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Neo-Stokavian Accent
Jasmin HodZié, Marc L. Greenberg

The entry treats the Neo-Stokavian accent system (NSA), a word-prosody innovation
characterizing the standard languages and many of the dialects underlying Bosnian,
Croatian, Montenegrin, and Serbian. Diachronically, NSA refers to a set of accent
retractions that have been progressing through the Stokavian dialect territory since the 15th
century and continue developing to the present. The innovation consists in moving the
inherited Common Slavic place of stress one syllable to the left, resulting in a rising tone in
the newly stressed syllable. The retractions take place in a hierarchy, first in word-final and
open, short syllables. Synchronically, there are three basic characteristics of the NSA: firstly,
the differences between the four (Neo-)Stokavian accents, primarily the relationship
between two short accents, secondly, the Neo-Stokavian accent shift onto the proclitic, and,
thirdly, the preservation or elimination of post-accentual length as a specific feature of the
classical accent norm. Special attention is given to the types of NSA in dialects, as well as
their prosodic dominant features. Both dialectological and standard systems are
considered. Special attention is given to the Bosnian and Montenegrin insight into the
topic, owing to the central position of the Neo-Stokavian innovations in the southern belt of
Stokavian. In addition to the traditional division of the Stokavian territory into eastern and
western Stokavian dialects, the southern Stokavian dialect (not including the Torlak
dialect) is examined, in particular the connection between the southern Stokavian dialect

and the NSA phenomenon as a whole.

The basis of Neo-Stokavian accentuation

Diachrony

Western South Slavic dialects are generally conservative with respect to the inherited Slavic
place of stress. By the 15th century, prior to the Neo-Stokavian accent (NSA) system,
Stokavian dialects had carried through the following changes from the inherited
Proto-Slavic system: shortening of the old acute accent resulting in a short falling stress, e.g.,
*brdtrs, *brdtra > brat, brata ‘brother.NOM.SG, ACC.SG’; the inherited falling tone on a
short vowel lengthened in monosyllables before an elided jer in the following syllable, e.g.,
*bogs, *bdga > bog, boga ‘God. NOM.SG, God.ACC.SG'. In the majority of Stokavian dialects
(except in Slavonia), the Proto-Slavic neo-acute has merged with the falling tone, as a result
of which the prosodic system lost pitch contrasts, e.g., *kljii¢o > kljic ‘key’, *konjo > konj
‘horse’ (cf. Cakavian k[(]jii¢, kénj, the latter with compensatory lengthening). The resulting
system with stress-placement and quantity contrasts is often referred to as Old Stokavian
accent (BCMS starostokavski) and is found, for example, in the southern




Montenegrin dialect area (see further Peco 1988: 40ff,; Cirgi¢ 2020: 35ff.). Once these
developments were in place, the NSA innovations began to take shape. These innovations
consisted in the shift of stress one syllable leftward, resulting in a rising tone and preserving
the quantity value of the ceding syllable and the newly stressed syllable, e.g., glava > gldva
‘head NOM.SG’ (long rising + short unstressed), glavé > gldvé ‘head.GEN.SG’ (long rising +
long unstressed). Notably, the retractions occur in a hierarchical fashion, conditioned by
the relative weight of the ceding and receiving syllable as well as the place of original stress.
Final stresses are retracted before internal stresses; stressed open syllables are retracted
before closed syllables. Ivi¢ (1958: 105ftf.) has modeled the retraction hierarchy in the shape
of a cube with directional arrows on its edges indicating the progression of expected
retractions. The retraction hierarchy can also be rendered in tabular form, as in table 1.

Table 1: Retraction hierarchy after Ivi¢ 1958: 105

Order Ceding Receiving Example Gloss
syllable syllable

1 short final short sestrd > séstra ‘sister’
open

2 short final short Jeztk > jezik ‘tongue’
closed

3 short nonfinal  short lopata > lopata ‘shovel’

4 long final open  short sestré > séstré ‘sister. GEN.SG’

5 long closed short jundk > junak ‘here’
final

6 long nonfinal short pozladen > ‘gilded’

pozlacen

1a short final long glava > gldva ‘head’
open

2a short final long nardd > ndrod ‘people (as a
closed group)’



3a short nonfinal  long pitala > pitala ‘she asked’

4a long final open  long glavé > glave ‘head.GEN.SG’

5a long closed long glavom ‘head.INS.SG’
final

6a long nonfinal long tipimo > tipimo ‘we suffer’

A parallel set of retractions from final syllables has taken place in Slovene (Greenberg 2003:
241).

Additionally, the inherited Proto-Slavic falling tone, traditionally described as “recessive”
stress, continues to behave as in Proto-Slavic by appearing on the leftmost clitic, e.g., na
glavu ‘onto one’s head’, in which case the resulting shift does not result in a rising tone
(further details below). Further details on the Proto-Slavic origins of the system may be
found in Accentology and Schools of Balto-Slavic Accentology.

