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ABSTRACT 
 

INVESTIGATION OF TOWER-HOUSES IN MONTENEGRO FOR 

THEIR PRESERVATION: RESTORATION PROPOSAL FOR GANIĆ 

FAMILY HOUSE IN ROŽAJE TOWN 
 

The building selected to be studied is the tower house of the Ganić Family. The 

standing portion, at the edge of a total collapse, is located in Rožaje Town in the eastern 

part of Montenegro.  

Besides the analysis of tower houses, an overall analysis of historical houses in 

Montenegro was also done as a step in the development of housing concept in this 

region. Case study building was evaluated together with the physical and historical 

characteristics of the area and the period that these buildings belonged.  

Information obtained by the survey was used for the description and analytical 

evaluation of the building in terms of; architectural elements, spatial characteristics, 

construction techniques, material use, structural failures, material deteriorations and 

alterations.  

In order to understand the original state of the building better, other tower houses 

in the region were also investigated and their characteristics were compared with the 

characteristics of Ganić House. Together with historical research, the results of 

comparative analysis, which were obtained by different reliability degrees for the 

components and elements missing or unknown at present, was utilized for the restitution 

of the house. 

The information obtained in the restitution phase was used as the base for the 

determination of intervention decisions in restoration phase, which became the 

conclusion of the study. The new function, proposed restoration project, is hoped to be 

beneficial for the owners and the building itself while providing an active use by the 

citizens for educational, as well as, recreation purpose.  
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ÖZET 
 

KARADAĞ’DA BULUNAN KULE-EV YAPILARININ KORUMA 

AMAÇLI İNCELENMESİ: ROZAJE KENTİNDE GANİC AİLESİ EVİ 

İÇİN RESTORASYON ÖNERİSİ 
 

Çalışma için seçilen yapı Karadağ’ın Rozaje kentinde, ayakta kalan kısmı 

yıkılma sınırlarında olan Ganic Ailesi’ne ait bir kule-evdir.  

Bölgedeki konut kavramının gelişimini anlayabilmek için kule tipi evler yanında 

diğer konut yapıları da analiz edilmiştir. Çalışma konusu ev, bölgenin fiziksel yapısı ve 

tarihi özellikleri ile birlikte değerlendirilmiştir.    

Alan çalışması ile elde edilen bilgilerden mimari elemanlar, mekansal özellikler, 

yapım teknikleri, malzeme kullanımı, yapısal hasar ve malzeme bozulmaları 

bağlamında yapının betimsel anlatımı ve analitik değerlendirilmesinde yararlanılmıştır.     

Yapının özgün durumunun daha iyi anlaşılabilmesi için, bölgedeki diğer kule 

evler de incelenmiş ve bunların özellikleri Ganic Ailesi Evi özellikleri ile 

karşılaştırılmıştır.   

Tarihi araştırmalarla birlikte karşılaştırmalı çalışmadan elde edilen bilgiler, 

yapının günümüzde kayıp olan ya da bilinmeyen eleman ve bileşenlerinin farklı 

güvenilirlik dereceleri ile değerlendirildiği restitüsyon çalışmasında kullanılmıştır.    

 Restitüsyonda elde bilgiler, çalışmanın sonuç kısmını oluşturan restorasyon 

aşamasında yer alacak müdahale kararlarının saptanmasında kullanılmıştır. 

Restorasyonda önerilen yeni işlevin, yapının kent ahalisi tarafından eğitim için olduğu 

kadar rekreasyon amacı ile de aktif kullanımına olanak verirken yapı sahipleri ve 

yapının kendisi için de yararlı olacağı ümit edilmektedir. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



vi 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

LIST OF FIGURES .......................................................................................................x 

 

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION ..................................................................................1 

1.1. Tower Houses in Mediterranean and Balkan Regions .........................1 

1.2. The Aim of the Study .........................................................................6 

1.3. Content and Methodology ..................................................................7 

 

CHAPTER 2. GENERAL ANALYSIS OF HISTORICAL HOUSES IN 

MONTENEGRO ......................................................................................9 

2.1. Differences between Houses in Different Regions of  

Montenegro ........................................................................................9 

2.2. Development of Dinaric Type of House and Its  

Transformation in Tower House ....................................................... 12 

2.3. General Characteristics of Tower Houses ......................................... 15 

2.4. Typology of Tower Houses According to  

Spatial Characteristics ...................................................................... 17 

2.5. Typology of Tower Houses According to Construction  

Techniques and Material Usage ........................................................ 19 

2.6. Similarities between the Houses and Tower Houses ......................... 23 

2.6.1. Similarities of Spatial Characteristics ........................................ 23 

2.6.2. Similarities of Architectural Elements ....................................... 24 

2.6.3. Similarities of Construction Techniques and  

Material Usage .......................................................................... 25 

 

CHAPTER 3. PHYSICAL AND HISTORICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

OF THE REGION .................................................................................. 26 

3.1. Physical Characteristics of Eastern Region of Montenegro ............... 26 

3.1.1. Forms of Terrain ....................................................................... 27 

3.1.2. Climate and Flora ..................................................................... 27 

3.2. Eastern Region of Montenegro as a Part of Historical and 

Geographical Area of Sanjak ............................................................ 28 



vii 
 

3.2.1. Historical Relations between Region and Towns 

Out of Borders of Montenegro ................................................... 32 

3.3. Reasons of Living in Tower Houses ................................................. 34 

3.4. Historical Development of the Town of Rožaje ................................ 35 

3.5. Tower Houses in the Town of Rožaje ............................................... 39 

3.5.1. General Information about Ganić Family .................................. 41 

3.5.2. Tower House of Ganić Family .................................................. 42 

3.5.3. General Information about Ganić Family .................................. 45 

3.5.4. Replica of Tower House of Ganić Family ................................. 46 

 

CHAPTER 4. DEFINITION OF THE TOWER HOUSE OF  

GANIĆ FAMILY ................................................................................... 47 

4.1. Location and Close by Surroundings of the Building ........................ 47 

4.2. Site plan ........................................................................................... 48 

4.3. Spatial Characteristics ...................................................................... 49 

4.3.1. Ground Floor ............................................................................ 50 

4.3.2. First Floor ................................................................................. 52 

4.3.3. Second Floor ............................................................................ 54 

4.4. Façades ............................................................................................ 55 

4.4.1. North Façade ............................................................................ 55 

4.4.2. East Façade ............................................................................... 57 

4.4.3. South Façade ............................................................................ 58 

4.4.4. West Façade ............................................................................. 60 

4.5. Architectural Elements ..................................................................... 61 

4.6. Structural Layout ............................................................................. 63 

4.6.1. Walls ........................................................................................ 64 

4.6.2. Concrete Floors with Columns and Beams System.................... 64 

4.6.3. Stone Masonry Arch of the Entrance Door ................................ 65 

4.6.4. Stone Masonry Semi Dome of the Niche .................................. 66 

4.7. Alterations ....................................................................................... 67 

4.7.1. The Destroyed Part of the Building ........................................... 67 

4.7.2. The Altered Floor System ......................................................... 67 

4.7.3. The Elevated Street besides the Building .................................. 68 

4.8. Damages in the Structure and Materials............................................ 69 



viii 
 

4.8.1. Structural Damages ................................................................... 69 

4.8.2. Material Damages ..................................................................... 70 

4.9. Possible Sources of Damages ........................................................... 71 

 

CHAPTER 5. RESTITUTION .................................................................................... 73 

5.1. Description of Tower House of Ganić Family in Sources ................. 73 

5.2. Comparative Study with Replica of the Tower House of  

Ganić Family ................................................................................... 77 

5.3. Comparative Study with Other Tower Houses in the Region ............ 78 

5.3.1. Tower House of Redžepagić Family in Plav .............................. 79 

5.3.2. Tower Houses of Curanović and Radončić Family  

in Gusinje .................................................................................. 80 

5.3.3. Tower Houses of Hadžialijagić Family in Rožaje and  

Kukaj Family in Gusinje ........................................................... 81 

5.3.4. Tower House of Hadžimušović Family in Plav ......................... 83 

5.4. Restitution of the Tower House of Ganić Family .............................. 83 

 

CHAPTER 6. RESTORATION PROPOSAL .............................................................. 85 

6.1. Measures of Conservation ................................................................ 85 

6.1.1. Consolidation and Strengthening .............................................. 86 

6.1.2. Removal of the Inappropriate Alterations .................................. 87 

6.1.3. Completion and Reconstruction ................................................ 88 

6.1.3.1. Stone Masonry Walling System ...................................... 89 

6.1.3.2. Timber Wall System ....................................................... 90 

6.1.3.3. Timber Floor System ...................................................... 90 

6.1.3.4. Spatial Organization ........................................................ 91 

6.1.3.5. Timber Roof System ....................................................... 92 

6.1.3.6. Roof Covering System .................................................... 93 

6.1.4. New Additions .......................................................................... 94 

6.2. New Function ................................................................................... 95 

6.3. Site Plan Intervention Proposal......................................................... 95 

 

CHAPTER 7. CONCLUSION ..................................................................................... 97 

 



ix 
 

REFERENCES............................................................................................................ 99 

 

APPENDIX A. ARCHIVE DOCUMENTS ............................................................... 102 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



x 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 

Figure Page

Figure 1.1. a) Haliartos – Moulki Tower House, and b) tower house in 

Vatheia, Mani Peninsula in Greece...............................................................2

Figure 1.2. a) Tower house from Albania; a) Zekate House in Gjirokaster, 

b) a house in Theth........................................................................................2

Figure 1.3. Tower houses from Bulgaria; a) Hrelyo's tower in Rila monastery 

(Rila Monastery, 2015), b) Kurtpashov house in Vratsa,

c) Teshovo Village in Pirin, and d) a close view of the tower

house..............................................................................................................3

Figure 1.4. a) Nenadović Family Tower House in Serbia, b) Jashar Pasha 

Tower House in Peja, Kosov.........................................................................4

Figure 1.5. a, b, c) Tower houses from Foça, d) an example from Bozdoğan 

County of Aydın............................................................................................5

Figure 2.1. Houses from; a) southern region, b) northern region..................................10

Figure 2.2. Palace of Grgurina Family in Kotor - 18th century......................................10

Figure 2.3. a) Basic plan scheme of northern  region of Montenegro, 

b) structural layout of the northern region house and its 

positioning on the slope...............................................................................11

Figure 2.4. Map of Dinaric.............................................................................................12

Figure 2.5. Illustration of basic type of Dinaric house...................................................13

Figure 2.6. Development of plan scheme; k: kitchen, s: room,  t: transition  

space............................................................................................................14

Figure 2.7. Tower house of Redžepagić Family in Plav, 17th century...........................15

Figure 2.8. Plans and section sketches of tower house of Redžepagić Family..............16

Figure 2.9. “Čardak” of tower house of Redžepagić Family.........................................17

Figure 2.10. Series of slit windows under the roof structure...........................................18

Figure 2.11. Tower hoses of; a) Bećiragić, b) Hadžimušović, and c) Rašić  

families........................................................................................................19

Figure 2.12. a) Tower house of Redžepagić Family, b) Tower house of  Ganić  

Family..........................................................................................................20

   



xi 
 

Figure 2.13. Tower houses of ; a) Hadžialijagić, b) Kurtagić, and c) Kardović 

Family..........................................................................................................21

Figure 2.14. Tower houses of; a, b) Zeynelagić, c)  Rašić families.................................22

Figure 2.15. Tower houses near Peć, Kosovo..................................................................22

Figure 2.16. Typical plan of; a) of ordinary traditional house, b) tower house...............23

Figure 2.17. a) A cupboard, b) door, c) window, d) staircase and cupboard of,   

tower house of Hadžialijagić Family in Rožaje, d) decorated

interior door in the restored tower house of Curanović Family

in Gusinje.....................................................................................................24

Figure 3.1. Ethnic map of Sanjak and its geographical position....................................26

Figure 3.2. Realm of Vuk Branković in the second half of the 14th century.................29

Figure 3.3. Bosnia Eyalet between 16th  and  19th  centuries.........................................30

Figure 3.4. Territory  of   Sandjak  within  borders  of  Serbia  and 

Montenegro  today.......................................................................................31

Figure 3.5. Extension of the territories of Montenegro by periods................................32

Figure 3.6. Wedding guests; Albanian traditional clothing in the town of  

Rožaje..........................................................................................................34

Figure 3.7. Mosque of Sultan Murat  II; mosque befo re 1967 and  

reconstruction in 2004.................................................................................36

Figure 3.8. Mosque of Sultan Murat II today, after 2004 reconstruction......................36

Figure 3.9. Detail of upper neighborhood......................................................................37

Figure 3.10. Lower neighborhood of tribunes of Kuč in 1951........................................38

Figure 3.11. Mosque of tribunes of Kuč before restoration.............................................39

Figure 3.12. Tower houses of; a) Kurtagić Family before demolishment,  

b) Kardović Family......................................................................................41

Figure 3.13. a, b) Tower houses of Zejnelagić Family....................................................41

Figure 3.14. a) Tower house of Ganić Family in the past, b) Tower house of  

Ganić Family today......................................................................................42

Figure 3.15. Logo of the Municipality Rožaje.................................................................43

Figure 3.16. Collapsed tower house of Ganić Family......................................................44

Figure 3.17. Replica of the tower house of Ganić Family...............................................45

Figure 4.1. Kuč’s neighborhood.....................................................................................47

Figure 4.2. Location of Ganić House in Rožaje.............................................................48



xii 
 

Figure 4.3. Site plan of Ganić House.............................................................................49

Figure 4.4. Ground floor plan........................................................................................50

Figure 4.5. a) Opening in the time of first visit, b) opening in the time of  

second visit..................................................................................................51

Figure 4.6. a) Infilled entrance opening, b) concrete floor, columns, beams  

and ceiling in the ground floor.....................................................................51

Figure 4.7. First floor plan.............................................................................................52

Figure 4.8. a) Exterior, b) interior view of original entrance opening to the  

first floor......................................................................................................53

Figure 4.9. a) Exterior, b) interior view of improvised entrance opening to  

the first floor................................................................................................53

Figure 4.10. Second floor plan.........................................................................................54

Figure 4.11. a) Remain of the second floor, b) a detailed view of the niche...................55

Figure 4.12. North façade of the house............................................................................56

Figure 4.13. a) North façade , b) Trace of door opening.................................................56

Figure 4.14. East façade...................................................................................................57

Figure 4.15. East façade...................................................................................................58

Figure 4.16. South façade.................................................................................................59

Figure 4.17. A view from the south façade......................................................................59

Figure 4.18. West façade..................................................................................................60

Figure 4.19. West façade..................................................................................................61

Figure 4.20. Windows openings; a) A slit window, b) a rectangular window  

opening........................................................................................................62

Figure 4.21. a) Arched window opening, b) hole for “mandal” beam.............................62

Figure 4.22. Dish washing niche......................................................................................63

Figure 4.23. a) Stone masonry structure, b) temporary support in the quoin..................64

Figure 4.24. Newly built R.C. columns, beams and slab.................................................65

Figure 4.25. The structure of the entrance opening; a) arched exterior, b) lintel  

support.........................................................................................................66

Figure 4.26. Semi domical niche structure of the niche...................................................66

Figure 4.27. Newly built R.C. elements...........................................................................68

Figure 4.28. a) Buried entrance of house, b) enlarged opening.......................................69

Figure 4.29. Missing corner stones and the temporary support.......................................70



xiii 
 

Figure 4.30. Reconstructed corner of building.................................................................71

Figure 5.1. a) Tower house of Ganić Family on the foothills of Ganić’s Cliff,  

b) A view of the entrance  façade of Ganić Family house from

Ganić’s Cliff likely through Sarandža Cave................................................75

Figure 5.2. Old restoration plan of third floor................................................................76

Figure 5.3. Section of replica project.............................................................................77

Figure 5.4. Projection of tower house of Ganić Family.................................................78

Figure 5.5. Projections of the  tower house of Redžepagić Family...............................79

Figure 5.6. Toilet door of the tower house of Redžepagić Family................................80

Figure 5.7. Staircase in tower house of Radončić Family..............................................81

Figure 5.8. a) Interior door, and  b) a dish washing niche in tower house of  

Curanović Family........................................................................................81

Figure 5.9. Windows in the tower house of Hadžialijagić Family.................................82

Figure 5.10. Inner sofa in tower houses of Hadžialijagić and Kukaj Family...................82

Figure 5.11. Dušekluk in tower house of Hadžimušović family......................................83

Figure 6.1. Fixing detail of placing “šašovci” ceiling....................................................91

Figure 6.2. “Barbecue – roštilj” system roof structure...................................................92

Figure 6.3. Detail of production and placement of šindra roof covering.......................93

Figure 6.4. Šindra production.........................................................................................94

 



1 
 

CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION  
 

Together with the towers which are built for the purpose of watching out, 

communication, desire to reach God, there are tall structures used as self-sufficient 

residences and built for self-defense purpose during unsecure periods. They are spread 

all over Mediterranean, Aegean coasts, the Aegean islands, Greece and the Balkans. The 

idea of building tower houses dates back to ancient times.  

