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Abstract:  International concerns about the continued ethnicization of Bosnian social and 

political life are both validated and challenged by this December 2005 public opinion study.   

Ordinary Bosnians are willing to consider cross-ethnic friendships and cooperation.  The gap 

between ethnic elites and entrepreneurs and their constituents is evident still in Bosnia-

Herzegovina (BiH).  The optimistic note of this study is sounded by the fact that half of 

respondents in BiH want more friends from different nationalities. The differences between the 

three ethnic groups are not dramatic.  However,  41% of respondents stated that all or most of 

their friends were from their own nationality.  Analysis of the responses by geographic location 

and by explanations related to modernization, ethnic competition and war experiences 

indicated that all proved useful in understanding the distributions.  The geographic 

distributions indicated the primacy of the urban-rural factor for questions on current friendship 

networks and preferences for friends in other ethnic groups.   

 

Key words:   Bosnia-Herzegovina, war outcomes, inter-ethnic friendships, modernization 

theory, war experiences, urban-rural effects, ethnic competition thesis 
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In the aftermath of a violent civil war, in which about 100,000 people were killed, about 2 

million of a total population of 4.4 million displaced, and the majority of structures destroyed or 

damaged, the international community has engaged in a major effort to rebuild the physical 

infrastructure and psychological-social trust of Bosnia-Herzegovina (hereafter BiH) (Belloni, 

2001; Dani et al, 1999; Fagan, 2005; Phuong, 2000; United Nations Development Program 

(UNDP), 2006).  The evidence for the success of the massive financial and aid mission of the 

United Nations, the European Union, NATO and other external agencies is mixed.  Despite the 

presence of hundreds of non-governmental organizations and top-down political control by the 

Office of High Representative (OHR), the consensus is that BiH society has not moved far 

enough from the dark days of 1995 when the Dayton Peace Accords ended the fighting.  Fears 

of a renewal of conflict are promoted by the continued high levels of support for ethnic-based 

parties, by the evidence that about 40% of displaced returnees are not occupying their reclaimed 

homes despite the monetary inducements and the guarantees of Annex 7 of the Dayton 

Agreement (Ó Tuathail and O’Loughlin, 2009), by the pessimistic predictions of the 

quarterly reports of the UNDP Early Warning monitoring (United Nations Development 

Program (UNDP), 2006), by discussions about a cessation referendum in the Republika Srpska 

after the successful one in May 2006 in Montenegro and Kosovo’s declaration of independence 

in February 2008, and by the failure of efforts to ingrain a civil society mentality in the 

populations of BiH (Bozic, 2006; Eastmond, 2006; Fagan, 2005; Simonsen, 2005). A recent 

editorial piece by Paddy Ashdown (former head of the OHR) and Richard Holbrooke (the chief 

negotiator of the Dayton accords) warns of “another powder-keg) (Ashdown and Holbrooke, 

2008).  

In order to evaluate the potential for reducing the boundaries and social distances 

between the peoples of BiH (Croats, Serbs and Bosniaks), it is important to have a clear sense of 

the level of inter-ethnic friendship and the attitudes that BiH citizens have about broadening 

and deepening them.  In examining relations in Northern Ireland after three decades of conflict 

ended, researchers have found that in-group identity , trust of the other group, and inter-group 

contact are key elements of inter-group forgiveness and reconciliation. (Hewstone et al. 2006; 

Noor et al. 2008).   Research on trust in political science has indicated both the difficulty of 

rebuilding trust in the aftermath of conflict and the importance of personal contacts in reducing 
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suspicion and hostility between groups (Varshney, 2001; Widner, 2004; Cook, Hardin, & Levi, 

2005). 

Since the Dayton Accords were agreed, BiH has been the subject of intense research on 

the nature and trend in inter-ethnic relations by both academic researchers and the international 

community representatives that, in effect, are running the country.  Typical questions, such as 

those in the UNDP Quarterly reports, ask about the support for non-ethnic political 

arrangements, about the willingness to put the war behind and move forward towards building 

a new BiH society. These regular surveys indicate that most Bosnians are strongly dissatisfied 

with the state of the economy (an estimated unemployment rate of about 40%) and if they could 

do so, a majority would leave the country.   Ethnic relations take a relative back-seat to the 

immediate economic worries of obtaining a daily livelihood.   Such concerns are also seen in 

other multi-national post-Communist societies that have experienced conflict, including 

Ukraine, Russia, Moldova, Armenia and Georgia.   Inter-ethnic relations must be examined 

within this context of economic insecurity; in a climate of scarcity, income disparities and bleak 

economic prospects, social relations can only be expected to improve when economic conditions 

ameliorate.   

 In this article, I report the results of two questions that provide information on the 

current and future state of inter-ethnic relations in BiH.  These questions are part of a larger 

survey about the state of post-war BiH exactly a decade after the Dayton Agreement in 

November 2005 and constitute part of a comparison with the nature of ethnic relations in the 

North Caucasus of Russia in the territories surrounding Chechnya.  Asking the 2000 

respondents in BiH directly about the nature of their friendships (whether they are all or mostly 

within their ethnic group, or whether they mixed) and probing whether they want to have more 

friends from other ethnicities, we can evaluate the potential for breaking down the ethnic 

divisions in BiH that are frequently held to be the main obstacle to political and economic 

development.  Friends and friendships in this article are operationalized from the perspective of 

the respondent. – a friend is who the respondent says he or she is.  What might be a friend for 

one respondent might not rise to this level for another.  It is difficult to define a priori a threshold 

of friendship since it is so highly variable from individual to individual, to distinguishing 

between, say, an “acquaintance” and a “friend” through the resilience and depth of bonds. I am 

not arguing that reducing ethnic isolation through friendships will redress all of BiH’s problems 
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but as will be shown below, there is both good and bad news in this report – Bosnians maintain 

a fairly high level of inter-ethnic interaction, especially in cities, and generally want more of this 

kind of social networking.  But the barriers to interaction are steep and the levels of distrust and 

suspicion that hangs over from the war show little signs of waning.  (The overall summary 

statistics are reported in the Appendix). 

 

Social Interactions in Conflict Zones 

 

Within the sizeable literature on social networks, a specialized sub-field has developed over the 

past decade or so on the subject of cross-ethnic friendships in potential, current and former 

conflict zones.  Because the study of social interactions is dominated by sociologists and social 

psychologists and that of nationalism by political scientists and historians, the possibilities for a 

fruitful merger of the related topics are substantial.  The states of former Yugoslavia, in 

particular, have been the sites of valuable work that has explored both the specificities of the 

causes of the break-up of this state after 1989 and the implications of this experience for other 

multi-ethnic societies.  It is on this literature that I rely for the guiding hypotheses that are 

analyzed in this paper on postwar social interactions. 