Synchrony and territorial distribution

In addition to the territorial distribution, i.e., the specific area in which they occur,
Neo-Stokavian dialects of Stokavian, which form the basis of the closely related South
Slavic standard languages, are recognized by two linguistic characteristics. Apart from
syncretism in the case system (reducing some of the inherited distinctions in case marking)
and the tendency to replace the infinitive with subordinate clauses (see Differential Object
Marking; Infinitive Loss; Balkan Convergence Area), Neo-Stokavian dialects are primarily
recognized by the NSA, with its four accents — two new rising, short, and long — along with
preservation of post-accentual length contrasts (cf. Beli¢ 1971). Synoptically, these are *
(short rising), (short falling), (long falling), and * (long rising) accents; the mark for
post-accentual (unstressed) length is ~, which is, along with the four accents, an important
feature of the Neo-Stokavian accentual system (see also Quantity Systems). Note that these
diacritic marks are used descriptively, but are not included in the BCMS standard
orthographies.

Vowels as syllable carriers may also carry stress as well as, less frequently, vocalic r (with
additional unstressed length of all vowels and vocalic r). Consequently, the following
vowel-stress-pitch-quantity permutations are possible: a-a-a-a-a, é-é-é-é-¢, 1-1-i-i-1, 0-0-6-6-0,
U-U-0-0-0, I-i-i-f-. Examples include short falling (macka ‘cat’, vréca ‘bag’, knjiga ‘book’, konj
‘horse’, kitéa ‘house’); short rising (kafa ‘coffee’, Zéna ‘woman’, bilder ‘bodybuilder’, noga ‘leg’,
kutija ‘box’); long falling (mdjka ‘mother’, méd ‘honey’, vid ‘vision’, mére ‘sea’, ljiidi ‘people’);
long rising (gldva ‘head’, séka ‘dear sister’, pismo ‘letter’, géspa ‘Holy Mother’, kiila ‘tower’).



Neo-Stokavian accentuation is particularly characterized by the phenomenon of accent
shift to unstressed clitic morphemes, forming a single accentual unit together with the
accent-bearing word. Falling accents are shifted, i.e., short falling and long falling ones.
There are two types: (a) shift with change of pitch (when shifted, short and long falling
accents become short rising: * > *) and (b) shift without pitch change (the long falling
accents become short falling when shifted, i.e., short falling accent remains short falling: * ;
> ). Additionally, when a long falling accent is shifted, a post-accentual length remains in its
place, i.e,” > :examples of (a) are &t Bosnu (Bosnu) ‘to Bosnia’ {(Bosnia.ACC)’, od brata
(brata) ‘from one’s brother’ ‘(brother.ACC.SGY)’, iz sdbé (sobé) ‘out of the room’
‘(room.GEN.SG)', né znam (zndam) ‘I don’t know’ ‘(I know)’, né radim (radim) ‘I am not
working’ ‘(I am working)’ (this is the NSA shift); (b) 6d Boga (< od Boga) ‘from God’, it vodu
(vodu) ‘into the water’ ‘(water.ACC.SG)', nd o¢i (6¢i) ‘on one’s eyes’ ‘(eyes.ACC.PL)’, it grad
(grdd) ‘into town’ (town.ACC.SG)', nd mare (mére) ‘to the sea’ ((sea.NOM/ACC.SG)’ (this is
the diachronically older shift from the inherited, “recessive” Proto-Slavic circumflex).

Neo-Stokavian variant types, differences in accentuation

In the following discussion, the complex interactions of varieties of NSA are discussed along
with the development of standard versions of NSA, which relate to the dialect bases
associated with the standard BCMS languages. This tradition goes back to the 19th century,
when the “classical” NSA system was based on the dialect of Vuk Stefanovi¢ Karadzié
(1787-1864), who, with the aid of fellow lexicographer and standardizer Puro Dani¢i¢
(1825-1882), codified the modern BCMS standard accent system based on the accent
patterns of his native Eastern Herzegovinian dialect. Accordingly, the classical NSA is based
on the “four-accent” system, with conservativism in the retention of post-tonic quantity,
which is a characteristic of Vuk’s (as he is traditionally referred to) native dialect.

There are three types of Neo-Stokavian dialects, based on the reflex of Proto-Slavic *& (see
further Jat), Ekavian (eastern), Ikavian (western), and Ijekavian (southern) dialects (see
Beli¢ 1971; Peco 1988), and the four-accent NSA system is found in all three (Peco 1988: 16).
The entire Stokavian dialect can be divided into eastern and western zones. However, the
tripartite division is more precise and purposeful. The division into eastern and western
Stokavian, and thus newer Stokavian dialects as well, is mainly discussed in the context of
the historical development of Stokavian dialects (until the migrations in the 15th c., the
borders between the eastern and western Stokavian zones were somewhat known; since
then, we have observed mixed and transitional borders between the two Stokavian
dialects), while the division into Ekavian, Ikavian, and Ijekavian (i.e., eastern, western, and
southern/central dialects) remains valid today (see the premigration map in Lisac 2003:
164-165). Nevertheless, we can speak of the eastern belt of the Neo-Stokavian dialects in
relation to the western Stokavian dialects. Moreover, in addition to east and west, there is a
central territory, which is, in a narrower sense, more precisely defined as southern, since
over time there has been an expansion of southern dialects to the north and northwest,
thus the southern dialect being considered originally central (for details, see Ivi¢ 1958: 71ft.;
Alexander 1993: 182—183). For this reason, the following claims are accepted: “The shift of the
accent of falling intonation towards the beginning of the word began in central versions of
the Stokavian dialect - Herzegovina” (Peco 1988: 51); “The appearance of new rising accents
affected only one part of the Stokavian dialect, that is, the central territory. These are