They were built for both military – for defense, watch out – and civilian, mostly 

residential purposes in order to protect the extended family against plunderers, and 

pirates in case of islands. Landowners and noble people of Ottoman provinces were 

built this type of houses in order to provide the security for their families and 

themselves. In Aegean region and the Balkans rich families built towers not only for 

defense and watch out, but also as prestigious residences (Arel, 1989, Yıldırım, 1997).  

 

1.1. Tower Houses in Mediterranean and Balkan Regions 
  

The strategical positioning was the major preference for safety in the 

construction of tower houses. Most important features of the surroundings were; the 

presence of water, availability of building stone and convenient place for the control of 

area (Lock 1986).  

Tower houses are the buildings developed in square, polygonal or round plan but 

especially with the accentuated height.  

The highly Ottoman influenced buildings are widespread over all Balkans. Such 

houses were built in Greece, Albania, Bulgaria, Serbia, Kosovo and Montenegro. They 

are usually composed of wooden sofas at their last floors and positioned to provide the 

best view on the surrounding. This characteristic is found in the Balkan examples as 

well (Yıldırım 1997). In central Greece tower houses were built under the influence of 

both Eastern and Western cultures since 13th century. The practice of building tower 

houses in the Balkans emerged following the Ottoman domination in this region, from 

the 17th century until the beginning of the 20th century. The Haliartos-Moulki tower is an 

example of the central Greece type of these structures (Figure 1.1a). Many other 
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examples are found in Vatheia, a small town in Mani Peninsula of Greece (Figure 1.1b) 

(Yıldırım, 1997). 

 

 
a) b) 

 
Figure 1.1. a) Haliartos – Moulki Tower House, and b) tower house in Vatheia, Mani 

Peninsula in Greece (Source: Balkan Towers, 2015) 
 

 

Tower houses in Albania are predominantly found in the north of the country. 

First examples date back to the 17th century, but most of the houses of this type are built 

in 18th and the 19th centuries. Tower houses in Albanian towns were built usually as 

standalone structures in villages (Figure 1.2a) or in isolated places for people who were 

engaged in vendetta. 

 

 
a) b) 

 
Figure 1.2. a) Tower house from Albania; a) Zekate House in Gjirokaster, b) a house in 

Theth (Source: Architecture of Albania, 2015) 
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The house in Theth, northern Albania, is an example of this type (Figure 1.2b) 

(Balkan Towers, 2015).  

The concept of tower houses in Bulgaria is coming from the pre-Ottoman 

Period. Hrelyo's tower, built in 1334-1335 in the courtyard of the Rila monastery, is an 

example of those houses (Figure 1.3a). It is built to serve as residential as well as 

defensive purpose, and it also includes an Orthodox Chapel on its top floor. Another 

example of Ottoman Period tower house in Bulgaria belongs to the 17th century is 

Kurtpashov house in Vratsa, in the northwest of the country (Figure 1.3b). Although in a 

ruinous state, but the tower in Teshovo, in south Pirin, is an example from early 

Ottoman Period possessed with highly sophisticated water supply and sewage system 

installations (Figure 1.3c, d) (Balkan Towers, 2015).  

 

 
a) b) 

 
c) d) 

 
Figure 1.3. Tower houses from Bulgaria; a) Hrelyo's tower in Rila Monastery (Rila 

Monastery, 2015), b) Kurtpashov House in Vratsa (Source: Balkan Towers, 
2015), c) Teshovo Village in Pirin, and d) a close view of the tower house
(Source: Teshovo, 2015) 
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The most significant tower house in Serbia is the house of Nenadović Family 

(Figure 1.4a). It is built by Jakov Nenadović in Valjevo, and dated to the beginning of 

the 19th century. Rebels used this house during the First Serbian Uprising for military 

purposes, and later it was used by Ottomans as a prison (Balkan Towers, 2015). 

Tower houses of Kosovo have very similar characteristics with Albanian ones, 

e.g. tower house of Jashar Pasha (Figure 1.4b). This is mostly influenced by very similar 

cultures of people in these two countries. Same as in Albania, in Kosovo tower houses 

the living space of men and women with children is separated. Because of that, the main 

characteristic of these tower houses, which made them different from the ones in other 

countries, is double sets of entrances and staircases (Balkan Towers, 2015). 

 

 
a) b) 

 
Figure 1.4. a) Nenadović Family Tower House in Serbia (Source: Nenadović Tower, 

2015), b) Jashar Pasha Tower House in Peja, Kosov (Source: Jashar Pasha, 
2015)  

 
 

Tower houses in Aegean Region of Anatolia are influenced by the Mediterranean 

tradition. Houses of this type in Çeşme, Foça and Çandarlı and some counties of Aydın 

Province are mostly result of the Genoese influence on the Aegean Coasts (Weaver, 

1971, Arel 1989, Yıldırım, 1997, 1999) (Figure 1.5a, b, c, d).  
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a) 

  
b) c) d) 

 
Figure 1.5.  a, b, c) Tower houses from Foça (Source: Author), d) an example from 

Bozdoğan County of Aydın (Source: Personal archive of Tunçoku, 2012) 
 
 

General thought about the tower houses in Montenegro is that their origins are in 

the Middle Ages (Krunić, 1994). They were built mostly in the area of eastern 

Montenegro, and living in them is the privilege only for noblemen.  

They were multifunctional buildings and combinations of fortification and 

housing. Being prestigious buildings, they are the heritages from unsecure times of the 

country.  

Tower house of Ganić Family was built in the end of the 18th century in Rožaje 

Town. The family was one of the most powerful families in the town, and their fame 

extended to İstanbul.  

The survived part of the tower house of Ganić Family is the oldest historic relic 

in Rožaje. In addition, together with the tower house of Redžepagić Family in Plav, it is 

the oldest tower house in the region. Both houses are the only ones, the last storeys of 

which were built of timber. The concept of plan scheme in tower houses is not much 
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different from ordinary houses. The living floor rests on bold stone masonry walls with 

limited and mostly small openings which give the house the character of fortification.   

At present, the tower houses are on the edge of extinction in Montenegro. 

Poorly-restored tower house of Redžepagić Family is the only conserved example of 

this building type. A lot of them are in bad conditions or they are in the state of ruins, as 

the case study building of this study which is listed as a cultural monument under the 

protection of state by the document which was issued in 1987 by The Republican 

Institute for Protection of Cultural Monuments in Cetinje (Figure A.1). 

These buildings are the important species in the development of housing in this 

region, and losing them means the loss of one link in the history of region. The value of 

the tower house of Ganić Family is even greater because of its age, its importance for 

the town.  

Detailed information about the house in Montenegro is presented in the 

following parts of the thesis. 

 

1.2. The Aim of the Study 
 

As the importance of the house entails, the main goal of the work is to put the 

building in the frame of general house typology in Montenegro, to underline its values 

and to give the proposal for its preservation. Definition of the house through the survey, 

analyses and evaluation is the first part of study. Suggesting the conservation method 

through the intervention decisions and giving a new function to provide permanent 

maintenance, thus, to prolong its life formed the second part of work.  

The importance of its preservation is also due to that it reflects local character. 

The neighborhood, where the building is located, is a historic part of the town. The area 

was recognized as a ‘well-preserved historic site’ about 60 years ago. Until now, the 

neighborhood suffered of considerable changes under the title of “modernization,” and 

the majority of historical houses have been destroyed. Reconstruction of the tower 

house of Ganić Family, as the building with a great importance, would enliven at least a 

certain part of historical character in the area. 
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1.3. Content and Methodology 
 

The thesis is composed of seven chapters, each of which presents information 

based on scientific knowledge.  

The general analysis of historical houses in Montenegro is described in the 

second chapter. The type of houses, that the case study house belongs, is defined and its 

development is described through the comparison of differences between houses in 

different regions of Montenegro. General characteristics and typology according to the 

different aspects for tower houses are defined, and similarities and differences between 

the houses and tower houses are described in this chapter.  

The third chapter contains the research on physical characteristics and historical 

evolution of the region where the case study building is located. Definition of Sanjak 

region, having different ethnical and sociocultural background, is given in order for a 

better understanding of the cultural relations of the region over borders. Historical 

development of the town Rožaje is given with recognition of tower houses that were 

built in the town with focusing on the case study building and giving a brief  history of 

the house, the family and the replica of the house which was built in 1990’s.  

The fourth chapter contains information about the present situation of the case 

study building. First part of the chapter gives general information about the remains of 

the house. The survey for the measured drawings is realized in two periods: in 

September 2013 and February 2014. This was done in order to define the possible 

changes occurred in the remains in time. Some remarkable changes, mostly related with 

worsening conditions of remains and falling of stones from stone masonry walls, are 

informed by the neighbors. Measurements on the site was carried out by using steel tape 

and plumb bobs, and transferred to the sketches done in field. Drawings are 

supplemented with photographical documentation of all parts and elements in the 

building. Drawings were digitalized by using ".dxf" format and presented through 

different appendixes. Measured drawings were used as the base for; analytical drawings 

for architectural elements, spatial characteristics, construction techniques, material use, 

structural failures, material deteriorations and alterations. All these drawings are 

supplemented by the detailed description of different analyses given in the fourth 

chapter.  

The information about the original state of the house is defined in the fifth 
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chapter. Through this chapter, a partial description of the building is given according to 

literary sources. In order for better understanding and define the original state of the 

building, a comparative study was done with six tower houses in the region. Each house 

was measured by conventional method and their plan schemes and sections were 

digitalized also by using ".dxf" format. The table of comparative study is presented with 

defined drawings of restitution. Restitution of house, which is done by the assessment of 

different reliability degrees determined by the parameters of; existence, location, 

dimension, form, material and detail, is presented in the fifth chapter.  

Restoration proposal is described in sixth chapter. It is composed of two parts. 

First part defines the measures of conservation about intervention decision given 

through ‘consolidation and strengthening,’ ‘removal of inappropriate alterations,’ and 

‘completion and reconstruction.’ Second part of the chapter contains a proposal for the 

new use of building.  

In the last chapter the conclusion on research is presented. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 

GENERAL ANALYSIS OF HISTORICAL HOUSES IN 

MONTENEGRO 
 

As the territory of Montenegro is very small, the general belief is that there are 

not remarkable differences among the regions. But there is large spectrum of different 

cultures placed in this small area. These differences are mostly visible between southern 

coastal region, and mountainous region in the north. 

As a result of those cultural differences, there are different types of houses as 

well. 

 

2.1. Differences between Houses in Different Regions of Montenegro 
 

General classification of historical houses in Montenegro can be done by the 

regions, as it is mentioned before, southern coastal region and northern mountainous 

region. Basic appearance and character of the house is determined by two important 

factors: climatic and geographical conditions and geological properties of the soil in 

which the house was built. 

Arrangement of the rooms in the residential house is almost the same or with 

very small differences as seen between southern coastal house and house of Dinaric 

region where the ranges of Dinaric Alps took place. Those differences in the examples 

with the simple spatial organization are almost nonexistent.  

However, each of these regional houses has its own identity and individuality. 

Two-piece houses of coastal area and two-piece log houses with steep roofs, of Dinaric 

region, have identical solutions on their spatial organization. But, there are remarkable 

differences on their exterior views and on the treatment of inner space with their 

ambiences. These differences determined by different climatic conditions reflect firstly 

in the usage of construction materials, such as the houses with stone masonry walls and 

small windows of the coastal region with intense sunlight (Figure 2.1a), and those built 

of timber with steep and high roofs exposed to brutal winter winds and thick snow cover 

for long time (Petrović, 1991) (Figure 2.1b). 
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a) b) 

 
Figure 2.1.  
 

Houses from; a) southern region (Source: Čubrović, 2012), b) northern 
region (Source: Hadžić, 2011) 

 
 

Together with the usage of stone, as the basic construction material of coastal 

area, it is visible one more architectural element - wooden sunshade shutters 

(Montenegrin: “škure”) as the most efficient way of protection from sun on windows. In 

the organization of these houses, room with fire or “kužina” (English: kitchen) is placed 

on the last storey under the roof structure (Petrović, 1991). 

One more characteristics of coastal residential architecture are the palaces. One 

of the most significant ones is the palace of family Grgurina in Kotor from the 18th 

century, which serves as The Maritime Museum of Montenegro today (Figure 2.2). This 

is a three-storey building with a central hall at each floor and the rooms around. 

Secondary rooms with kitchen are placed in the last level, of roof structure.  

 

 
 

Figure 2.2. Palace of Grgurina Family in Kotor - 18th century (Source: Author) 
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Spatial organization of the typical house of the northern mountainous region 

(Dinaric Region) is very simple. It is a “two-piece” house and contains just two rooms: 

kitchen, the space with fireplace, where all activities of the day life of family took place 

and, the room which was used by family for sleeping, but also as a guest room 

(Petrović, 1991) (Figure 2.3a). 

Houses of Dinaric region are always placed perpendicular on the slope of terrain 

(Figure 2.3b). On this way, the space under the projected-room forms a basement which 

was used as stable with a separate entrance. The residential part of the house mostly had 

two opposite entrances from the lateral sides. Position of the house was always placed 

on the way where the room looks over the valley, sun and nice vista.  

 

  
a) b) 

 
 

Figure 2.3. a) Basic plan scheme of northern  region of Montenegro (Modified from: 
Petrović, 1991), b) structural layout of the northern region house and its 
positioning on the slope (Modified from: Petrović, 1991)  

 
 

Foundations under the kitchen and the walls of the basement were always of 

stone mostly laid out with mud mortar. The living part of the house is made of timber. 

The timber logs are intersected on the corners with half-lapped joints. Walls of the 

living area are lime washed in white. Because of its steepness, the roof structure was 

quite impressive for these houses. Covering material of the roof was timber, rarely 

reeds. 

Fireplace 

Entr. 

Entr. 

Entr. 

Entrance  

Entrance 
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2.2. Development of Dinaric Type of House and Its Transformation in 

Tower House 
 

The term, Dinaric house, is used because this unique type of house is seen in the 

area beyond political borders. With minor differences, it is developed in the region of 

Dinaric Alps which include whole western area of the Middle Balkans (Figure 2.4).  

The architect, Jovan Krunić, defined this type as “bipartite” because it contained 

two spaces. This term stemmed from the spatial organization of the house. He did not 

use the construction material or the structural system for the recognition of house, 

because the same house type is used in a very wide area and construction materials vary 

place by place. Sometimes the house is built of stone as a whole, and sometimes it is the 

combination of stone and timber frame system (Krunić, 1994). 

 

 
Figure 2.4. Map of Dinaric Alps (Source: Dinaric Alps, 2015)  
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The fact, which is constant, is the spatial organization that these houses 

consisted of a kitchen and a room. If the house is observed as a whole, it is not a two- 

piece house but a three-piece house, because it includes a stable in the ground floor 

level and a kitchen with a room on the first floor (Figure 2.5). Krunić aware of this fact, 

and he ignores the stable and considers the house on the level of first floor, which can 

be defined as flat – the residential part (Krunić, 1994). 