 Most of the research on Yugoslavia and its successor states is ethnic-based, that is, the 

researchers who analyze its breakup, its wars, and its aftermath adopt a (rarely-debated) 

framework that accepts that ethnic fractures are historic, reinforced by conflict, and will remain 

for the foreseeable future.   While some researchers (Campbell, 1998; Todorova, 1997, Todorova, 

2004) take the position that ethnic lines in former Yugoslavia are not unalterable and are 

manipulated by ethnic entrepreneurs for their own ends, most researchers accept that the ethnic 

(or national) categories are meaningful and spend little time trying to probe how they are 

formed or how they might be changed.  What is clear is that the numbers of respondents in 

public opinion surveys who chose not to classify themselves in an ethnic fashion is low (in our 

survey, only 1.5% did not pick Bosniak, Serb or Croat).  Even before the outbreak of war in 

Yugoslavia in the last pre-war census of 1989, only a small minority did not indicate Croat, Serb 

or Bosniak (Muslim) in what became the independent state of BiH (Hodson, Sekulic, & Massey, 

1994).  
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Critics like Brubaker (2002) claim that offering the choice of ethnic labels presupposes 

their meaningful existence and in effect, offers respondents little option.   In his essay on 

“groupism” (“ the tendency to take discrete, sharply differentiated, internally homogeneous 

and externally bounded groups as basic constituents of social life, chief protagonists of social 

conflicts, and fundamental units of social analysis” - Brubaker, 2002, 164), he criticizes the 

“coding bias” that assigns to ethnic and national categories meaningful explanations and that 

tends to ignore other elements of identity.  Though individuals often hold multiple identities 

(often call the “matrioshka” or layered-identity model – Herb & Kaplan, 1999), they still use 

categorizations that Brubaker and other critics (e.g. Tishkov, 1999 for the former Soviet Union) 

of “groupism” find unsatisfactorily limiting.   In the question in the survey that asked about the 

respondent’s primary identity, 53% said BiH citizen and 33% member of their ethnic group (8% 

picked “European”).   But significantly, 71% of Bosniaks chose BiH citizen but only 15% of Serbs 

and 14% of Croats did.  In postwar BiH, civic identity is strongly aligned with ethnicity.  

“Bosnian citizens now find themselves in a political environment in which each person is 

identified by his or her ethnic group” (Belloni, 2001, 169). The quarterly reports of the UNDP 

have consistently shown major differences in attachments between the three major ethnic 

traditions, Bosniak (Muslim), Serb and Croat.  A recent report discusses the relationship 

between civic and ethnic identity – “for the Bosniak ethnic group these two values are in 

harmony. The other two groups are much more connected to their ethnicity, while looking at 

the State as something foreign to them. Taken together, attachment to own ethnicity, attachment 

to BiH, and social distance allow one to conclude two things. One is that ethnicity is the 

dominant determining factor in establishing social relations, i.e. that it is the most important 

social group for individuals in BiH. Not unrelated, one may conclude that in the field of 

individual identity, ethnicity is dominant over other forms of identity in BiH.” (United Nations 

Development Program (UNDP), 2006).  To account for these effects, my analysis includes 

identity as Croat and Serb (Bosniaks is the comparison group), and whether the respondent 

picked the civic option (citizen of BiH) as their primary identity.  The variable definitions and 

their summary measures are presented also in Appendix 1. 

Sekulic, Massey, & Hodson, 2006) note that the conflicts in former Yugoslavia have 

produced a heightened sense of ethnic awareness and attachment that was waning in Tito’s 

later years.  Tolerance, understood as a reduction in cross-ethnic stereotyping and associated 
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blaming, is a hallmark of an ebbing of traditional and primordialist attachments and was 

promoted heavily as a matter of state policy by the Communist regimes in the multi-national 

states of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia (Kunovich & Hodson, 2002).  How does tolerance 

develop?  How is tolerance measured in a practical way? Friendship across ethnic lines is a 

measurable and useful indicator of tolerance in a society; the depth and extent of friendships 

can be compared to preferences and beliefs about their value by different sub-populations.  

Earlier work on tolerance across ethnic divisions in Croatia and in the former Yugoslavia by 

Hodson, Sekulić and Massey has shown substantial relationships with key predictors that 

measure elements of modernization and ethnic competition Since neither of these models is 

fully able to account for the variations in tolerance, recourse to both is necessary to make sense 

of the complex picture.    

  The modernization thesis is well-known in social science as a general mode of 

explanation for societal change over generations.  With specific reference to ethnic tolerance, the 

modernization thesis predicts greater tolerance by urban residents, by younger people, persons 

living in ethnically-diverse republics and regions, and in those born of mixed ethnic parentage.  

As people migrated from rural areas and traditional homelands, where their group is relatively 

isolated and has little contact with other groups, their destinations are typically metropolitan, 

more industrialized communities, either within their state or abroad. “Modernization theory 

treats ethnic identification as premodern, provincial, traditional, and particularistic.  According 

to this theory, ethnic identification’s structural basis is the village; its structural support is the 

persistence of a cultural, political and economic way of life” (Hodson, Sekulic, & Massey, 1994, 

1536).  Migrants are exposed to more diversity in national, economic and social terms.  The 

modernization thesis proceeds in a predictable manner – industrialization leads to city growth 

and brings in migrants from all sorts of villages, typically rural and homogenous.  As the 

migrants flock to the cities, they live cheek-by-jowl and in neighborhoods/communities that are 

more ethnically mixed.   

Ethnic boundaries are not as easily maintained in the urban environment and 

interactions in shared spaces such as schools also help to erode ethnic lines. Thus, cross-ethnic 

trust develops and tolerance results from the mixing.  Educational levels will also typically rise 

over time and as people become more educated, they become more tolerant.  In urban areas 

with fewer identity markers, people will likely also become less religious and young people 
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especially will be more tolerant and will have more diverse friendship networks.  Schools in 

multi-ethnic states are also more likely to promote ethnic tolerance in the curriculum. Minorities 

and majorities in mixed communities tend to reach out to each other in settings where they can 

engage in specific reciprocity, in which trust in others in based on personal experience and 

immediate exchange, especially in urban workplaces (Hodson, Sekulic, & Massey, 1994; 

Pickering, 2003, 2006).  Younger people, born in the urban environment, are also expected to 

adopt the norms of tolerance more readily than their more traditional rural parents.  General 

levels of trust are also higher among the educated, young and urban populations (Secor & 

O'Loughlin, 2005).  

Migrants who adhere to traditional beliefs and practices, especially in the religious 

domain, as well as residents of rural communities, are expected to reject modernization.  The 

example of a survey of the former Yugoslavia before the wars began in 1991 generally supports 

these expectations, though the age variable was the reverse of the expected direction since older 

people were more tolerant (Hodson, Sekulic, & Massey, 1994). In his account of one family’s 

experience,  Sudetic (1998) shows how ethnic relations in Yugoslavia forcefully contradicts the 

myth that ancient ethnic hatreds between Muslims and Serbs led inevitably to the 1992-1995 

war, a theme continued in Kaufman’s (2001) book.  Similarly, in her account of small-town pre-

war Bosnia,  Jones (2005) describes how the ordinary world of children was torn apart by 

conflict in 1992  Oberschall (2000, 988) uses the concept of latent nationalism at a grass-roots 

level and shows how it was successfully activated by the ethnic manipulation of political elites  

leaders.  He quotes Yugoslav polls from mid-1990 that found that only 7% believed that the 

country would break up into separate states, and 62% reported that the ‘Yugoslav’ affiliation 

was very or quite important to them.   

