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Abstract 
 
Bosnia and Herzegovina has experienced a turbulent post-independence transition. It can be 
argued that the level of trust is likely to have been negatively affected by this turbulence and 
that it is important to restore trust to achieve sustainable political and economic development. 
This paper looks at trust in Bosnia and Herzegovina and puts a special focus on the role of 
ethnicity. We find generalized trust to be low in Bosnia and Herzegovina and it seems to have 
declined in recent years. Moreover, generalized trust is negatively affected by the degree of 
ethnic heterogeneity in the region. However, a further and more detailed examination of trust 
reveals a more complex relationship between ethnicity and trust: people tend to show low 
levels of trust in all other people irrespective of their ethnic belongings. We argue that ethnic 
distribution might capture some other regional specific characteristics that also affect the level 
of trust. One possibility is that ethnically heterogeneous regions tended to be severely affected 
by the war and that this has negatively affected the level of trust towards all people outside of 
a person’s family. 
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1. INTRODUCTION1 

The situation in Bosnia-Herzegovina (here in after “Bosnia”) has stabilized in recent years 

with an end to the war (1992-95), and with the growth of the economy. Still, the economic 

and political situation remains fragile and it is questionable if the conditions for long-term 

recovery and stability are in place. It is often argued that trust between people positively 

affects economic and political development (e.g. North, 1990; Putnam, 2000). Trust is 

therefore likely to be of large importance for a sustainable recovery in Bosnia.  

Trust is fragile in the sense that it is takes a long time and is difficult to build, but it is easily 

ruined (McGregor, 1967, p.163). There are, therefore, reasons to believe that trust is low and 

difficult to regain in Bosnia, considering the country’s turbulent past. For instance, it is often 

argued that socialism has a negative effect on trust and that post-socialist countries are 

characterized by low levels of trust (Seligman, 1992; Nichols, 1996; Holland, 1998; Raiser, 

1999, Raiser et al., 2001, Lovell, 2001).2 Perhaps more importantly, trust in Bosnia can be 

expected to be low following the 1992-1995 war. The war was partly fought along ethnic 

lines and the high ethnic heterogeneity of Bosnia might be a difficult obstacle for increasing 

the level of trust.3  

 The literature gives little guidance to how and if ethnic heterogeneity affects the level 

of trust. Indeed, whereas the literature on trust and its economic and political outcome is 

large, there is considerably less written on factors determining individuals’ level of trust 

(Durlauf and Fafchamps, 2004, p.54; Fidrmuc and Gërxhani, 2005, p.2). Accordingly, 

considering the importance of trust in Bosnia, there are unfortunately few studies on the issue. 

One exception is the World Value Survey (1998), which found a relatively high level of trust 
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in 1998. However, there are no studies that examine trust in more recent years or studies that 

try to explain individuals’ levels of trust.  

This paper examines individuals’ trust through an omnibus survey conducted in 

Bosnia in 2003. We also try to identify determinants to differences between individuals’ 

levels of trust. Our focus is on both regional and individual specific characteristics, with a 

special emphasis on ethnicity. Our results suggest that trust is low in Bosnia and it seems to 

have decreased in recent years. Moreover, trust is particularly low among individuals in 

ethnically heterogeneous provinces and in relatively poor households. However, the picture is 

more complex and it seems that individuals show low trust in all other individuals outside of 

the family, whether or not they belong to the same ethnic group. 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II discusses the theoretical and 

empirical literature on trust with a special focus on ethnicity and trust. The paper continues 

with descriptive figures of trust in Bosnia, followed by a statistical analysis of determinants to 

trust. The analysis continues with a more detailed look at who people trust and the paper ends 

with some concluding remarks. 

 

2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND PREVIOUS LITERATURE 

Social capital has been defined as generalized trust, reciprocity and networks (Putnam, 1993). 

