A longer one, which is in fact his doctoral dissertation, and the only 
study that resulted from field research,54 as well as nine shorter ones that are 
mainly syntheses or theoretical elaborations of certain issues in Montenegrin 
dialectology.55 It was already his first study—his doctoral dissertation—that 
revealed that he could have been the most talented Montenegrin dialectologist 
in general, on a par with aforementioned peerless Luka Vujović. However, 
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unlike Vujović, Pešikan was not able to resist conservatism in his philologi-
cal approach.

Dragomir Vujičić devoted a major part of his dialectological work to 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, but his interests included Montenegro and its dia-
lectology as well (in the broadest sense). Most of his dialectological studies 
were collected and published in a single book.56 Like no other Montenegrin 
dialectologists before or after him, Vujičić referred to Montenegrin dialects 
as Montenegrin, and this is how he treated them as well. To him, they are 
Montenegrin by name and by content, just as Josip Hamm points out in his 
1984 study.57

Although he held high-level positions in linguistic institutions, Drago 
Ćupić lags far behind all other dialectologists in terms of the quality of 
his studies, not only in the third but also in the second stage of the study-
ing of Montenegrin dialects. It is as if his work signaled the arrival of the 
fourth, contemporary stage, which will be further discussed. His input to 
Montenegrin dialectology is reflected mainly in three studies—dialecto-
logical dictionary (coauthored with his son Željko) of Zagarač with a rather 
extensive introduction on language features,58 a monograph on the dialect 
of Bjelopavlići,59 and a selective bibliography on Montenegrin dialects.60 
In addition, he published a number of shorter studies on certain dialects or 
certain dialectological phenomena in Montenegro, among which two stand 
out—the one on the main traits of the dialect of Pljevlja61 and the one on the 
key characteristics of the dialect of Zeta.62

Thanks to the perseverance of Milija Stanić, the dialect of Uskoci has 
been demonstrated as distinct in relation to the dialect of Piva and Drobnjak, 
described in the second stage of the study of our dialects by Jovan Vuković; 
accordingly, we can say that the dialect of Uskoci is the best and most thor-
oughly studied Montenegrin dialect.63 The level of detail of description of 
the dialect of Uskoci is best illustrated by the fact that five Stanić’s books 
published on it are largely abridged versions of the texts he had originally 
submitted to the publisher. It is known that Stanić also described the dialect 
of Komarnica, but this study remained unpublished and therefore outside of 
the reach of research community.64

The trace of Dragoljub Petrović in the research of Montenegrin dialects is 
indelible. His descriptions encompassed a territory that went beyond those 
explored by any dialectologist before him: he studied archaic and newer dia-
lects, two-, three-, and four-accent dialects, both coastal and continental. If it 
was not for research work of Dragoljub Petrović, we would have no informa-
tion on the dialect of Montenegrins in the Vraka enclave65 (mainly depopu-
lated today). Likewise, we would know very little (apart from the comments 
by Andrija Jovićević) on the dialect of Riječka nahija,66 and even less on the 
dialect of Pješivci,67 for which there is still no monograph, or the dialect of 
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Broćanac.68 His early works on the accentual system of Luštica and Krtole,69 
and the phonological system of the dialect of Rovca are equally significant.70 
In more recent times, together with Momčilo Popović (whose contribution is 
mainly reduced to material collection), he coauthored an extensive descrip-
tion of the dialect of Spič, about which very little was known before,71 while 
together with Ivana Ćelić and Jelena Kapustina he provided a description of 
the dialect of Kuči, with an extensive dictionary.72

Very scarce data on the dialects of the Lim-Ibar area (outside Vasojevići) 
were supplemented, with two extensive studies on the dialect of Bihor,73 
by Danilo Barjaktarević. These studies are important because they treat the 
border dialect in which the use of jat (i.e., the reflex of the Proto-Slavic *ě 
phoneme) greatly differs from the Montenegro-wide situation.

Mato Pižurica is the youngest among the third-stage dialectologists. On 
top of significant studies in the history of language and lexicography, he 
supported the development of Montenegrin dialectology with a monographic 
description of the dialect of the area surrounding Kolašin,74 a study on the 
case system of the dialect of Rovca,75 a study on the terminology of livestock 
farmers in Montenegro,76 and a very instructional study of inter-language 
permeations in the Montenegrin dialects.77

In addition to the studies and monographs prepared by the aforementioned 
scholars on Montenegrin dialects, there are also shorter or longer individual 
studies of authors who have dealt with these issues more or less incidentally, 
either in journals and proceedings, or in prefaces and afterwords to other pub-
lications (mainly dictionaries). Information about them can be found largely 
in the aforementioned bibliography of Montenegrin dialects by Drago Ćupić, 
while a comprehensive bibliography of the Montenegrin language is being 
prepared at the Faculty of Montenegrin Language and Literature in Cetinje.

The contemporary stage in the studying of Montenegrin dialects begins 
from the early twenty-first century, although its features can be found even 
earlier—in the 1980s, at the time of the preparation of the dissolution of 
the Yugoslav federation, but also the time when newly established institu-
tions in Montenegro began to take over the work on describing and study-
ing Montenegrin dialects. Regardless of the past work of numerous talented 
philologists from Montenegro, whose dialectological work can be compared 
to the best achievements from the near and far surrounding, contemporary 
dialectological research would be marked not only by stagnation, but also by 
regress in comparison with the previous two stages. This regress is reflected 
not only in the small number of studies on dialects and in the small number 
of dialects described, but also in methodological backslide, hasty work, 
unobjective selectivity in the use of references, presentation of material, 
subordination of scientific results to predetermined ideological positions, 
and often poorly selected dialect informants. The exception to this, first and 
foremost, relates to the studies of the dialectologists from the previous phase 
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who continued to achieve visible results in our time. In the past twenty years, 
only a few monographs were published on the Montenegrin dialects. Miodrag 
Jovanović described the dialect of Paštrovići.78 The material presented in that 
monograph gives rise to suspicion in terms of whether the author succeeded 
in selecting typical dialect representatives (those whose speech was not sub-
ject to major influence of the standard language). A few years ago, the same 
author published a book titled Poluglasnici i jat u crnogorskim govorima 
(Semivowels and Jat in the Montenegrin Dialects).79 However, this is not a 
monograph on these two important issues of Montenegrin dialectology, but 
a collection of the author’s previous studies created on different occasions 
over a longer period of time. Not only does the book fail to solve the prob-
lem announced in its title—but it also brings almost nothing new compared 
to what had already been known in our dialectology before its publication. 
Furthermore, it fails to include the data from modern references that are 
vitally important for shedding light on the problem referred to in the title.

Publication of Nenad Vujadinović’s monograph on the dialect of Kamenari 
is very important.80 This is the only dialect of Boka that has been analyzed 
in a monograph so far, and given the extensive demographic changes that 
ensued in Boka as a result of urbanization in the past twenty years, it will 
probably remain the only dialect of Boka analyzed in the form of a mono-
graph. It is a pity that Vujadinović, born in Boka himself, has not continued 
dialectological studies in Boka, to record, at least in the shortest form pos-
sible and under a predeveloped questionnaire, which has never produced 
absolutely valid results in our context, that small number of typical features 
of those dialects about which our dialectology has very scarce and mainly 
unsystematically collected data.

Rada Stijović wrote a monograph on the dialect of Gornji Vasojevići,81 pre-
senting valuable data on a wide area whose dialect had previously been insuf-
ficiently known. The author of the present study wrote a monograph on the 
dialect of Podgorica Muslims (with the dialect of our diaspora in Skadar),82 
which is disappearing today, and published transcribed conversation with the 
speech representatives of Njeguši.83 To the best of our knowledge, the most 
recently published monograph on a Montenegrin dialect is Govor Jezera i 
Šaranaca (The Dialect of Jezera and Šaranci) by Vladimir Ostojić.84 Based 
on the material published in that monograph it is rather clear that the dialect 
in question neatly fits into the northwestern group of Montenegrin dialects. 
However, it seems that a dilemma has still remained in terms of whether the 
dialect in question can be considered a separate one on the basis of the fea-
tures distinguishing it from the surrounding dialects of Uskoci and Drobnjak 
(which does not seem to be the case based on the material) or if it is a dia-
lectological description of the subject territory. In the preface to the book the 
author provides rather contradictory data on the issue, but this does not dimin-
ish the value of the book. It appears to be the first Montenegrin dialectological 
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monograph that was not motivated by a desire to describe a certain dialect as 
an integral phenomenon as much as by a desire to describe the dialect in ques-
tion as an identifying feature of the subject area. The material presented in it 
will therefore be of great use in the potential preparation of a dialectological 
atlas of Montenegrin.85

The number of completed master’s and doctoral theses in the field of 
Montenegrin language studies, both in Montenegro and in Serbia, has been 
on the increase recently (which unfortunately does not help to improve the 
quality of linguistics in our country), which is why it is not easy to follow 
all the dialectological studies prepared in our time, especially as many of 
them remain unpublished. We know that some ten years ago Draga Bojović 
defended a doctoral dissertation titled Govor Potarja (The Dialect of Potarje) 
in Belgrade, while Mihailo Šćepanović did the same with the dissertation 
titled Govor i mikrotoponimija Drobnjaka (The Dialect and Microtoponymy 
of Drobnjak). We had a chance to read both dissertations as manuscripts, but 
we are not aware of any publication thereof to this date. Although it was not 
published as a monograph, we cannot but mention Sanja Orlandić’s study on 
Jekavian jotation in Montenegrin dialects,86 which finally resolved that issue.

In recent years, quite a few studies have been published in the fields of 
onomastics and history of Montenegrin language. The same applies to dic-
tionaries of Montenegrin dialects. Yet, this segment of Montenegrin studies 
is not the subject of our interest in this place. In this introductory overview 
we also have not considered sporadic brief dialectological studies published 
in proceedings and journals. Still, let us mention two dictionaries published a 
few years ago by the Montenegrin Academy of Sciences and Arts (CANU). 
One of them is Rječnik govora okoline Mojkovca (Dictionary of the Area 
Surrounding Mojkovac), prepared by Danijela Ristić,87 and the other one is 
Rječnik govora Zete (Dictionary of the Dialect of Zeta) by Jelena Bašanović-
Čečović.88 We are mentioning both of them primarily due to the introductory 
studies they provide, with general comments on the dialects of the areas 
in question. In this regard, especially important is Rječnik govora okoline 
Mojkovca (Dictionary of the Area Surrounding Mojkovac) as it brings the 
dialectological features of an area that has remained outside of the scope of 
monographic studies prepared to date, while the traits of Zeta’s dialect have 
already been dealt with in Mihailo Stevanović’s well-known monograph on 
Eastern Montenegrin dialects.89

It appears that the overall aforementioned work on the study of Montenegrin 
dialects in all four stages provides sufficient material for development 
of a Dialectology of Montenegrin Language as a synthetic overview of 
Montenegrin dialects. To be sure, the dialectological atlas of Montenegrin 
would still have many gaps today, but we can at least find comfort in the fact 
that it would be very difficult to find a smaller area than Montenegrin with as 
many dialectological descriptions in the entire Slavic world.
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The majority of researchers of Montenegrin dialects sought to prove the 
existence of two strongly polarized dialects encompassing the Montenegrin 
area (not corresponding to Montenegrin state borders). For the northwest-
ern Montenegrin dialects, the term Eastern Herzegovinian dialect was 
adopted, while the remaining dialects were named differently: the Eastern 
Montenegrin dialect, Zeta-Lovćen dialect, Zeta-Sjenica dialect, Zeta-South 
Sandžak dialect, Zeta-Upper Polimlje dialect, etc. As can be seen, apart from 
the term Eastern Montenegrin dialect, which Mihailo Stevanović used in 
1933 for dialects in the territory of Zeta including Podgorica and Lješkopolje, 
Piperi, Kuči, Bratonožići, and Vasojevići,1 none of the other terms include the 
attribute Montenegrin. Even Stevanović himself soon gave up on that term 
(as it was not accepted by other linguists) and adopted the term used by Pavle 
Ivić, the Zeta-Sjenica dialect,2 although Ivić himself would subsequently give 
up on the term “because it was shown that Sjenica does not belong to the area 
of that dialect.”3

In addition, there were linguists trying to prove that the syntagm 
“Montenegrin dialects” was untenable, because “in that territory there were 
no features which could not be found in other areas of the Serbo-Croatian 
language. Therefore, the term ‘Montenegrin dialects’ cannot be used in 
this syntagm with the adjectival particle ‘its’ without also meaning ‘Serbo-
Croatian’. The term cannot be used even when it comes to certain features, if 
something potentially could not be found in the field of the lexicon (in which 
case it should be regarded as a Slavic archaism, and possibly a result of lexi-
cal influence which was not present in other areas of the Serbo-Croatian lan-
guage).”4 This view of Drago Ćupić is based on the position of Mitar Pešikan 
from his famous synthetic work “Jedan opšti pogled na crnogorske govore” 
(“A General Overview of Montenegrin Dialects”). Since this position had 

On Previous Classifications 
of Montenegrin Dialects
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12 On Previous Classifications of Montenegrin Dialects

far-reaching negative consequences in terms of the treatment of Montenegrin 
dialects, especially because it came from such a linguistic authority as was 
Pešikan, it must be quoted in its entirety here:

The territory of today’s Federal Republic of Montenegro does not constitute a 
separate dialectal zone within Serbo-Croatian, i.e., Štokavian area. This claim 
seems to contradict everyday experience and observations, because a number of 
dialectal phenomena encountered regularly not only by linguists but also by oth-
ers are identified primarily as Montenegrisms, Montenegrin dialectal features. 
Still, a more thorough analysis of such features regularly shows:

• either that they are not exclusively Montenegrin, meaning that they cover 
considerable areas outside Montenegro as well;

• or that they are not Montenegro wide, that is, that they do not encompass the 
whole (or nearly the whole) of Montenegro, meaning that considerable areas 
of the Republic are left out;

• or both: capturing only a part of Montenegro, many significant dialectal fea-
tures are also present in other, often very large regions.5

The difference between the two authors (Ćupić and Pešikan) stems from 
the fact that the former considers the “Montenegrin dialects” phrase unac-
ceptable, while the latter uses it himself.

The abovementioned positions and the classification of Montenegrin dia-
lects require an analytical review from the perspective of today’s knowledge 
in the field of Montenegrin dialectology and Montenegrin studies in general.

By dividing the Montenegrin dialects into two dialects, the lack of unity 
between them is highlighted as well as the fact that these two dialects have 
spread far beyond the national borders of Montenegro. Avoiding the attribute 
Montenegrin in naming them is closely related to this as well. As is well 
known, boundaries between dialects, and between dialects and languages 
coincide with state borders only in extremely rare cases (when these bor-
ders spread along steep mountain slopes, river canyons, impassable forests 
or when they cross sparsely populated areas), so Montenegro is no excep-
tion in that respect. It is important to determine the center of innovation 
of language features that mark a certain dialect. Thanks to the extremely 
fruitful dialectological research in Montenegro and the extraordinary results 
that have been achieved in this field, we can now claim with certainty that 
Montenegro is the center of the language phenomena occurring in its ter-
ritory (regardless of the fact that they also exist outside it). However, as, 
ever since the victory of Vuk’s language reform in Montenegro (academic 
year 1863/64), the Montenegrin language was officially treated as a part of 
Serbian, while Montenegro-wide language characteristics were regarded as 
dialect words within the Serbian language, the mentioned names of dialects 
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13On Previous Classifications of Montenegrin Dialects

avoided Montenegrin ethnic or language attributes. Josip Hamm objected to 
such names of dialects back in 1983, pointing out that

in Pregled srpskohrvatskih dijalekata (Overview of Serbo-Croatian Dialects), 
which was approved as a permanent university textbook for students of the 
University in Belgrade, no Montenegrin dialects were listed as a separate dia-
lect group. There are dialects of Šumadija, Šumadija-Vojvodina, Vojvodina 
and Slavonia, but there are no Montenegrin ones. Why?—They are hidden 
under the name of “Zeta-South Sandžak.” I think this is discrimination that 
would better fit the pre-war hypocrisy than a progressive society aiming to 
look at the facts realistically and to set matters out as they are. Why then 
have improvisations that do not solve anything? Who today . . . thinks of 
the historical Zeta (as Doclea has been referred to since the 11th century)? 
And if they include the dialects of South Sandžak, what about Central and 
North Sandžak then? Where are they included and why it is not reflected in 
the names? I believe that the most honest and the right thing to do would be 
to call Montenegrin dialects Montenegrin, and as for the fact that they partly 
pass into South Sandžak—it means nothing. It is a general feature of dialect 
phenomena that they do not, and never did, depend on administrative bor-
ders, although their core, around which the centers of local speech formed, 
was always somewhere—in some areas and within certain borders. In the 
case of official “Zeta-South Sandžak” dialects, such a center was doubtless 
in Montenegro, and in that respect, I think that there is no reason not to call 
its dialects Montenegrin (even more so as they contain features that are not, 
at least in terms of the structure and system, present in other neighboring or 
distant dialects).6

Yet, regardless of the unacceptable naming of Montenegrin dialects and 
the lack of tenability of some of their interpretations, the contribution of these 
dialectologists to Montenegrin studies is immense because they provided a 
wealth of material which serves as a confirmation of the existence of the 
Montenegrin language and Montenegrin dialects as a whole,7 that is, material 
that goes against their position on the existence of two separate dialects in 
the territory of Montenegro. In linguistics, as in many other areas, hypoth-
eses were often accepted not on the basis of their scientific viability but on 
the basis of the reputation of their authors. Such was the case with naming 
of Montenegrin dialects and their division into two dialects, with the manda-
tory note that those dialects cover large areas outside Montenegro. Bearing 
in mind that these were the views of renowned authors such as Pavle Ivić 
and Mitar Pešikan, it is no surprise that the majority of other linguists, both 
contemporaries and predecessors, largely accepted those views without ques-
tions asked.
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The fact that language specifics in Montenegro “are not just Montenegrin 
but include areas outside Montenegro”8 cannot be in conflict with the view 
on the existence of Montenegrin dialects as a whole, that is, cannot serve as a 
confirmation of the nonexistence of typical Montenegrin features. What mat-
ters in this case is the status of these features in Montenegrin dialects (or the 
Montenegrin language) and the dialects of neighboring languages: Bosnian, 
Croatian, and Serbian. For example, the expansion of the Montenegrin con-
sonant system with the phonemes ś and ź,9 which are also present outside 
the territory of the Montenegrin language, does not mean that those sounds 
cannot be regarded as Montenegro-wide or typically Montenegrin features 
within the Štokavian language system—because in Montenegro, these 
sounds represent distinctive language features and are equally present in the 
whole area, whereas in the neighboring states they have the status of local-
isms and dialect words that are now disappearing (if not already extinct), 
and their origin is mainly from the territory of the Montenegrin language. 
Inaccessible Montenegrin mountain areas, difficult living conditions and 
particularly the permanent struggle with the Turks from the fifteenth century 
onward caused displacement of the population to the surrounding areas, 
closer or further away. Naturally, through these migrations, Montenegrin 
language features were also displaced outside the area of their origin and 
that explains their presence in areas across Montenegrin national borders. 
Likewise, the mutual interconnections and coexistence of the population 
living on the two sides of today’s state borders—toward Croatia, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, Serbia, Kosovo, and Albania—must not be neglected. In 
that way, Montenegrin features spread across the present-day border, and in 
the same way the linguistic features of the surrounding peoples reached the 
Montenegrin language.

Pavle Ivić himself also emphasized the importance of migrations, 
although, in terms of Montenegrin dialects, their classification and nam-
ing, he held views similar to those of Pešikan. Indicating the reasons for 
migrations from the beginning of the fifteenth century to the colonization of 
Vojvodina, Slavonija, Kosovo, and Metohija in the twentieth century, Ivić 
states that

some of our regions played the role of a continuous source of migration in 
history. . . . The strongest of all flows was the one from Dinara. Its home area 
covers the mountains from the upper course of the Vrbas river to Prokletije, so 
mainly high-altitude parts of Herzegovina, Montenegro and Sandžak. The terri-
tory across which this population dispersed is huge. It includes the Montenegrin 
coastal area, the Dalmatian inland, the whole of Bosnia, a large part of Croatia 
and Slavonia and our settlements in Baranja, a large part of Vojvodina, the 
whole of western Serbia and more than half of Šumadija.10
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Within this flow, which he characterized as the strongest, three epicenters 
of migrations stand out—two of which are Ijekavian—both Montenegrin, 
while one of them is Ikavian (western Herzegovina, a part of western Bosnia 
and Dalmatia). One of the Montenegrin sources of migrations, Ivić says, 
is located in “eastern Herzegovina, especially in the parts which became 
Montenegrin in 1878 and 1913.11 There, in the mountains of Durmitor, 
Sinjajevina, Maglić and other mountains in the valleys of the Piva, Tara, Lim 
and the upper course of Neretva river, lived a very mobile, strong and expan-
sive cattle-raising population that unusually quickly spread to all sides.”12 
The second source of Montenegrin migrations13 was in “the Montenegrin 
Brda and neighboring parts of the Sandžak, including the area of Sjenica.” 
Immigrants from the northwestern part of Montenegro, he says, settled across 
Bosnia, Dalmatia, Croatia, Slavonia, Baranja, and western Serbia, and partly 
across northern Serbia and Vojvodina as well as the Dubrovnik coastal zone, 
while the other portion of the immigrants mainly settled in Serbia, Kosovo, 
and Metohija.14 Those data on the migrations of the Montenegrin population 
explain the origin of certain Montenegro-wide language features in a much 
wider area than that encompassed by Montenegrin state borders. The fact that 
these features transcend the aforementioned borders does not mean that they 
cannot be viewed as Montenegrin language features, contrary to the view of 
the above authors and their followers.