In my study of post-war friendships in BiH, there are numerous measures of the 

modernization hypothesis.  Key predictors of friendships across nationality lines and 

preferences for mixed-nation friendships include education (high school and above versus less 

than high school),  age, gender (males are generally expected to interact more with the broader 

society in the workplaces and public spaces and as a result, to be more tolerant), from people 

who have general trust in others, from people from mixed ethnic parentage, the level of 

optimism about the economic prospects of the region in which the respondent resides, and a 
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measure of daily interaction with people of different nationalities.  The exact definition of the 

measure and the summary statistics of each are presented in Appendix 1.  

 The second and somewhat contradictory hypothesis regarding ethnic tolerance and 

friendships relates to the level of ethnic competition.  As diverse groups share spaces, they come 

into more direct competition for resources.  This competition plays out in workplaces, in 

neighborhoods, and in local politics.  If the economy weakens or there is major economic 

structural change, such as de-industrialization, then there will be increased competition along 

ethnic lines.  In other settings where resources are based on territorial control, such increased 

ethnic competition is expected to result in further exclusion of minorities from majority-

controlled lands.  This model has often been used to explain ethnic conflicts and especially, the 

role of ethnic elites and entrepreneurs in encouraging ethnic divisions for purposes of internal 

cohesion and increased group attachment is well-documented and frequently condemned 

(Campbell, 1999; Gagnon, 2004; Kostovicova, 2004; Ragin, 1979; Sekulic, Massey, & Hodson, 

2006; Simonsen, 2005;  and Sudetic, 1998).  In the case of the former Yugoslavia before the wars 

of the 1990s, ethnic tolerance was found to be negatively related to religiosity and to ethnic 

group identification and attachment.   Further evidence for the value of the ethnic competition 

model is that those with a higher standard of living and therefore, less likely to fear economic 

competition from other ethnicities, have a higher level of tolerance; conversely, the unemployed 

and workers in industrial and construction jobs are less tolerant.   Noteworthy is the finding 

that majority groups are less tolerant than minorities in the same places, further support for 

Pickering’s (2003, 2006) conclusions that minorities find themselves in positions of adaptation 

that require a high level of coping skills, especially after majority-minority conflicts.  

An extension of the ethnic competition thesis is the “ethnic resurgence” hypothesis 

examined by Kunovich and Hodson.  In their study of religiosity and tolerance in Croatia in 

1996,  they find that religiosity’s effects on tolerance is largely spurious and instead, they prefer 

a “religious salience” explanation that asserts that religiosity is merely a carrier of group 

identity and that its effects on tolerance is a function of the state of ingroup-outgroup (majority-

minority) relations (Kunovich & Hodson, 1999).   By using control variables, it is possible to 

check further if the religiosity variable is merely an artifact of other explanations or if its joint 

and independent character remains significant. In this study of post-war outcomes in BiH, the 

rate of cross-ethnic friendships and the preference for multi-ethnic friendship networks is 
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expected to correlate positively with the level of attachment to the ethnic group with which the 

respondent identifies, to the sense of pride in the ethnic group, to the level of intra-group trust 

(trust only members of the same group), to the level of religiosity, and to memberships in 

ethnic-based organizations.    

  The third major set of explanations of friendships is predicated on experiences of the 

violent events in Bosnia-Herzegovina between 1992 and 1995.   Recent work by Sekulić, Hodson 

and Massey has revisited the social-psychological explanation of violence and especially, the 

role of ethnic identity and attachment in contributing to conflict.  Based on attitudinal surveys 

of the countries of former Yugoslavia between 1985 (before the wars) and 2003, they conclude 

that the specific events of the war itself and, especially, elite manipulation of public images of 

these events promote rising intolerance during and after the war. Importantly for our study, the 

psychological residual effects after the war have been slow to dissipate (Sekulic, Massey, & 

Hodson, 2006).   Similar conclusions have been reached in other specific studies for BiH by 

Bozic, 2006; Butollo, 2002; Dani, 1999; Irwin, 2005; Powell & Durakovic-Belko, 2002; Simonsen, 

2005; Zvicdic & Butolo, 2001.   

The “blame game” has proven as enduring in BiH as in Northern Ireland, with each side 

castigating the others for causing the war and hindering the peace process by undermining the 

Dayton accords (Irwin, 2005; see also Toal, O'Loughlin, & Djipa, 2006).  Though the international 

community has tried to build “social capital” to reduce the ethnic attachments and cohesions, 

the effort has failed to live up to its promise (Fagan, 2005; Hakånsson & Sjöholm, 2007; 

Pickering, 2006); however, practical institutional-building efforts in specific communities have 

shown evidence of rebuilding of communitarian traditions (Pickering, 2006).    In this BiH 

study, we have many measures of how the respondents were affected by the war and I expect 

these experiences to be related to the friendship networks.   Four key predictors (whether the 

respondent or a close family member witnessed an act of violence resulting in death or injury, 

whether the respondent self-evaluates his/her own experience with the war as worse than 

others in the community, whether the respondent (or family) was forced to move during the 

war or its aftermath, and whether the respondent is able to forgive members of other ethnic 

groups for their actions in the war and its aftermath are analyzed with the general expectation 

that negative experiences in the war will result in fewer inter-ethnic friendships and less interest 
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in generating them.  The specific wording of the questions and the summary statistics for these 

war experience variables are also included in Appendix 1. 

 The final set of explanations to understand post-conflict friendships connects to the 

geography of conflict experiences and local contexts.  Work by geographers in post-war BiH has 

emphasized the localized nature of the war and the context-specific post-war developments in 

the level of returnees after ethnic cleansing (Dahlmann & O Tuathail, 2005, Ó Tuathail & 

Dahlman, 2006; Toal & Dahlman, 2006; Ó Tuathail and O’Loughlin, 2009 ) and on landscape 

symbolization and meanings as the various ethnic groups memorialize and mark the new ethnic 

lines that were enshrined by the Dayton Accords (Jeffrey, 2006; Kostovicova, 2004; Robinson & 

Probric, 2006).  By mapping the responses to the questions about the present and hoped-for 

levels of inter-ethnic friendships for the 35 sample communities, a clear idea emerges of the 

variation across the BiH contexts and evident trends such as fewer friendship networks in areas 

near the frontlines during the war (places that saw the most protracted violence and greatest 

amount of population displacements).   The maps in Figures 1 and 2 display these patterns. 

 In this literature review, I stressed the multiple sets of influences that might determine 

the level of friendships across ethnic lines, suggesting a multivariate model, with numerous 

controls.  However, in the context of the wider pre-war experiences, it should be remembered  

 
Figure 1 : Distribution to responses to question – “who Figure 1 : Distribution to responses to question are your closest friends? 

(1= all from my nationality; 2= mostly from my nationality, 3= mixed nationalities, 4- mostly from other nationalities and 5= all 

from other nationalities) 
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Figure 2: Distribution of responses to prompt: “I would like to have more friends among peoples of different nationalities in the 

region” (1= strong agree, 2= agree, 3= neither agree nor disagree, 4=mostly disagree, 5= strongly disagree) 

 
that Hodson, Sekulic, & Massey, 1994, 1547) found that Bosnia-Herzegovina had the highest 

tolerance score of the eight regions/republics of former Yugoslavia that they studied in the late 

1980s, a fact partly attributed to the diversity of the republic’s population.   