Generalized trust is defined as trusting most people, including both people you know well and 

strangers. Empirical studies tend to find various positive effects of high trust. More precisely, 

research in different disciplines finds high levels of trust to promote democratization, 

economic investments and growth, responsive and well-performing institutions, low levels of 

violence and other criminal behavior, as well as individual health and personal happiness (e.g. 

Baum, 1997; Knack and Keefer, 1997; La Porta, 1997; Ingelhart 1999; Newton 1999; Putnam 

2000; Zak and Knack, 2001; Durlauf and Fafchamps, 2004). 
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Countries differ substantially in their level of trust (e.g. World Value Survey, 1998). 

The difference depends in part on differences in the institutional settings, since government 

policies and political institutions create, channel and influence the amount and type of social 

capital (Berman, 1997; Hall, 1999; Levi, 1998; Stolle, 2004; Tarrow, 1996).  

The characteristics and experience of individuals will also affect their level of trust 

(Platteau, 1994:760; Hardin, 2002). Experience is a broad concept and difficult to assess in 

empirical studies, but may partly be captured by variables such as age, gender, education, and 

income.  

Moreover, trust is not only affected by an individual’s characteristics but also by 

actions and interactions of individuals. For instance, society-centered approaches see regular 

social interaction, preferably as membership in voluntary associations, as the most important 

mechanism for the formation of social capital (Banfield, 1958; Putnam, 1993).4 Putnam 

(2000) argues that through affiliation, people learn the basic norms of cooperation and 

reciprocity and learn to trust each other.  

Others argue instead that contacts may increase or decrease ethnic prejudice 

depending on the conditions in which contact takes place (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1971). 

Positive effects of contact arises primarily when groups possess equal status, seek common 

goals, are cooperatively dependent on each other, and interact with the positive support of 

authorities, laws or customs.  

Knack and Keefer (1997) found membership in certain types of organization with re-

distributive objectives (for example trades unions) to be associated with higher levels of 

generalized trust. Membership in other cultural and recreational groups appeared to have no 

effect on generalized trust, and membership in religious organizations was associated with a 

decreased level of generalized trust. They conclude that membership in associations overall 

was not associated with increased trust. Uslaner (2002) argues, in a critique of Putnam’s 
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theory, that people who join associations, so called ‘joiners’, appear to be more trusting from 

the outset, so that it is not the associational membership per se that explains their higher level 

of trust. Moreover, Blumer (1958) suggests that individual feelings are overridden by group 

positions on the issue of prejudice.5 

One issue of particular relevance to Bosnia Herzegovina is the issue of ethnicity and trust. As 

pointed out by Mihaylova (2004, p.23), this is an issue that has been almost completely 

neglected in the research on Central and Eastern Europe.6 It is often argued that countries with 

ethnically homogeneous populations should exhibit high levels of generalized trust (Knack 

and Keefer, 1997). Where societies are polarized by ethnic, political, religious or income 

differences, associations may also be polarized along the same lines. Relatively homogenous 

associations in heterogeneous societies may strengthen trust and cooperative norms within the 

group, but weaken trust and cooperative norms between groups (Knack and Keefer, 

1997:1278). 

Zak and Knack (2001) found that ethnic homogeneity increased trust, but the positive 

effect was non-linear; once the proportion of the largest ethnic group decreased below two-

thirds of the total population, the relationship reversed. In other words, after this point, the 

more heterogeneous the population, the higher the levels of generalized trust. Moreover, 

Alesina and La Ferrara (2002) find that trust in the US is negatively associated with 

community heterogeneity. On the contrary, Fafchamps (2003) finds little evidence of an effect 

of ethnicity on trust among traders in a sample of African countries.  

In one of the very few studies on ethnicity and trust in Eastern Europe, Dowley and 

Silver (2002) conclude that determinants of trust might differ between ethnically homogenous 

and heterogeneous societies. Another study related to our work is Fidrmuc and Gërxhani 

(2005). Their study is neither on trust nor on ethnicity, but they examine individual 

determinants to a group of variables aimed at measuring social capital, in a sample of 
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countries consisting of European Union members and candidates. Their findings suggest that 

social capital is positively affected by income and education, and negatively affected by 

unemployment, retirement, and gender (female). 