varieties of the Herzegovinian type” (Peco 1988: 47; emphasis ours) in the south, as is
confirmed also by Beli¢ (see Peco 1988). Additional confirmation of the focus on the
southern region (in relation to the eastern and western Stokavian dialects) is also found in
the following: “Post-accentual lengths are best preserved in the southern Neo-Stokavian
belt (Kapovi¢ 2015: 57, emphasis ours). Broadly speaking, as indicated above, this is the
southern region of the central Stokavian (and Neo-Stokavian) territory. Moreover, there is a
“separation” of the south in relation to the center in the following: “Neo-Stokavian
innovations are generally more pronounced in Herzegovinian dialects than in Bosnian
ones” (Valjevac 2009a: 309, emphasis ours).

As already pointed out in the light of the characteristics of the central and southern
Stokavian dialects, there are two main Neo-Stokavian features: a shift in accents of falling
intonation toward the beginning of the word (from which the phenomenon of accent
movement also stems, as well as the phenomenon of formation of four accents) and
well-preserved unstressed lengths.

With regard to accent shift, it is omitted if the speaker needs to emphasize a word in which
the accent should be shifted/moved (e.g., u Bisni ‘in Bosnia’, instead of &t Bosni). Such
reasons can be not only pragmatic, communicative, or psychological but also purely
linguistic (cf. Ridanovi¢ 2009: 391; KalajdZija 2009: 374; Hodzi¢ 2014: 168). For example, if the
accent-bearing word forms a firmer whole with the word that follows, it is more likely that
the accent will not be shifted to the proclitic that precedes it, or both options are possible
(e.g., u Bosni i Hércegovini ‘in Bosnia and Herzegovina’; see Ridanovi¢ 2009: 391). Shifting
may naturally be omitted if the word has more than two syllables. In Bosnia and
Herzegovina, the shift is more consistent than in other Stokavian territories, and more so in
Herzegovina than in Bosnia, as illustrated by examples that would be unusual in other
areas: dvd metra ‘two meters’ (instead of dvd métra), tri dana ‘three days’ (instead of tr{
dana), pét maraka ‘five (Bosnian) marks (currency)’ (instead of pét maraka), desét godina
‘ten years’ (instead of déset godina).

In addition to the discussion of accent shift and preservation of the post-accentual length,
special attention should be given to the clear differentiation between the four
Neo-Stokavian accents; the rule is that in certain territories, this difference is more
pronounced, and in others less so. Again, the autonomy of the southern belt in relation to
the central area is emphasized, that is, of the central in relation to other dialects.

Comparing the Bosnian central and southern accentuation, we may say that in
central Bosnia: “in an acoustic and articulatory sense, the differences between
individual accents are smaller than in Herzegovinian pronunciation, but all four
accents still remain within the boundaries of normal pronunciation.” (Brozovié¢
2007: 177, emphasis ours)

This phenomenon mostly manifests itself in facultative differences in accentuation in the
pitch of short accents in Bosnian, e.g., in nouns: jagoda/jagoda ‘strawberry’, ladica/ladica
‘drawer’, matica/mdtica ‘matrix, queen bee’, dutor/autor ‘author’, svadba/svidba ‘wedding’,

sabah/sdbah ‘morning’, auto/duto ‘car’, éosak/édsak ‘corner’, igra/igra ‘game, dance’,
césta/césta ‘road’, sméce/sméce ‘trash’, where, for example, words of foreign origin are often



accented differently in the south than in the central (northern) Bosnian dialects (the accent
in borrowings naturally adapts to the local accent system), and differences are also evident
in local words (the broader Stokavian dialect recognizes doublets such as ovaj/ovaj ‘this’,
koji/kojt ‘which’). As an illustration, the characteristics of short accents in the

Montenegrin accentuation are worth mentioning: short falling accents predominate in
relation to rising accents in certain words such as déca ‘children (coll.)’, rather than déca
(djéca); sliizba ‘service’ rather than sluzba; posiljka ‘package’ rather than posiljka; piiblika
‘audience’ rather than publika; miizika ‘music’ rather than muzika; april ‘April’ rather than
april; likovni ‘visual (art)’ rather than likovni; pdsmrtni ‘posthumous’ rather than posmrini;
skoro ‘nearly’ rather than skoro; iikupno ‘altogether’ rather than ttkupno; and éipravo ‘just
(now) rather than ipravo (cf. Cirgi¢ and Susanj 2016: 1790). In general, the differences in
emphasis on short accents can be attributed to differences between eastern and western
accentuation (voce/voce ‘fruit’; méne/meéne ‘me.GEN.SG’) or differences between older and
newer accentuation (¢ovjek/covjek ‘person’). Differences in accentuation and differences in
the quality of accents as well as doublets in the realization of short accents occur within the
individual BCMS languages. Moreover, this is not just the case with regard to the differences
between the BCMS languages, but such variation occurs even within each of them.