 

Survey Data: Methodology and Summary Statistics 

 

In December 2005, across Bosnia-Herzegovina, a door-step face-to-face survey of over 100 

questions by interviewers of the same ethnicity took 45 minutes on average to complete and the 

response rate of those contacted was 85.9%.   After a pretest of 50 residents in Mostar, Sarajevo 

and Banja Luka, a total of 2000 adults completed the survey and the margin of error is +/-2.5%.  

The overall survey is representative of the distribution of the population across the usual socio-

demographic categories, as well as urban-rural, ethnic, and political divisions. 

Since the survey cannot include all the 109 opštini of BiH with a large enough sample, 

the choice of study sites was based on a requirement of enough respondents in each sample 

community and also a correct sampling for study of differences in the sizes of nationalities.  

(Details on the sampling design are included in Ward, O'Loughlin, Bakke, & Cao, 2006).  The 

data collection involved 3 stages: (1) collection for the opštini of BiH of aggregate thematic data 

(census data from 1991, updated with migration, returnee and population estimates using 
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electoral data), with special attention to the population and ethnic data; (2) stratification of the 

sub-areas of the study sites for selection as survey sites; and (3) survey of populations using a 

random procedure. Systematic stratification on the basis of geographical units – in this case, 

districts ( opštini) -- allows for a thorough investigation of the expectations about ethnic 

territoriality that emerge from the literature.  Opštini were clustered in terms of the socio-

demographic indicators.  For each of the clusters, districts were sampled randomly, making 

possible the analysis of postwar conditions, national attitudes and ethnic interactions through 

the use of explanatory social-demographic variables to determine if contextual and (personal) 

compositional factors are significant. 

 The focus of this paper is an analysis of two questions.  The first one asks about current 

closest friends “Who are your closest friends?  Are they all from your nationality, mostly from 

your nationality, mixed nationalities, mostly from other nationalities, or are they all from other 

nationalities.”  Possible responses also included “don’t know” and “refuse to answer.”  The 

responses indicate that over half of the residents of BiH (54%) have all or most of their friends 

from their nationality; the variation across the three main groups shows that at 43%, the Croat 

sample has about 10% fewer friends from mixed ethnicities than the comparable figures for 

Serbs and Bosniaks.  This difference does not appear to be related to preferences for in-group 

friendships since the Croat ratio for preferences of friends from mixed ethnicities (strongly 

agree or agree) is more than 15% higher than the Bosniaks and a further 5% higher than the 

expressed preferences of Serbs.  

The mix of friends can be affected by both preferences (in- and out-group) and 

opportunity; if respondents tend to live in mono-ethnic communities, such opportunities will be 

limited.  The responses to the question about how often the respondent meets members of other 

ethnicities is dramatic; only 18% of Croats report meeting other ethnicities on a daily basis, with 

Serbs 29% and 53% of Bosniaks reporting the corresponding figure. Most of the Bosniaks in the 

sample live in urban areas whilst the majority of Croats and Serbs live in smaller, more 

homogenous communities or rural areas.  Of course, the ethnic cleansing and migration during 

and after the war reduced significantly the number of mixed opštini in Bosnia-Herzegovina; by 

our calculation, only one opština does not have an ethnic majority in 2000, compared to 26 in 

1991.  While social distance is not always directly correlated with spatial distance (spatial 

isolation), research in a variety of environments shows that groups that are more segregated or 
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more spatially concentrated are less likely to have contacts across group lines (Bakke et al, 

2009).  This relationship does not appear to hold for the Croat sample in BiH since 62% of that 

sample said that they meet other ethnic groups daily (the same ratio as Bosniaks). By contrast, 

Serbs, living the territory that saw the greatest amount of ethnic cleansing (Republika Srpska), 

report that only 42% of them meet other groups daily.  

Other summary statistics in the Appendix indicate that the sample has a median age of 

54, with slightly more women than men (expected given the gender-age differences), and has, 

on average, a high school education. Large proportions of each ethnicity are very proud of their 

group and most do not report a significant change in their in-group attachment over the past 15 

years.   Religiosity is quite dispersed across the categories; about 61% attend a place of worship 

several times a year or more.  A dramatic figure for self-reports of witnessing violence with 

27.3% of the respondents indicates that the respondent or a close family member saw an act of 

violence that resulted in injury or death in the 1992-1995 period.  Just over half of the 

respondents were forced to move due to the conflict. The low ratio of mixed ethnic parentage at 

6.5% also dramatically illustrates the strength of the ethnic social and religious divides in pre-

war BiH.   This low ratio matches the estimate of Botev (1994) but is much lower than the 

estimated 40% of urban Bosnians estimated by Donia and Fine (1994).  

Because both dependent variables are scaled ordinally from strongly agree to strongly 

disagree for the friends’ preference question and from “all from my nationality” to “all from 

other nationalities” for question on current friends, the appropriate statistical method is ordered 

probit analysis.  Since the coefficients of the ordered probit model lack the ease of interpretation 

of the ordinary least squares regression, to make the results more accessible and 

understandable, I report both the coefficients and the associated probabilities generated using 

the Clarify procedure of  King, Tomz, & Wittenberg, 2000; see also Tomz, Wittenberg, & King, 

2001.  The Clarify procedure converts the usual statistical output into quantities of interest, such 

as the probabilities of different socio-demographic groups choosing a survey response.        

 

Understanding Cross-ethnic Friendships 

 

The range of responses (on a 1-5 scale) between the 35 sample points across BiH ranges from 

1.56 (between “all from my nationality” and “mostly from my nationality”) to 3.67 (“mostly 
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from other nationalities”).  The distribution of the mean responses in Figure 1 shows most in-

group friendship networks in smaller communities in the Republika Srpska (Višegrad, Gacko, 

Pale, Foča, Trebinje, and Sipovo) and in the strongly Croat community of Tomislavgrad.   At the 

other end of the scale with ethnic mixing is the mostly Bosniak community of Sarajevo Stari 

Grad (Old Town).  The nearby district of Sarajevo -Novi Grad, an area of significant settlement 

of Bosniaks migrants from eastern and central Bosnia, have a much lower ratio of mixed 

friendships.  Other high values showing mixed nationality friendship networks are seen for the 

larger urban communities in both the territories of the Croat-Bosniak Federation (Mostar West, 

Zenica, Tuzla) and the Republika Srpska (Banja Luka, Bijelina, Prnjavor, Bosanska Gradiška). 

 Modeling the distribution of the friendships reveals support for the three key 

explanations outlined above (Table 1).  The modernization thesis is supported by large and 

significant coefficients in the expected direction for education (more educated have more 

ethnically-diverse friendships), and for daily interactions with other nationalities (meeting 

others daily, presumably in urban areas, leads to more mixed friendships), a test of the 

connection between social and spatial distances.  Individuals who have a high level of general 

trust also tend to have more friends from different ethnic groups.  As expected, males have  

more extensive  friendhip networks than females and those more optimistic about the economic 

future of their entity (the Croat-Bosniak Federation and the Republika Srpska) also mixed 

networks of friends.  However, the coefficient with age is significant in the unexpected direction 

– older people have more mixed friendships, echoing the research results of Hodson, Sekulic, & 

Massey, 1994) for tolerance in former Yugoslavia.         

