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In 1995, the Dayton Peace Agreement (DPA) ended the Bosnian War, a conflict 

fought along ethnic lines that claimed nearly 100,000 lives. The DPA created a new 

Bosnian government based on a power-sharing model that allocates political power 

according to the ethnic composition of the population. Although this arrangement has 

preserved an uneasy peace in Bosnia-Herzegovina (BiH), it has also produced a political 

system in which ethnic politics prevail and social divisions are institutionally reinforced, 

particularly at the local level. Since 1995, institutions such as education have trended 

toward ‘separate but equal’ models. I argue that this poses a threat to the reconciliation 



  

process in BiH. Therefore, the question that this dissertation seeks to address is: what is 

the effect of ethnically divided education on the post-war generation of Bosnians? 

To answer this question, the dissertation traces the relationship between the 

extreme consociationalism first articulated at Dayton and the Bosnian education system, 

in which 14 education ministries—appointed through an entrenched local tradition of 

(ethnic) party patronage—have created the competing and often contradictory policies 

that currently govern Bosnian education. These policies include ethnically separating 

students into “two schools under one roof,” and adopting curricula and textbooks that 

favor one ethnic group over another. Because education is integral to identity formation, 

it stands to reason that education can therefore shape national identity as well as civic and 

social attitudes. Drawing from original survey data, focus groups, and interviews, I 

measure the attitudes of third- and fourth-year Bosnian high school students toward other 

ethnic groups, exploring whether or not there exists a pattern of intolerance that can be 

traced to school type.  

Although students across BiH reported largely tolerant attitudes toward other 

ethnic groups, patterns in the data also suggest that the notion of a codified Bosnian civic 

national identity is lacking. This lack of civic national identity is problematic because it 

means that not only is the post-war Bosnian state built upon a foundation of separateness 

rather than unity, but that little progress on national unity has been made in the twenty-

two years since the DPA ended the war.  
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RAISING HOPE IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 

 

[[CHAPTER 1]] 

INTRODUCTION, OVERVIEW, AND AN OUTLINE OF THE 

DISSERTATION 

 

As we rode Sarajevo’s overcrowded, graffiti-laden tram in the premature darkness of an 

early December evening, Emira1 shook her head ruefully and apologized on behalf of her 

country. “You should write about this in your thesis,” she said. We had made the 50-minute trip 

from the center of town to Stup, an outlying suburb, two hours earlier, and now we were 

returning after only partially accomplishing our goal. Emira, a native of Sarajevo who had 

studied at Columbia University in New York before returning to her home country, was the 

assistant to the president of my host university in Bosnia-Herzegovina (BiH), the American 

University in Bosnia-Herzegovina (AUBiH). She had been tasked with accompanying me to the 

Foreigner’s Office in Sarajevo to advocate on my behalf for the temporary residence visa that I 

needed to remain in compliance with BiH’s immigration requirements—Americans in BiH for 

work or study (or research, as it were) were permitted to stay for 90 days visa-free, but a visa 

was required for any stay exceeding that duration. This is not unusual; most countries that do not 

require entry visas still require foreigners to obtain a visa for any stay longer than a temporary 

holiday. What is unusual is the fact that historically, so few foreigners actually complied with 

this requirement that the offices responsible for processing visa applications had never adopted a 

standard procedure for issuing the visa—and so, when it came time to collect all of the necessary 

documents and apply for the visa, I was strongly advised to secure a local sponsor who would be 

                                                 
1Names have been changed.  
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willing to liaison between the Foreigner’s Office and myself. This was how Emira found herself 

traversing the city with me on that December night. 

    When we arrived at the Foreigner’s Office, we were directed to the appropriate room 

and spoke with a woman named Alma who worked for the BiH Ministry of Security 

(Ministarstvo sigurnosti). I presented my paperwork and proof of payment, which met the latest 

requirements (visa requirements change frequently in BiH), but ran into trouble when it became 

clear that I was neither taking classes nor teaching classes—rather, I was in BiH to conduct 

research that had been approved by the Bosnian government (more on that later) and was 

supported financially by the American government through the Fulbright program. Alma claimed 

that the type of visa that I would need was a new type of visa called a “work without work 

permit” (rad bez radne dozvole), and that a new application would have to be filed—but the 

catch was that the application for this new type of visa did not yet exist, and so I was out of luck. 

If I were teaching, or if I were taking classes, it would have been possible, she said, but since I 

was not doing either of those things, the situation was impossible. “Impossible,” or ‘ne moguče,’ 

is a word heard frequently in BiH.   

Emira, a petite, soft-spoken woman with shoulder-length brown hair, grew increasingly 

annoyed by Alma’s complacency. A heated exchange ensued, escalating to a phone call with the 

U.S. Embassy. Finally, Alma conceded that it would be possible for me to obtain a “work 

without work permit” with the documents that I had prepared, but that I would need to come 

back tomorrow as the rubber stamp needed to make the application submission ‘official’ was 

placed in a locked cabinet at 1 PM and would not be available again until 9 AM the next 

morning.  
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As we left the Foreigner’s Office and walked along the road toward the tram stop, I 

considered the encounter a victory. Having experienced an ordinary person’s share of 

bureaucracy in the United States (example: the DMV on a Saturday morning), I felt that—even 

though my visa application was not accepted at that moment—we had made good progress, and 

the application would eventually be accepted. Emira, however, disagreed. She said that Alma 

“didn’t want to do her job” and that when she had spoken to Alma on the phone earlier, Alma 

misrepresented the business hours of the Foreigner’s Office by telling Emira that they were 

closed when they really were open. Furthermore, Emira contended that the only reason that Alma 

agreed to take my application at all was because of the U.S. Embassy’s insistence on the phone 

earlier, and if I had not been in BiH on a U.S.-government sponsored fellowship, I would not 

have been able to get a visa.2 Worse, Emira argued that this is what it is like anytime a Bosnian 

citizen attempts to do anything requiring the government’s involvement—from enrolling in 

school to applying for jobs, to getting a driver’s license or filing for a pension or other state-paid 

benefits. Endless bureaucratic red tape, a lack of standardized procedures, and an abundance of 

underqualified workers who obtained their jobs through nepotism and corruption lead the 

ordinary Bosnian to throw their hands up in frustration with the entire process and, often, give 

up. For all of this, Emira apologized, expressing a faint hope tinged with cynicism that someday, 

things might change. “I am sorry,” she said, “but this is Bosnia.” A common refrain amongst 

Bosnians, but when Emira said it, she was genuinely apologetic. She wrote again in an e-mail the 

next day: “I am sorry again for the unpleasant experience yesterday. I just told everybody in the 

office about it. Unfortunately, nobody is surprised with it.”3 

                                                 
2 Bearing in mind that the visa application requires proof of payment in full before the application can be submitted, 

it stands to reason that there is a financial incentive to denying applications at the acceptance stage, as the 

government has already received payment.  
3 E-mail to author, 4 December 2013.  
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This rather pedestrian tale of trying to obtain a Bosnian visa is symptomatic of the 

institutional paralysis that has afflicted BiH for more than 20 years. BiH is a country mired in 

what Galtung calls “negative peace,” (1969) and this negative peace has seeped into nearly every 

aspect of daily life. There is a long list of things that BiH needs to fix in order to move past the 

current stalemate, and reforming the Foreigner’s Office so that it is marginally easier for 

foreigners to obtain visas falls rather low on that list. Far more pressing are the situations that 

affect ordinary Bosnians—and most pressing are the instances that shape the lives of BiH’s 

youth population, who stand to determine whether BiH will move forward as a single, 

multiethnic state, or whether it will continue to unravel along ethnic lines.   

BiH is number one in only one major global indicator—youth unemployment.4 67.6% of 

Bosnian youth ages 15-24 are unemployed, according to the International Labor Organization 

(ILO).5 Youth unemployment has been associated with lower earnings over the course of one’s 

working life, and unemployed youth are more likely to engage in criminal activity and/or to find 

their economic foothold on the black market (Fougère, Pouget, and Kramarz, 2009). Persistently 

high youth unemployment perpetuates the cycle of corruption that pervades BiH and may leave 

BiH vulnerable to youth radicalization.6  

Education is one tool that may aid in offsetting youth unemployment, which leads to the 

central focus of this dissertation research project: to what extent does institutional design—as 

mirrored through the education system—affect interethnic relations? This dissertation 

                                                 
4 The World Bank, http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.UEM.1524.ZS/countries/1W?display=default. (accessed 

29 October 2014). Youth unemployment is defined by “the share of the labor force ages 15-24 without work but 

available for a seeking employment.” 
5 The World Bank, “Unemployment, youth total (% of total labor force ages 15-24) (modeled ILO estimate),” 

(accessed 17 May 2017). Available online: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.UEM.1524.ZS.  
6 Although the extant literature suggests that there is no causal link between unemployment and radicalization, 

recent work has suggested a connection between unemployment among the educated and radicalization (Bhatia and 

Ghanem, 2017). This applies to BiH as it is not education that is in short supply in the country, but rather jobs after 

graduation.  

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.UEM.1524.ZS/countries/1W?display=default
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.UEM.1524.ZS
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attempts to shed light on not only the Bosnian education system, but also the politics that 

contribute to the structure of the education system in BiH—that is, the dissertation is about 

Bosnian political institutions, and the effects these have over the education system and over the 

possibilities for peacebuilding within this still deeply-divided post-war society.  

BiH’s education system is a reflection of the complex consociational power-sharing 

agreement that was adopted at Dayton in 1995. The Dayton Peace Agreement (DPA, also known 

as the General Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia-Herzegovina, or GFAP) was brokered 

at the direct insistence of the international community (led by the United States), and sought to 

accomplish two main goals: first, to establish a lasting ceasefire; and second, to provide a 

framework for democracy in BiH. The latter goal entailed designing a set of democratic 

institutions—beginning with a new constitution, embedded in the DPA—that would not allow 

the country to descend into ethnic war once again. However, these institutions were never meant 

to become permanent fixtures—rather, they were meant to serve as temporary placeholders that 

would allow BiH to emerge from conflict, transition to democracy, and then to create its own 

self-designed democratic institutions once stability had been achieved and the international 

community could make its exit. Twenty-two years later, this transition away from the DPA’s 

institutions has yet to take place, and BiH remains ever on the cusp of conflict, teetering under 

ongoing international supervision. Thus, this is not only a dissertation about education in BiH, 

but it is also a dissertation about how deliberately engineered political institutions can have 

consequences that directly oppose the purposes for which they were engineered. 

Schools are often imagined as bastions of childhood innocence. They are typically 

thought of as safe havens in which children, regardless of their backgrounds, can be together, 

sheltered from the world and given one task—to do their best and get a ‘good education.’ This is 
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the story of how schools in one country transformed from this ideal and became political pawns, 

manipulated and influenced by politicians who hold a vested interest in maintaining their power 

by preserving the same ethnic insecurities that brought their country to war in the first place.7  

In BiH, there is no one, single education policy or ministry that holds jurisdiction over 

the entire country. Rather, education administration is disaggregated across fourteen separate 

education ministries. This disaggregation is a direct reflection of the fragmentation that 

characterizes Bosnian politics in general—as a result of the DPA, BiH has been governed by a 

form of ‘extreme consociationalism’ that extends ethnic power-sharing to an extraordinary 

degree. Disaggregation by itself is not the issue—although schooling in Yugoslavia was always 

locally controlled, in the aftermath of the war and the ethnic cleansing that it entailed, local 

control now translates to ethnic control.  

Local officials (including Ministers of Education) are typically members of the ethnic 

political parties that have dominated politics in BiH since its first elections were held in 

November 1996. This, in turn, has institutionalized the salience of the country’s three main 

ethnoreligious identities—Bosniak (Muslim), Croat (Catholic) and Serb (Orthodox). The result 

of this institutionalized ethnic competition has been the adoption of competing—and often 

contradictory—ethnic curricula in schools.  

Local officials are incentivized to promote ethnic insecurities because that ensures the 

highest likelihood of their own re-election; by extension, these cultivated ethnic insecurities 

                                                 
7 It is worth noting that this transformation is more than just metaphorical—rather, schools in BiH lost their status as 

safe havens almost immediately after the war broke out. Some schools, especially those in Sarajevo, became targets 

for sniper fire. Other schools in Sarajevo and elsewhere throughout the country became de facto detention centers, 

where they were used to hold populations that had been forced from their homes. Detention centers were often the 

site of egregious human rights violations and abuses. After the war, many of these detention centers were returned to 

their original purpose as school buildings, and so it is not unusual for students in BiH today to attend school in the 

same buildings that were used in the perpetration of many of the war crimes that are currently being prosecuted by 

the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY). 
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encourage many parents to demand that their children be educated according to the curriculum of 

their respective ethnic groups. Furthermore, some parents demand that students attend schools 

that are segregated on the basis of ethnicity—the so-called “two schools under one roof” (dvije 

škole pod jednom krovom). In this dissertation, I compare the attitudes of high school students 

following each of BiH’s three main curricula, including those are attending monoethnic, 

integrated, and segregated schools. Thus, because the experience of being educated for post-war 

Bosnian youth varies and is a product of the DPA’s power-sharing agreement, this project 

presents a micro-level test of a macro-level political phenomena, highlighting the micro-level 

effects of macro-level consociationalism.  

Furthermore, this dissertation draws from and contributes to two major scholarly debates: 

the question of how power-sharing vs. communal institutional design frameworks affect 

ethnically divided societies, and the question of the role that education and youth play in the 

peacebuilding process. Therefore, I will offer a brief overview of the theoretical framework of 

the dissertation in the sections below. In Chapter 3, I will draw the reader’s attention to the 

literature that has emerged in both of these fields.  

Power-sharing for peace 

To what extent has BiH’s internationally-brokered power-sharing agreement fostered 

interethnic peace? To address this question, it is vital to examine the channels through which and 

groups between which power is shared in BiH. One of the most important channels through 

which power is shared is the education sector, which is decentralized such that local officials 

control much of the Bosnian education system. As mentioned above, because local officials are 

typically members of the ethnic political parties that have dominated politics in BiH for more 
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than two decades, this has institutionalized the salience of the country’s three main 

ethnoreligious identities (Bosniak, Croat, and Serb).  

In short,  

[[Bosnian extreme consociationalism + early elections held at a time of 

heightened ethnic insecurities = ethnic parties dominate Bosnian 

politics → ethnic identities’ salience institutionalized → 

institutionalized ethnic competition]] 

Because local officials are incentivized by their desire for re-election to promote ethnic 

insecurities (not only within schools but also amongst the broader voting population), ethnic 

political parties dominate Bosnian politics. The result of this institutionalized ethnic competition 

has been the adoption of competing—and often contradictory—ethnic curricula in schools. 

Therefore, an outcome of these perverse electoral incentives has been the ethnicization of 

classrooms and curricula, bolstered by parental support.   

 In short,  

[[Institutionalized ethnic competition/education system = competing 

ethnic education policies (e.g. ethnic curricula + segregated or 

monoethnic schools) → ethnicized education]] 

Thus, the more specific question that this dissertation seeks to advance—using 

quantitative data collected from 1,228 Bosnian high school students as well as qualitative data 

collected from parents, teachers, students, and policymakers—is: if ethnicized education is a 

product of the power-sharing agreement that governs BiH, then what is the effect of power-
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sharing at the micro-level—that is, on the first generation of post-war Bosnians? Put differently, 

does power-sharing provide a foundation for lasting peace in the post-conflict setting?    

 

Many Bosnias? 

The question of BiH’s future viability—that is, whether BiH will continue to exist in its 

current form, or whether it will fragment into ethnically-defined micro-states, is not an 

exaggerated hypothetical nor a purely academic musing. The reality on the ground is that there 

are many Bosnias—the experience of living in BiH varies tremendously depending upon where 

one lives in this small country measuring roughly the size of West Virginia. Sarajevo offers a 

cosmopolitan capital city full of embassies, international organizations, and ex-pats speaking in 

English, German, Arabic, and other foreign languages amidst the call to prayer that emanates 

five times per day from the muezzins scattered across the city. By contrast, the Herzegovinian 

city of Mostar offers the stunning natural beauty of the green-hued Neretva River and 

surrounding mountains. However, this bucolic setting is tempered by the palpable tensions that 

exist between the Bosniak Muslim and Catholic Croat communities that live on opposite sides of 

the river from one other, overshadowed by the 33-meter-tall Jubilee Cross that was erected in 

2000 along the highest ridge of one of the mountains overlooking the city. Mostar Gymnasium is 

one of the most well-known examples of ‘two schools under one roof.’ 

Still another Bosnia exists in Banja Luka, the administrative capital of the Bosnian Serb 

entity of Republika Srpska (RS). In Banja Luka and elsewhere throughout the RS, the blue, 

white, and yellow Bosnian flag is nowhere to be found, and instead the red, white, and blue 

striped RS flag (which shares a likeness with the Serbian and Russian flags) flies ubiquitously. 

Street signs and storefronts bear Cyrillic lettering, an exotic and perhaps illegible script to those 

living in BiH’s Bosniak and Croat-held entity, the Federation. Although one travels from one 
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entity to another with little fanfare (there are no checkpoints or border control stations—it is 

rather like traveling from one U.S. state to another), one immediately feels as though they have 

entered a fundamentally different space when traveling between BiH’s entities.  

These differences in physical space also take root in the minds of Bosnian citizens, 

including the young adults who are the subject of this study. As Hromadžić relates in her 

ethnographic study of high school students attending Mostar Gimnasium, when students were 

questioned about which passport they carry, one Bosnian Croat student responded: “Of course 

we have Croat passports, we are Croats” (Hromadžić 2015, pp. 107).  

My own research echoes this sentiment. 1,224 Bosnian high school students offered a 

response to my survey question: “Thinking about the rest of BiH, would you say that… (1) most 

people think like me; (2) most people do not think like me; or (3) I don’t know what people in 

the rest of BiH are like.” Of those respondents, a plurality of students (45.1%) said that they did 

not know what people in the rest of BiH were like. 32.9% believed that “most people think like 

me,” while 19% were convinced that their viewpoints were unlike those held by others in BiH 

(“most people do not think like me.”) It is both telling and worrisome that nearly two-thirds of all 

students sampled feel alienated from the viewpoints of their fellow citizens.  

 

2.9%

19%

32.5%

45.1%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

No response.

Most people do not think like me.

Most people think like me.

I don't know what people in the rest of BiH are like.

Thinking about the rest of BiH, would you say that... 
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Figure 1 

Finally, there is one more Bosnia to consider—that which is a multiethnic state that is 

capable of escaping its own ennui and making forward progress along a pathway to peace. For 

now, it is the international community’s Bosnia (or, more precisely, it is their hopeful Bosnia), 

but perhaps under the dual influences of the passage of time and positive reinforcement, this 

fourth Bosnia will eventually belong to the citizens of BiH. One form of positive reinforcement 

of this idea of a multiethnic BiH comes from the public education system.  

 

Education and Peacebuilding 

Education has long been associated with conscious nation-building (Gellner, 1983). It can 

be used as a tool to design and disseminate a collective national consciousness, and it can also be 

used as a tool to divide the population, either by allowing selective access to education based on 

criteria set by the ruling elite, or by providing a different educational experience to members of 

different groups.  

In addition to its role in nation-building, education also plays a vital role in 

peacebuilding. It can facilitate both the physical reconstruction of conflict-wracked spaces (for 

example, through World Bank or other internationally-funded repair and restoration efforts to 

make war-damaged school buildings habitable again) as well as pave a path for societal 

reconciliation. Reconciliation can take place between individuals—Bush and Saltarelli invoke 

Fanon’s ‘decolonization of the mind’ (Fanon 1963) as they suggest that education can “de-

segregate the minds of formerly segregated peoples” (Bush and Saltarelli 2001, pp. 16). 

Reconciliation can also take place between groups as the interaction of students from different 

groups can serve as a sort of ‘positive example’ for other members of those communities. Bush 

and Saltarelli note that “communities cannot de-segregate until the idea of de-segregation has 
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taken root—not necessarily in every member of the community, but in enough individuals to 

develop a sustainable critical mass of interest in fundamental change” (2001, pp. 17).  

But education also bears some negative implications for peacebuilding—namely, when 

history is manipulated for political purposes; when textbooks are manipulated; when segregation 

is used as a means of ensuring inequality and/or stereotyping, and when education becomes a 

weapon of cultural repression (Bush and Saltarelli 2001). In the presence of these factors, 

education can serve as an impediment to peacebuilding, and so it is essential to study the effects 

of post-conflict education on students so as to understand the mechanisms behind their potential 

positive and negative influences on peacebuilding.  

Tying it together 

 As long as education is controlled by the state, it remains under the purview of the 

overarching institutional design of the state—and therefore, education is not immune to the 

political conditions surrounding and emanating from that institutional design.  

Given this, it is both necessary and important to understand the nuanced relationship that 

exists between macro-level institutional design and its micro-level effects on those individuals 

who are living within divided societies. Only then will we be able to effectively design policy 

that can contribute to lasting peace in conflict-ridden regions of the world. This dissertation 

focuses extensively on one such conflict-ridden region—BiH, now almost 22 years removed 

from war, now perched on Europe’s doorstep. Furthermore, it is only through an understanding 

of the observable micro-level application of macro-level theory that we may begin to push 

forward intellectually, advancing new theoretical frameworks that are both novel and pragmatic.  

Therefore, the dissertation will proceed as follows:  in Chapter 2, I will introduce the 

Bosnian case beginning with its roots in Yugoslavia, providing background on the country of 

BiH as well as the role of education in BiH throughout three distinct time periods: the Yugoslav 
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era, wartime, and the ongoing post-war phase. I will explain how education can be used to shape 

national identity, and how education was used to reinforce the Yugoslav national identity that 

was shared from Slovenia to Macedonia in the mid-twentieth century.  

In Chapter 3, I will build on this historical foundation and present a theoretical argument: 

education as a consociational mechanism. Chapter 4 will introduce empirical evidence collected 

throughout multiple field trips to BiH, including a discussion of methodology, cases, and a 

measurement of interethnic relations via analysis of original survey data. Chapter 4 will also 

discuss the qualitative data that I collected during my time in BiH, including focus group and 

interview data. In particular, the findings presented in Chapters 4 lend support to the notion of 

‘many Bosnias’ and reveal variations in attitudes tied to locality—but they also bring to light 

some striking similarities shared by students throughout the country. Finally, in Chapter 5, I will 

discuss these findings, their implications, and policy recommendations.  

The Bosnian dilemma resonates far beyond the Balkans 

Before proceeding any further it is important to answer the question, “Why does Bosnia 

matter, particularly to the world outside of the Balkans?” The answer to this is twofold: 

foremost, Bosnia matters because it is a place where people used to live together, and now they 

don’t. It is vital to understand why this is in order to prevent future societal unraveling. Second, 

Bosnia matters because its government is modeled after one of the most popular peacebuilding 

tools in use today—consociational (power-sharing) democracy. Policymakers and practitioners 

continue to rely on power-sharing agreements to broker peace and foster democratic governance 

in divided societies. The lessons learned from the Bosnian political experiment resonate far 

beyond the Balkans. It is my argument that whatever shortcomings exist within the Bosnian 

power-sharing agreement stand to inform conflict resolution prescriptions applied to ongoing and 
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future identity-based conflicts. We cannot understand best practices in power-sharing without 

first understanding its shortcomings.  
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[[CHAPTER 2]] 

BEFORE, DURING, AND AFTER: EDUCATION IN BOSNIA-

HERZEGOVINA ACROSS NATIONS AND GENERATIONS 

Introduction 

 

  The influence of education on identity formation and interpersonal relations is a well-

studied topic, both within the education literature (Lanahan and McDermott 2012) as well as 

throughout the social sciences (Levy 2010, 2012; Hromadžić 2006, 2008). And although it stands 

to reason that these topics are intrinsically important and merit studying for their own sake, it is 

also essential to understand the broader implications of education’s influence on students. If, as 

the peacebuilding literature suggests, education can serve to both unite and divide populations, 

what are the mechanisms through which this takes place? If education shapes not only the 

personal but also the civic identities of students, do different educational experiences produce 

different types of citizens? If so, what are the prospects for tolerance and cooperation amongst 

these different types of citizens, and what does this mean for the future of their shared state?  

  Far less research has been done to address these questions, despite the fact that we know 

that education’s influence is profound and sweeping—compulsory public education shapes the 

hearts and minds of generations of students (Božić 2006), providing shared experiences to 

students who may never encounter one another in their daily lives, but still have the same 

understanding of their country’s history, social structure, and national ideals. This chapter 

examines the evolution of political influence on education throughout three distinct time periods: 

the Yugoslav era (1945-1991), wartime (1992-1995), and post-war (1996-present). The chapter 

then matches that historical overview with the sociopolitical climate of each time period, 

exploring the linkages between education and Bosnian political society throughout these three 

eras.  
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Making a Nation 

   

  Following World War II, the newly formed Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 

(SFRY, henceforth Yugoslavia)—under the command of half-Croat, half-Slovene ‘President-for-

Life’ Josip Broz Tito—accomplished the task of creating a “synthetic” nation (Wachtel 1998, pp. 

67) and a corresponding identity and culture. This second iteration of Yugoslavia8 was an 

engineered state comprised of six constituent republics and six constituent ‘narodi’—peoples, 

akin to the German Volk—hailing from South Slavic lineage.9 Each of these constituent peoples 

traced their origins to the Slavs who migrated to the Balkans sometime around the 6th century, 

although competing imperial influences led to religious divisions amongst the groups (for 

example, modern-day Croatia was once part of the Holy Roman Empire and remains heavily 

Catholic—farther east, Macedonia boasts a strong tradition of Orthodox Christianity, and in 

places where the Ottoman influence was strong—in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and in parts of 

Serbia—many converted to Islam and adopted Muslim traditions and practices). Differences in 

religion were the primary distinction between Yugoslavia’s peoples—most spoke a common 

South Slavic language, Serbo-Croatian; the Slovene and Macedonian languages, spoken in their 

namesake republics, were closely related. Two alphabets were used in Yugoslavia—the Latin 

version predominantly in the western republics of Slovenia and Croatia, and the Cyrillic version 

predominantly in the eastern republics of Serbia and Macedonia. Latin and Cyrillic were used 

                                                 
8 The Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, or Kingdom of Yugoslavia, was the ‘first Yugoslavia,’ a monarchic 

state created in 1918 that united the six Yugoslav republics under 1941, when the region became embroiled in World 

War II and civil conflict simultaneously.  
9 Croats, Macedonians, Montenegrins, Muslims, Serbs, and Slovenes comprised the six official ‘peoples’ of 

Yugoslavia. Ethnic Albanians, mostly concentrated in the Serbian province of Kosovo, also formed a significant 

minority but are not Slavs. Each group, save for Muslims, had their own Yugoslav republic—Muslims, or South 

Slavs who had converted to Islam during the Ottoman era were officially known, were mostly concentrated in the 

republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina but also lived in pockets of Serbia (especially the Sandžak region) and elsewhere. 

Later, during the Bosnian War, the demonym ‘Muslim’ was replaced with ‘Bosniak,’ and today, ‘Bosniak’ typically 

denotes Bosnian Muslim. 
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interchangeably in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Montenegro, and all official documents were 

prepared in both scripts throughout the entire country. 

  Under Tito’s Yugoslavia, education was socialized throughout the country. Students from 

each of the six federal republics studied the same curriculum in primary and secondary schools. 

This curriculum provided a Yugoslav interpretation of history, and actively promoted ‘bratstvo i 

jedinstvo’ (‘brotherhood and unity’) amongst the Yugoslav peoples. Although some have 

described Yugoslav education during this time period as ‘indoctrination’ (Sobe 2007) or ‘dogma’ 

(Torsti 2007), this indoctrination was more or less a common, shared experience throughout the 

country and it allowed students to understand—or at least conceptualize—the history and origins 

of their country in the same way. That is to say, indoctrination or not, standardized education 

under Tito’s Yugoslavia provided a common framework through which young Yugoslavs could 

understand their country, their history, and their citizenship.  

  Despite this common ground and shared lineage, the Yugoslav republics began to break 

away along ethnic lines to form independent states in the early 1990s, and with declarations of 

independence came war—first in Slovenia, where violent conflict between the Slovene republic 

and the Yugoslav National Army (JNA) lasted ten days before all was said and done; and then in 

Croatia, where the JNA fought harder to hold on but nevertheless did not prevail; and finally in 

BiH, where a 1992 referendum on statehood was boycotted by the Serbian population, resulting 

in more than three years of near-constant shelling and sniper fire before the war finally ended in 

a stalemate at an Air Force base near Dayton, OH.  

  If Yugoslavia at its apex was a testament to how powerful ideology could bind a 

multiethnic population to a single state, then BiH was a microcosmic version of Yugoslavia, a 

sort of Yugoslavia-in-miniature in which ideology linked three seemingly disparate populations 
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to the Bosnian republic. In BiH, there was no ethnic majority,10 and mixed marriages were 

common. Croats, Serbs, and Muslims lived together, went to school together, worked together, 

married one another, had children together, and, when they died, they were buried in cemeteries 

together. This is not to say that mixed families were unusual outside of BiH. Rather, it is to say 

that BiH was so ethnically entangled that, even after Slovenia gained its independence and the 

shelling of Dubrovnik had begun, people still believed that it would be impossible for war to 

come to Sarajevo (Demick 1996), that quintessentially Bosnian city whose hallmark was an 

interspersion of minaret spires, church steeples, and an Ashkenazi synagogue just steps from the 

16th-century Ottoman bazaar.  

  Because the Yugoslav republics broke off along ethnic lines, and because BiH had no 

dominant ethnic majority, when war ultimately descended upon BiH in 1992 it was a protracted 

and complex affair that ended once and for all any discussion of continued pursuit of a common 

Yugoslav identity. On this, John Lampe writes:  

What…ended in [BiH] in 1992 was the long search for a Yugoslav identity, in the very 

republic whose ethnic diversity made it a microcosm of what any Yugoslavia had to be, 

however the idea behind it was abused. Now, after seventy years of two Yugoslavias 

created by two world wars and their survivors, it would be the Bosnian War in particular 

that incinerated even the identity. Perhaps the saddest of the immediate survivors were 

those for whom the ashes still glowed. For they were Yugoslavs, and once, or twice, they 

had a country” (Lampe 2000, pp. 364).  