 

 
 

Figure 2.5. Illustration of basic type of Dinaric house (Modified from: Krunić, 1994) 
 
 

This flat, in its basic shape, include the kitchen and the room. In the large 

number of the examples, room is divided into two parts, two rooms, so the flat itself 

became three-piece flat. This three piece flat is the first stage in the development of two-

piece type, and these two types together are the basic levels of further development, 

because sometimes development begins with adding of new elements on two-piece, and 

sometimes on three-piece basic scheme of plan (Krunić, 1994) (Figure 2.6). 

 

55
0 
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Figure 2.6. Development of plan scheme; k: kitchen, s: room,  t: transition space
(Source: Krunić, 1994) 

 
 

By the addition of staircase to two-piece type, a more complex three-piece type 

is obtained. Four-piece schemes were obtained by dividing a space of kitchen into more 

rooms when needed.  

By the addition of one more room on four-piece scheme, five-piece scheme is 

obtained, with three rooms, kitchen and a staircase hall, that can be treated as the final 

stage of plan-scheme development. It is important to note that, in every stage, a 

projection is always added to the mass of the building. This was a toilet, but it was 

always in connection with the kitchen. Sometimes it is just one corner of kitchen, so its 

rank is secondary and it does not represent definite element of a plan scheme (Krunić, 

1994). 

In some cases, ground floor is used as residential, but the plan scheme of the first 

floor should be taken into consideration for the determination of house type because its 

characteristics and elements are invariable for each type.  

Interesting fact in development of Dinaric type of house is that the perseverance 

for preserving the kitchen without ceiling in every stage of development. Even if the 

room was with highly luxury equipment, such as decorated ceilings, and even if a 

fireplace was placed in the same kitchen, the kitchen itself was without ceiling, which is 

the heritage of the open fire.  

Dinaric house of the stone structure is, in fact, a flat adapted in need of defense 

against fire attack. Those houses are “kule” or tower houses of mountainous region of 

Montenegro and developed in the towns Plav and Rožaje (Figure 2.7). 
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Figure 2.7. Tower house of Redžepagić Family in Plav, 17th century (Source: Author) 
 
 

Their plan scheme was transformed from longitudinal to the square shape, and 

the height of the flat was increased. Stone structure, which is very similar to the feudal 

era, like the manor fortress houses of the Middle Ages, is also employed in these tower 

houses until today (Krunić, 1994). 

Built of timber, the last floor of tower houses is the type of flat, which is 

composed of two or three-piece plan scheme in square and has inner staircases placed in 

an area separated from the kitchen. 

 

2.3. General Characteristics of Tower Houses 
 

As mentioned above, it is claimed that the basic characteristics, preserved in 

tower houses, likely conveyed from the fortified houses of the Middle Ages (Krunić, 

1994).  

A tower house itself is a multistorey building. In the level of ground floor, there 

are considerably narrow window openings next to a massive and strengthened door. 

These windows look like slit windows which are hardly noticeable from outside but 

provide control of environment (Petrović, 1991). 

The ground floor serves as stable. Access to the first floor is provided with steep 

staircases made of wood. Generally, the first floor is used as storage for goods and a 

place for hiding in the time of attack. Second and third floors are used for living. 
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Depending on the number of floors of the building, two or at least one last floor is used 

as residential, which was always the main living space. At this level, there are large 

window openings by the virtue of the high positioning and safety while providing 

overview of the surroundings (Figure 2.8). 

 

  
 

Figure 2.8. Plans and section sketches of tower house of Redžepagić Family 
(Modified from: Petrović, 1991) 

 
 

First few levels, the number of which depended on total number of storeys in the 

building, were always built of very thick walls because of safety. Viewed from the 

exterior, these thick stone walls with very much reduced openings, look like the base for 

the last floor for living. This last floor is usually named “čardak” (Figure 2.9). 
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Figure 2.9. “Čardak” of tower house of Redžepagić Family (Source: Author) 
 
 

Living floor, next to the mentioned series of large window openings, always 

have at least one projection. Material of the exterior walls of “čardak” varies. Very often 

they are also built of stone, sometimes they are built of timber frame system, and as 

seen in the two of well-known examples, tower house of Reždepagić Family and tower 

house of Ganić Family, their last storeys, built of timber.  

The roof is the most characteristic element of Dinaric houses. It determines the 

mass and overall silhouette of the structure with a very steep angle ranging from 45° to 

60°. The roof structure was same for most of Dinaric houses and also used for all tower 

houses in the region. 

 

2.4. Typology of Tower Houses According to Spatial Characteristics 
 

No matter which period they were constructed in, spatial characteristics of the 

living area of the tower houses are same in general. According to the placement of the 

defensive space – for hiding and shooting, tower houses can be placed in two groups: 

with defensive space below and above the living area.  

The buildings with defensive space in the lower levels below the living space, 

the most well-known examples of which are the tower houses of Ganić and Redžepagić 

families, are more common as they have been explained above.  

However, the buildings with defensive space above the living space are seen in 
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later periods as the end of the 19th and beginning of the 20th century. This type is always 

totally built of stone. Main characteristic of them is the shallow space between last floor 

“čardak” and timber structure of roof. The function of this level was for hiding the 

residents of house in unsafe periods and its characteristic is that it has very long slit 

windows for shooting all around the house (Figure 2.10). It provides higher level of 

safety and better position for observation and shooting over surroundings. 

 

 
 

Figure 2.10. Series of slit windows under the roof structure (Source: Markišić, 2013) 
 
 

In some cases, there are small projections on the one elevation of this level. It is 

thought that this was used as a toilet because unsafe period was lasted for days, even 

months.  

It is very important to underline the fact that the living floor of these buildings is 

also elevated two or three storeys above the ground level, no matter on positioning of 

hiding space above.  

Some of the examples of this type of structures are; the tower houses of 

Bećiragić and Hadžimušović Family in Plav, and tower house of Rašić Family in 

Gusinje (Figure 2.11a, b, c). 

Slit windows 
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a) b) c) 

 
Figure 2.11. Tower hoses of; a) Bećiragić, b) Hadžimušović, and c) Rašić families 

 
 

2.5. Typology of Tower Houses According To Construction Techniques 

and Material Usage  
 

According to construction techniques and material usage, tower houses can be 

classified in three groups: the buildings built of stone, the ones, of timber frame system 

and those built of timber. 

The categorization is done according to construction techniques and material 

usage in constructing of exterior walls in the level of "čardak" or living storey. As 

mentioned above, lower levels are always built of stone because of the reasons for 

safety.  

The oldest, also the rarest examples are the ones with walls built of timber log 

construction. Today only two examples existed in the region of eastern Montenegro and 

constructed by using this technique. They are; the tower house of Redžepagić Family in 

Plav from the second half of the 17th century (Figure 2.12a), and of Ganić Family in 

Rožaje from the end of the 18th century (Figure 2.12b).  
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a) b) 

 
Figure 2.12. a) Tower house of Redžepagić Family (Source: Author), b) Tower house of  

Ganić Family (Source: Luboder and Hadžić , 2013)  
 
 

In a later period, by end of the 19th and beginning of the 20th century, some kind 

of variations of the tower houses of Redžepagić and Ganić families emerged: the tower 

houses of Hadžialijagić, Kurtagić and Kardović families (Figure 2.13a, b, c). These 

buildings have living floors built of infilled timber frame, which is called “hımış” 

system. Another difference that was a product of later and safer period are the larger 

windows in first floors, and, as in the case of the tower houses of Kurtagić and Kardović 

families, reduction in the number of floors. So, these buildings give the impression that 

they are between the tower houses and ordinary houses which are generally built of two 

storey buildings.  
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b) 

a) c) 
 

Figure 2.13. Tower houses of ; a) Hadžialijagić (Source: Author), b) Kurtagić (Source: 
Kurtagić Family archive), and c) Kardović Family (Source: Hadzić, 2011) 

 
 

The third group, at the same time abundant in number, is the buildings with 

stone masonry exterior walls of "čardak". Although made of stone, these buildings have 

projections also made of stone, with rather small protrusions due to the limitation of 

stone to work in tension. Some of examples of this type of tower houses are: The houses 

of Zejnelagić Family in Rožaje (Figure 2.14a, b) and the tower house of Rašić Family in 

Gusinje (Figure 2.14c). 
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a) b) c) 

 
Figure 2.14. Tower houses of; a, b) Zeynelagić (Source: Author), c)  Rašić families

(Source: Hadzić, 2011) 
 
 

Jovan Krunić defines this last group as a fortified type of house of Peć region1. 

This stone masonry tower house of Metohia region is standard in; plan layout, structure 

and overall shape that are identical (Figure 2.15). It is originated from the houses in the 

villages surrounding Peć. About ten of the total tower houses in Peć, are almost 

representative of the town with their identical stone masonry. Their sharp-edged stone 

masses give a visual image, like the objects recalling the past when the needs for 

openings to get light and connection with the nature were hindered due to the unsecure 

living conditions. The original concept of their plan is the derivative of the basic house 

type of mountain areas. Basic three-piece plan type of tower houses evolved into four-

piece by the addition of staircase as a certain part of kitchen because of safety reasons 

(Krunić, 1994). 

 

 
 

Figure 2.15. Tower houses near Peć, Kosovo (Source: Krunić 1994) 
                                                
1 Peć (Albanian: Peja) is a town in the western part of Kosovo. Its nearness to the border of Montenegro 
(towns Rožaje, Plav and Gusinje) explains similarities in cultural heritage.  
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2.6. Similarities between the Houses and Tower Houses 
 

As a result of the development of the typical Dinaric houses, the tower houses 

display all characteristics of the spatial organization, architectural elements and 

construction techniques of their forerunner. As a matter of this fact, similarities can be 

explained just as the characteristics which are not transformed from house to tower 

house despite the increase in the number of storeys below the main residential floor.  

 

2.6.1. Similarities of Spatial Characteristics 
 

Spatial characteristics of the residential storey of the tower houses are nothing 

more than the ‘improved two piece plan’ layout of the basic type of the house.  

Staircases were leading directly to the living area of the flat, named “kuća” as 

mentioned before. This room was used as kitchen, together with area placed in lower 

level, usually it has a place for open fire for cooking and the fireplace for heating, and at 

the same time it was used as living space for the day life of family. This space was 

contains a small secondary room which was used as storage space. Two doors lead to 

the rooms through kitchen. One of the rooms was bigger and one was smaller. Same as 

in the ordinary houses, this room was used for sleeping, and the bigger one was for 

guest room (Figure 2.16a, b).  

 

 

 

 

a) b) 
 

Figure 2.16.  Typical plan of; a) of ordinary traditional house, b) tower house (Modified 
from: Krunić, 1994)  
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So, the conclusion can be that the “čardak”, or residential floor of the tower 

houses, is nothing more than advanced four-piece scheme plan house, elevated few 

storeys above the ground.  

 

2.6.2. Similarities of Architectural Elements  
 

Usage of architectural elements in the tower houses do not vary.  Same elements, 

as the windows, doors, staircases, cupboards, seating platforms, ceilings, floors, etc. are 

not only used in same way, but also in production details and ornaments. One can find 

such similarities in the rich noble houses, or tower houses, and in the houses of the poor 

in towns and villages (Figure 2.17a, b, c, d).  

 

  
a) b) c) 

 
d) e) 

 
Figure 2.17.  a) A cupboard, b) door, c) window, d) staircase and cupboard of tower 

house of Hadžialijagić Family in Rožaje, d) decorated interior door in the 
restored tower house of Curanović Family in Gusinje (Source: Author),   
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2.6.3. Similarities of Construction Techniques and Material Usage 
 

It is already mentioned that in the development of residential architecture of this 

region the occurrence of the tower houses was a process of lifting of the living space 

one or more storeys above ground floor to provide safety. Besides this fact, noting more 

was changed in the construction techniques and material usage. 

There are houses with exterior walls made of stone completely, combination of 

stone in basement and timber beams, and timber frame system on the residential level.  

The other elements, such as the staircases, the floors and the roof, were always 

made of the same material, timber, and produced by using the similar techniques 

belonging to the same heritage. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 

PHYSICAL AND HISTORICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF 

THE REGION 
 

In this section, information about the geographical position and structure, 

climate and flora and the history of eastern region of Montenegro where the majority of 

tower houses are placed is presented. 

 

3.1. Physical Characteristics of Eastern Region of Montenegro 

 

Eastern region of Montenegro is a part of historical and geographical area, 

known as Sanjak today, is into two between Montenegro and Serbia. Each part contains 

six towns in the northeast of Montenegro and southwest of Serbia (Figure 3.1).  

 
Serb majority 

Mixed population with Serb plurality 

Bosniak majority 

Mixed population with Bosniak plurality 
 
Country, republic or autonomous province 
boundaries 

Municipality boundaries 
 

 
Figure 3.1. Ethnic map of Sanjak and its geographical position (Modified from: Sanjak 

Map, 2015)  
 
 

All territory of Sanjak displays differences, in the forms of terrain from the 

higher lands with the mountains over 2000 m to the wide valleys, which yielded in large 

variations in climate and flora between the towns in the region. The study is 
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concentrated on the southern part of Sanjak region (or eastern and northeastern parts of 

Montenegro). It is characterized as a mountainous area at the foot of Prokletije massif, 

which includes Rožaje and Plav towns. 

 

3.1.1. Forms of Terrain 
 

The northern region includes the terrains of Piva, Gornja Morača, Tara, Lim and 

Ibar watersheds and further on to the northeast up to the Montenegrin border with 

neighboring countries. This is the region with a range of high mountain massifs over 

2.000 m asl, Durmitor being the highest (2,523 m asl). This region is divided by valleys, 

gorges and canyons of the following watercourses: upper Morača, Piva, Tara, Ćehotina, 

Lim, Ibar and their tributaries divided into several smaller geo-morphological units. It is 

also characterized by the region of high mountain massifs with deep canyons indicating 

very outstanding river erosion, and the phenomena and forms characteristic for karst 

and glacial erosion. In addition, significant areas of this terrain are composed of classic 

and fly ash-like clay-sand-marl sediments with frequent phenomena of heavy rainfall, 

creation of ravines, land tearing and sliding (Spatial Plan of Montenegro Until 2020). 

The amounts of building construction stone in the terrains of Montenegro are 

practically unlimited. These are carbonates: limestone-dolomite rock masse and smaller 

volcanic rocks. Some of quarries are Kaludjerski Laz, Bušnje and Štitarica in the 

northern part of Montenegro. Only in Štitarica (Mojkovac) igneous rocks are exploited 

while the rest is limestone (Spatial Plan of Montenegro, 2008). 

 

3.1.2. Climate and Flora 
 

Climate conditions in Montenegro are predominantly influenced by the Adriatic 

Sea and mountain massifs. Starting from the sea and depending on the altitude, the 

climate changes and thus, in this small area, diverse climates are encountered from the 

Mediterranean to the Alpine. Duration of sunlight increases with the proximity of the 

coast. Precipitation is uneven, and it is the highest in parts of coastal mountain ranges 

(on average, some 4,500 mm annually), while it reduces towards the coast and in 

particular to the north and northeast. Alongside these main factors, there are also other 

influences which more or less contribute to local climates (Spatial Plan of Montenegro, 
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2008). 

Richness and diversity of flora makes the biodiversity in Montenegro as its 

recognizable characteristic. In comparison with other European countries, Montenegrin 

biodiversity is considered to be among the largest ones (Spatial Plan of Montenegro, 

2008).  

Considering refugial features of many habitats, endemism is manifested in 

dominant middle-European, Illyrian, Alpine and Mediterranean elements. 

Approximately 20 % of overall flora belongs to endemic and sub-endemic herbs that 

occur only in Montenegro and in some neighboring countries. Due to rareness and 

endangerment, 415 of herb species are protected (Spatial Plan of Montenegro, 2008). 