Support for the ethnic competition thesis is well evidenced in this study of friendships in 

BiH.   Croats show a large positive coefficient with the dependent variable (significantly less 

cross-ethnic friendships), even after socio-demographic factors and war experiences are 

statistically controlled.  (By contrast, the Serb identity is not statistical significant from the 

comparison group, Bosniaks, after other factors are controlled).  Consistently, those who have a 

high level of pride in their ethnic group and who have developed a stronger in-group 

attachment over the past 15 years have fewer friends from other ethnic groups.  Similarly, those 

who trust only members of their group (or stated in other way, they have less trust in other 

ethnicities) have fewer cross-ethnic friends.  One’s primary identity, as a BiH citizen (civic 

identity) or member of the ethnic group (ethnic identity), is a consistent predictor.  If the 
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Table 1 : Ordered probit estimates and summary statistics for predictors of responses to the question: 

“Who are your closest friends?”(1= all from my nationality, 2= Mostly from my nationality, 3 = Mixed 

nationalities, 4= Mostly from other nationalities, 5 = All from other nationalities)   

 

 

identity) or member of the ethnic group (ethnic identity), is a consistent predictor.  If the 

respondent identifies first as a BiH citizen (disproportionately, Bosniaks as shown above), 

he/she is much more likely to have friends from different nationalities.  Religiosity also shows a 

Variable Coefficient St. error Z P>z 

Meet other nationalities daily .511 .081 6.28 .000 

Trust only my nationality .147 .036 4.09 .000 

Religiosity -.127 .034 -3.81 .000 

Croat .406 .127 3.21 .001 

Lived abroad .444 .188 2.36 .001 

Forced to move -.252 .082 -3.06 .002 

Educated .277 .091 3.03 .002 

Proud of own ethnicity .125 .046 2.70 .007 

BiH citizen identity .262 .099 2.63 .008 

In-group attachment .154 .062 2.47 .013 

Predict entity improvement -.093 .040 -2.31 .021 

Living status .109 .049 2.26 .024 

Male .152 .081 1.87 .062 

Controls 

Mixed parentage -.248 .179 -1.39 .165 

Affected by the war .134 .101 1.33 .183 

Age .004 .003 1.32 .188 

General trust .128 .098 1.31 .189 

Member ethnic organization .066 .197 0.33 .739 

Serb .012 .114 0.11 .914 

Never able to forgive -.003 .034 -0.10 .921 

Witnessed Violence .006 .095 0.06 .954 

     

-cut 1 1.203 .599   

-cut 2 2.278 .603   

-cut 3 4.637 .617   

-cut 4 4.936 .625   

Observations  895       pseudo R² = .095      log likelihood = -902 
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consistent, strong and expected relationship with friendships; more religious respondents have 

a lower rate of mixed-ethnic friendships.  Finally, income is connected to the ethnic competition 

model since higher income respondents, regardless of their strength of ethnic affiliation, are 

expected to have less to fear from economic insecurity.  This expectation is upheld in Tab1e 1 

with high-income individuals having friendship networks with more mixed nationalities.  

Three ethnic competition variables (Serb ethnicity, mixed parentage and membership of ethnic 

organizations) are not significant but are retained in the model as control variables.     

 War experiences are expected to be influential in determining the level of mixed national 

friendships.  However, of the four measures of war experiences, three are not significant.  

(These three predictors - those who say that they are not able to forgive members of other 

groups for their activities in the war, those who witnessed violent events, and those who said 

that they were more adversely affected by the war than by their neighbors – are retained as 

controls in the model).  Only those who suffered from the war by being forced to move have, as 

expected, significantly fewer friends of different nationalities.  Whether this is due to movement 

into mono-ethnic areas as a result of ethnic cleansing or because of the ethnic-psychological gap 

induced by the forced migration experience is not immediately evident in the study.  

  To see how the key predictive variable coefficients translate into response probabilities, 

the baseline predictive ratios from the final model in the top line of the table can be compared to 

the actual ratios reported by the survey in the appendix (Table 2).  The model estimates that, 

when all variables are set to their mean values, 16.8% have all friends from the same nationality 

(compared to 18.4% from the survey), 39.5% mostly from the same nationality (compared to 

34.5% from the survey), and 42.9% have mixed friendships (compared to 44.1%). (Note that part 

of the differences can be accounted for the small number of “don’t knows” and “refuse to 

answer”).   

 A small sample of the probability comparisons illustrates the value of their presentation 

in Table 2.   Croats have a 7% lower probability of having all their friends from the Croatian 

ethnic group than other (non-Croat) ethnic groups, when all other variables are set at their 

mean values.  More nuanced probability comparisons can be seen for the scaled variables such 

as trust in own nationality, in-group attachment or religiosity.  Those who say that they have a 

stronger in-group attachment since 1991 have a 24% lower probability of a network of mixed 

ethnic friendships than those whose in-group attachment has grown weaker. 
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 Table 2: Changing probabilities for significant predictors of friendship networks on the question 

“Who are your closest friends?” from the model in Table 1 and Clarify procedure (Tomz et al 2001). 

 

 All from my 

nationality 

Mostly from 

my 

nationality 

From mixed 

nationalities 

Mostly from 

other 

nationalities 

All from other 

nationalities 

Baseline .164(.013) .374 (.017) .455 (.018) .004 (.002) .003 (.002) 

      

Meet other nationalities daily .113 (.013) .333 (.018) .540 (.022) .007 (.003) .006 (.003) 

Do not meet other  

nationalities daily 

.243(.021) .404 (.018) .350 (.023) .002 (.001) .001 (.001) 

      

Trust only own nationality = 1 

(high) 

.252(.030) .405 (.018) .337 (.032) .002 (.001) .001 (.001) 

Trust only own nationality = 2 .210 (.019) .395 (.018) .390 (.023) .003 (.001) .002 (.001) 

Trust only own nationality = 3 .170 (.013) .378 (.017) .445 (.018) .004 (.002) .003 (.001) 

Trust only own nationality = 4 .136 (.014) .354 (.017) .500(.021) .006 (.002) .005 (.002) 

Trust only own nationality = 5 

(low) 

.107 (.016) .325 (.021) .553 (.031) .009 (.004) .007 (.003) 

      

Religiosity = 1 (low) .096 (.018) .311 (.024) .575 (.035) .009 (.004) .009 (.004) 

Religiosity = 2 .119 (.015) .338 (.019) .530 (.027) .007 (.003) .006 (.002) 

Religiosity = 3 .145 (.013) .362 (.017) .483 (.020) .005 (.002) .004 (.002) 

Religiosity = 4 (high) .176 (.014) .381 (.017) .436 (.018) .004 (.001) .003 (.001) 

      

Croat .093 (.021) .307 (.028) .581 (.042) .010 (.005) .009 (.005) 

Non-Croat .179 (.014) .382 (.018) .432 (.0185) .004 (.002) .003 (.001) 

      