 

Some parts of BiH, like Zenica, saw relatively limited violence, while other parts of the country 

were subject to constant military assault. An ‘ethnic cleansing’ campaign ensued, in which 

members of targeted ethnic groups—most often, Bosniaks and Croats by Serbs, although ethnic 

cleansing was perpetrated by all sides—were forced from their homes in an attempt to ethnically 

                                                 
10 According to the last census taken in BiH before the war (1991), BiH’s population was 43.5% Bosniak/Muslim; 

31.2% Serb; 17.4% Croat; and 5.5% Yugoslav. At no point in its history as a Yugoslav republic did any one ethnic 

group claim more than 44% of the population (Serbs made up 44% of BiH’s population at their peak in 1948-1953).  
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‘purify’ streets, neighborhoods, and towns. This was an effective strategy, and eventually whole 

swaths of the country were made ethnically ‘pure.’ Those divisions are reflected in the 

administrative structure of the country today, as BiH is now one state comprised of two 

ethnically-defined entities—the Serb-dominated Republika Srpska (RS), and the Federation of 

Bosnia-Herzegovina (FBiH), shared by Bosniaks and Croats. 

  The Bosnian War officially began on 6 April 1992, in Sarajevo, and continued officially 

through 14 December 1995, when the Dayton Peace Agreement (DPA) was officially adopted at 

the Paris Peace Conference. An abbreviated version of daily life continued throughout wartime, 

and this included maintaining some semblance of normal primary and secondary education for 

Bosnian children who had the unfortunate luck of being born at an inopportune time. As the 

ethnic cleansing campaign in BiH began in earnest, cities like Sarajevo began to take on Bosniak 

refugees from other parts of the country, and the children in these groups attended war schools 

alongside Sarajevan children who had lived in the city pre-war. Some schools remained open at 

first, and continued to operate sporadically throughout the war (Demick 1996, Berman 2001, 

2005). Other schools transferred their operations underground, moving into bomb shelters and 

basements (Berman 2005, p. 30). Another version of wartime schooling was manifest in the 

small classes held in neighborhood cafes, homes, and garages, deemed a safer option because 

students did not have to travel far (if at all) to receive instruction (Berman 2005, p. 30). Classes 

in one such ‘stairway school’ began as early as June 1992, when First Stairway School ‘Dobrinja 

2B began operations close to the front line on the west end of Sarajevo (Berman 2005, p. 30; 

quoting Seniha Bulja 1994). These ‘war schools’ were a far cry from the old model of common 

Yugoslav education, and they ushered in a new model of divided education in BiH. At first, the 

divisions were out of necessity—during war, and particularly during an ethnic cleansing 
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campaign, ‘inclusiveness’ is not a high priority. Later, after the war, these divisions were 

formalized and legitimized by the new ethnic power-sharing institutions created by the DPA.  

  After the war’s end, the process of normalization began. In comparison with issues 

related to infrastructure, security, and democratization, education fell low on the agendas of 

those in charge of peacekeeping and state-building efforts. As a result, certain practices that run 

counter to the shared principles of liberal democratic societies—such as ‘two schools under one 

roof,’ and ethnically-specific curricula—were adopted and have become standard operating 

procedure in BiH. Now, in 2017, the first post-war generation of BiH has grown up within this 

new education system. This begs the questions: what are the characteristics of the products of 

this new education system? How do they think about themselves, their neighbors, and their 

country?  

  The remainder of the chapter will proceed as follows: first, I will elaborate on the 

Yugoslav education system prior to and during Tito’s reign, introducing education as a tool for 

instilling common national identity. Then, I will explain how education was conducted during 

the war—what was the experience of children growing up in wartime? The war in BiH was 

constant and ongoing—it was not an acute event that closed schools for a few weeks or even a 

year, but rather a chronic offensive that required long-term adaptations. How did the experience 

of being educated during wartime affect those students who had the unfortunate luck of being 

born at an inopportune time? Finally, I will turn to the post-war state of education in BiH, 

providing an overview of education as it evolved from the war to the current system and also 

introducing data I have collected from third- and fourth-year Bosnian high school students.  

 

Yugoslav Education 
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 Gellner, in his discussion on the origins of national identity, argued that a national 

education system was necessary to the development of a “homogenous High Culture” (Gellner 

1983). Tito understood this necessity long before Gellner wrote his seminal text, and so during 

the period from 1945-1989, education was a priority of the Yugoslav state and gradually became 

more and more uniform at the primary and secondary levels. But even before Tito’s Yugoslavia 

existed, education played a key role in constructing the idea of a shared sense of South Slavic 

national identity. 

 Yugoslavia itself was not Tito’s own creation, nor was Tito the first to unite the South 

Slavic peoples—the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, or ‘first Yugoslavia,’ emerged in 

1918 as the product of Yugoslavism, an ideology borne in Croatia during the nineteenth century 

that later served to inform Edvard Kardelj’s ‘jugoslovenstvo’(Yugoslav consciousness). Jelavich 

defines Yugoslavism, “in basic terms [as] call[ing] for the union of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes 

in one state,” continuing to say that “the proponents of Yugoslavism argued that as long as the 

three nations remained separate they were subject to domination by their stronger neighbors, 

whereas united they would be in a better position to determine their own future” (Jelavich 1983, 

pp. 601). Thus, the whole notion of Yugoslavia was predicated on a simple argument for self-

determination through collective security. The success or failure of this movement, however, was 

contingent upon the South Slavic peoples’ acceptance that they were more alike than different. 

The First Yugoslavia failed in part because this acceptance was limited to the intellectual and 

political elite and was not shared by the masses. Thus, the need to transmit Yugoslav ideology to 

the general public was vital to the success of Tito’s Yugoslavia, and education was a natural 

channel through which the state could pass this ideology to Yugoslavia’s youngest citizens.  
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 Jelavich’s analysis of Serbian textbooks published prior to the creation of the first 

Yugoslavia highlights a cultural tendency to revere education amongst Serbs (and, by extension, 

the other South Slavic peoples). He argues that they: 

…placed great trust in the printed word. School children were admonished by their 

parents to study, learn, and improve themselves. An individual might be suspicious of the 

motives of a politician, but he had great respect for a textbook which described the 

geography, history, and literature of his nation and recounted the glories of its heroes and 

the hardship his people had endured under foreign rule (Jelavich 1983, pp. 603). 

 

This illustrates the profound influence that education held (and, I argue, continues to hold) over 

students, including the ability to indelibly imprint the identities of students.  

 Anderson (1983) argues that the drawing of maps plays an integral role in the 

construction of national identity, because maps serve as a visual depiction of one’s own space 

relative to the spaces belonging to others. Therefore, geography textbooks were among the most 

influential in creating national identity’s spatial boundaries, as geography textbooks illustrate 

which spaces belong to one’s own people, and which spaces belong to others. Jelavich relates the 

case of one Serbian textbook from 1887,11 in which a map of southeastern Europe depicted 

Croatia and BiH as inhabited solely by Serbs (Jelavich 1983, pp. 604). Although the map 

included color depictions of lands belonging to “Serbs, Slovenes, Slovaks, Germans, Hungarians, 

Romanians, Albanians, Greeks, Turks, Bulgars, and Italians,” Croats and Bosnian Muslims were 

not included at all, despite the inclusion of both Croatia and BiH on the map. Thus, students 

whose geography classes used this popular textbook learned of a disproportionately large Serbian 

influence over southeastern Europe, while also receiving the implicit message that Croats and 

Bosnian Muslims are insignificant peoples not worth mentioning in print.    

                                                 
11 Vladimir Karić, Srbija: Opis zemlje, naroda i države (Beograd: Državna štamparija, 1887).  
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 Language is another factor influencing national identity through education, and in a 1907 

literature textbook,12 pupils are encouraged to “always use only pure Serbian words” so that they 

may “demonstrate that [they] are a patriot and that [they] love [their] national language” 

(Jelavich 1983, pp. 613). This is in contrast to the “Serbo-Croatian” language that became the 

official language of Yugoslavia. Indeed, the difference between pre-Yugoslav and post-Yugoslav 

literature education is pronounced—21 years later, in 1928, textbook readers used to teach 

Yugoslav literary theory to middle school students took great pains to include equal parts 

Croatian, Serbian, and Slovenian literature (Wachtel 1998, pp. 98). In this textbook, selections 

are grouped thematically, rather than by nationality of the author, and often selections are placed 

side by side (e.g. one poem by a Croatian author is printed next to a poem by a Serbian author, 

which is alongside a poem by a Slovenian author), “creating an impression of commonality and 

difference simultaneously” (Wachtel 1998, pp. 98). Thus, the first forays into ‘Yugoslav’ 

literature were made, and the Yugoslav cultural scene continued to develop through the 1920s 

and 1930s.  

 However, forces of fascism and nationalism spreading throughout Europe conspired to 

tear apart this first iteration of Yugoslavia. On 6 April 1941, Nazi Germany began its 

bombardment of Belgrade, destroying many important political and cultural institutions, 

including the National Library of Serbia. Yugoslavia fell quickly to the Axis Powers and, once 

under Axis control, was subject to bombardment by the Allies. At the same time, Croatia—allied 

with the Germans and Italians—declared its independence from Yugoslavia and became an Axis 

puppet state under the fascist Ustaše regime. The newly-created Independent State of Croatia 

extended eastward to the Drina River, encompassing the entirety of modern-day BiH. The Ustaše 

                                                 
12 Ljubomir M. Protić and Vladimir D. Stojanović, Srpska čitanka za IV razred osnovnih škola u Kraljevnih Srbiji 

(Beograd: Državna štamparija, 1907).  
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quickly established Jasenovac, a concentration camp that exterminated between 77,000 and 

99,000 people over four years of operation, the majority of whom were Serbs. Meanwhile, 

amidst World War II, a tripartite civil war had emerged between the fascist Croatian Ustaše, the 

nationalist Serbian Chetniks (Četnici), and the communist Partisan (Partizanski) movement. Led 

by Tito, the Partisans emerged from the chaos victorious and created the Socialist Federal 

Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY) in 1945. 

 It is in this context that the real gravity of the transformation of peoples from enmity to 

unity under a common national identity is shown. Tito's Yugoslavia was borne of tremendous 

identity-driven violence, and yet within a generation, its citizens were beginning to identify as 

Yugoslav first, choosing a civic national identity before an ethnic or religious national 

identity.1314  

 One key difference between the Yugoslav identity under Tito’s Yugoslavia and the first 

Yugoslavia is that to be Yugoslav under Tito was also to be fully committed to the ideals of 

socialism. Therefore, implicit in this discussion of education in Yugoslavia is the idea that 

education’s purpose under Tito was not only to transform the allegiances of the people from 

ethnicity to state, but also to consolidate the socialist state (Lanahan 2017, pp. 4).   

Yugoslav youths were vital to this transformation. Organizations such the Union of 

Pioneers of Yugoslavia served to collectivize the young people (ages 7-15) of Yugoslavia born 

                                                 
13 In 1971, the first year that the official census included “Yugoslav” as an ethnic identity, 1.3% of respondents 

identified as Yugoslav. In 1981, a decade later, this figure had more than tripled at 5.4%.  (Source: Sekulic, Massey, 

and Hodson, 1994, pp. 85). Although these percentages are admittedly small, note the rate of change. Had 

Yugoslavia continued to exist (and had this linear pattern persisted), 15% of the population would have identified as 

Yugoslav by 1991, and 45% of the population would have identified as Yugoslav by 2001.  
14 A brief note on civic vs. ethnic national identity: for the purposes of this discussion, the term ‘civic national 

identity’ shall refer to a national identity that is primarily rooted in the state of one’s citizenship. This stands in 

contrast to ‘ethnic national identity,’ which refers to a national identity that is primarily rooted in one’s ethnicity. 

Jack Snyder offers an explanation of these two variations on national identity: “Civic nationalisms, like those of the 

British, the United States, and for the most part the French, based their appeals on loyalty to a set of political ideas 

and institutions that are perceived as just and effective,” (Snyder 2000, pp. 24).  
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after WWII, becoming a “political ritual” that “changed the position of the child within society” 

(Duda 2014). Membership in the Pioneers was a moment of initiation for Yugoslav children 

(Duda 2014), serving to crystallize the identities of young Yugoslavs as patriots whose 

allegiance was to be directed primarily to the state, oriented toward Yugoslavia first and only 

secondarily, or not at all, toward ethnic allegiances. There is some question regarding the 

‘voluntary’ nature of membership; Georgeoff (1964, pp. 105) argues, “the pressure to belong [to 

the Pioneers] is so tremendous that few pupils can resist it.” This critique is not without base as 

Georgeoff continues: “…inquiry among a score of pupils from many institutions and regions 

confirmed this: All of them were members of the Pioneers and not even one pupil knew of a 

student who was not” (Georgeoff 1964, pp. 105). Despite the fact that it was nigh impossible to 

conscientiously object to membership in Tito’s Pioneers, the vast reach of youth organizations 

like the Pioneers did serve to instill a sense of shared, social, and inherently Yugoslav experience 

amongst Yugoslav youths, regardless of where they lived or to which ethnic or religious group 

they belonged.  

This focus on youth was a very socialist concept—as Sobe contends, “It is not to be 

disputed that communist schooling in the twentieth century did attempt to advance an 

ideologically coherent schooling experience that would accord with Marxist-Leninist principles 

and produce the kinds of people who were to inhabit the socialist utopias being invoked and 

envisioned” (Sobe 2007, pp. 31). This underscored the importance of valuing a civic national 

identity above other types of identities, and cemented the association of ‘Yugoslav’ with 

‘communist.’ Because Tito’s communist Partisans were the victors of 1945, and because they 

held power unilaterally throughout the country, it stands to reason that the citizens of Yugoslavia 

would have clear motivation to embrace the Yugoslav identity, since this afforded access to 
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power. By extension, it makes sense today for citizens of BiH to embrace one of BiH’s 

constituent ethnic identities, since these are what grant access to power in post-Dayton BiH.   

By the mid-1950s, the war had begun to fade from the Yugoslavs’ collective memory 

(Wachtel 1998), and this in conjunction with Tito’s 1948 split with Stalin left the Yugoslav 

population receptive to the mantra of ‘brotherhood and unity.’ However, the communist political 

elite, seeing “a bit too much brotherhood and not enough unity” (Wachtel 1998, pp. 137) 

embedded within curricula from the republics (especially Croatia and BiH, whose accounts of 

interwar history differed from the Serbian account), convened and established three basic tenets 

upon which all Yugoslav curricula must be based. These were:  

 

1) Yugoslav patriotism, meaning “the building of socialism in our homeland, fraternity 

among the Yugoslav peoples, pride in the achievements of the War of National 

Liberation, the fulfillment of the five-year plan, and the struggle for a democratic 

world all over the globe.”  

2) Teachers must be the “most active fighters against all falsifications and superstitions, 

against mistakes and the seduction of the youth by anti-intellectual, mystical, and 

idealistic trends in society and nature.” 

3) Teaching must be based on the scholarly foundations of Marxist-Leninism. (Učni 

načrt za osnovne škole, nižje razrede sedemletk in višje osnovne škole, 1948, as cited 

in Wachtel, 1998, pp. 137) 

Thus, by the 1949 school year, curricula across the republics were far more similar than 

ever before, and a common version of the interwar historical narrative began to be taught 

throughout Yugoslavia, along with a narrative of ethnonational equality and unity. As one 

textbook explained, “The people of Yugoslavia live and work on an equal basis and in 
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togetherness,” (Demick 1996, pp. 77). Language and literature were of similar importance as 

national history, and religious references were carefully pared from both subjects’ textbooks and 

readers. Language was particularly important, and although there are some linguistic differences 

between the Croatian and Serbian varieties of the South Slavic language, these were glossed over 

to assume the existence of one unified South Slavic language—Serbo-Croatian. Serbo-Croatian 

was espoused as the mother tongue of Bosnians, Croats, Montenegrins, and Serbs, with two 

dialects.15 Other major languages in Yugoslavia were Slovenian and Macedonian, both of which 

were the main languages of instruction in schools in Slovenia and Macedonia, respectively, 

although students were also taught Serbo-Croatian. In this way, republics were granted nominal 

autonomy over education by the central Yugoslav government, but this autonomy was limited—

curricula could be “national in form” so long as they were “socialist in content” (Wachtel 1998, 

pp. 140).  

Other details connected to national identity, such as which alphabet to use, were dealt 

with pragmatically. Serbo-Croatian was written in two alphabets, Latin and Cyrillic; the other 

main languages were similarly divided as Slovenian used the Latin while Macedonian used its 

own version of the Cyrillic alphabet. Students throughout Yugoslavia learned both the Cyrillic 

and the Latin alphabets in alternating fashion. For example, as Ajla Delkić, born in Prijedor, BiH 

remembers, each class-year of students learned either Cyrillic or Latin script first. Delkić’s class 

learned Cyrillic first, and then Latin. The class one year younger than hers learned Latin first, 

and then Cyrillic. Delkić reports that she had not used Cyrillic in school beyond the second 

                                                 
15 The two main dialects of Serbo-Croatian are Ekavian and Ijekavian (ekavski and ijekavski). Ekavian is spoken 

only in Serbia and Montenegro, while Ijekavian is spoken throughout Croatia and BiH. The differences are slight—

for example, ‘milk’ is ‘mleko’ in Ekavian, or ‘mlijeko’ in Ijekavian; ‘summer’ is ‘leto’ in Ekavian/’ljeto’ in 

Ijekavian; ‘bread’ is ‘hleb’ (E)/’hljeb’ (I), and so on. These slight differences in spelling and pronunciation suggest 

to the listener where a speaker might be from, but they do not impede oral or written comprehension.  
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grade, but she is glad to have learned both alphabets.16 She also emphasized that Yugoslavs 

living in Croatia, BiH, Serbia, and Montenegro all learned to read, write, and speak the same 

language, Serbo-Croatian, noting that “no one spoke Croatian in Yugoslavia.”17 

Beyond historical narratives, language, and literature, one critical underpinning to 

Yugoslav brotherhood and unity was the need for not only academic cohesion but also common 

national themes. Collective national victimhood had long been used by both Croats and Serbs to 

define their nations, but under Tito’s Yugoslavia, themes of balance, mediation, and non-

alignment came to define the Yugoslav nation and its role within the world. One pivotal moment 

was the 1948 split between Tito and Stalin, which introduced Yugoslavia to the world as a 

different sort of communist state—Yugoslavia was clearly not ‘behind the Iron Curtain,’ as it 

were, and Tito was not simply an extension of Stalin. This allowed Tito and Yugoslavia to serve 

as a sort of mediator between the West and East, a role that was codified in 1961 when the Non-

Aligned Movement was officially founded in Belgrade. Tito, along with Egypt’s Nasser, India’s 

Nehru, and the leaders of Burma, Ghana, and Indonesia, founded the Non-Aligned Movement as 

an attempt to balance against the nuclear arms race and proxy wars that had come to dominate 

the Cold War. Yugoslavs held a unique role within their polarized world, and because 

Yugoslavia’s borders were open under Tito-style communism (allowing both Yugoslavs out and 

foreigners in), they were able to realize this role through the exchange of ideas fostered by travel, 

tourism, study, and work abroad. That is to say, Yugoslavia did not exist in a vacuum—rather, a 

steady stream of foreigners entering the country combined with the Yugoslavs’ penchant for 

frequent travel to Western Europe and beyond lent a certain cosmopolitanism to Yugoslavia. 

                                                 
16 Author’s interview, 25 July 2014. Ajla Delkić is the Executive Director of the Advisory Council for Bosnia-

Herzegovina (ACBH) in Washington, DC.  
17 Ibid.  
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Yugoslavs were aware of their Other, and this awareness codified the Yugoslavs’ collective 

national identity. Tito pitched to Yugoslavia the idea that the South Slavic peoples were the 

missing and essential link between East and West, and the Yugoslavs began to embrace this 

notion.  

This newfound role in the world, in conjunction with the common Yugoslav educational 

experience, helped to solidify the Yugoslav national identity. This solidification was not instant; 

rather, it began in the immediate aftermath of WWII and continued throughout Yugoslavia’s 

existence. However, when war came again to the region, the Yugoslav education system broke 

down, and the result has been a divided, fragmented education system that mirrors the divided, 

fragmented nature of the former Yugoslavia itself.18  

War Schools 

The experience of common Yugoslav education helped to solidify the Yugoslav national 

identity, but this common system quickly broke down when the wars began in 1991. First 

Slovenia broke away, a move that was met with limited resistance—the Yugoslav Air Force and 

Yugoslav National Army (JNA) were mobilized, but the superior organization of the Slovene 

defense forces in conjunction with JNA soldiers’ flagging will meant that the war in Slovenia 

ended after ten days resulting in independence for Slovenia and one less republic within the 

Yugoslav federation. Slovenia was almost entirely ethnically Slovene, a convenient feature of 

demography that simplified the initial unraveling of Yugoslavia.  

Croatia proved more difficult, having declared independence on the same date as 

neighboring Slovenia (25 June 1991), but also having a population that was far less ethnically 

                                                 
18 Also worth noting—the dissolution of Yugoslavia occurred at a time when communism was collapsing throughout 

Europe and the need for a bridge between East and West was diminishing. Thus, Yugoslavia’s external role as 

mediator was rapidly becoming less and less relevant at the same time as divisive forces from within Yugoslavia 

grew ever more pronounced.  
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homogenous, including approximately half a million Serbs (1991 Yugoslav census). The war in 

Croatia began in earnest in spring 1991, prior to Croatia’s official split with Yugoslavia, and 

continued through late 1995. Croatia was home to many ethnic Serbs, most of whom lived in the 

region called Slavonia, along the border between Croatia and BiH. Tremendous violence erupted 

in Slavonia between Croat and JNA forces, most of whom were Serbs (and by this point, Serbia 

wielded control over the JNA anyway). One of Croatia’s main reluctances to stay in Yugoslavia 

stemmed from a fear that Serbian influence would overpower all of the other groups within 

Yugoslavia. This fear was confirmed when Slobodan Milošević, then-president of the Serbian 

republic, revoked the autonomy that Tito had granted in 1974 to Serbia’s two provinces, 

Vojvodina and Kosovo-Metohija.19 This consolidation of power was perceived by Croatia, BiH, 

and Macedonia as an existential threat.20 

 Of all the former Yugoslav republics, BiH stood out at the most ethnically mixed, having 

the most mixed marriages and the most ‘Yugoslav’ citizens. This made the situation in BiH in 

the early 1990s especially precarious, as war was seen as both impossible and inevitable. Faced 

with rapidly expanding Serbian influence (manifest in part through agitation from nationalist 

groups of Bosnian Serbs throughout BiH), Chairman of the Bosnian Presidency21 Alija 

Izetbegović, a Bosniak, called for a referendum on Bosnian independence. 

 The referendum was held 29 February-1 March 1992. It was boycotted by the Bosnian 

Serbs, who, under the leadership of Radovan Karadzić, argued that the referendum was illegally 

                                                 
19 Serbia’s two provinces were home to large numbers of ethnic minorities—in Vojvodina, ethnic Hungarians, and 

in Kosovo-Metohija (Kosovo), ethnic Albanians. The 1974 Yugoslav constitutional revisions granted both provinces 

autonomy stopping just short of republic status, including a guarantee of territorial integrity.  
20 Macedonia also declared independence in 1991, although its break from Yugoslavia was relatively uneventful—

but Macedonia, like Slovenia, was dominated by a single ethnic group and therefore did not call to question 

competing ethnonational claims to territory.   
21 Interestingly, even as a Yugoslav republic, BiH had adopted an exceptionally complicated political structure. 

After Tito died, the republic instituted a seven-member rotating presidency comprised of two Bosniaks, two Croats, 

two Serbs, and one Yugoslav. Thus, Izetbegović was one of seven simultaneous presidents of the Bosnian republic.  
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organized because the full national Assembly had not approved it (CSCE 1992). Nevertheless, 

nearly two-thirds of Bosnian citizens participated in the referendum, and the majority of them 

voted for independence. Bosnian Serbs responded by refusing to accept the results of the 

referendum and taking control of Serb-dominated regions within BiH, laying the groundwork for  

a Bosnian Serb republic which they called Republika Srpska. Amidst sporadic violence between 

Bosnian Serbs, Croats, and Muslims, Izetbegović lobbied for the support of the international 

community in recognizing an independent, democratic Bosnia and Herzegovina. On 6 April 

1992, the European Community and the United States officially recognized Bosnian statehood, 

one day after the Bosnian Serbs began their siege of Sarajevo. Sarajevo remained under siege for 

nearly four years, and during that time, a bitter war ensued between Bosnian Serbs, Croats, and 

Muslims for control over territory that could not be neatly divided.  

During the war, differences between BiH’s three main ethnic groups grew increasingly 

pronounced. Two key differences were language and religion. As discussed in the previous 

section, before the war, Yugoslavs in Croatia, BiH, Montenegro, and Serbia spoke Serbo-

Croatian. During the war, efforts to differentiate between the language(s) of the warring parties 

produced three ‘new’ and ‘distinct’ languages—Bosnian, Croatian, and Serbian. Barbara 

Demick, a journalist who lived in Sarajevo during the war, recounts how language classes 

became known as Bosnian language classes: “The school [Razija Omanović] directed students to 

call their own language Bosnian-Serbo-Croatian, instead of Serbo-Croatian, as it had been 

known in the past. It was too long, so the kids simply called it Bosnian” (Demick 1996, pp. 79).  

Croats began to differentiate their language from Bosnian and Serbian by excluding 

words of Turkish origin. Bosniaks, meanwhile, attempted to make their language sound a bit 

more Turkish by adding an ‘h’ sound to certain words. Thus, you can order coffee in BiH in 
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three ways: kahva (Bosnian), kava (Croatian), or kafa (Serbo-Croatian standard, and now 

Serbian). Each language is mutually intelligible, and Bosniaks, Croats, and Serbs all understand 

one another—a fact that was pointed out to me repeatedly by students from all parts of BiH 

during my fieldwork. A close analogy might be to compare American English, British English, 

and Irish English—the accent and some words are different, but the language itself is the same. It 

is worth noting that in some cases in BiH, not even the accent is different—Bosniaks, Croats, 

and Serbs who grow up in Sarajevo all speak with the same elongated ‘i’ accent, regardless of 

whether they are speaking Bosnian, Croatian, or Serbian.  

Religious identity also became more prominent during and after the war, and for the first 

time since pre-Yugoslavia, religious education was introduced to public school curricula (Popov 

and Ofstad 2006). Additionally, outward religious identification also became a form of symbolic 

resistance. Bosnian Muslim women and teenage girls began to wear headscarves, in accordance 

with traditional Islamic culture. This was a marked departure from their secular parents’ 

uncovered hair and Western fashion sense. Ordinarily it would be impossible to tell whether 

someone was a Croat, a Serb, or a Muslim just by looking at them—but by wearing the headscarf 

and hijab, Bosnian Muslim women could immediately stand out as supporters of Bosnian 

independence and the Bosniak cause.  

This use of religious symbolism continues in BiH today. In 2012, Amra Babić was 

elected as the first hijab-wearing mayor of Visoko, a small town just north of Sarajevo. Babić, 

who started wearing the hijab after her husband, an ARBiH soldier, was killed in the war, says 

the headscarf is a “human right.”22 Human rights have long been at the crux of the conflict in 

BiH, stemming from the human right to self-determination that first ignited the war and that 

                                                 
22 “A Message of Tolerance from Bosnia,” Aida Cerkez, New York Times, 30 October 2012. Available online: 

http://www.nytimes.com/2012/10/31/world/europe/31iht-letter31.html. Accessed: 3 June 2017.  

http://www.nytimes.com/2012/10/31/world/europe/31iht-letter31.html
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continues to serve as fodder for contestation within the education sector.23 After all, religion and 

the freedom to practice one’s religion are human rights, as is the right to speak one’s mother 

tongue (often cited in debates about Bosnian vs. Croatian vs. Serbian language), and these rights 

are affirmed by major pieces of international law including the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights (1949), the European Convention on Human Rights (1950), the International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966), the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural 

Rights (1966). The protection of human rights was used throughout the war as justification for 

continuing the conflict, and during the war, the education system was put on the front lines of 

defense, both literally (in the sense that school buildings were targets) and metaphorically (in the 

sense that for all sides, their cultural, historical, religious, and national identities were shaken to 

the core—so schools became both guardians and dispensaries of collective identity). Thus, 

education in BiH began to serve a tertiary role as a frontline defender of human rights.    

Taking a step back from identity and symbolism in education, consider the more 

pragmatic issues inherent to the structure of education in a country under siege. Most schools did 

not close for an extended stretch of time; rather, education continued during the war, in much the 

same way that education continued within the ghettos of Eastern Europe during World War II—

evidence of what David Berman calls “a universal, primordial, unquenchable drive for learning, 

contrary to all logic and braving obstacles” (2005, pp. 10). Indeed, education has been called a 

survival mechanism by many scholars of wartime education (Demick 1996, Perry 2003). 

Going to school during the war was extremely dangerous. Students risked death by 

falling mortar shells or sniper fire while traveling to or from school. Schools, including “pre-

                                                 
23 Although it is beyond the scope of this discussion to delve into the politics of self-determination, it is worth noting 

Woodrow Wilson’s Secretary of State Robert Lansing’s critique of the concept: “Self-determination… is simply 

loaded with dynamite. It raises hopes that can never be realized.” 
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school institutions and faculties,” were intentionally targeted by the combatants (Jabučar, 

Organizacija Škole u Ratu [School Organization in the War], pp. 4-5, as cited by Darvin 2009). 

At least 60% of schools were “damaged, destroyed, or requisitioned for military use” throughout 

the course of the war (Perry 2003, pp. 23). Thus, schooling was pulled into the conflict from the 

outset, and although it is no longer an overt target to preserve conflict and violence, schooling 

remains a tacit player in the frozen conflict that has enveloped present-day BiH.  