M. Pešikan’s statement that there are no Montenegro-wide language 
features is closely related to the classification of Montenegrin dialects into 
two dialects as well as to Ivić’s claim that “of all Štokavian dialects those 
in Montenegro are differentiated the most. In other words, there are not 
that many internal differences in other areas of corresponding size.”15 If we 
take into account the fact that Ivić views Torlakian dialects as a part of the 
Štokavian system under the name of Prizren-Timok dialect zone, it is diffi-
cult to justify the division according to which the same status is given to, for 
example, “Eastern Herzegovinian” as opposed to “the Zeta-Sjenica dialect” 
in the territory of Montenegro and “the Prizren-Timok dialect” as opposed 
to that of Šumadija-Vojvodina in the territory of Serbia. If we add to this 
the vast differences between dialects in Serbia, where structural differences 
between certain dialects are evident, the above view on the Montenegrin 
dialects as the most differentiated ones becomes untenable. In contrast to the 
above opinion of Ivić, Vojislav P. Nikčević in his studies of the Montenegrin 
language concluded that

a general, supradialectal and interdialectal variety of language (koiné) devel-
oped in the Montenegrin language. Common features of Montenegrin dialects 
prevail and dominate in this type of language and there are three basic layers of 
language elements that can be differentiated. The first layer includes elements of 
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South Slavic and Pre-Slavic origin, common to Montenegrins, Serbs, Bosnians 
or Muslims and Croatians. The second layer includes elements which possess 
a collective speech, i.e., inter-dialectal usage value in the Montenegrin lan-
guage. . . . The third layer of language elements consists of Montenegrin local 
dialects.16

Based on a comparative analysis of those features which Pavle Ivić17 and 
Asim Peco18 describe as typical for the “Eastern Herzegovinian” and “Zeta-
Sjenica” or “Zeta-South Sandžak” dialects, it can be concluded that the 
majority of their features are common to both “dialects” in Montenegro.19 
Most of the features present in the first and unknown in the second “dialect” 
(at this point, we are not taking into account the accentual situation, which 
will be discussed in more detail below) mainly occur outside Montenegrin 
territory; that is, they are also mainly absent from northwestern Montenegrin 
dialects. The common major features in question include primarily:

 1. The Ijekavian dialect
 2. Longer suffixes in the adjectival and pronominal desinences (e.g., tije(h) 

‘these- gen  .pl’, tijem ‘that- ins  .sg / those-dat/ins/loc . pl’)
 3. Jekavian jotation (tě > će, cě > će, dě > đe, sě > śe, zě > źe)
 4. dvje, svje, cvje > đe, śe, će (e.g., međed ‘bear’, śedok ‘witness’, Ćetko)
 5. Frequent jotation of labials
 6. A consonant system expanded to include phonemes ś and ź
 7. ě + j > i (e.g., cio ‘whole’, sijati ‘to shine’), but in the active participle, 

forms such as: śeđeo ‘sit -l -pt . m .sg’, viđeo ‘see -l -pt . m .sg’ are also used
 8. -st, -zd, -št > -s, -z, -š (e.g., plas ‘haystack’, groz ‘cluster of grapes’, priš 

‘pimple’)
 9. Frequent use of -j < -đ, -ć (e.g., goj ‘ever’, doj ‘to arrive’, moj ‘to be able 

to’)
 10. Frequent use of infinitive without the final -i (e.g., trčat ‘to run’, pričat 

‘to talk’)
 11. Dative and locative case forms mene ‘me’, tebe ‘you’, sebe ‘self’
 12. Enclitic forms ni ‘to us’ and vi ‘to you’
 13. Active use of aorist and imperfect tense
 14. Declension Pero—Pera—Peru . . .
 15. Deviated relationship between cases of location and direction
 16. Use of the plural genitive case instead of the plural locative case with 

preposition po (e.g., po kuća ‘at the houses’)20

This list does not contain all the common features of Montenegrin dia-
lects, but only those identified by the above authors as the features of two 
separate dialects. By reading the literature on Montenegrin dialects one can 
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come across a much larger number of parallel features in the described two 
“dialects.” The extent to which they are really separated is illustrated by 
the list itself. All these features are listed as significant in descriptions of 
Montenegrin dialects.

The Northwestern Montenegrin dialects possess many features that 
exclude them from the so-called Eastern Herzegovinian dialect. These are 
Montenegro-wide features. This exactly is the reason why Asim Peco singled 
them out, at least as a separate speech type (northwestern Montenegrin), 
within the Eastern Herzegovinian dialect, and discussed them under the title 
Ijekavski govori hercegovačkog tipa van granica Hercegovine (Ijekavian 
Dialects of the Herzegovinian Type Outside the Borders of Herzegovina),21 
describing only a few of their distinctive features compared to other dialects 
of “Herzegovinian type.” Those features, Peco says, “testify that the dia-
lects of western Montenegro have many features unknown to the dialects 
of today’s eastern Herzegovina, and Herzegovina in general, which gives 
those dialects a special place within Ijekavian dialects.”22 He then lists the 
features shared by this “speech type” and the “Zeta-South Sandžak” dialect, 
separating them from the rest of the “Herzegovinian dialects.” Peco’s view 
that northwestern Montenegrin dialects have a special place among Ijekavian 
dialects is undeniable. Had the accentual situation been older in those dia-
lects, the one without rising stresses, it is certain that no author would have 
included them in dialects of the Herzegovinian type. Apart from the accentual 
situation, there are no major differences in those dialects compared to those 
Montenegrin dialects with older accentuation.

Although the dialects of northwestern Montenegro are traditionally often 
referred to as the dialects of “Herzegovinian type,” which puts them into the 
Eastern Herzegovinian dialect, the material offered by dialectologists to sup-
port such views does not substantiate such classification, nor is this the case 
with the material offered in individual studies of those dialects.

The most significant difference between northwestern and southeastern 
Montenegrin dialects, as we already indicated, relates to the accentual situa-
tion—the former are four-accent, while the others are characterized by two-, 
three-, and four-accent systems. At the same time, the accentual system is 
the most significant feature which connects the northwestern Montenegrin 
dialects to the Eastern Herzegovinian dialects.

In line with views of traditionalist “Serbo-Croatistics,” the Eastern 
Herzegovinian dialect in Montenegro covers the area “from the far north 
of Boka Kotorska, near Risan, towards the north, and then east, exclud-
ing the Montenegrin tribes and areas of Cuce, Ozrinići, Zagarčani, 
Komani, Bjelopavlići, Bratonožići, Rovca and Vasojevići, and includ-
ing Montenegrin Herzegovina and even the northern part of the area that 
belonged to Montenegro until 1878: Grahovo; Pješivci; Župa; Lukovo; 
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Drobnjak; Uskoci; and Morača. This line then spreads northwards, includ-
ing Kolašin, missing out Bijelo Polje, and crossing the Lim river south of 
Brodarevo.”23

Unfortunately, the northwestern Montenegrin dialects have been signifi-
cantly less studied than all other Montenegrin dialects, so we cannot compare 
the features of all of the aforementioned tribes with features of the Eastern 
Herzegovinian dialect on the basis of available material. Still, the existing 
papers and studies are sufficient to show the groundlessness of such a clas-
sification. Even the material offered by Pavle Ivić in his Dialectology was 
sufficient to cast doubts on the validity of that classification. Speaking about 
the features of the Eastern Herzegovinian dialect, Ivić states at the very begin-
ning that “above all, the rule that the reflex of the long jat is a bi-syllabic ije, 
while the reflex of the short jat is a mono-syllabic je, is valid only in one part 
of the Jekavian area, mainly in the eastern areas.” He then points to the differ-
ences in pronunciation of old jat alternants in various regions and continues: 
“Finally, there are many dialects in which jat is always monosyllabic . . . . 
In certain dialects, jotation occurs in the groups lě and ně: ljépo ‘beautiful’, 
njésu ‘have not’, kòljēvka ‘crib’. On the basis of current scientific data, it is 
impossible to establish the exact isoglosses of all of these features.”24 But 
even on the basis of the scientific data at that time, it was well known that the 
above isoglosses did not correlate with Montenegrin national borders. And 
when the fact is considered that jat reflexes, along with the accentual situa-
tion, constitute one of the key criteria for classification of Štokavian dialects, 
it becomes clear that these criteria cannot justify the previous classifications 
of Montenegrin dialects, because the aforementioned features that character-
ize “a significant number of Eastern Herzegovinian dialects” do not occur in 
Montenegro.

If all previous classifications and syntheses on Štokavian dialects are con-
sidered—with regard to dialects of northwestern Montenegro—it is easy to 
see that the most precise of them is the view of dialectologist Asim Peco, 
although his classification is flawed as well as it classifies the subject dialects 
into a separate speech type of the Eastern Herzegovinian dialect. With regard 
to the revision of views on the dialects of northwestern Montenegro, Asim 
Peco has primacy again, because he determined—back in 1976 (the work 
was submitted then for publication, and published in 1981) —that those are 
in fact transitional dialects. This makes even more unusual the fact that the 
paper in which he included this revision, although under a neutral title “Prilog 
proučavanju prelaznih govora” (“Contribution to the study of transitional 
dialects”),25 remained almost unknown and without influence on the subse-
quent classifications of Štokavian and especially Montenegrin dialects. In this 
example it was most clearly shown that, in accepting the theses, the strength 
of the scientific authority who wrote them was more important than their 
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scientific viability. Of course, no proof is required to illustrate that Pavle Ivić 
was an authority in the “Serbo-Croatian studies” of the time.

Peco says: “One might argue that those dialects should be called transi-
tional in which features of certain isoglosses relevant to neighboring dialects, 
the number and density of which is much lower than the number and density 
of those features in dialects native to the above isoglosses, cross.”26 Listing 
twenty-four main features of the Eastern Herzegovinian dialect,27 Peco indi-
cates that

the boundary of distribution of these isoglosses towards the east could be linked 
to today’s state border with the Federal Republic of Montenegro. Admittedly, 
as is already known, national borders do not have to be dialect boundaries at 
the same time. This also applies to this dialect, but the truth is that the majority 
of Eastern Herzegovinian isoglosses spread along that border, and this is why I 
have, in my study on the Eastern Herzegovinian dialect, followed that national 
border. With good reason, I would say. . . . There are plenty of isoglosses 
characteristic of more eastern Ijekavian dialects, those within the borders of 
the Federal Republic of Montenegro, which are unknown in the dialects of 
eastern Herzegovina. This is precisely the reason to reflect on these dialects; 
they however should not be discussed as dialects that make an integral whole 
with the Eastern Herzegovinian dialect, but as dialects of a transitional charac-
ter, the patterns whose structure, or dominant part thereof, is saturated with the 
basic Neo-Štokavian features and that had, in the development of declension 
and accentuation, the same evolutionary development as other dialects of the 
Herzegovinian type, but which were additionally under certain influence of 
more archaic Ijekavian dialects, the ones of the Zeta type. The truth is that those 
dialects as well, or their western version, are most often referred to in Serbo-
Croatian dialectology as Eastern Herzegovinian dialects. . . . But, in addition, 
the view that these dialects contain certain isoglosses whose home is in more 
archaic Ijekavian dialects, ones of the Zeta type, is also correct. This further 
suggests that certain Zeta-specific features in their spread towards the west 
reached almost all the way to the borders of today’s Herzegovina. Some of them 
could have been dispersed through migrations as well, while some represent an 
organic continuity of Zeta dialects. . . . But, again, in this area, as well as in all 
the dialects of western Montenegro, there are features that are not present in the 
dialects of today’s eastern Herzegovina, or Herzegovina in general as a speech 
area.28

Among northwestern Montenegrin dialects, Peco distinguishes the dialects 
of Piva, Drobnjak, Uskoci and Nikšić with Rudine as the ones in which 
the Eastern Herzegovinian speech specifics are more present than in other 
dialects of that type. He explains this by the fact “that the aforementioned 
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regions of western Montenegro had a lot of live contact with eastern 
Herzegovina, especially Gacko, and that many isoglosses characteristic of 
the Eastern Herzegovinian speech type had thus been imported from these 
Herzegovinian regions.”29 Therefore, we will list the most important features 
of those dialects that Peco distinguishes as the ones closest to the Eastern 
Herzegovinian dialect, first and foremost to show that they mostly do not 
coincide with those typical of that dialect, that is, that they coincide with 
features of other Montenegrin dialects instead.

The features linking the dialect of Piva and Drobnjak to other Montenegrin 
dialects, or rather, the traits that mainly separate it from the Eastern 
Herzegovinian dialect include, inter alia, the following:

• the absence of the phonemes h and f, the occurrence of which Peco lists as 
one of the typical features of Eastern Herzegovinian dialects;

• a secondary (I)Jekavian dialect (počijevati ‘to rest’, podumijenta ‘founda-
tion’, kiśelo ‘sour’, kiśelina ‘acid’, śeroma ‘poor man’, vodijer ‘water-filled 
sheath’, putijer ‘goblet’, kosijer ‘billhook’);

• ekavisms such as zenica ‘eye pupil’, cesta ‘road’;
• although the ao > o assimilation is typical of Piva and Drobnjak, in certain 

villages Vuković notes, especially among the elderly population, a different 
change that is typical of most Montenegrin dialects—ao > a;

• change m > n in examples such as mončad ‘young men’, krnka ‘boar -gen 
.s g.m’, slanka ‘straw’;

• jotation in groups svje, cvje, dvje > śe, će, đe: śetovati, śedok, međed, ćetati 
‘to flourish’, Ćetko;

• final groups -st, -št are simplified through the loss of the final consontant: 
boles ‘sickness’, rados ‘joy’, žalos ‘sorrow’, priš, pregrš ‘handful’; this 
change also occurs in the infinitive without the final -i: mus ‘to milk’, kras 
‘to steal’, gris ‘to chew’;

• consonants t and d disappear before -stvo: brastvo ‘brotherhood’, srestvo 
‘means’;

• alternation of đ : j and ć : j in the final position: poj ‘to depart’, doj, rej ‘to 
say’, goj, noj ‘night’;

• v instead of h between two vowels one of which is u: duvan ‘tobacco’, suvo 
‘dry’, uvar ‘benefit’, uvoditi ‘to stalk’;

• jotation of labials: pĺesma ‘song’, nevĺesta ‘bride’, umĺet ‘to be skilful’;
• phonemes ś and ź in hypocoristic forms;
• -iji > -i: čî;
• ć and đ in front of nj > t and d: potkutńica ‘garden’, notńi ‘pertaining to 

night’, notńik ‘nightwalker’, medńik ‘landmark’, votńak ‘orchard’;
• the change rat—rati;
• the use of the suffix -le in hypocoristic forms: Vule, Jole, Bele;
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• female names ending in -ic(a) in the vocative case singular have -a;
• pronoun forms mène, tèbe, sèbe in the dative and locative case singular;
• demonstrative pronouns ovaj ‘this’, taj ‘that’, onaj ‘that (far distance)’ used 

in the forms of ovi, ta, oni;
• forms viđu ‘I see’ and veĺu ‘I say’ are always used in the first person singu-

lar present tense of these verbs;
• the imperfect and aorist tense forms are very common;
• adverbs such as kudije ‘which way’, ovudije ‘this way’, onudije ‘that way’ 

are frequent;
• instrumental case denoting the means of action with preposition s/su: s 

ovom śekirom se ne siječe ‘this axe is not for cutting’;
• use of the accusative case with prepositions u and na with stative verbs 

(instead of the locative case): Bijo sam u Nišić ‘I was in Nikšić’, cf. stan-
dard ‘Bio sam u Nikšiću’. Načinijo kulu na Pišče ‘He built a tower at 
Pišče’, cf. standard ‘Načinio kulu na Pišču’;

• frequent use of narrative imperative: Śedi, śedi, do mrkla mraka ‘I sat and 
sat until the night came’. Čeki ja tamo, čeki, a tebe nema ‘I waited and 
waited but you never came’, etc.30

As we already indicated, it is thanks to prominent Montenegrin dia-
lectologist Milija Stanić that the dialect of Uskoci is the best-described 
Montenegrin dialect (a two-volume study31 and a two-volume dictionary32 
were published, as well as a separate study on the accent of Uskoci33). We 
will list in the section below the most important features of the dialect 
of Uskoci that are also present in other Montenegrin dialects while being 
mainly atypical of the Eastern Herzegovinian dialect. In Stanić’s afore-
mentioned two-volume study on the dialect of Uskoci, there are many such 
features:

• absence of the phonemes h and f;
• although the assimilation ao > о is typical, in some villages the change ao 

> a is also present;
• change m > n in examples such as mončad, krnka, slanka;
• consistently implemented Jekavian jotation in all positions: neđeĺa ‘Sun-

day’, ođelo ‘outfit’, šućeti ‘to be silent’, vrćeti ‘to spin’, capćeti ‘to shiver’, 
iźesti ‘to eat-pfv’, iźelica ‘glutton’, śever ‘north’, śeđeti ‘to sit’, ćepanica 
‘firewood log’, ćedilo ‘colander’, ćelokupan ‘entire’, vĺera ‘faith’, vĺetar 
‘wind’, grmĺeti ‘to thunder’, umĺeti ‘to be skilful’, trpĺeti ‘to suffer’, 
dospĺeti ‘to mature’, bĺežati ‘to flee’, obĺesiti ‘to hang’;

• jotation in groups svje, cvje, dvje > śe, će, đe: śetovati, śedok, Međed, 
ćetati, Ćetulja;
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• rĕ > re: ređe ‘more rarely’, pregoreti ‘to burn out’, and accordingly j disap-
pears after palatals č, š and ž: bože, boži ‘pertaining to God’, tužela ‘mourn 
-l -pt . f .sg’, naruče ‘armful’, zeči ‘leporine’, ovči ‘ovine’, miši ‘murine’;

• Ijekavian forms such as slijevati ‘to pour’, počijevati, snijevati ‘to dream’, 
noćijevati ‘to spend the night’;

• secondary (I)Jekavian dialect in examples such as śeromag ‘poor man’, 
śeromašica ‘poor woman’, kiśelica ‘sorrel’, raskiśeliti ‘soften’, vodijer, 
putijer, poštijer ‘mailman’, kosijer;

• frequent use of phonemes ś and ź in hypocoristic forms: Gaśo, Daśan, Veśo, 
Buśka, Duśko, Peśko, Śole, Źale, Źaśko;

• instability of glide j in intervowel positions where the first vowel is i: 
Ikonija, Mijajlo, galijot ‘mischievous person’;

• -iji > -i: čî ‘whose’, pogani ‘meaner’, radi ‘more inclined to’;
• final -đ and -ć > -j: pomoj ‘to help’, izaj ‘to go out’, naj ‘to find’, moj ‘to 

be able to’, oj ‘oćeš’, nej ‘nećeš’, noj ‘night’, svuj ‘everywhere’, goj, kuj 
‘where’, kogoj ‘whoever’;

• dissimilation: mlogo ‘a number of’, guvno ‘threshing floor’, tavnica 
‘dungeon’;

• -ćń- > -tń- kutńi ‘pertaining to a house’, notńo ‘pertaining to night’, 
pomotńik ‘assistant’, notńik, gatńik ‘rope belt’;

• final consonant disappears in the final groups -št, -st, -zd: plas, brs ‘browse’, 
prs ‘finger’, šes ‘six’, vĺeš ‘skilful’, priš, baz ‘stench’, groz, as well as in the 
infinitive: jes ‘to eat-impf’, tres ‘to shake’, iźes, sađes ‘to stack’;

• consonants t and d disappear in front of suffix -stv(o): brastvo, srostvo ‘kin-
ship’, kmestvo ‘serfdom’, srestvo, gospostvo ‘gentlemanhood’;

• inconsistent use of the instrumental case with the preposition s and without 
it: Pośeko se s nožem ‘He cut himself with a knife’;

• common and regular use of the aorist and imperfect tense forms;
• use of the accusative case with prepositions u and na with stative verbs 

(instead of the locative case): Živi u Korita ‘S/he lives in Korita’, cf. stan-
dard ‘Živi u Koritima’. Bog na nebo, a ĺudi na zemĺu ‘God in the sky, people 
on earth’, cf. standard ‘Bog na nebu, a ljudi na zemlji’ (with the use typical 
of the standard language);

• frequent use of the narrative imperative: Ja osedlaj końa, obĺesi jednu 
obravnicu za kranu, pa pojaši ‘I saddled a horse, hanged a bag for food, 
and started to ride’, etc.

One of the first thoroughly studied Montenegrin dialects, as already noted, 
is the one that Danilo Vušović referred to as the “Eastern Herzegovinian 
dialect”34 in which we also find an abundance of features typical of 
other Montenegrin dialects, and unknown in or atypical of the Eastern 
Herzegovinian dialect:
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• absence of phonemes f and h (h occurs only in exceptional cases);
• secondary (I)Jekavian dialect such as in kiśeo, śeromah ‘poor man’, vodijer, 

putijer, pastijer ‘shepherd’, kosijer, in verbs such as počijevati, sakrijevati 
‘to hide’, and in nouns such as: bolijes, golijet ‘barren land’, Bokijeĺ, podu-
mijenta, rukovijet ‘handrail’;

• vowel group ao is contracted (next to o) into a: doša ‘come -l -pt . m .sg’, poša 
‘depart- l -pt . m .sg’, gleda ‘watch- l -pt . m .sg’, uba ‘well’, kota ‘cauldron’, 
ranik ‘plowshare’;

• semivowel reflexes occur sporadically;
• consistently implemented jotation of consonants d, t, c, s, z: śeđeti, ođeĺati 

‘to hew-pfv’, đever ‘brother-in-law’, ćerati ‘to chase’, ćešiti ‘to comfort’, 
poćera ‘chase’, ćedilo, ćepanica, proćep ‘rift’, śeme ‘seed’, paśi ‘malevo-
lent’, śajan ‘glowing’, paśaluk ‘malice’, iźesti, koźi ‘pertaining to a goat’, 
iźedna ‘integrally’;

• jotation svje > śe, cvje > će: śedok, śedoǯba ‘school certificate’, prośeta 
‘education’, ćetati, Ćetko, Ćetna;

• jotation of labials: pĺesma, dospĺeti; pĺena ‘foam’, obĺed ‘meal’, bĺesnilo 
‘rabies’, obĺeručke ‘both-handedly’, mĺesec ‘moon’, grmĺeti, mĺesečina 
‘moonlight’, vĺera, živĺet ‘to live’, vĺečit ‘eternal’;

• consonants ś and ź are common and generally present phonemes and, in 
addition to being a product of Jekavian jotation, also occur as a result of 
coarticulation: iśćerati ‘to chase out’, iźđikati ‘to shoot up’ and in hypoco-
ristic forms such as Miśko, Miśa, Gośko, Źela, Źelina;

• in some lexemes, consonant з (dz) occurs (alternatively with z): biзin ‘dog’, 
mnoзina ‘plenty’, bronзin ‘copper cauldron’;

• glide j after the palatals č and ž occasionally disappears: naruče, područe 
‘area’, obiĺeže ‘feature’, boži;

• instead of final đ and ć, -j occurs: poj, doj, moj, kuj, nikuj ‘nowhere’, goj;
• m > n in examples such as: pantim ‘I remember’, konšija ‘neighbor’, sinsija 

‘tobacco pipe’, monče ‘young man’;
• dissimilation: mlozina ‘plenty’, tamńan ‘frankincense’, tavnica, dimno 

‘wonderful’;
• occasionally, changes sn > šn, zn > žn, sl > šl, zl > žl occur: šnijevat ‘to 

dream’, žnam ‘I know’, mišlim ‘I think’, u žli čas ‘at the wrong moment’;
• metathesis: crvka ‘church’, cukati ‘to knock’, neokle ‘from somewhere’;
• simplification of consonant groups -st, -št, -žd, -zd in the final position: 

milos ‘mercy’, rados, plaš ‘cloak’, vlješ, groz, Gvoz, daž ‘rain’, and in the 
infinitive: mus, ves ‘to sew’, jes, gris, izis ‘to eat-pfv’;

• pronoun forms mene, tebe, sebe in the dative and locative case singular;
• demonstrative pronouns ovaj, taj, onaj are also used as ovi, ta, oni;
• forms viđu and veĺu (sometimes kumĺu ‘I beg’ as well) are always used in 

the first person singular present tense of these verbs;
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• analogical forms such as lažati ‘to lie’, mećati ‘to feed’, obrćati ‘to turn’;
• adverbs such as ovudije, tudije ‘that way’, kudije, onudijen ‘that way (far 

distance)’, svukudijen ‘everywhere’;
• genitive case česa ‘what-gen’;
• vocative case of polysyllabic female names ending in -ic(a) has the same 

form as the nominative;
• use of preposition s with the instrumental case denoting the means of 

action: Gleda sam s očima ‘I was looking with my eyes’;
• frequent use of the preposition su: su pet ĺudi ‘with five people’, su čim, su 

što ‘with what’;
• use of the accusative case with the prepositions na ‘on’, u ‘in’, o ‘about’, 

pod ‘below’, pred ‘in front of’, nad ‘above’, za ‘to’ next to stative verbs: 
Bio sam u Dugu ‘I was in Duga’, cf. standard ‘Bio sam u Dugi’. Spava pod 
kuću ‘He sleeps below the house’, cf. standard ‘Spava pod kućom’. Bio sam 
u grad ‘I was in the city’, cf. standard ‘Bio sam u gradu’;

• frequent use of the narrative imperative: ja tu čeki, čeki, a ńega nema ‘I 
waited and waited but he never came’;

• very actively used imperfect and aorist tense forms;
• specific concord such as in: Poćeraj te dva ovna ‘Get those two rams out of 

here’, cf. standard ‘Poćeraj ta dva ovna’. Donesi mi one pet motika ‘Bring 
me those five hoes’, cf. standard ‘Donesi mi onih pet motika’. Pošto su ove 
dva tovara ‘How much are these two bales’, cf. standard Pošto su ova dva 
tovara, etc.