Lived Abroad .085 (.028) .291 (.042) .601 (.059) .012 (.007) .011 (.007) 

Did not live abroad .169 (.014) .377 (.018) .446 (.018) .004 (.002) .003 (.001) 

      

Forced to move .189 (.016) .387 (.018) .417 (.021) .003 (.001) .002 (.001) 

Not forced to move .129 (.016) .347 (.019) .512 (.025) .007 (.003) .005 (.002) 

      

Education HS and higher .142 (.014) .359 (.017) .490 (.021) .005 (.002) .004 (.002) 

Education less than HS .212 (.023) .395 (.019) .387 (.029) .003 (.001) .002 (.001) 
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Proud of ethnicity =1 (low) .183 (.016) .384 (.018) .426 (.021) .004 (.001) .003 (.001) 

Proud of ethnicity =2 .152 (.013) .366 (.017) .473 (.019) .005 (.002) .004 (.002) 

Proud of ethnicity =3 .125 (.018) .343 (.020) .520 (.029) .006 (.003) .005 (.003) 

Proud of ethnicity =4 .101 (.022) .317 (.028) .563 (.043) .009 (.004) .008 (.004) 

Proud of ethnicity = 5 (high) .082 (.026) .289 (.038) .604 (.054) .012 (.006) .011 (.007) 

BiH citizen identity .134 (.016) .352 (.019) .502 (.026) .006 (.003) .005 (.002) 

Non-BiH citizen identity .201 (.020) .392 (.018) .402 (.025) .003 (.001) .002 (.001) 

      

In-group attachment =1 (high) .239 (.035) .401 (.021) .356 (.042) .002 (.001) .002 (.000) 

In-group attachment =2 .193 (.018) .388 (.019) .413 (.025) .003 (.001) .002 (.001) 

In-group attachment =3 .153 (.014) .366 (.018) .472 (.019) .005 (.002) .004 (.002) 

In-group attachment =4 .120 (.020) .337 (.021) .528 (.033) .007 (.003) .006 (.002) 

In-group attachment =5 (low) .093 (.026) .304 (.033) .582 (.050) .010 (.005) .010 (.006) 

      

Predict entity improvement=1 

(high) 

.124 (.019) .342 (.022) .521 (.034) .007 (.003) .006 (.003) 

Predict entity improvement=2 .144 (.015) .360 (.019) .486 (.023) .006 (.002) .004 (.002) 

Predict entity improvement=3 .166 (.013) .375 (.018) .451 (.018) .004 (.002) .003 (.001) 

Predict entity improvement=4 .191 (.018) .387 (.019) .415 (.024) .003 (.001) .002 (.001) 

Predict entity improvement=5 

(low) 

.218 (.028) .396 (.020) .381 (.034) .003 (.001) .002 (.001) 

      

Living status = 1 (high) .222 (.018) .397 (.021) .377 (.038) .003 (.001) .002 (.001) 

Living status = 2 .189 (.014) .387 (.019) .418 (.024) .003 (.001) .002 (.001) 

Living status = 3 .161 (.013) .372 (.018) .459 (.018) .004 (.002) .003 (.001) 

Living status = 4 (low) .136 (.018) .353 (.020) .501 (.027) .006 (.002) .005 (.002) 

      

Male .189 (.020) .386 (.019) .418 (.026) .003 (.002) .003 (.002) 

Female .234 (.044) .398 (.021) .362 (.052) .002 (.001) .002 (.001) 

A clear illustration of the diversity of friendship networks can be seen by taking some 

stereotypical estimates from the predictive relationships.  Setting other variables at their mean 

values, if we take a 20 year old wealthy, female Bosniak, who does not consider herself a  

Bosnian citizen, who does not meets other nationalities daily, who was not forced to move in 

the war, whose attachment to Bosniak ethnic group is high, whose trust of people is generally 
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high and whose in-group trust is high, and who has a pessimistic outlook on the future of the 

country, her chances of friends coming from “mixed or other nationalities” is 16.0%.  

Conversely, if we take a 80 year old poor male Croat who considers himself a Bosnian citizen, 

who meets other nationalities daily, who was forced to move in the war, whose attachment to 

his ethnic group is low, whose general trust is generally low and whose in-group trust is high, 

and who has an optimistic outlook on the future of the country, his chances of friends coming 

from “mixed or other nationalities” is 97.7%.   

 This analysis, then, has offered support for both the modernization and the ethnic 

competition hypotheses.  However, the evidence for the effects of war experiences is a lot less, 

with only those respondents who were forced to move showing a clear relationship with the 

friendship patterns.  Calculating probabilities for the model clearly illustrates the great 

deviations amongst the population of Bosnia-Herzegovina in their friendship networks based 

on ethnic attachments, residence in mono-ethnic or multi-ethnic communities, and social status. 

 

Modeling Preferences for Friendships across Ethnic Lines 

 

The effects of modernization, ethnic competition and war experiences on the preferences for 

ethnic friendships are expected to be consistent with the effects on mixed friendship networks.  

Modernization is expected to promote a wish to develop ethnic friendships, and conversely, 

ethnic competition to retard friendships while traumatic war experiences are expected to reduce 

such preferences.  Compared to the model for existing friendship networks reported above, 

fewer significant variables entered the equation.  Examination of other possible significant 

measures that relate to the three central hypotheses did not yield additional significance.  

Further, interactive terms such as the multiplicative effects of ethnicity and religiosity, or 

ethnicity and mixed community did not show F-ratios that suggested that these terms would 

add to the explanation. 

 The geographic distribution of the preferences for friends from different nationalities 

shows a larger range than current friendships across the 35 sampling opštini of BiH.  There is 

less geographic patterning or association with the entity lines than for the previous map.  High 

and low values are widely and randomly distributed but there seems to be an association with 

the size of the sample, in turn proportional to the size of the community.  Persons in small 
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communities have lower preferences for mixed-ethnic friendships all across BiH regardless of 

ethnic composition.  Since smaller communities are more likely to be more mono-ethnic, such 

preferences could also, to some effect, reflect the lack of opportunities for friends from different 

nationalities.   

Overall, the support for the modernization thesis is stronger for the friendship 

preferences than it is for the current state of ethnic friendships.  All five predictor variables for 

modernization reach a level of significance of at least 0.07, and all coefficients are in the 

hypothesized direction.  Younger people more strongly support the notion of friends from 

different nationalities.   Males also have a greater preference for mixed nationalities as friends, 

an outcome consistent with the more extensive social networks that males typically have.  

Educated respondents (more than a high school education) also show a preference for mixed 

nationalities as friends.   Persons with a high level of general trust (more typical of urban 

residents) also prefer mixed nationality friendships more than those who are suspicious.  

Finally, as a reflection of urban diversity and size, respondents who reported that they  

encounter other nationalities on a daily basis have a higher preference for friends of different 

nationalities. 

 In contrast with the modernization thesis, the evidence for the ethnic competition 

explanation is more mixed.  Of the nine measures associated with the ethnic competition 

hypothesis, four of them are not significant (though they remain in the model as controls).  Serb 

identity, ethnic pride, membership of an ethnic organization, and respondents of mixed 

parentage variables all fall short of the significance threshold.  Of the five significant measures 

for the ethnic competition model, only one does not conform to the expected direction; 

respondents with greater in-group attachment since 1991 have a greater preference for mixed 

nationalities as friends.   Otherwise, Croats show a greater preference for mixed nationalities as 

friends, and in contrast, the more religious respondents have less preference for this mixture.   