There is a related branch of the literature that looks at the effect of ethnic composition 

on economic outcomes. One example is the study by Easterly and Levine (1997) who find a 

negative effect of ethnic heterogeneity on economic growth. They argue that the mechanism 

might be that ethnic conflicts inhibit public good provision and thereby impede economic 

growth. 

 

3. SOCIAL TRUST IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 

The Social Trust Survey was conducted as a face-to-face interview as part of a bi-monthly 

Omnibus survey implemented by Prism Research in December 2003.7 The sample size is 

1,858 respondents. In addition to questions on social trust, the survey also collected basic 

demographic information, as well as the socio-economic status of respondents. 

We follow a commonly used approach in the literature on trust and measure trust by 

the response to the question “Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be 

trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?”  

 

 -Figure 1 about here - 

 

Figure 1 shows that 14.5 percent of the respondents answered that most people can be 

trusted and that 85.5 percent thought that one had to be careful in dealing with people. We can 

compare the results with the World Value Survey (1998), which found 26.9 percent of the 

respondents to be trusting in Bosnia in 1997. Differences in the construction of surveys can of 

course lead to different results. However, the two surveys are very similar in the questions 
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asked, sample size, and selection of households. Considering the large difference in trust 

between the two studies, about 12 percentage points, it leads us to conclude that trust has 

decreased in Bosnia in recent years.  

That trust in Bosnia was negatively affected by the war is not surprising and has been 

discussed in previous studies (e.g. World Bank, 2002), but our results suggest that trust has 

continued to decline after the war. One can only speculate on the reasons behind this decline. 

One reason often voiced by people in Bosnia is that optimism about the future was relatively 

high in 1998, shortly after the end to the war. However, the expectations have not been 

fulfilled, which in turn might affect aspects such as trust between people.8 There are similar 

results for other Southeast European countries that lend some support to this argument. For 

instance, Mihaylova (2004, p.69) cites work on Romania where trust is argued to have 

decreased as a result of poor government performance and the failure to achieve rapid 

economic development.  

We can also compare our results to the situation in neighboring countries. Trust is 

generally low in the Balkans, but the figure for Bosnia is low even in comparison with the 

region. For instance, Mungiu-Pippidi (2005) examines trust in 2003 in five Southeast 

European countries: Romania, Bulgaria, Serbia, Montenegro, and Macedonia. Trust was 

highest in Macedonia where 48 percent said that most people can be trusted, and lowest in 

Montenegro with 19 percent. The figures for Bulgaria, Serbia and Romania were 30, 32, and 

42 percent respectively.  

The low level of trust shown in Figure 1 is likely to have negative effects on political 

and economic development in Bosnia. For instance, Zak and Knack (2001) show that 

investments are effectively stalled at trust levels below 26%. The level of trust in Bosnia is 

well below this cut off point. 
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Trust differs greatly between regions in Bosnia (Figure 1). For instance, more than 50 

percent of the population in West-Herzegovina responded that most people can be trusted, a 

figure that is substantially higher than in any other region. Trust is also relatively high, but 

well below 50 percent of the population, in regions such as East Pale, and in the Bosniak part 

of Central Bosnia.9 On the other end of the distribution, trust is particularly low in regions 

such as the Una-Sana Canton, where almost no respondents trusted people in general, and in 

Posavina, Gorazde and Tuzla.10  

As previously stated, there are reasons to believe that ethnic composition affects the 

level of trust, and that differences in trust can partly be explained by differences in ethnic 

homogeneity. We therefore calculated a variable ETHNIC as the standard deviation of ethnic 

shares in a region to measure the degree of ethnic homogeneity. In other words, the 

proportions of Bosniak, Serbs, Croats, and Others in each region were calculated from the 

sample. The standard error for each region was then calculated. This means that if a region 

has a large standard error, it has a high ethnic homogeneity (one group dominates).11 Figure 2 

shows the standard error for each region sorted from high ethnic homogeneity to low.12 