For example, Brozovi¢ (2007), comparing the narrower Bosnian dialects in relation to the
Herzegovinian and describing the dialect variation in the valley of the Fojnica River,
observed a contrast in the short tones, whereby a kind of reduction of difference between
the accents applied to the central dialects in relation to the southern Bosnian dialects — that
is, in the southern belt, the differences are clearer and more striking:

The slow [spori, or ‘rising’] accent is quite different from “Herzegovinian.” It is
somewhat shorter and flatter in tone, especially in fast speech. At first, I sometimes
doubted whether I heard fast [brzi, or ‘falling’] or slow, especially if any of them
were found where I would not expect it[...] In the Fojnica valley, the slow accents
also have a somewhat lower syllable behind as compared to the “Herzegovinian”
one. Hence, the difference is reduced with regard to the “fast” (brzi) accent.
(Brozovié¢ 2007: 102; emphasis ours)

It is noteworthy that by “Herzegovinian,” Brozovi¢ (2007) in fact meant dialects from
southeastern Bosnia, though he states that it is a dialect “as it is in Fo¢a” (2007: 101; cf. Foda
was the sanjak of Herzegovina in the past). We can certainly speak of the mixing of
southern and central Bosnian speech features, i.e., the competition of eastern Bosnian and
eastern Herzegovinian dialects, and bordering southern and central Bosnian dialects.
Similarly, Jahi¢ (2000) has also pointed out the features of quality in short accents in the
northern Herzegovinian dialects (around Konjic) in which there is a tendency to shift from
short falling to short rising tones:

But that subdialect [ North-Herzegovinian subdialect, which is strongly influenced
by southeast Bosnian] in some cases develops its original characteristics...accents:
puska ‘rifle’, pjésma ‘song’. (Jahié, 2000: 37; instead of short falling: piiska, pjésma).



Furthermore, Brozovié¢ (2007), among others, provides examples for Fojnica (central
Bosnia): “So I was in doubt whether I really hear brata ‘brother. ACC/GEN.SG'...nista
‘nothing’...in Fojnica” (Brozovi¢ 2007: 102; instead of short falling: brdta, nista). In general,
the confirmation of this characteristic feature of the Bosnian dialects (in relation to
Herzegovinian) is also present in Baoti¢ (1983). Studying dialects in the vicinity of Derventa
(northwestern Bosnian area), Baoti¢ found that “there is a tendency characteristic of
Bosnian dialects to shift from short falling to short rising accent” (emphasis ours; see
Baoti¢ 1983). From the above discussion, it can be concluded that, in relation to the central
area, southerners speak more distinctly, that is, they show more pronounced differences
between individual types of accents, with the central (Neo)-Stokavian territory having the
same characteristic in relation to the eastern and western belt of the Neo-Stokavian dialect.

The conclusions for other Neo-Stokavian features also apply here, that is, the phenomenons
of accent shift and post-accentual length preservation. We shall return briefly to the
discussion of the tonal relationship between short accents (which is the most difficult to
distinguish in practice). Within the Neo-Stokavian four-accent system, the characteristics of
clear differences between the existing accents are also the basis of a codified norm. As the
short accents undergo neutralization of pitch, the “number of accents,” to use the
traditional nomenclature, decreases.

According to Nikoli¢ (1970: 12), when it comes to the relationship between short accents in
the context of their clear differentiation or their mutual approximation, there are two types
of short falling accent, “considering the movement of the melody” (Nikoli¢ 1970: 12).
Pronunciation “in central dialects” (see Nikoli¢ 1970) is taken as more typical, while the
falling accent with a flatter melody is found in the eastern parts and a few others. Moreover,
an intermediate type also occurs, with a somewhat typical or flat tone. Similarly, a short
rising accent is divided into two types: one completely rising and one in which the tone is
only partially rising and partially flat. “In such cases, therefore, the accent * approximates
the accent *” (Nikoli¢ 1970: 12). Pairing this statement with the previous one, it is clear that
short falling and short rising accents will converge in some territories. This has led some
linguists to conclude that one can speak of neutralizing the tonal difference between the
short accents (cf. To$ovi¢ 2008; Martinovi¢ 2010) or that it is a matter of
“pseudo-neutralization” (cf. Kapovi¢ 2010), considering the differences among the short
accents in all the dialects to which this statement refers. The main conclusion is that short
accents (in the eastern and western Stokavian territory) are neutralized in favor of short
falling accents (and in some northern and central Bosnian dialects in relation to southern
ones, there is a rising-tone tendency). It is more correct to say, however, that it is not a
matter of complete neutralization, i.e., one can also speak of pseudo-neutralization for
which the standard, in its vocabulary, clearly distinguishes examples of short rising and
short falling accents. This can easily be proved in the accent of individual lexemes (e.g.,
sestra ‘sister’, otac ‘father’ — both with short rising accent; cf. Kapovié¢ 2010). However,
though these differences exist and are verifiable in concrete examples, this does not mean
that conclusions about some tendencies of tonal merger are invalid. Specifically, this
applies to the broader character of certain accentual features of the Serbian and Croatian
languages, whereby the reduced tonal contrast between short accents has been observed.
For example, regarding Serbian, To$ovi¢ (2008: 784) mentions “the elimination of tonal
contrasts in short syllables (in examples like voda ‘water’, lepdta ‘beauty’, veli¢ina ‘size’,