 

3.2. Eastern Region of Montenegro as a Part of Historical and 

Geographical Area of Sanjak 
 

Throughout the history, eastern region of Montenegro (towns Plav, Andrijevica, 

Berane, Rožaje and Bijelo Polje) were always more related with Raška (today Serbia), 

Kosovo and Albania then with Montenegro. From the times of Duklja (Doclea) and 

Zeta, first Montenegrin autonomies, Montenegro was very small area with the town of 

Cetinje and surroundings, especially in Ottoman period.  

Following the death of Serbian emperor Stefan Dušan in 1355, his empire was 

collapsed and the area of Rožaje became the property of a nobleman, Vojislav 

Vojinović, who ruled the area from Morava through Sjenica to the towns of Kotor and 

Dubrovnik (Bartl, 2001). 

After battle of Kosovo in 1389, Vuk Branković dominated the region including 

towns: Drenica, Priština, Vučitrn, Trepča, Zvečan, Peć, Prizren, Skoplje, Sjenica i 

Komoran na limu (Stojanović, 1982). As seen on the map of that realm, whole eastern 

region of today Montenegro belongs to it (Figure 3.2).  

 

 



29 
 

 
 

Figure 3.2. Realm of Vuk Branković in the second half of the 14th century  (Modified 
from: Branković Realm, 2015)  

 
 

In 1455, this area is divided into Sanjak of Vučitrn, Sanjak of Prizren and Sanjak 

of Kruševac. In that period, Trgovište town (today Rožaje) was included in Sanjak of 

Vučitrn (Mušović, 1985). In same period, Plav, Berane (Budimlja), Andrijevica 

(Zlorečica) and Bihor towns were included in Sanjak of Skadar (Agić, 2012).  

In 1479, whole Montenegrin area was conquered by Ottomans, and from that 

period executive authority in this region was orthodox bishop under the guidance of 

central authority in Istanbul (Crnovršanin and Sadiković, 2001). 

It is important to underline that throughout the 17th century main authority in 

Montenegro was the Ottoman landlords. Montenegrin people were paying taxes to 

Ottomans in the 18th century and bishops were under the protection of authority in 

Istanbul. So the claim of some historians about Montenegrin independence in 16th and 

the 17th century is incorrect (Memić, 1996).  

Eastern region of today’s Montenegro was included in Rumelia Pashadom 

(Eyalet) between by the end of 15th and beginning of the 16th century. In 1580, Rumelia 

Pashadom was separated and this region was joined to Bosnia Pashadom. Eight Sanjaks 
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and most of eastern region of today Montenegro which belonged to Sanjak of Novi 

Pazar existed within Bosnia Pashadom. The rest belonged to the Sanjak of Skadar 

(Figure 3.3).  

 

 
 

Figure 3.3. Bosnia Eyalet between 16th  and  19th  centuries (Source: Bosnia Eyalet, 
2015) 

 
 

Sanjak of Novi Pazar was the name of the administrative unit of the Ottoman 

Empire, whose center was in Novi Pazar, which divided the territories of Serbia and 

Montenegro (Ćorović, 1997). This area is today known within the name Sanjak and it 

does not have autonomy (Figure 3.4). 
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Figure 3.4. Territory  of   Sandjak  within  borders  of  Serbia  and  Montenegro  today 
(Source: Sanjak Territory, 2015)  

 
 

In order to connect two strong orthodox units and to join forces for pushing 

Ottomans from Balkans, this region was very important to be conquered by the Serbian 

and Montenegrin authorities.  

First remarkable enlargement of the territory of Montenegro was realized by the 

bishop, Petar I Petrović, who annexed territories of tribes Piperi and Bjelopavlići in the 

end of 18th century. In the same period, Serbian leader Djordje Petrović - Karadjordje 

succeeds to conquer Belgrade and significantly increase the territory of Serbia. In the 

spring of 1809, Karadjodje directed his army and some Montenegrin tribes to Novi 

Pazar and to conquer it. People of whole Sanjak were in panic because of the danger of 

losing Novi Pazar. However, they quickly established their authority in Novi Pazar 

again by the help of Ottoman army (Crnovršanin and Sadiković 2001).  

In 1878, at the Congress of Berlin, Montenegrin king Nikola I Petrović, took 

over the independence from Ottomans and expanded the territory of Montenegro twice. 

He got the territories of: Nikšić, Kolašin, Podgorica, Žabljak, Bar, Plav and Gusinje. 

After the defeat of Ottomans in the first Balkan war in 1913, Serbia and 

Montenegro conquered Sanjak, Kosovo, Macedonia and half of Albania. This was the 

first time that municipalities of Bijelo Polje, Berane and Rožaje joined to Montenegrin 

authorities (Crnovršanin and Sadiković 2001) (Figure 3.5). 
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Figure 3.5. Extension of the territories of Montenegro by periods (Source: Montenegrin 
Extension, 2015.) 

 
 

Very short after that, in 1918, Montenegrin territory was annexed to Serbia in the 

kingdom of Yugoslavia and after Second World War, broke out in 1945, its territory was 

included in SFR (Socialist Federal Republic) of Yugoslavia. Montenegrin independence 

was renewed in 2006. 

 

3.2.1. Historical Relations between Region and Towns Out Of Borders 

of Montenegro 
 

After long and unsuccessful siege of Vienna 1683, European Christian armies 

united for the purpose of definitive banish of Ottomans from Balkans. By the help of 

Venetian army, Montenegrin Christians attacked Ottomans in Bay of Kotor, and whole 

Muslim population was expatriated from this area (Cnovršanin and Sadiković 2001).  

Another big genocide on Muslim population in Montenegro happened very soon 
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after that, in 1711, by the help of Russian emperor Peter the Great. This genocide is in 

history well-known with the action; “Istraga poturica” (christening and killing all 

Muslim population in Montenegro). French historian Pierre Coquelle writes about this 

event: "All people who refused to kiss the cross are killed without mercy, and those who 

were baptized were spared, taken to the church in Cetinje under the patronage of 

Bishop" (Cnovršanin and Sadiković 2001). It is important to know that territory of 

Montenegro was much smaller than that of today in those days. Area of today, eastern 

region of Montenegro did not belong to the Montenegrin territory of those days. 

This political situation, and very bad relations between Christians and Muslims, 

forced the Muslim majority from eastern region of today Montenegro to make 

connections with other, also the town where Muslims were in majority, mostly because 

of trade. That was the reason of relations of this region with the towns out of borders of 

today Montenegro.  

In eastern region of today Montenegro always was present Albanian component of 

population, especially around Lake Skadar and eastern Zeta, from Bar and Ulcinj and 

stretched to the towns of Plav, Gusinje, Rožaje and Bihor (Memić, 1996). 

Guided by this paragraph we can assume that Albanian population was always 

kept relations with Albanian majority towns in southeast of Kosovo and in Albania. 

Therefore are very possible cultural exchanges between Albanian and Bosniak 

population of wider region. 

Cultural influences are visible in many aspects. The usage of some Albanian 

words by Bosniak population (same is in other side), and usage of Albanian traditional 

clothing in some cases and also very similar architectural heritage. An example of usage 

of Albanian traditional clothing in town of Rožaje we can see in the Photo-monograph 

Old Rožaje (Fotomonografija Staro Rožaje) (Markišić and Luboder, 2011) (Figure 3.6). 
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Figure 3.6. Wedding guests; Albanian traditional clothing in the town of Rožaje 
(Source: Markišić and Luboder, 2011) 

 
 

Most important trade and cultural centers of those days (also today) were; Novi 

Pazar in the southeast of Serbia, Peć (Albanian: Peja; Turkish: İpek) in the east of 

Kosovo, Prizren in the south of Kosovo and Skadar (Albanian: Shkodra; Turkish: 

İşkodra) in northwest of Albania in the surroundings of eastern region of Montenegro.  

 

3.3. Reasons of Living in Tower Houses 
 

From many historical facts we can learn and create an image of way of living 

with many dangers on all sides. Together with the danger from the Orthodox tribes, of 

which is already discussed, there was danger from the renegade brigands, "hajduk", as 

well as from Albanian warlike tribes such as Klimenta. 

For the purpose of keeping safe settlements and trade caravans from the 

renegade brigands, fortified rampart were built, or the old ones were reconstructed in 

1527. Ottoman Sultan ordered to position 30 soldier in Trgovište (Rožaje) and Akovo 

(Bijelo Polje) towns to secure them from the attacks of renegade brigands (Drnda, 

1985).  

Warlike and aggressive tribe Klimenta destroyed Novi Pazar and its 

surroundings in 1618 beside Trgovište (Rožaje) (Agić, 2012). Together with Klimentas, 

Orthodox tribes Piperi and Bjelopavlić started the biggest rebellion in 1638. Rebels 
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attacked to the towns of Gusinje, Plav, Podgorica, Rožaje, Novi Pazar, and even to 

Višegrad on the north. They robbed, ravaged and murdered numerous innocent people 

(Agić, 2012). 

All those facts made local people to think about their safety, and one of the 

solutions was constructing tower houses. However, construction of tower houses was 

the privilege of the riches, noblemen and political officials in order to protect 

themselves, their families and their treasure. Therefore, it is not surprising that tower 

houses had fortification character. According to architect Jovan Krunić the origin of 

tower houses dates back to medieval ages.  

Dinaric house with stone masonry structure is, in fact, a flat which is adapted to 

the requirements of resisting against armed attacks. There are towers of Montenegrin 

mountain regions, of the towns of Plav and Rožaje. Stone masonry mass of these towers 

associates well with the ones in feudal times, like the civil architecture of medieval 

times, fortified aristocratic house. The concept is saved in those towers until today, 

although many other traces disappeared without any opportunity of return (Krunić, 

1994). 

 

3.4. Historical Development of the Town of Rožaje 
 

Trgovište was a small Christian town and Rožaje was a village around the 

church closer to it before Ottomans. Islamization started with emergence of Ottomans in 

this area. 

It is very possible that the mosque of Sultan Murat II was built in Trgovište in 

1450 (Figure 3.7, 8). The neighborhood (mahala), which was formed around this 

mosque later, was mentioned as the neighborhood of Kasim in Ottoman documents. 

Trgovište was a part of zeamet of Mehmed, the son of Kasim bey (Agić, 2012).  

 

 

 

 

 



36 
 

 
 

Figure 3.7. Mosque of Sultan Murat II; mosque before 1967 and reconstruction in 
2004 (Source: Markišić and Luboder 2011) 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.8. Mosque of Sultan Murat II today, after 2004 reconstruction (Source: 
Author) 

 
 

Rožaje was a village within nahija Trgovište in the first half of the 16th century. 

But it is certain that Rožaje existed much earlier as a village and as a fortification. In 

today scientific works, the settlement Rožaje is identified with Trgovište. A town like 
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Trgovište existed before Ottoman period. But it is dated to the beginning of the 20th 

century, since it lost its previous significance (Lutovac, 1960).  

Trgovište was composed of a fortress and settlements which were built around it. 

The fortress was composed of towers, of cylindrical shape, and several buildings which 

were surrounded by tall walls. This was between rivers Ibar and Lovnica. Surrounding 

wall had an oval shape almost in square, with the dimensions of 80/90 meters and it had 

two gates. Trgovište was destroyed and repaired very often. The first mosque was built 

closed to the fortress wall and it was destroyed and reconstructed many times. It is 

assumed that mosque was built in 1450 and that the founder was Sultan Mehmet II 

(Mehmet the Conqueror), which is possible, since it served the center for Islamizing of 

this area. There was a khan close to the fortress wall on the east side, and two 

neighborhoods – čaršija, the upper part which was older and bigger, and, the lower part 

newer and smaller – around the town (Lutovac, 1960) (Figures 3.9 and 3.10). 

Upper neighborhood of the town was established by the Ottomans first and they 

Islamized the Christians in the town. As mentioned before, it was called the 

neighborhood of Kasim at the beginning. Later, by the development of the town in 

lower areas, the name was usual for upper neighborhood, and still in use by the locals.  

 

 
 

Figure 3.9. Detail of upper neighborhood (Source: Hadžić, 2011) 
 
 

Lower neighborhood is younger then upper (Figure 3.10), and it was created by 

tribunes of Kuč. Those tribunes came in Rožaje in 1687, escaping from genocide 
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against Muslims in the Bay of Kotor after an unsuccessful siege of Vienna by the 

Ottomans (Hasandedić, 1987). Also today, this neighborhood is known as neighborhood 

of Kuč tribunes.  

 

 
 

Figure 3.10. Lower neighborhood of tribunes of Kuč in 1951 (Source: Krunić, 1994) 
 
 

Until the end of 18th or beginning of the 19th century, Rožaje had one mosque, 

the mosque of Sultan Murat II. The construction of the second mosque is open to debate 

since different dates 1779, 1819 and 1830 are mentioned. However, it is known that this 

mosque was erected by tribunes of Kuč (Hadžić, 2011) (Figure 3.11).  
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Figure 3.11. Mosque of tribunes of Kuč before restoration (Source: Hadžić, 2011) 
 
 

Upper and lower neighborhoods were connected as the result of the growth of 

the town towards the rivers of Ibar and Lovnica.  

Together with its villages, the town has five mosques and mesjids, four khans, 

39 shops and 1233 houses in 1873. In 1900, the town has 200 houses in three 

neighborhoods, 65 in neighborhood of Kuč tribunes, 55 in Zejnelaga's and 80 houses in 

Kurtaga's neighborhood. There are two mosques in the town and six mosques in its 

villages. Including the villages, the town had 2640 houses in total (Agić, 2012). 

After 1950's, the traditional way of constructing the houses in town was less 

used, and new industrial materials were more and more popular. So, everyone left their 

traditional houses and they built a new one in the courtyard. On this way, the 

picturesque view of the town with steep smoky black roofs changed greatly.  Soon after 

that, there was need for more space in order to build new houses, and inhabitants started 

to demolish their old traditional houses and they constructed new ones on their places. 

As the result, previous townscape with traditional houses in large courtyards has been 

lost forever (Krunić, 1994).   

 

3.5. Tower Houses in the Town of Rožaje 
 

Tower houses, masonry in stone, were not so common in Rožaje town as in Plav. 
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Tower houses had primarily self-defense character, adapted to the requirements of 

resistance against external attack, which fits with warlike mentality (Hadžić, 2011). 

In the area of town Rožaje, even today, few tower houses exist. They are tall, 

usually three storey buildings with small windows (Luboder and Hadžić 2013). 

Since tower houses were the flats for landlords, they were available just for the 

richest families (Krunić, 1994).   

In the beginning, just the riches built tower houses in order to protect their 

families and their goods. But later, due to general unsecure conditions, blood revenges 

and frequent attacks of bandits, people started to build smaller tower houses. Except for 

self-defensive function, tower houses were the status symbol and expressed the richness 

and power of the family (Luboder and Hadžić 2013). 

Window openings at tower houses were arched or rectangular, and they were 

very narrw because of security. Larger windows which are visible at tower houses today 

are usually the result of subsequent interventions and alterations (Luboder and Hadžić 

2013).   

Tower houses were built on either side of the main roads, on a raised level in 

order to control the surrounding. Today, this context of the tower houses with their 

complex relations with surroundings is almost lost because of intensive constructions 

around (Luboder and Hadžić, 2013). 

Transformation of traditional houses of Rožaje led to the disappearance of some 

of the main features of the local architecture. So the tower houses, over time, were 

gradually adjusted to modern ways of life, which has led to many of them to be 

abandoned or demolished in order to create space for new buildings. Today, some of the 

tower houses are restored for living and some were subjected to improper interventions 

or left abandoned. 

There are six tower houses in Rožaje existed: of Ganić Family, Kurtagić Family, 

Kardović Family, Hadžialijagić Family, and two tower houses of Zejnelagić Family 

(Figure 3.12, 13). 



41 
 

 
a) b) 

 
Figure 3.12. Tower houses of; a) Kurtagić Family before demolishment (Source: D. 