Because of this danger, schooling moved underground into basements, garages, hallways, 

and private homes where students and teachers would be safer from mortars and out of the 

snipers’ sights. ‘Stairway schools’ became common in Sarajevo, gathering students by 

candlelight in the interior corridors and stairways of the city’s tall apartment buildings. 

Schooling became a way to preserve normalcy in an increasingly abnormal existence, and so 

whenever possible, students were sent to class. This was also a way to keep students off the 

streets and out of harm’s direct path. As the war progressed, education became increasingly 

ethnically ‘marked,’ not only by curricular changes and classroom organization, but also by 

changing the names of schools. Berman relates the story of Dobrinja, a Sarajevo neighborhood of 

mostly Muslim families encircled by Serbs:  

Dobrinjans’ perception of the enemy, of the assaults on their elementary schools, and of 

their former teachers as “killers,” resulted in a kind of reverse cleansing in order to 

eliminate all traces of  “the criminals.” …10 April 1994 [marked] “the ceremony on the 

occasion of the change of names” of two of Dobrinja’s three elementary schools. Thus 

Simon Bolivar was renamed Skender Kulenović Elementary School and Nikola Tesla 

was renamed Ćamil Siharić Elementary School. … These names, of course, reflect a 

particular Bosnian rather than Yugoslav literary tradition befitting the creation of a new 

identity in opposition to the Yugoslav state that supported the objectives of its surrogate, 

Republika Srpska (Berman 2005, pp. 30). 

 

The shift to cloistered education during the war meant that classroom demographics had 

also shifted. Because schools were often organized on the front lines of the war, and because 
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ethnic cleansing had been so successful in the early phases of the conflict, students no longer 

attended school with members of ethnic groups other than their own. This arrangement was at 

first not deliberately engineered; rather, it was the byproduct of ethnic conflict. However, 

regardless of its origins, the ethnic separation that began during the war has continued to shape 

education in BiH today. Indeed, the ceasefire agreement that ultimately ended the war is rooted 

in the ethnic separation that became the hallmark of the Bosnian war, crystallizing ethnic 

differences not only in politics but also in education in BiH.   

  

A House Divided: Post-war Education in BiH 

  

The Dayton Peace Agreement (DPA) signed in 1995 succeeded in creating a lasting 

ceasefire and, finally, an end to the war. The document included provisions for governance that 

were not initially intended to serve as a long-term constitution for BiH, but have since been 

interpreted and applied as such. These provisions for governance were quite deliberate and 

covered many different aspects of political life—from division of territory and structure of 

government at the state and entity levels, to democratic principles, human rights, foreign policy, 

and practical matters such as air traffic control. However, either because they were too 

contentious or out of mere oversight, three key areas were excluded from the DPA: defense; 

policing, and education.  

Since education was excluded from the DPA, how the new country of Bosnia-

Herzegovina would provide public education to its citizens was left to be decided at the entity 

level. From the outset, this placed education within an ethnic context, as the entities were divided 

roughly along wartime battle lines according to ethnicity.24  

                                                 
24 Bosnian Serbs received 49% of BiH’s territory under the Republika Srpska (RS) entity; Bosnian Croats and 

Muslims share the remaining 51% of land under the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina (FBiH), also known as 
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Although a state-level ministry whose purview includes education does exist (under the 

umbrella office of Civil Affairs), this office plays an “unimportant role as coordinator” as its 

powers are limited and its enforcement capacity even more so.25 Therefore, education policy in 

today’s BiH is decided at the entity level and below. In Republika Srpska (RS) substantive policy 

is determined by the Ministry of Education of Republika Srpska. The Ministry in the RS 

oversees all preschool, primary, and secondary education conducted within the RS, the RS 

Pedagogical Institute, and the two public universities of the RS—the University of Banja Luka 

and the University of Istočno Sarajevo.  

Meanwhile, in the Federation, things are a bit more complicated. There is a Federal 

Ministry of Education and Science who is theoretically responsible for all education policy 

within the ten cantons of the Federation; however, in practice, policy is made at the cantonal 

level and below. Each canton has its own ministry—thus, there are eleven Federation education 

ministries. The cantonal ministries are separately responsible for preschool, primary, and 

secondary education within their own cantonal boundaries, as well as the universities that operate 

within those cantons (for example, the University of Sarajevo is administered by Sarajevo 

Canton, while the University of Tuzla is administered by Tuzlanski Canton). Furthermore, there 

are no fewer than six separate pedagogical institutes within the Federation, as well as an Institute 

for School Affairs in Mostar.   

 Finally, there is one last administrative division within BiH—Brčko District. In Brčko, 

education policy is made by the Education Department of Brčko District, which functions as a 

                                                 
the Muslim-Croat Federation. There is another territorial unit, Brčko District, which divides Republika Srpska in 

northeastern BiH at the Sava River and is held in condominium between the RS and FBiH. Their education system 

is separate from the RS and FBiH.   
25 Spirit of Bosnia, “Segregated Education in Bosnia and Herzegovina: The Extravagant State Structure of Bosnia 

and Herzegovina,” http://www.spiritofbosnia.org/volume-8-no-3-2013july/segregated-education-in-bosnia-and-

herzegovina/ (accessed 7 August 2014/4 June 2017).  

http://www.spiritofbosnia.org/volume-8-no-3-2013july/segregated-education-in-bosnia-and-herzegovina/
http://www.spiritofbosnia.org/volume-8-no-3-2013july/segregated-education-in-bosnia-and-herzegovina/
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ministry on equal footing with the entity-level ministries in BiH. Brčko is an unusual piece of 

BiH, as it physically divides the RS and is held in condominium between the Federation and the 

RS. Subject to comprehensive international administration following the war, Brčko is in many 

ways an exception to every BiH rule—it is multiethnic, refugees have returned in large numbers, 

and students go to school together following the same, unified curriculum. 

 The final tally comes to fourteen education ministries for BiH—one state-level Ministry 

of Civil Affairs; two entity-level Ministries of Education; ten cantonal-level Ministries of 

Education, and one district-level ministry in Brčko. Of these fourteen ministries, twelve hold 

substantive powers to introduce and influence education policy within their respective 

jurisdictions. Thus, education in post-war BiH is extremely decentralized and exceptionally 

disaggregated. The chart below, provided by the OSCE Education Programme, illustrates this 

arrangement:  
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Figure 2 

Source: Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) BiH, 2012. 

 

Two Schools under one Roof  

 

One clear advantage of a decentralized education system is that the ministries have the 

ability to tailor policy to the needs and interests of the local population. However, in places 

where the population is ethnically heterogeneous, this can be problematic. Consider the 

Federation. Its population of Bosniak Muslims and Croats lives, for the most part, in separate 

areas—the result of the ethnic cleansing campaigns that took place during the war. However, not 

all areas were completely ‘cleansed,’ and some areas remain populated by both Bosniaks and 

Croats. Three cantons in BiH are considered ‘mixed’—Central Bosnia Canton, Zenica-Doboj 

Canton, and Herzegovina-Neretva Canton.  
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 These cantons, like the others, each have their own education ministry. However, it is 

difficult to create a single education policy that serves the interests of two populations when 

many of those interests are mutually exclusive.26 Thus, in the immediate post-war era, when the 

cantonal ministries made the initial decisions on which curricula to adopt and which textbooks to 

use, the interests of one group (in these particular cantons, the Croats) won out over the other, 

creating a marginalized group (again, specific to these cantons, the Bosniaks). 

 Meanwhile, international aid money flowed into BiH to repair war-damaged schools, and 

agencies such as the World Bank—which financed the reconstruction of 82 primary schools in 

BiH27—took note of the fact that not all groups were benefiting from the reconstruction effort. In 

Stolac, an ethnically mixed town in Herzegovina-Neretva Canton28, Croat students attended 

classes in one of the newly-reconstructed schools, while Bosniak children were not allowed to 

attend and instead were educated in private homes and other substandard arrangements (Perry 

2003). When the Office of the High Representative (OHR) became aware of this situation, it 

demanded that Bosniak children from Stolac also be allowed access to the new school. The 

Croats reluctantly obliged, but only after creating a physical boundary of desks and chairs 

throughout the school’s hallways, blocking Croat students from the Bosniak students. 

Furthermore, two separate entrances were created—one for Croats, and one for Bosniaks. Thus, 

“two schools under one roof” (dvije škole pod jednom krovom) was born, and it allowed 

                                                 
26 For example, which should be the language of instruction—Bosnian or Croatian? Which version of history should 

be taught—the Bosnian version, or the Croatian version? If one is to be taught first, or in greater quantity than the 

other, which should receive preference? And perhaps most importantly—if my child learns both, which will he 

ultimately adopt?   
27 See also: http://www.worldbank.org/content/dam/Worldbank/document/eca/ba-15-years-brochure-eng.pdf.  
28 Historically, Stolac was always mixed—according to the 1991 census, 43.36% of Stolac’s population was 

Bosniak, while 33.12% was Croat, and 20.96% was Serbian. Most of the Serb population left during the war, but 

Stolac remains populated by Bosniaks and Croats. In April 2017, the first post-war census results were released (the 

census was given in October 2013), revealing a population of 38.22% Bosniaks, 58.51% Croats, and 1.92% Serbs 

living in Stolac.  

http://www.worldbank.org/content/dam/Worldbank/document/eca/ba-15-years-brochure-eng.pdf
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Federation locales with mixed populations to remain in compliance with the international 

community’s wishes (students from both ethnic groups were able to access newly reconstructed 

facilities) while also preventing any commingling of the groups and ensuring that each group 

would be taught in their own language, learning their own versions of history and religion.  

 “Two schools under one roof” was initially seen as a sign of progress toward 

reintegration by the international community, including OHR and the Organization for Security 

and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) (Hromadžić 2008). After all, students were finally going to 

school in the same building, even if they were not actually going ‘together.’ The arrangement 

spread throughout the three mixed cantons, and in total, at least 56 primary and secondary 

schools now operate under varying forms of ‘two-in-one.’ For example, in Busovača, located in 

Central Bosnia Canton, Croat secondary school students will attend school in the morning. In the 

afternoon, Bosniak students take the second shift. In Žepče, Bosniak and Croat secondary school 

students attend school at the same time, but their school building is divided by a corridor that 

serves as sort of a ‘DMZ.’ When facing the school from the courtyard, the right side is the 

Croatian side, which follows the Croatian curriculum and observes Catholic religious holidays. 

The left side is the Bosniak side, and here students follow the Bosnian curriculum, and the school 

is closed for Muslim holidays. There are two principals, two cafeterias, and two teachers’ 

lounges.  

 In some towns, “two schools under one roof” applies from primary school through 

secondary school. In others, only some schools are ‘two-in-one.’ Vareš, a small town in Zenica-

Doboj Canton located roughly an hour’s drive north of Sarajevo, features an elementary school 

that is segregated by floor—Bosniak children on prvi sprat (the first floor), then Croat children 

on drugi kat (the second floor), and then Bosniak children again on the third and highest floor, 
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treci sprat (the third floor). Children in Vareš learn separately (with the exception of English 

classes—there, students of all ethnicities attend class in the same classrooms) until they finish 

the eighth grade and enter high school at Mjesovita Srednja Škola (MSŠ) Nordbat 2. MSŠ 

Nordbat 2, an older school that was re-named after the Norweigian NATO battalion based near 

Vareš during the war, is integrated, and all students attend school together, in the same 

classrooms, at the same time. Students might separate into different classrooms for religious 

instruction, but otherwise, students of all ethnicities are together. The language of instruction is 

maternji jezik—‘mother tongue,’ and students are free to use whichever standard of Bosnian, 

Croatian, or Serbian they prefer. Upon graduation, students indicate which language they would 

prefer their diplomas to indicate that they have studied.  

This experience of attending a segregated elementary school but an integrated high 

school in the same town (with the same classmates, all of whom have a similar experience) is 

rather unique in BiH, and affords students in Vareš a perspective on both sides of divided 

education. This perspective is discussed in Chapter 4 vis-à-vis student focus group responses 

from Vareš. 

Branch Schools 

 

Turning now to the RS, it is important to note that ethnic cleansing did not eliminate all 

non-Serbs from the entity. Furthermore, refugee return has been a major focus for the 

international community29, and so minority accommodations in education have been an issue in 

the RS as well as the Federation. However, as previously noted, education policy in the RS is far 

more centralized than in the Federation—there is one entity-level ministry responsible for 

                                                 
29 Currently, there are still 103,000 registered internally-displaced persons (IDPs) in BiH (Source: UNHCR, “2014 

UNHCR regional operations profile - South-Eastern Europe,” available online: 

http://www.unhcr.org/pages/49e48d766.html. Accessed 12 August 2014). This is about 3% of the estimated 

population of BiH.  

http://www.unhcr.org/pages/49e48d766.html
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education, and that office serves the Serb-majority population. Thus, in the RS, ‘branch schools’ 

emerged as a solution to the problem of how to education non-Serbs in Serb-majority areas. 

Branch schools are smaller schools that offer a different curriculum and serve a different 

population than the main school for a given region—for example, in a town in the RS there 

might be one main elementary school that teaches the Serbian curriculum in Serbian Cyrillic. 

Bosniak returnees who do not wish for their child to learn only Serbian history, and only in 

Cyrillic, will instead send their child to another smaller elementary school in or near the same 

town—this is a ‘branch school.’ Branch schools do not always operate at the same standards as 

other schools in the RS—the most well-known recent example of this comes from Konjević 

Polje, in the Drina river valley in Eastern Bosnia.  

Beginning on 9 October 2013, a group of parents, teachers, and students from the village 

of Konjević Polje came to Sarajevo, where they, along with their school-age children, set up 

tents and cots on the banks of the Miljacka River directly across from the Office of the High 

Representative’s (OHR) main headquarters. They came to Sarajevo to protest conditions within 

their children’s elementary school, a Bosniak branch school. Parents complained that there was 

no water or heat in the school building, and that their repeated requests to the RS Education 

Ministry to improve the situation had gone unheeded. Beyond material concerns, parents were 

also upset about the quality of teachers and the content of curriculum. One father told me that he 

was unhappy because his children were not being taught by a qualified Bosnian language 

instructor30—rather, they were being taught by an older teacher who had finished the Faculty of 

Pedagogy at the University of Sarajevo prior to the war, when one could not obtain a 

specialization in Bosnian language, per se—one’s degree specialization was in Serbo-Croatian 

                                                 
30 Author’s interview, 15 November 2013.  
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language. Parents also decried outdated textbooks and a lack of standards set by instructors, 

including one example of a man whose daughter had aced all of her English classes but still 

“could not speak one word of English.”31    

The Konjević Polje protesters remained camped in front of OHR headquarters for several 

months as late summer turned to autumn and finally winter, ignoring the RS Education 

Ministry’s promise to fail their children for the school year. In December 2013, the RS 

Education Ministry offered to allow students to study the Bosnian language alongside the RS’s 

mandatory Serbian language instruction, but this compromise was rejected by the protestors.32 In 

early February 2014—just before massive protests erupted in several cities throughout BiH—the 

protestors ended their encampment and went back to Konjević Polje without having achieved the 

concessions they demanded. 96 students were part of the protests, and rather than return to their 

school in Konjević Polje, they would attend another school in nearby Nova Kasaba, where they 

would study a Bosniak curriculum taught by Federation volunteers.33  

The story of the Konjević Polje protesters illustrates the challenges faced by ethnic 

minorities living within the RS, showing that despite the RS’s centralized approach to education, 

the issue remains rife with contention as in the Federation. Not all branch schools in the RS are 

materially inadequate (note that the Konjević Polje dispute began over inadequate facilities, not 

curriculum), but many are, and this in conjunction with the clear dominance of the Serbian 

curriculum within the RS furthers the exclusion of ethnic minorities, deepening the ethnic divide 

within the RS.  

 

                                                 
31 Ibid.  
32 “Hopes Fade to End Bosnia School Protest,” http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/bosnia-school-protests-

continues-despite-cold, accessed 22 April 2015.  
33 “Bosniak Parents Pledge to Continue Schooling Battle,” https://iwpr.net/global-voices/bosniak-parents-pledge-

continue-schooling-battle, accessed 22 April 2015.  

http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/bosnia-school-protests-continues-despite-cold
http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/bosnia-school-protests-continues-despite-cold
https://iwpr.net/global-voices/bosniak-parents-pledge-continue-schooling-battle
https://iwpr.net/global-voices/bosniak-parents-pledge-continue-schooling-battle
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Konjević Polje protest site on the bank of the Miljacka River in front of OHR headquarters, 13 November 2013. The 

sign on the post is displayed toward passing motorists and reads, “Honk in support of the children of Konjević 

Polje.” (author’s photo). 

 

Elsewhere in BiH: the Monoethnic Default 

 

In other parts of BiH—outside of the RS, in the Federation’s cantons that have a clear 

ethnic majority—education is easier to explain. For the most part, schools are monoethnic, often 

by default. Ethnic cleansing resulted in population shifts that left many areas more or less 

homogenous, and so schools in these areas don’t segregate on purpose, but their student bodies 

are typically not ethnically diverse. In Sanski Most’s technical high school, for example, 134 of 

141 (95%) student survey respondents indicated that they were Bosniak. Of the others, one 

student identified as Croatian, one identified as Serbian, and the others declined to respond to the 

Figure 3 
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question. This school teaches the Bosniak curriculum and does not offer classes in Croatian or 

Serbian languages. In this sense, ethnic minorities living within near-monoethnic parts of the 

Federation may face the same exclusions faced by ethnic minorities in the RS—there is a clearly 

dominant group, and others’ interests are not given the same representation within the school 

system.  

 

Efforts at Reforming Post-War Education  

 

Numerous efforts to reform post-war education in BiH have taken place since the early 

2000s. Many of these efforts are non-traditional project-based initiatives, such as multiethnic 

peace camps (Darvin 2009). Other efforts take place within the schools themselves, such as 

separate English classes in segregated schools that are funded and sometimes taught by agents of 

the international community (for example, CIVITAS and American Councils). 

There have also been legal challenges to the current system. In 2012, the Municipal Court 

in Mostar heard a case (No. 58 Ps 085653 11 Ps) involving segregated schooling in Stolac—

recall that this is where “two schools under one roof” began. On 27 April 2012, the court ruled 

that “two schools under one roof” violated anti-discrimination laws and therefore could not 

continue beyond the current school year. Officials in Stolac appealed this decision to the 

Cantonal Court in Mostar on 28 May 2012, and on 11 June 2013, the Cantonal Court overturned 

the Municipal Court’s original ruling. The reason they overturned the ruling did not have to do 

with whether or not “two schools under one roof” was or was not a discriminatory policy—

rather, the ruling was overturned on the grounds that the original plaintiff—Association “Vaša 

Prava BiH Sarajevo”—was not the victim of said discrimination and therefore did not have cause 

to bring the suit. In its opinion, the Court stated that while it “certainly does not approve the 

current situation in [Herzegovina-Neretva Canton], among other things, the existence of ‘two 
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schools under one roof,’” the original verdict must be overturned because “the plaintiff cannot 

wish for better education conditions in the respondent schools, and be a greater protector of the 

children’s rights than their parents, who did not address the plaintiff for protection of their 

children’s rights.”34 

 

Brčko 

 

 Brčko District is an anomaly and an outlier. But Brčko District is important, because 

Brčko District illustrates 1) that BiH’s three main ethnicities can and do go to school together, 

following one curriculum; and 2) that the international community is, under certain 

circumstances, capable of effecting measurable and pronounced change in the otherwise stagnant 

political landscape of BiH. 

 Held in condominium by the RS and the Federation, Brčko’s designation as a special 

administrative district accomplished two things: first, it physically broke up the territory of the 

RS, and guaranteed the Federation access to the Sava River. Second, it gave the international 

community a very strong mandate in a very small area. A sort of ‘mini-OHR’ was created in 

Brčko, dubbed OHR North, and OHR North was responsible for many sweeping peacebuilding 

initiatives. OHR North also had at its disposal a contingent of American military personnel to 

guarantee the safety of returnees—these were boots on the ground who maintained a physical 

presence in Brčko for 9 years, until 2004.  

 Brčko was always multiethnic, and so when OHR North was rebuilding the education 

system in Brčko (including the physical reconstruction of schools), maintaining an emphasis on 

pluralism in school was considered essential. As a result of this conscious and careful 

                                                 
34 Decision of Judge Zoran Krtalić, Cantonal Court Mostar, 11 June 2013. Case number: 58 0 Ps 085653 12 Pž.m 

Pages 2-3.  
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restructuring of the education system, Brčko is now the only place in BiH that has a truly 

integrated curriculum. Bosniaks, Croats, and Serbs attend school together in Brčko, taking the 

same classes in the same classrooms. To accommodate each constituent group’s rights to 

instruction in their own language, classes in Bosnian, Croatian, and Serbian are offered, and 

students may choose which language course they would like to study. Everything—from official 

documents to signs in school hallways—is printed in both Cyrillic and Latin scripts. 

Furthermore, all classes are taught in both scripts on a rotating basis. This means that one week, 

Serbian language will be taught in the Latin script, while the next week, Croatian language will 

be taught in Cyrillic script. It is an unusual but effective way to ensure equal representation, 

reminiscent of Yugoslav schooling. As OSCE-Brčko Education Officer Karmelita Simić put it, 

“This is how we used to do it when we were growing up.”35  

Conclusions 

 

Twenty-two years after the war’s end, education remains a critical issue for BiH. 

Maureen E. Cormack, U.S. Ambassador to BiH, chose education as the focus for her first 

Ambassador’s Blog entry, suggesting a shift in the priorities of the U.S. Embassy in Sarajevo.36 

Cormack emphasized the importance of students going to school together, a statement that 

caused Bosnian Serbs to bristle—Dusanka Majkic, a Bosnian Serb MP, responded to the 

Ambassador’s blog post by saying, “the Ambassador [is] insufficiently informed about 

Bosnia.”37 

Nevertheless, in the two years since that blog post, Cormack has continued to emphasize 

the importance of students of different ethnic groups having a shared educational experience, and 

                                                 
35 Author’s interview, 4 March 2014.  
36 “U.S. Ambassador’s Blog Highlights Bosnia School Segregation,” http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/us-

ambassador-wants-common-bosnian-curriculum. Accessed 14 March 2015. 
37 Ibid.  

http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/us-ambassador-wants-common-bosnian-curriculum
http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/us-ambassador-wants-common-bosnian-curriculum
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has encouraged Bosnian citizens to transcend ethnic divides and work toward a common, shared 

future.38 Whether the country will be able to transcend those divides remains to be seen, as 

ethnoreligious—not civic—identity persists as the most salient and politically relevant identity in 

BiH today. This is predominantly due to the consociational government created by the DPA. The 

education system in present-day BiH reinforces the salience of ethnoreligious identity and in this 

way serves as a consociational mechanism. In Chapter 3, I will expand upon this premise, 

establishing the centrality of education to the Bosnian government, the cultivation of civic 

national identity, and the future trajectory of the Bosnian state.  

 

 

 

  

                                                 
38 Since this early initiative, the U.S. Embassy in Sarajevo has launched a host of programs designed to foster 

interethnic contact in locales with segregated schools. Most recently, this includes the Homestay Small Grants 

Program funding “civic education programs that address school segregation or other problems that divide students 

along ethnic lines…projects should advance education for democracy and help remove obstacles to integration in 

education,” https://ba.usembassy.gov/nofo-homestay-small-grants-program/. Accessed 22 June 2017.  

 

https://ba.usembassy.gov/nofo-homestay-small-grants-program/
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 [[CHAPTER 3]] 

EDUCATION AS A CONSOCIATIONAL MECHANISM 

Introduction – The Importance of Education to Post-Conflict Institutional Design 

Second only to family, education wields perhaps the strongest influence on young 

peoples’ lives. Education plays a critical role not only in students’ intellectual development, but 

also in the formation of students’ personal and social identities and behaviors (not to mention its 

role in preparing students for employment or university studies). Universal public education has 

the unique ability to create shared experiences amongst entire generations, providing a common 

ground on which students from different regions of one country can relate to one another despite 

not actually having grown up together in the same physical spaces.  

A state’s public education system can also hint at the overall health of the state. 

Prosperous, peaceful states tend to maintain high standards within their education system, while 

weaker, conflict-prone states tend to have difficulty delivering high-quality public education to 

all students. Furthermore, education reform is an essential component of post-conflict 

peacebuilding, both in the immediate aftermath of violence and in the long-term. Education can 

restore a normal routine to societies and provide a forum for reconciliation. Moreover, it can 

train new generations of citizens to move past the grudges of older generations toward a 

cooperative, collaborative future within a shared state. Thus, it is essential not to underestimate 

the agency of a country’s education system when analyzing that country’s prospects for 

cooperation or conflict.  

Given the breadth and depth of influence that education has within a society, it is 

important to investigate how specific education policies affect the students who are subject to 

them. In postwar BiH, education is fraught with contention. The DPA largely ignored the issue 

of education, failing to ascribe federal authority over education. As mentioned in the preceding 
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chapter, because education was not specifically included as a state-level competence by the 

DPA, authority over education devolved to subnational authorities—at the entity level in the RS, 

and at the cantonal level within the Federation. In short, the result of this decentralized 

administration of education in BiH has been the adoption of competing and often contradictory 

practices, including implementing different curricula throughout the country and in some places, 

the emergence of “two schools under one roof,” in which students of different ethnicities attend 

the same school building but on different schedules, in different classrooms, with different 

teachers.  

Therefore, in this chapter I will attempt to shed light on the broad question of how the 

current education system in BiH is an example of micro-level consociationalism in practice, a 

concept that I will discuss in greater detail later in the chapter.  

The chapter will proceed as follows: first, I will frame this inquiry within the relevant 

literatures, addressing the theoretical debates to which this project contributes. Then, I will 

discuss education’s role as a consociational mechanism in BiH. Finally, I will address the ‘so 

what’ question, explaining why this matters to identity formation, conflict, and post-conflict 

peacebuilding. This chapter will form the theoretical foundation for the empirical analysis that 

follows in Chapters 4 and 5.  

Consociational vs. Communal Governance 

 At their basest level, political institutions are responsible for distributing power and 

citizens’ access to power. By extension, then, political institutions influence the balance between 

peace and conflict within divided societies. The precise means by which political institutions 

should be designed in order to best accomplish this end is the subject of spirited debate. 

One of the most prominent debates over institutional design takes place between the 

schools of consociationalism and communalism, or majoritarianism. This debate bases its 
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modern iterations in largely ‘Lijphartian’ (so named for Arend Lijphart, widely regarded as the 

‘father of consociationalism’ [Pérez 2013, pp. 71]) or ‘Horowitzian’ (so named for Donald 

Horowitz, Lijphart’s chief opponent who advocates instead for communal democracy) camps, 

although the underlying premises of both schools of thought can be traced back to ancient 

political theory—for example, consider Aristotle’s characterization of the good state: “A state 

aims at being, as far as it can be, a society composed of equals and peers” (Aristotle 1958, pp. 

181). Thus, the question becomes, how can we attain this type of equality in a heterogeneous 

society comprised of citizens that might not always see themselves as peers? Federalism might 

offer a solution to this dilemma, but federalism—which always addresses territorial organization, 

but does not always address regime type—is often insufficient in its mitigation of social 

divisions (Elazar 1985). This question therefore necessitates some (very brief) discussion of 

human nature and the state of man. 

Are human beings inherently prone to conflict, or are they inherently prone to 

cooperation? Is the prevailing condition of the state of nature competition and chaos, as Thomas 

Hobbes might have seen it, or is the state of nature characterized by unfettered harmony amongst 

noble savages, as envisioned by Jean-Jacques Rousseau? The philosophical approach underlying 

consociationalism is considerably more Hobbesian than Rousseau-esque. Consociational 

theorists “presuppose weaknesses in human character and offer solutions on how to overcome 

them in order to achieve a specific goal” (Merdzanovic 2015, pp. 110). That is to say, advocates 

of consociational democracy see societies as inherently conflict prone, but believe that if we can 

just get the institutions right, (i.e. by avoiding tyranny of the majority and instituting a 

government the shares power amongst all relevant groups, fostering inter-ethnic cooperation at 

the elite level) conflict can be averted.  
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Consociational (also called power-sharing) democracy differs from communal or 

majoritarian democracy in that it is founded on the basis of consensus. That is to say, 

consociational institutions are designed to foster bargaining and compromise, while majoritarian 

democracy is designed to reflect the dominant political interests in a given society. Lijphart 

argues that consensus democracies “clearly outperform the majoritarian democracies with regard 

to the quality of democracy and democratic representation” (Lijphart 2012, pp. 295). However, 

he cautions that “consensus democracy may not be able to take root and thrive unless it is 

supported by a consensual political culture” (Lijphart 2012, pp. 300). The question is, where 

does consensual political culture come from? Is it endemic to a society before it transitions to 

democracy, or do democratic institutions engender a consensual political culture where one did 

not previously exist? If the former, this is problematic for the adoption of consociational 

democracy by deeply divided societies, because it suggests that deep divisions must first be 

ameliorated before consensus can be achieved. 

Another necessary condition for consensus, according to Lijphart, is a shared sense of 

national identity. Writing about the Netherlands, Lijphart says that “the most important factor 

behind this element of consensus is Dutch nationalism: the feeling of belonging to a common 

nation as well as to one’s own bloc” (Lijphart 1968, pp. 79). Again, this is problematic for 

deeply divided societies that may possess only a very distant—or entirely non-existent—sense of 

shared nationalism.  

In BiH, this is particularly challenging, as here consociational power-sharing has elevated 

the importance of the ethnoreligious identities of those living within BiH (Bosniaks, Croats, and 

Serbs) while leaving little to no space for a civic Bosnian identity to form or grow. One example 

of this comes from the eligibility requirements to run for the office of president. In BiH, you 
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must identify as either Bosniak, Croat, or Serb in order to be eligible for election to the 

presidency. If you identify primarily as a member of another ethnic group (for example, as a 

Roma or Jew, as in the Sejdić-Finci case), you are constitutionally ineligible to run for president. 

Furthermore, if you choose to identify simply as ‘Bosnian,’ an identity that carries with it no 

ethnic or religious connotation, you are similarly barred from running for this political office. As 

such, starting from the executive branch at the national level, the institutional structure of the 

Bosnian government implies that there is no space for civic identity—only ethnic.  