potok ‘streany’, kuktiruz ‘corn’)” as a widespread phenomenon. Furthermore, analyzing
similarities and differences between Croatian and Serbian orthoepy, Martinovi¢ (2010)
reports on the removal of tonal contrast in short accents, which is a phenomenon that is
only emerging in the Bosnian language. By no means is tonal neutralization in Bosnian a
widespread phenomenon. However, as we will see, this tendency is already noticeable in
some Bosnian dialects, albeit in a slightly different way. Thus, in this context of common
characteristics of Croatian in relation to the Serbian language, “two fundamental prosodic
changes” are also emphasized, specifically “the removal of tonal contrast in short stressed
syllables and the loss of the post-accentual length” (Martinovi¢ 2010: 293; emphasis ours).

Similarly, optional tendencies and phenomena in the prosodic system of the Bosnian
language, which have not (yet) become the rule, remain a prosodic stylistic feature. Valjevac
(2009) points to the tendency to neutralize the differences between short accents. With
regard to Bosnian, this statement is valid for the territory of northern (and central) dialects
relative to the south. Specifically, in this case it is actually a matter of dominance of one
accent over another:

Some accents are more robust than others. They appear alongside them or even
spread at their expense. The phenomenon is especially noticeable among the short
accents, where the falling ones yield to rising (kiiéa ‘house’, mama ‘momn’, etc.: kuca,
mama)” (Valjevac 2009: 358)

It is sufficient to refer to three contemporary dictionaries of the Bosnian language: Halilovié
et al. 2010 and Cedi¢ 2010 (further on accentual doublets, see Hodzi¢ 2021). With regard to
the lexeme mama, one may observe the fluctuation between the pronunciation mama and
mama, where the former (rising) is preferred. This is, however, not a feature of the Bosnian
south, which organically corresponds to the Neo-Stokavian base accent system of the
modern standard language (in all other South Slavic standard languages, it is mama, not
mama, the latter being non-etymological, i.e., unexpected).

When discussing the preservation of post-accentual length, it is necessary to first determine
whether there may also be doubts and differences with regard to determining what should
be preserved. Practically, the following statement is valid: “Post-accentual lengths are
eliminated in the Croatian and the Serbian languages, and preserved in the Bosnian
language” (Horga et al. 2010: 263) — i.e., the fact that in Bosnia and Herzegovina post-tonic
(unstressed) length is in principle always pronounced as long and distinct (Kapovi¢ 2015:
57). However, it is especially important to further determine the basic corpus made up of
words in which the post-accentual length should be kept.

Examples of dilemmas with regard to characteristic length are provided, with special
reference in pronominal, adjectival, and numerical word forms. In addition, it should be
noted that there are patterns of innovative length in the Montenegrin standard language,
e.g., in the infinitive of verbs, such as miznuti ‘freeze’, slisati ‘lister’, glédati ‘watch’, pjévati
‘sing’, kiipiti ‘buy’, riisiti ‘topple’; nominal forms, such as pjésmama ‘songs.OBL.PL’, gripama
‘aroups.OBL.PL, ribama ‘fish.OBL.PL’; and adverbs, such as danas ‘today’, noéas ‘tonight’,
vecéras ‘this evening’ (cf. Cirgi¢ and Suganj 2013). Although some specialists in the standards



will explicitly advocate for one variant, what is at stake here is that there are competing
(doublet) accentual variants.