 

 -Figure 2 about here- 

 

All regions are ethnically biased in the sense that they all have more homogenous 

populations than the total average for Bosnia (last column in Figure 2). Gorazde, Trebinje and 

West Herzegovina are the most ethnically homogenous regions, and Brcko, Posavina, and the 

Bosniak part of Neretva are the most ethnically heterogeneous regions.  

The figures in Figure 1 and 2 seem to suggest a positive relationship between the level 

of ethnic homogeneity and general trust: six out of the nine regions that are found in the upper 
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half in terms of ethnic homogeneity (Figure 2) are also in the upper half in the level of trust 

(Figure 1).  

The picture is, however, far from clear. For example, Gorazde Canton and Trebinje 

South East Region are calculated as the most ethnically homogeneous regions but have low 

levels of generalized trust. Gorazde was a Bosniak enclave in a predominantly Serbian area, 

which might explain the low level of trust. 13 The region was the scene of some of the most 

violent fighting during the war and is today a very depressed part of Bosnia with low incomes 

and high unemployment.  

Accordingly, Trebjine has, during the last years, been characterized by severe conflicts 

between Bosniak and Serb nationalists. Violent demonstrations and riots have been common, 

often triggered by, for instance, the renovation or construction of churches and mosques. It 

can also be noted that the region with the lowest level of trust, Una-Sana (with the most well-

known town Bihac) also has a very special history that might explain the low level of trust. 

The Bosniak regime in Una-Sana under the leader Fikret Abdic did not only fight the Serbs 

during the war, but also the national Bosniak regime in Sarajevo. This situation led to a 

situation where Una-Sana became politically isolated and where its citizens are often said to 

experience a sense of being betrayed by everyone in Bosnia.  

The discussion above highlights that there are a number of variables that might affect 

the level of trust. We therefore continue in the next section with a more detailed analysis of 

the determinants of trust. 

 

4. STATISTICAL MODEL AND RESULTS 

Our statistical analysis is based on a logit model, expressed as: 

 

(1) GTRUST = f (Age, Gender, Education, Income, Rural, Ethnicity, Active) 
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Trust is measured as in the previous discussion and can take the value 0 (careful) or 1 (trust). 

Age and Education are divided into three cohorts each, and Income is measured as a 

categorical variable with six different income groups. Rural is a dummy variable included to 

capture differences between urban and rural populations. Active is a variable with the value 

one for persons with active membership in voluntary associations. Ethnicity is the previously 

discussed variable on the degree of regional ethnic homogeneity. In addition, we include 

dummy variables for Serbs and Croats. The construction of variables is described in more 

detail in Table 1.  

  

  -Table 1 about here- 

 

The results from our logit model are shown in Table 2. Estimation one shows that 

people in ethnically homogenous regions are more trusting than people in ethnically 

heterogeneous regions.  

As previously discussed, individual characteristics are likely to affect the level of trust 

and we try to control for such aspects in Estimation 2. Only household income is found to 

have a statistically significant effect on the level of trust: high household income increases the 

level of trust. The result is in accordance with most previous studies and it is often argued that 

trust is negatively affected by an everyday struggle to survive (Foster, 1965). People with 

secondary or tertiary education do not show higher trust than people with only primary 

education; rural people do not differ from urban people in trust of other people; males are in 

the aspect of trust no different from women; and middle aged and old people trust their fellow 

beings as much, or as little, as young people do. Moreover, the inclusion of individual 

characteristics does not change the positive and statistically significant effect of Ethnic. 
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  -Table 2 about here- 

 

As previously said, social interaction in voluntary associations are sometimes argued 

to increase trust, but there is also a risk that associations along ethnic lines might serve to 

decrease trust of other ethnic groups (Rothstein, 2003, p.50). We include a variable for active 

membership in voluntary associations in Estimation 3 to examine the issue further. The 

variable is positive and statistically significant, suggesting that members of voluntary 

associations show a comparable high level of trust. The positive effect of ethnically 

homogenous regions on trust is not affected by the inclusion of Active. 