As can be seen from the above list of language characteristics, the 
differences between northwestern Montenegrin dialects and the Eastern 
Herzegovinian dialects are much larger than was (traditionally) pointed out. 
If we disregard the accentual state of those dialects, we can safely establish 
that they are an integral part of the Montenegrin koiné layer; that is, they 
are inseparable from Montenegrin dialects as a whole, because there is not 
a single feature among the listed ones that is not present in Montenegrin 
“archaic” dialects, that is, in the dialects of southeastern Montenegro. And 
if this is the situation in those dialects that Peco lists as being the closest to 
the Eastern Herzegovinian dialect, then it is not even necessary to emphasize 
how different from that dialect are those Montenegrin dialects geographi-
cally closer to the so-called Zeta-Lovćen dialect or those bordering it. It is, 
therefore, unclear how Asim Peco himself in his Pregled srpskohrvatskih 
dijalekata (Overview of Serbo-Croatian Dialects),35 despite what he stated 
in the quoted paper, decided to classify northwestern Montenegrin dia-
lects as Ijekavian dialects of the Herzegovinian type outside the borders 
of Herzegovina,36 although he described them as a special “northwestern 
Montenegrin speech type.” That such a procedure is untenable is confirmed 
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even by his statement that “the dialects of western Montenegro have many 
features that are unknown in the dialects of today’s eastern Herzegovina and 
Herzegovina in general, which gives those dialects a special place within the 
Ijekavian dialects. As a matter of fact, northwestern Montenegrin Ijekavian 
dialects (those with a four-accent system and newer forms of declension), 
in addition to a number of characteristics that relate them to the Ijekavian 
dialects of today’s Herzegovina, also contain a large number of isoglosses 
typical of Ijekavian dialects of the Zeta-South Sandžak type.”37 If we bear in 
mind that Peco wrote his paper on the aforementioned dialects in 1976 and 
even included in it a table containing the most important distinctive features 
between those dialects and the dialects of the “Zeta” type, then the fact that 
he subsequently ignored the results he had come up with (in 1978) and the 
fact that he started to support the traditionalist division (which he himself had 
denied indirectly) again shows how strong the influence of Pavle Ivić was, 
given his authority in “Serbo-Croatian” dialectology—stronger even than the 
scientific arguments refuting his views!

Milija Stanić was also not able to resist traditionalism in the classification 
of Montenegrin dialects, despite having a comprehensive knowledge of the 
situation regarding those dialects. Although he listed in his studies of the 
dialects of Uskoci many features linking this dialect to other Montenegrin 
dialects and separating it from the Eastern Herzegovinian dialect (except for 
the accent), he pointed out:

Uskoci, Drobnjak, Piva, the region around Nikšić, etc. are all, as is well known, 
parts of former Herzegovina and it was not until the Berlin Treaty (1878) that 
they were annexed to Montenegro. In this manner, they administratively and 
politically ceased to be parts of Herzegovina, but for the purpose of scientific 
study they were still viewed as Montenegrin Herzegovina. With regard to ver-
nacular dialects, the situation did not change at all—all of these areas remained 
within the framework of the notion of Eastern Herzegovinian dialects. Thus, 
the dialect described by D. Vušović (Eastern Herzegovinian Dialect, SDZb 
III, 1927) is only one of the Eastern Herzegovinian dialects, just as the dialect 
studied by Peco himself is one of them, and just as the dialect of Uskoci cannot 
be referred to except as Eastern Herzegovinian.38

If it is known that Uskoci began settling their territory in the eighteenth cen-
tury and that an increase in this “settling” occurred in the late eighteenth and 
early nineteenth century, and that they were mainly populated from the terri-
tory of present-day Montenegro (Rudine, Markovina, Gornja Morača, Čevo, 
Župa Nikšićka, Ozrinići, Gornje polje, Piva, Rovca, Kolašin, Vasojevići, 
Kuči, and Donja Morača; the only exception being four families from Gacko 
and one from Foča)39 who settled “into a region entirely mountainous, remote 
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and difficult to pass through” and into “no-man’s land under no administra-
tion” where “there were men and women who had spent their whole lives 
in a perimeter of ten to twenty kilometers; contact between Uskoci and the 
outside world was very rare and irregular,”40 and if we add to the above the 
fact that this dialect has almost all the general Montenegrin language features, 
then the classification according to which it belongs to the dialect of the 
Eastern Herzegovinian type must be dismissed. It is—just like the dialects 
of Piva, Drobnjak, and Nikšić regions and other dialects of northwestern 
Montenegro—a Montenegrin dialect with a four-accent system. A dialect 
cannot be declared Herzegovinian solely on the basis of a four-accent system, 
particularly if it is known that it does not contain the most important features 
of Herzegovinian dialects, and especially because it is well known that both 
of the rising stresses (along with the falling ones, of course) are also present 
in other Montenegrin dialects that are not classified into the dialects of the 
Herzegovinian type, even in traditionalist classifications.41

In conclusion, the above analysis confirms the validity of Vojislav P. 
Nikčević’s view on the existence of a Montenegro-wide language layer and 
the untenability of the division of Montenegrin dialects into two strictly 
separated dialects. Even those dialects that are highlighted in such divisions 
as the particularly Herzegovinian ones have much more general Montenegrin 
than Eastern Herzegovinian features. Therefore, their former (traditionalist) 
treatment should be dismissed as unfounded. The fact that there are also some 
Herzegovinian features in those dialects only confirms a long-known fact that 
language and dialect boundaries only coincide with state borders in excep-
tional cases. In other words, certain Eastern Herzegovinian isoglosses end in 
Montenegro. In our case it is especially a natural thing, since these dialects 
belong to the same language system (Štokavian) and are, in addition, in a 
close neighborhood, so it would be hard not to expect a certain match in the 
border area of the subject dialects (Eastern Herzegovinian and Northwestern 
Montenegrin). The accentual system and “jat reflexes” as the two main cri-
teria in the classification of Štokavian dialects do not provide valid results in 
this case. Montenegrin dialects (apart from exceptional cases) are (I)Jekavian, 
just like the Eastern Herzegovinian ones. And some Montenegrin dialects that 
are classified, in line with traditionalist views, into the dialects of the “Zeta 
type,” such as those of Bjelopavlići, Vasojevići, Donji Pješivci, and so on, 
have a four-accent system as well, while in terms of “jat reflexes” and all 
other features they fit into Montenegrin dialects with the two-accent system. 
In determining the position of certain dialects within a certain group or type 
of dialect, isoglosses of the features that occur in that dialect are much more 
important. And that is exactly the issue that Asim Peco drew attention to in 
his above-quoted study on transitional dialects. It is therefore important to 
determine the source of particular features. This is also confirmed by a list 
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of features that Peco provides as being typical of the Eastern Herzegovinian 
dialect. The fact that, for example, forms such as mene, tebe, sebe, or a 
deviated relationship between the accusative and locative case (along the 
Montenegrin border) occur in it, does not mean that these two features are not 
Montenegro wide; it means that the end of those isoglosses is not delineated 
by Montenegrin national borders. The existence of all relevant Montenegro-
wide language features (atypical of the Eastern Herzegovinian dialect) in 
northwestern Montenegrin dialects is the best indicator that those dialects 
belong to the Montenegrin speech type, not the Herzegovinian one. As for 
the accentual similarities, they are important but cannot be decisive in this 
regard. Therefore, the classification of northwestern Montenegrin dialects 
into Eastern Herzegovinian should be finally abandoned.
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The common criteria for classification of Štokavian dialects are jat reflexes 
and accentuation.1 “Differences in the accentuation system are much more 
significant for the language structure than the varying jat reflexes. However, 
the practice has been established whereby jat reflexes are the starting ground 
for classification of Štokavian dialects, while the accentuation is used only 
for sub-divisions. . . . All previous classifications took jat reflexes as the main 
criterion.”2 Both criteria are hardly applicable to the Montenegrin language 
situation. In terms of jat reflexes, the situation is almost uniform. Montenegro 
is dominantly and recognizably an Ijekavian country (dijete ‘child- nom .s 
g.n’—đeteta ‘child- gen .s g.n’). Two distinct Ikavian-Jekavian dialects (dite—
đeteta)—those of Muslims from Podgorica and Gusinje—do not alter the 
picture significantly because they cover a very small area, while fitting neatly, 
in terms of other characteristics, into the group of dialects to which they 
belong and into the Montenegro-wide language layer. Situation is similar 
in Ijekavian-Ekavian dialects of the Polimlje-Ibar area (outside Vasojevići), 
as a natural consequence of the features of the dialects in the area below. 
There are, for the sake of truth, also the influences of Albanian, Serbian, and 
Bosnian language, which is expected given the historical reasons and the bor-
der position. If we add a specific Mrkovići situation in terms of jat alternants 
(mainly Ekavian-Jekavian), we will have excerpted all the deviations from 
Montenegrin ijekavism. And, as already noted above, jat reflexes traditionally 
constitute the main criterion for classification of Štokavian dialects.

If it is possible to talk about diversity and dispersion of Montenegrin dia-
lects, it ought to be in terms of their accentual situation. Accent, better than 
any other language level, can determine Montenegrin speech representatives’ 
belonging to a certain local speech type. No other language layer, or feature, 
can be a reliable determinant in this respect bearing in mind that many local 

The Issue of Classification 
of Montenegrin Dialects
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dialects are extremely similar or correspondent in terms of all other features. 
Montenegrin dialects include two-, three-, and four-accent systems.3 The 
three-accent system is represented in Ozrinići with Broćanac and the area of 
Plav-Gusinje; the four-accent system in northwestern Montenegrin dialects, 
Bjelopavlići, Pješivci, Vasojevići, and the area of Polimlje-Ibar except for 
Plav; while the two-accent system is present in all other dialects.4 However, 
different types can be distinguished within those groups. For example, the 
short falling stress is present in Piperi in the final open and closed syllable 
(e.g., nārȍd ‘people’, sestrȁ ‘sister’), while in neighboring Podgorica it does 
not occur in the final open syllable, except in anthroponomy (both of these 
dialects are two-accent), but is regularly present in the final closed syllable 
(e.g., nārȍd, but sȅstra). Similarly, within the four-accent system, it is pos-
sible to differentiate between, for example, the dialects of Bjelopavlići and 
neighboring Gornji Pješivci, because in Bjelopavlići the long falling stress is 
present in the final syllable (e.g., gen. ženê ‘woman -gen .s g.f’, but only žèna 
‘woman -nom .s g.f’) and the short falling one is present only in enclisis (e.g., 
reklȁ je ‘she said’), while the dialect of Gornji Pješivci does not have fall-
ing stresses in the last syllable in a word. The accentually diverse situation 
is additionally complicated by the fact that the Montenegro-wide feature of 
preserving unaccented lengths is disrupted by the dialect of Bar, along with 
the surrounding area, as well as some local dialects in Boka Kotorska.

As it can be seen from the above brief overview of the Montenegrin 
accentual situation, this criterion is not of much help in an attempt to classify 
Montenegrin dialects. If we were to include all the accentual differences, we 
would obtain a large number of speech groups that do not reflect the actual 
situation because, although accentually diverse, they would, in terms of other 
properties, be almost identical.

At the very beginning of systematic research into Montenegrin dialects, 
Mihailo Stevanović and Radosav Bošković separately came to the same con-
clusion: individual characteristics of Montenegrin dialects generally coincide 
with tribal boundaries.5 This was certainly influenced by a specific division 
of Montenegrin tribes in certain areas of life. However, comparative analysis 
of existing dialectological material shows that, even among individual tribes, 
the differences are not so significant that one could speak of separate dialects 
or types of dialect at the level of Montenegro. If we were to try to establish 
a conditional classification of Montenegrin dialects for practical reasons, we 
could only talk about speech groups that differ in some small-scale charac-
teristics (getting even more scarce today, for obvious reasons), while, in all 
important elements, these groups would neatly fit into the aforementioned 
second (Montenegro-wide) language layer defined by Vojislav P. Nikčević. 
Given the lack of strong distinguishing lines between Montenegrin dialects, 
there can be no discussion of separate dialects.
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The territory studied by R. Bošković and M. Małecki and M. Stevanović in 
the late 1920s partly coincides, but their classification is quite different. Once 
the classification of Montenegrin dialects by M. Pešikan from his aforemen-
tioned synthetic study is considered, the discrepancies are even larger.

Bošković and Małecki distinguish four dialect types:

 1. The Cetinje type (four nahijas, i.e., provinces—and the coastal area 
between Boka and Bar)

 2. The Bar type (Bar with Mrkovići and Zupci)
 3. The speech type of Kuči and Piperi
 4. The speech type of the tribes of Bjelopavlići and Pješivci

Stevanović distinguishes four speech groups:

 1. Zeta-Podgorica
 2. Piperi
 3. Kuči-Bratonožići
 4. Vasojevići

Pešikan lists three separate dialects:

 1. Zeta-Gornje Polimlje dialect (“older” Zeta dialects west of Komovi, 
Vasojevići and Plav-Gusinje area), which includes:
 a) The Old Montenegrin sub-dialect (encompasses four nahijas)
 b) The coastal zone
 c) Donja Zeta zone (covering the area that was referred to by the medi-

eval name of Donja Zeta) within which the South Zeta zone is clearly 
distinguished (the far south of Montenegro with a focus in Mrkovići)

 d) A zone of older Brda dialects (the territory described by M. 
Stevanović in Istočnocrnogorski dijalekat together with Bjelopavlići 
and Donji Pješivci), within which two types are distinguished:

 ■ Piperi-Kuči-Bratonožići, with the presence of certain Donja Zeta 
features

 ■ Bjelopavlići-Vasojevići
 2. Montenegrin part of South Sandžak dialect (dialects above Vasojevići—

Bihor and the surrounding area of Bijelo Polje)
 3. Montenegrin part of the Neo-Štokavian Ijekavian (Eastern Herzegovin-

ian) dialect6

Disagreement between the above classifications and the bulkiness of 
Pešikan’s naming is evident. On the other hand, the existing literature on 
Montenegrin dialects in most cases does not confirm the above classifications. 
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For example, there is no reason whatsoever for distinguishing a separate 
Piperi dialect group (as Stevanović did), while, on the other hand, the Kuči-
Piperi dialect group (Bošković and Małecki) is missing a member—the 
dialect of Bratonožići. With regard to the dialects of those three tribes, the 
most acceptable solution is to place them in one common speech corpus 
(Kuči-Piperi-Bratonožići), as Pešikan did. However, if we opt (in line with 
Pešikan’s model) to distinguish separate speech units within Montenegrin 
speech types on the basis of certain micro-structural characteristics, then 
“certain Donja Zeta features” need to be excluded from the Kuči-Piperi-
Bratonožići dialect group and distinguished into a separate Zeta-Podgorica 
dialect group, as M. Stevanović did. This is primarily because the local 
dialects of that branch lack the characteristic semivowel pronunciation from 
the previous branch. Also, there is no significant reason for distinguishing a 
separate coastal branch that does not include the speech of Bar with the sur-
rounding area and the far Montenegrin south, as M. Pešikan did, because: (a) 
those dialects form a unit with their continental hinterland; (b) together with 
the dialects of the hinterland they fit neatly into the Montenegrin supradialect 
layer. All of them are Ijekavian and the only difference between them is in 
accent (the same applies to their hinterlands), which mainly relies on the hin-
terland situation. Connection of coastal dialects with their hinterlands is easy 
to explain from a historical perspective. M. Stevanović singles out the dialect 
of Vasojevići into a separate dialect group, while M. Pešikan adds the dia-
lects of Bjelopavlići to the group, defining a Bjelopavlići-Vasojevići speech 
type. However, on the basis of available material, it can be claimed that the 
speech of Donji Pješivci is also similar to those dialects, so we can talk about 
Donji Pješivci-Bjelopavlići-Vasojevići dialect group. The Old Montenegrin 
sub-dialect (M. Pešikan) mainly coincides with the Cetinje type (R. Bošković 
and M. Małecki), while the two latter authors rightly add the “coastal zone 
between Boka and Bar” to the type.

Therefore, all the previous classifications of Montenegrin dialects are 
flawed, first and foremost for two main reasons:

 1. They neglect the fact that Montenegrin dialects are supradialectal, that is, 
that they represent an integral unit, while the main differences between 
them are those concerning the accentual situation.

 2. There is no common criterion for their classification. The second reason 
stems naturally from the first one, and we have already seen that jat 
reflexes as the basic criterion for the classification of Štokavian dialects 
do not bear much significance with regard to Montenegrin dialects. On 
the other hand, if we take the accentual situation of local dialects as the 
criterion, it will happen that certain dialects, accentually quite diverse, 
coincide in most other characteristics.
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In addition to tribal borders, the boundaries between certain dialects have 
also resulted from physical separation (primarily when it comes to dialects 
that are separated by large rivers), as well as from social and historical cir-
cumstances. It has been repeatedly stated in the literature that medieval bor-
ders had a significant influence on the creation of accentual boundaries. The 
isolation of particular speech groups or smaller speech units was certainly 
influenced by later Ottoman and Venetian advances as well. However, the 
accentual boundaries most often result from the differences at the micro-
structural level. This was nicely explained by Mato Pižurica in his description 
of the dialect of the area of Kolašin:

Basically everyone wants to have it their “own way,” because tribal identity has 
remained strong to date and speech has the status of the most important and rec-
ognizable feature of identity. It is even an ethical issue here. The understanding 
of “differences” from a linguistic point of view may be minor, such as having 
a different name for an item, a “catchword,” etc., but there are differences in 
accent, pace of speech, etc. as well. Some of those features are then taken as 
characteristic and become a subject of rather successful mocking.7

Nevertheless, if we start from the global accentual situation, Montenegrin 
dialects can be divided into two large groups: northwestern four-accent and 
two-accent systems. As we can see, this division ignores the aforementioned 
three-accent speech areas. However, although Bjelopavlići, Vasojevići, and 
Donji Pješivci have a four-accent system, according to some of their other 
properties (a disrupted relationship between the case of location and direc-
tion, the use of the vowel group ao, existence of a long falling stress in the 
final syllable, and some other minor features), they are closer to two-accent 
Montenegrin dialects. The situation appears to be easier when it comes to 
the Polimlje-Ibar area (outside Vasojevići) because it can, on the basis of 
Ijekavian-Ekavian jat reflexes, be distinguished into a separate speech group, 
which in turn, on the basis of a variety of other properties, forms part of the 
group. The specific features of that Polimlje-Ibar area have developed as a 
result of permeation of Albanian, Bosnian, and Serbian language traits with 
the native Montenegrin ones, but have also been historically conditioned ever 
since the period of Nemanjići, and their integration into a whole (along with 
the bordering Serbian dialects) has surely also resulted from the Ottoman 
administrative division that encompassed that area. Yet, if the dialect of 
Mrkovići, specific in many aspects, is even traditionally treated as part of 
Montenegrin dialects, then there is no reason to do otherwise with that part 
of the Polimlje-Ibar area.

On the basis of what is known from the dialectological literature, there are 
no significant distinctive features among the local dialects of the northwestern 
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group (which applies to both aspects, accent and jat alternants), although there 
are certain specifics that can be identified within individual tribes (which, on 
the other hand, extend to the areas that are not covered by those tribes).

Within the speech group, specifics of certain tribes are a bit more explicit. 
Although we offered a five-group classification of those dialects a few years 
ago, we will be more precise if we divide them into the following eight groups, 
guided primarily by the traditional criteria for classification of dialects:

 1. Sub-Lovćen dialect group (territory of the four nahijas, with the excep-
tion of Ozrinići, and Crnogorsko primorje from Budva to Ulcinj)

 2. Ozrinići dialect group (Ozrinići with Broćanac)
 3. Southeastern Boka dialect group (territory of Dobrota and Vrmac and 

Luštica peninsulas to Grbalj)
 4. Mrkovići dialect group
 5. Kuči-Piperi-Bratonožići dialect group
 6. Zeta-Podgorica dialect group (including Lješkopolje and Tuzi with the 

surrounding area and the dialect of Montenegrin diaspora in Vraka and 
Skadar)

 7. Donji Pješivci-Bjelopavlići-Vasojevići dialect group
 8. Rožaje-Petnjica-Bijelo Polje dialect group (from Hajla through Turjak 

and above Berane to Lim and along Lim to the border with Serbia and 
further on along the border with Kosovo)

More important than this classification is the fact that the number of spe-
cifics of certain dialect groups is disproportionately smaller than the number 
of common features of the group, just as the number of specifics of the two 
speech groups (northwestern and ) is much smaller than the number of their 
shared, Montenegro-wide language features. Furthermore, it is important 
to note that the units from the above classification of Montenegrin dialects 
should under no circumstances be understood as separate dialects as they do 
not possess enough (macro or micro) specific features to justify such a status.

Since the classification of Štokavian dialects, as we already noted, tra-
ditionally relies on two criteria—jat alternants and accentual system—the 
text below will show how those two criteria affect the classification of 
Montenegrin dialects. Moreover, we will add two more criteria important for 
the issue to the discussion—former semivowel alternants and vowel group ao.
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We have already indicated, in the chapters on the previous classifications of 
Montenegrin dialects and the issue of their classification, that the accentual 
system is their main feature of mutual distinction. It has also been stated that 
Montenegrin dialects included two-, three-, and four-accent systems, and that 
unaccented lengths have been preserved (except in the dialect of Mrkovići), 
as well as that there are differences among two-accent dialects and among 
four-accent dialects. Accordingly, the following overview can be made of the 
individual accentual system types:

 1. Two-accent system with preserved pretonic and posttonic lengths, where 
both falling stresses can occur in the last syllable—regardless of whether 
the syllable is open or closed.