Formerly-Yugoslav, ethnically Croat journalist Slavenka Drakulić offers an eloquent 

illustration of how this new role for ethnicity took shape during the war:  

Being Croat has become my destiny. …it is hard for [my friends] to understand that being 

Croat has become my identity. How can I explain to them that in this war I am defined by 

my nationality, and by it alone? Along with millions of other Croats, I was pinned to the 

wall of nationhood—not only by outside pressure from Serbia and the Federal Army 

[JNA] but by national homogenization within [my country] itself. That is what the war is 

doing to us, reducing us to one dimension: the Nation. The trouble with this nationhood, 

however, is that whereas before, I was defined by my education, my job, my ideas, my 

character—and, yes, my nationality too, now I feel stripped of all that. I am nobody, 

because I am not a person anymore, I am one of 4.5 million Croats… I am not in a 

position to choose any longer. Nor, I think, is anyone else… something people cherished 

as part of their cultural identity—an alternative to the all-embracing communism… has 

become their political identity and turned into something like an ill-fitting shirt. You may 

feel the sleeves are too short, the collar too tight. You might not like the color, and the 

cloth might itch. But there is no escape; there is nothing else to wear (Drakulić 1993, pp. 

50-52).   

Whereas during the Yugoslav period, everyone throughout the whole country of Yugoslavia 

wore the same ‘ill-fitting shirt,’ in the post-war era, everyone lost their shirts and was left with 

no choice but to don the wardrobes chosen by the victors—in this case, the political and military 

leaders of the ethnic sides of the war.  

Consociational democracy rooted in a comprehensive power-sharing arrangement is one 

tool through which a society’s ‘relevant groups’ can each claim access to power without 
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impinging on the others’ claims to power. However, despite being the subject of extensive study, 

there does not yet exist a parsimonious and broadly accepted definition of power sharing (Strøm, 

Gates, Graham, and Strand, 2015, pp. 165). This partially due to the fact that, as Strøm et al. 

(2015) reveal, the literature on power sharing through consociational democracy has evolved 

along two separate but somewhat parallel tracks: scholarship addressing power sharing as it 

relates to democracy, and scholarship addressing power sharing as it relates to civil conflict. And 

so although most discussions of consociationalism begin with Lijphart, it is important to note 

that his analysis is based largely on cases whose “histories have been largely peaceful in spite of 

sometimes profound social divisions, but which are first and foremost democratic” (Strøm et al., 

2015, pp. 165). Therefore, Lijphartian interpretations alone yield an insufficient understanding of 

how political power sharing works under a more challenging set of circumstances; that is, within 

conflict-prone and post-conflict settings. Nevertheless, it makes sense to begin with Lijphart 

when defining consociational democracy, and then to move forward to discussions of power 

sharing as a conflict management technique.  

 Beyond consensus and shared national identity, Lijphart (1968, 1977) identifies four key 

conditions for consociational democracy. These are: (1) grand coalition (that is, government by 

a grand coalition of “political leaders of all significant segments of… society”); (2) mutual or 

minority veto, ensuring further protection of minority interests; (3) proportionality “as the 

principal standard of political representation, civil service appointments, and allocation of public 

funds,” (essentially, positions and funds are to be allocated on the basis of ethnic or other group 

identity-based quotas), and (4) regional autonomy such that sub-state units retain the ability to 

manage their own internal affairs (by extension, this typically manifests as federalism).  
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Of Lijphart’s conditions, the second (minority veto) and the fourth (regional autonomy) 

provide the greatest security to members of non-majority ethnic groups in the sub-national 

administrative units of BiH while simultaneously impeding the ability of the Bosnian state to 

conduct government affairs efficiently or coherently. Minority veto in both the legislative and 

executive branches limits the ability of the Bosnian government to override a cacophony of 

dissenting opinions so that it may adopt and enact policy, often resulting in political stalemate.39 

Furthermore, regional autonomy in BiH has led to the adoption of numerous overlapping and 

often contradictory policies at the entity, cantonal, and municipal levels, especially within the 

field of education.40 Lijphart acknowledges that his conditions necessitate certain trade-offs; 

namely, efficiency in exchange for stability—but he defends his position, contending that “short-

term efficiency is… likely to lead to a breakdown in the long run” (Lijphart 1977, pp. 51). 

However, Lijphart does not address the potential perils of long-term inefficiency in government, 

which was the oft-stated motivation behind the February 2014 protests that erupted across BiH, 

triggering some of the worst violence in BiH since the war. Furthermore, as Strøm et al. (2015) 

point out, Lijphart’s consociational democracy overlooks many of the political institutions that 

can be used to foster inclusion or cooperation. For example, Walter (2002) as well as Hartzell 

and Hoddie (2007) offers a categorization of power sharing institutions along political, territorial, 

and military arrangements. Furthermore, Roeder and Rothchild (2005) and Horowitz (1985) 

point out the utility of time-limited power sharing, with Roeder and Rothchild using the example 

of South Africa’s 1994-1999 post-apartheid government. Such time-limited arrangements can 

                                                 
39 One example of political stalemate in BiH is illustrated by the general elections held on 3 October 2010. These 

elections failed to produce a governing coalition until 28 December 2011, more than a year after votes were cast. 

(Optimistically, it took far less time to form a governing coalition after the most recent Bosnian general elections in 

2014).  
40 For example, consider the lack of a single Bosnian history curriculum—at least three different narratives are 

taught to Bosnian students regarding their own country’s history, determined by the majority ethnic group in a given 

community.  



56 

 

reduce the tendency of power sharing to “cement of perpetuate existing social cleavages” (Strøm 

et al. 2015, pp. 168), a critique of consociational democracy made by Horowitz (1985) and 

others.  

Contrasting with Lijphart, Horowitz’s communalism espouses a model of integrative or 

centripetal democracy (1985). He notes that “[political] parties that begin by merely mirroring 

ethnic divisions help to deepen and extend them,” advocating for an institutional arrangement 

that encourages moderation and compromise toward the center of the political spectrum whilst 

de-emphasizing ethnic identity (Horowitz 1985, pp. 291). Horowitz criticizes Lijphartian 

consociationalism as “motivationally inadequate,” suggesting that ethnically-based parties and 

policies lead to complacency among embittered factions (Horowitz 2002). Beyond this, 

Horowitz assumes “mutual incompatibility of ethnic claims to power,” (Horowitz 1985, pp. 294). 

That is to say, parties and policies that are ethnic in nature are inherently exclusive—under most 

circumstances, you cannot ‘opt in’ to an ethnic group in order reap the benefits of that group’s 

power and influence, and this is a fundamental difference between identity-group-based politics 

and ideology-based politics.41 Horowitz explains: “…the [ethnic] party aspires to control the 

state, and in conflict-prone polities ethnic groups also attempt to exclude others from state 

power” (Horowitz 1985, pp. 294). Because consociational governments inherently incentivize 

the formation of ethnic political parties, and because ethnic political parties are inherently 

exclusive, consociationalism therefore increase the likelihood of conflict in divided societies 

                                                 
41 For example, in the United States, a politically moderate voter might call themselves a Democrat during Barack 

Obama’s presidency but might have self-identified as a Republican during George H. W. Bush’s presidency. 

Because ideology-based identities like Democrat and Republican are not fixed, it is possible for a citizen to switch 

between the two with relatively little trouble. It is far more difficult to change one’s ethnic identity, as ethnicity is a 

notoriously ‘sticky’ (Chandra 2009) identity. Horowitz expounds upon this: “Because of the ascriptive character of 

ethnic identity, attachment to an ongoing ethnic party may not be as susceptible to change at the level of the 

individual voter as attachment to a party that has the flavor of a voluntary association. Ethnicity offers political 

leaders the promise of secure support. Politicians who can count have something they can count on” (Horowitz 

1985, pp. 294-295, emphasis added).  
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because they exacerbate existing ethnic insecurities and/or create new ethnic insecurities in place 

of pre-existing non-ethnic insecurities.  

Critically, the key to understanding power sharing lies in the incentives that it creates 

(Strøm et al. 2015, pp. 168), and in BiH, the incentives created by the power-sharing agreement 

settled on at Dayton reward appeals to ethnic bases and the prolongation of ethnic insecurities. 

As mentioned earlier, successful political parties in BiH are ethnic parties. Because ethnic parties 

dominate the political landscape in BiH, we see two critical outcomes: first, this leads to what 

Reilly (2002) called ‘ethnic outbidding,’ a phenomenon in which politicians use increasingly 

extreme rhetoric to advance their positions. For example, Bosniak Candidate A and Bosniak 

Candidate B know that they must belong to the Bosniak political party, Stranka demokratske 

akcije (SDA), in order to stand the greatest change of being elected. Because they are both 

members of an ethnic political party that purports to serve ethnic Bosniak interests, they must 

both strive to make the most convincing case that they are uniquely capable of protecting and 

advancing Bosniak interests above all others. This leads to what Reilly (2002) calls the 

‘centrifugal force’ effect in electoral politics, as rhetoric increasingly and competitively spirals 

outward to the extreme edges of the political spectrum. In order to be seen as the ‘best’ Bosniak 

candidate, SDA candidates must outbid one another in competition for their own ethnic group’s 

votes. Meanwhile, this outbidding serves to alienate members of other ethnic groups who might 

have considered voting for a moderate non-co-ethnic as opposed to an extreme co-ethnic but 

would not vote for an extreme non-co-ethnic.  

The second outcome produced by ethnic parties’ dominance of the Bosnian political 

landscape is the perpetuation of ethnic security dilemma (Posen 1993). By elevating the meaning 

of ethnic labels and making them a prerequisite for access to power in post-Dayton BiH, these 
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ethnic labels constitute perceived threats to other ethnic labels in much the same way that simply 

by virtue of being one of two dominant political parties, Democrats are inherently threatened by 

Republicans and vice versa in the United States. Thus, not only do ethnic political parties in BiH 

trigger intra-ethnic competition resulting in nationalist extremism, but they also engrain patterns 

of interethnic competition by generating a permanent sense of threat from the Other.  

Wilkinson (2004) suggests that governments can overcome the ethnic security dilemma 

in part by relying on vote-pooling and other centripetal, communal mechanisms. He notes that 

these are more likely to provide a sense of security and alleviation of threat (real or perceived) by 

de-emphasizing the significance of ethnicity, supporting Horowitz.  

Both Lijphart and Horowitz have been criticized on the grounds that their theories have 

passed only limited ‘field tests’—Lijphart (2004) complains that Horowitz has devised a model 

that has not been tested on any real-world cases (with the singular exception of Fiji 1999-

2000),42 while Horowitz points out that although Lijphartian consociationalism has been 

implemented in numerous cases including the Netherlands and Belgium, in many other cases, 

consociationalism has since been abandoned. Proponents of consociationalism respond by 

pointing out the usefulness of the model in achieving and preserving a durable peace, as the 

empirics suggest that peace agreements tend to be upheld longer if they include elements of 

consociational democracy (McGarry 2001). The Bosnian case seems to bear out this claim; 

nearly 23 years following the adoption of the DPA, peace has been preserved and violent conflict 

remains at bay.  

                                                 
42 Reilly (2001) suggests that Horowitzian vote-pooling has in fact been demonstrated elsewhere, including in 

Australia, Papua New Guinea, and Northern Ireland. However, Reilly also notes that little empirical testing has been 

done to illustrate the effectiveness of Horowitz’s model in ethnically divided societies (23). 
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One element that this debate is missing, however, is further exploration of Strøm et al.’s 

(2015) contention that consociational power sharing actually falls into two discrete categories: 

power sharing as a form of democracy, and power sharing as a tool of institutional design for 

post-conflict societies. To that end, Strøm et al. (2015) offer the following refinement on power 

sharing: power sharing comes in three forms; inclusive, dispersive, and constraining. Inclusive 

agreements “mandate the participation of several parties or groups in particular offices or 

decision-making processes,” while dispersive arrangements “divide authority among many actors 

in a well-defined pattern (such as territorial decentralization).” Finally, constraining 

arrangements—the most effective at managing competing claims to power in divided societies—

“limit the power of any party or social group and thus protect ordinary citizens and vulnerable 

groups against encroachment and abuse” (2015, pp. 169). It is this capacity to protect that makes 

constraining consociationalism most effective at mitigating conflict, because if we accept the 

premise of the ethnic security dilemma that conflict is a product of group insecurities generated 

by other groups’ relative gains in status or power, then it stands to reason that institutions that 

limit or constrain groups’ abilities to eclipse other groups’ access to power will prove most 

effective at transmitting a sense of protection emanating from the country’s political institutions. 

Put differently, in conflict-prone and post-conflict societies, groups are or perceive themselves to 

be at-risk. Institutions that limit the perception of risk will be more effective at moderating 

threats than institutions that are primarily designed to foster inclusion and/or participation.  

In BiH, power sharing is inclusive (for example, the tripartite presidency) and dispersive 

(for example, the territorial division of the country into ethnic or co-ethnic entities), but there are 

limited constraining elements to consociation in this country. The most noteworthy element of 

consociational constraint is the generous allocation of veto powers, but this alone does not 
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provide adequate reassurance to groups that perceive themselves as vulnerable and instead serves 

only to prolong the institutional paralysis that has afflicted BiH for the better part of three 

decades.43  

One way to overcome the sense of vulnerability amongst groups in post-conflict societies 

is to design an electoral system that affords broad representation while also necessitating cross-

group appeal. In his discussion of centripetalism, Reilly (2001) addresses electoral systems, 

emphasizing the importance of ethnically mixed districts paired with an electoral system that 

allows for vote-pooling (for example, alternative-transfer voting [ATV]). He notes that “the more 

heterogeneous a constituency, the more likely it is that meaningful vote-pooling will take place” 

(Reilly 2001, pp. 185). He continues: “The best conditions… [are] if the members of different 

ethnic groups are widely dispersed and intermingled. The worst conditions are where groups are 

geographically concentrated or segregated into particular areas” (Reilly 2001, pp. 185). In BiH, 

the opposite situation prevails as ethnic cleansing has produced ethnically homogenous districts 

throughout the country (that have been crystalized through dispersive power sharing). 

Additionally, vote-pooling comes at a cost—if a candidate appeals to ‘second-string’ 

voters, they risk alienating their primary audience who may instead choose to vote for a 

candidate positioned on the more distant edge of the political spectrum. Furthermore, as 

discussed at length in Chapter 2, primary and secondary education is most likely to take the form 

of “two schools under one roof” in areas where the population is not dominated by one group—

that is to say, in cantons where the population of Bosniaks and Croats is relatively similar in size 

                                                 
43 On the subject of institutional paralysis, consider that the 2017 Parliamentary Assembly of BiH passed on 11 new 

laws, the lowest number of laws passed by any Yugoslav successor state that year (Source: 

https://www.parlament.ba/law/SearchLaws, accessed 13 April 2018). For a broader contrast, consider that the 

second session of the 113th United States Congress—one of the least legislatively productive Congresses in the past 

thirty years—passed 23 new laws.  

https://www.parlament.ba/law/SearchLaws
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and neither group commands an overwhelming majority. Here, although districts are ethnically 

plural, students are prevented from having contact with students from opposing ethnic groups 

due to the (politically-sanctioned) organization of their schools.  

Extrapolating from Reilly’s assessment of electoral politics, I argue that the divisions in 

Bosnian education discussed in Chapter 2—including ethnic segregation in schools—are one 

symptom of the divisions found in Bosnian politics. These divisions are a product of the political 

institutions in BiH because of the structural incentives and rewards for ‘playing ethnic politics’ 

that are embedded in BiH’s extreme form of consociationalism. This in turn diminishes the 

likelihood of cross-group compromise and increases the likelihood of statewide stalemate.44  

Bozić (2006) affirms the connection between political structure and education policy: 

 

The existing school segregation is the result of two interdependent forces converging 

under favorable socioenvironmental conditions: those forces are the politicization and 

fragmentation of education. The former is embedded in a strong and systematic 

educational protectionism…the latter reflects the political structure of the country, 

founded in the 1992 to 1995 war by the Dayton Agreement. … This political structure 

has been replicated in the education sector, dividing it into two autonomous but 

asymmetrical education systems (Bozić 2006, pp. 320-321 [emphasis added]). 

 

Therefore, the analysis and discussion of the divided education system presented in this 

dissertation is effectively an analysis and discussion of the divided Bosnian state. Put 

differently—the education system is a microcosmic representation of the state itself. To date, 

although numerous studies have attempted to answer the question of how best to organize 

political institutions in deeply divided societies—and numerous other studies have attempted to 

answer questions related to education and identity formation—no other study has attempted to 

merge the two topics, using education as a micro-level test for macro-level theories of 

government. This project attempts to fill this lacuna.  

                                                 
44 Roberto Belloni offers one stark example of this failure to compromise: “Bosnia has seventeen police services, but 

they refuse to cooperate, and crime is rising” (Belloni 2007, pp. 51).  
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Education in Bosnia: Structure and Organization 

Education policy is not the only microcosmic facet of post-war power-sharing in BiH 

(see also: defense and policing), but it is an area of critical importance to the future of the state. 

There are several reasons for this—foremost, education is a key component of post-conflict 

peacebuilding and is essential to the prevention of future conflict. Furthermore, issues related to 

education—including language rights and religious instruction—have divided Bosnian citizens 

since the war’s end, and the salience of these issues has sharpened over time. Finally, education 

in BiH is unique in that there is a great deal of variation in policy and practice within relatively 

small swaths of territory. As such, BiH is an ideal and essential place within which education-

related processes can be measured.  

Because the DPA does not specifically include education as a state-level competence, its 

administration devolves to the entity level in RS and to the cantonal level in the Federation. 

Thus—as illustrated in Chapter 2—within BiH, there are no fewer than fourteen Ministries of 

Education—one at the national level, one at the entity level in RS, one at the entity level in the 

Federation, one for Brčko District, and ten at the cantonal level in the Federation. The national- 

and entity-level Ministries are largely figureheads—they do not have the authority to implement 

or enforce policy, only to propose it. The district and cantonal Ministries, by contrast, have 

access to funding and other resources, and each of the cantonal Ministries are responsible for 

setting their own education policy—this includes things like allocation of funding for materials 

and teacher salaries; specifying which textbooks and curricula (federal/Bosniak, Croatian, or 

Serbian) are to be used; creating a calendar for the academic year, including which religious 
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holidays will be observed; making decisions regarding the transferability of academic credit from 

schools in one canton to another, and determining what will be the language of instruction.45 

As previously stated, party patronage plays a strong part in determining who will receive 

a ministerial appointment. Because the dominant political parties in BiH are ethnic political 

parties, those party members who are appointed to ministerial positions have by definition 

distinguished themselves by advancing ethnic interests.46 The cantonal education ministries are 

perhaps the most well-funded ministerial positions in Bosnia; furthermore, because education 

ministers are not beholden to centralized authority (e.g. a national- or entity-level ministry or 

council of ministers), these positions come with far greater latitude than other ministerial 

positions. Therefore, appointment to a cantonal Ministry of Education is a coveted position, and 

those who are appointed Ministers of Education are not necessarily qualified as educators or 

administrators (although, to be fair, some of them are)—rather, they are often individuals that 

                                                 
45 Prior to the war, the official language of BiH was Serbo-Croatian. After the war, three separate languages were 

recognized—Bosnian, Croatian, and Serbian (now BCS). Although there are some differences in vocabulary (e.g. 

‘bread’ can be hljeb [Bosnian], kruh [Croatian], or hleb [Serbian]) and syntax (e.g. usage of infinitive constructions), 

grammar is nearly identical and the three languages are mutually understood. However, schools in Croat-majority 

areas will teach in the Croatian language, while schools in Bosniak-majority areas will teach in the Bosnian 

language. This is a major point of contention with regard to the discussion of reunifying schools, as many parents 

insist that their children be taught in their mother tongue. Many children, however, have said that the languages “are 

the same,” and that, “we all understand each other.” (Source: Vareš focus group, 12 April 2013) 
46 The largest political parties in Bosnia are: the Party of Democratic Action (Stranka demokratske akcija, or SDA); 

the Croatian Democratic Union of Bosnia and Herzegovina (Hrvatska demokratska zajednica Bosne i Hercegovine, 

or HDZ-BiH [commonly just HDZ, but this may be confusing as HDZ is the Croatian nationalist party in Croatia]), 

and the Alliance of Independent Social Democrats (Savez nezevisnih socialdemokrata, or SNSD). Each of these 

parties represents ethnic interests—the SDA is the Bosniak national party; HDZ-BiH is the Croatian national party, 

and the SNSD is the Serbian national party. Other political parties (mono- and multi-ethnic) do exist and hold seats 

within the Bosnian legislature; however, these three parties regularly garner the bulk of votes in any election. The 

deep-rooted prevalence of ethnic political parties in Bosnia can be attributed to the fact that the first elections held in 

postwar Bosnia took place in November 1996, less than a year after the signing of the DPA. The reason for these 

early elections was because the international community, tasked with the immediate post-war reconstruction of BiH, 

had a vested interest in transferring this responsibility to local actors as quickly as possible. As such, elections were 

organized so that a team of local politicians could be established. Wounds left by the 1992-95 war had not yet come 

close to healing, and severe mistrust was the hallmark of interethnic relations in Bosnia at the time. Thus, nationalist 

politicians were able to capitalize on this mistrust and established the current dominance of ethnic political parties in 

BiH that continues to date. Ethnic political parties and their role in BiH today are discussed earlier in this chapter. 
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have diligently served their political party’s ethnic interests. Thus, the system is designed such 

that ethnic extremists are more likely to control education policy than political moderates. 

This begs the question: what are ethnic interests in education? The following section will 

detail Bosnian citizens’ specific concerns related to education.   

 

Sticking Points: Language, Curriculum, and Integration 

 

 As discussed in Chapter 2, before the break-up, students in Yugoslavia followed a 

socialist curriculum, and most students were taught in the same language. Tito considered 

education “to be one of the most important activities for the reconstruction and development of 

the country,” (Russo 2000), and so during the time period between 1945 and 1992, school 

attendance was mandatory, literacy rates were high, and students were uniformly instructed in 

accordance with Tito’s ‘bratstvo i jedinstvo’ (‘brotherhood and unity’). Exceptions to the 

language policy were made in the republics of Slovenia (Slovene) and Macedonia (Macedonian), 

and in the autonomous province of Kosovo (Albanian),47 but for the most part, Serbo-Croatian 

was the official language of education, especially in the former Yugoslav republics of Croatia, 

BiH, Serbia, and Montenegro.   

During and after the war, as violence erupted along ethnic lines and as ethnic cleansing 

shifted the population of BiH, nationalism crept into education.  The normal schedule of 

compulsory education was disrupted during the 1992-95 war, as school buildings and other 

facilities suffered physical damage and as sniper fire and aerial bombardments made traveling to 

schools too dangerous for most students. Thus, with the development of an underground 

                                                 
47 Albanian-language education was officially banned after Milošević revoked Kosovo’s provincial autonomy in 

1989. Nearly all Kosovar Albanians were bilingual, speaking both their mother tongue (Albanian) and the official 

language of the state (Serbo-Croatian).  
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education system, students began to be educated in ethnically homogenous groups, remaining 

hidden from the enemy in basements and garages. The content of education shifted from the 

Yugoslav curriculum, including a common historical narrative, to a locally-driven program of 

study that often told very different versions of history depending upon which ethnic group was 

giving the lesson. Croats painted Serbs as aggressors that sought to expel Catholic Croats from 

BiH and to impose themselves on all Bosnians; meanwhile, Serbs portrayed Bosniaks and Croats 

as the cause of the war and as traitors to the Yugoslav state. This wartime education experience 

set the stage for the debate over education that continues to this day.  

 After the war, some schools were rebuilt and others that had not been heavily damaged 

were able to be repopulated with students and teachers. However, the same deep ethnic mistrust 

that led to the rise of ethnic political parties in BiH pervaded the education system, and because 

education policy was largely ignored by the DPA, ethnic groups were free to create their own 

competing curricula and policies. As such, ethnic groups began to codify their own textbooks, 

lesson plans, and curricula, and three different models of public education took shape within 

BiH. Today, the decentralization of the Bosnian education system has allowed for wide 

disparities in primary and secondary education throughout BiH.  

These disparities include busing returnee students to distant schools (for example, a 

Bosniak student whose family has returned to the community of Srebrenica [located in the RS] 

may travel by bus to a school within the Federation) and the introduction of so-called “national 

subjects,” including history, literature, geography, religion, language, art, and music classes 

(Perry 2003).  

The teaching of history is of particular importance, as shared historical narrative fosters a 

sense of common past, purpose, and belonging amongst groups. However, in many instances, 
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history textbooks in BiH disseminate a narrative that looks more like nationalistic propaganda 

than a balanced interpretation of historical events both recent and long past. In one textbook 

published in Belgrade and used in schools in the RS, the following passage was deemed 

objectionable by the Council of Europe:  

Through the Catholic Church and its fanatical followers, the fight was led against the 

Orthodox religion and Serbs. It seemed almost as if the situation from 1941 was 

repeating. Serbian people had to move out of Croatia, Serbs were tortured and innocent 

people were killed in the same horrible way as 50 years ago. Entire Serbian villages were 

robbed and burnt down, the Orthodox churches were destroyed, and graves and sacred 

places desecrated (Torsti 2007, pp. 80).  

 

Textbooks hailing from Zagreb and in use in Croat-dominated schools in the Federation 

share similar themes:  

In the Federal Nations’ Republic of Yugoslavia, in which national equality was also 

guaranteed with the constitution, Serbs were ‘more equal’ (more privileged). Serb 

privileges in the public services were visible throughout Croatia, and the Croats, in the 

name of ostensible ‘brotherhood and unity,’ had to tolerate their own inequality (Torsti 

2007, pp. 82).  

 

In both textbooks, the usage of terms such as ‘chetnik’ and ‘ustaša’ were common. From the 

same Serbian textbook:  

The ustaše, being extreme nationalists, chauvinists, and racists, tried to build their 

country and its institutions based on the example of Hitler’s Germany. They would use 

all possible methods to create an ethnically pure state. They would say that the Serbs 

were different from the Croats in terms of religion and race, and this is why they 

liquidated them, converted them, and expelled them from the country (Torsti 2007, pp. 

85).  

 

 Another essential facet of the current Bosnian education system is the post-war 

emergence of “two schools under one roof” within the Federation. For various reasons, BiH did 

not begin to build new school buildings as soon as the war ended. Left with the same number or 

fewer school buildings as before the war, Bosnians were forced to find a way to use the available 
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space to educate children without compromising on issues of national subjects or language of 

instruction. As a response to this quandary, “two schools under one roof” was born in 2000.  

“Two Schools Under One Roof” 

 

Perhaps the most striking effect of having multiple education ministries is that although a 

free public education is constitutionally guaranteed to all Bosnian citizens, there is no national 

policy of inclusion within schools. That is to say, all school-age children in BiH must have 

access to education, but all children are not guaranteed equal access to educational facilities. One 

outgrowth of this has been the adoption of “two schools under one roof” in over 50 primary and 

secondary schools. In these schools, found only in the decentralized Federation, Bosniak and 

Croat students attend school in the same building, but often at different times, on different 

schedules, using different entrances, and certainly within different classrooms, under the tutelage 

of different teachers, reading different textbooks and following different national curricula 

(Bozić 2006, Hromadžić 2008, Levy 2010). Bosniaks and Croats may attend school within the 

same building, but they do not attend school together. This program originated in the town of 

Stolac in 2000, when Croats—who had essentially commandeered the local gymnasium, to the 

exclusion of Bosniaks—were pressured by the Organization for Security and Co-operation in 

Europe (OSCE) to allow Bosniaks to attend the school. The Croats begrudgingly complied, but 

only after creating a physical barrier between students by piling old desks and other furniture in a 

corridor. In the seventeen years since its inception, “two schools under one roof” has spread 

throughout many other communities within the Federation, concentrated in Central Bosnia, 

Herzegovina-Neretva, and Zenica-Doboj cantons.   

Education is similarly divided in Vukovar, Croatia, where Croat and Serb children attend 

separate schools and do not intermingle. In a study of children and parents in Vukovar, 
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Ajđuković and Biruski (2008) find that children living in segregated communities had more out-

group biases and negative attitudes toward members of other ethnic groups than children living 

in ethnically integrated communities. In BiH, Levy’s (2010) primary finding is that national 

curricula play a key role in shaping students’ interethnic relationships, but that ethnic segregation 

of students also affects their perceptions of and relations with opposing ethnic groups. But 

although much research has been devoted to understanding the effects of divided education on 

students’ identity formation, far less has been written on the effects of these divisions on 

interethnic relations, particularly in cases where divisions remain present after the termination of 

violent conflict. This project attempts to bridge this gap.  

Applying the Contact Hypothesis 

 

The contact hypothesis (Allport 1954) suggests that under appropriate conditions, social 

contact between minority and majority groups can reduce conflict between groups, and is also 

supported by the findings of Hromadžić (2008) and Levy (2010). However, for social contact to 

reduce the perception of threat, contact must occur under ‘favorable’ conditions, including the 

principle of equal status (Amir 1969). When social contact occurs under less favorable 

conditions (e.g. when members of one group are decidedly unequal, due to social, economic, or 

other factors), the effect of social contact travels in the opposite direction and interethnic 

hostilities can emerge as a product of contact. Amir (1969) notes that contact between ethnic 

groups can intensify the initial attitudes of individuals, and the “intensity of an individual’s 

initial attitude may exert decisive influence on the outcome of the ethnic contact.”48 

                                                 
48 Amir (1969), 337.  
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The effect of social contact on youth in BiH remains uncertain. I hypothesize that 

students attending ethnically segregated or monoethnic49 schools will be more likely to exhibit 

ethnic intolerance than students attending integrated schools. Furthermore, I suspect that the 

positive effect of integration will be so strong as to outweigh the negative impact of extreme 

consociationalism. That is, although extreme consociationalism heightens the importance of 

pledging allegiance to one of three constituent national identities in BiH and negates space for a 

civic national identity to grow, well-designed integrated education wields is so influential that it 

can ameliorate these effects.  