Richer respondents prefer friends from different nations and a civic identity as a BiH citizen (in 

contrast to the ethnic option) also points to a similar preference.
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Table 3:  Ordered probit estimates and summary statistics for predictors of responses to the question: 

“I would like to have more friends of different nationalities in this region”(strongly agree, agree, 

neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree) 

 

Variable Coefficient St. error Z P>z 

Croat -.581 .102 -4.92 .000 

Religiosity .129 .031 4.13 .000 

General trust -.379 .092 -4.14 .000 

Meet other nationalities daily -.328 .076 -4.04 .000 

In-group attachment -.226 .059 -3.82 .000 

Forced to move .268 .077 3.49 .000 

BiH citizen identity -.259 .090 -2.87 .004 

Male -.218 .076 -2.87 .004 

Living status -.114 .045 -2.50 .012 

Never able to forgive -.069 .030 -2.29 .022 

Age .003 .003 1.19 .024 

Controls 

Witnessed Violence .160 .088 1.80 .071 

Mixed parentage .255 .171 1.49 .135 

Educated -.124 .085 -1.45 .146 

Proud of ethnicity .048 .045 1.11 .267 

Affected by the war -.085 .093 -0.91 .365 

Member ethnic organ. .164 .190 0.86 .389 

Lived Abroad .062 .171 0.36 .720 

Serb -.014 .101 -0.13 .893 

     

-cut 1 -2.257 .557   

-cut 2 -1.507 .557   

-cut 3 -.325 .545   

-cut 4 .250 .554   

     

Observations  917       pseudo R² = .063      log likelihood = -1220 
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  Of the four war experience indicators in the analysis, two (respondents who said that 

they were more affected negatively by the war and those who said that they cannot forgive 

members of other groups for their actions) are not significant.  Persons who were forced to 

move have a significantly lower preference for friends of different nationalities and those who 

(or whose family members) witnessed violent events also line up in a similar manner. Some 

negative war experiences thus significantly reduce the motivation and interest to cross ethnic 

lines for friendships. 

Probabilities for the baseline model with all variables set to their mean values show 

close correspondence to the ratios reported in the appendix (e.g. strongly agree .22 compared to 

.23, agree .27 compared to .24 and neither agree nor disagree .39 compared to .35).   Large 

differences in the probabilities can be seen for each predictor such as the 15% difference  

 

 

 

Table 4: Changing probabilities for significant predictors of friendship preferences on the question “I 

would like to have more friends of different nationalities in this region” from the model in Table 3 

and Clarify  procedure (Tomz et al 2001). 

 Strongly 

agree 

Agree Neither agree 

nor disagree 

Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Baseline .246 (.015) .280 (.015) .368 (.016) .072 (.008) .035 (.006) 

      

Croat .424 (.043) .286 (.017) .247 (.029) .031 (.008) .010 (.004) 

Non-Croat .220 (.015) .272 (.015) .385 (.017) .082 (.009) .042 (.007) 

      

Religiosity =1 (low) .362 (.034) .292 (.016) .287 (.025) .041 (.008) .016 (.005) 

Religiosity =2 .315 (.023) .290 (.016) .320 (.020) .052 (.008) .022 (.005) 

Religiosity =3 .272 (.016) .285 (.016) .350 (.018) .063 (.008) .029 (.005) 

Religiosity =4 .230 (.015) .275 (.015) .377 (.017) .077 (.009) .038 (.006) 

Religiosity = 5 (high) .194 (.018) .261 (.015) .402 (.018) .093 (.011) .050 (.009) 

      

Generally trusting .163 (.021) .245 (.017) .420 (.020) .108 (.014) .065 (.013) 

Generally suspicious .271 (.016) .285 (.015) .350 (.017) .064 (.008) .029 (005) 
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Meet other nationalities daily .293 (.020) .288 (.016) .335 (.017) .057 (.008) .025 (.005) 

Don’t meet other nationalities  

daily 

.193 (.018) .261 (.016) .403 (.020) .093 (.011) .051 (.009) 

      

In-group attachment =1 (high) .143 (.025) .232 (.020) .429 (.021) .119 (.018) .077 (.017) 

In-group attachment =2 .198 (.017) .263 (.015) .398 (.019) .090 (.011) .049 (.008) 

In-group attachment =3 .267 (.016) .284 (.016) .353 (.017) .065 (.008) .029 (.005) 

In-group attachment =4 .347 (.031) .292 (.016) .298 (.023) .045 (.008) .017 (.005) 

In-group attachment =5 (low) .433 (.054) .284 (.018) .241 (.034) .029 (.009) .010 (.004) 

      

Forced to move .214 (.016) .269 (.015) .389 (.018) .084 (.010) .043 (.007) 

Not forced to move .300 (.022) .289 (.016) .330 (.019) .056 (.008) .024 (.005) 

      

BiH citizen identity .286 (.021) .288 (.016) .339 (.018) .059 (.008) .026 (.005) 

Non-BiH citizen identity .206 (.019) .266 (.016) .394 (.019) .087 (.011) .046 (.008) 

      

Male .205 (.019) .266 (.015) .395 (.019) .087 (.011) .046 (.008) 

Female .149 (.031) .235 (.022) .421 (.023) .116 (.020) .074 (.019) 

      

Living status = 1 (high) .186 (.026) .257 (.017) .406 (.021) .096 (.015) .054 (.012) 

Living status = 2 .217 (.018) .270 (.015) .387 (.018) .083 (.010) .043 (.008) 

Living status = 3 .251 (.015) .281 (.016) .365 (.017) .071 (.008) .033 (.006) 

Living status = 4 (low) .288 (.023) .288 (.016) .339 (.020) .059 (.009) .026 (.006) 

      

      

Able to forgive .214 (.020) .269 (.016) .389 (.020) .084 (.011) .044 (.008) 

Never able to forgive .195 (.026) .261 (.017) .401 (.022) .092 (.014) .051 (.001) 

      

Age =20 .271 (.026) .284 (.016) .351 (.022) .065 (.010) .030 (.007) 

Age =40 .251 (.015) .281 (.016) .364 (.017) .070 (.008) .033 (.006) 

Age =60 .233 (.018) .276 (.015) .376 (.018) .076 (.010) .038 (.007) 

Age =80 .216 (.028) .269 (.018) .387 (.023) .084 (.014) .044 (.011) 

 

between Croat/non-Croat identities and a 14% difference between most and least religious.   

Setting other variables at their mean values, if we take a 20 year old non-religious wealthy 

female Bosniak who considers herself a Bosnian citizen who meets other nationalities daily, 
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who was forced to move in the war and whose attachment to the Bosniak ethnic group is low, 

her chances of “strongly agreeing” or “agreeing” that she would like more friends of different 

nationalities is 92%.  Contrast this high ratio with that of 14.4% for a poor, male, religious, 80 

year old Croat who does not meet other nationalities in his daily life, whose in-group 

attachment is high and who does not consider himself a citizen of BiH. 