Kurtagić), b) Kardović Family (Source: Hadžić 2011) 
 

 

 
a) b) 

 
Figure 3.13. a, b) Tower houses of Zejnelagić Family (Source: Hadžić , 2011) 

 
 

Tower house of Kurtagić Family, which was listed as the most significant, oldest 

and the only one in Rožaje, is totally destroyed and we do not have any trace of its 

existence. Tower house of Ganić Family, in ruins, is abandoned, uncared and it has been 

at the edge of collapse. Other four tower houses are more or less in good conditions. 

 

3.5.1. General information about Ganić Family 
 

Ganić Family, who belonged to the tribe of Kuč, settled in Rožaje in the second 

half of the 18th century. They governed the area of Trgovište (Rožaje), Pešter, Štavica 

and upper Bihor about 100 years. They were the owners of lands all around Rožaje. The 
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family was well-known even in Istanbul and loyal to the Ottomans till the fall of the 

empire. Many descendants of Ganić Family, who were very influential persons in the 

town, many of them were generals, officers, war heroes, etc. but the most significant 

persons were Tahir and Ahmed Efendi Ganić, who were the members of Ottoman 

parliament (Agić, 2012). 

 

3.5.2. Tower house of Ganić Family 
 

Tower house of Ganić Family represents a symbol of residential architecture of 

Rožaje from the Ottoman period. This building with some of its architectural features 

has unique and recognizable appearance (Figure 3.14a, b).  

 

 
a) b) 

 
Figure 3.14. a) Tower house of Ganić Family in the past (Source: Luboder and Hadžić 

2013), b) Tower house of Ganić Family today (Source: Author) 
 
 

The building is erected as a fortress for defense by Karadjordje's2 insurgents. 

Later, it was used as residential house of by Gano who was the founder Ganić Family 

                                                
2 Karadjordje Petrović (1962-1817), the founder of Karadjordjević dynasty and the leader of Serbian 
insurgents in The First Serbian Uprising in 1804. 
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(Lutovac, 1960). It is believed that tower house was built by Gano, the founder of Ganić 

Family. Tower house of the family is important in tradition and integrity of Rožaje. As a 

most important cultural and historical monument in the town its silhouette is placed in 

the logo of Rožaje Municipality (Figure 3.15).  

 

 
 

Figure 3.15. Logo of the Municipality Rožaje (Source: Rozaje Municipality, 
2015) Source: http://www.rozaje.me/) 

 
 

The logo is interpreted Under Article 1 (Član 1):  
 

“Emblem of Rožaje is composed of the symbols of; Tower house of Gani Family 

– Cultural Heritage, cliff as a natural phenomenon, green area as the richness of 

Rožaje, Ibar River, sun as symbol of light, hands as youth and future of Rožaje.   

This symbol is composed in shape of shield typical for emblems. In the middle of 

shield is Tower house of Ganić Family, on its left and right sides are cliffs which are 

higher of tower house and they are making symmetrical composition. Cliffs has green 

parts for representing of green areas. In lower zone of composition is curved line for 

representing of Ibar River. Above the tower house and between the cliffs is sun as sym-

bol of light. All those symbols are connected with two young stylistic hands as symbol of 

youth and future of town.” (Figure A.2, 3) 

By a big earthquake in spring of 1979, 9M in Mercalli intensity scale, which 

affected the coasts of Montenegro and which has huge effect in northern region as well, 

tower house of Ganić Family suffered of a remarkable damage. The building, which was 

already in poor conditions, especially upper timber parts tended to collapse. Soon after 

the collapse of the roof (Figure 3.16) all timber parts of the building rapidly decayed 
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since they were entirely open to the weathering conditions.  

 

 
 

Figure 3.16. Collapsed tower house of Ganić Family (Source: Luboder and Hadžić, 
2013) 

 
 

The reconstruction of this building was planned by a detailed urban development 

plan of Rožaje in 19823. In this plan, in the chapter about protection of urban and 

architectural values, tower house of Ganić Family is recognized as the most important 

historical building in town with first degree of protection. It is placed on first place of 

buildings with need for reconstruction in original stage, with preservation of exterior 

and interior look. This plan marked tower house of Ganić Family as a building which 

should be the Museum of town after its reconstruction. As will be explained below, this 

function was placed in the replica of the house in 1990's. 

A letter, dated 26 January 1987, which was signed by the architect Fahro Zatrić, 

Art Historian Ahmet Ademagić and Geographer Safet Nurković PhD on behalf of the 

citizens of Rozaje and suggested the house to be protected by the state, is still in the 

archive of The Protection Directorate of Cultural Heritage of Montenegro (formerly – 

The Republican Institute for Protection of Cultural Monuments).  

After a month later, the building was declared as a cultural monument under the 

protection of the state by the resolution, which was adopted by The Republican Institute 

for Protection of Cultural Monuments in Cetinje in 20 February 1987 (Figure A.1).  

                                                
3 Detailed urban development plan of Rožaje; Beograd projekt, Centar za planiranje urbanog razvoja 
(Belgrade project, Center for planning of urban development), April 1982. 
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But unfortunately, nothing was done for the preservation and restoration of this 

heritage building.  

Few years after, replica of the tower house of Ganić Family was built in more 

attractive location with a new function, as a museum (Figure 3.17), and the original one 

was left to decay. 

 

 
 

Figure 3.17. Replica of the tower house of Ganić Family (Source:Ganica Kula, 2015) 
 
 

Municipality of Rožaje, the former owner of building, did not know what to do 

and decided to donate it to the club of artists “Kula”, as the place for putting the 

premises for their needs. But this donation is left only on the paper.  

 

3.5.3. General information about Ganić Family 
 

Ganić Family, who belongs to the tribe of Kuč, settled in Rožaje in the second 

half of the 18th century. The tower house was probably built in those times. They 

governed the area of Trgovište (Rožaje), Pešter, Štavica and upper Bihor about 100 

years. They were the owners of lands all around Rožaje (Agić, 2012). The family was 
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well-known even in Istanbul and loyal to the Ottomans till the fall of the empire.  

Many descendants of Ganić Family were very influential persons in the town, 

many of them were generals, officers, war heroes, etc. but the most significant persons 

were Tahir and Ahmed Efendi Ganić, who were the members of Ottoman parliament 

(Agić, 2012). 

 

3.5.4. Replica of tower house of Ganić Family 
 

The replica is built as a Museum of the town. The main idea was to construct a 

more attractive new building, same as the old one, but on a new site. Beside everything, 

that plan failed. New building resembles, but it is far from the appearance of the original 

one. Builders make “corrections” comparing with original. The most visible faults are 

the dimensions and positioning of windows, structural solution for projection, and style 

of stone bonding. The amount of usage of concrete is so extensive, indicating that the 

builders did not care any aspect of the original structure.   

Even if constructing of the replica was done just as an act of some political, 

financial success, it caused the popularization and marking the tower house of Ganić 

Family as an important building of town. But, on the other hand, there is no any sign, 

such as an inscription plate in the entrance indicating that the building is replica. As 

well as the visitors, many residents think that it is the original tower house of Ganić 

Family. They never knew that, the real one, or ruins of it, exists at a distance of just a 

few hundred meters away.   
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CHAPTER 4 
 

DEFINITION OF THE TOWER HOUSE OF GANIĆ 

FAMILY 

 

This section is devoted to the information about the tower house of Ganić 

Family, the characteristics of its remains and alterations are presented in detail. 

 

4.1. Location and Close by Surroundings of the Building 

 

Remains of the tower house of Ganić Family are located in eastern part of the 

town which is known as Kuč’s neighborhood. This neighborhood contained perfectly 

preserved traditional houses fifty years ago (Figure 4.1). But unfortunately, today 

almost all of the historical houses are destroyed, and new ones have been built on their 

places.  

 

 
 

Figure 4.1. Kuč’s neighborhood (Source: Krunić 1994) 
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Today, there are barely about ten houses, two tower houses and one historical 

mosque which are more or less preserved. Nothing is left from the beautiful view of 

Kuč’s neighborhood historical site.  

New houses which are built in places of the historical ones are mostly 

constructed without any kind of regulation. Now, the neighborhood has very narrow 

streets, and historical houses survived are hidden behind the new houses. 

 

4.2. Site Plan 
  

Tower House of Ganić Family is situated between the Ganić Cliffs and İbar 

River in the northeastern part of Rožaje (Figure 4.2).  

 

 
 

Figure 4.2. Location of Ganić House in Rožaje (Source: Municipality of Rožaje) 
 
 

The problems that the neighborhood faced at present are available for the 

remains of tower house of Ganić Family. Former lot of the tower house is enclosed with 

adventitious buildings and the courtyard is fully occupied, in fact owned, by the 

neighbors (Figure 4.3). 
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Figure 4.3. Site plan of Ganić House (Modified from the cadastral map obtained from 

the Municipality of Rožaje) 
 
 

It is hard to perceive the remains because of densely packed new houses through 

the neighborhood unless reaching the site. The new road is on higher level than the 

original street of the period when tower house was used by Ganić Family. This elevated 

road covered the entrance which is placed in the ground floor of the building. Except for 

the walls already in ruinous state, nothing has left from the original lot of the tower 

house. The borders of the present lot, number 116, of the house are merely the borders 

of the house. The northern edge of the house directly leaned to the road, called Mustafa 

Pećanin Street. Ibar River runs very close to the house in the southeast, but has no 

contact with the lot.  

 

4.3. Spatial Characteristics 
 

Today, only the walls of the two storey and some parts of the third floor walls 

exist. Within the floor levels, defined by reinforced concrete (R.C.) slabs, all interior 

partition walls are missing, and every storey looks like single room. The house had two 

Ganić cliff 
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entrances in ground and first floors. However, a great portion of the entrance in the 

ground floor is blocked by the new road at present. Traces of this infilled door are still 

visible.   

 

4.3.1. Ground Floor 
 

With the approximate interior dimensions of 5.80 / 5.80 m, ground floor is a 

single room storey. The average thickness of walls is approximately 1.24 m. Access to 

this storey was not possible in the time of the first visit, in 09.09.2013. But, in the 

second visit, in 10.10.2013, it was noticed that the slit window in the east side was 

remarkably enlarged to the size of a door-like opening by the neighbors. They cleaned 

interior and they use the space as storage for firewood at present (Figure 4.4, 5a, b). 

 

 
 

Figure 4.4. Ground floor plan (Source: Author) 
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a) b) 

 
Figure 4.5. a) Opening in the time of first visit, b) opening in the time of second visit 

 
 

Ground floor is entered through an improvised opening with amorphous shape as 

mentioned above. Besides this opening, there are three slit windows, and the trace of 

original entrance opening which is infilled with rubble (Figure 4.6a). One of the slit 

windows is at the west and other two are at the south wall of the room. Infilled entrance 

door in the north wall is located at an approximate height of 1.00 m from the floor 

(Figure 4.4, 6a). 

  

 
a) b) 

 
Figure 4.6. a) Infilled entrance opening, b) concrete floor, columns, beams and ceiling 

in the ground floor (Source: Author) 
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Floor of the room is of lean concrete and largely filled with debris at present. 

Within the walls of southwest and northeast edges, rows of stones are carved vertically 

and R.C. columns are embedded in the walls to support the beams of R.C. slab of the 

first floor. These R.C. elements were casted together (Figure 4.6b). The height of the 

storey is about 2.80 m.  

 

4.3.2. First Floor 
 

Access to the first floor is almost impossible today. It measures 5.90 / 5.90 m in 

plan. It has R.C. floor and ceiling. Being two on both sides, there are four R.C. columns 

embedded in the walls to the west and east. They support the R.C. beams on which the 

second floor slab rests (Figure 4.7).  

 

 
 

Figure 4.7. First floor plan (Source: Author) 
 
 

Walls thickness is around 1.15 m. Original entrance door, 0.67 / 1.40 m in 

dimensions, which is spanned with an arch in the east wall of the house, is too high 

from the existing ground (Figure 4.7, 8a). This implies that, probably there was a timber 
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deck from the level of the street – at its original level in the past – for a direct access to 

this floor (Figure 4.8a, b). The height of the first floor is about 2.32 m and the thickness 

of concrete slab between first and second floor is estimated as 0.12-0.15 m. 

 

 
a) b) 

 
Figure 4.8. a) Exterior, b) interior view of original entrance opening to the first floor 

(Source: Author) 
 
 

Improvised entrance which is an enlarged window opening and measures 0.78 / 

1.83 m is located at west wall, but also impossible to reach without bit of climbing skill 

(Figure 4.9a, b). 

 

 
a) b) 

 
Figure 4.9. a) Exterior, b) interior view of improvised entrance opening to the first floor 

(Source: Author) 
 
 

Besides the already mentioned original arched door opening and enlarged 

window, first floor contains three more windows, one infilled window which looks like 
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niche, and two traces of slit windows (Figures 4.6-8). Both traces of slit windows are at 

the north wall. Niche with dimensions of 0.60 / 0.63 m is at the east wall, two windows 

with dimensions 0.86 / 1.05 m and 0.85 / 1.11 m are at south wall, and there is one more 

window opening at southwest wall which measures 0.76 / 0.94 m. 

There is an opening in slab between this two storey at north side of room, 0.89 m 

wide 2.36 m in length for staircase.  

 

4.3.3. Second Floor 
 

The second floor contains only the remains of walls. However, the corners were 

still visible and it was possible to measure total area of floor. The floor measures 5.90 / 

5.90 m. 

With the dimensions of 0.50 / 0.90 m, there is an arched niche and a rectangular 

opening (0.8 / 0.5 m) in the east, and, a slit window in the north walls of this floor 

(Figure 4.10, 11).  

 

 
 

Figure 4.10. Second floor plan (Source: Author)
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a) b) 

 
Figure 4.11. a) Remain of the second floor, b) a detailed view of the niche (Source: 

Author) 
 
 

4.4. Façades  
 

In this part, architectural features of the north, east, south and west façades have 

been described. 

 

4.4.1. North Façade 
 

North façade, which has the entrance door of the ground floor, faces to the street. 

General characteristic of this façade is that it is built in rubble stone and roughly cut 

stones in the corners (Figure 4.12, 13).   
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Figure 4.12. North façade of the house (Source: Author) 
 

 

 
a) b) 

 
Figure 4.13. a) North façade , b) Trace of door opening (Source: Author) 

 
 

North façade has the least openings in number at present. In addition to the 

entrance opening, traces of the three slit windows which are positioned without any 

specific order; one is in the middle of the second floor, and two of them are in the first 

floor level; first one in western corner of the building and the second one in middle of 

the façade (Figure 4.12). The newly constructed road blocked more than half of the 

entrance since it is passed by at a high level (Figure 4.13a, b). 
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4.4.2. East Façade 
 

East façade contains an arched door opening in level of the first floor. Since the 

ground floor was used as a stable, this was probably the main entrance in the house 

(Figure 4.14). As mentioned in the description of the first floor, access to this door 

might be probably from the street (original level) by means of a timber desk and stairs 

in the past. 

 

 
 

 
Figure 4.14. East façade (Source: Author) 

 
 

A window opening, which is infilled at present, takes place on the east wall of 

the first floor. As already mentioned for the opening in the ground floor, this opening 

enlarged from a slit window.    

A window opening, of which, only the pieces of its timber lintels exist, is located 

in the same wall in the second floor (Figure 4.14, 15). 
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Figure 4.15. East façade (Source: Author) 
 
 

4.4.3. South Façade 
 

South façade is composed by two large, rectangular shaped windows in the 

center of the façade in the first floor, and below, at the level of ground floor two slit 

windows. Level of the second floor is almost completely destroyed, but sharp edges in 

the conserved edges of existing windows suggest they were similar to those in the first 

floor (Figure 4.16, 17). 
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Figure 4.16. South façade (Source: Author) 
 

 
 

Figure 4.17. A view from the south façade (Source: Author) 

Ti
m

be
r p

os
t 

Cu
t s

to
ne

 q
uo

in
s 

Windows openings 

Slit window Slit window 

Slit windows 

Window 
openings 



60 
 

4.4.4. West Façade 
 

Same as the south façade, the west façade has two characteristic window 

openings in the first floor. But these two windows are in disproportion. Opening on the 

right side of elevation looks rather door-like opening. In the ground floor of this façade 

is visible one slit window, again with similar proportions like those on the south façade 

(Figure 4.18, 19). 