There is one confounding factor: the role of community. Unfortunately, I was not able to 

isolate the effects of students’ educational experiences with the effects of students’ communities. 

However, because schools in BiH reflect the character of their communities (i.e. segregated 

schools are found in towns that are similarly segregated, such as Mostar which is divided 

between East [Bosniak] and West [Croat], while monoethnic schools are largely found in towns 

that have been ethnically cleansed or that experienced an exodus of members of one or more 

ethnic groups after the war), I would argue that this somewhat imprecise measurement does not 

constitute a fatal flaw in the results of this study. I would also argue that it is most important to 

examine education first, and then the role of community, because the education system of a 

given country is inherently more malleable than the content and composition of its communities. 

Put differently, from a policy perspective, it is much more feasible to reorganize the structure of 

a school than to reorganize the structure of a community. Further, citizens themselves will often 

                                                 
49 For the purposes of this discussion, ‘monoethnic’ refers to schools that have an overwhelming majority of 

students belonging to one ethnic group and that does not offer optional minority language or religion classes. 

Schools such as those surveyed in Sanski Most fit into this category—although some Croatian students attend school 

in Sanski Most, they are taught the Bosnian language and the religion class offered in secondary school teaches 

about Islam.   
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reorganize their own communities in response to changing attitudes or conditions within that 

community—for example, consider either large influxes of new residents or the mass exodus of 

longtime residents in response to either improving or declining neighborhood conditions, 

including schooling. Thus, although I cannot fully delineate the influence of education in relation 

to the influence that community has on the development of student attitudes, I contend that the 

effects of school and the effects of community are largely reflexive.  

 

Education as Political Cause and Effect 

 

Education is a uniquely important aspect of political life in that it not only reflects the 

interests of the policymakers in a given community (as evidenced by the structure and content of 

the education system), but, as I have alluded above, it can also serve to create the interests of a 

community vis-à-vis its impact on the formation of students’ identities (Levy 2010) over twelve 

or so years of compulsory schooling.50 Thus, a sound education system is vital to the future of 

the state, because if students do not see themselves as part of the same constituent whole, it is 

unlikely that when these students mature into full citizens that they will work toward common 

goals of post-conflict peacebuilding. Indeed, I would argue that citizens’ ability to see 

themselves as part of the same civic nation and to envision a common, shared future is essential 

to the long-term peace and stability of a state. This is particularly true when that state has a 

legacy of violent conflict. This ability is denied to students who live in different areas of the 

same country and are subject to competing and often contradictory approaches to education, 

especially civic education.  

 

Conclusions 

 

                                                 
50 In BiH, schooling is mandatory from age five and a half and continues through age eighteen. 
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This chapter has outlined both the theoretical foundations and the theoretical contribution 

of this research project. The following chapter will introduce new data to test and—with any 

luck—support this theory and its predictions. To summarize: Lijphartians are correct in that 

consociational democracy can real and meaningful foster power-sharing amongst competing 

groups such that the likelihood of violent conflict is abated. However, this requires a cohesive 

civic national identity that is held by all relevant ethnic groups. Absent this, political dysfunction 

and conflict are likely, and ethnic competition for power will manifest in the institutions holding 

the most influence over group identity. These institutions include a country’s education system. 

In BiH, the educational ministries are some of the most coveted political positions as education 

hold significant influence over group identity (and thus is highly contentious amongst the ethnic 

sides). Hence, education in BiH is one consociational mechanism.  

The implications here are threefold: first, ethnic power-sharing can and does produce 

ethnic security dilemmas, especially within the area of education and youth. Put differently, a 

climate of uncertainty (not unlike the presumption of anarchy, or lack of central governing 

authority, in international relations theory) generates a need for ethnic groups to rely on self-help 

to ensure that their needs are met and that their interests are served. However, as in interstate 

relations, when multiple actors within the same system engage in self-help they may 

inadvertently threaten other actors who are simultaneously assessing threats and shoring up their 

own defenses. This presents a dilemma: how can actors ensure their own security without 

appearing to threaten other actors within the same system? In the case of BiH, consider a 

practical example. Does the new presence of Serbian returnees—who may feel more comfortable 

living in a neighborhood together, forming a critical mass (or perhaps an enclave) within a larger 

community—constitute a threat to the extant community of Croats? Might those Croats feel a bit 
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uncomfortable when faced with living in close proximity to a group of former enemies? If so, 

that might generate an upswing in symbolism related to Croatian national identity—perhaps 

more Catholic crosses on display, or perhaps more Croatian flags flying around town.  

In education, this might manifest in an area like language politics. In response to an 

influx of Serbian returnees, Croat parents might begin to demand exclusive Croatian language 

classes, or exclusive classes for Croat students altogether. Serbian parents might oppose this 

exclusion for reasons that may be nationalistic, or they may simply be related to practical 

concerns—maybe ethnically-exclusive classes would require that the school day run in shifts, 

thereby creating logistical problems for students or parents. Nevertheless, because these demands 

and their opposition carry ethnic labels (Croat interests vs. Serb interests), any gains made by 

one group send a signal to the opposing group that they have lost some strategic positioning and 

need to work to regain it.  

Enter the education ministries. In BiH, positions within an education ministry are among 

the most desirable appointments in government, and these are largely decided by patronage 

politics rather than qualification based on merit or training. Because the dominant political 

parties in BiH are ethnic parties, this means that those candidates who are well-positioned for 

ministerial positions are those who have supported an ethnic political party and its platform. In 

BiH, ethnic political parties cultivate ethnic insecurities, generating and perpetuating a voter-

perceived need for politicians who will defend ethnic interests. As Hopkin (1997, pp. 93, 96-97) 

notes, the early aim of education in BiH “has not been to develop civic identity but to supply 

political elites with legitimacy.” 

Further, there is no mechanism in place to force cooperation amongst the Federation’s ten 

cantonal education ministers, Brčko District, and the RS—instead, each administrative unit 
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maintains its own jurisdiction. As such, competition for security, representation, and resources is 

left virtually unchecked at the local level, especially within the Federation (because the 

Federation is held jointly by Bosniaks and Croats). This creates ripe conditions for ethnic 

outbidding and the intensification of out-grouping (Reilly 2002).  

Second, the perception of threat can be more powerful than actual threats or grievances 

(this is confirmed by the logic of the security dilemma, applied both in its more traditional realm 

of international relations but also to ethnic politics—perceptions matter far more than pure 

empirics). In most cases, Bosniak and Croat students living in divided communities and 

attending segregated schools simply avoid one another, walking home at the end of the day in 

opposite directions to neighborhoods in different parts of the same town. Violent or hostile 

encounters between students of different ethnicities are quite rare, according to students—but 

nevertheless many have impressions of members of other ethnic groups that do not reflect their 

actual experiences. That is to say: despite the fact that there are relatively few actual incidents of 

ongoing interethnic violence, the collective memory of past interethnic hostilities, in conjunction 

with historical narratives that depict ethnic Others as enemies—have produced a climate of 

perceived threat influencing some students’ levels of interethnic tolerance and resulting in the 

adoption of policies that preserve ethnic divisions in BiH. Thus, perceptions and beliefs can be 

more influential than the empirical reality.51  

                                                 
51 There is evidence that perceived threats (rather than actual violence) have influenced education policy. One 

example: In 2003, during the early days of “two schools under one roof,” Croat students and parents in Novi 

Spionica took to the streets in protest, demanding a Croat teacher be hired to teach Croatian language classes. Their 

otherwise well-qualified Bosniak teacher was ultimately fired, because she did not meet the ethnic demands of the 

local population. The community of Novi Spionica notably did not experience violence during the war; rather, 

tensions developed after policies rooted in ethnic separation were implemented. (Mirza Karić, Oct. 2003, 

Oslobodjenje (Sarajevo), “Učiteljica otpuštena samo zato što je Bošnjakinja/Teacher dismissed only because she 

was a Bosniak woman,” p. 15.) 
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Third, if education is a vital influence on identity development, and if the perception of 

interethnic threat is promoted through BiH’s divided education system, then it stands to reason 

that the identities formed through this education system will bear the imprint of the greater 

divided society. Put simply—education shapes identity. In BiH, the interethnic distance, threat, 

or enmity is portrayed in various aspects of education, from language and literature to historical 

accounts of the war. The education system in BiH is a product of the extreme version of 

consociationalism adopted at Dayton. Therefore, extreme consociationalism has introduced and 

embedded interethnic competition into the Bosnian education system, and the effect of this is the 

institutionalization of ethnic divisions affecting even those citizens of BiH who were not born 

until after the war had ended.  

The next chapter will substantiate these claims with data collected from Bosnian high 

school students, illustrating the strength and character of students’ attitudes toward ethnic groups 

in BiH, toward the structure of the state, and toward current education policy. The post-war 

generation in BiH is experiencing something quite unlike what their parents and grandparents 

experienced when they grew up in Yugoslavia. And although members of previous generations 

bear the blame for Yugoslavia’s dissolution, it is incumbent upon this new generation to 

determine the future of BiH, the last vestige of multiethnic Yugoslavia. 
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[[CHAPTER 4]] 

MEASURING INTERETHNIC RELATIONS: SURVEY DATA AND 

ANALYSIS 

 

In the previous chapters, I have established the theoretical premise for this project 

(education as a consociational mechanism—that is, how the education system can serve as a 

microcosmic manifestation of macro-level power-sharing structures) and have provided 

historical context for the Bosnian case. In this chapter, I will analyze the effects of education on 

interethnic relations in BiH. The goal of this chapter is to report on Bosnian students’ attitudes 

toward (1) the education that they are receiving, and (2) their own and other ethnic groups within 

their country, and then to assess whether differences exist that might be attributable to the current 

model of Bosnian education on the first post-war generation of Bosnians.  

The chapter will proceed as follows: first, I will describe the methodology used to collect 

and analyze the empirical data presented in this dissertation. From there, I will introduce each of 

the six cities and towns included in my analysis, providing demographic details, information on 

the structure of the school system, and experiences during the war for each location. In the next 

section, locale-specific questions will be discussed including those related to social distance and 

proximity to other ethnic groups. Finally, I will interpret the results of this data, in an attempt to 

discern the meaning of student responses as they relate to interethnic relations in BiH.  

In addition to conducting a written survey, I also organized a handful of focus groups and 

conducted a number of interviews, both formal and informal, of students, parents, teachers, and 

those working in the education sector of BiH. Insights from these encounters are also presented 

in this chapter.  
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Methodology – Written Survey 

This dissertation is based on data collected during my field research in BiH in 2012, 

2013, and 2014. Some of the data that will be discussed in this chapter are drawn from a written 

survey I administered to 1,228 Bosnian students in their third and fourth years of secondary 

school. Altogether, I visited 7 secondary schools in 6 towns throughout the Federation, the RS, 

and Brčko District. The towns were Banja Luka, Brčko, Sanski Most, Sarajevo, Vareš, and 

Žepče.  

 

Figure 4 

Survey field sites indicated by red stars on map. 

My survey is an original survey of third- and fourth-year Bosnian high school students 

that asks questions addressing three main areas: demographics, education, and interethnic 

attitudes. Some questions related to interethnic attitudes are adapted from the European Social 

Survey (ESS) and have been modified to be more appropriate for a secondary school audience.  
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The survey was given in the local language (Bosnian, Croatian, or Serbian) appropriate to 

the location of the school—for example, surveys given in Banja Luka were printed in Serbian 

Cyrillic, while those given in Sarajevo were printed in Bosnian Latin script. In Brčko, local 

regulations mandated that I bring surveys printed in all three official languages in both Cyrillic 

and Latin scripts.52 While at each of the schools I sampled, I brought along copies of the survey 

in languages other than the majority language so that I would be prepared should a student 

request one. However, there were only two places where having surveys available in multiple 

languages proved a necessity—integrated Brčko, referenced above, where it is the law that all 

official documents be presented in ‘3 jezika i 2 pisma,’ (three languages and two alphabets), and 

segregated Žepče, where students were taught in either Bosnian or Croatian, depending upon 

which side of the school they attended. When I offered to provide Serbian students with a 

Serbian language survey in Sarajevo, a teacher dismissed this idea, telling me not to bother 

because “there are only a few of them.” I doubt very much that Serbian students who were 

attending school in Sarajevo expected to receive any materials in Serbian Cyrillic, but 

nevertheless I was struck by the difference in sensitivities between Brčko and Sarajevo.  

                                                 
52 Indeed, after a month-long volley of e-mails including all three versions of the survey, when I finally visited 

Brčko the education ministry conducted a thorough line-by-line reading of my surveys to ensure that I had upheld 

the District’s language standards throughout the entirety of the written survey while I waited for official permission 

to enter the school (after having received a formal letter of permission to conduct research by mail from the 

Ministry). This example underscores the seriousness with which language politics are treated in BiH.    
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Figure 5 

E-mail from the Brčko Ministry of Education office regarding the Statute of Brčko District and Law of 

Education that requires all materials to be provided in three languages and two alphabets.  

The reason that I chose to survey both third- and fourth-year students, rather than only 

fourth-year students, is because depending upon the type of school students attend (technical 

schools vs. college preparatory schools or gymnasia), the third year is their final year of formal 

education. I wanted to sample students who were about to finish their education and move on to 

the next phase in their lives, typically either to join (or attempt to join, as the youth 

unemployment rate in BiH is staggeringly high) the workforce or to enroll in university. That is, 

my survey respondents are students who were about to enter the first ‘adult’ phase of their lives, 

and as such, I expected them to take the subject matter and its implications more seriously and to 

think more critically about the issues raised by this research than those students who were a few 

years’ younger.  

Most students responded positively to the survey. Some were happy to have the 

opportunity to voice their opinions and to clarify what they perceived as misconceptions about 

identity in BiH. They offered comments like these in the free-response section at the end of the 

questionnaire:  

This research initiative is very good. In our country there are many Bosniaks who declare 

themselves as for example Sandzakians or Montenegrins only because their grandfathers 
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were 30% Sandzakian (in [the] case of my friend). That is fine, but first and foremost 

they are Bosniaks. Thank you, you are very kind, come again. 

 

Other students were less receptive to the survey and appeared frustrated with what felt to 

them as an endless and excessive focus on ethnicity. One student wrote:  

I think this kind of interviews [sic] are absolutely unnecessary; every normal and 

reasonable person would divide people not according to their nationality, but rather to 

their spiritual/personal attributes. One’s religion/faith is a private matter and one should 

keep it to himself/herself. A good believer, no matter his/her religion, wouldn’t do harm 

to anyone, even to those who are of another faith. 

 

Another student from Sarajevo echoed this sentiment, writing simply, “I think that people 

in BiH should not bother about Bosniaks, Croats, and Serbs anymore.”  

Some students took more pragmatic positions. One 19-year-old female student from 

Vareš wrote, “Why am I doing this? Why do I need this? I am Roma. No one respects me.” And 

finally, one student from Brčko noted simply, “For the record, I am not a nationalist. I am only 

realistic. Still, this is the Balkans.” 

The surveys collected for this project were given over a period of 8 months, beginning in 

late March 2013 through November 2013. Surveys could only be administered in schools that 

were located in areas from which I had already secured formal written permission to conduct 

research from the education ministry in that particular canton, district, or entity. Therefore, my 

actual sample differs somewhat from what I had anticipated when I first proposed this project in 

December 2011, prior to my first field trip. Unfortunately, I was not able to get permission from 

each of the education ministries in BiH, and my sample is not as inclusive as I would have 

preferred due to that fact. Nevertheless, I was able to collect a great deal of data from 1,228 

completed written surveys drawn from six different cities throughout BiH, sampling from all of 

the country’s administrative entities (the Federation, the RS, and Brčko District), and accounting 

for monoethnic, segregated, and integrated schools, as well as drawing from urban and rural 
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areas. Additionally, my sample’s ethnic distribution approximates the ethnic composition of the 

country, and therefore despite obstacles to gathering data from a more perfect sample, I was able 

to collect data that provides a reasonable reflection of the case as a whole.  

Surveys Conducted by City and School Type 

  

City School Number of 

Surveys 

Collected 

% 

Bosniak/Croat/Serb 

School Type 

Banja 

Luka 

Srednja Ekonomška 

Škola 

154 .006%/ 0%/ 97.4% Monoethnic, 

urban 

Brčko Vaso Pelagić Gimnazija 189 40.7%/ 3.1%/ 52.9% Integrated, 

urban 

Sanski 

Most 

Mješovita Srednja 

Škola Amir Žilić 

140 95.7%/ .007%/ .007% Monoethnic, 

rural 

Sanski 

Most 

Gimnazija 77 90.7%/ .013%/ .013% Monoethnic, 

rural 

Sarajevo Srednja Ekonomska 

Škola 

257 92.5%/ .7%/ .7% Monoethnic, 

urban 

Vareš Mješovita Šrednja 

Škola Nordbat 2 

108 84.2%/ 12%/ 0% Integrated,53 

rural 

Žepče Srednja Mješovita 

Škola Žepče – Bosniak 

Side 

134 93.2%/ 0%/ .74% Segregated, 

rural 

Žepče Srednja Mješovita 

Škola Žepče – Croatian 

Side 

169 .035%/ 94.2%/ .029% Segregated, 

rural 

Total Surveys:  1228 60.2%/ 14.4%/ 21% 

Table 1 

Four locales represent the Federation (Sanski Most, Sarajevo, Vareš, and Žepče), one 

represents the RS (Banja Luka), and the last (Brčko) represents Brčko District in the survey data. 

                                                 
53 Secondary school is integrated, primary school is segregated (students attend school on different floors based on 

their ethnicity).  
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These locales were selected for two main reasons: first, because they reflect the diverse 

demographic composition of BiH; and second, because they proved most accessible and ‘ripe’ 

for data collection. That is to say, I could not visit schools that either would not respond to my 

(repeated) requests for access, nor those that explicitly denied my requests, either for scheduling 

reasons (e.g. interference with exams, holidays, etc.) or simply because the school director did 

not wish for their school to become the object of foreign research. Shively (2009) refers to this as 

“censored data,” noting that data that has been “censored by nature” rather than deliberate 

research design means that, as Shively says, “we must make some assumptions, and justify them, 

for drawing ‘what if?’ conclusions. …Nonetheless, despite the fact that assumptions are 

required, this would be better than ignoring the initial problem of censored data” (Shively 2009, 

pp. 106).  

All this is to underscore the fact that samples (particularly human samples) compiled in 

the field may not always match the scientific precision of those assembled within the laboratory, 

but nevertheless, imperfect field samples yield interesting, important, and often unexpected 

results despite their imperfect assemblage. The remainder of this chapter will discuss those 

results and the cases from which they emerged.  

Methodology – Focus Groups  

 

 One way to compensate for the limitations inherent to conducting research in the absence 

of a controlled laboratory setting is through the use of mixed methods. Therefore, in addition to 

survey data collection, I also conducted a series of focus groups and interviews, both formal and 

informal.   

 Focus groups of third- and fourth-year secondary school students were organized at 

secondary schools in Banja Luka (Srednja Ekonomska Škola), Brčko (Vaso Pelagić Gimnazija), 
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Vareš (Mjesovita Srednja Škola Nordbat 2), and semi-structured and unstructured interviews 

were conducted with secondary school students, parents, teachers, and members of the 

international community (particularly those working for the Organization for Security and 

Cooperation in Europe [OSCE], the agency charged with managing education reform in BiH).  

 Focus groups were semi-randomly selected groups of 10-15 students who were willing to 

participate and to express their opinions on interethnic relations within their country, their 

generation’s role within their country, and their place—as well as BiH’s place—within Europe. 

These were typically held in a spare classroom after classes had ended for the day, and were led 

by me with the assistance of a local research assistant. In some cases, focus groups were 

conducted in the local language with translation, and in others they were conducted in English 

(this was less for my own convenience as it was a student-led opportunity for them to practice 

their conversational English skills). Focus groups were mixed gender, and I did not ask student 

participants to identify their ethnic affiliation. Focus groups lasted for approximately 45 minutes 

to one hour, and I typically offered chocolate or some other kind of confection as a token of my 

appreciation for students’ willingness to stay after school and participate in these focus groups.  

On the whole, focus groups uncovered a more nuanced set of student attitudes than the 

survey data alone. Students—all of whom had already taken the written survey—were able to 

elaborate on some of their responses to the survey, and were also able to express disagreement 

with some of my own assumptions and assessments. In this sense, the written survey served as a 

sort of conversation starter. In particular, students frequently wanted me to know that their 

opinions were their own, but they were not necessarily representative of all of their country’s 

opinions, and that there were many people in charge who did not think like them. Most students 

were bemused by the idea that a foreigner might find their opinions and/or the situation in their 
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country significant or interesting enough to warrant travel and research. Most students also 

expressed a general distaste for politics and a sense of fatigue when it came to thinking about the 

future—both their own futures, and the future of their country.  

Cases 

Banja Luka 

Banja Luka is the administrative capital of Republika Srpska and the second-largest city 

in BiH, with a total estimated population of 199,191 (2013 census). It is almost entirely 

ethnically Serbian, and imparts the feeling that it is a very different place from BiH’s capital 

Sarajevo. Instead of the narrow, convoluted Ottoman streets paved with potholes and framed 

with broken bits of sidewalk that wind their way up into the hillsides of Sarajevo, Banja Luka 

features wide, smooth-blacktopped streets lined with tall oak trees and sidewalks that carry only 

minimal stumbling risk of a twisted ankle. There is a quiet, suburban feel to Banja Luka that 

stands in stark contrast to the urban buzz that hums throughout Sarajevo. In short, BiH’s two 

largest cities bear little resemblance to one another, and this contrast also translates to the 

attitudes of young people living within both cities.  

I visited the Secondary School of Economics (Srednja Ekonomska Škola), also called the 

Economics School, in Banja Luka and spent several days there surveying students, interviewing 

teachers, and having conversations with members of the community. Students at the Economics 

School in Banja Luka were generally well-prepared academically and, as most were planning 

careers in business, spoke English rather well and considered themselves well-informed with 

regard to their own society. Nevertheless, two things immediately struck me upon visiting this 

school. The first was a black-and-white portrait of Ratko Mladić hung casually above the 

chalkboard in one classroom. Mladić, the commanding Bosnian Serb general who presided over 
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the systematic execution of 8,000 Muslim men and boys at Srebrenica in July 1995, is currently 

on trial in The Hague for war crimes committed against Bosniaks and Croats.   

The second thing that struck me as fundamentally different from each of the other locales 

included in this study was the students’ understanding of demonyms. As mentioned previously, 

in BiH, there are three constituent nations. They are defined in the Dayton constitution as 

Bosniak (bošnjak/bošnjakinja), Croat (hrvat/hrvatica), and Serb (srbi/srpkinja). ‘Bosnian’ is a 

term that refers only to someone who is from Bosnia-Herzegovina and does not denote ethnicity; 

that is, it is an ethnically neutral term, much like ‘American.’ ‘Bosniak’ is the officially 

recognized term for Slavic Muslim. The survey that I gave uses the term ‘Bosniak’ in several 

places, asking students to differentiate between and share their opinions on members of the 

Bosniak, Croat, and Serb ethnic groups (that is, the constitutionally recognized ‘peoples,’ or 

narodna, of BiH). However, unlike in the other five schools that I visited, students from several 

different classrooms in Banja Luka stopped and puzzled over the term ‘Bosniak’ when 

completing the survey. When I asked the students what they did not understand, many students 

asked for clarification of the term ‘Bosniak,’ and some said that they had never encountered it 

before. I explained that the term referred to Slavic Muslims, to which one student responded, 

“Oh. We just called them Bosnians.” 

Curriculum in Banja Luka 

 Schools in Banja Luka are administered by the Republika Srpska Ministry of Education 

and Culture (Ministarstvo prosvjete i kultura RS), an entity-level ministry that oversees 

education throughout the RS. The curriculum that has been adopted by the RS ministry is based 

on primary and secondary school curricula from Belgrade, and the national subjects reflect the 

Serbian perspective on topics including language, literature, history, geography, and religion. 

Thus, students attending school in Banja Luka are taught according to the Serbian curriculum, 



85 

 

which is oriented toward Belgrade rather than Sarajevo. One example of this orientation lies in 

geography classes, during which students spend a disproportionate amount of instructional time 

studying the physical and political geography of Serbia, and comparatively little time studying 

the geography of their own country, BiH. Similarly, literature classes feature prominent Serbian 

authors, but Bosnian authors are absent from the syllabus.   

 Branch schools in the RS typically do not follow the Serbian curriculum; rather, they will 

follow the national curriculum of the dominant group in each branch school. In the Konjevic 

Polje branch school, parents resisted the perceived ‘Serbianization’ of the Bosniak curriculum 

and demanded that teachers be sent (and paid by the RS education ministry) who were 

specifically trained to teach Bosniak national subjects.  

War in Banja Luka 

It is worth noting that—quite opposite to Sarajevo’s experience—Banja Luka was left 

relatively unscathed by the 1992-95 war. Banja Luka was ethnically cleansed, but it did not 

suffer the constant aerial bombardments that plagued Sarajevo, nor was it subject to the endless 

threat of sniper attacks. Banja Luka, as Srđan Šušnica notes, “didn’t even have one day of 

war.”54 Since the war’s end, Banja Luka has been the site of continued ethnic purification, 

through the renaming of streets, the destruction of mosques, and the removal of Yugoslav, 

Muslim, and/or Catholic statues and monuments, among other acts of cultural revisionism. Thus, 

among all of my field sites, the level of direct exposure to violence is lowest in Banja Luka. 

Focus Groups in Banja Luka 

  

Banja Luka, the administrative capital of the RS, was the site of limited conflict during 

the war, having been spared the more extreme violence that took place in nearby Prijedor and 

                                                 
54 Srđan Šušnica, “Banja Luka: The City of Oblivion and Disdain,” available online: http://balkanist.net/banja-luka-

amnesia/. Accessed 9 November 2015.  

http://balkanist.net/banja-luka-amnesia/
http://balkanist.net/banja-luka-amnesia/
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Sanski Most in northwest BiH. Banja Luka is almost entirely populated by Serbs, and so the 

schools in Banja Luka, like most schools in the RS, are monoethnic schools that follow the 

Serbian curriculum. The focus group in Banja Luka involved 15 students (mixed gender, and 

presumably all Serb, although I did not collect ethnically identifying information from focus 

group participants) sitting in three rows of an auditorium-style classroom. Students in Banja 

Luka responded very differently to questions about ethnic identity and their country than 

students in Vareš, another field site. In general, they were not convinced that ethnic identity was 

an important topic to discuss (personally or societally), although some students were also not 

convinced that they were citizens of the same country as those Bosnians living in cities like 

Mostar and Sarajevo. 

 This point is illustrated by the fact that I was met with confusion and uncertainty when I 

asked students if they would be studying in a different country were they to attend university in 

Belgrade (the capital of Serbia). Some students said things like, “Well, sort of, but not really,” 

while others said no, going to school in Serbia would not be considered going to school in 

another country. Still others emphasized that they would prefer to attend university in Belgrade 

rather than in Sarajevo, but would go to the University of Banja Luka if they were not accepted 

to the University of Belgrade. 

 Another area in which difference emerged is that of demonyms—the adjectives used to 

describe members of certain ethnic groups. In BiH, Bosniak is the officially (i.e. Dayton-

established) recognized demonym to describe someone who is a Slavic Muslim. However, when 

students in Banja Luka encountered this term on the written survey that I had administered at 

their school, they asked me what it meant. I told them, and one student said, “Oh, we just call 

them Bosnians.”  
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Following up on that remark, I asked the student if they would consider themselves 

Bosnian because they lived in BiH. That student looked confused and quickly responded, “No, 

we are Serbs here,” as other students nodded in affirmation. Thus, there are some clear 

differences in the ways that students in Banja Luka view their citizenship relative to students 

from other parts of the country. But—students were also quick to point out that just because they 

were Serbs did not necessarily mean that they were intolerant. As one student put it, “We have 

one Muslim student here, but she is okay.” Another student, a 17-year-old female, wrote this at 

the end of her survey: “Were they not originally Bosnians, how are they now Bosniaks? There 

should be an independent RS, and not BiH!” Another 17-year-old female student wrote simply: 

“CCCC.”55   

When I asked about how often they socialized in ethnically mixed groups, they said not 

very often, but it was not because they purposely avoided mixing—rather, they simply had 

limited opportunities to do so.  

 On the subject of external relations, students affirmed that there is a difference in 

attitudes toward the United States and Europe that splits along generational lines, and the 

younger generation was very pragmatic. One student explained, “Old people, it makes sense for 

them to oppose Americans, but not young people.”  

Brčko 

Brčko is, prima facie, a bit of an anomaly. As noted in Chapter 2, it is the most integrated 

place within BiH, but this did not happen accidentally—rather, it is the product of deliberate and 

careful engineering by the negotiators at Dayton and their successors. A mid-size city in BiH 

                                                 
55 “CCCC” is Cyrillic for “SSSS,” which is the short form of a nationalistic Serbian saying—“samo sloga srbina 

spasava,” or “only unity saves the Serbs.”  
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(population: 93,028 [2013 census])56, Brčko is home to a mixed population of Bosniaks, Croats, 

Serbs, and others. It is located in the very far northeastern corner of the country, just across the 

Sava River from Croatia. Due to its location along the river, Brčko has historically been both 

strategically and economically important to BiH and the region, and has also enjoyed a relatively 

wealthy position in comparison with similar-size cities in BiH (Parrish 2010, pp. 35). This 

importance led to Brčko's exclusion from both of the entities created by the DPA, and instead 

Brčko District was created and placed under direct international supervision that became known 

as ‘OHR North’ (Parrish 2010). 

This direct international supervision has been likened to neotrusteeship (Parrish 2010) 

and is the unambiguous reason why the outcome for Brčko has been so different from the rest of 

BiH. Nevertheless, Brčko is an important case to study because it allows us to see what can 

happen under post-war ethnic integration.  

I visited Vaso Pelagić Gimnazija in Brčko twice, once in 2013 to administer the survey 

and once again in 2014, when I returned to conduct focus groups. 