Estimation 4 examines if trust differs between the three main ethnic groups by 

including dummy variables for Serbs and Croats. Hence, Bosniaks are the group of 

comparison. Serbs are not found to differ from Bosniaks, but Croats are found to be more 

trusting. Ethnic remains statistically significant. Estimation 5, finally, includes an alternative 

measure on ethnic homogeneity, Ethnic2, measured as the share of the largest ethnic group. 

The use of this alternative measure does not change the main result: people in ethnically 

homogenous regions tend to be relatively trusting.   

The results might be interesting for policy makers, in particular considering the issue 

of minority returns, which has been one of the highest priorities within the international 

community since the Dayton peace agreement in late 1995. It seems fair to say that this 

priority has not been based on any thorough analysis of its economic and political 

consequences, and our results do at least suggest that there is a risk that the programs might 

decrease trust.14 It is therefore warranted that such programs are complemented by carefully 

designed policies to increase trust. Such programs are relatively scarce and the ones that exist 

often focus on the creation of Western style non-governmental organizations, a policy that has 
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been subject to criticism (Pavic, 2001). To discuss the possible nature of such programs is 

beyond the scope of this paper, but our results indicate that encouragement of voluntary 

associations might be one area that could have a positive effect on trust and perhaps balance a 

negative effect from increased ethnic heterogeneity. 

 

 5. EXTENSION: WHO DO YOU TRUST? 

The analysis above suggests that general trust is low in Bosnia and that it is particularly low 

for low-income individuals who are not members of voluntary associations and who live in 

ethnically diversified regions. The analysis focused on generalized trust. Again, generalized 

trust is about trusting people in general, all people across ethnical boundaries and national 

restraints. To get a more detailed picture on the nature of trust in Bosnia, we continue to look 

also at partial trust. Partial trust is about turning towards “your own” and trusting your own 

community. 

 We look in more detail at whom the respondents trust with the following question: 

 

People have different opinions about different groups of people. Do you think you can trust: 

All, Most, Some, No people in the following groups. 

 

The six groups included were Family/relatives, Neighbors, Other People you know well, 

People with your own nationality, People with other nationality, People with a different way 

of life (e.g. professional career, different values, financial/social status, rural/urban etc).15 

  

 -Figure 3 about here- 
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Figure 3 shows the result of the question. In the figure we have added the “All” and 

“Most”-responses (positive signs), and “No” and “Some” responses (negative signs). Hence, 

on the left side of the figure we show how large a proportion answered that they trust some or 

no one in a respective group. On the right side we have the proportion of the respondents that 

answered that they trust all or most of the respective group. 

Figure 3 shows an expected pattern of declining trust the socially further away the 

group is from the respondent. More precisely, respondents reported high levels of trust within 

families. Trust between neighbors and towards other well-known people shows a reduction 

from the level of trust within the family. Trust in strangers (people with a different nationality 

or a different way of life) shows again a reduction in trust in relation to people that the 

respondent knows well. The level of trust in strangers lies in line with the low levels of 

general trust.16 Interestingly, the figures for those who trust people with a different way of life 

mirror the figures for those who trust people of another ethnicity, perhaps indicating a broad 

lack of trust in the ‘unknown’. 

  

  -Table 3 about here- 

 

We continue in Table 3, where we examine how individuals trust people from their 

own and other nationalities. We put the two questions in a cross-table to better describe the 

data and to detect a possible correlation. For instance, the box all/all includes 30 respondents 

who indicated that they trusted all from their own nationality and all from other nationalities. 