The following paradigm applies to those dialects:

sestrȁ ‘sister -nom .s g.f’, sestrê ‘sister -gen .s g.f’
trāvȁ ‘grass -nom .s g.f’, trāvê ‘grass -gen .s g.f’
potȍk ‘brook -nom .s g.m’, potȍka ‘brook -gen .s g.m’
nārȍd ‘people -nom .s g.m’, nārȍda ‘people -gen .s g.m’

The dialects within this group encompass two rather remote areas. One of 
them is coastal and covers the dialects in Ljuta, Dobrota, and so on—the 
dialects of Vrmac and Luštica peninsulas and all the way to Grbalj, where 
this accentual type coexists with the one in which the short falling stress 
from the open ultima moved by one syllable toward the beginning while 
preserving the quality unaltered (so, both sestrȁ and sȅstra). The other 
area is continental and includes the area of Kuči-Piperi-Bratonožići. The 
classical state-of-play has been disrupted lately, so we can say that the 

Accentual System of 
Montenegrin Dialects
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long rising stress in the above coastal areas has also started to appear in 
examples such as nārȍd and trāvȁ > národ i tráva, while the short rising 
stress is absent. This is surely the result, at least to some extent, of the 
vicinity of four-accent dialects, which are only a short strait away. On 
the other hand, the situation in the Kuči-Piperi-Bratonožići border vil-
lages has also been partly disrupted, so villages on the way to Podgorica 
start to display the same situation as the one in Grbalj, while the villages 
bordering Bjelopavlići show the same disruption as the one in the afore-
mentioned coastal zone.

This accentual type is the oldest one in Montenegrin dialects.
 2. Two-accent system with preserved pretonic and posttonic lengths, where 

both falling stresses can occur in the closed ultima, whereas only the long 
falling one can occur in the open ultima, while the short falling stress 
moved by one syllable toward the beginning while preserving the stress 
quality unaltered.

The following paradigm applies to those dialects:

sȅstra, sestrê
trâva, trāvê
potȍk, potȍka
nārȍd, nārȍda

It was therefore the open final syllable that prevented the occurrence of 
short falling stress in them. This group would include the dialects of the 
Lovćen-Rumija area.1 Those are the dialects of Katunska nahija (without 
Ozrinići and Broćanac), Riječka nahija, and Crmnica and the coastal dia-
lects gravitating to that area—from Paštrovići to Mrkovići.

The exceptions are insignificant. It has already been stated that the dia-
lects of Ozrinići with Broćanac are different from other Katunska nahija 
dialects as they include a long rising stress. Gornje Cuce, Zagarač, and 
Komani also include a preserved stress in the open ultima in bi-syllabic 
personal names such as Pērȍ, Stānȁ, and Stānȅ. However, lately, such 
stress is absent from Cuce and Zagarač, but persists in Komani. It is 
important to note that the process of shortening unaccented lengths is 
widespread in the dialect of Mrkovići.

Given the accentual forms dȉoba ‘separation’, sȅoce ‘hamlet’ te vrȉ(j)
eme ‘time’, dȉjete ‘child’, this accentual type is deemed to have been 
formed by the fourteenth century at the latest—the period when the sim-
plification of the old vowel and consonant system had, according to gen-
eral belief, already been completed. The specific accentual forms could, 
therefore, occur before the change of l into o had started, or before jat had 
produced today’s Ijekavian alternants. On the other hand, Mitar Pešikan 
considers the possibility that this transfer had occurred even before the 
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final semivowel was lost. This would imply that the transfer had occurred 
on each ultima—both closed and open, and that stress in the forms such 
as potȍk, nārȍd has been preserved because ultima was constituted by the 
former semivowel at the end of those words. He was led to consider this 
possibility by the observation that ultima openness / closedness did not 
have an impact on stress transfer in other dialects.

As a subtype of this type we could mention the accentual type of 
Zeta-Podgorica area with Lješanska nahija and Lješkopolje. For truth’s 
sake, the paradigm sȅstra, sestrê // trâva, trāvê // potȍk, potȍka // nārȍd, 
nārȍda applies to this type as well. However, forms Pērȍ, Stānȁ2 are 
the only forms known in this area, and they are accompanied by regular 
examples such as strīkȍ ‘uncle’, bābȍ ‘father’, frātȍ ‘friar’, srēćȍ ‘lucky 
person’, jādȁ ‘miserable woman’, (h)ālȁ ‘aunt’, skōrčȁ ‘skinny woman’, 
smōtȁ ‘clumsy woman’. There are two important and noticeable charac-
teristics of the forms in which the short falling stress occurs in the open 
ultima: (1) these are bi-syllabic words with pretonic length; (2) these are 
nouns denoting living beings. Nevertheless, it is possible to find nouns 
with different meanings as well, such as tūtȁ ‘chamber pot’, nōšȁ ‘potty’, 
žvākȁ ‘chewing gum’, bēbȁ ‘baby’, bōĺȁ ‘illness’. However, there is less 
such nouns, and the nouns such as glava ‘head’, duša ‘soul’, vila ‘fairy’, 
grana ‘branch’, trava ‘grass’ are never used with a short falling stress 
on the ultima, but with a long falling stress in the first syllable. There is 
also no short falling stress on the open ultima in tri-syllabic and multi-
syllabic words (regardless of the meaning). We have only recorded a few 
exceptions in the dialect of Muslims in the Zeta-Podgorica area: munārȅ 
‘minaret’, teĺāšȁ ‘trouble’, ǯenāzȁ ‘funeral’. These are, as can be seen, 
words borrowed through Turkish mediation, two of which belong to the 
realm of religious terminology. Given that the Islamization of that area 
had started on the eve of the sixteenth century, it could be said that the 
area had constituted the borderline between the first and the second type, 
that is, that the moving of the short falling stress from the open ultima 
had still not been fully implemented by that period in it. After all, this 
area constitutes the line of territorial transition between the areas that 
characterize the two aforementioned accentual types (the Kuči-Piperi-
Bratonožići area on the one side, and the area of Katunska and Riječka 
nahija and that of Crmnica on the other side). Identical accentual situa-
tion had surely existed in Montenegrin dialects of the Skadar area as well, 
which is confirmed by the dialects of Montenegrins in Vraka and Skadar 
(that are on the verge of disappearing).

 3. Three-accent system with preserved lengths, where a short falling stress 
cannot occur in the open ultima. From the open ultima, a short falling 
stress moves to the preceding syllable: (a) either as a long rising stress 
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(if the short falling stress was preceded by an unaccented length) (b) or 
as a short falling one (if the preceding syllable was short). Short falling 
stresses do not move from the closed ultima (just as long falling stresses 
do not move regardless of the ultima openness or closedness).

The following paradigm applies to those dialects:

sȅstra, sestrê
tráva, trāvê
potȍk, potȍka
nārȍd, nārȍda

This group is also characteristic of two rather remote areas. One of them 
is the Katun area—Ozrinići with Broćanac, and the other one is the Plav-
Gusinje area. The fact that both areas border four-accent dialects leads us 
to the conclusion that this is a secondary, newer feature. Ozrinići borders 
the dialects of Bjelopavlići and Pješivci, while the area of Plav-Gusinje is 
adjacent to the dialect of Vasojevići. Still, long rising stresses in those two 
areas are systemic. The fact that forms such as Stáne occur in Ozrinići 
with Broćanac confirms the assumption that those long rising stresses 
have been adopted subsequently (following the already completed trans-
fer that was described as typical of Lovćen-Rumija dialects). This is the 
only way to explain the rising stress in nominative case bi-syllabic female 
names ending in -e (previously assimilated to the vocative case in form 
and accent). On the other hand, names such as Stáne do not occur in the 
Plav-Gusinje area as there was no above assimilation between the nomi-
native and the vocative case in it.

 4. Four-accent system in which a short falling stress moved from the ultima 
(whether open or closed) by one syllable toward the beginning while 
altering the quality, but with a preserved long falling stress on the ultima 
(whether open or closed) and with short falling stresses outside of the 
first syllable. This is, therefore, a system that has no short falling stresses 
on the ultima, but with a preserved old stress in all other cases.

The following paradigm applies to this type:

sèstra, sestrê
tráva, trāvê
pòtok, potȍka
národ, nārȍda

This group also characterizes separate areas: Bjelopavlići and Donji 
Pješivci on the one side and Vasojevići and the dialects of the munici-
palities of Bijelo Polje, Petnjica, and Rožaje on the other. These are also 
areas adjacent to the four-accent dialects of the municipalities of Nikšić, 
Kolašin, Mojkovac, and Žabljak. It is not difficult to conclude that the 
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dialect of Bjelopavlići had a major impact on the accentual system of 
Donji Pješivci. On the other hand, the other dialects of this type are also 
a transition between the first-type dialects adjacent to them (Kuči-Piperi-
Bratonožići) and the four-accent dialects (without falling stresses outside 
of the first syllable) with which they are also in territorial contact. Accen-
tual forms such as vri(j)ème, mli(j)èko ‘milk’ (but often also vri(j)éme, 
mli(j)éko) testify that this type was formed much later than in the second 
type, that is, after the affirmation of the bi-syllabic jat alternant. This 
view is particularly supported by the occurrence of short falling stresses 
on the ultima in enclisis, such as in lijepȁ je ‘she is pretty’, sramotȁ je ‘it 
is a shame’, potȍk je ‘brook has’, sestrȁ ga ‘sister has’, menȅ je ‘I was’, 
etc. This could lead to the conclusion that the dialects of Bjelopavlići, 
Kuči, Piperi, Bratonožići, and Vasojevići have shared common life at 
least until the establishment of Ottoman rule in Montenegro. The extent 
to which the dialect of Donja Morača was different from them in that 
period is also questionable, with its today’s population being of more 
recent origin.

 5. Four-accent system with no falling stresses outside of the first syllable 
and with preserved posttonic lengths.

The following paradigm applies to this type:

sèstra, sèstrē
tráva, trávē
pòtok, pòtoka
národ, národa

This is the accentual type that forms the basis of Montenegrin standard 
language. In it, falling stresses have been removed from the non-initial 
syllable and moved toward the beginning as a short rising stress (if the 
preceding syllable was short) and as a long rising one (if the preceding 
syllable was long), while the posttonic length is preserved in place of the 
former long falling stress. It can be said that there are almost absolutely 
regular relations between the Montenegrin dialects belonging to the first 
type and the ones belonging to this type:

The first accentual type The fifth accentual type

sȅstra, sestrê  sèstra, sèstrē
trāvȁ, trāvê   tráva, trávē
potȍk, potȍka  pòtok, pòtoka
nārȍd, nārȍda  národ, národa

The dialects of this type encompass the largest part of the territory 
of Montenegro: a zone from the Croatian border to and inclusive of 
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Orahovac on the coast, and the complete territory of the municipalities of 
Nikšić, Plužine, Šavnik, Pljevlja, Mojkovac, and Kolašin in the interior. 
Therefore, in addition to the designated coastal zone with the immedi-
ate hinterland (Krivošije, Ledenice, Orjen), Grahovo, Banjani, Rudine, 
Golija, Piva, Drobnjak, Šaranci, Uskoci, Pljevlja, Gornja Morača, Donja 
Morača, Mojkovac, Kolašin, Rovca, Nikšićka Župa, and Gornji Pješivci 
are also included.

When presented on a map, the territories covered by the aforemen-
tioned accentual types of Montenegrin dialects nicely depict how they, 
along with the types characterizing them, nicely fit together. No confu-
sion can arise from the fact that certain (same) accentual types occur in 
separate territories because the reasons that led to the occurrence of those 
types are the same, that is, those types are found in the same surrounding. 
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Map 1. Accentual System of Montenegrin Dialects. Source: Created by Milutin 
Marković with data by Adnan Čirgić.
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It has already been noted that in terms of jat alternants, Montenegrin dialects 
display almost full consistency: short jat has produced je (with jotation of d, t, 
s, z, and c in all dialects, and at least sporadic labial jotation in most of them), 
whereas long jat has produced i(j)e. The exceptions are mostly no different 
from the state-of-play in the standard language. However, there are three 
rather remote areas with specific jat alternants, which differ from the general 
Montenegro-wide situation. In terms of jat reflexes, the following groups may 
be distinguished in Montenegrin dialects:

 1. Dialects in which long jat has produced ije, and short jat je, for example, 
bijelo—bjelina ‘white’. Short jat has produced e in positions after r, for 
example, rečica ‘stream’. This is not related to e after r that is preceded 
by consonants, for example, vrijeme ‘time-nom-sg.n’—vremena ‘time- 
gen .s g.n’, but to jotation of the preceding consonant, for example, dijete 
‘child’—đeca ‘children’. Some small deviations will be shown in an 
overview of individual speech units. Long jat alternants differ in accent, 
which is related to the above accentual types. This is how forms such as 
vrijemȅ, vrȉjeme, vrijème but also vrijéme are created, which surely led 
some researchers to an unverified conclusion on mono-syllabic value of 
jat in some Montenegrin dialects. An additional element that could have 
led them to such a conclusion is the fact that j in ije sequence (and in 
general as well) is a rather unstable glide in Montenegrin dialects.

This type is characteristic of most Montenegrin dialects. All the 
dialects belong here, apart from the dialect of Mrkovići, the dialect of 
Muslims from Podgorica and Gusinje, the dialects of the municipalities 
of Bijelo Polje, Petnjica, and Rožaje, and the town dialect of Berane and 
the villages between Berane and Rožaje.

Jat Alternants in Montenegrin Dialects
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 2. Dialects in which long jat has produced i, and short jat je, for example, 
dite—đeca, sino—śenina ‘hay’. Since this is not a long jat > long i 
alternation, but a subsequent process through which ije produced long i 
from long jat by phonological means, those dialects can be considered a 
separate type only conditionally (in such a classification). It is apparent 
that this is a subtype of the first type, not only because the classical long 
jat alternant has been preserved in morphology (tijem ‘that- ins  .sg’, tija / 
tijae ‘these- gen  .pl’), but also because jat alternant preserves the position 
of stress, for example, dîte, sîno (< dȉjete, sȉjeno).

This type is characteristic of Muslims from Podgorica and Gusinje. It 
has also been retained in the dialect of Podgorica (Muslim) immigrants in 
Skadar, having disappeared from Zeta with the disappearance of Muslims 
from that area. This type is diminishing today, so the first type is being 
re-established (dȉjete, sȉjeno variant).

 3. Dialects in which long jat has produced e, and short jat je, for example, 
dete—đeca. The exceptions are rare. This type could also be considered 
a subtype of the first type, because the ekavism in it has also been estab-
lished by phonological means ije > e, not as a direct long jat alternant. 
This type is typical only of the dialect of Mrkovići.

 4. Dialects in which long jat has produced ije, and short jat e, for example, 
Bijelo Polje—belopoĺski. This is a zone encompassing the dialects of 
Bijelo Polje (without the far north villages of that municipality neighbor-
ing four-accent dialects with no falling stresses outside the first syllable, 
which have mainly been populated in recent times, by population from 
outside of this territory), Petnjica and Rožaje municipalities and the town 
dialect of Berane and the villages between Berane and Rožaje. As can be 
seen, this is mainly the area of Polimlje-Ibar, not including Vasojevići. 
The precise boundaries of this type have not been defined.

Unlike the dialects of the second and the third type, this type could be 
defined as autochthonous, and potential exceptions are easily explained 
on grounds of migrations from the interior of Montenegro after the Bal-
kan Wars.

In line with the above, it would not be a mistake to say that Monte-
negrin dialects can be classified into two types in terms of jat alternants. 
One of them is the one in which long jat has produced ije¸ and short jat 
je, after which phonological simplification of bi-syllabic jat into mono-
syllabic jat occurred in three zones, ije > i in the dialect of Muslims from 
Podgorica and Gusinje, and ije > e in the dialect of Mrkovići. (In both 
cases short jat has produced je.) The process in Mrkovići is believed to 
have been supported by Albanian language influence, while there are no 
such confirmations for Podgorica and Gusinje. The second type is the 
one in which long jat has produced ije, and short jat e. Ekavian forms 

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/10/2023 3:45 AM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



45Jat Alternants in Montenegrin Dialects

in it are probably the result of the short jat alternation, not a subsequent 
je > e process. At the same time, this is the only area in which Jekavian 
jotation has not occurred, which is another confirmation of autonomy of 
the process conditioned by historical circumstances and border position 
over a long period of time. 

Map 2. Jat Alternants in Montenegrin Dialects. Source: Created by Milutin Marković 
with data by Adnan Čirgić.
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When it comes to the issue of semivowel, Montenegrin dialects display a 
significant lack of uniformity. These discrepancies have surely resulted from 
specific historical circumstances in certain areas of today’s Montenegro. 
The establishment of Ottoman and Venetian rule also influenced the further 
development of dialects. Over a long period of time, the Ottoman adminis-
trative division that led to the creation of different sanjakats must have also 
influenced the dialectical convergence of certain areas and their separation 
from the home area. All of this can be partly traced back on the basis of the 
aforementioned four criteria for the classification of Montenegrin dialects 
(accent, jat, semivowel, and vowel group ao), although some phenomena had 
in any case preceded the arrival of Ottoman and Venetian forces. However, 
the extent to which these criteria are insufficient is demonstrated by the fact 
that there are almost no areas where the results of all four criteria match. This, 
of course, speaks of the mutual leveling of features among the dialects, often 
separated by large geographical barriers. Their gravitation to each other, at 
least partial, frequent internal migrations of the population, sometimes even 
massive, the absence of major migrations from the outside to the Montenegrin 
regions, and especially the new historical conditions in the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth century, when Montenegro was re-established as a state, have, 
along with the territorially close katuni where people would stay for almost 
half a year in the neighborhood, led to the elimination of some distinctive 
dialectal features among particular areas and the creation of the Montenegrin 
supradialectal layer. Undoubtedly, this must have also been influenced by 
the highly developed oral literature and the cult of words, which has been 
respected in Montenegro until recently.

The old semivowel value (in the strong position) was preserved by the sec-
ond half of the twentieth century—only in Dobrota and Krtole (Boka), and in 

The Issue of Semivowel in 
Montenegrin Dialects
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Tuđemili, Zupci, and Šestani (Bar). In all the other areas in which the specific 
alternant of the former semivowel occurs, it is not a semivowel but a full 
vowel on the borderline between a and e, which has mainly preserved certain 
components of both vowels. It is, however, difficult to establish the dialect or 
speech area in which the semivowel has a value of a or e. The effort is espe-
cially complicated by the fact that dialectologists, inter alia, marked the same 
pronunciation values of the old semivowel differently, while mainly relying 
on their own hearing. It is impossible to verify the situation today, given that 
this feature, once recognizable, is in the process of complete disappearance 
even among the oldest part of the population. Therefore, not addressing the 
issue of different pronunciation values of the old semivowel alternants, we 
will mark it ae in the entire territory, except in the areas identified as charac-
teristic by retaining the old pronunciation value.

The old semivowel, that is, its specific alternant ae, occurs in the entire 
coastal area from Dobrota to the far south. From there, it covers the entire 
immediate hinterland and goes deep into the country’s inland. It (ae) occurs 
in the dialects of Katunska nahija, inclusive with Ćeklići, as well as in 
Maine, Pobori, Brajići, Cetinje, Riječka nahija, and Crmnica with Krajina. 
From there, it is interrupted by the areas of Cuce, Bjelice, Ozrinići, Komani 
and Zagaračje, Lješanska nahija with Lješkopolje, Zeta, Podgorica (and 
Montenegrin dialects in Albania), encompassing again the areas of Piperi, 
Kuči, Bratonožići, Plav-Gusinje, and Gornji Vasojevići.

In the territory of four-accent dialects (with the exception of Gornji 
Vasojevići), there is no semivowel—it has been vocalized into a, just as in 
the standard language. Exceptions apply to Bjelopavlići villages bordering 
Piperi, and to some sporadic phenomena in the region of Nikšić, but this is 
not an autochthonous phenomenon. In the first case, the influence of Piperi 
is involved, and in the other the reason for such a state-of-play lies in the 
immigrants from those Montenegrin areas that have ae alternant in place of 
the former semivowel.

Therefore, the area of Berane, Rožaje, Petnjica, Bijelo Polje, Morača 
(Gornja and Donja), Rovca, Uskoci, Jezera, Šaranci, Drobnjak, Piva, 
Golija, Nikšić, Župa, Bjelopavlići, Zeta, Podgorica, Lješkopolje, Lješanska 
nahija, Komani, Zagarač, Cuce, Bjelice, Ozrinići, Pješivci, Rudine, Banjani, 
Grahovo, Krivošije, Ledenice, Orjen, and the territory along the coast from 
the Croatian border to Orahovac have vowel a in place of the semivowel. 
Urbanization and education have led to a situation where the specific semi-
vowel pronunciation is disappearing in the remaining territory as well, with 
the vowel a introduced in its place (See Map 3).

Some other details are also worth mentioning in terms of the semivowel 
reflexes in the Montenegrin dialects. In the dialects that have retained the spe-
cific semivowel alternant ae or its old pronunciation value it is as if a process 
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had been initiated (but not completed) of elimination of the differences 
between the semivowel alternant and etymological a, which resulted in exam-
ples such as maeslo / mьslo / maslo ‘butter’. The Turkish semivowel (from 
borrowings) had the same destiny as the Slavic semivowel. For example, in 
Zeta with Podgorica and Lješkopolje form konšilak occurs, while in the area 
of Kuči-Piperi-Bratonožići form konšilaek ‘neighborhood’ is present. On the 
other hand, Romance borrowings adopted long time ago (before semivowel 
vocalization) with short i have had this short i replaced by a soft semivowel 
(in terms of the vocal value of that semivowel), which then shared the same 
destiny as the semivowel in domestic words. Therefore, Lat. loliginis became 
uligьń / uligań / uligaeń, -gńa. The same applies to short u in the borrowings 
adopted long time ago, where it was accepted as a hard semivowel, only to 
subsequently be vocalized or lost (if it was in the weak position), for example, 
Lat. tabula > tabъla > tabla ‘board’. 

Map 3. Semivowel Alternant in Montenegrin Dialects. Source: Created by Milutin 
Marković with data by Adnan Čirgić.

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/10/2023 3:45 AM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/10/2023 3:45 AM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



51

As for the issue of vowel group ao, of particular significance is the area of its 
assimilation into long a or long o. Although there are areas in which the vowel 
group has remained unaltered in certain positions, there are no Montenegrin 
dialects in which the group has remained unaltered in all categories. This 
does not seem to be the influence of administrative centers or education, as 
border-area and passive dialects are included as well, which have, in addition, 
retained the old forms, in which the ao group remained unchanged in certain 
categories, or appears exceptionally and alternatively. We are therefore more 
prone to conclude that it is an unfinished process. Just as all the other pro-
cesses that remained unfinished by the first decades of the twentieth century, 
this one has also come to be more or less disrupted by internal migrations, 
education, and urbanization afterward. One way or the other, group ao has 
undergone changes in all the areas of the Montenegrin language. In some of 
them, the group has produced varying results depending on whether the old 
groups al and ьl are involved, while in other the results are the same.

The area from Orahovac to the Croatian border in Primorje and the inland 
territories of Orjen, Krivošije, Grahovo, Banjani, Golija, Piva, Drobnjak, 
Jezero, Šaranci, Uskoci, Polimlje-Ibar area above Berane to the state border, 
Gornja and Donja Morača, and Rovca contract ao (< al and ьl) into long o. 
The exceptions are present in the Drobnjak1 and Uskoci areas that are inhab-
ited by population from the hinterland. The common exceptions are related 
mainly to sporadic preservation of ao when a is accented, for example, dȁo 
‘give -l -pt . m .sg’, znȁo ‘know- l -pt . m .sg’, nàodī ‘finds- 3sg .p res’, etc. As we 
can see, this is an area in which the old semivowel is vocalized into a.