Particular dilemmas are seen in the preservation or elimination (presence vs. absence) of
post-accentual lengths in the accent of various examples of numbers, such as pétsto/pétsto
‘500’, $ésto/sésto ‘600, sedamsto/sédamsto ‘700’, Osamsto/dsamsto ‘800’, jedanaest/jedanaést
‘1, dvdnaest/dvdnaést 12, trinaest/trinaést 13, devetnaest devétnaest/devétnaést ‘19’;
pronouns, such as njéga/njéga ‘of him', ééga/¢éga ‘of it', takav/takav ‘such’, kakav/kakav
‘what kind of, ondkav /onakav ‘like that', njégov/njégov ‘his’, njézin/njézin ‘her’, dvog/évog ‘of
this’, onog/onog ‘of that there’, tdga /tdga ‘of that', méne/méné/meéne ‘of me’, tébe/tébe/tébe
‘of you', sébe/sébe/sébe ‘of oneself’; adverbs, such as manje/mangje ‘less’, vise /visé ‘higher’,
brze/bize ‘faster’, bolje/bdlje ‘better’, ndravno/ndravno ‘naturally’ (of course),
ndporno/ndporno ‘tiringly’; adjectives, such as [ubavni/ljibavni (ljubavni) ‘loving’,
osnovni/osnovni ‘basic’, istinski/istinski ‘true’, Opéinski/dpéinski ‘pertaining to the district’,
mostarski/mostarski ‘pertaining to Mostar’, ndstavnicki/ndstavnic¢ki ‘pedagogical’ (this may
extend to adverbs that are marked without the final length that are, nevertheless,
pronounced as adjectives in actual speech, e.g., bratski/bratski ‘in a brotherly way’,
ljidski/ljudski ‘in a human[e] way’); or nouns, especially as concerns innovation of
post-tonic length, as in préporod/préporod ‘rebirtl’, profesor/profesor ‘professor’,
ndstavnik/ndstavnik ‘teacher’, ndsilnik/ndstlnik ‘bully’, névinost/névinost ‘innocence’, as well
as in borrowed nouns such as docent/docent ‘assistant professor’, paket/paket ‘packet’,
sérvis/sérvis ‘service’, koncert/koncert ‘concert’, or in examples like ndvgj/ndvoj ‘thread’ (of a
screw), pokaj/pokoj ‘rest’, ponoé/pénoé ‘midnight’, lazov/laZov liar’. In southern dialects,
post-tonic length is recorded for all the above examples of numbers (petsto, jedanaest) and
for pronouns (¢ega) and adverbs (bolje), while eastern areas have neutralized length (i.e.,
post-tonic length has yielded to a short unstressed vowel), while the western preserve
post-tonic length. In general, the verified doublets of the verb are known for elimination or
preservation of the post-accentual length in the present and aorist, e.g., iidari/iidari ‘hit,
iskoci/isko¢t jumped out’, prélomi/prélomi ‘broke’, tigleda/ iigleda ‘glimpsed’, sijem/sijem ‘1
sew’, kiijem/kiijem ‘I forge’, plétém/plétem ‘1 braid’.

Neo-Stokavian dialects as the basis for the standard language

The Sumadija-Vojvodina dialect as the eastern belt of the Neo-Stokavian dialect “served
from the early 18th century onward as the basis for the new Serbian literary language” (Ivi¢
1985: 69), and “[i]t can be said that the vernaculars of this dialect in northwestern Serbia
and parts of Srem form the basis of the Serbo-Croatian literary language of the eastern
dialect, that is, the one used in Serbia and Vojvodina” (Ivi¢ 1985: 70). From among the
features of the Sumadija-Vojvodina dialect, “new (or mostly new) accentuation and
predominantly Ekavian jat replacement” (Ivi¢ 1985: 70) stand out as typical features.

In practice, “radical elimination of post-accentual length and the tendency to shorten
syllables with long accents” are particularly important for the accentuation of Ekavian
dialects (Telebak 2009: 75; emphasis ours). Moreover, various deviations from the classical
(Vukovian) standard in the Serbian accent system, as has been asserted by some Serbian
linguists, indicates that the Serbian standard accent system has a norm that mainly reflects
the western Serbian dialects, but not the eastern ones. For this reason, a restandardization
of the ekavian accent system would be warranted (cf. Petrovi¢, cited in Telebak 2009: 76).



Neo-Stokavian Ikavian dialects are not directly reflected in any South Slavic standard,
although Ikavian-Jekavian dialects were the most widespread (in the prestandard period
before the 19th c.) South Slavic Stokavian dialect, a proto-standard, in which many fine
examples of folk poetry were sung. Ikavian speakers accepted Ijekavian (southern dialects)
for their standard. Ikavian Neo-Stokavian dialects extend to the area of western Bosnia and
Herzegovina, and parts of southwestern Croatia (see Beli¢ 1971). After the migrations in the
15th century, parts of the coastal Cakavian dialects became Stokavian.

East Herzegovinian or so-called southern dialects, having as their primary location not only
the southeastern parts of Bosnia and Herzegovina but also western Montenegro (i.e., the
so-called old Herzegovina), and parts of western Serbia, are directly defined as the basis of
the standard Bosnian language and standard Montenegrin language. These dialects formed
the basis for the Serbian Ijekavian standard and, partly, the Croatian standard.

It should be mentioned that the southeastern Montenegrin dialects are archaic, i.e., Old
Stokavian, and all Bosnian dialects today have Neo-Stokavian (and by the accent
innovative) features. Also, the Sumadija-Vojvodina (Neo-Stokavian Ekavian) accent is
connected to the majority of northwestern Serbia, while a smaller part of western Serbia
belongs to the East Herzegovinian Neo-Stokavian dialects (see Jahi¢ 2000).

It can also be stated that the Bosnian territory in this context is dialectally the most
compact and most uniform. For this reason, as a rule, the territory of Bosnia and
Herzegovina is recognized by its “classical” accent system: (a) shift of accent to the proclitic
and (b) preservation of post-accentual length (see Ridanovi¢ 2009), although remnants of the
old accentuation can be found in the dialects of the Bosnian language outside Herzegovina
(see Catovié 2020; Hodzié et al. 2020). The “classical system” refers to the previously
established Serbo-Croatian classical accent norm, according to Vuk Karadzi¢ and Pura
Dani¢i¢, i.e., as codified later by Tomo Mareti¢ (see references in Bosnian, Croatian,
Montenegrin, and Serbian). The territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the accent system
of the contemporary Bosnian language are also, precisely through reliance on central
Stokavian dialect features, judged as “suitable” to bear classical Neo-Stokavian accent
features in the accentuation of standardized forms of the language:

In the light of accentual norm in standard Bosnian, I think that the situation is
different than the standard, which, properly, relies on a “Central Stokavian” dialect
more than is the case with Croatian. Therefore, it is justified that the standard follow
the “Marti¢ style.” (Pranjkovi¢ 2010: 23)

For other territories of Neo-Stokavian dialects and the Stokavian territory as a whole, the
tendency toward less frequent leftward shift in accent applies, which is both a dialectal and
increasingly a de facto standard feature of the Serbian, Croatian, and Montenegrin
languages.