The figures in brackets shows that, for instance, of all the respondents (84 in total) who 

trusted all people of their own nationality, 35.7 percent trusted all people of the other 

nationality.  
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 Table 3 offers some interesting insights. First and as previously found, the level of 

trust is rather low. It is interesting to note that the level of trust is low both for people from the 

same ethnic group and for people from other ethnic groups. More precisely, a vast majority of 

the respondents answer that one can only trust some people of the same ethnic group and 

some people of other ethnic groups. Secondly, there is a strong correlation between trust for 

their own ethnic group and trust for people from other ethnic groups. For instance, about 60 

percent of those who trusted all people from their own nationality trust all or most people 

from other nationalities. Accordingly, almost all people who trust only some of their own 

nationality trust some or no people of other nationalities. The strong relation between trust of 

their own and other nationalities was confirmed by a positive correlation coefficient of 0.52 

between “trust people from your own nationality” and “trust people from other nationalities” 

(not shown).  

 Of the respondents who trust no one from other nationalities, about a quarter are 

people who trust no one from their own nationality either. A further third trust some of their 

own nationality, and a small group of only 36 individuals trust all (8) or most (28) of their 

own nationality, but no one from other nationalities. 

 The results in Table 3 give a more complex picture of ethnic heterogeneity and trust 

than what was offered from the statistical results in Table 2. Again, it was previously found 

that people in ethnically heterogeneous regions tend not to trust other people. However, the 

results in Tables 2 and 3 suggest that they tend not to trust people of other nationalities or of 

their own nationality. Trust is low for everyone outside of the own family. Hence, it is 

possible that the previously found positive effect from Ethnicity captures something other 

than trust in people belonging to their own ethnic group. One possible explanation could be if 

ethnically heterogeneous regions were the worst affected by the war, which might have a 

negative effect on general and partial trust. Indeed, many of the regions with low trust, such as 
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Una-Sana, Gorazde, and Brcko (Figure 1), were also the worst affected by the war. It is 

therefore plausible that ethnicity has more of an indirect effect on trust: ethnically 

heterogeneous regions might run a comparable high risk of political turmoil, and turmoil has a 

negative effect on trust in all people, irrespective of nationality, outside of their own family.   

 

6. CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Trust is low in Bosnia and Herzegovina and it has declined in recent years. This might not 

come as a surprise considering the turbulent last decade. Moreover, Bosnia and Herzegovina 

is an ethnically heterogeneous country and it is often argued that this could have a negative 

effect on trust. We do find people in ethnically heterogeneous regions to show lower levels of 

trust than people in ethnically homogenous regions. Moreover, people with high incomes 

show higher trust than people with low incomes, as do people that are actively engaged in 

voluntary associations. We also find high levels of trust persisting within the traditional social 

fabric of families in Bosnia Herzegovina. Additionally, the number of people reporting 

outright distrust of other nationalities is small. Still, the level of trust outside of family 

networks is relatively low. 

One interesting result from our survey shows that there is a positive correlation 

between trust in people from the respondent’s own nationality and trust in people from other 

nationalities: the more you trust people from your own nationality, the more likely is it that 

you should trust people from other nationalities as well. 

Perhaps the strongest conclusion from our study is that the relation between ethnicity 

and trust is not straightforward. It is on the one hand seen that trust is low in ethnically 

heterogeneous regions, but we have also found that people who don’t trust people of other 

nationalities do not trust people of their own nationality (outside of their own family) either. 

Hence, the ethnic distribution in a region might capture something else that also affects the 
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level of trust. One possibility is that the regions with different ethnic distributions also have a 

different historical experience and that this might affect the level of trust of the regions’ 

citizens. 

 

 

NOTES 

 

                                                 
1 We are grateful for valuable comments and suggestions by Lena Andersson, Hiroshi Ono, 

Reza Keivanzadeh and Örjan Sjöberg. 