 

 
Figure 4.18. West façade (Source: Author) 
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Figure 4.19. West façade (Source: Author) 
 
 

As well as others, this façade was also subjected to human damages, even more 

than structural problems and ruin state, as numerous graffiti on the walls of the most 

significant cultural-historical monument in town show. The house is abandoned by its 

owner first and the municipality, being the second owner, for long years. 

 

4.5. Architectural Elements 
 

Windows: Except for a few preserved original architectural elements and 

remains of the walls, nothing much left from the values that the Ganić Family house 

possessed in its past.   

Slit windows, the ones that are still, more or less, in good conditions are the 

preserved architectural elements. Except shapes, which are rectangular openings in 

stone masonry walls, the fact is that no other components of these windows exist.  There 

are four, more or less, preserved slit windows in the ground floor, two barely visible in 

the first floor and traces of one in second floor. Their approximate dimensions are 0.10 / 

0.40 m outside and 0.40 / 0.53 m inside. In the plan they have trapezoidal shape with 

wider side turned to the interior. Its specific shape is due to the need for shooting from 

the inside in different angles. The sill height of the slit window is ~147 cm from the 

altered floor level (Figure 4.20a). 

Window opening 

Slit window 
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Parts of the window on south-east façade are preserved enough to give basic 

information about it. It is horizontal divided widow with rectangular shape both outside 

and inside. The dimensions of this window are 0.93 / 1.30 m and its horizontal division 

is placed 0.70 m from the bottom of the window. The sill of the window is 0.46 m from 

the altered floor level (Figure 4.20b). 

 

 
a) b) 

 
Figure 4.20. Windows openings; a) A slit window, b) a rectangular window opening 

(Source: Author) 
 
 

Doors: Entrance door opening is a more or less preserved element. It is spanned 

with a stone masonry arch outside and with timber lintels rectangular inside. Its interior 

dimensions are 0.96 / 1.77 m (Figure 4.21a, b).  

 

   
a) b) c) 

 

Figure 4.21. a) Arched window opening, b) interior view, c) hole for “mandal” beam  
(Source: Author) 
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There are visible remains of the door locking system named “mandal” (Figure 

4.21c). It was the timber beam placed into the wall to be slided over the door into 

opposite side wall.  

 Niches: Niche in the second floor is well preserved (Figure 4.22). This niche 

was originally used for dish washing. There is a small hole in the bottom to release 

waste water through a wooden waterspout, which does not exist at present but visible in 

the old photographs.  

 

 
 

Figure 4.22. Dish washing niche (Source: Author) 
 
 

The bottom of the niche in the interior is rectangular and the upper part is semi 

domed. Its dimensions are 0.69 / 91 m and the spring line of the semi dome is on 0.70 m 

from the bottom of the niche. The sill of the niche is 0.75 m from the altered floor level. 

 

4.6. Structural Layout 
 

The building is almost fully destroyed at present. All timber architectural, as 

well as structural elements are missing. Totally destroyed timber floor system is 

replaced with reinforced concrete (R.C.) beams and slabs which are supported with R.C. 

columns embedded in masonry walls.   

Of structural elements, there are only some parts of stone masonry walls, altered 
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R.C. floors with columns and beams system, stone masonry arch of the entrance door, 

stone masonry semi dome of the niche and timber lintel system of supporting the walls 

above the window and door openings. 

 

4.6.1. Walls 
 

Stone masonry walls are the main structural elements of the building. They are 

built in combination of rough cut stone and ruble stone with big blocks of cut stones in 

the corners of the building (Figure 4.23a, b).  

Bonding type is simply random except for the corners. But sill, there are some 

more or less straight horizontal courses of the bigger rough cut stone and joints infilled 

with smaller pieces are visible. Mud mortar is used as bonding agent in the joints of the 

stone masonry. 

 

 
a) b) 

 
Figure 4.23. a) Stone masonry structure, b) temporary support in the quoin (Source: 

Author) 
 
 

4.6.2. Concrete floors with columns and beams system 
 

Original timber floor system is completely missing. The newly constructed R.C. 

floors have had purpose to provide stability and strength for structure. This purpose is 
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partially fulfilled. But it caused permanently harmful effects on the stone masonry since 

the builders removed stones from interior faces of the walls to insert columns, thus, 

affected the overall stability of the masonry fabric (Figure 4.24).  

 

 
 

Figure 4.24. Newly built R.C. columns, beams and slab 
 
 

The new R.C. floors are 0.12 m tick, the beams are 0.32 m high and the R.C. 

columns are about 0.40 to 0.50 m wide embedded into the west and east walls. 

 

4.6.3. Stone Masonry Arch of the Entrance Door 
 

Stone masonry arch of the entrance door is combination of the structural and 

decorative element. The arch is constructed in cut stone with a precisely shaped curve. 

The arch is semicircular with the radius of 0.34 m. The springing line is on the level of 

1.06 m from the bottom of the door opening. Instead of using key stone, the arch is 

finished with two voussoirs which are propped up at the central axis. This was likely 

because of narrow opening and the arch is not supporting the whole thickness of the 

wall but a small part of exterior layer. The part left behind is supported with timber 

lintels aligned side by side (Figure 4.25a, b). Each timber element measures 0.14 m 

high, and 0.12 – 0.13 m wide. The part which is resting on the walls is 0.18 m long. 
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a) b) 

 
Figure 4.25. The structure of the entrance opening; a) arched exterior, b) lintel support 

(Source: Author) 
 

 

4.6.4. Stone masonry semi dome of the niche 
 

The semi dome of the niche is built out of small pieces of roughly cut stone and 

the ruble stone. The interior of it is generally imprecisely constructed. It was not 

possible to distinguish that is a domed element without measuring it (Figure 4.26).  

 

 
 

Figure 4.26. Semi domical niche structure of the niche (Source: Author) 
 
 

The niche is built out of cut stone on the interior face of the wall. The form of 

the arch in the interior face of the wall has generally totally different properties of stone 
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masonry arch of the entrance door. The key stone is existing even it is not precisely 

placed in the center of the arch. Unlike the semicircular of the entrance door, the arch 

profile is segmental. Springing line of the semi dome is elevated 0.70 m from the 

bottom of the niche and 1.40 m from the floor level. 

 

4.7. Alterations 
 

The destroyed part of the building, the altered floor system and the elevated 

street besides the building are the most prominent alterations that the tower house of 

Ganić Family has undergone. 

 

4.7.1. The destroyed part of the building 
 

Including the roof, all timber floors, and the entrance portico are missing without 

traces. Besides these structural components, door and window joineries are also 

missing.  

Full system of the partition walls and the timber floor system is destroyed. 

Staircases, door and window wings as well as fully interior properties are gone. Very 

small number of information about their details exists today. 

 

4.7.2. The altered floor system 
 

In the beginning of the 2000's, club of artists "Kula" with some donations of 

Association Beton-Montenegro from the French municipality of city Beton started 

activities in consolidation of the tower house of Ganić Family. The main problem was to 

stop further collapsing of the building and to strengthen the masonry system. They 

decide to re-erect the stone masonry walls, to infill the gaps between the stones with 

concrete and to place the concrete columns into the walls on the interior side to support 

the new concrete floor system (Figure 4.27).  

This idea is partially implemented, but stopped and never continued but because 

of lack of funds.  

 

 



68 
 

 

 
 

Figure 4.27. Newly built R.C. elements (Source: Author) 
 
 

This act has good and bad effects on the building. The good effect was that the 

remains of the building are more or less consolidated, and the building would have been 

totally collapsed by now. 

The bad effect is choosing the material and the way of its implementation. The 

usage of concrete, incompatible with stone, was the first mistake. In addition, removal 

of stones to place R.C. columns was not only bad in terms of physical damages, but also 

from the point of view of conservative approach.    

 

4.7.3. The Elevated Street besides the Building 
 

The decision of the municipality of Rožaje to elevate the street beside the tower 

house of Ganić Family had functional and perceptional effects on the building.  

The functional effect is reflected on the entrance in the ground floor of the 

building. Originally, the building had a separated entrance in the ground floor and the 

entrance to the upper floor has been buried below the street level at present. This 

entrance is hardly visible today (Figure 4.28a). 

The burial of the entrance in the ground floor has another negative alteration. On 

the place, where a damaged small opening into the wall existed in the time of first visit 

of the tower house of Ganić Family was enlarged after a few months later, in the time of 
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the second visit (Figure 4.28b).  

 

  
a) b) 

 
Figure 4.28. a) Buried entrance of house, b) enlarged opening (Source: Author) 

 

 

The perceptional effect is the height of the building. Today the building is 

looking shorter from the street view. It can only be visualized as a whole from the 

courtyard of the neighbors below the street.  

 

4.8. Damages in the Structure and Materials 
 

The damaged upper part of the building is displaying the biggest structural 

deterioration on the tower house of Ganić Family. In addition, the remains of the 

building are not conserved and the new deteriorations on the structure and materials are 

occurring day by day. 

 

4.8.1. Structural Damages 
 

As it is mentioned before, the main structural failure of the tower house of Ganić 

Family is the collapsing of the whole timber part at first, the roof structure, the living 

floor “čardak”, and floor structures of all storeys. Moreover, stone masonry walls, 

exposed to natural conditions and damaged by an earthquake in 1979 started to decay 

more. Today, almost all second floor stone masonry is destroyed. It is important to 
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underline that the altered concrete floor structure plays important role at least in 

conserving the unity of the walls from further collapses.  

Looking the structure from the outside, missing corner stones on the connection 

of the south and the east wall seems as a dangerous damage. Only a timber stick is 

holding the upper parts (Figure 4.29).  

 

 
 

Figure 4.29. Missing corner stones and the temporary support 
 
 

Also on the south wall in the level of the ground floor huge cracks are visible in 

the area of window openings.  

Changes occurred by collapsing of the upper parts of the structure are in daily 

changes. Some stones are falling from the structure. The exposed stone masonry is 

highly dangerous for the neighbors and the people who passed near by the structure. 

 

4.8.2. Material Damages 
 

The main material damage is the mortar discharge in the joints of stone masonry. 

Just in the places which were rebuilt and filled with cement mortar it steel holds without 

falling. Besides decays in exposed timber components, the growing of the higher plants 

on the top of the east wall and on the façades are the visible material problems observed 
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in the building. 

   

4.9. Possible Sources of Damages 
 

The main source of the structural collapse of the tower house of Ganić Family 

was the earthquake hit in 1979. After that earthquake the building was severely 

damaged. Without any kind of preventive intervention, the structure collapsed very soon 

after that. Following the collapse of the upper parts of the building, the structure was 

exposed to natural conditions and further decays.  

The corners in the level of the ground floor were possibly damaged by the 

earthquake and so weak small hit, by some vehicle for example, can be source of 

collapsing. The corner where south and west wall are connected was also collapsed, but 

it is repaired in the time of placing the R.C. elements into the building (Figure 4.30). 

 

 
 

Figure 4.30. Reconstructed corner of building (Source: Author) 
 
 

Weak walls were exposed to the weathering. The low temperatures in the winter, 

sometimes more than -15° C, and the expanded ice damaged considerable portion of 

mud mortar in the joints of stone masonry. Rain water penetration was also the second 

cause. Wet clay, which is component of the mud mortar infill, was suitable for the 

formation of higher plants in these conditions. Decaying of the exposed timber beams is 
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due to the fungi and insect attacks.  

All sources of damages, from natural ones to those caused by human, were due 

to the long term abandonment and negligence. The only conservation and preservation 

act on the building was done unconsciously. With desire to strengthen the structure with 

concrete floors, they built a shelter for the lower part of the structure and slowed down 

the process of the decaying, both in the structure and in the materials. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 

RESTITUTION  
 

This chapter is devoted to the restitution of the tower house of Ganić Family, the 

original state of which is defined by the evaluation of the information from; literary and 

archival sources, and the examination of other tower houses, which includes the replica 

of the house in the same town. The information obtained from these studies is evaluated 

according to their reliability degrees. Especially for the missing parts of the house, final 

decisions for interventions, which formed the restoration guidelines, are taken basing on 

the results of these studies. 

 

5.1. Description of Tower House of Ganić Family in Sources4 
 

Tower house has built on the foothill of Ganić’s Cliffs (Figure 5.1), in the left 

side of Ibar River (Figure 4.2, 3). There were stone masonry walls around the tower 

house, with 2 m height and 0.5 m width. Few buildings were existed in the courtyard, 

among other there was mutvak5 - bakery for bread baking. Courtyard-entrance door, 

named as kapidžik6 with two wings made of wood. Its height is 2.5 m. The door was 

locked from inside with mandal7. This door also had a padlock system. Lower part of 

the courtyard was surrounded with wooden fence, and a stable for horses took place at 

the lower part of the courtyard. A spring, of drinkable water, was located at the eastern 

side of the tower house.   

The tower house of Ganić Family was built of stone and timber. Stone masonry 

part was composed of; the basement, ground and first floors. Timber parts were the 

slabs between storeys, doors and windows. The walls were built of rubble stone laid out 

with mortar which is composed of clay, sand and chopped straw. The width of the 

footings is 2 m. The building measures 8 / 8 m. Each floor contained window openings, 

                                                
4 This information is based on the letter; “Predlog za zaštitu objekta Ganića kule u Rožajama i njen upis u 
registar spomenika kulture koji su pod zaštitom države” (The proposal for the protection of the tower 
house of Ganić Family in Rožaje and its entry in the register of cultural monuments, which are under the 
protection of the state), written by members of Cultural Association of Rožaje to the Institute for 
Protection of Monuments in 1987. 
5 Small bakery usually built next to the house. 
6 Gate 
7 Locking system with heavy timber beam who blocked opening of door 
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with the dimensions of 0.40 / 0.40 m their functioned as loopholes for shooting when 

needed. In interior, those windows had slightly larger dimensions, and at the top, they 

had vaults made of beech wood, called toplije (mušebci)8 . There were three windows at 

each storey, one at the west side, which is positioned to look over the courtyard gate, 

and two towards the south. Although the tower house gave the impression of huge 

building from outside because of the thickness of the walls, interior was quite limited. 

The area in the basement was used as a stable for animals, and the improvised 

stairs for reaching the ground floor existed. The door was composed of beech wood 

planks. They had a mandal locking system. There were openings named mazgale9 in the 

basement which were used as loopholes in the war period, and also for the ventilation of 

the building. 

Entrance door was arched on the top, and they had mandal locking system. 

Connection to the first floor was produced by timber stairs, with 11 steps and railing 

composed of nicely shaped balusters (parmak). Over time, the first floor was converted 

to a bedroom, and, a bath (hamam) was added in a certain part of it. At this floor, two 

mazgale existed at the right side of the entrance. There were also two niches, each of 

which measures 0.70 / 0.60 m. 

The connection between the first and second floor, which was named čardak10, is 

also provided by timber stairs. In the first period, the first floor was used as the room for 

soldiers and it has dušema11. 

Čardak was built of beech timber beams and planks. There was a small window 

at the entrance of čardak, cropped in timber beams, with shutter (kanat), and its function 

was to provide light in the staircase area and communication with the person in front of 

the house who needs something or someone from the house. 

Reaching the čardak, the first area was a hall with floor made of planks nailed 

on timber beams and ceiling made of beech planks named šašovci12. A room, with larger 

dimensions and floor level of which is 0.20 m higher than that of hall is accessed. 