In contrast, for Montenegrin dialects, and for the bordering dialects of southwestern Serbia,
preservation of classical pronunciation of the Ijekavian reflex of Proto-Slavic jat is the most
prevalent feature in practice. The East Herzegovinian dialects also include the dialects of



southwestern Serbia, which means that, in addition to their connection to other Serbian
speakers outside Serbia, these dialects are also taken as the basis for Ijekavian Serbian
language standard (Serbian recognizes two of its standards, Ekavian and Ijekavian).
However, during the formation of the Serbo-Croatian (previously common) standard, Vuk
Karadzi¢ (1814a; 1814b; 1818; 1852) subsequently incorporated many speech features into that
standard, which he could not have found in his native dialect (Trsi¢ in Serbia near Zvornik
in Bosnia, on the northwestern border of Serbia with Bosnia) but went farther southwest,
outside of Serbia. He consequently adopted certain characteristic linguistic features and
particularities (which refer to the preservation of the 4 sound, unrealized Jekavian
jot-sound alternations such as djevojka/devojka, etc.). Karadzi¢ also adopted some
orthographic solutions from the west (the Bosnian old letter derv [

A

] for the sounds d and ¢ [Vukovian Cyrillic 7 and 4], the Latin /, etc.) in reforming the
Cyrillic alphabet.

The Croatian standard is based on the Dubrovnik dialect, as a southern version of the
Neo-Stokavian dialect, but also on the western Stokavian dialect in general, and on
Stokavian Dalmatian-Bosnian dialects. F inally, in updating the standard, it also relies on
non-Stokavian Croatian (Cakavian and Kajkavian) dialects. That is, in the accentual
landscape of the standard language and in building the accent norm, the Croatian language
relies on the central and western Stokavian territory (see Delag 2013; Martinovi¢ 2010).

Furthermore, in current versions of standard languages on the basis of the Neo-Stokavian
system, certain deviations from Vuk’s accent system are noted. By “verified deviations” are
meant examples that are still considered attested in standard use (not examples of
deviations from the classical features of Neo-Stokavian, which would conflict with and
differ from the standard language). Likewise, even the entire Neo-Stokavian territory
inherits additional differences in accentuation. Both for deviations from Vuk's classical
accent system and for additional examples of differences in accentuation, the
determination of verified examples of accentual doublets is warranted, an area that requires
further research.

Given that the main features of classical Neo-Stokavian dialect (a clear distinction of four
accents, post-accentual length, and accent shift) connect to the southern belt of the
Neo-Stokavian dialect, it is worth noting that this territory is also the one with the greatest
contact among the Bosnian, Montenegrin, Croatian, and Serbian languages, i.e., the
territory between two borders: from the border of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro,
and Serbia to the border between Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, and Croatia.

Baoti¢, Josip. 1983. Ikavskosc¢akavski govor u okolini Dervente. In: Peco, Asim (ed.),
Bosanskohercegovacki dijalektoloski zbornik, vol. IV. Sarajevo, 7—208.

Beli¢, Aleksandar. 1971. Savremeni srpskohrvatski knjizevni jezik: Prvi deo: Glasovi i akcenat.
Belgrade.



Catovié, Haris. 2020. Bosanski dijalekti I akcenat: O nekim akcenatskim specifi¢nostima
dijalekata bosanskog jezika. In: Hodzi¢, Jasmin et al. (eds.), Bosanski akcenatski prirucénik.
Sarajevo, 61-85.

Cedi¢, Ibrahim (ed.) 2010. Rjecnik bosanskog jezika. Sarajevo.

Halilovi¢ Senahid, Pali¢ Ismail and Sehovié¢ Amela. 2010. Rjecnik bosanskoga jezika. Sarajevo.
Cirgi¢, Adnan. 2020. Dialectology of the Montenegrin language. New York.

Cirgi¢, Adnan, and Jelena Susanj. 2013. Akcenatski savjetnik. Podgorica.

Delas, Helena. 2013. Hrvatska preskriptivna akcentologija. Zagreb.

Greenberg, Marc L. 2003. Word prosody in Slovene from a typological perspective. In:
Oresnik, Janez, and Donald F. Reindl (eds.), Sprachtypologie und
Universalienforschungs6/3:Focus on: Slovenian from a typological perspective: On the occasion
of the International Congress of Slavicists in Ljubljana, 15-21 August 2003. Berlin, 234—251.

Halilovi¢, Senahid et al. (eds.) 2010. Rje¢nik bosanskoga jezika. Sarajevo.