Curriculum in Brčko 

 Brčko schools are administered by the Department of Education of the Brčko District 

Government (Odjeljenje za obrazovanje Vlade Brčko distrikta). This Department has ministry-

level competence and is responsible for the oversight and administration of all schools within 

Brčko District, which are not governed by any other education ministry. The curriculum adopted 

in Brčko District is unique to BiH, as it features full integration for all students with options to 

pursue national subjects according to the student’s (or parents’, in the case of primary school 

students) wishes. What this means is that national subjects such as religion and language are 

                                                 
56 Interestingly, this is nearly the same population reported during the last Yugoslav census in 1990 (~90,000 

inhabitants), a testimony to the success of the resettlement effort in Brčko.  



89 

 

taught plurally and inclusively—at Vaso Pelagić Gimnazija, students may choose to study either 

Bosnian, Croatian, or Serbian language. Additionally, as noted in Chapter 2, the official alphabet 

of instruction varies weekly—one week, all subjects are taught in Latin script, and the next week, 

all subjects are taught in Cyrillic. This becomes a bit unusual when the Croatian language is 

taught in Cyrillic (for comparison, think of what it might be like to study English in Cyrillic), but 

nevertheless, it reflects the stringent emphasis placed on inclusiveness and integration in Brčko. 

 

Figure 6 

Sign illustrating the dual usage of Cyrillic and Latin scripts inside Vaso Pelagić Gimnazija, where even Croatian is 

taught in both scripts (author’s photo). 

It is important to reiterate that education reform in Brčko was imposed by the 

international community, led by OHR North, and that reforms were implemented and enforced 
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despite considerable pushback from Brčko’s Serbian political leadership. On 5 July 2001, the 

Single Law on Education and Harmonized Curriculum was enacted, formally integrating the 

education systems of Brčko’s Bosniaks, Croats, and Serbs (Jones 2012). This law effectively 

paved the way for the gradual but encompassing ethnic reintegration of Brčko District, coupled 

with simultaneous efforts to encourage ethnically cleansed Bosniaks and Croats to return to their 

homes in Brčko. 

The international community working in Brčko believed there was a strong connection 

between education, civic identity, and peacebuilding, and as such, Brčko’s new integrated 

curriculum also taught students “to be multiethnic in their outlook and to see themselves as joint 

citizens within a multiethnic society” (Jones 2012, pp. 138). As Briony Jones argues, 

By delegitimizing ethnonational affiliation and emphasizing democratic norms, students 

are encouraged to share a (liberal democratic) vision of political and moral community 

which requires mixing between ethnonational groups and the public acceptance of an 

overarching civic identity (Jones 2012, pp. 138). 

Thus, integrated Brčko stands to illustrate the possibility of civic identity cultivation through 

education. If, as Lijphart argues, a shared sense of national identity is essential for consociational 

democracy to work, then it stands to reason that—in states where such an identity does not 

already exist—one way that this shared national identity might be established is through 

ethnically integrated education.  

War in Brčko 

During the war, Brčko was not spared violence, although the balance among combatants 

was a bit different there than in much of the rest of the country. Bosniaks and Croats in Brčko 

were not engaged in extensive conflict as in Central Bosnia and in Herzegovina. Rather, the 

violence in Brčko was largely between Serbs and a joint Bosniak-Croat force, as Parrish explains 

that:  
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[R]elations between those [Bosniak and Croat] parties remained relatively good in the 

Brčko area, where there was common military cause. While in Mostar in the south the 

Bosniacs [sic] and Croats were engaged in street-to-street melee, in the Brčko area 

Bosniacs [sic] served in the HVO (the Croatian army) because its soldiers received 

salaries from the Croatian government whereas the ARBiH, the Bosniak army, was a 

volunteer force. (Parrish 2010, pp. 40-41).  

Although interethnic cooperation in Brčko may have been driven by economic interests, 

it was also a strategic partnership— Brčko was a vital piece of territory to both the RS and the 

Bosniak-Croat forces, as it physically divided the RS's territory and provided an important 

connection to Croatia (indeed, the first act of aggression in Brčko by the Serb forces was the 

destruction of the two bridges that connected Brčko to Croatia over the Sava River). Thus, in 

stark contrast to much of the rest of the country, Bosniaks and Croats in BiH maintained an 

alliance that “never really frayed, because they faced a common enemy and were not fighting 

over the same territory” (Parrish 2010).  

Brčko was the site of numerous atrocities that have not yet been forgotten by the local 

population. During a visit in March 2014, I listened over lunch as Bosniaks from Brčko recalled 

the day that the Serbs blew up the bridges across the Sava—still packed with people attempting 

to flee into Croatia. The war in Brčko continued to be difficult for all parties involved, and by the 

end of the war approximately 90% of the pre-war population has been displaced (Parrish 2010, 

pp. 42). Thus, unlike in Banja Luka, Brčko’s experience during the war was one of high direct 

exposure to violence.     

After the war ended, Brčko’s special status under Dayton meant that it would be subject 

to extensive monitoring and management by the international community, including the 

aforementioned stationing of a designate of the OHR to oversee all rebuilding efforts in Brčko, 

OHR North. The role of OHR North was filled by American envoys until the closure of the 

office in 2004 (Parrish 2010).  
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OHR North aggressively pursued the return of displaced residents and instituted dramatic 

policies that were designed to foster reintegration. One such policy was the firing of all public 

employees, who then had to reapply for positions within the public sector. Moreover, no one was 

eligible to return to their previous position(s) held before the war.57 Another policy was the 

mandatory usage of three languages and two alphabets in all official business, including schools. 

Due to the active role of OHR North in promoting return and reintegration postwar, Brčko stands 

as the most ethnically (re)integrated place in BiH today despite its violent and traumatic 

experiences during the war.  

Focus Groups in Brčko 

  

Brčko is the idiosyncratic district and city located in the far northeast corner of BiH, 

along the Sava River that serves as a natural border between BiH and Croatia. Reiterating this 

point, Brčko is idiosyncratic because, unlike everywhere else in BiH, Brčko is neither part of the 

Federation (FBiH) nor is it part of the RS. Furthermore, unlike elsewhere in BiH, Brčko schools 

are integrated not only administratively (in this way, Mostar Gimnazija is ‘technically’ integrated 

despite the fact that students attend ethnically-separate classes) but also practically. At Vaso 

Pelagić Gimnazija, Bosniak, Croat, and Serbian students attend classes together, in the same 

classroom, taught by the same teachers. Furthermore, neither Latin nor Cyrillic script is 

privileged; rather, both are taught on a weekly rotating basis. Similarly, all three languages are 

taught, and students choose in which language track to specialize—Bosnian, Croatian, or 

Serbian. Students in Brčko have an educational experience that is unlike anywhere else in BiH, 

and their attitudes generally reflected this spirit of inclusiveness and of ethnicity being of only 

limited importance. 

                                                 
57 Author’s interview with Karmelita Simić, 1 March 2014.  
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 Foremost, focus group participants (9 boys, 3 girls, ages 17 and 18) in Brčko were 

generally happy with their experience in Brčko. When I asked students where they would go to 

school if they could go to school anywhere in the world, there were the typical responses of 

places like Denmark and Switzerland—but students also said if they could choose anywhere, 

they would choose Brčko, in part because it is the only place in BiH that has truly committed to 

ethnic re-integration.  

 However, despite their relatively high levels of satisfaction with the education they were 

receiving in Brčko, students in Brčko displayed higher levels of euroskepticism than anywhere 

else in the country. When I asked if BiH should join the EU, students responded with a 

collective, “Nooooo!” Students generally felt that joining the EU would be detrimental for 

BiH—one student remarked that if BiH were to join, prices for essentials like food, clothing, and 

housing would go up—“everything would be double expensive.” Another student stated, “The 

EU will take everything,” referring to BiH’s agricultural products and explaining that the EU 

would buy Bosnian products at low prices and then sell them back to BiH at a markup. The 

group’s shared sentiment was that on the whole, EU membership would be a net loss for BiH, 

and that BiH should focus on strengthening its political and economic sectors from the inside 

first rather than relying on international actors to ‘assist’ with that process.  

Sanski Most 

Located in the far northwestern corner of BiH, Sanski Most is known for its rivers, the 

Una and the Sana, at whose confluence the town is situated. It is a mid-size town, claiming 

approximately 47,359 (2013 census) inhabitants, and is roughly half the size of Brčko. The town 

is almost entirely Bosniak, although it is only a short distance by car to the RS capital Banja 

Luka.  
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I visited two schools in Sanski Most—the first was the local technical high school, 

Mješovita Srednja Škola, and the second was the adjacent gymnasium, Amir Žilić Gimnazija. 

My visit began with an inauspicious start, as the first classroom I visited featured a student who 

was physically removed by his teacher for misbehaving in the classroom. The teacher, a middle-

aged man, apologized for the teenage boy’s behavior sincerely but with a shrug, noting that it 

was not an uncommon occurence to have students who did not take classroom decorum 

seriously.  

During my stay in Sanski Most, I also had the opportunity to spend time in the student 

restaurant, a small full-service restaurant within the school that served dual purposes as both an 

applied skills laboratory for pupils who were attending the technical school training to work in 

food service and the teacher’s lounge. Teachers would filter in and out throughout the day, 

sitting for a few minutes’ coffee-and-cigarette pauza or enjoying a full meal. I conversed with 

many of these teachers during their breaks between classes, and also organized an interview with 

a group of teachers.  

This group interview was between myself and two math teachers, one Bosnian language 

teacher, and one chemistry teacher. Throughout the conversation, I listened to their frustrations 

with the Bosnian education system, most of which were rooted in economics—insufficient and 

unpredictable paychecks, a lack of teaching jobs, and a lack of job security were all cited as 

problems endemic to the current Bosnian education system. I also asked teachers for their 

thoughts on the competing curricula in BiH. They insisted to me that there was actually only one 

curriculum being taught in BiH, but it was just the so-called ‘national subjects’ that varied across 

the country. This is a matter of semantics— ‘national subjects’ comprise more than half of what 

is taught on any given day; therefore, even if it were accurate to say that there was only one 
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curriculum in place throughout BiH, the fact remains that the bulk of what students are taught is 

different depending upon where it is taught and who is doing the teaching.  

Furthermore, Sanski Most teachers dismissed the idea that all students should learn 

according to one curriculum, noting that there are many different programs for many different 

professions available in the technical schools. They argued that these different technical curricula 

were analogous to the ethnically-derived variations in curricula in BiH—just as you would not 

send a future electrician to an economics school, you would not send a young Bosniak to a 

school for Serbs.  

Curriculum in Sanski Most 

Schools in Sanski Most are administered by the Ministry of Education, Science, Culture, 

and Sport of Una-Sana Canton (Ministarstvo obrazovanja, nauke, kulture i sporta Unsko-

sanskog kantona). They follow the federal (Bosniak) curriculum, teach in the Bosnian language, 

and emphasize the primacy of the state of BiH (as opposed to the Serbian curriculum, which 

emphasizes the primacy of the Serbian state).  

 

War in Sanski Most 

The war was difficult for Sanski Most. It was occupied by Bosnian Serb forces beginning 

in 1992 and became the site of one of the first ethnic cleansing campaigns of the war. The few 

Bosniak and Croat residents who remained in Sanski Most were forced into unpaid labor in 

support of the Serbian war effort. This routine continued for roughly two and a half years, until 

late advances by ArBiH forces severely weakened the Serbs’ stranglehold on Sanski Most. As 

the loss of Sanski Most became imminent, Serbian violence against Bosniaks and Croats 

increased, and one Muslim man reported that “in 15 days, they [Bosnian Serbs] committed more 
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atrocities against us than in all of the previous three years. You know how it is when you corner 

a wild animal. It is more dangerous when they are wounded.”58 

The Serbs’ occupation of Sanski Most, in conjunction with the town’s proximity to 

Prijedor (one of the sites of genocide in BiH as identified by the ICTY) as well as Serb-held 

Banja Luka, has produced a lasting legacy of anti-Serb sentiment amongst current residents of 

Sanski Most. As such, it is to be expected that students will carry with them some of this 

animosity, and this is borne out in the results of my survey data. Although Serbs comprised the 

largest ethnic group in Sanski Most before the war at 45% (1991 census) few Serbs live in 

Sanski Most today, owing to their loss of the town through military defeat to the ArBiH.59 

Today, Sanski Most is home to many Bosniak returnees.   

Students’ comments to me when I visited Sanski Most reflected the last impact of the 

Serbs’ treatment of the town during the war. One student, an 18-year-old male, wrote, “No state 

within a state! Referring to RS territory!” He continued: “This is a fighting team, and my own 

blood for Bosnia!”   

Sarajevo 

 Sarajevo is BiH’s capital city and the administrative capital of the Federation. The city 

and its preceding settlements have been central to Bosnian history since the medieval period. 

Known then as the village Vrhbosna, Sarajevo later became an important city marking a 

crossroads between West and East when the Ottoman Empire expanded to include the Bosnian 

vilayet in 1448 (Malcolm 1994, pp. 25). Under the Ottoman Turks, many Slavs converted to 

Islam. The Ottomans, most famously Gazi Husrev-Beg, invested generously in Sarajevo and 

                                                 
58 Dan Fesperman, “Bosnian town relives horrors: Serbian rebels sack Sanski Most amid frenzied retreat,” Baltimore 

Sun, 22 October 1995. Available online: http://articles.baltimoresun.com/1995-10-22/news/1995295003_1_muslim-

population-sanski-muslim-man.  
59 The current Serbian population of Sanski Most is 1,837 (4.42%) (2013 census).  

http://articles.baltimoresun.com/1995-10-22/news/1995295003_1_muslim-population-sanski-muslim-man
http://articles.baltimoresun.com/1995-10-22/news/1995295003_1_muslim-population-sanski-muslim-man
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throughout BiH, building many mosques, schools, libraries, and public facilities (chief among 

them a still-in-use public toilet complete with running water that dates to 1529).  

In 1878, the Congress of Berlin granted Austria-Hungary control of BiH, which they 

assumed “only with hesitation and reluctance” (Malcolm 1994, pp. 136) as the inclusion of 

another large swath of Slavs to the empire strengthened neighboring Croatia’s agitation for 

independence and/or equal status to Austria and Hungary (Malcolm 1994, pp. 136). Under the 

Austro-Hungarians, Sarajevo developed at a rapid pace, including vast improvements in rail 

transport connecting BiH to Croatia and the rest of the Austro-Hungarian empire—and from 

there, Western Europe. During this period, Sarajevo became the first city in Europe to have a 

fully-functioning tram system, which continues to operate today. However, Austria-Hungary’s 

role in BiH was short-lived, ending shortly after Sarajevo became the site of the assassination of 

Archduke Franz Ferdinand II and his wife Sophia on 28 June 1914 by Gavrilo Princip, a Serbian 

nationalist (Serbia was bitterly opposed to the Austria-Hungary’s annexation of BiH and the 

expansion of Austro-Hungarian influence in the Balkans). World War I (WWI) erupted, the 

Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman Empires were dismantled at the Paris Peace Conference, and the 

Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes (also known as the first Yugoslavia) was born and then 

died. Throughout, Sarajevo remained the capital and largest city in BiH, becoming increasingly 

urban and increasingly ethnically, religiously, and culturally diverse. As Lampe notes: “Sarajevo, 

rather than becoming a more Muslim city, was instead blossoming into the most Yugoslav of all 

the republic capitals. Nearly one-fifth of the city’s population declared itself Yugoslav in the 

1981 census, while the country’s most fertile secular culture emerged around them” (Lampe 

2000, pp. 337).  
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Modern Sarajevo is comprised of four municipalities (Stari Grad, Centar, Novo Sarajevo, 

and Novi Grad), and the combined population of these four municipalities is 291,422 (2013  

census). This is almost half of Sarajevo’s pre-war population of 527,049 inhabitants (1991 

census).  

I visited the Secondary School of Economics (Srednja Ekonomska Škola) in Novo 

Sarajevo and spent several days there surveying, observing, and interviewing students.  

Curriculum in Sarajevo 

Schools in Sarajevo are under the administration of the Ministry of Education, Science, 

and Youth of Canton Sarajevo (Ministarstvo za obrazovanje, nauku i mlade Kantona Sarajevo). 

As in Sanski Most, they follow the Federal curriculum, teach in the Bosnian language, and 

emphasize the primacy of the state of BiH (as opposed to the Serbian curriculum, which 

emphasizes the primacy of the Serbian state).  

War in Sarajevo 

Sarajevo has the dubious distinction of holding the record of capital city that has 

withstood the longest continuous shelling in the world. The war was extremely difficult for 

Sarajevo. Schools were frequently targeted by snipers and shelling, and for most of the duration 

of the war, the city was surrounded by Serb forces, effectively trapping the local population 

under siege. Early in the war, many Sarajevans—particularly Bosnian Croats—fled the city and 

sought refugee in neighboring Croatia or elsewhere abroad. The vast majority of those who 

remained in the city were Bosniak.  

Vareš 

Vareš is situated in central BiH, in Zenica-Doboj Canton, near the medieval city of 

Bobovac (formerly the royal seat of BiH). Vareš is the quintessential Bosnian small town, tucked 

between two rather mountainous verdant hills that are home to flocks of grazing sheep. There are 
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two small cafés that, by nightfall, are packed with the town’s young people seven days a week, 

owing perhaps to Bosnians’ affinity for live music but also perhaps to the fact that there are few 

alternatives for entertainment in this town. Vareš is the type of small town in which passersby 

not only recognize one another as they pass on the street, but can also recite the family trees of 

their neighbors and can immediately pick out an unfamiliar face. It is the most rural site that I 

sampled, with a population of only 9,556 (2013 census).  

That population is split between two groups, Bosniaks and Croats. The relationship 

between these two groups has a strained history. During World War II, Vareš was known as an 

Ustaše stronghold, and during the early part of the Bosnian War the town was controlled by the 

Croatian Defense Council (Hrvatsko vijeće obrane/HVO). Vareš was not of strategic importance 

during the war, and so it was largely spared the destruction that befell the targets of aerial 

bombardment and largescale military campaigns elsewhere in BiH. However, there were intense 

moments of conflict between Bosniaks and Croats.  

The school arrangement in Vareš today is rather unique, as primary school students 

attend a “two in one” segregated school, while secondary school students attend an integrated 

high school. I visited Vareš twice and surveyed students attending this integrated high school, the 

now-renamed Mjesovita Srednja Škola (MSŠ) Nordbat 2 (Mixed Secondary School Nordbat 2). 

Nordbat 2 is short for Nordic Battalion 2, the Swedish battalion stationed in Vareš whose role 

was to support UNPROFOR forces in the region, and who responded to the Stupni Do massacre 

discussed below.  

Curriculum in Vareš 

Schools in Vareš are under the administration of Zenica-Doboj Canton’s Ministry of 

Education, Science, Culture, and Sport (Ministarstvo za obrazovanje, nauku, kulturu, i sport). 

Vareš schools are unique in that they are segregated at the primary level, but integrated at the 
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secondary level. That is to say, elementary school students attend school on the basis of their 

ethnicity—Bosniak students attend classes on the first and third floors of the primary school 

building, and Croatian students attend classes sandwiched between on the second floor of the 

primary school building. This mixture between segregation and integration is partially due to the 

fact that the population of Vareš is so small, and the limited size of MSŠ Nordbat 2 would not 

accommodate duplicate instructors, classrooms, and other facilities. Thus, this very practical 

consideration has created an interesting condition under which to examine students’ attitudes—

early segregation paired with later integration.  

MSŠ Nordbat 2 employs the Federal curriculum, but language is taught a bit unusually 

compared to other Federal-curriculum schools. Rather than studying ‘Bosnian’ or ‘Croatian’ 

language, students simply attend ‘language class.’ A recent graduate of MSŠ Nordbat 2 

explained to me:  

Basically, you have a single mother tongue subject with a single teacher at the high 

school. When writing the [sic] essays or exams, you have the freedom to choose which of 

the three languages you want to express yourself in. Before the [sic] graduation diploma 

is issued to you, you state what language you want to be included in the subject list. That 

is pretty much it.60  

War in Vareš 

As discussed above, the war in Vareš was characterized mainly by intense fighting 

between Bosniaks and Croats. The most egregious example of this is the Stupni Do massacre that 

took place on 23 October 1993, when HVO forces launched a surprise attack on mostly civilian 

Bosniaks in the village of Stupni Do, located within Vareš municipality but just outside of the 

                                                 
60 E-mail correspondence with author, 11 August 2014.  
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town.61 At least 37 were killed, others were tortured, and the village was burned to the ground.62 

Ivica Rajić, the HVO commander who presided over the Stupni Do massacre, as well as another 

massacre of Bosniaks within Vareš town limits, ultimately pled guilty to war crimes at the 

ICTY.63 About one month after the Stupni Do massacre, in November 1993, the ARBiH/Bosniak 

army drove the HVO out of Vareš and fundamentally shifted the balance of power within Vareš 

from a Croat-dominated, Bosniak-minority town to a Bosniak-led, Croat-minority town. Later in 

the war, after the Washington Agreement was signed between the Bosnian government 

(represented by then-Bosnian Prime Minister Haris Silajdžić) and Bosnian Croats (represented 

by the Croatian Foreign Minister Mate Granić and an official Bosnian Croat Representative, 

Kresimir Zubak) Bosniaks and Croats joined forces to fight jointly against the Serbs.  

Today, events such as the Stupni Do massacre remain sharply etched into the memories 

of Vareš residents. I visited Vareš in the autumn of 2013 and noticed widespread preparations for 

commemoration ceremonies marking the twentieth anniversary of the massacre. Indeed, when I 

was in Vareš more than a week later to organize a Halloween event for local schoolchildren, 

Stupni Do remained a hot topic of conversation. Divisions between Bosniaks and Croats still 

persist in Vareš, although they are not quite as pronounced as those that exist in the final town 

that is included in the survey sample, Žepče.  

Focus Groups in Vareš 

 

                                                 
61 According to the Institute for Research of Genocide Canada, approximately six of the 37 Bosniaks killed were 

combatants (“IGC remembers the Stupni Do massacre,” 23 October 2013, available at: 

http://instituteforgenocide.org/?p=6582. Accessed 10 August 2015).   
62 For additional information, see John F. Burns, 28 October 1993, “U.N.’s Grim Documentation At a Massacre Site 

in Bosnia,” The New York Times, available at: http://www.nytimes.com/1993/10/28/world/un-s-grim-

documentation-at-a-massacre-site-in-bosnia.html?pagewanted=all&src=pm. Accessed 10 August 2015. 
63 http://www.icty.org/sid/222  

http://instituteforgenocide.org/?p=6582
http://www.nytimes.com/1993/10/28/world/un-s-grim-documentation-at-a-massacre-site-in-bosnia.html?pagewanted=all&src=pm
http://www.nytimes.com/1993/10/28/world/un-s-grim-documentation-at-a-massacre-site-in-bosnia.html?pagewanted=all&src=pm
http://www.icty.org/sid/222
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 Students in Vareš were quick to point out to me that the segregation of their primary 

school was something that their parents wanted, and not something that they agreed with. This 

was a theme that came up repeatedly, including in informal conversations with recent graduates 

of MSŠ Nordbat 2 on the intercity bus returning to Sarajevo. During the focus group session, 

when I asked them a hypothetical question—what would happen if a new law were passed that 

meant that all schools in BiH, including the primary school in Vareš, would be required to 

integrate ethnically?—the student who responded, “There would be a lot of verbal fighting 

between our parents,” emphasized the verbal—and not physical—nature of the expected 

response. This was another theme that emerged again and again—that no matter how much 

tension remains in post-war BiH, the alternative—a return to large-scale violence—was always 

off the table. Nearly everyone (with rare exception) with whom I spoke during my two years of 

field research emphasized this point.  

 Regarding BiH’s relationship with Europe, most students in Vareš expressed a desire to 

leave Vareš to pursue opportunities for education and/or employement. One student—who did 

not identify their ethnicity, only that they were not a Serb—said that he would like to go 

Belgrade for university, because they have the best computer science faculty (department) in the 

region, and that was the best and most feasible option for him given BiH's non-EU member 

status. Students in Vareš expressed a vague but generally positive belief in a European future for 

BiH, and tended to agree with the notion that European integration would be a good thing for 

BiH and for them personally.   
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Žepče 

Žepče, like Vareš, is also located in central BiH within Zenica-Doboj Canton. With a 

population of 31,582 (2013 census), Žepče is a small, rural town (described by one author as a 

“typical Bosnian backwater”64) located near the invisible Inter-Entity Boundary Line (IEBL). It 

is also a town in which tensions between Bosniaks and Croats still simmer, as evidenced by the 

segregation within schools and the often garish displays of national and religious symbolism that 

bedeck the town.   

Fountain in the center of Žepče shortly before Catholic Easter (author's photo). 

Curriculum in Žepče 

Schools in Žepče are governed by a unique administrative arrangement under which the 

municipality—and not the canton—effectively controls education policy. Thus, Zenica-Doboj 

Canton does not control education policy in Žepče; rather, the Department of General 

                                                 
64 Samir Spahić, 5 February 2007, “The Marginal Story of Central Bosnia,” available at: 

http://www.aimpress.ch/dyn/trae/archive/data/199702/70217-006-trae-sar.htm. Accessed 10 August 2015.   

Figure 7 

http://www.aimpress.ch/dyn/trae/archive/data/199702/70217-006-trae-sar.htm
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Administration and Social Affairs (Služba za opću upravu i društvene djelatnosti) is responsible 

for all things related to “working on meeting the needs of youth” in Žepče.65 Žepče is one of a 

very select few municipalities in BiH that maintains localized control over education. This is 

made possible through a provision in the Constitution of the FBiH which stipulates that each 

canton may delegate its functions concerning education to a municipality on its territory, and is 

obliged to do so (upon formal request by the municipality) if the majority of the population in the 

municipality or city is not the same as that of the canton as a whole (V.1. Art.2. FBiH 

Constitution). Thus, following a request from the municipality of Žepče in 2009, Zenica-Doboj 

Canton (which is majority Bosniak) granted Žepče municipality the right to determine its own 

education policies. This model has also been implemented in the municipality of Usora (also in 

Zenica-Doboj Canton) as of July 2015.  

Essentially, this mechanism is designed to prevent cantons whose overall population is 

comprised of one ethnic group from imposing the policy preferred by that ethnic group on 

municipalities whose populations do not mirror the cantonal demographics. Thus, despite the fact 

that Zenica-Doboj is Bosniak-majority, the substantial population of Croats and slightly less-

substantial (but still disproportionate to the cantonal population) population of Serbs drove local 

politicians to petition the Federation’s Constitutional Court to grant special permission for 

localized education policy.  

Žepče schools are completely ethnically segregated. I visited the Srednja Mješovita Škola 

– Žepče (SMŠ – Žepče) on two occasions—the first, to administer a pilot version of my survey, 

and the second time to administer the full version of my survey and to conduct interviews of 

teachers and students. 

                                                 
65 Općina Žepče official homepage. Available online: http://www.opcina-zepce.com/index.php/2014-05-18-17-30-

05. Last accessed: 22 February 2016.  

http://www.opcina-zepce.com/index.php/2014-05-18-17-30-05
http://www.opcina-zepce.com/index.php/2014-05-18-17-30-05
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Teachers reported a great deal of general frustration. They reported that the greatest 

challenge to teaching is a lack of access to supplies (especially books). Furthermore, teachers 

noted that students in Žepče “don’t try,” are unmotivated, and—in Žepče—don’t even wish to go 

abroad, unlike most other students in BiH. Finally, addressing the elephant in the room, teachers 

noted that although they themselves had mixed opinions on segregated schools (some supported 

ethnic segregation, while others opposed it or were indifferent), local politicians in Žepče have a 

strong desire to preserve the town’s segregated education system.  

At SMŠ – Žepče, the school building is divided into two parts, with a short hallway 

connecting both sides. The left side is the Bosniak side, and the right side is the Croat side. Each 

side has its own pedagog (roughly equivalent to a principal or schoolmaster), faculty members, 

café, and classrooms. Students attend school at the same time, but they use separate facilities and 

do not mix inside the building. The Bosniak side follows the Federal curriculum, while the Croat 

side follows the Zagreb-oriented Croat curriculum. Each side of the school observes different 

holidays—for example, I visited near Easter, and at this time the Croat side was planning to shut 

down for a week in observance of the holiday, while the Bosniak side would continue according 

to its usual schedule. Students attending school on the Bosniak side follow the Bosniak national 

curriculum, while students attending school on the Croat side follow the Croat national 

curriculum.  
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The central 

corridor 

(above) 

connects the 

Bosniak and 

Croat sides 

of SMŠ – 

Žepče 

(author's 

photo). 

War in 

Žepče 

Žepče was the site of intense conflict between Bosniaks and Croats during the war. 

Several detention centers were located in Žepče and its vicinity, including one Croat-run facility 

housed in the local primary school. Violence in Žepče began in earnest in June 1993, and Croat 

forces ultimately overtook the town. Under HVO control, Žepče remained a flashpoint in the 

conflict between ARBiH and HVO forces until the Washington Agreement was brokered in 

1994, establishing a ceasefire between Bosniaks and Croats. However, tensions remained high in 

Žepče, and parallel governing institutions were established that remained in place until an edict 

from then-HR Wolfgang Petritsch was issued on 10 June 2000, ordering the dismantling of these 

institutions and the reintegration of Žepče's administration into the Dayton framework.66 

Petritsch underscored the need for reforms in Žepče:   

In light of the persistent failure of the responsible politicians to address the untenable 

situation of lawlessness and parallel structures in Žepče and thus overcome the legacy of 

                                                 
66 “High Representative imposes Decision to integrate Žepče municipality,” 10 June 2000, 

http://www.ohr.int/?p=56559. Last accessed: 13 June 2017.  
 

Figure 8 

http://www.ohr.int/?p=56559
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the Bosniac[sic]-Croat war in that area, there is a requirement for a comprehensive and 

balanced set of arrangements that meet the legitimate political, social, economic and 

security interests of the parties. 

Thus, the war in Žepče left deep and lasting divisions, particularly between Bosniaks and 

Croats, that persist to this day, and citizens of Žepče have had a high level of exposure to 

violence balanced by a great deal of group autonomy within the municipality (one example: 

segregation in schools). Although Bosniaks and Croats in Žepče have ceded some political 

autonomy to the Bosnian state, to the Federation, and to Zenica-Doboj Canton, Žepče has 

staunchly resisted full integration and remains an ethnically segregated space.  