Another area in which the assimilation of ao (< al and ьl) into a occurs 
is the area of vocalization of the old semivowel into a. Zeta, Podgorica, 
Lješkopolje, Lješanska nahija, Komani, Zagarač, Bjelice, Cuce, Ozrinići, 

The Issue of Vowel Group 
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Bjelopavlići, Pješivci, Župa Nikšićka, Rudine Nikšićke and the area of Nikšić 
toward Rovca, Morača, Uskoci, Drobnjak, and Piva. The dialect of Donji 
Vasojevići can also be said to belong here to some extent, although it also has 
unaltered ao (posȁo ‘work’, došȁo ‘come- l -pt . m .sg’) instead of ьl.

The third and remaining area, where a specific semivowel alternant (ae) 
or its old semivowel value have been preserved, produces varying results. 
A part of that area has retained the distinction between etymological a and 
old semivowel alternant, so the al and ьl groups produce varying results. On 
the other hand, the fact that group ьl produced long o in the territory from 
Dobrota to Bar indicates that the entire area in question has preserved, until 
recent times, the old pronunciation value of the semivowel (as indicated 
by some observations on semivowel pronunciation in Bar in the nineteenth 
century), whereas today’s alternant—a vowel between a or e, with first or 
the other component prevailing—occurs as of recent times, perhaps the early 
nineteenth century, that is, before group ьl produced o. If this assumption 
is considered correct, then the examples of ьl > long o do not constitute 
assimilation, but a loss of the semivowel in a weak position in front of the 
full vowel o (< l).

 1. In Boka (Dobrota and the dialects of Vrmac and Luštica peninsulas), old 
ьl has produced long o (mȍgō ‘was able to’, rȅkō ‘say- l -pt . m .sg’; kozóca 
/ kozōcȁ / kozôca ‘cuckoo pint- gen .s g.m’; orô ‘eagle’, posô ‘work’, kotô 
‘cauldron’), while ao < al mainly remained unaltered, for example, 
čȅkao ‘wait- l -pt . m .sg’, stojȁo ‘stand- l -pt . m .sg’, žȁo ‘sorry’. Grbalj, on 
the other hand, differs only to a small extent. It features ao (< al) that 
has remained unaltered, for example, čitȁo ‘read- l -pt . m .sg’, graktȁo 
‘squawk- l -pt . m .sg’, bāčȁo ‘throw- l -pt . m .sg’, while ao (< ьl) most often 
produces o as in Boka, although examples with a have been recorded as 
well, for example, ȕbā / ȕbō ‘well’, zâva ‘sister-in-law’, etc. The avail-
able material does not give enough ground for drawing conclusions, but 
it is highly probable that long a in the dialect of Grbalj in those cases 
appeared as a lexical import.

 2. In Paštrovići ao < al has produced long a, for example, imâ ‘have- l -pt . 
m .sg’, znāvâ ‘know- l -pt . m .sg’, ćȅrā ‘chase- l -pt . m .sg’, prōvâ ‘try- l -pt . m 
.sg’, etc. Group ьl has produced o, just as in the previous area, for exam-
ple, rȅkō, pronašô ‘find- l -pt . m .sg’, zāšô ‘round- l -pt . m .sg’, dȉgō ‘lift- l 
-pt . m .sg’, etc. The situation is the same in the dialect of Spič, separated 
from Paštrovići by Kufin, a toponym that has survived to date; however, 
in the dialect of Spič every long a is labialized, and group ao (< al) is 
contracted as long ao, for example, pjȅvāo ‘sing- l -pt . m .sg’, igrâo ‘dance- l 
-pt . m .sg’, kāzâo ‘utter- l -pt . m .sg’, pasâo ‘leave- l -pt . m .sg’, pomāogâo ‘help- 
l -pt . m .sg’, etc.
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 3. Just as many other things there, the vowel group ao demonstrates rather 
specific qualities in Mrkovići. It can be said that the basic intention of 
the dialect is for ьl to produce long ae (which again can be nasalized or 
non-nasalized), for example, pošâe / pošâen ‘depart- l -pt . m .sg’, and for ao 
(from al) to produce labialized ao (as in Spič), for example, krepâo ‘croak- 
l -pt . m .sg’. However, even if such an intention existed once, it has been 
largely disrupted in the meantime, so both long a and long o occur, as 
well as an unaltered group. Immediate and distant hinterland are bound 
to have had an impact on such a situation as well.

 4. The remaining areas in which the old semivowel has produced the spe-
cific alternant ae instead of ao mainly feature such a situation. When it 
comes to the issue of the old group ьl, it has produced long ae, while 
the group al (> ao) has resulted in long a. Such is the state-of-play in 
the areas of Crmnica, Riječka nahija, Kuči-Piperi-Bratonožići and Plav-
Gusinje, and Gornji Vasojevići (with certain deviations characteristic of 
Vasojevići, already mentioned above), and based on the relics of that 
state-of-play it can be concluded that the same situation was present 
in Ćeklići, Njeguši, Cetinje, Braići, Pobori, and Maine. The dialects of 
the Kuči and Plav-Gusinje areas are somewhat different as they feature 
semivowel nasalization, so there is long aen or long ąe in place of the 
group ьl (See Map 4). The examples for the group ьl in these dialects 
could be: mȍgāe, kȍtāe / kotâe (or mȍgāen, kotâen in the Kuči and Plav-
Gusinje areas).
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Map 4.  Vowel Group ao in Montenegrin Dialects. Source: Created by Milutin Marković 
with data by Adnan Čirgić.
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We have already indicated that, when it comes to traditional criteria for 
classification of Štokavian dialects, Montenegrin dialects could be classified 
into two broader areas: northwestern and southeastern dialects (including 
Rožaje-Petnjica-Bijelo Polje dialects). The greatest diversity at the micro-
structural level is present in the group of southeastern Montenegrin dialects, 
which can, mainly due to different social and historical circumstances, be 
divided into several smaller groups: Sub-Lovćen dialect group, Ozrinići 
dialect group, Southeastern Boka dialect group, Mrkovići dialect group, 
Kuči-Piperi-Bratonožići dialect group, Zeta-Podgorica dialect group, Donji 
Pješivci-Bjelopavlići-Vasojevići dialect group, and Rožaje-Petnjica-Bijelo 
Polje dialect group (See Map 5). 

Main Features of Individual 
Speech Groups in Montenegro
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Map 5.  Main Classification of Montenegrin Dialects. Source: Created by Milutin 
Marković with data by Adnan Čirgić.
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SPREAD

Northwestern Montenegrin dialects cover a broad area from the border 
with Serbia along the left bank of Lim to above Bijelo Polje, extending 
to Mojkovac and the southwestern slopes of Bjelasica below Kolašin to 
Mateševo (skipping it and bypassing Vasojevići, Kuči, Bratonožići, Piperi, 
Bjelopavlići, Donji Pješivci) and then through Ostrog, crossing the Zeta 
river at Tunjevo (between Zagorak and Drenoštica) and continuing along 
the southwestern boundary of Katunska nahija to Orahovac in Boka, only to 
spread further to the border with Croatia, following the border with Bosnia 
and Herzegovina and ending at the border with Serbia at Lim.

Therefore, northwestern Montenegrin dialects include the dialects of 
Orahovac, Perast, Risan to the end of Herceg Novi (and all the coastal settle-
ments between them), as well as the dialects of Krivošije, Orjen, Grahovo, 
Banjani, Rudine, Nikšić, Gornji Pješivci, Župa Nikšićka, Rovca, Morača, 
Kolašin’s, Mojkovac’s and the upper border areas of Bijelo Polje municipal-
ity, Uskoci, Jezera, Šaranci, Drobnjaci, Piva, and Golija.

MAIN FEATURES

The accentual system belongs to the fifth type (see above for descriptions of 
accentual types in Montenegrin dialects). The following paradigm applies to 
this type:

sèstra ‘sister -nom .s g.f’, sèstrē ‘sister -gen .s g.f’
tráva ‘grass -nom .s g.f’, trávē ‘grass -gen .s g.f’

Northwestern Montenegrin Dialects
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pòtok ‘brook -nom .s g.m’, pòtoka ‘brook -gen .s g.m’
národ ‘people -nom .s g.m’, národa ‘people -gen .s g.m’

Therefore, there are no falling stresses outside of the first syllable and post-
tonic lengths have been preserved. Exceptions may occur in interjections or 
in emphasis.

Pronouns mène ‘me’, tèbe ‘you’, sèbe ‘self’, ńèga ‘him’, ńèmu ‘to him’ 
have a short rising stress in the first syllable as a rule. Thus, there is no trans-
fer of the stress from those pronouns to the proclitic. However, in the dialects 
closer to the border with Bosnia and Herzegovina, under the influence of 
Herzegovinian accents, forms mȅne, tȅbe, sȅbe, ńȅga, ńȅmu occur, along with 
the resulting transfers such as in nà mene ‘on me’, nà tebe ‘on you’, ò nama 
‘about us’, etc.

As for the falling stresses in the first syllable, they are consistently trans-
ferred to the proclitic in these dialects.

The vowel system of northwestern Montenegrin dialects is characterized 
by five standard vowels (a, e, i, o, u) and the vowel r (long and short). The 
old semivowel in the strong position is vocalized into a.

Short jat has produced je and long ije, for example, vȉjek ‘century’—vjèčit 
‘eternal’. The phenomenon of secondary lengthening, for example, vrijéme 
‘time’, is also present, although such cases can rather be said to include a 
semi-length. The exceptions, apart from the typical rare cases of Montenegrin 
ekavisms cesta ‘road’, zenica ‘eye pupil’, and rje (< rě) > re (rèčit ‘eloquent’, 
rèčica ‘stream’), are pretty much the same as in the standard language: vȉdīo 
/ vȉdīo ‘see- l -pt . m .sg’, sȉo ‘sit down- l -pt . m .sg’, smȉo ‘dare- l -pt . m .sg’, but 
also usìđelica ‘spinster’, sìđet ‘to sit’ alternatively with uśeđelica, śeđet. On 
the other hand, forms such as śeròma ‘poor man’, śeròmaština ‘poverty’ also 
occur. Secondary ijekavisms pùtijer ‘goblet’, vòdijer ‘water-filled sheath’ are 
characteristic of these dialects as well. Such forms are mainly počijèvat ‘to 
rest’, pokrijèvat ‘to cover’.

The consonant system is characterized mainly by the absence of conso-
nants h and f. While f is most often replaced by v (vála ‘thanks’, Stȅvān), 
h is lost either almost consistently (in the initial position, e.g., r̀bat ‘back’, 
lâd ‘shade’, ȁrāt ‘to ransack’), or optionally in other positions, for example, 
mȕva / mȕa ‘fly’, òvijē / òvijēg ‘these- gen  .pl’, siròma / siròmak, Mìjat, kíjat 
‘to sneeze’, znâvāgū ‘they knew- 3pl .i mpf’, etc. Therefore, h is (if it is not lost) 
replaced by j, k, g, v. Today’s h and f in this area have been subsequently 
established under the influence of the education system.

Consonants ś and ź are a stable part of the system. They have been created 
through jotation, for example, śȅme ‘seed’, śȅvēr ‘north’; klâśe ‘ears’, ôśe 
‘awns’; ìźelica ‘glutton’, ìźes ‘to eat-pfv’, but also in other ways beyond that 
category—in personal names and hypocoristic forms, for example, Mȁśa, 
Véśo, Źágo, źáto ‘gold (as a term of endearment)’, báśa ‘granny’, etc.
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Consonant з (dz) is rare and occurs in foreign words, for example, brònзīn 
‘copper cauldron’, although z is more common in such cases.

Sonants v and j are unstable. When in intervowel position, their articulation 
weakens until complete disappearance, for example, vȉjek, bȕa ‘flea’.

The vowel group ao has produced long o with the exception of part of 
Uskoci and Drobnjak and the entire Nikšić territory toward Bjelopavlići, 
Rovca, Uskoci, Drobnjak, Piva, Golija, Banjani, and Grahovo. In those 
areas, ao has produced long a regardless of whether ao was created from al 
or ьl.

Jekavian jotation has encompassed all categories:

• Consonants d, t, c, s, z: śèđet, òđeĺāt ‘to hew-pfv’, đȅvēr ‘brother-in-law’, 
ćȅrāt ‘to chase’, ćȅšīt ‘to comfort’, pȍćera ‘chase’, ćèdilo ‘colander’, 
ćepànica ‘firewood log’, próćep ‘rift’, śȅme, pȁśī ‘malevolent’, śâjan 
‘glowing’, paśàluk ‘malice’, ìźes, kȍźī ‘pertaining to a goat’, ȉźedna 
‘integrally’

• Jotation svje > śe, cvje > će: śèdok ‘witness’, śèdoǯba ‘school certificate’, 
prȍśeta ‘education’, ćètat ‘to flourish’, Ćȅtko, Ćȅtna

• Jotation of labials: pĺȅsma ‘song’, dòspĺeti ‘to mature’, pĺȅna ‘foam’, 
òbĺed ‘meal’, bĺèsnilo ‘rabies’, obĺèručkē ‘both-handedly’, mĺȅsēc ‘moon’, 
gŕmĺeti ‘to thunder’, mĺȅsečina ‘moonlight’, vĺȅra ‘faith’, žívĺet ‘to live’, 
vĺèčit ‘eternal’

However, in parallel with the latter forms, non-iotized sequences pje, bje, 
mje, vje occur, not only in the same areas but also with the same speakers.

Consonants đ and ć often produce j in the final position, although this 
phenomenon varies in intensity across the area. In addition to the forms kȕj 
‘where’, gȍj ‘ever’, pôj ‘to depart’, dôj ‘to arrive’ forms with preserved final 
đ and ć occur.

Also, the loss of glide j after palatals č and ž: náruče ‘armful’, ȍbiljēže 
‘feature’ is present only partly.

The simplification of consonant groups -st, -št, -zd in the final position is 
a general phenomenon: mȉlōs ‘mercy’, rȁdōs ‘joy’, prȋš ‘pimple’, vĺȅš ‘skill-
ful’, grôz ‘cluster of grapes’, Gvôz and so is the case in the infinitive: mȕs ‘to 
milk’, jȅs ‘to eat-impf’, grȉs ‘to chew’.

Pronoun forms mène, tèbe, sèbe in the dative and locative case singular are 
also a general phenomenon. The same applies to demonstrative pronouns òvī 
‘this’, tâ ‘that’, ònī ‘that (far distance)’ (< ovaj, taj, onaj).

Enclitic forms ni ‘to us’, vi ‘to you’ / ne ‘us’, ve ‘you- gen  .pl’ in the dative 
and the accusative case are a general phenomenon.

First-person singular forms vȅĺu ‘I say’ and vȉđu ‘I see’ have been pre-
served in the entire territory.

Longer suffixes in the adjectival and pronominal desinences are common.
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Aorist and imperfect tense forms have survived. The narrative imperative 
is also very common.

Use of the accusative case with the prepositions na ‘on’, u ‘in’, o ‘about’, 
pod ‘below’, pred ‘in front of’, nad ‘above’, za ‘to’ next to stative verbs: 
Bio sam u Dugu ‘I was in Duga’, cf. standard ‘Bio sam u Dugi’. Spava pod 
kuću ‘S/he sleeps below the house’, cf. standard ‘Spava pod kućom’ is a 
feature of this area as well—though partly disrupted through the impact of 
Herzegovinian dialects. Use of the genitive case plural with the preposition 
po is mainly restricted to the area of Nikšić (po kafana ‘in taverns’).

There is a typical use of neuter instead of masculine or feminine gender 
in disparaging and belittling, for example, To je avetno ‘S/he is deranged’. 
Uvijek je pĺano ‘S/he is always drunk’.

The epicenter of this area is undoubtedly in the Nikšić area. Apart from 
the accent, the dialect of Gornji Pješivci and Nikšić villages in all directions 
(both toward the border and toward the Montenegrin tribes on the edge of 
this speech group) displays almost no differences in relation to the south-
eastern Montenegrin dialects. It is not difficult to conclude that it was migra-
tions from the interior of Montenegro to this area after the Berlin Congress 
that can certainly be credited for the import of certain features. However, 
while it is easy to assume so for features such as sn > šn, sl > šl, zn > žn, 
zl > žl and for specific semivowel alternants, we could not say that other 
such characteristics resulted from settlement of the population. Migrations 
into the area of Uskoci, rather uninhabited at the time, were even more 
massive than the migration to Nikšić, and the dialect of Uskoci does not 
display that level of similarity with southeastern Montenegrin dialects. This 
is even more vividly illustrated by the accentual boundary within Pješivci 
themselves (Donji and Gornji). Accentual system is another element where 
the Nikšić area displays an absolutely regular relationship with the first-type 
system (Kuči-Piperi-Bratonožići and Southeastern Boka). This regularity is 
only disrupted in the areas closer to the state border. A rather clear conclu-
sion seems to arise: that Montenegrin dialects shared a common fate at least 
until the end of the fifteenth century, that is, until the establishment of the 
Ottoman rule, which brought a new administrative territorial division that 
was not in compliance with the previously established boundaries at all 
times. This is how the differentiation of Montenegrin dialects has started. 
The subsequent development of Montenegrin dialects would certainly also 
be affected by the Herzegovinian neighbors (within the borders of today’s 
Bosnia and Herzegovina), on whose settlements the population of those 
more passive and marginal areas relied, just as the dialects of Banjani or 
northwestern Boka were bound to be influenced by the proximity of the 
dialect of Konavle.
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SPREAD

The dialects of this group extend along Primorje from Ulcinj to Orahovac, as 
well as in the interior, following the western boundary of Njeguši, Ćeklići, 
Cuce, Ozrinići, from where their boundary crosses Pješivci above Milojevići 
and falls down to Tunjevo (between Drenoštica and Zagorak), including 
Ostrog and following the upper boundary of Bjelopavlići, Piperi, Bratonožići, 
Vasojevići and ending up in Mateševo below Kolašin, from where it falls 
down to the southern slopes of Bjelasica and encompasses the northern 
slopes of that mountain, bypassing Mojkovac and extending to Bijelo Polje, 
from where it follows the right bank of Lim to the borders with Serbia. From 
there, the group boundaries follow the state border with Serbia, Kosovo, and 
Albania, ending up in Ulcinj again.

Therefore, southeastern Montenegrin dialects include those of southeastern 
Boka (from Dobrota), Grbalj, Paštrovići, Spič, Bar, Mrkovići, Ulcinj, Krajina, 
Crmnica, Pobori, Maine, Braići, Cetinje, Lješanska nahija, Riječka nahija, 
Katunska nahija, Ozrinići, Donji Pješivci, Bjelopavlići, Komani, Zagarač, 
Podgorica, Zeta, Lješkopolje, Tuzi, Kuči, Piperi, Bratonožići, Vasojevići, 
Plav, and Gusinje and those of the municipalities of Bijelo Polje, Petnjica, 
and Rožaje. The Montenegrin dialects of the Skadar area belong here as well.

MAIN COMMON FEATURES

The accentual system of southeastern Montenegrin dialects is uneven and 
reflects transitions from area to area—from the first to the fourth type. Their 
common element applicable in the entire area is that the falling stresses 

Southeastern Montenegrin Dialects
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can be found in other positions beyond the first syllable, that they preserve 
unaccented lengths, and that there is a widespread transfer of accents to the 
proclitic.

With the exception of the dialects of Bjelice, Ozrinići, Zagaračje, Komani, 
Lješanska nahija, Lješkopolje, Zeta, Podgorica, Bjelopavlići, and Donji 
Pješivci, the dialects of this area have a six-member vowel system and the 
vowel r (which can only be short in some areas). This six-member system 
is composed of five standard vowels (a, e, i, o, u) and a specific semivowel 
alternant, or its old semivowel value in rare instances. They can all be long 
or short.

Short jat has alternated with je and long jat with ije. The dialect of Muslims 
from Podgorica and Gusinje features long i instead of ije from long jat, and 
the dialect of Mrkovići features e instead of long jat. However, these are not 
specific long jat alternants but a phonological process ije > i, or e. Short jat 
in them is also je. The situation is somewhat different in the Bijelo Polje-
Petnjica-Rožaje area, where long jat has produced ije, and short jat e.

Consonants h and f have not produced uniform results across the entire ter-
ritory. Consonant f is mainly stable, while the situation with h varies—from 
preservation to loss and replacement by v, j, g, k. The dialects of Muslims 
have both of these consonants stable. The exception applies to Muslims from 
Mrkovići, as a result of late Islamization of that area.

Consonants ś and ź are a stable part of the system in this half of 
Montenegrin dialects as well. They have been confirmed as a jotation product 
in both hypocoristic forms and personal names. The exception is present in 
the Bijelo Polje-Petnjica-Rožaje area, where there were no conditions for the 
development of Jekavian jotation, which is why ś and ź are missing.

Consonant з (dz) is rare and occurs in a limited number of foreign words, 
for example, brònзīn, although it has mainly been replaced by z outside of 
the Lovćen-Rumija area.

Sonants v and j are unstable. The situation is similar to the one in north-
western Montenegrin dialects.

Vowel group ao has produced different results in this area, although a or 
ae predominate as its reflexes.

Jekavian jotation has encompassed all categories, just as in northwestern 
Montenegrin dialects (consonants d, t, c, s, z: śeđet, ođeĺat, đever, ćerat, ćešit, 
poćera, ćedilo, ćepanica, śeme, paśi, śajan, paśaluk, iźes, koźi, iźedna; svje > 
śe, cvje > će: śedok, śedoǯba, ćetat, Ćetko; labial jotation: pĺesma, dospĺeti, 
pĺena, obĺed, bĺesnilo, obĺeručke, mĺesec, grmĺet, mĺesečina, vĺera, živĺet, 
vĺečit). In parallel with the iotized labials, there are non-iotized sequences in 
these dialects as well: pje, bje, mje, vje.

Consonants đ and ć often produce j in the final position. The phenom-
enon is more consistent in southeastern Montenegrin dialects than in the 
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northwestern ones. The same applies to the loss of glide j after č, š and ž: 
naruče, obiĺeže, miši ‘murine’, and after r: Rečine, sporečkat ‘to argue’.

The simplification of consonant groups -st, -št, -zd in the final position is 
a general phenomenon: milos, rados, priš, vĺeš, groz, and the same applies to 
the infinitive: mȕs, jȅs, grȉs.

Analogical forms such as lažat ‘to lie’, mećat ‘to feed’, obrćat ‘to turn’ 
are common.

In Lovćen-Rumija areas and somewhat deeper in the hinterland, sn > šn, zn 
> žn, sl > šl, zl > žl are common: šnijevat ‘to dream’, žnam ‘I know’, mišlim 
‘I think’, žli ‘vicious’.

Assimilations and dissimilations such as pantim ‘I remember’, konšija 
‘neighbor’, sinsija ‘tobacco pipe’, monče ‘young man’; mlozina ‘plenty’, 
tamńan ‘frankincense’, tavnica ‘dungeon’, dimno ‘wonderful’ are a general 
phenomenon.