Hodzi¢, Jasmin. 2014. Prozodijska obiljezja imenica na primjeru televizijske drame
Hasanaginica (1983). KnjiZevni jezik 25/1—2, 165-185.

Hodzi¢, Jasmin et al. (eds.) 2020. Bosanski akcenatski prirucnik. Sarajevo.

Hodzi¢, Jasmin. 2021. Accentual doublets in standard languages in the Neo-Stokavian base:
Bosnian standard accentuation with a focus on the accentuation of verbs. Studies in Polish
linguistics, 1-21.

Horga, Damir et al. 2010. Fonetsko-fonoloske razlike govora u beogradskom, sarajevskom i
zagrebackom televizijskom dnevniku. In: Horga, Damir et al. Hrvatski pogledi na odnose
izmedu hrvatskoga, srpskoga i bosanskoga/bosnjackoga jezika. Zagreb, 255—267.

Ivi¢, Pavle. 1958. Die serbokroatischen Dialekte. Ihre Struktur und Entwicklung. The Hague.

Ivi¢, Pavle. 1985. Dijalektologija srpskohrvatskog jezika: Uvod u stokavsko naredje. Novi Sad.

Jahié, Dzevad. 2000. Fonetika i fonologija. In: Jahié, DZevad et al. (eds.), Gramatika
bosanskoga jezika. Zenica, 83-173.

Kalajdzija, Alen. 2009. Nedosljednost prenosenja silaznih naglasaka na proklitike u
morfoloskim i leksi¢kim kategorijama. In: Tosovié, Branko and Arno Wonisch (eds.),
Bosnjacki pogledi na odnose izmedu bosanskog, hrvatskog i srpskog jezika. Sarajevo, 373—-385.

Kapovié, Mate. 2010. O toboZnjoj neutralizaciji kratkih naglasaka u hrvatskom. Croatica et
Slavica 4, 47-54.



Kapovié¢, Mate. 2015. Povjest hrvatske akcentuacije. Zagreb.
Karadzié, Vuk Stefanovié. 1814a. Mala prostonarodna slavenoserbska pesmarica. Vienna.

Karadzié, Vuk Stefanovié. 1814b. Pismenica serbskoga jezika, po govoru prostoga naroda.
Vienna.

Karadzié¢, Vuk Stefanovié. 1818. Srpski rje¢nik. Vienna.
Karadzié, Vuk Stefanovié. 1852. Srpski rjec¢nik. Vienna.

Lisac, Josip. 2003. Hrvatska dijalektologija, vol. I: Hrvatski dijalekti i govori $tokavskog
narjedja i hrvatski govori torlackog narjedja. Zagreb.

Martinovi¢, Blazenka. 2010. Akcenatske razlike izmedu hrvatskoga i srpskoga standardnog
jezika. In: ToSovié, Branko (ed.), Die Unterschiede zwischen dem Bosnischen/Bosniakischen,
Kroatischen und Serbischen. Miinster, 385—404.

Martinovi¢, Blazenka. 2014. Na putu do naglasne norme. Zagreb.

Nikoli¢, Berislav M. 1970. Osnovi mlade novostokavske akcentuacije. Belgrade.

Peco, Asim. 1988. Osnovi akcentologije srpskohrvatskog jezika. Belgrade.

Pranjkovié, Ivo. 2010. Za demokratizaciju hrvatske ortoepske norme. In: Pranjkovié, Ivo
(ed.), Ogledi o jezicnoj pravilnosti. Zagreb, 17—25.

Ridanovié, Midhat, and Nadira Aljovi¢. 2009. On the shift of Bosnian accent from host to
proclitic: New insights. In: Franks, Steven et al. (eds.), A linguist’s linguist: Studies in South
Slavic linguistics in honor of E. Wayles Browne. Bloomington, 387—402.

Telebak, Milorad. 2009. Muzika rijeéi: Ka govornoj kulturi. Banja Luka.

To$ovi¢, Branko, and Arno Wonisch (eds.) 2010. Hrvatski pogledi na odnose izmedu
hrvatskoga, srpskoga i bosanskoga/bosnjackoga jezika. Graz.

Valjevac, Naila. 2009a. Bosanski standardni jezik i njegova prozodijska norma. In: To$ovi¢,
Branko, and Arno Wonisch (eds.), Bosnjacki pogledi na odnose izmedu bosanskog, hrvatskog i
srpskog jezika. Sarajevo, 351-373.

Valjevac, Naila. 2009b. Akcenatske sli¢nosti i razlike izmedu bosanskog, hrvatskog i srpskog
jezika s posebnim osvrtom na jezik u BiH. In: To$ovi¢, Branko, and Arno Wonisch (eds.),
Bosnjacki pogledi na odnose izmedu bosanskog, hrvatskog i srpskog jezika. Sarajevo, 307—349.

Further reading



Inkelas, Sharon, and Draga Zec. 1988. Serbo-Croatian pitch accent: The interaction of tone,
stress, and intonation. Language 64/2, 227-248.

Lehiste, Ilse, and Pavle Ivi¢. 1986. Word and sentence prosody in Serbocroatian. Cambridge
MA.