Dimensions of this room, which is merely extension of the hall and named ćošak13, 

were 1.5 / 2.0 m. Windows of this room face the street which leads to the first 

                                                
8 Rounded lattice mostly made of beech timber. 
9 Small slit windows used for ventilation of building as well as loophole. 
10 Last storey of the tower house built of timber beams 
11 Timber floor elevated at the half of room for sleeping 
12 Ceiling made of decorated beech planks 
13 Projected part of room with series of windows, usualy of hall, used for seating and reasting, can be 
rectangular and rounded 
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crossroads. Ćošak had a view to the mill that was at the right side of Ibar River. One of 

the windows face towards Ganić’s rock, or, cliff, where the cave of Sarandža takes 

place, which is used for hiding, in the danger of war (Figure 5.1a, b) .  

 

  
a) b) 

 
Figure 5.1. a) Tower house of Ganić Family on the foothills of Ganić’s Cliff, b) A view 

of the entrance  façade of Ganić Family house from Ganić’s Cliff likely 
through Sarandža Cave (Source: Luboder and Hadžić, 2013) 

 
 

This room, ćošak, was mostly used as living room in period of summer, there, 

they had a pleasant view over the street and they saw all activities to happen including 

the people who come to the house. Being a relatively cooler space, the hall was used in 

summer for dinning, as the sink, used for washing hands and dishes shows. A fire place, 

made of baked clay and served for heating, takes place in the master room.  The door of 

the room was made of wood.  

Besides ćošak, master room, used as living room of the family, second floor 

contains a small room and a cabin, being the smallest space used for storage (Figure 

5.2).  

 

G  a  n  i  ć ’s      C  l  i  f  f 

Sarandža Cave 
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Figure 5.2. Old restoration plan of third floor (Source: Bašić and Zatrić14) 
 

 

This room had chimney, chains (verige) for water heating, and clay oven with a 

masonry dome. In all of the rooms ceiling was out of beech timber planks - šašovci. 

Windows of this room were with toplije (mušebci), located in the way of east and they 

were closing from the inside. This room also had cupboards for mattresses (dušekluk) 

and for other stuffs (dolapluk), and over them were shelves for dishes. In the night 

rooms were lighted with kerosene lamps (lamba).  

Small room was used for welcoming distinguished guests. This room had 

dušekluk, hamam and shelves with nice carved ornamentation. Dimensions of windows 

were 0.80 / 0.90 m with lattice. Room had chimney, and at night it was lighted with 

hanging kerosene lamp. 

Smallest room, like cabin, was used as storage room, and it has two small 

windows with the dimensions of 0.40 / 0.40 m, one on courtyard side and second had a 

view towards south where a mill is located.   

Tower house was covered with šindra15. At the top of the roof of the house a 

timber spike with the height of 1.50 m, and an apple like expanded part near the top of 
                                                
14 Architects of the project. The projects are obtained in 2014. 
15 Roof covering system made of timber plates. 

Master room 

Smaller room 

 Smallestroom 

 Hall 
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spike which was the mark for the house where guest can come if he needs place to sleep 

(Luboder and Hadžić 2013). 

 

5.2. Comparative Study with Replica of the Tower House of Ganić 

Family 
 

Replica of the tower house seems to contain a lot of information about the 

original state of building (Figure 5.3). However, it does not go beyond being a mere 

imitation of the original house. At first view, some obvious differences are visible, and 

because of this reason information should be taken very carefully.  

 

 
 

Figure 5.3. Section of replica project (Source: Bašić and Zatrić)   
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The staircases in the replica are inner and the entrance portico, even if it is built 

in replica; it does not have any purpose. The arrangement of the windows on the façades 

is in the vertically straight order, and gives the impression that the architect wanted to 

build a replica of the house with some improvements and modifications. Also, the walls 

are not stone masonry, but reinforced concrete which is covered with stone. The last 

floor is not projected from the base line of stone masonry so the ambiance is different. 

In addition, the projection in the last storey is built as a terrace, not as an interior space 

(Figure 5.4).  

 

 
 

Figure 5.4. Projection of tower house of Ganić Family 
 
 

These are the most prominent misleading impressions that the replica gives. That 

is why this house, as a document should be regarded carefully because it is built with 

conjectures and without sufficient respect on the original building. But the plan 

organization matches with old project o restoration, and it conforms to the description 

above. Therefore and it can be taken into consideration for the plan layout.  

After all, it is not suitable to define this building as the replica of tower house of 

Ganić Family, but a random imitation.  

 

5.3. Comparative Study with Other Tower Houses in the Region 
 

Comparative study is carried out for a better understanding, especially for the 
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missing parts of the case study building to be reconstructed and restored. For this aim, 

six tower houses in the region are roughly measured and thoroughly examined. Three of 

them are built in town Gusinje, the two in Plav and one in Rožaje.  

 

5.3.1. Tower House of Redžepagić Family in Plav 
 

Together with tower house of Ganić Family, this house is the only known 

example in this region, which had last floors built of timber. This fact is probably 

related with the dates of their construction, as they are the oldest buildings of this type 

in the region.  

  Beside these overall characteristics, plan organization of these two houses is 

quite alike. The difference is seen only in the number of projections. Tower house of 

Redžepagić Family have three projections in its second floor (Figure 5.5), while Ganić 

Family house has only one projection in the third floor. Together with the tower house 

of Hadžialijagić Family, these two are also the only four storey-buildings. But, 

Hadžialijagić Family house had a different configuration because of its location on the 

terrain and its basement respectively. 

 

 
 

Figure 5.5. Projections of the  tower house of Redžepagić Family (Source: Author) 
 
 

The tower house of Redžepagić Family also gives information about toilet 

projection which was probably the same in the house of Ganić Family. The door 

opening for this space is same with the one in the remains of case study building. But, 

unfortunately the toilet, even if existed in the time of restoration of this house, was not 

restored so there is no trace, and no information about its details (Figure 5.6).    
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Figure 5.6. Toilet door of the tower house of Redžepagić Family (Source: Author) 
 
 

5.3.2. Tower Houses of Curanović and Radončić Family in Gusinje 
 

These two tower houses have almost identical plan schemes of their last living 

floors, same as that of the case study building. The difference between these houses and 

house of Ganić Family is that their living floors are built in stone masonry.  

The house of Radončić Family has a separated entrance in ground floor which is 

stable, and the second is the entrance for upper living floors. The original entrance 

portico is unfortunately destroyed and the owners built a new one with modern 

materials, but in their description it seems like the portico was similar with the one that 

missing in the house of Ganić Family. Inner staircases of this house are preserved, and 

even in bad condition they give a lot of important information about the details in 

constructing of it (Figure 5.7). 

The house of Curanović Family has one entrance in ground floor for all storeys, 

same as the tower house of Redžepagić Family. But all other details in the spatial 

organization are same as the house of Radončić Family. This house have very good 

preserved original interior doors and semi domical dish washing niche, same as the one 

in the case study building remains (Figure 5.8a, b). 
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Figure 5.7. Staircase in tower house of Radončić Family (Source: Author) 
 

 

 
a) b) 

 
Figure 5.8. a) Interior door, and  b) a dish washing niche in tower house of Curanović 

Family (Source: Author) 
 
 

5.3.3. Tower Houses of Hadžialijagić Family in Rožaje and Kukaj 

Family in Gusinje 
 

Tower house of Hadžialijagić Family, even it is much younger then the houses of 

Ganić and Redžepagić Family, has a due importance for conserving it. This house is one 

of the very few tower houses with living floor built in timber frame system in the 

region. Also, the house owns a great number of well-preserved original architectural 
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elements. One of the most important elements is the original windows in the one part of 

the house (Figure 5.9). The house is in later period divided vertical on two parts for 

brothers that lived in the house.  

Together with the tower house of Kukaj Family, the tower house of Hadžialijagić 

Family is a very rare example of the house with inner sofa (Figure 5.10), which raises 

the values of these two houses.  

 

 
 

Figure 5.9. Windows in the tower house of Hadžialijagić Family (Source: Author) 
 

 

 
 

Figure 5.10. Inner sofa in tower houses of Hadžialijagić and Kukaj Family (Source: 
Author) 

 
 

Tower house of Kukaj Family in Gusinje is again an example of house with 

divided entrances in the ground floor and the upper floors. Access to the upper floors is 

provided through a timber staircase with a portico. This is probably the similar entrance 

portico as the one that is missing in the case study building of this thesis. The portico is 

today in very bad condition, and it seems that collapse is unavoidable.  
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5.3.4. Tower House of Hadžimušović Family in Plav 
 

This house is, as the house of Hadžialijagić Family divided vertically for two 

families. Even this is not an original state of these two buildings, the division becomes a 

part of life of them, and this detail should be preserved in the houses. 

The tower house of Hadžimušović Family had a lot of changes as a result of 

adapting to contemporary living conditions. But again, details of architectural elements 

in this house are very well-preserved. Especially the cupboard and shelves, dušekluk16, 

are priceless and worth to be preserved (Figure 5.11).  

 

 
 

Figure 5.11. Dušekluk in tower house of Hadžimušović family (Source: Author) 
 
 

5.4. Restitution of the Tower House of Ganić Family 
 

Restitution of tower house of Ganić Family is presented through the reliability 

levels determined by the types of sources that are used in the definition of different 

elements in the building. Highest reliability has the traces from the building, and then 

the information obtained from the comparisons within the building. The lowest 

reliability of information is the one obtained from historical research and comparative 

study with other houses. The evaluation of the reliability of this information is done 

through the parameters of; existence, location, dimension, form, material and detail of 

the elements under concern. The results are the reliability degrees of restitution 

decisions.  

The lowest reliability degrees, marked as non-reliable restitution decisions are 

                                                
16 Closet for the bedclothes 
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the toilet space in the second floor and the wings of the entrance door opening. This is 

because, there were no well-preserved elements of this sort for the determination of 

details. 

The biggest number of restitution decisions has marked as feebly reliable 

information. These decisions are the rearrangement of the entrance portico; 

rearrangements of partition walls, windows and ceiling structure of the third floor, and 

of the roof structure. For these components, the information was obtained from the 

historical research and comparative study with other houses.  

Same number of decisions is marked as moderately reliable. These decisions are 

the rearrangement of original timber floor and staircase system, rearrangement of door 

opening in the ground floor, rearrangement of windows winks in the first floor and 

rearrangement of the roof covering. These decisions are based on the traces coming 

from the building and the results of comparative study within the building.  

The highest reliability was for the decisions for the removal of added soil in the 

leveling of street and infill in the stone masonry, the information of which came from 

the building itself.  

This kind of reliability degrees is important, since the reliability of particular 

information may determine the type of interventions to be carried out for the restoration.  
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CHAPTER 6 
 

RESTORATION PROPOSAL 

 

Tower houses reflect unsecure conditions of a certain period in the history of 

Montenegro. Spatial organization of the flat, which is the living or the main floor of the 

house, does not differ from the layout of other traditional rural or town houses in the 

region. Moreover, tower houses can also be considered as the derivative of “ordinary 

two-piece Dinaric house 17”. Its flat is elevated on the bold and well-built stone masonry 

walls up to three floors height with inner staircases in order to provide safety for the 

family. In fact, this type of Dinaric house built of stone masonry is a kind of flat which 

was adapted to the requirements of defense.   

Stone masonry mass of tower houses in Montenegro gives the impression about 

the fortified house of feudal era. Because of this fact, Jovan Krunić propose an 

ambitious theory about the importance of tower houses of this region. He thinks it is 

possible that civil architecture of the Middle Ages is preserved through this type of 

house, and that these houses exist today are the only traces connected to the type of 

fortified aristocratic houses of that period in this region. 

It is more important to underline that a great many of tower houses do not exist 

at all, and the ones exist at present are at the edge of a total loss at present. Together 

with the oldest known-example of tower house, of Redžepagić Family, the tower house 

of Ganić Family is one of the two known examples of this type of house with a living 

floor which was totally built of timber in Montenegro.  

 

6.1. Measures of Conservation 

 

The reconstruction of the tower house of Ganić Family has due importance 

because of its specific place in the development of plan and construction typology of 

housing architecture, typology of fortification buildings in Montenegro and its historical 

importance for a region which extends beyond Montenegrin borders.  

                                                
17 This is the basic type of traditional house in region of Dinaric Alps. Its plan scheme is very simple, 
based on two parts of house: kitchen and room. The name "Dinaric two-piece house" is based on those 
two parts of house and it is used by Jovan Krunić in his book Kuća i varoši u oblasti Stare Raške (House 
and towns in region of Old Raška). 
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As far as tower house construction typology is concerned, the need for this 

reconstruction is even greater because it was the second of the two tower houses, the 

last floors of which were built of timber.  As mentioned above, the first one is the tower 

house of Redžepagić Family, but it was poorly restored.  

The reconstruction of the tower house of Ganić Family with a restitution-based 

approach will rehabilitate the concept of this type of buildings while reestablishing the 

link between civil and fortified housing in the region. Finally, it will provoke public 

attention on one of the most important historic buildings of the area. 

On the other hand, determination of an appropriate new use, which is also a very 

important decision from the conservation point of view, should at first be beneficial for 

social purpose (Venice Charter, 1964) and contribute to the historical part of the town 

while prolonging the life of the building. This requires a good management plan which 

will determine what is required at the site by focusing on the significance of the 

location, and considering how the site should be rearranged.  

In this respect, tower house of Redžepagić Family faced such a kind of problem 

besides a relatively poor restoration that it has undergone. Although restored to serve as 

a museum, Redžepagić Family house is mostly locked and rarely visited by tourists at 

present.  

Because of this, the tower house of Ganić Family is aimed to be restored 

carefully with a vision of management which will form a sustainable atmosphere to be 

beneficial for the building itself, for the owners of the building and most importantly, 

for the society.  

The followings are the intervention steps to accomplish the main goal defined 

above; 

 Consolidation and strengthening 

 Removal of inappropriate alterations 

 Completion and reconstruction 

 New additions 

 

6.1.1. Consolidation and Strengthening 

 
As the measure of consolidation, refilling of the discharged mortar in the joints 

in the stone bonds of the masonry should be carried out by the careful consideration of 
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the composition of the original mortar  (ICOMOS Charter, 2003). This should be done 

as the first stage of interventions to stop collapses before any further intervention. The 

repair mortar should be compatible with the original mortar, the properties of which will 

be determined through laboratory analyses by experts.  The same repair mortar should 

also be used to reconstruct the collapsed parts of walls with original stones, most of 

which already exist on the site.  

Following the repair, consolidation and reconstruction of the missing parts of the 

walls, strengthening with steel tie bars is also suggested. In the levels of timber floor 

beams, two bars Φ20 mm should be placed next to the walls. These tie bars will prevent 

the structure from collapse due to horizontal movements caused by earthquake or 

another reason. Usually, the horizontal stiffening in masonry structures is provided with 

concrete elements reinforced with 4 bars Φ12 for this seismic zone. Its area of cross 

section is 4 x 1.13 = 4.52 cm2. For the proposed 2 bars Φ20 area of its cross section is 2 

x 3.14 = 6.28 cm2. With basic comparison of these two values 6.28 > 4.52, the 

preliminary cross section of bars is defined as 2 x Φ20 (Abdić , 2014)18. However, this 

value should be verified with a detailed analysis of structure.   

The tie bars should be placed on the exterior walls connected with 15 x 15 cm 

plates, swiped through the walls and tied up with 15 x 15 cm plates on the opposing 

exterior wall by thread for straining of bars. This system should be placed next to the 

walls and the advantage of this method is that it will not be harmful and will be 

removable and/or changeable, in case, another technique to be available later  (Historic 

Timber Structures, 1999). 

It is important to note that these tie bars should be placed following the 

consolidation of the walls with the repair mortar suggested above.    

 

6.1.2. Removal of the Inappropriate Alterations 
 

The term, “inappropriate” is considered as the alterations, at first hand, harmful 

for the original materials, components and the structure as a whole. In this respect, the 

reinforced concrete (R.C.) slabs framed with R.C. beams and supported with R.C. 

columns embedded in the walls are considered as harmful and unrespectable 

interventions in terms restoration principles.  