Particles are used frequently, for example, tizi ‘those’, ovizi ‘these’, nekizi 
‘some’, todar, todarek, todareke ‘then’, etc.

In Primorje, Zeta-Podgorica and some of the Rijeka dialects, analogical -u 
is common in the third-person plural in the present tense, such as in trču ‘they 
run’, zboru ‘they talk’, nosu ‘they carry’.

Pronoun forms mene, tebe, sebe in the dative and the locative case singular 
are also a general phenomenon. The same applies to demonstrative pronouns 
ovi, ta, oni (< ovaj, taj, onaj).

Enclitic forms ni, vi / ne, ve in the dative and the accusative case are a 
general phenomenon.

First-person singular forms vȅĺu and vȉđu have been preserved in the entire 
territory.

Longer suffixes in the adjectival and pronominal desinences are common.
Aorist and imperfect tense forms have survived. The narrative imperative 

is also very frequent (Ja čeki, čeki, a ńega nema ‘I waited and waited, but he 
never came’).

Use of the accusative case with the prepositions na, u, o, pod, pred, nad, 
za next to stative verbs: Bio sam u Kotor ‘I was in Kotor’, cf. standard 
‘Bio sam u Kotoru’. The same applies to the use of the genitive case plural 
with the preposition po (po kafana). The instrumental case denoting the 
means of action and the sociative case have a disrupted relationship. In 
most dialects, the instrumental case denoting the means of action is used 
with the preposition s (Kopa s motikom ‘S/he digs with a hoe’), although 
the disrupted relationship in the Zeta-Podgorica branch led to the use of 
the sociative case without preposition (Zbori bratom ‘S/he talks (to) his/
her brother’).

There is a typical use of neuter instead of masculine or feminine gender in 
disparaging and belittling, for example, To je avetno. Uvijek je pĺano.
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Use of the preposition su is common: su pet ljudi ‘with five people’, su 
čim, su što ‘with what’.

Specific concord is widespread, such as in: Poćera te dva ovna ‘Get those 
two rams out of here’, cf. standard Poćeraj ta dva ovna. Donesi mi one pet 
motika ‘Bring me those five hoes’, cf. standard Donesi mi onih pet motika. 
Pošto su ove dva tovara ‘How much are these two bales’, cf. standard Pošto 
su ova dva tovara.

The examples provided for this area have been left unaccented on purpose, 
because this is a diverse area in terms of accent. Other characteristics of 
southeastern Montenegrin dialects are described through descriptions of their 
individual dialect groups.

 1. Sub-Lovćen Dialect Group
The Sub-Lovćen dialect group encompasses the territory of the four 

nahijas, with the exception of Ozrinići, and Crnogorsko primorje from 
Paštrovići to Mrkovići (not including Mrkovići).
• The accentual type of this area belongs to the second type. It is a 

two-accent system in which the short falling stress cannot occur in 
the open ultima: sȅstra, sestrê; trâva, trāvê; potȍk, potȍka; nārȍd, 
nārȍda. Bi-syllabic male and female names have been assimilated, in 
terms of form and accent, with the vocative case, for example, Pêro, 
Stâne. Komani and Lješanska nahija are an exception, as they do not 
have this assimilation, so forms such as Pērȍ, Stānȁ and Stānȅ occur.

• The vowel system is composed of five standard vowels and specific 
old semivowel alternant ae and vowel r. Exceptions to this are Cuce, 
Bjelice, Komani, Zagarač, and Lješanska nahija, where the old semi-
vowel has been vocalized into a.

• Jat has produced the same results in these dialects: long jat > ije, and 
short jat > je with known exceptions, for example, vrijeme ‘time -nom 
.s g.n’—vremena ‘time- gen .s g.n’, vȉjes ‘news’—ȉzvještāj ‘report’, 
rȉječ ‘word’—rečȉt ‘eloquent’.

• Vowel group ao has produced the following results in Paštrovići and 
Spič: ao (from al) has resulted in long a, for example, imâ ‘have- l -pt 
. m .sg’, znāvâ ‘he knew- 3sg .i mpf’, ćȅrā ‘chase- l -pt . m .sg’, prōvâ ‘try- l 
-pt . m .sg’ (in Paštrovići) and pjȅvāo ‘sing- l -pt . m .sg’, igrâo ‘dance- l -pt . 
m .sg’, kāzâo ‘utter- l -pt . m .sg’, pasâo ‘leave- l -pt . m .sg’, pomāogâo ‘help- 
l -pt . m .sg’ (in Spič, given that in it every long a occurs as a labialized 
ao); while group ьl has resulted in long o, for example, rȅkō ‘say- l -pt 
. m .sg’, pronašô ‘find- l -pt . m .sg’, zāšô / zāošô ‘round- l -pt . m .sg’, dȉgō 
‘lift- l -pt . m .sg’. The other areas of this dialect group have produced al 
> ao > long a, while the old group ьl has produced twofold results: 
(1) long ae in the dialects that have preserved pecific semivowel 
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alternant, or (2). long a in those where the semivowel has been vocal-
ized into a, for example, rȅkāe / rȅkā, mȍgāe / mȍgā ‘was able to’.

• Consonants ś, ź and з are a stable part of the system, but з occurs 
less frequently and is characteristic of rare foreign words (in which 
it occurs as z as well) and hypocoristic forms (зavole). All three 
consonants occur in anthroponomy, for example, Źȁga, Śôle, 3âno or 
Śeklȍća, Boroзȁn (surnames which have turned into Sjekloća, Boro-
zan under the influence of the former norm).

• Consonant f is a rather stable phoneme in these dialects. In Paštrovići, 
Spič, Crmnica, Riječka, and Lješanska nahija, it is used consistently. 
In the dialect of Cuce, it is commonly replaced by v.

• Consonant h has produced varying results, which applies to both, 
different positions in a word and its role in all of these dialects. In 
Paštrovići and Spič it has disappeared, being replaced by k in the 
genitive case plural, such as in ȉmēnāek ‘name- gen .p l.n’. In Crmnica, 
h is still used, but its loss or replacement by v, j, k, f is much more 
common. Lješanska and Riječka nahija have mainly preserved h, and 
the same can be said for Katunska nahija, with the exception of Cuce, 
where h often gets replaced by s v, g and k or disappears entirely.

• In Spič, Crmnica, and Riječka nahija, there is a final consonant 
desonorization tendency, for example, grȍp ‘grave’, ńegȍf ‘his’, grât 
‘city’, rôk ‘horn’, with v—f only in Paštrovići.

• The change sn–šn, sl–šl, zn–žn, zl–žl is common, for example, šnâga 
‘strength’, šlȉna ‘mucus’, žnâm ‘I know’, žlȉca ‘spoon’.

• In imperative forms such as nemô / nȅmō ‘do not-imp.2sg’, čȅkā / čȅka 
‘wait- imp.2sg’, glȅdā ‘look- imp.2sg’ final j often disappears.

• Glide j disappears in superlative forms as well, for example, nȁboĺī 
‘the best’.

• In Spič, Crmnica, and Riječka nahija secondary j is noticeable 
in examples such as pȁnūjo / panȕjo ‘fall- l -pt . m .sg’, strȅknūjo / 
streknȕjo ‘startle- l -pt . m .sg’.

• So-called longer suffixes occur in the adjectival and pronominal 
desinences, for example, tȉjem ‘that- ins  .sg’, tȉjēh / tȉjē / tȉjāe / tȉjāeh 
/ tȉjāeg ‘these- gen  .pl’ (depending on the products of the semivowel 
and consonant h).

• As for the morphological and syntactic features, they do not differ 
much from the general state-of-play. The use of the sociative case 
without preposition is not common.

 2. Ozrinići Dialect Group
The Ozrinići dialect group encompasses Ozrinići with Broćanac.
The aspect differentiating this dialect group from the previous one 

the most is the accentual system. On the other hand, in comparison with 
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other Katunska nahija dialects, especially the ones in its vicinity, there 
are almost no differences.
• The accentual system of Ozrinići is characterized by three accents—

two falling and one long rising—along with unaccented lengths. A 
short falling stress cannot occur in the open ultima, but moves to the 
preceding syllable as a short falling or a long rising stress (depending 
on the length of the preceding syllable), for example, sȅstra, sestrê; 
tráva, trāvê; potȍk, potȍka; nārȍd, nārȍda. Assimilation of nomina-
tive case bi-syllabic personal names with the vocative case form is 
disrupted by the immediate proximity of the Bjelopavlići-Pješivci 
area (these are four-accent dialects), which is why accentual forms 
that are under this influence occur, such as Péro, Máre.

• The vowel system is composed of five standard vowels and the vowel 
r. They can all be either long or short.

• In terms of jat products, there are no differences in relation to the 
previous type. The alternative use of accentual forms vrȉjeme (typical 
of the previous type) and vrijéme (which reveals a clear influence of 
the dialect of Bjelopavlići) should be noted as well.

• Vowel group ao has produced long a regardless of the origin (ao < 
al and ao < ьl).

• Consonants h and f are not a stable part of the system. The former gets 
lost or replaced by v, j, g, k and the latter by v. The available material 
does not give enough ground for drawing a reliable conclusion.

• The change sn–šn, sl–šl, zn–žn, zl–žl is less common than in the pre-
vious type, but given that it does occur sporadically in Bjelopavlići 
as well, it is clear that today’s lack of this process in the dialect of 
Ozrinići is a recent product.

• There is no desonorization of the final voiced consonants, which is 
another link to Katunska nahija dialects.

• So-called longer suffixes occur in the adjectival and pronominal desi-
nences, for example, tȉjem, tȉje / tȉjeg.

• The Ozrinići dialect group carries on naturally from the previous 
dialect group with regard to the other features listed in its description 
above as well.

 3. Southeastern Boka Dialect Group
Southeastern Boka dialect group encompasses the dialects of Dobrota 

and the dialects of the Vrmac and Luštica peninsulas to Grbalj.
• These dialects feature a two-accent system and belong to the oldest 

accentual system type in Montenegrin dialects. In more recent times, 
a long rising stress has occurred as well, but the lack of newer studies 
of this area prevents any verification of its stability in these dialects 
today. Short falling stresses can occur in both the open and the closed 
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ultima, for example, sestrȁ, sestrê; trāvȁ, trāvê; potȍk, potȍka; nārȍd, 
nārȍda. The dialect of Grbalj has received the stress type sȅstra in 
parallel, definitely under the influence of more southern coastal dia-
lects. Bi-syllabic personal names have assimilated nominative with 
the vocative case, for example, Vâso, Rôse.

• The vowel system of these dialects is mainly composed of five stan-
dard vowels, vowel r, which has mainly been devocalized umaro / 
umro / umāero ‘die- l -pt . m .sg’, and the semivowel, which has pre-
served the old pronunciation value in Dobrota and Krtole, while 
producing ae in other areas.

• Old ьl has produced long o (mȍgō, rȅkō, kozóca / kozōcȁ / kozôca 
‘cuckoo pint- gen .s g.m’; orô ‘eagle’, posô ‘work’, kotô ‘cauldron’), 
and ao < al has mainly remained unaltered, for example, čȅkao ‘wait- 
l -pt . m .sg’, stojȁo ‘stand- l -pt . m .sg’, žȁo ‘sorry’.

• Phonemes ś and ź are a stable part of the system of this dialect group 
as well and occur in typical conditions. The consonant з is somewhat 
more common given the abundance of Romance borrowings, and is 
also present in toponymy (3ȁvala) or anthroponymy (Menзalîn).

• Phoneme h has produced different results: in Perast, Dobrota, Lep-
etane, Krtole, and Tivat, h has been preserved. In Stoliv, Prčanj, and 
Bogdašić, it has alternated with g, in Lastva and Muo with v, while 
Mrčevac features both h and g. In Grbalj, it has also alternated with 
g. The situation is similar with phoneme f as well.

• The change sn–šn, sl–šl, zn–žn, zl–žl is common.
• There is frequent assimilation and dissimilation (mnijeko ‘milk’, 

guvno ‘threshing floor’, mlozi ‘many’).
• Sonants j and v are unstable and often disappear. Final j often gets 

lost in the second-person singular imperative (in the final position).
• Enclitic forms ni, vi / ne, ve are a general phenomenon, and the use 

of particles is widespread.
• So-called longer suffixes are predominant in the adjectival and pro-

nominal desinences.
• The relationship between the locative case and the movement direc-

tion is disrupted.
• Constructions od ‘from/to’ + genitive case are common, for example, 

vrâta ȍd grāda ‘door to the city’. Od often accompanies the locative 
case instead of o ‘about’, for example, od nȁma ‘from/to us’.

• Concord is widespread, as described in the summary overview of 
Montenegrin dialects.

• Romance borrowings are common.
• Aorist and especially imperfect tense are disappearing.

 4. Mrkovići Dialect Group

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/10/2023 3:45 AM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



68 Southeastern Montenegrin Dialects

Mrkovići dialect group encompasses the area of tribe Mrko(je)vići—
the territory below Rumija between Stari Bar and Ulcinj. It is usually 
deemed the most archaic type in Montenegrin dialects, that is, a petrified 
dialect dating back to the period of late sixteenth and early seventeenth 
century. Such a situation is conditioned by the fact that the area was 
rather closed after the Ottoman occupation of the Bar area in 1571. How-
ever, it would be more accurate to say that it is the dialects of Mrkovići 
and Southeastern Boka that are the most archaic Montenegrin dialects.
• The accentual type of Mrkovići belongs to the second type, just as the 

Sub-Lovćen dialect group. However, the differences between them 
are apparent because the dialect of Mrkovići has removed unaccented 
lengths. This is therefore a two-accent system, with no short falling 
stress in the open ultima, such as sȅstra, sestrê; trâva, travê; potȍk, 
potȍka; narȍt, narȍda. Bi-syllabic male and female names have been 
assimilated, in terms of form and accent, with the vocative case.

• The vowel system is composed of five vowels a, e, i, o, u and a spe-
cific semivowel alternant closer to e than to a, which is why it should 
be written as ea (which we have avoided in the general overviews 
to this point in order not to complicate the overview). The vowel r 
is also present. Long a is labialized, like in the dialect of Spič, for 
example, bâobo ‘father’, vrâok ‘devil- nom .s g.m’—vrâoga ‘devil- gen .s 
g.m’, salâota ‘salad’. This applies not only to long falling a but also 
to a under unaccented lengths, for example, ȉđaou ‘they went- 3pl .i 
mpf’, kaozȁt ‘to utter’, etc. Given that these lengths are lost and that 
the labialized ao is preserved, it is easy to conclude that the labializa-
tion process preceded that of shortening unaccented lengths. On the 
other hand, there are also cases of replacement of etymological a by a 
semivowel alternant, for example, strȅań ‘unfamiliar’. Both phenom-
ena have exceptions, so we can say that the dialect of Mrkovići is 
characterized by a and ao. Vowels e and o are diphthongized (incon-
sistently), so in addition to those ordinary vowels ie (tieška ‘heavy’), 
ei (peit ‘five’) and ou (kous ‘sloped’) i uo (nuos ‘nose’) also occur.

• Long jat has produced e, and short jat je, for example, dete ‘child’—
đeca ‘children’. Ekavisms are a secondary phenomenon created 
through the change of original ije (as a long jat alternant) into e. The 
above situation is disrupted by rare preserved ijekavisms and diph-
thongized e (<ije), for example, deite.

• As for the vowel group ao, the shortest description would be to 
say that the basic intention of the dialect is for ьl to produce long 
ea (which can be nasalized or non-nasalized), for example, pošêa / 
pošêan ‘depart- l -pt . m .sg’, and for ao (from al) to produce labialized 
ao (as in Spič), for example, krepâo ‘croak- l -pt . m .sg’. The exceptions 
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are not inconsiderable, so long a and long o and an unaltered group 
also occur.

• Consonant h is not part of the system. It is either lost (ȍću ‘I want’), 
or replaced by v (mȕva), g (orȁga ‘walnuts- gen .p l.m’), k (siromȁk 
‘poor man’). Consonant f is a stable part of the system, expanded by 
desonorization of v at the end of the word (žîf ‘alive’).

• As in the majority of Montenegrin dialects, sonants v and j are prone 
to disappearance in different positions.

• Consonants ś and ź are a stable part of the system. In addition to 
foreign words, the consonant з also occurs in several domestic words 
such as зvono ‘bell’, зrno ‘grain’, as well as oraзi ‘walnuts’, siromaзi 
‘poor men’, which is another confirmation of the archaic nature of 
this dialect group.

• Jekavian jotation is present in all categories. Exceptions exist as well 
(in all types of jotation).

• Devoicing of the final voiced consonants has fully encompassed this 
dialect (gȁlep ‘gull’, drûk ‘friend’, lupȅš ‘thief’, žîf ‘alive’, etc.).

• Feminine nouns have received masculine gender on the null mor-
pheme: kȓf ‘blood’, instr. kȑvom ‘blood- ins .s g.n’.

• The hard-stem affix is present in examples such as čekȉćom ‘ham-
mer- ins .s g.m’, kȍńom ‘horse- ins .s g.m’, mȉšovi ‘mice’, bȍjovi ‘battles’.

• In the genitive case plural we have eak: ženeak ‘women- gen .p l.f’, as 
well as ik and ijuk: bravik ‘ram- gen .p l.m’, zubijuk ‘teeth- gen .p l.m’.

• The nouns mati ‘mother’ and kći ‘daughter’ have preserved the old 
forms.

• The enclitic forms ni, vi / ne, ve (in dative and accusative case) are 
widespread. The enclitic form of pronoun ona ‘she’ in the accusative 
case is ju ‘her’. The enclitic form of the accusative case plural third-
person personal pronoun for all three genders is ge ‘him/it/her’.

• Longer forms occur in the adjectival and pronominal desinences in 
this dialect as well.

• The use of particles is widespread, including particle ć as a specific 
feature of Mrkovići.

• Imperfect and aorist tense forms have survived.
• The relationship between instrumental-sociative and instrumental 

denoting the means of action is disrupted. There are examples of use 
of both with and without prepositions.

• Another feature of this dialect is the use of accusative instead of the 
locative case in examples such as Živi u Bar ‘He lives in Bar’, cf. 
standard ‘Živi u Baru’. Prepositions po ‘at’ and pri ‘by’ are used with 
the plural-form locative case, not the genitive case as in the Montene-
grin dialects in the hinterland.
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 5. Kuči-Piperi-Bratonožići Dialect Group
Encompasses the dialects of three Montenegrin tribes: Kuči, Piperi, 

and Bratonožići.
• The accentual system is a two-accent one with preserved pretonic 

and posttonic lengths. Both falling stresses can occur in the last 
syllable—regardless of whether that syllable is open or closed. For 
example, sestrȁ, sestrê; trāvȁ, trāvê; potȍk, potȍka; nārȍd, nārȍda. 
The classical situation is disrupted in border villages, so in the vil-
lages toward Podgorica forms such as sȅstra are present, whereas the 
villages bordering Bjelopavlići feature forms such as tráva.

• The vowel system features five standard vowels (a, e, i, o, u), the 
vowel r (long and short), and the specific semivowel alternant ae.

• The inherited sequence ьl has produced long ae, and al (> ao) has 
produced long a (rȅkāe ‘say- l -pt . m .sg’—čitâ ‘read- l -pt . m .sg’).

• The long jat has resulted in ije and short jat in je, with exceptions that 
are common to the entire group of Montenegrin dialects.

• The consonant h is either lost (lâd ‘shade’, samorȁnica ‘single 
mother’) or replaced, primarily by v (duvân ‘tobacco’, suvotȁ 
‘damp-free place’). Consonant f has a more stable position in the 
Kuči-Bratonožići area than in Piperi due to the fact that f occurs in 
opposition to v in the former one.

• The consonants ś and ź are a stable part of the phonological system. 
The sound з is generally not present.

• Final ć and đ have been replaced by j, for example, dôj, mȍj ‘to be 
able to’, kȕj, gȍj.

• Sonants j and v are more unstable here than in the broader area.
• Jekavian jotation encompasses all the categories known. Jotation of 

labials is common.
• Consonant groups st, št, zd in the final position are simplified through 

the consistent loss of the final member.
• The dialect of Kuči (and the dialect of Bratonožići through it, about 

which there are very scarce scientific data) differs to a certain extent 
from the dialect of Piperi because of direct contact with Albanian lan-
guage territory, first and foremost because of Montenegrin-Albanian 
bilingualism in that area which has existed almost to date. Thus, in 
the dialect of Kuči there is nasalization of the semivowel, for exam-
ple, rȅkāen, softening of l in positions before front vowels (zĺīkȍvaec 
‘villain’) and beyond (Ĺākȍ), group pc < ps, pč < pš, kč < kš (ĺȉpcāt 
‘to flow’, pčȅnica ‘wheat’, lȁkče ‘easier’), desonorization of the 
final consonants (ńegȍf, grât, drûk, prīlȁs ‘access’, grȍp). In many 
aspects, the dialect of Bratonožići is a transition between the dialects 
of Kuči and Piperi, which is a consequence of its territorial affiliation.
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• The groups rj, čj, žj, šj occur without j (rečȉca, nārȕče, ostȍže ‘hay-
stack pole’, mȉšī).

• The enclitic forms ni, vi / ne, ve occur in the dative and the accusative 
case of pronouns mi ‘we’, vi ‘you’ and enclitic form ju in the accusa-
tive case of pronoun ona.

• Longer forms are common in the adjectival and pronominal desinences.
• Dvâš, trîš are commonly used instead of dvaput ‘twice’, triput 

‘thrice’.
• Aorist and imperfect tense forms are frequent.
• Use of the accusative instead of the locative case with stative verbs 

and the genitive plural with the preposition po ‘at’ instead of the loca-
tive case is a feature of this dialect as well.

• There is frequent use of zašto instead of zato što ‘because’.
 6. Zeta-Podgorica Dialect Group

Encompasses the area of Podgorica town dialect, Tuzi, Zeta, 
Lješkopolje, and Montenegrin dialects of the Skadar area.
• The accentual system is a two-accent one with preserved unaccented 

lengths. A short falling stress cannot be found in the open ultima. 
For example, sȅstra, sestrê // trâva, trāvê // potȍk, potȍka // nārȍd, 
nārȍda. Forms Pērȍ, Stānȁ are the only forms present in this area, 
which means that there is no assimilation of the nominative and the 
vocative case in this category. The exceptions are present in the 
following examples strīkȍ ‘uncle’, bābȍ, frātȍ ‘friar’, srēćȍ ‘lucky 
person’, jādȁ ‘miserable woman’, (h)ālȁ ‘aunt’, skōrčȁ ‘skinny 
woman’, smōtȁ ‘clumsy woman’, tūtȁ ‘chamber pot’, nōšȁ ‘potty’, 
žvākȁ ‘chewing gum’, bēbȁ ‘baby’, bōĺȁ ‘illness’. There is therefore 
an unsystematic short falling stress in the open ultima in bi-syllabic 
words with a pretonic length. There is no short falling stress in the 
open ultima in tri- and multi-syllabic words apart from a few rare 
exceptions in the dialect of Muslims: munārȅ ‘minaret’, teĺāšȁ 
‘trouble’, ǯenāzȁ ‘funeral’. Those rare preserved examples of a short 
falling stress in the open ultima indicate that this area was a transition 
between Kuči-Piperi-Bratonožići area and Lovćen-Rumija dialects.