Survey Results 

Overall, given the legacies of violence and ethnic cleansing left by the war, and the set of 

expectations established by the extant literature, student responses to the survey indicate a 

surprisingly tolerant youth population of BiH. High levels of tolerance are surprising given all of 

the emphasis placed on the differences that exist within Bosnian society either formally, through 

the Dayton-created institutional structure that governs the country, or informally, through the 22-

year conversation on peace and reconciliation among ethnic groups that has permeated the 

academic and practitioner communities that have settled in BiH since 1995. Nevertheless, there 

are some variations in the results at the local level that stand out and merit further discussion. 

For the purposes of this discussion, I have chosen to focus on three specific questions or 

categories of questions drawn from the survey. These relate to attitudes toward public education; 

social distance (broadly and specifically), and students’ attitudes towards diversity, including 

whether or not diverse groups should live together. Here, I will present each question or 

question-category and the students’ responses to each, respectively.  

 

Attitudes toward Education 
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After students completed a half-dozen or so basic demographic questions, they were 

asked to answer several questions designed to reveal their general attitudes toward the education 

system in BiH and toward education more broadly. The first of these questions measured 

whether or not students themselves believed that they were receiving a good education. Students 

were asked to respond to the statement,  

“I believe that I am receiving a good education at my school,” using a 5-point Likert 

scale where 1 = agree strongly and 5 = disagree strongly.  

The rationale behind this question was that it would be necessary to have some idea of to 

what extent students in BiH ‘buy into’ what they are being taught in school. Put differently, if 

students believe they are receiving a good education, they likely believe what they are taught in 

school, including things like historical narratives and lessons pertaining to national identity. 

Thus, if values turned out to be high on this variable, I could feel more comfortable in assuming 

that students were taking the lessons they were being taught to heart, so to speak.  
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A majority 

of students 

(60.7%) either 

agreed or agreed 

strongly with this 

statement. This suggests that most students believe that they are receiving a good education at 

their schools, and thus it stands to reason that they believe that the lessons they are taught are 

accurate and true.  

Only 13.2% of students disagreed or disagreed strongly with this statement. 

Related to this question is the question of to what extent do students believe that they are 

getting an education that will adequately prepare them to go to university or to get a job? 

Students were asked to respond to the following statement along the same 5-point Likert scale as 

above: 

“I am receiving an education that will prepare me to go to university or to get a good 

job.”  

 

 I expected students to be generally discouraged in response to this question, given the 

sky-high levels of youth unemployment facing BiH in conjunction with numerous issues related 

to tertiary education (e.g. problems with recognizing high school diplomas from all parts of BiH; 

problems associated with the transfer of credits and recognition of prerequisite fulfillment, etc.). 

Comments from an 18-year-old female student from Sanski Most supported this expectation: 
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“The condition according to youth education is a catastrophe. Young people finish schools, and 

they do not have jobs, that is why they run away from Bosnia, and if it continues this way, BiH 

will lose many residents.”  

Students’ actual responses to this question surprised me, and the majority of students 

(63%) either agreed or agreed strongly that the education they were receiving would prepare 

them to go to university or to get a good job. Only 11.2% disagreed or disagreed strongly. One 

student, a 17-year-old boy from Sanski Most, was among those who disagreed. He commented 

that, “I think that education in BiH is a big problem. There should be better lesson plans and 

provide better equipment for schools.” 
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I also asked students to think about education policy in BiH, using that same 5-point 

Likert scale to respond to the following statement:  

“I think there should be a single education policy for all of BiH.” 

Students showed a clear preference of outcomes as more than two-thirds of students 

(68.1%) believe that there should be a single education policy for all of BiH, while only 9.7% 

disagree with this statement.  

Lastly, under questions related to education in BiH, I asked students to think about the 

relationship between education and peace by responding to this statement:  

“Education is important to preserving peace in our society,”  

using the same 5-point Likert scale. I expected to find high values on this question and 

included it to underscore the importance of education in BiH and to ascertain how seriously (or 

not) students might be taking the survey. Unsurprisingly, the vast majority of students (83.8%) 

agree or agree strongly that education is important to preserving peace in BiH.  
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Social Distance 

 Social distance, a term whose initial usage is credited to Emory Bogardus (1925), is 

marked by “the grades and degrees of understanding and intimacy which characterize pre-social 

and social relations generally,” which culminate in “the perceived or desired degree of 

remoteness between the member of one social group and the members of another, as evidenced 

in the level of intimacy tolerated between them.” Essentially, how close can Person A, a member 

of Group A, get to Group B before Person A becomes uncomfortable? Social distance scales 

have been used to measure prejudice in various situations, and both the General Social Survey 

(GSS) in the United States and the ESS employ social distance scales to measure levels of 

tolerance and intolerance amongst their populations.  

 I modeled the social distance component of my survey after the ESS, which has been 

administered in neighboring Croatia (an EU member state) and is targeted toward adult 

respondents. I modified the ESS’s questions to be more suitable for a secondary school age 

audience, and so my questions took the following form:  

 When thinking about Bosniaks, how would you feel if someone like this… 
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1) …were your teacher? 

2) …wanted to marry a close relative? 

3) …wanted to study with you?  

4) …were your boss at a job?  

5) …wanted to go for coffee with you?67  

Students were invited to respond to these questions using a 5-point Likert scale, in which 

‘1’ indicated that they would “mind very much” and ‘5’ indicated that they would “not mind at 

all.” A selection of ‘3’ indicated that students were not sure. The question was repeated twice, 

once in the form of:  

When thinking about Croats, how would you feel if someone like this… 

and lastly, in the form of: 

When thinking about Serbs, how would you feel if someone like this… 

Students were also asked a series of questions regarding their position on some policy-

related questions. For example, several questions had to do with preserving the territorial 

integrity of BiH, something that is guaranteed by the DPA but is opposed by many members of 

the Croat and Serb populations in BiH.68  

Additionally, the final question on the survey asked students to evaluate a hypothetical 

question:  

What do you think would happen if the law were changed and all schools in BiH were 

forced to integrate, or else they would lose funding? 

 

                                                 
67 Idemo na kafu/“Going on a coffee” is an activity central to the social lives of Bosnians, regardless of age or 

ethnicity, but especially young people. Although it is quite common for young people in BiH to go out for coffee in 

mixed-gender groups or one-on-one in same-gender pairs, there is often an implied romantic connotation attached to 

“going on a coffee” when the coffee meeting is one-on-one between members of the opposite sex. Therefore, it is 

possible that some students may have interpreted this question as “wanted to go on a date with you,” which was not 

its original intention. Nevertheless, discussion of this question in student focus groups and informal conversation 

suggests that most student respondents understand the question’s intended meaning and answered accordingly.  
68 Bosnian Croats have long hoped for a third entity, and Bosnian Serbs—who were granted their own entity (the 

RS) through the DPA—have long agitated for secession of the RS from BiH.  
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Students were given a range of choices and asked to select one. Choices ranged from 

“schools would probably respect the law” to “schools would probably not respect the law,” 

including the possibility that “schools would respect the law, but most students would not.”69 

All students were asked to answer questions related to each constituent ethnic group, 

regardless of their own self-identity. Therefore, because most students were members of at least 

one of these constituent ethnic groups, most students also rated their feelings toward their own 

co-ethnics. I have created an amalgamated value to illustrate how students at each test site 

responded overall to groups who were in the minority ethnic population(s) for each given site. 

This highlights the core purpose of this project—to understand how students tolerate (or 

fail to tolerate) difference within their communities. That is, I do not seek to understand 

specifically how Bosniaks feel about Croats, or how Croats feel about Serbs per se. Rather, I am 

trying to understand how post-war students in BiH feel about their fellow citizens who are not 

ethnically or religiously the same as them. This is based on the theoretical assumption that high 

levels of tolerance for different groups will correspond with high levels of willingness to 

cooperate and collaborate with members of those different groups, thereby increasing the 

viability of the post-Dayton Bosnian state.  

Overall Social Distance Profiles and Results 

To create this amalgamated value, I took the mean of all student responses toward 

minority ethnic groups across all five social distance categories. For example, in Banja Luka, 

Serbs are the majority group and Bosniaks and Croats form a small minority. Out of all of the 

student responses from Banja Luka (n=154), and across all five social distance categories 

(teacher, marriage, boss, study partner, and coffee date), 22.61% of students said that they either 

                                                 
69 This response was meant to capture the possibility of a boycott, mainly by Bosnian Croat students. When I asked 

this hypothetical question in my interviews, several respondents said, “The Croats would just stop sending their kids 

to school” (Author’s interview, March 2012). 
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‘would mind’ or ‘would mind very much’ to have close social proximity to Bosniaks and Croats. 

Slightly more students would mind close social proximity to Croats (24.42%) than Bosniaks 

(20.82%). That is to say, Bosniaks were viewed slightly more favorably than Croats by students 

in Banja Luka.  

Based on this amalgamation, the overall most tolerant group was the sample of students 

from integrated Vareš, of which Bosniaks made up a majority of the respondents. Only 8.12% of 

survey respondents from Vareš said that they would mind close social proximity to Croats and 

Serbs. Integrated Brčko was a close second, with 8.24% of students reporting that they would 

mind close social proximity to Bosniaks and Croats (Brčko is majority Serb).  

By contrast, the overall least tolerant group was the students from the Bosniak side of the 

two-in-one school in Žepče (henceforth, Žepče-Bosniak), who reported that 38.82% of 

respondents would mind close social proximity to Croats and Serbs. Disaggregating this result by 

ethnic group is telling—28.51% of students from Žepče-Bosniak reported intolerance toward 

Croats, but a much larger 49.12% of students reported intolerance toward Serbs (with 58.54% of 

students—the highest number amongst all test groups—reporting their disapproval of 

intermarriage with Serbs).70 

The second-least tolerant group was from Sanksi Most, a Bosniak-majority monoethnic 

school. Levy’s work (2010) corroborates this finding—she notes that, “contrary to [her] 

expectations, Bosniaks from monoethnic schools had stronger ethno-national identities than 

                                                 
70 Somewhat strangely, the inverse did not hold true for the Croat side of the school in Žepče (Žepče-Croat). Only 

15.34% of students from this group reported that they would mind close social proximity to Bosniaks and Serbs. 

However, whereas on the Bosniak side students strongly concentrated their intolerance on Serbs, on the Croat side, 

students’ intolerance was directed toward Bosniaks—19.88% of students reported that they would mind close social 

proximity with Bosniaks, while only 10.79% of students reported that they would mind close social proximity to 

Serbs. As with the Bosniak side, intermarriage provoked the strongest responses, and 25.15% of respondents from 

the Croat side said that they would mind intermarriage with a Bosniak, while only 13.33% of respondents said they 

would mind intermarriage with a Serb. Coffee dates evoked similar responses.    
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those attending integrated schools” (Levy 2012, pp. 110). In Sanski Most, just over one-quarter 

of all respondents (25.50%) reported that they would mind close social proximity to Croats and 

Serbs. Students from Sanski Most feel much more strongly about Serbs than Croats—35.68% of 

students oppose close social proximity with Serbs, while only 15.32% of students oppose close 

social proximity to Croats. This finding makes sense, given the legacy of Serbs in Sanski Most as 

discussed above.  

Overall, 18.85% of all 1,228 survey respondents from all six locales report that they 

would mind close social proximity to members of minority ethnic groups. But what does this 

mean relative to other situations in which identity-based social (in)tolerance is present?  

Prima facie, the finding that nearly 1/5 of high school students in BiH would mind having 

close social contact with a member of a different ethnic group might belie grim prospects for 

interethnic coexistence in BiH. But this finding also suggests that more than 80% of students 

either have not yet formed an opinion (in which case, they are still impressionable), or have 

formed the opinion that they would not mind having close social contact with members of 
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different ethnic groups. Thus, I would argue that this finding actually embodies a glimmer of 

hope for the next generation of Bosnians.  

In a study measuring social distance amongst college students conducted after the 

September 11th attacks in 2001, only 52% of respondents said that they would approve of an 

Arab marrying into one’s family, and only 49% of respondents said that they would approve of a 

Muslim marrying into one’s family (Parillo and Donoghue 2005, pp. 264). Effectively, this 

suggests that almost half of all respondents would mind close social proximity to Arabs/Muslims 

after a traumatic event like 9/11. I would therefor argue that the fact that only 18.85% of my 

survey respondents in BiH would mind close social proximity to members of different, formerly 

adversarial ethnic groups is actually a very positive outcome, because it suggests that much 
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higher levels of social tolerance amongst Bosnian youth exist now than were present amongst 

American college students in the post-9/11 era.  

Focus on Marriage 

Intermarriage is perhaps the most sensitive of all of the five social distance categories. In 

Yugoslavia, particularly in urban areas, mixed marriages were a common occurence. This held 

especially true in the cities of BiH, the most ethnically plural of all of the Yugoslav republics. 

Hromadžić describes: “This common, everyday multiculturality was linked to the Yugoslav 

notions of socialist modernity, humanism, and progress, and to cosmopolitan worldviews” 

(Hromadžić 2015, p. 91). The outbreak of war in 1992 did not issue an immediate death knell to 

ethnically mixed relationships, and many children of mixed marriages felt conflicted as to which 

side they should pledge their allegiance.71 One such couple, Admira Ismić, a Bosniak, and Boško 

Brkić, a Serb, were killed in 1993 when they were struck by sniper fire crossing the Vrbanja 

Bridge in Sarajevo. The bodies of the two young people (both 25 years old) were left on the 

bridge for days, as claiming the bodies would necessitate traveling into no man’s land and 

becoming a target for further sniper fire. This created a powerful symbol of the risks inherent to 

ethnically-mixed relationships in post-Yugoslav BiH, and, rather expectedly, mixed marriages 

are now quite rare in BiH.72,73 

                                                 
71 Today, children of mixed marriages are typically classified as ‘Others,’ and not as members of any of the three 

constituent ethnic groups.  
72 According to Mirza Emirhafizović, Lecturer of Political Science at the University of Sarajevo, “[a] low number of  

social contacts between different groups [is] leading to a low number of so-called mixed marriages.” Dzana Brkanic, 

“Bosnia War Legacy Reduces the Number of Mixed Marriages,” Balkan Investigative Reporting Network, 15 May 

2015. Available online: http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/bosnia-war-divisions-decre-mixed-marriages-in-

bosnia. Accessed: 19 September 2015.  
73 One implication of ethnically mixed marriage in BiH today is that children who are the products of such marriages 

are generally not counted as members of one of BiH’s three constituent ethnic groups. Thus, according to an AFP 

report, “…[because] children of mixed ethnicity are classified as ‘other,’ … as adults, they will have little chance of 

finding work in the public sector, which is by far the largest employer in the country.” (Agence Free Press, 6 April 

2013, “Multi-ethnic couples reflect Bosnia’s growing diversity.”) This puts the children of mixed marriages at a 

disadvantage when it comes to employment—a direct result of BiH’s extreme consociationalism, which allocates 

public sector employment on the basis of ethnicity.  

http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/bosnia-war-divisions-decre-mixed-marriages-in-bosnia
http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/bosnia-war-divisions-decre-mixed-marriages-in-bosnia


119 

 

Although I asked students for their responses to five different social distance categories, 

for the sake of brevity, I will focus here on parsing out students’ responses to the question of a 

prospective mixed marriage in their family. The chart below illustrates students’ attitudes toward 

those ethnic groups that are minorities in a given region—so for example, in Banja Luka, in 

which 97.4% of respondents are Serbs, only students’ attitudes toward intermarriage with 

Bosniaks or Croats is shown. Likewise, in Sarajevo, where 92.5% of respondents identified as 

Bosniak, only student attitudes toward intermarriage with Croats or Serbs is shown. Responses 

from Žepče are distributed based on the side of the school student respondents attend— Žepče 

Bosniak for the Bosniak side, and Žepče Croat for responses from the Croatian side of the 

school.  

 

  

The 

results here mirror the overall aggregate social distance results. Integrated Vareš is the most 

tolerant of mixed marriages, with only 11.45% of students stating that they would mind if a close 

relative married a Croat or a Serb. Integrated Brčko is a close second, with 11.7% of students 
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stating that they would mind if a close relative married a Bosniak or a Croat. This is not 

surprising, as many students living in both Vareš and Brčko are the products of their parents’ 

mixed marriages.74  

Survey sites reporting high levels of intolerance, again, mirror the overall aggregate 

results. Žepče-Bosniak students were the most intolerant of mixed marriages, with more than 

half—50.47%—of students reporting that they would mind if a close relative married either a 

Croat or a Serb (with, as discussed above, most of that intolerance being directed at Serbs). The 

second-least accepting of mixed marriage group was monoethnic Sanski Most again, this time 

with more than one-third of students (35.6%) stating that they would mind if a close relative 

married either a Croat or a Serb.  

Discrimination and Diversity 

In addition to these oblique sorts of social distance questions, I also asked students a 

series of questions related to diversity and discrimination.  

Discrimination  

 

The first of these questions directly addressed the issue of discrimination by asking:  

“Would you describe yourself as a member of an ethnic group that is discriminated 

against in BiH?” 

  

Students were invited to respond Yes or No.  

The vast majority (78.5%) of students selected No—they did not identify as members of 

an ethnic group that is discriminated against in BiH. Only 16.7% of students responded in the 

affirmative to this question.  

 

                                                 
74 Indeed, Vareš was the only place I surveyed where one student wrote in ‘Yugoslav’ as their main ethnic identity.  
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Figure 15 

However, further analysis reveals some stark differences amongst respondents to this 

question. Amongst Bosniaks, Croats, and Serbs, Croat students are substantially more likely to 

feel as though they are discriminated against regardless of school type, with 37.9% of Croat 

students reporting discriminated versus 13.26% of Bosniak student respondents and 12.01% of 

Serb student respondents.  
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Furthermore, students who attend segregated schools are also more likely to feel as 

though they are discriminated against than students who attend monoethnic or integrated schools. 

Only 12.01% of students attending monoethnic schools reported that they perceived themselves 

as discriminated against, and 15.8% of students attending integrated schools felt as though they 

were discriminated against. By contrast, nearly one-third (30.6%) of students attending 

segregated schools responded affirmatively to the question of whether or not they felt as though 

they were a member of a group that was discriminated against. This is interesting, because in 

theory, students attending segregated schools are receiving accommodations based on their 

ethnicity—they do not have to assimilate to another group’s preferences but rather their ethnic 

group is afforded significant autonomy over its internal affairs, including education. 

Nevertheless, despite a high degree of group autonomy, members of these groups report higher 

levels of discrimination than members of groups who attend monoethnic or integrated schools.  

 

Customs and 

Traditions 

 

The 

next question in 

this group 

measured 

student 

attitudes 

toward 

diversity, looking at how students felt about uniformity vs. diversity in the customs and traditions 
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of a given country. Students were ask to respond to the following prompt using a 5-point Likert 

scale indicating their level of agreement or disagreement: 

“It is better for a country if almost everyone shares the same customs and traditions.” 

 

Student responses to this question were mixed. A not-quite-majority (45.4%) of 

respondents agreed or agreed strongly with this statement, while 27.5% of students said that they 

disagreed or disagreed strongly with this statement. Nearly a quarter of respondents (24.9%) 

were uncertain.  

 

 
Figure 18 

 

Linguistic Diversity 

 

Another question along this same vein addressed how students felt about different 

languages being spoken in a given country: 

“It is better for a country if everyone speaks the same language.” 

 

Here, the majority of students (70.8%) agreed that it would be best for a country if 

everyone spoke the same language. Several students wrote comments next to their survey 
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responses—one from student from Banja Luka wrote, “Srpskom jezikom” (“Serbian language”), 

while another student from Vareš wrote, “Ne mora biti važno” (“It does not have to be 

important.”) 

 

 
Figure 19 

 

 

Socializing in Mixed Groups 

I also asked students how often they socialized in ‘mixed’ (the word that is colloquially 

used to denote multiethnic) groups. Students were offered a choice of responses ranging from 

every day; about once a week; about once a month; about once a year, and “never, if I can help 

it.” Most students (61.5%) reported that they socialized in mixed groups every day. Some 

students specified which ethnic group they socialized with daily—one student from the Croatian 

side of Žepče made sure to note, “Srbin” (“Serb.”) On the other side of the spectrum, about one-

fifth of students (19.4%) said that they very rarely socialize with members of other ethnic 

groups, including 9.7% of respondents who selected, “Never, if I can help it.”  

This is telling, because it corroborates the findings revealed by the social distance 

questions discussed above, where approximately one-fifth (18.85%) of respondents reported that 
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they would mind close social contact with members of other ethnic groups. It is possible that 

some of these students do not socialize in mixed groups because they have no opportunity to do 

so. In fact, many students complained of this reality in conversations, focus groups, and in the 

free response portion of the survey—a 17-year-old boy from Sanski Most wrote, “Question 

number 15 [about socializing in mixed groups] is not [well-]defined because [I] cannot hang out 

with other national groups if they do not live in my community, and I would if they would live 

here.” However, given the parallels between these and the social distance percentages, this 

suggests that 

amongst those 

who 

responded 

with high levels of ethnic intolerance, ethnic isolation is voluntary.  

 

Living Together, or Living Separately?  

 

Finally, I asked students to respond to a pair of questions asked students to tell me 

whether they thought it was better for groups in plural societies to live together or to live 

separately. The first posited, 
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“In countries with many different ethnic, national, and religious groups, it is generally 

best if each group has its own separate territory within the country.” 

Students were asked to select a value from a 1-5 Likert scale, with 1 indicating that the 

student agreed strongly with the above statement and 5 indicating that the student disagreed 

strongly with the above statement. Students who selected the 3 indicated that they were not sure.  

The second statement that students were asked to evaluate was: 

“In countries with many different ethnic, national, and religious groups, it is generally 

best if all groups live together.” 

Again, students were asked to select a value from 1 through 5, in accordance with the 

same scale as described above.  
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Separate Territories 

Unsurprisingly, the city with the strongest overall support for ethnically separate 

territories was Banja Luka, and the city with the weakest overall support for ethnically separate 

territories was Sarajevo.  

As the above table shows, roughly one-quarter of surveyed students—25.71%—agree 

that it is best for different ethnic groups each to have their own territory. However, nearly half of 

all respondents (43.62%) disagreed. Strongest support for separate territories came from Banja 

Luka and Žepče, and not coincidentally, these are the two locations where the national subjects 

taught are most divisive.75 Students in Banja Luka, for example, learn about the geography of 

Serbia rather than of BiH in their geography classes, while students attending the Croatian side 

of the school in Žepče learn the geography of Croatia as part of their Zagreb-oriented curriculum. 

The sharpest disagreements with this survey question came from Sanski Most, Sarajevo, and 

Vareš, with Brčko placing unusually low in this ranking, perhaps owing to its high percentage of 

Serbian students with family living in the RS. Nonetheless, there are clear differences in opinion 

among students on this question, and the lines do not appear to neatly overlap the monoethnic-

integrated-segregated school categories. Rather, in this case, it appears that students who attend 

schools that teach national subjects that do not grant primacy to the ‘Bosnian’ narrative and 

geography (i.e., schools using the Serbian or Croatian curriculum) are more likely to support 

ethnically separate territories than those students who attend schools that emphasize the primacy 

of the Bosnian state and/or the Bosnian narrative.  

When grouping the results by school type, a clear pattern emerges: students who attend 

segregated schools are more likely to agree that it is generally best for different ethnic groups to 

                                                 
75 That is, students in Banja Luka follow the Serbian curriculum which is written from the central perspective of 

Belgrade and Serbia, and students in Žepče-Croat follow the Croat curriculum, which is written around the central 

perspective of Zagreb and Croatia.  
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live separately. Where 17.14% of students attending integrated schools and 24.84% of students 

attending monoethnic schools agree with this statement, more than one-third (35.6%) of students 

attending segregated schools agree that it is generally best for different ethnic groups to have 

their own separate territories. 

 

Figure 23 

Some students were particularly emphatic in their opposition to separation in BiH. One 

student wrote:  

“The least desirable thing for us is to live in a country where we consider others and 

[those] different from us as unequal. I don’t see how BiH could survive and prosper if 

schools would teach three different native languages, three different geography classes, 

three different history classes as [if] we were part of three different states. I consider that 

youth should be thought about common history [sic]; other nations (people), and 

inheritance that we all share. Unfortunately, not everyone shares my opinion or in case 

they do, they do not take any action regarding these matters.” 
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Interestingly, the overall percentage of students who agreed that living together was best 
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Half of all students (50.07%) agreed that living together is best. However, general patterns 

remained consistent, and students from locales that tended to favor living separately also tended 

to show disfavor toward the idea of living together. Thus, what is different about this question 

and the previous one is the disparity in the questions’ responses.  

Also somewhat unsurprising is Žepče-Croat’s position at the bottom of the list, showing 

the least support for diverse groups living together. This is unsurprising as it has long been an 

objective of Croat nationalists to achieve a third entity in BiH that would comprise much of 

Herzegovina and would give the Croats equal status to the RS (and, by extension, Bosniaks, who 

presumably would maintain control of the rump Federation).  

As the above table illustrates, most of the same students (albeit to different degrees) who 

disagreed with separate territories agree that living together is generally best. The highest levels 

of agreement came from students in Sanski Most (67.01%), Sarajevo (65.1%), integrated Vareš 

(78.43%), and to a slightly lesser (but still greater than half, at 53.55%) extent, integrated Brčko. 

The lowest levels of agreement came from the Croat side of Žepče (21.67%), and Banja Luka 

(26%).  

Students shared comments during interviews and in the free-response section of the 

written survey that reflect the survey results’ depiction of a generally positive attitude toward 

members of different ethnic groups living together. One student wrote: “We all living in this 

country [sic] belong here, we are Bosnians and Herzegovinians, nevertheless it is important to 

know one’s ethnic identity, to cherish our tradition and in doing so, we do not endanger other 

ethnic groups.” In this way, the student defended the importance of preserving ethnic identities, 

but argued that the preservation of one’s own ethnic identity does not in itself constitute a threat 

to any other ethnic groups. The student continued, commenting on education in BiH: “Regarding 
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[] education, I think that any kind of integration on the federal level is a further step towards 

building a better future for united Bosnia and Herzegovina.” 

As with the previous question, a clear pattern emerges when results are grouped by 

school type. Again, students from segregated schools show the least support for living together, 

while students from integrated and monoethnic schools show higher levels of support for living 

amongst different ethnic groups—two-thirds of students from integrated schools (66%) and over 

half of students from monoethnic schools (52.7%) agreed with the statement “In countries with 

many different ethnic, national, and religious groups, it is generally best if all groups live 

together.” By contrast, less than one-third of students attending segregated schools (30.19%) 

agreed. In both cases, responses to questions about whether or not it is good for a country to have 

many different ethnic groups living together suggest an overall attitude of tolerance and 

inclusion amongst Bosnian students, but pronounced differences exist in the attitudes held by 
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students attending segregated schools versus those students attending integrated or monoethnic 

schools.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Serbs in Banja Luka vs. Serbs in Brčko 

 

Another point of comparison is how members of the same ethnic group think when they 

are in different environments. Because the overarching expectation driving this dissertation is 

that students will think differently about interethnic relations contingent upon the type of school 

environment in which they are educated (monoethnic/segregated/integrated), in conjunction with 

the curricular differences embodied within each, it was important to try to parse out members of 

the same ethnic group who attended different school types. Here, I will focus on Serbs in 

monoethnic Banja Luka and compare them to Serb responses from integrated Brčko. As 

discussed in the preceding pages of this chapter, Serbs in Banja Luka follow the Serbian national 

curriculum, which is oriented toward Belgrade, while Serbs in Brčko attend ethnically-mixed 

classes and follow the integrated Brčko curriculum. Notably, the Brčko curriculum includes a 

relativel y new subject—Democracy and Human Rights (Jones 2012). Examining this question 
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of whether Serbs in Banja Luka hold different attitudes than Serbs in Brčko, I am particularly 

interested in finding out whether or not they differ in their views on separate territories for 

different groups.  

“In countries with many different ethnic, national, and religious groups, it is 
generally best if each group has its own separate territory within the country.”  

 
Serbs in Banja Luka Serbs in Brčko 

Agree 42.4%** 18.75%** 

Disagree 25.5% 30.2%  

Table 2 

I was most interested in the Serbian students’ responses to questions about whether or not 

different ethnic groups should have separate territories. In Brčko (n=96), only 18.75% of Serbs 

agreed with the statement, “In countries with many different ethnic, national, and religious 

groups, it is generally best if each group has its own separate territory within the country.” By 

contrast, in Banja Luka (n=149), a much larger percentage of Serbian students (42.4%) agreed, 

and this difference was statistically significant at a confidence level of 95%.76 In Brčko, 30.2% 

of Serbian students disagreed with this statement. In Banja Luka, 25.5% of Serbian students 

disagreed with the argument for separate territory.  

In responses to the statement, “In countries with many different ethnic, national, and 

religious groups, it is generally best if all groups live together,” nearly half (42.7%) of Brčko 

Serbs said that they agreed, while only 12.5% of Brčko Serbs said that they disagreed. 

Meanwhile, in Banja Luka, students were of two opposing minds as 24.5% of Serbian students 

said that they agreed with the statement, while 28.6% of Serbian students said that they 

                                                 
76 Using a two-tailed t-test where p=.05.  
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disagreed. As with the previous question (about living separately), the differences between Brčko 

Serbs and Banja Luka Serbs are statistically significant at a 95% confidence level.77 This applies 

to both students who agreed and students who disagreed with the statement that in diverse groups 

should live together in one country. 

These results are telling. Although many Brčko Serbs do support separate territories, 

most of them do not, and far fewer Serbs from Brčko support separate territories than do Serbs 

from Banja Luka. Therefore, this suggests that the desire to live separately from the Bosnian 

state is not shared uniformly amongst all Bosnian Serbs. This is telling because Bosnian Serbs 

already have their own Dayton-created ethnically separate territory, the RS. Therefore, we can 

extrapolate that opposition to ethnically separate territories is also opposition to the status quo.  