2 See Kolankiewicz (1996) for a different opinion. 

3 Other obstacles for trust in Bosnia include a lack of transparency in government procedures 

(UNDP, 2003a) and a weak civil society (UNDP, 2003b). 

4 More informal types of social interactions have also been emphasized in later work. 

5 These arguments get some support in Stolle (1991) who shows that members of associations 

do not become more trusting over time. See also Taylor (2000) who argues that networks and 

clubs can penalize non-members. 

6 Durlauf and Fafchamps (2004, p.54), in another survey of the literature on social capital, 

note that while there is a relatively rich literature on the effects of social capital, there are very 

few formal studies on determinants of social capital. 

7 For more information on the survey, see 

www.prismresearch.ba/eng/sind_research/sind_research_f2f_omnibus.htm. See also 

Håkansson and Hargreaves (2004, Appendix 4).  

8 Donais (2005) observes a similar pessimism of the future among Bosnians. 

9 The Central Bosnia and Neretva Cantons are divided in two regions each according to the 

ethnic majority. 
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10 Our result of sub-national differences in trust corresponds to similar finding in Romania 

where social capital is significantly higher in Transylvania compared to the rest of the country 

(Badescu and Sum, 2005). 

11 The standard error measures the distance from the mean. If one group dominates, for 

example its proportion of the population is 0.9, and two other groups account for 0.05 of the 

population each, the standard error will turn out greater than if each of the three groups 

account for 0.33 of the population. 

12 Other studies have calculated ethnic homogeneity in a different way. For example, Sullivan 

(1991), and Zak and Knack (2000), used the proportion of the largest ethnic group. Such 

measure might be less suitable with several ethnic groups. However, we recalculated our 

ETHNIC variable according to this method, with little effect on the results (not shown). 

13 Today Gorazde belongs to the Croat and Bosniak dominated Federation (FBiH). Gorazde 

was of specific interest during the peace-negotiation in Dayton, see for example Holbrook 

(1999). 

14 It should be noted, however, that so far over 80% of returnees have gone to areas where 

before the war they were part of an ethnic majority (Mitchell, 2004, p. 211), and they have 

therefore not increased the ethnic heterogeneity to any larger extent.  

15 We follow the terminology used in Bosnia where Serbs, Bosniaks, and Croats are 

commonly, and slightly misleading, referred to as different nationalities. 

16 People with other nationality, All+Most: 13.6 %. People with a different way of life, 

All+Most: 14.6 %. The levels are not significantly different from the 14.7 % of generalized 

trusters. 
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Figure 1. Generalized trust by region in Bosnia Herzegovina, percent 
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Figure 2. Ethnic homogeneity in regions 
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Table 1. Variables used in the statistical analysis 
Variable Expected 

sign 
Explanation 

GTRUST Depend. Question: Circle the statement you agree 
with the most? 
“Most people can be trusted” = 1 
“You must be careful dealing with people” = 
0 

MIDAGE ? age 36-50 = 1, if not (others) = 0 
OLD AGE + >51 = 1, if not = 0 
Secondary 
school 

+ Secondary schooling = 1, others = 0 

Tertiary school + Tertiary schooling = 1, others = 0 
Household 
Income 

+ Question: Concerning the fact that the 
average incomes by households in Bosnia are 
400 KM at the moment, in which category 
would you put your household? 
On the edge of existence = 1 
Considerably below average = 2 
Somewhat below average = 3 
Around average = 4 
Somewhat above average = 5 
Considerably above average = 6 

ETHNIC + The proportion of Bosniacs, Serbs, Croats 
and Others in the sample has been calculated 
for each region. On the basis of these 
proportions the standard error has been 
calculated. This means: More ethnical 
homogeneous region, higher standard 
deviation and higher value on ETHNIC. 