 Overall, the model for the preferences of ethnically-mixed friendships is more 

parsimonious and a better fit to the general hypotheses outlined earlier in this paper.  In some 

ways, answers to this question are less constrained by circumstances than for the one about the 

current state of friendships which is highly affected by the nature of the community in which 

the respondent lives.  Persons in mono-ethnic communities can more readily express a 

preference for more friends of different nationalities than might have friends from other groups, 

perhaps constrained by their residence in mono-ethnic communities.  Bosnia-Herzegovina is 

now highly segregated and while the preferences showed that about half of the respondents 

want more friends from other groups, such choices may not always be accessible.   

 

Conclusions 

 

The results of this study can provoke both hope and concern.  The optimistic note is sounded by 

the fact that almost half (47%) of Bosnian adults want more friends from different nationalities. 

The differences in preferences between the ethnic groups are not dramatic.  The pessimistic note 

is related to the fact that 41% of all respondents stated that all or most of their friends were from 

their own nationality.  Analysis of the responses by geographic location and by explanations 

related to modernization, ethnic competition and war experiences indicated that all proved 

useful in understanding the distributions.  Richer people, trusting persons, people optimistic 

about the economic future of their region, people who meet other ethnicities daily, males, older 

respondents, those with more education and those whose civic identity was of greater 

importance than their ethnic one all tended to have more friends from mixed nationalities and 

wanted to have more.  By contrast, religious people, those more attached to their ethnic group 

over the past 15 years, those forced to move during or after the war, and those who trust only 

their own nationality had fewer friends from mixed nationalities and did not agree that they 

wanted more.  The geographic distribution indicated the primacy of the urban-rural factor for 
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both questions, and while respondents in the sample points in the Republika Srpska had fewer 

friends from the other nations (Bosniaks and Croats) than those in the Federation of Croats and 

Bosniaks, this regional difference is not apparent in the preferences for more friends for 

different nationalities and are determined by the higher levels of ethnic cleansing in the 

Republika Srpska.   

 The implications for friendship patterns across ethnic lines for reconciliation after  

conflicts are significant.  As phrased by Licklider (1995, 681) “ Sustained wars produce and 

reinforce hatred that does not end with the violence. “ By virtue of the nature of pre-war Bosnia-

Herzegovina with more mixed communities and histories of relative tolerance, older people in 

the sample have more friends from different nationalities but younger people show a higher 

preference for mixed friendships. As Paula Pickering’s (2007) book stresses, the prospects for 

peacebuilding are meager if ordinary people are not vested in such activities in their daily lives 

and if they see few benefits in top-down efforts.   Pickering indicates how peacebuilding efforts 

filter down to communities that were adversely affected by the war and the deep rupture of 

past friendship and support networks.  Rebuilding these friendships is thus a key element in the 

reconciliation process in a society where ethnic attachments have become very strong.  If these 

attachments hinder friendships, top-down efforts to build peace will be thwarted.   

International concerns about the continued ethnicization of Bosnian social and political 

life is both validated and challenged by the results of this study.   While electoral politics is still 

ethnic-based, as the recent 2006 election indicated, it appears that ordinary people are willing to 

consider cross-ethnic friendships and cooperation.  The gap between ethnic elites and operators 

and their constituents, remarked by many scholars of nationalisms in the former Communist 

countries, is evident still in BiH.  Playing the “ethnic card” for electoral purposes is 

understandable and in fact, it is somewhat encouraged by the Dayton Accords that certified the 

ethnic divisions made so evident by the fighting and ethnic cleansing.   Rejection of the political 

strategy of ethnic entrepreneurs by many Bosnians has still not occurred despite their personal 

connections across ethnic lines.
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Appendix:  Variables Used in the Analysis and their Distributional Values. 
 
Dependent variables: 
 
Closest friends:  “Who are your closest friends?  Are they all from your nationality, mostly from 
your nationality, mixed nationalities, mostly from other nationalities, or are they all from other 
nationalities”  Possible responses also included “don’t know” and “refuse to answer.” 
 
Distribution of responses by nationality: 

Total  Bosniak Serb  Croat 
 
All my nationality   18.4%  18.0%  23.4%  7.9% 
Mostly my nationality  34.5%  36.5%  31.2%  36.1%   
Mixed nationalities   44.1%  42.6%  41.6%  53.5% 
Mostly other nationalities  0.9%  0.5%  1.1%  1.6%   
All other nationalities   0.6%  0.6%  0.4%  0.6% 
Don’t know    1.3%  1.2%  2.0%  0.3% 
Refusal    0.3%  0.5%  0.0%  0.0% 
 
 
Friends’ preference: “To what extent do you agree with the following statement – I would like 
to have friends among people of difference nationalities in this region.”  
 
Distribution of responses by nationality  

Total  Bosniak Serb  Croat 
 
Strongly agree    23.6%  22.9%  17.6%  39.3% 
Mostly agree    23.8%  25.0%  23.9%  19.9%   
Neither agree nor disagree  34.6%  32.8%  38.8%  30.7% 
Mostly disagree   7.3%  7.9%  8.5%  2.9%   
Strongly disagree   4.7%  4.9%  5.7%  1.9% 
Don’t know    0.5%  0.5%  0.6%  0.3% 
Refuse to answer   5.5%  6.0%  5.0%  5.6% 
Independent predictors : (not including don’t know and refuse to answer) 
 
Age        Median age 54 
Live in mixed area (meet other nationalities daily)  54% 
Gender       58.2% female 
Educated (have higher than high school education)  65.4% 
Predict future of entity definitely improve 5%, probably improve 29%, no change 40%, 

probably deteriorate 19.9%, definite deteriorate 5.7% 
Living status  Buy everything 10%, buy everything except durable goods 19.8%, 

just enough money for food 40.5%, not enough money for food 
20.7%  

Witnessed violence  27.3% 
Ethnicity Bosniak 46.56%  Serb 36.4% Croat 16.0% 
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Pride in ethnic group Very proud 63.8%, Quite proud 16.0%, Neutral 17.3%, Not very 
proud 1.6%, Not proud at all 1.3% 

Forced to move  50.5%  
Attachment to group Much stronger 7.2%, Strong 17.3%, stay the same 73.4%, Less 

attachment 1.7%, much weaker attachment 0.4% 
General trust Trust most people 18.5%, Need to be careful 81.5% 
Religiosity (attendance) Never attend 3.0%, Rarely 21.6%, at least yearly 12.7%, several 

times a year 31.6%, more often than monthly 31.1% 
First identity  BiH citizen 45.8%; ethnic identity first 54.2%    
Able to forgive violence Strongly agree 24.3% agree 19.9% neutral 34.5%, disagree 12.4%, 

strongly disagree 8.8% 
Mixed ethnic parentage 6.5% 
Affected more by war 24.9%; same as neighbors 75.1% 
Member of ethnic org. 4.5% 
Only trust my nationality Strongly agree 10.8%, agree 18.3%, neutral 32.8%, disagree 21.8%, 

strongly disagree 15.7% 
Lived Abroad 5.6% yes: 94.4% no 
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