• The vowel system is composed of five standard vowels and a short 
vowel r. The semivowel has been vocalized into a. There is devo-
calization of the vowel r in examples such as ȕmaro ‘die- l -pt . m .sg’.

• Group ao (< ьl and al) has produced long a in all cases.
• This dialect group is characterized by ije as a long jat reflex, and by 

je as a short jat reflex—in compliance with the general state of affairs 
in Montenegrin dialects. The exception to this is the dialect of Mus-
lims, in which today’s long jat alternant is long i. It is not, however, 
a specific jat alternant, but a secondary phenomenon that led to the 
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simplification of group ije into long i. Morphological ije has been 
preserved in the genitive case plural tȉjā ‘those- gen  .pl’, ovȉjā ‘these- 
gen  .pl’.

• Jekavian jotation has encompassed all categories.
• The consonants h and f are a stable part of the system in the dialect of 

Muslims, while in the dialect of Christians h is either lost or replaced 
by v, k, j, although with inconsistent preservation of the phoneme.

• Devoicing of final voiced consonants is a general phenomenon. Glide 
v acts as a voiced opponent to consonant f (kȑf, ȍfca ‘sheep’).

• Just as in the dialect of Kuči, due to the vicinity of the Albanian bor-
der, ĺ occurs instead of l before front vowels, as well as at the word 
and syllable end (ĺȉpcāt, ĺȅpče ‘nicer’, Zējnȅĺ).

• Affricates are common in examples such as ĺȉpcāt, pčȅnica, lȁkče.
• The groups rj, čj, žj, šj occur without j (rečȉca, nārȕče, Pōbrȅže, mȉšī).
• Masculine gender is generalized in nouns such as kȑf, sô, mâs (krvom, 

soĺom ‘salt- ins .s g.f’, mašćom ‘fat- ins .s g.f’ in instrumental case). 
The instrumental case suffix -om is replaced in the declension of 
masculine and neuter nouns by suffix -ōm through analogy with the 
feminine gender (čôjkōm ‘man- ins .s g.m’, mônkōm ‘young man- ins .s 
g.m’, đećȅtōm ‘child- ins .s g.n’).

• Pronouns taj, ovaj, onaj are transformed into ta, ovi, oni and njegov, 
njen, njihov into onȍgof, ńôjzīn, ńȉhan (only among Muslims) / ńȉnī.

• The enclitic forms ni, vi / ne, ve occur in the dative and the accusative 
case of pronouns mi, vi and the enclitic form je ‘her’ in the accusative 
case of pronoun ona.

• Longer forms are common in the adjectival and pronominal desi-
nences, for example, tȉjā, tȉjem.

• The use of particles is widespread, especially of zi, r and k(e).
• Aorist and imperfect tense forms are frequent.
• Use of the accusative instead of locative case with stative verbs and 

genitive plural with prepositions po and pri instead of the locative 
case is a feature of this dialect as well.

• The use of zašto instead of zato što is also rather common.
 7. Donji Pješivci-Bjelopavlići-Vasojevići Dialect Group

This dialect group encompasses Donji Pješivci, Bjelopavlići, and 
Vasojevići with the Plav-Gusinje area, subject to some specifics in the 
Plav-Gusinje area.
• The accentual system of this area is a four-accent one, with preserved 

lengths. Plav-Gusinje area is an exception to this. However, falling 
stresses can be found outside of the first syllable as well, but the 
short falling stress cannot be found on the ultima (open or closed), 
for example, sèstra, sestrê // tráva, trāvê // pòtok, potȍka // národ, 
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nārȍda. Words with bi-syllabic jat alternant can have dual accents 
vri(j)ème, mli(j)èko / vri(j)éme, mli(j)éko. The short falling stresses 
can occur in the ultima within an enclitic: lijepȁ je ‘she is pretty’, 
sramotȁ je ‘it is a shame’, potȍk je ‘brook has’, sestrȁ ga ‘sister 
has’, menȅ je ‘I was’ (except in Pješivci). The accentual system of 
the Plav-Gusinje area differs from the above situation by not having 
a short rising stress and thus fitting into the Ozrinići type, but it does 
have short falling stresses on the ultima in enclisis just as the rest of 
this dialect group.

• The vowel system is not uniform in the entire area. In Bjelopavlići 
and Donji Pješivci, it is composed of five standard vowels and the 
vowel r (long and short), and in Vasojevići and the Plav-Gusinje area 
it is expanded by the specific semivowel alternant ae. As an excep-
tion, this semivowel also occurs in Bjelopavlići villages along the 
boundary to Piperi.

• Jat alternants do not differ from the general state of affairs in the 
group of Montenegrin dialects. The exception to this is the dialect of 
Gusinje in which jat alternants are the same as in the dialect of Pod-
gorica Muslims (long jat: ije > long i, and short jat > je).

• Vowel group ao in Donji Pješivci and Bjelopavlići has produced long 
a, regardless of the origin. In Vasojevići and the Plav-Gusinje area 
the situation is different given that the semivowel has produced a 
specific alternant ae. Thus, group ьl has produced ae (rȅkāe), and ao 
has resulted in long a (or remained unaltered in a smaller number of 
cases), for example, čūvâ ‘keep- l -pt . m .sg’. In the Plav-Gusinje area, 
instead of ьl, long aen also occurs, or long ąe, for example, mȍgāen, 
kotâen, which is a consequence of nasalization through Albanian 
neighborhood.

• The Plav-Gusinje zone also entails other characteristics created under 
the influence of Albanian language, which are featured in the dialect 
of Kuči and Zeta-Podgorica as well (ĺȉpcāt; pčȅnica; grȍp).

• The consonants ś and ź are a stable part of the phonological sys-
tem. Sound з is unknown, with the exception of rare Bjelopavlići 
examples.

• Final ć and đ are replaced by j, for example, dôj, mȍj, kȕj, gȍj.
• Consonant h is preserved better in the dialect of Bjelopavlići and 

Muslims from the Plav-Gusinje area. The loss and replacement ten-
dency is no different than in the surrounding area.

• The consonant f is stable.
• The glides j and v are more unstable here than in the broader area.
• Jekavian jotation has encompassed all categories known. Jotation of 

labials is common.
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• Consonant groups st, št, zd in the final position are simplified through 
the consistent loss of the final member.

• Enclitic forms ni, vi / ne, ve occur in the dative and the accusative 
case of pronouns mi, vi and the enclitic form ju in the accusative case 
of pronoun ona.

• Longer forms are common in the adjectival and pronominal desinences.
• Dvâš, trîš are commonly used instead of dvaput, triput.
• Aorist and imperfect tense forms are frequent.
• Use of the accusative instead of the locative case with stative verbs 

and the genitive plural with prepositions po and pri instead of the 
locative case is a feature of this dialect as well.

 8. Rožaje-Petnjica-Bijelo Polje Dialect Group
Encompasses the area from Hajla through Turjak and above Berane to 

Lim and along Lim to the border with Serbia, from where it follows the 
border back to Hajla.
• The accentual system of this area is mainly similar to the one in the 

Donji Pješivci-Bjelopavlići-Vasojevići dialect group. All four accents 
are present. Falling stresses can exist outside of the first syllable as 
well, and the short falling stress cannot be found on the ultima.

• The vowel system is characterized by five standard vowels and the 
vowel r (long and short). The semivowel has been vocalized into a.

• Long jat has produced ije, and short jat e, for example, Bijelo Polje—
belopoĺski. This is an autochthonous jat development, not a second-
ary ekavism. Today’s exceptions resulted from migrations from the 
Montenegrin interior. Forms voĺeo ‘love- l -pt . m .sg’, boĺeo ‘hurt- l -pt 
. m .sg’, beĺek ‘mark’, doĺe ‘down’ are not jekavisms but a product of 
softening of l in positions before front vowels under the influence of 
Albanian dialects.

• Vowel group ao has produced long o regardless of the origin (al, ьl).
• Given the short jat product, Jekavian jotation is not a common fea-

ture. As a result, consonants ś and ź are not a stable part of the system. 
They occur mainly in the dialect of newer Orthodox population.

• Sonants v and j are unstable, especially in the intervowel position 
(kĺȕāt ‘to gnaw’, bĺȕāt ‘to vomit’, Drȁgoe, zmȁevi ‘dragons’).

• Consonant h is preserved in the dialect of Muslims, but is absent 
from the dialect of Orthodox population. It is lost in the initial and 
final position, and replaced by v or j in the intervowel position (bȕva, 
mȕva, suvòta, Mȉjoĺdān, snàja ‘sister-in-law’, čȍja ‘baize’).

• Phoneme f is stable.
• Sound з (dz) is registered.
• Consonant groups st, št, zd in the final position have been simplified 

(mlȁdōs ‘youth’, prîš, grôz).
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• Groups pt, pč, pš have been simplified through the loss of the first 
member, unlike in other Muslim dialects in Montenegro. Thus, we 
have tȉca ‘bird’, čȅla ‘bee’, šenȉca ‘wheat’.

• Inserted d in words zdrâk ‘air’, zdrȁka ‘ray’ is surely underpinned by 
the dialects in the area below Lim and other Montenegrin dialects.

• Desonorization of final consonants is a general phenomenon in Mus-
lim dialects, and an ordinary feature in Orthodox ones.

• Forms kutńi ‘pertaining to a house’, božitńi ‘pertaining to Christmas’, 
okutńica ‘garden’; mlogo ‘a number of’, mlozina, najamlik ‘day 
laborer’, guvno, obravnica ‘bag’, givnazija ‘gymnasium’, dimĺak 
‘chimney’, Damĺan, kovča/kofča ‘clasp’, tefsija ‘pan’, etc., are part 
of the general state of affairs in Montenegrin dialects.

• Male names have a final o, such as in Bóžo, Váso, Íbro, Mého, Sénčo. 
Their possessive adjectives have -ov.

• Instead of the locative case plural forms there is the genitive case with 
the preposition po (po mâjstōrā ‘at repair shops’, po ȍgńēvā ‘at fires’, 
po pȕtovā ‘at roads’), while the preposition o is accompanied only by 
the locative case, not the genitive.

• Personal pronouns for the first, second, and any person in the dative 
and the locative case is mène, tèbe, sèbe.

• Enclitic forms ni and vi (in dative case) and ne and ve (in the accusa-
tive case) are a feature of this dialect as well. The enclitic form of 
pronoun ona in the accusative case singular is ju.

• Imperfect and aorist tense forms have survived.
• There are common constructions with iz ‘from something’ (instead 

of od ‘from someone’) + genitive case (Uzmi iz Ljuba ‘Take it from 
Ljubo’, cf. standard ‘Uzmi od Ljuba’), which is a feature extending 
to the coast.

• Prepositions među ‘between’, nad, pod, pred, u, na are used with the 
accusative case (with both stative verbs and verbs of motion), for 
example, Eto ga sedi pret kuću i nešto konta ‘He is sitting in front of 
the house and thinking’, cf. standard ‘Eto ga śedi pred kućom i nešto 
konta’. Uzimali smo ubojni kamen i trĺaĺi ga u vodu ‘We would take 
a healing stone and rub it in water’, cf. standard ‘Uzimali smo ubojni 
kamen i trljali ga u vodi’.

• Instrumental case denoting the means of action is used with the 
preposition s (Ubo se s nožem ‘He stabbed himself with a knife’). 
Instrumental-sociative is never used without the preposition s.
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It has long been known in dialectology that Montenegrin dialects are among 
the best-studied dialects in the Slavic world. There are no smaller national 
or dialect areas in that world which have attracted the attention of a larger 
number of philologists and dialectologists than Montenegro. Nevertheless, no 
synthetic studies have appeared to date that would offer the classification and 
description of the major characteristics of individual speech units.

The common criterion for the classification of Štokavian dialects (the issue 
of jat and the accentual system) has not produced valid results for the classifi-
cation of Montenegrin dialects. Almost without exception, Montenegrin dia-
lects are Ijekavian-Jekavian (long jat has produced ije, and short jat je—with 
certain limitations that have been described). Deviations are reflected in the 
dialects of Muslims from Podgorica and Gusinje (long jat is long i, and short 
jat is je) and in the dialect of Mrkovići on the south of the country (long jat 
is e, and short jat is je), as well as in the dialect of the Rožaje-Petnjica-Bijelo 
Polje area (long jat is ije, short jat is e). In Podgorica, Plav, and Mrkovići, the 
long jat alternant was originally not i, or e; instead, a secondary process ije > i 
or ije > e has taken place. On the other hand, the Rožaje-Petnjica-Bijelo Polje 
area probably had a separate development of short jat into e, which had to be 
conditioned by social and historical circumstances in that area.

As for the accentual system, five types can be identified in Montenegrin 
speech patterns. The oldest type has retained both falling stresses in the open 
ultima (sestrȁ, sestrê; trāvȁ, trāvê; potȍk, potȍka; nārȍd, nārȍda) and is 
typical of Primorje from Dobrota to Grbalj and of the area of Kuči-Piperi-
Bratonožići. The second type would be the one in which the short falling 
stress cannot occur in the open ultima (sȅstra, sestrê; trâva, trāvê; potȍk, 
potȍka; nārȍd, nārȍda) and is typical of Primorje—from Paštrovići to far 
south, and in the continental part in Crmnica, Riječka nahija, and Katunska 

Summary
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nahija (without Ozrinići and Broćanac). Along with the two falling stresses, 
the third type also has a long rising stress, which occurs in place of old length 
before the short falling stress in the open ultima. The removal of the short 
falling stress from this ultima has resulted in a long rising stress in the pen-
ultimate syllable (sȅstra, sestrê; tráva, trāvê; potȍk, potȍka; nārȍd, nārȍda). 
This type is characteristic of Ozrinići with Broćanac and the Plav-Gusinje 
area. The fourth type has both falling and rising stresses, but the short falling 
stress may occur in all syllables apart from the ultima. Moving the short fall-
ing stress from the ultima has resulted in a rising stress (sèstra, sestrê; tráva, 
trāvê; pòtok, potȍka; národ, nārȍda). This type is characteristic of Donji 
Pješivci, Bjelopavlići, Vasojevići, and the Lim-Ibar area. The youngest type 
characterizes northwestern Montenegro (sèstra, sèstrē; tráva, trávē; pòtok, 
pòtoka; národ, národa). As illustrated above, there is an almost absolutely 
regular relationship between the first and the fifth type—the fifth type is 
obtained from the first type by moving the stress (and its quality) by one syl-
lable toward the beginning.

The characteristics of the accentual system constitute the main distinction 
between the Montenegrin dialects. The traditionalist divisions largely ignored 
this fact, dividing the Montenegrin dialects into two strictly separated “dia-
lects”—one so-called Eastern Herzegovinian (with four-accent system and 
Ijekavian-Jekavian jat alternants), and one (referred to by various names) that 
comprised the remaining areas. Such a division could conditionally be taken 
as tenable only if it did not treat dialects as dialects, for which no justifica-
tion has been provided in the material published to date. On the other hand, 
traditionalist dialectology invested more efforts to find similarities between 
perimeter dialects on both sides of the Montenegrin border than it did looking 
for similarities between Montenegrin dialects of the above two groups. This 
is how views were formed that Montenegro is split into two parts by a sharp 
dialect boundary and that the characteristics of both of its dialects were not 
Montenegrin as they spread beyond the borders of Montenegro. Two crucial 
facts were neglected here: (1) dialectal phenomena do not have to coincide 
with the national borders (if these are not spread along wreaths of mountains, 
river gorges, uninhabited areas, etc.); (2) the status of these phenomena (as 
omnipresent) in the Montenegrin dialects and (as alternative) in other dia-
lects. No doubt, such divisions were deeply ideologically motivated because 
they aspired to take away dialectal specifics on the Montenegro-wide level.

The two above criteria were complemented by two more, as important for 
discerning the Montenegrin dialects. These are the issue of the old semivowel 
and of the vowel group ao (< al, ьl). The old semivowel value (in the strong 
position) was preserved by the second half of the twentieth century—only in 
Dobrota and Krtole (Boka), and in Tuđemili, Zupci, and Šestani (Bar). In all 
other areas in which a specific former semivowel alternant occurs, it is not 
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a semivowel but a full vowel on the borderline between a and e, which has 
preserved certain components of both vowels. Leaving aside the issue of dif-
ferent values of articulation of the old semivowel alternants, we have marked 
it as ae in all cases but those where it is marked as characteristic for preserving 
the old articulation value. The semivowel, or its specific alternant ae occurs 
in the entire Primorje, from Dobrota to the far south. From there, it spreads 
to the entire immediate hinterland, going deep into the interior. Articulation 
(ae) occurs in the dialects of Katunska nahija including Ćeklići, and in 
Maine, Pobori, Brajići, Cetinje, Riječka nahija, and Crmnica with Krajina. 
From there, it is interrupted by the areas of Cuce, Bjelice, Ozrinići, Komani 
and Zagaračje, Lješanska nahija with Lješkopolje, Zeta, and Podgorica 
(and Montenegrin dialects in Albania), including again the areas of Piperi, 
Kuči, Bratonožići, Plav-Gusinje and Gornji Vasojevići. In the territory of 
four-accent dialects, both newer and older (apart from Gornji Vasojevići), 
there is no semivowel—it has been vocalized into a, just like in the standard 
language.

When it comes to the vowel group ao, several areas—Bjelice, Cuce, 
Lješanska nahija, Lješkopolje, Komani, Zagarač, Ozrinići, Pješivci, 
Bjelopavlići, Zeta, Podgorica, Nikšić, Župa Nikšićka, Rudine Nikšićke, 
and all Nikšić villages in the direction of Banjani, Grahovo, Piva, Golija, 
Drobnjak, Uskoci, Rovca—have contracted each ao into a (mȍgā, glȅdā). 
The dialects that have preserved the old semivowel value have ьl > o, 
whereas ao remains unaltered (mȍgō; stojȁo). The dialects in which the semi-
vowel has produced a specific vowel value ae are characterized by different 
situations: in Paštrovići and Spič ьl > o, and al > o (rȅkō; ćȅrā), while in 
Mrkovići and other dialects of that type in the interior ьl > ae, al > a (mȍgāe, 
ćȅrā). Different variations are related to labialization or nasalization of the 
final a / ae. Other areas have ao > o in both cases (Primorje from Orahovac to 
the border with Croatia with the hinterland, Grahovo, Banjani, Golija, Piva, 
Drobnjak, Jezera, Uskoci (partly), Morača (Gornja and Donja), Rovca, and 
Bijelo Polje-Petnjica-Rožaje.

The major common features of the Montenegrin dialects (considering the 
traditional points of emphasis in dialectology) would include the following:

• Native ijekavisms
• Longer forms in the adjectival and pronominal desinences (e.g., tije(h), 

tijem)
• Jekavian jotation (tě > će, cě > će, dě > đe, sě > śe, zě > źe)
• dvje, svje, cvje > đe, śe, će (e.g., međed, śedok, Ćetko)
• Fairly common labial jotation
• Consonant system expanded to include phonemes ś and ź
• ě + j > i (e.g., cio, sijati but there are also forms such as śeđeo, viđeo)
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• -st, -zd, -št > -s, -z, -š (e.g., plas, groz, priš)
• Common use of -j < -đ, -ć (e.g., goj, doj, moj)
• Frequent use of the infinitive without final -i (e.g., trčat, pričat)
• Dative and locative case forms mene, tebe, sebe
• Enclitic forms ni and vi
• Active use of aorist and imperfect tense forms
• Declension Pero—Pera—Peru . . .
• Disrupted relation between the cases of location and movement direction

In accordance with the above four criteria, we have proposed a classifica-
tion of the Montenegrin dialects into two major groups: northwestern and 
southeastern. Their oppositeness should not be viewed as the oppositeness 
of two dialects (except for accentual features). The southeastern group is 
somewhat more dispersed than the northwestern one, and can therefore be 
divided into several dialect groups: Sub-Lovćen dialect group, Ozrinići 
dialect group, Southeastern Boka dialect group, Mrkojevići dialect group, 
Kuči-Piperi-Bratonožići dialect group, Zeta-Podgorica dialect group, Donji 
Pješivci-Bjelopavlići-Vasojevići dialect group, Rožaje-Petnjica-Bijelo Polje 
dialect group.
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ACCENTUAL SYSTEM OF MONTENEGRIN DIALECTS

1. This compound marks the dialects encompassing a zone that gravitates to those 
two mountains as the two ultimate and highest points.