ETHNIC2 + The largest proportion in each region. 
Male ? If male = 1 if female = 0 
Serb ? If Serb = 1 if not (Croat, Bosniac, Others) = 

0 
Croat ? If Croat = 1 if not (Croat, Serb, Others) = 0 
Active + If active member in any voluntary 

association = 1 if not (passive or not a 
member) = 0 
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Table 2. Determinants of generalised Trust. Logit estimations (dependent variable –
GTRUST)  

Variables Estimation 1 Estimation 2 Estimation 3 Estimation 4 Estimation 5
Constant 
 
Ethnic  
 
Ethnic2 
 
Secondary School 
 
Tertiary School 
 
Household Income 
 
Rural 
 
Male 
 
Middle age 
 
Old age 
 
Active  
 
Serb 
 
Croat 
 
Number of obs. 
 
Pseudo R2 
 

-5.8 
(0.51)*** 
11.86 
(1.41)*** 
-- 
 
-- 
 
-- 
 
-- 
 
-- 
 
-- 
 
-- 
 
-- 
 
-- 
 
-- 
 
-- 
 
1,723 
 
0.05 

-6.27 
(0.55)*** 
10.98 
(1.43)*** 
-- 
 
-0.20 
(0.20) 
-0.26 
(0.24) 
0.28 
(0.06)*** 
-0.07 
(0.15) 
-0.15 
(0.14) 
-0.23 
(0.18) 
0.22 
(0.19) 
-- 
 
-- 
 
-- 
 
1,723 
 
0.07 
 

-6.03 
(0.55)*** 
10.11 
(1.45)*** 
-- 
 
-0.20 
(0.20) 
-0.26 
(0.24) 
0.25 
(0.06)*** 
-0.03 
(0.15) 
-0.18 
(0.14) 
-0.21 
(0.18) 
0.25 
(0.19) 
0.45 
(0.15)*** 
-- 
 
-- 
 
1,723 
 
0.08 

-5.76 
(0.55)*** 
8.95 
(1.52)*** 
-- 
 
-0.21 
(0.20) 
-0.25 
(0.25) 
0.23 
(0.06)*** 
-0.03 
(0.15) 
-0.19 
(0.15) 
-0.20 
(0.18) 
0.23 
(0.19) 
0.36 
(0.16)** 
0.26 
(0.19) 
0.55 
(0.19)*** 
1,723 
 
0.09 
 

-6.47 
(0.68)*** 
-- 
 
4.48 
(0.80)*** 
-0.21 
(0.20) 
-0.26 
(0.24) 
0.23 
(0.06)*** 
-0.03 
(0.15) 
-0.19 
(0.15) 
-0.20 
(0.18) 
0.24 
(0.19) 
0.37 
(0.16)** 
0.28 
(0.19) 
0.59 
(0.19)*** 
1,723 
 
0.08 

Note: Standard errors within brackets. * - significant at a 10 percent level; ** - significant at a 
5 percent level: *** - significant at a 1 percent level.  
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Figure 3. Do you think you can trust the following groups? 
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Source: Survey, 2003.  
Note: Declined to answer and don’t know answers have been excluded. 
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 Table 3. “Can you trust people from your own nationality?” 
 vs. “Can you trust people from other nationalities?”  
 Trust other nationalities 

 All Most Some No Total 
      
All 30 20 26 8 84 
 (35.7%) (23.8%) (31.0%) (9.5%) (100%) 
Most 7 152 190 28 377 
 (1.9%) (40.3%) (50.4%) (7.4%) (100%) 
Some 3 25 950 230 1208 
 (0.2%) (2.1%) (78.6%) (19%) (100%) 
No 1 6 12 90 109 
 (0.9%) (5.5%) (11.0%) (82.6%) (100%) 
Total 41 203 1178 356 1778 
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 (2.3%) (11.4%) (66.3%) (20.0%) (100%) 
Source: Survey, 2003.  
Note: Declined to answer and don’t know answers have been excluded. 
 