                                                
18 Personal communication with Civil Engineer Ednand Gano Abdić. 
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However, thinking of the abandonment of the house for a long time, this R.C. 

strengthening applied in the structure, more or less prevented the structure from a total 

collapse in time.   

The problem of these altered structural elements is that they are almost 

irremovable. If decided to be removed, the slabs are to be cut to the topmost level of the 

walls and taken. However, the removal procedure, through wet-cutting by using power 

saws or by using sledgehammers, may cause much more damage to the overall masonry 

which has been weakened already. Therefore, the removal of R.C. elements is not 

recommended and they will be exhibited “in-place” as an intervention done in a certain 

period in the life of the monument (Venice Charter, 1964, ICOMOS Charter, 2003). 

Following the cleaning of cement mortar in the masonry joints and repair of joints with 

compatible mortar, the structure will be strengthened additionally by the placements of 

horizontal steel-tensile bars to allow further arrangements in the monument.   

 

6.1.3. Completion and Reconstruction 
 

When considering the fact that the tower house was in sound conditions until 30 

years back, one may expect that a large number of photographs and/or other official 

information would be available. Unfortunately, this is not valid for Ganić Family house. 

However, some documents and photographs, especially about the exterior of the 

building are collected by personal efforts through personal communications with the 

families and persons, who somehow were concerned with the house, enabled to prepare 

a sufficient reconstruction scheme for this study.   

Throughout this research, construction techniques are analyzed and described in 

order to establish a reliable base for reconstruction.  

Structural details and construction techniques applied in tower houses were not 

much different from other ordinary houses built in this period and in this region. In his 

book, Architect Jovan Krunić explained the basics of traditional construction techniques 

for heritage houses of this region, and he defined the outbreak of the World War II as the 

end of their usage basing on his personal researches and knowledge (Krunić, 1994).   

Construction of tower house of Ganić Family is based on basic type of houses in 

this region, termed as “brvnara – log cabin.” The main difference is the stone masonry 

base, which is relatively heightened in tower houses when compared to stone masonry 
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foundations and bases of log cabin system. Other difference is the existence of inner 

staircases. Ordinary houses were composed of mere-ground floor in general, so they did 

not need staircases. They had small external staircases occasionally. 

 

6.1.3.1. Stone Masonry Walling System 
 

At present, besides the remaining portion of the walls, the ruins still contain 

some stone units that were fallen from the house in masses. These stones are proposed 

to be used in the completion of the missing parts by a careful matching (particularly for 

specifically-cut stones) to place them in their original places as much as possible. The 

technique to be applied in the reconstruction process of the masonry will be complying 

with that of authentic one.   

Technical details of masonry are defined by a thorough examination of ruined 

stone masonry of Ganić Family house. In this house, thick walls are composed of 

double-leafs and the gape in between is filled with mortared rubble. The mortar used in 

the masonry is of mud which is mixed with a small amount of chopped straw.   

With the approximate dimensions of 0.20 / 0.20 m in their cross sections, timber 

laces (or wall plates) were placed flanking the stone masonry, at least two in the same 

level, one on the external and the other set on the internal leafs. They are connected with 

shorter crossties with similar dimensions (Hadžić, 2011).   

These beams had multiple-function. During the construction phase they help to 

control horizontality of the stone bonds to proceed upwards. Other function of these 

members is to form a firm frame to prevent displacements in the walls during seismic 

shocks or differential settlement, while acting as soft buffers to distribute loads evenly 

to the courses below. They also prevent cracks occurred due to the movements arise 

from ground to proceed upwards. Perpendicular to those, secondary beams to support 

floor rest on these laces at the topmost level of the walls for each storey.  

These laces are hidden in the walls of Ganić Family house. This was not so usual 

in stone masonry construction of historical houses in Rožaje. Most of them are exposed 

on the facades.  

The formation of window and door openings in the stone masonry of tower 

house of Ganić Family is variable from storey to storey.  

Ground floor has slit windows. Due to their small width, they were spanned with 
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single blocks of cut stone.   

Due to their larger sizes, first floor window openings are spanned with timber 

lintels, on which the stone courses above rest. Dimension and positioning of these 

windows is more or less preserved, but their further details could be defined by the 

comparison with well-preserved ones found in other tower houses in the region.  

Second floor windows were finished with stone masonry semi-dome. From 

exterior they look rectangular, but from interior they were look arched. Second floor is 

almost completely destroyed, so today there are no survived evidence of this type of 

window. Only proof of its construction technique is the photographs, and technique of 

masonry semi-dome is possible to learn from the niche which has also semi-domical 

finishing. Together with photographs, the position and dimension of these windows are 

defined by the old restoration project and the project of replica of this tower house. 

Some imperfections in window arrangement are found in the replica, but with this 

project these imperfections are maintained because they have become part of the history 

of the building (Venice Charter, 1964, ICOMOS Charter, 2003). 

 

6.1.3.2. Timber Wall System  
 

Third floor was built of timber entirely. Facade walls are made of timber logs 

with cross section dimensions of 0.15 x 0.20 m. This type of timber walls are 

traditionally named as “brvnara – log cabin,” as mentioned above. 

These timber logs are connected on the corners with half-lapped joints termed as 

“ćert.” 

Windows of different dimensions were very easily opened by cutting beams. 

Their dimensions and details are defined by the replica project, and old restoration 

project besides comparative study with other tower houses. 

 

6.1.3.3. Timber Floor System 
 

Timber floor system is built of beams with the approximate dimensions of 0.20 x 

0.17m placed with almost constant intervals 0.70-0.80 m. Planks are nailed on these 

beams which extend into the stone masonry walls19. This is the basic type of floor, and 

                                                
19 Based on comparative study with other houses. 
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it has no ceiling-finish, since they surmount some service spaces like kitchens with 

open-fires in the house. However, ceiling of the living floor was constructed more 

carefully. Still, it is not so much decorated but it has very interesting craftsmanship 

work. This type of ceiling is termed as “šašovci” (Figure 6.1), and it is made of planks, 

which are specifically profiled and chamfered so as to be inserted each other under 

timber floor beams. Timber beams above such spaces are also profiled to hold the 

planks (Krunić, 1994).  

 

 
 

Figure 6.1. Fixing detail of placing “šašovci” ceiling (Source: Krunić, 1994) 
 
 

Entrance portico is an exterior element which has the scarcest information about 

its original layout. As seen on a photograph, this portico is most likely larger than the 

other ones exist in other houses at present. On a few old photographs it is visible that it 

is also larger than the one which is defined by old restoration project and the project of 

replica house. Because of that, this portico is proposed to be reconstructed in a simplest 

way with the size close to the original one in the old photograph only to fulfill the 

portico function with the minimum use of timber elements without leading to 

misinterpretations. Besides, every added timber element should also be discretely 

marked by carving so that they can be identified later (Historic Timber Structures, 

1999).    

 

6.1.3.4. Spatial Organization 
 

Interior separation walls of the house should be reconstructed of infilled timber 
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frame system. The information about details and techniques are from comparative study 

with other houses since there is no evidence from the original walls. The decision is also 

available for interior doors which provide connection between the spaces.  

Spatial organization is inevitably the product determined by the consideration of 

information from; the comparative study of old restoration projects of the house, plans 

of the replica and spatial characteristics of the other tower houses.  

 

6.1.3.5. Timber Roof System 
 

Roof structure named as “barbecue system – roštilj,” is standard and almost 

identical to the region (Figure 6.2). This name is connected with its look. Before the 

covering of roof, the structure looks very similar to the barbecue nest the edges of 

which are placed at every of four sides of the house.   

Rafters, as the elements for supporting the covering material are always the load 

bearing system of the roof structure as a whole in the form of pyramid. There are no any 

bearing elements, such as studs and/or posts under rafters to support (Krunić, 1994).   

 

 
 

Figure 6.2. “Barbecue – roštilj” system roof structure (Source: Hadžić , 2011) 
 
 

Generally, there is no ceiling cover at all above the space of kitchen. This opened 

ceiling is in connection with ingle which is always open in the Dinaric house (Krunić, 

1994). 

There was no chimney in the houses of this region. For releasing smoke from the 

area of roof structure was used small openings in the roof cover layer. These openings 
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are named “badža.” Smoke, which was filling the area of roof, had the function of 

fumigation and drying the meat hanged on the rafters. In addition, timber structure 

which was fumigated was believed to be more durable because it was protected from 

insects and microorganisms.  

 

6.1.3.6. Roof Covering System 
 

Timber pieces named “šindra” was used for roof covering. It is very interesting 

the case of “šindra”, its producing and placing. 

“Šindra” have irregular and complex geometric shape, which is attained with 

primitive techniques: fission of chuck with axe and with additional hew (Krunić, 1994).  

In the production of “šindra” firstly the chucks of 0.80 m should be prepared. 

Their radius should be about 15 cm. After that, chucks should be cut, but it is important 

to do this by splitting, because the anatomy of inner part of chuck should not be hurt 

since it gives waterproofing ability to the timber piece. One chuck should be cut off 24 

pieces. Wider side of the piece, i.e. the thickness of piece is about 4 cm, and the thinner 

side is becoming close to zero. Thus, “šindra” is a single piece with the dimensions of 

80 / 15 / 4 / 0 cm and the angle of cut is about 15º (Figure 6.3). 

 

 
 

Figure 6.3. Detail of production and placement of šindra roof covering (Source: Krunić, 
1994) 
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Three more operations should be provided to get the full “šindra” shape for roof 

covering. First one is making a nick for overlaying of two adjacent pieces. Second 

operation is cutting a part of wider side for the reduction of hunch of triangular shape 

for easier flow of the water. Final operation is hewing off external side as the 

preparation of holding upper row of “šindra.” After these operations, “šindra” is gets its 

final shape. This process requests high level of carpentry skill (Figure 6.4) (Krunić, 

1994). 

 

 
 

Figure 6.4. Šindra production (Source: Krunić, 1994) 
 
 

6.1.4. New Additions 
 

A toilet is provided in front of the northern wall under the stairs of the first floor 

as a new addition. It will be ventilated through the slit window in the same wall. 

Position of original toilet was probably on the second floor on the east wall of the 

house. But, this is just supposition based on the shape of door-like opening which is 

similar to the one on the tower house of Redžepagić Family. Also, more information 

about the toilet on the house of Redžepagić Family is available just from one 

photograph and sketches by Zoran B. Petrović in his book (Petrović, 1991).   
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Toilet in the tower house of Ganić Family will be installed in the simplest way. 

As well as the plaster on the stone masonry walls the timber floor covering will be left. 

Ceramic tiles will not be used. Whenever need, this unit can be removed without 

causing damage. 

 

6.2. New Function 
 

As it is mentioned before, the remains of building is property of club of artists 

“Kula” at present. The member and the former president of the club, Aldemar 

Ibrahimović, states that the main idea was to reconstruct and use the house to meet the 

requirements of the club.  

With a simple information desk, the ground floor is assigned as an exhibition 

space. Besides the surfaces of walls (for displaying paintings etc.), portable panels will 

also be provided in case of requirements for larger exhibitions. 

The first floor is arranged as the entrance hall and waiting lobby with an office 

for administration. A simple toilet is placed under the stairs as mentioned above. The 

walls of the first floor are proposed to be used for the display of old photographs and 

pictures reflecting the background of the house before collapse. Some informative 

explanations about the restoration may also be displayed.    

The second floor is proposed to be used as art workshop for the children. The 

main idea is to have children possess basic knowledge about of art by interactive games, 

drawing and painting via kindergarten atmosphere.   

The third floor is planned to serve as café, a place to relax and chat for the 

parents who brought their children to the workshop and attendants of exhibitions. There 

will be a small kitchenette to prepare and serve hot and cold beverages.  

 The building as a heritage of town should be available to all citizens and they 

should enjoy in its all beauty, from outside as well as from inside.  

 

6.3. Site Plan Intervention Proposal 
 

In order to provide better arrangement around the Ganić Family tower house, 

expropriations of some certain plots surrounding the house is suggested to the 

Municipality of Rožaje. Parts of plots number 117 and 119 will be expropriated and 
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used as a public space which will serve the citizens, to the reconstructed tower house 

and especially to the neighbors. Parts of plots, number 104, 105 and 107 is also 

proposed to be expropriated to make a new arrangement for a better traffic flow around 

the house.   

The main idea is to build a public recreation and relaxation space which will 

attract more people to visit the building.  

Lowering of the pavement next to the house is crucial for providing the entrance 

to the ground floor on its original position. For this purpose, a part of the street out of 

flow will be assigned for the tower house. Next to the street, on western part of plot 

number 119 should be provided public parking space, for the neighbors, the land of 

whom is expropriated and also for the visitors of tower house.  

Next to it, arrangement of site should be provided with stairs descending to the 

entrance of the house and public park, which will have plantation of grass and bushes 

without interfering the perception of the tower house from the street. 

For the separation of public spaces from the private courtyards, paths should be 

provided to the neighbor houses together with the plantation of bushes and trees from 

the park. Park should be equipped with benches for sitting with the view on the tower 

house. The eastern side of the site in front of benches, a fountain is planned with an 

inscription panel which gives information of tower house of Ganić family and the 

restoration work accomplished.   
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CHAPTER 7 
 

CONCLUSION 

 

Tower houses are the products of an unsecure period in Montenegrin history. 

Their plan scheme of living area is same as in ordinary houses, but elevated on bold 

stone masonry walls as the base. The buildings of this sort are mostly built in eastern 

region and rarely found in Montenegro. Many of them are in state of ruins or totally 

destroyed at present.  

Tower house of Redžepagić Family and the tower house of Ganić Family – 

being the second of the two built in the end of the 18th century – are the only examples 

which possessed last storey built of timber. Following Redžepagić Family house, Ganić 

house is the oldest tower house ever known in Montenegro. These houses are directly 

connected to feudal housing type of the Middle Ages, as claimed by Jovan Krunić.  

The historical significance and fame of this house goes beyond the boundaries of 

Montenegro. This significance is also due to that it is the biggest and most prominent 

monument which makes it the symbol of the town. However, dramatic situation of this 

heritage at present calls for urgent interventions. The building is almost fully collapsed, 

and its remaining part is quite susceptible to further damages. The decision of the 

owner, “Kula – Club of Artists,” was to reconstruct a certain part of it with reinforced 

concrete which was a wrong approach from the aspect of material usage and original 

construction techniques in terms of restoration principals. However, the fact is that 

reinforced concrete elements for strengthening, refrained the remains from further 

collapses.   

Regarding the dramatic situation of the tower house of Ganić Family and the 

fear of neighbors due to that someone may be hurt by the stones falling from the 

structure frequently, the authorities did not take any action to prevent the ruins from 

further collapse.  

The missing of remarkable portion of the building is one of the most critical 

restoration problems to overcome. There are no well-preserved details of techniques 

originally used in the construction of structural as well as architectural elements. 

Concerning restoration principles, necessary investigations, analyses and comparative 

study have been carried out to figure out the original state of building.  
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All this information is used to establish the best approach for restoring the 

building. General guidelines are provided for the functional organization of the 

building. While suggesting permanent use and therefore providing permanent 

maintenance by the citizens for educational and recreation purpose, the fundamental 

aim was to restore the building with its original properties it possessed in the past, and 

to give a function which will be beneficial not only for the owners, but also for the 

society and the building itself.  

The building is functionally divided into three sections; an exhibition hall, a 

kindergarten with art workshops and a café. All of these functional sections complete 

each other and their overall purpose in the first hand is to serve the citizens, being the 

inheritors of the culture, who created this monument. Besides interventions to the house, 

some modifications also proposed for the immediate surroundings of the house to 

integrate it to the social life of the town as mentioned above. 
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Figure A.1. The Preservation Decision for the Tower House of Ganić Family 

(20th February 1987) 
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Figure A.2. First Page of the Decision on Definition of Rožaje Emblem 
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Figure A.3. Second Page of the Decision on Definition of Rožaje Emblem 
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