2. Examples such as Stānȅ are unknown in this area, which leads to the conclusion 
that these are not old forms re-established through analogy to a possessive adjective 
ending in -ov such as Pêro: Pērȍv > Pērȍ, as is the case in Gornje Cuce, Komani, 
and Zagarač. The form Stâne, it is well known, was obtained through assimilation to 
the vocative case, and there was no such assimilation in the Zeta-Podgorica area with 
Lješanska nahija and Lješkopolje.
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92 Notes

THE ISSUE OF VOWEL GROUP AO IN 
MONTENEGRIN DIALECTS

1. Drobnjak-specific ā (<al, ьl) among today’s elderly population was, inter alia, 
confirmed to us by Sanja Orlandić. The confusion was created by Jovan Vuković, as 
he listed the majority of Piva features as specific to the entire area in the previously 
cited monograph on the dialect of Piva and Drobnjak. After all, it is known that 
Vuković treated the entire territory of Uskoci as Drobnjak, whereas most of the mate-
rial he collected came from Piva, where he was born.
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Aleksić, Radomir, 3, 4

Barjaktarević, Danilo, xiv, 5, 8
Bašanović-Čečović, Jelena, 10
Belić, Aleksandar, 3, 83n21
Bojović, Draga, 10
Bošković, Radosav, xiv, 3, 4, 30–32, 91n5
Brajković, Tomo, 1, 2
Broz, Ivan, 1
Budmani, Pero, 2

Čirgić, Adnan, vii, viii, ix, x, 41, 45, 
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Dedijer, Jevto, 88n14
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Jovanović, Miodrag, 9
Jovićević, Andrija, 4, 7

Kapustina, Jelena, 8
Karadžić, Vuk, xiii, 1

Lukić, Milica, 6

Majer, Antun, 4
Majić, Dragoljub, 4
Małecki, Mieczysław, xiv, 4, 31, 32, 

91n5
Milaković, Dimitrije, 1
Miletić, Branko, xiv, 3

Nikčević, Milorad, 5
Nikčević, Vojislav P., 15, 26, 30

Orlandić, Sanja, 10, 92n1
Ostojić, Vladimir, 9

Peco, Asim, x, 16–20, 24–27, 88n19, 
89n27

Pešikan, Mitar, xiv, 5–7, 11–15, 31–32, 
36, 88n7, 91n3, 91n6

Petrović, Dragoljub, xiv, 5, 7
Pima, Jerolim, 2
Pižurica, Mato, xiv, 5, 8, 33
Popović, Momčilo, 8

Rešetar, Milan, xiii, 2, 81n3
Ribarić, Josip, 4–6
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Ristić, Danijela, 10
Rosi, Alberto, 2
Rovinski, Pavel Apolonovič, 4
Ružičić, Gojko, xiv, 3

Stanić, Milija, xiv, 5, 7, 21, 25, 90n39, 
91n6

Stevanović, Mihailo xiv, 3, 10–11, 
30–32, 83n21, 91n5

Stijović, Rada, 9
Šahmatov, Aleksej Aleksandrovič, 1, 

82n7
Šćepanović, Mihailo, 10

Škarić, Đuro, 1
Šušanj, Jelena, vii

Tomanović, Vaso, 4–6

Vujadinović, Nenad, 9
Vujičić, Dragomir, 5, 7
Vujović, Luka, xiv, 4–6
Vuković, Jovan, xiv, 3–4, 7, 20, 92n1
Vušović, Danilo, xiii, xiv, 2–3, 22, 25, 

89n34

Zore, Luko, 1
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accusative, 21–27, 59–60, 63, 69–75
adjectival and pronominal desinences, 16, 

59, 63, 65–67, 69, 71, 72, 74–75, 79
Albanian (language) border, 29, 33, 44, 

70, 72–74
aorist, 16, 21, 22, 24, 60, 63, 67, 69, 71, 

72, 74, 75, 80

coastal dialects, 31, 32, 35, 36, 40, 48, 
57, 67

concord, 24, 64, 67
consonant f, 62, 65, 69, 70, 72, 73
consonant groups, 59, 63, 70, 72, 74, 75
consonant h, 62, 65, 66, 69, 70, 72, 73
consonant з, 67, 69

dative, 16, 21, 23, 59, 63, 69, 71, 72, 
74, 75, 80

desonorization of final voiced 
consonants, 65, 66, 69, 70, 75

dialect boundaries, 19, 26, 33, 44
Donji Pješivci-Bjelopavlići-Vasojevići 

dialect group, 72–74

Eastern Herzegovinian dialect, 11, 
16–22, 24–27, 78

Eastern Montenegrin dialect, xiv, 3, 11
Ekavian-Jekavian (dialect), 29
enclitic forms, 16, 59, 63, 67, 69, 

71–75, 80

four-accent system/dialects, 7, 17, 25–26, 
30, 33, 35–36, 38–39, 44, 48, 66, 72, 
78, 79, 89n27

genitive, 16, 24, 60, 63, 65, 67, 69, 
71–72, 74–75

group ьl, 52–54, 64, 73

Ijekavian dialects, 17, 19, 24–25, 
87n89

Ijekavian-Ekavian dialects, 29, 33
Ikavian-Jekavian dialects, 29
imperfect, 16, 21–22, 24, 60, 63, 67, 

69, 71–75, 80
instrumental, 21–22, 24, 63, 69, 72, 75

jat, 8, 18, 26, 29, 32–36, 39, 43–45, 47, 
58, 62, 64, 66, 68, 70–74, 77–79

jat alternant, 39, 43–45, 68, 71, 73, 77
Jekavian jotation, 5, 10, 16, 21, 23, 45, 

59, 62, 69, 70, 72–74, 79
jotation of labials, 16, 20, 23, 59, 70, 73

Kuči-Piperi-Bratonožići dialect group, 
32, 34–36, 49, 53, 55, 60, 70–71, 80

labialization, labialized a, 52–53, 64, 
68, 79

locative, 16, 21–23, 27, 59, 63, 67, 69, 
71–72, 74–75, 80
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Montenegrin dialects (modern), 
classification of, 11–35

Montenegrin dialects (traditionalist/
previous), classification of, 11–28

Montenegrin dialects, history of 
studying of, 1–11

Mrkovići/Mrkojevići dialect group, 68–69
Muslims, 9, 16, 29, 37, 43–44, 62, 

71–74, 77

nasalization, 54, 70, 73, 79
nominative, 24, 38, 67, 71
Northwestern Montenegrin dialects, 

16–19, 24, 27, 30, 57–62

Ozrinići dialect group, 4, 17, 25, 30, 34, 
36, 38, 48, 51, 55, 61–62, 64–66, 73, 
78–80, 90n34

phonemes ś and ź, 14, 16, 20, 22–23, 
58, 62–63, 67, 69–70, 73–74, 79

Plav-Gusinje area, 30–31, 38, 48, 54, 
72–73, 78–79

Rožaje-Petnjica-Bijelo Polje dialect 
group, 34, 55, 74–75, 77, 80

semivowel alternant, 48–49, 52, 62, 64, 
68, 70, 73, 78

Serbian language, 12, 33
short falling stress, 30, 35–38, 64, 66, 

68, 71–72, 74, 77–78
Southeastern Boka dialect group, 34, 55, 

60–61, 66, 68, 80
southeastern Montenegrin dialects, 17, 

55, 60–75
Sub-Lovćen dialect group, 34, 55, 64–65, 

68, 71, 80

three-accent system/dialects, 30, 33, 37
two-accent system/dialects, 26, 30, 33, 

35–36, 64, 66, 68, 70–71

vocative, 21, 24, 38, 64, 66–68, 71, 
91n2

vowel group ao, 23, 33–34, 47, 51–54, 
59, 62, 64, 66, 68, 71, 73–74, 
78–79

vowel r, 62, 64, 66–74
vowel system, 58, 62–74

Zeta-Gornje Polimlje dialect, 31
Zeta-Lovćen dialect, 11, 24
Zeta-Podgorica dialect group, 31–34, 

37, 55, 63, 71, 73, 80
Zeta-Sjenica dialect, 15
Zeta-South Sandžak dialect, 13, 16–17, 

25
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(h)ālȁ, 37, 71
ȁrāt, 58

bābȍ, 37, 71
bāčȁo, 52
bâobo, 68
báśa, 58
baz, 22
bēbȁ, 37, 71
Bele, 20
beĺek, 74
Belopoljci, 87n89
belopoĺski, 44, 74
beseda, 87n89
bijelo, 43
bijo sam u Nišić, 21
bio sam u Dugu, 24, 60
bio sam u grad, 24
bio sam u Kotor, 63
biзin, 23
bjelina, 43
bĺesnilo, 23, 62
bĺèsnilo, 59
bĺežati, 21
bĺȕāt, 74
bog na nebo, a ĺudi na zemĺu, 22
bȍjovi, 69
Bokijeĺ, 23
bōĺȁ, 37, 71

boĺeo, 74
boles, 20
Boroзȁn, 65
boži, 22, 23
božitńi, 75
Bóžo, 75
brastvo, 20, 22
bravik, 69
bronзin, 23
brònзīn, 59, 62
brs, 22
bȕa, 59
Buśka, 22
bȕva, 74

capćeti, 21
cesta, 20, 58
cio, 16, 79
crvka, 23
cukati, 23
čȅka, 65
čȅkā, 65
čȅkao, 52, 67
čeki ja tamo, čeki, a tebe nema, 21
čekȉćom, 69
čȅla, 75
česa, 24
čî, 20, 22
čitâ, 70
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čitȁo, 52
čȍja, 74
čôjkōm, 72
čūvâ, 73
ćedilo, 21, 23, 62
ćèdilo, 59
ćelokupan, 21
ćepanica, 21, 23, 62
ćepànica, 59
ćȅrā, 52, 64, 79
ćȅrāt, 59
ćerati, 23
ćȅšīt, 59
ćešiti, 23
ćètat, 59
ćetati, 20, 21, 23
Ćetko, 16, 20, 23, 62, 79
Ćȅtko, 59
Ćetna, 23
Ćȅtna, 59
Ćetulja, 21

Damĺan, 75
dȁo, 51
Daśan, 22
daž, 23
deite, 68
dȉgō, 52, 64
dijete, 29, 43
dȉjete, 36
dȉjete, 44
dimĺak, 75
dimno, 23, 63
dȉoba, 36
dite, 29, 44
dîte, 44
dobrijem, 89n27
doj, 9, 20, 23, 80
dôj, 59, 70, 73
doĺe, 74
doneo, 87n89
donesi mi one pet motika, 24, 64
dospĺeti, 21, 23, 62
dòspĺeti, 59
doša, 23

došȁo, 52
Drȁgoe, 74
drûk, 69, 70
duša, 37
Duśko, 22
duvan, 20
duvân, 70
dvaput, 71, 74
dvâš, 71, 74
đeca, 43, 44, 68
đećȅtōm, 72
đeteta, 29
đever, 23, 62
đȅvēr, 59

Eto ga sedi pret kuću i nešto konta, 75

frātȍ, 37, 71

gȁlep, 69
galijot, 22
Gaśo, 22
gatńik, 22
givnazija, 75
glava, 37
gleda, 23
glȅdā, 65, 79
gleda sam s očima, 24
goj, 16, 20, 22, 23, 80
gȍj, 59, 70, 73
golijet, 23
Gośko, 23
gospostvo, 22
graktȁo, 52
grana, 37
grât, 65, 70
gris, 20, 23
grȉs, 59, 63
grjehota, 89n27
grmĺeti, 21, 23
gŕmĺeti, 59
grȍp, 65, 70, 73
groz, 16, 22, 23, 63, 80
grôz, 59, 74
guvno, 22, 67, 75
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Gvoz, 23
Gvôz, 59

Íbro, 75
ȉđaou, 68
igrâo, 52, 64
Ikonija, 22
imâ, 52, 64
ȉmēnāek, 65
iśćerati, 23
izaj, 22
izgorjeti, 89n27
izis, 23
iźđikati, 23
iźedna, 23, 62
ȉźedna, 59
iźelica, 21
ìźelica, 58
ìźes, 58, 59
iźesti, 21, 23
ȉzvještāj, 64

ja čeki, čeki, a ńega nema, 63
ja osedlaj końa, obĺesi jednu obravnicu 

za kranu, pa pojaši, 22
ja tu čeki, čeki, a ńega nema, 24
jādȁ, 37, 71
jes, 22
jȅs, 59, 63
Jole, 20
Jovo, 89n27

kaozȁt, 68
kāzâo, 52, 64
kći, 69
kíjat, 58
kiśelica, 22
kiśelina, 20
kiśelo, 20
klâśe, 58
kĺȕāt, 74
kmestvo, 22
kofča, 75
kogoj, 22
koleno, 87

kòljēvka, 18
kȍńom, 69
konšija, 23, 63
konšilaek, 49
konšilak, 49
kosijer, 20, 22, 23
kota, 23
kotâe, 54
kȍtāe, 54
kotâen, 54, 73
kotô, 52, 67
kous, 68
kovča, 75
koźi, 23, 62
kȍźī, 59
kozóca, 52, 67
kozôca, 52, 67
kozōcȁ, 52, 67
kras, 20
krepâo, 53, 68
kȑf, 72
kȓf, 69
krnka, 20, 21
krvom, 72
kȑvom, 69
kudije, 21, 24
kuj, 22, 23
kȕj, 59, 70, 73
kumĺu, 23
kutńi, 22, 75

lâd, 58, 70
lȁkče, 70, 72
Ĺākȍ, 70
lažat, 63
lažati, 24
ĺȅpče, 72
lijepȁ je, 39, 73
ĺȉpcāt, 70, 72, 73
ljépo, 18
lupȅš, 69

Máre, 66
mâs, 72
maslo, 49
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maeslo, 49
mašćom, 72
Mȁśa, 58
mećat, 63
mećati, 24
međed, 16, 20, 79
Međed, 21
medńik, 20
među, 75
Mého, 75
mene, 16, 23, 27
mène, 21, 58, 59, 75
mȅne, 58
menȅ je, 39, 73
Menзalîn, 67
Mijajlo, 22
Mìjat, 58
Mȉjoĺdān, 74
milos, 23, 63
mȉlōs, 59
miši, 22, 63
mȉšī, 71, 72
mišlim, 23, 63
mȉšovi, 69
Miśa, 23
Miśko, 23
mlȁdōs, 74
mĺesec, 23, 62
mĺȅsēc, 59
mĺesečina, 23, 62
mĺȅsečina, 59
mli(j)èko, 39, 73
mlogo, 22, 75
mlozi, 67
mlozina, 23, 63, 75
mnijeko, 67
mnoзina, 23
mȍgāe, 54, 65, 79
mȍgāen, 54, 73
mȍgō, 52, 67, 79
moj, 16, 22, 23, 80
mȍj, 70, 73
mončad, 20, 21
monče, 23, 63
mônkōm, 72

mȕa, 58
munārȅ, 37, 71
mus, 20, 23
mȕs, 59, 63
mȕva, 58, 69, 74
mьslo, 49

nà mene, 58
nà tebe, 58
nȁboĺī, 65
načinijo kulu na Pišče, 21
nad, 24, 60, 63, 75
naj, 22
najamlik, 75
nàodī, 51
národ, 36, 38, 39, 58, 72, 78
nārȍd, 30, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 64, 66, 67, 

70, 71, 77, 78
národa, 39, 58, 78
nārȍda, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 64, 66, 67, 

70, 71, 77, 78 
naruče, 22, 23, 63
náruče, 59
nārȕče, 71, 72
našijem, 89n27
neđeĺa, 21
ńèga, 58
ńȅga, 58
ńegȍf, 65, 70
nej, 22
nekizi, 63
neko, 89n27
nemô, 65
nȅmō, 65
ńèmu, 58
ńȅmu, 58
neokle, 23
nešto, 89n27
nevĺesta, 20
ńȉhan, 72
nikuj, 23
ńȉnī, 72
njésu, 18
noćijevati, 22
noj, 20, 22
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ńôjzīn, 72
nōšȁ, 37, 71
nosu, 63
notńi, 20
notńik, 22
notńo, 22
nuos, 68

ò nama, 58
obezbeđenje, 87n89
obiĺeže, 23, 63
ȍbiljēže, 59
obĺed, 23, 62
òbĺed, 59
obĺeručke, 23, 62
obĺèručkē, 59
obĺesiti, 21
obravnica, 75
obrćat, 63
obrćati, 24
ȍću, 69
od nȁma, 67
òđeĺāt, 59
ođeĺati, 23
ođelo, 21
ȍfca, 72
oj, 22
okutńica, 75
onaj, 21, 23, 59, 63, 72
oni, 21, 23, 63, 72, 89n27
ònī, 59
onȍgof, 72
onudije, 21
onudijen, 24
orȁga, 69
oraзi, 69
ore plugom, 89n27
ore s plugom, 89n27
orô, 52, 67
ôśe, 58
osto je u Crnu Goru, 89n27
ostȍže, 71
ovaj, 21, 23, 59, 63, 72
ovči, 22
ovde, 87n89

ovi, 21, 63, 72
òvī, 59
ovȉjā, 72
òvijē, 58
òvijēg, 58
ovizi, 63
ovudije, 21, 24

pantim, 23, 63
pasâo, 52, 64
pastijer, 23
paśaluk, 23, 62
paśàluk, 59
paśi, 23, 62
pȁśī, 59
pčȅnica, 70, 72, 73
peit, 68
Pero, 80
Péro, 66
Pêro, 64, 91n2
Pērȍ, 36, 37, 64, 71, 91n2
Peśko, 22
pjȅvāo, 52, 64
plas, 16, 22, 80
plaš, 23
pĺena, 23, 62
pĺȅna, 59
pĺesma, 20, 23, 62
pĺȅsma, 59
po kafana, 60, 63
po kuća, 16
po mâjstōrā, 75
po ȍgńēvā, 75
po pȕtovā, 75
Pōbrȅže, 72
poćera, 23, 62
pȍćera, 59
poćeraj te dva ovna, 24, 64
počijèvat, 58
počijevati, 20, 22, 23
pod, 60, 75
područe, 23
podumijenta, 20
pogani, 22
poj, 20, 23
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pôj, 59
pokrijèvat, 58
pomāogâo, 52, 64
pomoj, 22
pomotńik, 22
posȁo, 52
posô, 52, 67
poša, 23
pošâe, 53
pošâen, 53
pošêa, 68
pošêan, 68
poštijer, 22
pošto su ove dva tovara, 24, 64
pośeko se s nožem, 22
potkutńica, 20
potȍk, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 64, 66, 67, 68, 

70, 71, 77, 78
pòtok, 38, 39, 58, 72, 78
potȍk je, 39, 73
potȍka, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 64, 66, 67, 

68, 70, 71, 72, 77, 78 
pòtoka, 39, 58, 78
pred, 24, 60, 63, 75
pregoreti, 22
pregrš, 20
pričat, 16, 80
prīlȁs, 70
primer, 87n89
priš, 16, 20, 22, 63, 80
prîš, 74
proćep, 23
próćep, 59
pronašô, 52, 64
prośeta, 23
prȍśeta, 59
prōvâ, 52, 64
prs, 22
putijer, 20, 22, 23
pùtijer, 58

Rade, 89n27
radi, 22
rados, 20, 23
rȁdōs, 59

ranik, 23
raskiśeliti, 22
r̀bat, 58
rečica, 43
rečȉca, 71, 72
rèčica, 58
Rečine, 63
rečȉt, 64
rèčit, 58
rej, 20
rȅkāe, 65, 70, 73
rȅkāen, 70
reklȁ je, 30
rȅkō, 52, 64, 67, 79
rȉječ, 64
rôk, 65
Rôse, 67
rukovijet, 23

s ovom śekirom se ne siječe, 21
sađes, 22
sakrijevati, 23
salâota, 68
samorȁnica, 70
sebe, 16, 23, 27, 63, 80, 89n27
sèbe, 21, 58, 59, 75
sȅbe, 58
Sénčo, 75
sȅoce, 36
sestrȁ, 30, 35, 67, 70, 77
sèstra, 38, 39, 57, 72, 78
sȅstra, 30, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 64, 66, 67, 

68, 70, 71, 77, 78
sestrȁ ga, 30, 35, 67, 70, 77
sestrê, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 64, 66, 67, 68, 

70, 71, 72, 77, 78
sèstrē, 39, 57, 78
severozapad, 87n89
sìđet, 58
sijati, 16, 79
sȉjeno, 44
sino, 44
sîno, 44
sinsija, 23, 63
sȉo, 58
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siròma, 58
siromȁk, 69
siròmak, 58
siromaзi, 69
skōrčȁ, 37, 71
slanka, 20, 21
slijevati, 22
smȉo, 58
smōtȁ, 37, 71
snàja, 74
snijevati, 22
sô, 72
soĺom, 72
spava pod kuću, 24, 60
sporečkat, 63
sramotȁ je, 39, 73
srēćȍ, 37, 71
srestvo, 20, 22
srostvo, 22
Stānȁ, 36, 37, 64, 71
Stáne, 38
Stâne, 64, 91n2
Stānȅ, 36, 64, 91n2
Stȅvān, 58
stojȁo, 52, 67, 79
strȅań, 68
streknȕjo, 65
strȅknūjo, 65
strīkȍ, 37, 71
su čim, 64
su što, 64
su pet ljudi, 64
su pet ĺudi, 24
suvo, 20
suvotȁ, 70
suvòta, 74
svuj, 22
svukudijen, 24
šenȉca, 75
šes, 22
šlȉna, 65
šnâga, 65
šnijevat, 23, 63
šućeti, 21
śajan, 23, 62

śâjan, 59
śeđeo, 16, 79
śeđet, 58, 62
śèđet, 59
śeđeti, 21, 23
Śedi, śedi, do mrkla mraka, 21
śedok, 16, 20, 21, 23, 62, 79
śèdok, 59
śedoǯba, 23, 62
śèdoǯba, 59
Śeklȍća, 65
śeme, 23, 62
śȅme, 58, 59
śenina, 44
śeroma, 20
śeròma, 58
śeromag, 22
śeromah, 23
śeromašica, 22
śeròmaština, 58
śever, 21
śȅvēr, 58
Śole, 22
Śôle, 65

tâ, 59
tabla, 49
tabula, 49
tabъla, 49
taj, 21, 23, 59, 63, 72
tamńan, 23, 63
tavnica, 22, 23, 63
tebe, 16, 23, 27, 63, 80, 89n27
tèbe, 21, 58, 59, 75
tȅbe, 58
tefsija, 75
teĺāšȁ, 37, 71
tȉca, 75
tieška, 68
tija, 44
tȉjā, 72
tijae, 44
tȉjāe, 65
tȉjāeg, 65
tȉjāeh, 65
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tȉje, 66
tȉjē, 65
tije(h), 16, 79
tȉjeg, 66
tȉjēh, 65
tijem, 16, 44, 79
tȉjem, 65, 66, 72
tizi, 63
to je avetno, 60, 63
todar, 63
todarek, 63
todareke, 63
trava, 37
tráva, 36, 38, 39, 57, 66, 70, 72, 78
trâva, 36, 37, 64, 68, 71, 77
trāvȁ, 35, 36, 39, 67, 70, 77
trávē, 39, 57, 78
trāvê, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 64, 66, 67, 70, 

71, 72, 77, 78
trčat, 16, 80
trču, 63
tres, 22
triput, 71, 74
trîš, 71, 74
trpĺeti, 21
tudije, 24
tūtȁ, 37, 71
tužela, 22

u žli čas, 23
uba, 23
ȕbā, 52
ȕbō, 52
Ubo se s nožem, 75
uligaeń, 49
uligań, 49
uligьń, 49
umāero, 67
umaro, 67
ȕmaro, 71
umĺet, 20
umĺeti, 21
umro, 67
usìđelica, 58
uśeđelica, 58

uvar, 20
uvijek je pĺano, 60, 63
uvoditi, 20
uzimali smo ubojni kamen i trĺaĺi ga u 

vodu, 75
uzmi iz Ljuba, 75

vála, 58
Váso, 75
Vâso, 67
ve, 71, 74
veĺu, 21, 23
vȅĺu, 59, 63
ves, 23
Veśo, 22
Véśo, 58
vȉdīo, 58
viđeo, 16, 79
viđu, 21, 23
vȉđu, 59, 63
vȉjek, 58
vȉjek, 59
vȉjes, 64
vila, 37
vjèčit, 58
vĺečit, 23, 62
vĺera, 21, 23, 62
vĺȅra, 59
vĺeš, 22, 63
vĺȅš, 59
vĺetar, 21
vodijer, 20, 22, 23
vòdijer, 58
voĺeo, 74
votńak, 20
vrâoga, 68
vrâok, 68
vrâta ȍd grāda, 67
vrćeti, 21
vremena, 43, 64
vri(j)éme, 39, 73
vri(j)ème, 39, 43, 73
vrȉ(j)eme, 36, 43
vrijeme, 43, 64
vrijemȅ, 43
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vrijéme, 43, 58, 66
vrijème, 43
vrȉjeme, 43, 66
Vule, 20

zāošô, 64
zāšô, 52, 64
zašto, 71, 72
zbori bratom, 63
zboru, 63
zdrâk, 75
zdrȁka, 75
zeči, 22
Zējnȅĺ, 72
zenica, 20, 58
zĺīkȍvaec, 70
zmȁevi, 74
znȁo, 51
znāvâ, 52, 64
znâvāgū, 58
zubijuk, 69
žalos, 20
žȁo, 52, 67
žèna, 30
ženê, 30
ženeak, 69

žîf, 69
Živi u Bar, 69
Živi u Korita, 22
živĺet, 23, 62
žívĺet, 59
žli, 63
žlȉca, 65
žnam, 23, 63
žnâm, 65
žvākȁ, 37, 71
Źȁga, 65
Źágo, 58
Źale, 22
Źaśko, 22
źáto, 58
zâva, 52
Źela, 23
Źelina, 23

ǯenāzȁ, 37, 71

3âno, 65
3ȁvala, 67
зavole, 65
зrno, 69
зvono, 69
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