 However, it is worth noting that the modal response for both Banja Luka and Brčko to 

these questions was ‘Not Sure.’ Thus, this is not to suggest that students from either city favor 

closer ethnic integration (or not); rather, it suggests that amongst students who do have an 

opinion, Serbian students from Brčko favor inclusive territories more than Serbian students from 

Banja Luka.  

 

Mandatory Integration? 

The final question on the survey was a hypothetical question relating to prospective legal 

changes to the Bosnian education system. I asked students what they thought would happen if a 

new law were passed in BiH that legally required all of the public schools in the country to 

integrate and standardize. The purpose of this question was twofold: first, to ascertain some 

understanding of how much confidence students had in their country’s public institutions (e.g. 

                                                 
77 42.7% (Brčko) agree vs. 24.5% (Banja Luka) agree = significant at .05 level using a two-tailed t-test. One-tailed 

probability = 0.0016, two-tailed probability = 0.0033. Similarly, 12.5% (Brčko) disagree with ethnically diverse 

groups living together vs. 28.6% (Banja Luka) who disagree = significant at .05 level using a two-tailed t-test. One-

tailed probability = 0.0007, two-tailed probability = 0.0014.  
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would schools respect the law?), and second, to spark a discussion about the future of the 

Bosnian education system and state that continued in focus groups (discussed in Chapter 5), 

interviews, and informal conversations. This question also helped me to assess what level of 

threat students perceived from integration—in particular, if they felt that the prospect of 

integration was so threatening that schools would never allow it. In this sense, this question also 

served as an oblique measure of the level of ethnic insecurities perceived by students.   

Overall, students were reasonably confident that schools would obey the hypothetical 

new law, and 43.6% of all respondents said that schools probably would respect the law and 

obey. Only 7.09% of respondents believed that schools probably would not respect the law and 

obey, but from that small number of students came a handful of illustrative comments 

accompanying their responses. One student from Brčko wrote simply, “I don’t want this.” 

Another student from Sanski Most wrote, “Integration of this issue is not an option.” And finally, 

a student from Sarajevo expressed their frustration with the political elites who might be tasked 

with making such a law: “Honestly, I do not know, because the ruling politicians are certainly 

not able to agree.” 

The students who were least confident that schools would follow the new law came from 

the Croat side of Žepče, where only 31.7% of students thought that schools would obey. Banja 

Luka was also similarly pessimistic, with just over one-third of students reporting that they 

thought schools would obey a new law mandating integrated education. Interestingly, Žepče is 

also where the most confident students came from—55% of students on the Bosniak side 

believed that schools would obey. 

The appears to make sense—students who are studying curricula that hail from outside of 

BiH (e.g. the Croatian curriculum that is taught in the Croat side of the school in Žepče, or the 
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Serbian curriculum that is taught in Banja Luka) are more likely to believe that their school 

would resist national standardization. More optimistically, relatively few students believe that 

schools will outright refuse to follow the law, suggesting some confidence in BiH’s institutional 

capacity to make and enforce laws, as well as suggesting confidence in Bosnian schools’ 

willingness to conform. By extension, this also reveals that students themselves perceive a low 

level of ethnic insecurity within the educational setting. Note: the series of social distance 

questions to which students responded revealed their own, individual level of comfort with close 

social contact with members of other ethnic groups. This hypothetical question reveals students’ 

perceptions of interethnic threat on a collective or group level. This may explain why there is 

some disparity in outcome between the overall percentage of students who believe that schools 

would not obey a state mandate of ethnic integration of education (7.09%) compared to the 

percentage of students who would mind close social contact with members of opposing ethnic 

groups (18.85%). In short, individual intolerance may be greater than group intolerance.  
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Implications 

 

The primary implications of the survey findings presented in this chapter are twofold: 

first, Bosnian students are not remarkably intolerant, but they do not have a complete enough 

understanding of the Others in their country—either through lack of social contact or through 

exposure to a curriculum that inaccurately represents other ethnic groups—to fully overcome the 

ethnic insecurities that have been thrust upon them by the Bosnian political elite. 

Second, Bosnian students do vary in their opinions and attitudes by locale. Students who 

attend segregated and monoethnic schools (in my sample, Banja Luka, Sanski Most, and Žepče) 

report higher levels of interethnic intolerance than those students who attend integrated or mostly 

integrated schools (in my sample, Brčko and Vareš). Furthermore, students who study a 

‘minority’ curriculum (e.g. curricula from Croatia or Serbia) are also more likely feel distanced 
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from the Bosnian state and to support ethnically-separate territories than those who study 

integrated or federal (BiH-centered) curricula. This is especially evident when looking at 

responses from co-ethnics in different locales—for example, Serbs in Banja Luka and Serbs in 

Brčko.  

 In particular, this sense of distance from the Bosnian state has real implications. Consider 

a recent survey of adult citizens conducted in BiH in which only 44.7% of respondents 

‘completely agree’ with the statement, “BiH is my country.” Broken down by ethnicity, while 

70.5% of Bosniaks completely agreed with the statement, only 31% of Croats and a paltry 9.5% 

of Serbs responded in kind.78 Amongst Croats and Serbs, 16.5% and 48.5% respectively disagree 

that BiH is their country. If one’s national identity stems from one’s country, and if well-

functioning consociational democracy is predicated on a shared sense of national identity, as 

Lijphart argues that it is, then this does not bode well for BiH. At the very least, it suggests a 

critical need to contemplate the origins of national identity in BiH and to thoughtfully consider 

methods for increasing the shared nature of that identity. If we are to believe Gellner and 

Anderson, a state’s education system is the ideal vehicle through which to initiate this 

transmission of identity. 

It is evident that this first generation of post-war Bosnians is divided from within. 

Students have different ideas about what, exactly, it means to be ‘Bosnian,’ and this becomes 

problematic when paired with the argument that states should have a coherent (and preferably 

civic, rather than ethnic) national identity to which most citizens ascribe in order to survive 

(Lijphart 1977, Woodward 1995). Woodward argues that the European formula for establishing 

strong, durable states is for the state—which must be established first—to create its own national 

                                                 
78 Sarajevo Times, 28 June 2017, “Analysis: How many Citizens agree with the Statement, “BiH is my Country?” 

Available online: http://www.sarajevotimes.com/?p=122187. Last accessed: 3 July 2017.  

http://www.sarajevotimes.com/?p=122187
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identity, rather than the inverse—that is, for nations to be the foundation on which states are 

built. Examples of countries that fit this first model are Germany and Italy, both of whose 

modern borders were drawn relatively recently by incorporating many smaller German- and 

Italian-speaking states. Thus, according to this framework, BiH’s ability to maintain its 

sovereign integrity is contingent upon the creation—either organic or engineered—of a 

‘Bosnian’ national identity that embodies the same meaning for all of its citizens. 

This is not to say that ethnic national identities should be discarded or suppressed as they 

were during Tito’s reign—and the generational differences revealed by this research project lend 

credence to this. Yugoslavia was ultimately undone by Yugoslavs—a generation that was born 

into a multiethnic country that was founded on the principle of brotherhood and unity based on 

the dual notions of the fraternal struggle against fascism and unity through socialism. Despite all 

of this, and despite the presence of an engineered, civic (that is, state-centered and non-ethnic) 

national identity, institutional failures led to the violent breakup of Yugoslavia and have left its 

final generation—that is, the parents of the students who are the main subjects of my study—

apprehensive about interethnic mixing. 

It is important that this apprehension not be passed down to the current generation of 

Bosnian youth, both for the survival of the Bosnian state as well as for BiH’s European future. In 

order to continue moving steadily toward European integration, BiH will have to find ways to 

overcome the political stalemate that is the product of extreme consociationalism and the now-

twenty-two-years-long electoral dominance of ethnic political parties. Only then—and only with 

the full support of its current generation of young people—can BiH truly move past its traumatic 

birth to enter into an increasingly independent adolescence and, with some luck and 

determination, a prosperous adulthood as a fully-integrated European state. 
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[[CHAPTER 5]] 

IMPLICATIONS, DISCUSSION, AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 

In November 2016, I had the opportunity to return to Stup, the place where—nearly three 

years earlier—I had boarded the tram in Sarajevo with Emira as we left the Foreigner’s Office. 

During that long, December evening rush hour tram ride, Emira recounted in apologetic detail 

her frustration with her country, and in so doing, reflected the spirit of her generation—

frustrated, ready to throw their hands up and walk away. 

And yet in the almost-three years that had passed since that tram ride, Stup had changed. 

It now looks like a modern interchange, complete with underground passages and an electronic 

turnstile to ensure that riders purchase—and validate—a ticket prior to boarding the tram. This 

sudden leap toward modernization on the outskirts of Sarajevo—taking place in the quotidian 

space of a public transit hub—reflects a pattern that is occurring in the country a whole. There is 

a trending growth in BiH, evidenced by all of the new foreign-financed construction (for 

example, the massive Sarajevo City Center project, underwritten by the Al-Shiddi Group, a 

Saudi investment group), the sprawling growth of the far-outlying suburbs of Iliđza and Hadžiči, 

and the proliferation of new homes purchased by Qataris and Emiratis who now spend their 

summers in BiH. All of these projects are akin to slapping a glossy veneer coat atop the 

country’s rough spots, brightening its outward appearance—but merely covering the cracks in 

the foundation that still remain.  

BiH is approaching a point at which simply preserving the status quo is no longer a viable 

option. The first phase of boil-over took place in February 2014, when the country erupted into a 

series of protests-turned-riots that on 7 February 2014 marked the most violent day in BiH since 
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the war. Bosnians—mostly young people under the age of 25—took to the streets first in Tuzla, 

then in other cities including Mostar and Sarajevo, agitating against the apathy of Bosnian 

politicians toward the plight of ordinary citizens. I witnessed the protests firsthand, which began 

as a small group of angry young people but quickly galvanized as hundreds of people joined in 

throwing rocks and pieces of broken concrete at police, setting government buildings on fire 

(including the Bosnian Presidency and the National Archives), climbing the façade of the 

Presidency and tearing down the Bosnian flag, and burning police cars. The protestors were met 

with tear gas and arrests, and after a night of looting and general unrest, these violent protests 

simmered down to a series of daily non-violent protests that forced public transportation to a halt 

every day at noon for more than three months, until historic floods swept through the Balkans in 

May 2014. Most notably, the protests brought with them a series of town hall meetings called 

plenums at which citizens were encouraged to voice their concerns and work together to form a 

plan of resistance and upheaval directed at the current political leadership. Unfortunately, the 

plenums never managed to produce an alternative set of leaders, and so they ultimately failed to 

generate a viable alternative to the Bosnian political impasse. Nevertheless, the plenums served 

as an important, visible, and vocal indicator of deep dissatisfaction amongst Bosnian citizens.  

BiH spent much of 2014 recovering from the floods that displaced an estimated 90,000 

people and covered nearly 1/3 of the entire country, and this first post-war grassroots mass 

movement toward popular democracy remains interrupted. National elections took place as 

scheduled in October 2014, but the victors of these elections were members of the old guard—

Izetbegović’s Bosniak nationalist SDA was the party that took the lion’s share of the votes in 

both the presidential and parliamentary elections.  
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Fast forward to today—despite Bosnians’ tendencies to re-elect politicians who make 

campaign promises based on perpetual ethnic insecurity (while not actually improving most 

Bosnians’ quality of life), citizens of BiH remain deeply dissatisfied with their government. War 

veterans are leading the latest charge against the Bosnian government, and hundreds have 

traveled to Sarajevo to join in multi-day protests that blame the government for, as they have put 

it, “frustrations about their [veterans’] poor status and as well as about the generally poor 

economic and social situation in [BiH].”79  

A report from the Balkan Investigative Reporting Network (BIRN) goes on to note:  

The latest protests in Sarajevo, newly-announced protests by railway workers in … 

Republika Srpska, as well as planned protests by pensioners point to the potential for 

growing social unrest in the deeply divided country.  

Political deadlock has left governments at the state level and in the Federation entity 

without parliamentary support, which has effectively blocked both reforms and the IMF 

programme [needed to solve BiH’s current liquidity crisis] and has stalled Bosnia’s EU 

accession process.80 

In short, BiH is stuck. It is mired in economic challenges (the aforementioned liquidity crisis 

combined with ongoing stumbling blocks in the transition from command economy to 

capitalism—the initial spark that triggered the February 2014 protests was the privatization and 

subsequent closure of the formerly state-owned Dita detergent factory in Tuzla) that cannot be 

resolved without political compromise and agreement. These economic challenges have both 

highlighted and entrenched the inequalities that persist within Bosnian society. 

Education as equalizer 

 

                                                 
79 “Bosnian Capital Braces for New Veterans Protests,” Balkan Investigative Reporting Network (BIRN), 14 June 

2017. Available online: https://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/bosnian-capital-braces-for-new-veterans-protests-

06-14-2017. Last accessed: 14 June 2017.  
80 Ibid.  

https://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/bosnian-capital-braces-for-new-veterans-protests-06-14-2017
https://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/bosnian-capital-braces-for-new-veterans-protests-06-14-2017
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“Education then, beyond all other devices of human origin, is a great equalizer of the 

conditions of men—the balance wheel of the social machinery.”81  

Horace Mann’s well-known quote neatly illustrates the linkages between education and 

equality as balancing agents against conflict and societal struggles. If conflict arises as a result of 

societal inequalities—and conflict threatens the wellbeing of the state—then it stands to reason 

that education is essential to avoiding conflict and preserving the wellbeing of the state. 

Moreover, a state’s education system should work in tandem with and not in opposition to the 

state. If Lijphart’s claim that consociational democracy is the best form of government for deeply 

divided societies is correct, then it must also be correct that the education system of the state 

must offer an experience that is at its core common, standardized, and shared, because as Gellner 

and Anderson assert, mass education is how national identity is transmitted throughout a state’s 

population, and a common, shared, civic national identity is a prerequisite for a well-functioning 

consociational democracy.  

A vital part of this identity is rooted in shared narrative. Debeljak offers this explanation 

for the importance of narrative as a legitimizer of identity:  

The relevant mode of operation by which claims to legitimacy are expressed in a 

traditional social formation is a narrative account of a universal tradition that cannot be 

subjected to suspicion or doubt. Here, claims are embedded as chains of narratives, which 

recount the past as a chain of uninterrupted succession of events with essentially 

unchanged meaning. As such, they provide a powerful social mechanism in which the 

present is interpreted as part of a timeless, circular, and absolute tradition. The latter is 

the most respected, honored, and at the same time the single most relevant source of 

social, cultural, and political authority in a social formation that is characterized by 

undifferentiated, cohesive social structure. The aim of the operation is to create a sense of 

universal truth (Debeljak 1998, pp. 14 [emphasis added]). 

 

He continues, noting the costs inherent to challenging the narrative (and by extension, this sense 

of socially-accepted universal truth:  

 

                                                 
81 Horace Mann (1848), Twelfth Annual Report of Horace Mann as Secretary of Massachusetts State Board of 

Education. Available online: http://archives.lib.state.ma.us/handle/2452/204731. Last accessed: 3 July 2017.  

http://archives.lib.state.ma.us/handle/2452/204731
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On the basis of a universal truth that became commonly accepted, a sense of entrenched, 

socially constitutive claims developed. This means that the metaphysical convictions, 

embedded in these claims, cannot be denied, replaced, or significantly disturbed without 

an ensuing widespread disturbance of the totality of a social system (Debeljak 1998, pp. 

14 [emphasis added]). 

 

Finally, on the influence that a shared, universal narrative holds over societal unity, Debeljak 

writes:  

 

These relations are then established by the symbolic construction of a form of unity, 

which provides and affirms a collective identity to individuals regardless of differences in 

terms of their respective social position, status, and access to cultural and economic 

resources. These symbolic forms, beliefs, values, and identifications, serving the purpose 

of a unification, are further adapted to a standard of consciousness that, no matter that it 

is being generated by one social group only, is presented as a universal one (Debeljak 

1998, pp. 15 [emphasis added]).  

 

In short: collective narrative is vital to the legitimization of a society’s collective identity. The 

denial of the universality of this identity—in the case of BiH, the emergence of multiple 

competing narratives—ensures “widespread disturbance of [the] social system.” The narrative is 

essential for unification within a society, and in the case of BiH, competing narratives—

including those that are disseminated through the Bosnian education system—serve only to 

perpetuate divisions within society.    

This underscores two things: first, why it matters that there are differences in attitudes 

and opinions within different subsets of the Bosnian population, and second, what is the 

fundamental problem with a public sphere that is characterized as ‘separate but equal.’  

 We cannot be satisfied with the administration of education (that is, a public good) or 

politics (that is, the channels through which public goods are distributed) along ethnic lines 

because the distribution of benefits to this arrangement is not equitably distributed between the 

majority and minority groups within a given area. Swee writes: “as the increase in public goods 

provision may be ethnically oriented… the ethnic majority profits from this arrangement while 

the ethnic minority, who suffers from political underrepresentation, does not” (Swee 2015). 
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Thus, as Swee points out: “partitions generate ethnic inequality that may undermine the 

sustainability of peace in the long run” (Swee 2015). In short, ethnically separate schooling 

generates an unequal distribution of education, a critically important public good. Therefore, we 

cannot accept ‘separate but equal,’ either in government or in schools, because true equality is 

unattainable under these conditions.  

 This is problematic because as the conflict literature suggests, perceived or real inequality 

is a major source of conflict. Therefore, if the goal is to avoid conflict, institutionalized societal 

inequality must be prevented. This means that the ‘separate but equal’ model of extreme 

consociationalism that has been imposed on BiH by the DPA must not become the standard 

model of mitigating ethnic differences through institutional design, either in BiH going forward 

or in other, more contemporary conflicts—these include cases such as Ukraine, Iraq, and Syria. 

Quite simply, despite its attempts to mete out power in appropriate proportion to everyone who 

matters, extreme consociationalism actually exacerbates societal inequalities, and these 

inequalities pose a serious threat to peacebuilding. 

 So what ought we to do? In the following section, I will outline four categories of policy 

recommendations, tying theory to practice.  

Policy Recommendations 

 

 This dissertation advances our theoretical understanding of consociational democracy and 

the micro-level effects of macro-level institutional design, but equally importantly, it also yields 

broad policy implications for peacebuilding practitioners. Based on the findings of this research 

project, I make the following policy recommendations:  

1) Institutional capacity must precede representative and participatory institutions. Put 

plainly: it is better for a state, in the immediate post-conflict era, to focus more on 
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building the strength of its institutions than on increasing the representative or 

participatory nature of those institutions. One of the most damaging aspects of the 

international community’s approach to peacebuilding in BiH has been its insistence 

on holding general elections in November 1996. These elections took place far too 

early in BiH’s post-war narrative and effectively cemented ethnic political parties’ 

stranglehold on Bosnian politics. Despite the fact that the DPA was signed in 

November 1995 and then formally adopted in December 1995, active combat did not 

completely cease until February 1996. Thus, BiH’s first ‘democratic’ national 

elections were held only 9 months after the cessation of active war-related combat. 

This was not enough time to cultivate a participatory civic culture; nor was it enough 

time to allow political leaders to emerge who had not built their reputations on 

wartime successes.  

Furthermore, ethnic insecurity was still extremely high—those citizens of BiH who 

had remained in-country throughout the war were traumatized by the violence that 

befell their country, and those who had left and lived as refugees during the war in 

places like Croatia, Germany, Austria, and Switzerland were displaced and 

disconnected from their country.  

This speaks directly to the condition of the ethnic security dilemma that I reference in 

Chapter 3—the November 1996 elections were held at a time of deep ethnic 

insecurity, and so voters sought out candidates that promised to alleviate this 

particular insecurity by defending ethnic interests. To put it gently, these were not the 

ideal conditions under which to hold a free, fair, and competitive national election—

much less the first national election in a post-war country that was just beginning its 
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transition to liberal European democracy after decades of single-party communist 

rule. Therefore, I would argue that instead of holding national elections shortly after 

the cessation of violence to serve as a sort of ‘jump-start’ for democracy, post-conflict 

transitions to democracy should be built in small increments from the ground up. 

Elections may be held, but at the local level only. The spirit of civic, democratic 

competition should be fostered in communities and then guided upward through the 

municipal, cantonal, and federal levels.  

 

2) Third-party support matters. Externally monitored (or enforced) agreements can help 

(see also: Brčko case study and role of OHR North). This is especially true in areas 

where cleavages are so deep that they severely inhibit compromise, which 

consociational democracy seeks to facilitate. That is to say, outside influences can 

help to overcome the ethnic security dilemma in two ways: first, by physically 

ensuring human security through the presence of an international security force, and 

second, by increasing the credibility of the belligerent parties’ commitments to any 

ceasefire or peace agreement (Walter 2002). 

This is fundamentally different from intervention alone. By itself, third-party 

intervention can serve to stem egregious human rights violations, but it may also 

exacerbate the perpetrating state’s aggressions toward members of its population 

(Kuperman 2008). But intervention alone does nothing to assuage deep ethnic 

insecurities. Rather, what is needed is a comprehensive, long-term commitment to 

conflict management and peacebuilding on behalf of a third-party that, ideally, can 

present itself as neutral amongst all sides of the conflict. In Brčko, it was not only 
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Serbs, or Bosniaks, or Croats alone who had to reapply for their public sector jobs—it 

was all three groups, and none were allowed to return to their old positions, creating a 

sort of tabula rasa for a part of BiH that was deeply scarred by the war. Even though 

the vast majority of conflict management in Brčko was led by American forces and 

diplomats (who carried with them the perception of favoring the Bosniak position), 

the fact that those in charge treated each ethnic group equally made a profound 

difference in how interethnic relations developed in the immediate post-war period.  

This outcome is not replicated in other parts of BiH in part because the third-party 

commitment to peacebuilding has been far less tenacious and far more piecemeal in 

other parts of the country than it was in Brčko. Assigned to an assortment of 

international organizations (including the OSCE, NATO, and the EU), peacebuilding 

efforts elsewhere in BiH progress at variegated paces.  

 

3) Local buy-in is critical, too. The flip side of the above recommendation is that not 

only does third-party support matter a great deal, but so does support at the local 

level. If local actors do not have a sense of connection, contribution, and agency with 

regard to the reorganization of their communities and community institutions (e.g. 

schools), then it is unlikely that those same local actors will continue to pursue any 

peacebuilding program set in place by the international community.  

 

4) Focus on curriculum first, then contact. Although social contact matters a great deal, 

the practical realities of BiH and other post-conflict societies do not always permit 

social contact, or they do not permit social contact to take place under ideal 
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conditions as stipulated by Allport. Especially in societies that have experienced 

ethnic cleansing, the possibility of having contact with members of another ethnic 

group may not exist until students go to secondary school—or perhaps not even until 

students complete their secondary education and either go on to university (which is 

also ethnicized in BiH—Sveučilište Mostar, the University of Banja Luka, and the 

University of Sarajevo all cater to their respective dominant ethnic groups) or search 

for a job. However, despite a lack of social contact (either due to community 

segregation or lack of opportunity), it is still possible to reduce perceptions of threat 

from the Other (indeed, much of the ethnic divide in BiH is based on a perceived 

threat rather than actual threat—therefore, it stands to reason that reducing 

perceptions of threat will lead to a narrowing of the ethnic divide) and to instill a 

shared sense of civic national identity through reforms to the curriculum, including 

through the standardization of textbooks and national subjects.  

This will likely incur some pushback from minority members of local communities, 

especially parents. Language education remains a sticking point—recently, a group of 

Bosniak parents in the RS organized to file a lawsuit against the RS entity 

government because Bosnian language is not being taught in schools throughout the 

RS.82 Nevertheless, the perpetuation of national myths—including the myth of 

linguistic incompatibility (many linguists have argued that Bosnian, Croatian, and 

Serbian are all the same language)83—through competing and contradictory 

                                                 
82 Al Jazeera Balkans, 19 August 2016, “RS Roditelji najavili tužbe zbog bosanskog jezika” (“RS: Parents announce 

lawsuits because of Bosnian language”), available online: http://balkans.aljazeera.net/vijesti/rs-roditelji-najavili-

tuzbe-zbog-bosanskog-jezika. Last accessed: 3 July 2017.  
83 Balkan Insight, 30 March 2017, “Post-Yugoslav ‘Common Language’ Declaration Challenges Nationalism,” 

available online: http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/post-yugoslav-common-language-declaration-challenges-

nationalism-03-29-2017. Last accessed: 3 July 2017. 

http://balkans.aljazeera.net/vijesti/rs-roditelji-najavili-tuzbe-zbog-bosanskog-jezika
http://balkans.aljazeera.net/vijesti/rs-roditelji-najavili-tuzbe-zbog-bosanskog-jezika
http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/post-yugoslav-common-language-declaration-challenges-nationalism-03-29-2017
http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/post-yugoslav-common-language-declaration-challenges-nationalism-03-29-2017
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ethnicized curricula cannot continue if BiH is to forge a common, civic national 

identity shared amongst all of its ethnic groups.  

There is one possible countermeasure to this anticipated resistance that has not yet 

been discussed: the material advantage of education. Education, in part, serves to 

prepare students for employment. As mentioned previously, BiH leads the world in 

youth unemployment. Daniel Serwer, former U.S. Special Envoy to BiH, argues that 

by making English the official language of instruction in Bosnian schools, parents 

will overcome their ethnic insecurities in favor of providing the greatest possible 

opportunities for economic advancement to their children (that is, by ensuring that 

they achieve fluency in English, which would then in theory lead to greater 

employability).84 The feasibility of this proposal is uncertain, but it raises an 

interesting question for future research: at what point will the costs of maintaining 

BiH’s very expensive (and very redundant) bureaucracy outweigh the ethnic 

insecurities and institutional paralysis that preserve the status quo?  

Final Thoughts 

BiH stands nervously poised at a critical juncture. RS President Milorad Dodik has 

repeatedly threatened both BiH and the West by promising a referendum on RS secession in 

2018. Furthermore, BiH—already economically fragile—has recently had its IMF loan 

disbursements suspended because of a failure to implement IMF-mandated reforms at national 

and regional levels.85 As BiH’s first post-war generation begins taking on leadership roles within 

the country, it is this generation that also stands to determine the fate of the country.  

                                                 
84 Author’s interview, 19 June 2013.  
85 Reuters, “Bosnian region raises $17.3 mln at T-bill sale at lower cost,” available online: 

http://www.reuters.com/article/bosnia-treasury-idUSL8N1J32ZG. Last accessed: 3 July 2017.  

http://www.reuters.com/article/bosnia-treasury-idUSL8N1J32ZG
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Unfortunately, despite continued attention paid and substantial international aid funds 

applied to the issue of divided education in BiH, the situation on the ground has shown little 

change, save for Brčko. This highlights the urgency with which this study of the micro-level 

effects of macro-level consociationalism is needed—so that we may better understand not only 

the influence that education has on identity politics, but so that we can understand the influence 

that peacebuilding programs based on rewriting a country’s institutions have on the long-term 

development of the state. Extreme consociationalism may have helped to assuage ethnic 

insecurities in BiH in the immediate aftermath of war by guaranteeing the constituent ethnic 

groups—a.k.a. the wartime combatants and their co-ethnics—access to power. However, despite 

the fact that BiH has not (yet) returned to war, the war drums have not been shelved by 

nationalist politicians who have built their careers on DPA-guaranteed access to power.  

The alternative is to continue to levy considerable international effort toward preserving 

the status quo, and along with it, the ethnic divisions that were institutionalized at Dayton. This 

alternative is both untenable and immoral, as it sends a clear and insistent message to this first 

generation of post-war Bosnians that such divisions are both normal and essential to the nominal 

preservation of their state, and that the state can survive absent a shared, civic national identity.  

Moreover, this alternative diminishes both the losses suffered by those who hoped to 

preserve multiethnic Yugoslavia as well as the losses of those who hoped to retain a multiethnic 

BiH. By maintaining a steadfast commitment to the status quo, the international community and 

the current slate of Bosnian politicians tacitly legitimize the campaigns of ethnic separation that 

ultimately and irrevocably tipped Yugoslavia toward dissolution. If, as Debeljak argues, 

collective narrative is the legitimizer of identity, and if the divided education system in BiH 

disseminates and reinforces competing narratives amongst BiH’s post-war generations, then 
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divided education in BiH effectively legitimizes the ethnic divisions that are reflected in BiH’s 

political institutions.  

Although my survey findings suggest that today only 18.85% of Bosnian students are 

“socially intolerant” toward other ethnic groups, history suggests that identity evolves as 

narratives become more deeply ingrained in society—see, for example, the growth of the 

population sector in Yugoslavia that began to identify themselves as primarily Yugoslav from 

the 1960s through the last Yugoslav census in 1991. As the legitimization of ethnic divisions 

becomes increasingly ingrained in Bosnian society, it seems likely that future generations will 

see themselves as less—not more—Bosnian. This begs the question: what will become of 

Bosnia-Herzegovina if there are no Bosnians? Yugoslavia may have already revealed the answer. 
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 [[APPENDIX A]] 

SURVEY (ENGLISH VERSION) 

 

Interpersonal Attitudes and Education in Bosnia-Herzegovina 
 

This is a survey designed to measure students’ attitudes about education and ethnic 

diversity in Bosnia-Herzegovina (BiH). It is part of a study on education in BiH being conducted 

by Mary Kate Schneider of the University of Maryland, College Park, USA. This survey is 

confidential and anonymous, and no personally identifying information will be collected. Your 

participation in this study is completely voluntary and there is no penalty for declining to 

participate. There are no direct benefits to participants.  

The questions on this survey ask for basic demographic information such as age and 

gender, attitudes about Bosnian education, and attitudes about ethnic diversity. Many of the 

questions are the same as those asked on the European Social Survey (ESS), conducted in 2010 

in Croatia and in European Union member states. The survey should take you about 15 minutes 

to complete. You will have the opportunity to ask any questions you might have to the 

researcher. You may ask questions before, during, or after the survey is given. If you have any 

questions, concerns, or complaints about this study, you may contact the researcher directly:  

 

Mary Kate Schneider 

Nurudina Gackića 22 

71000 Sarajevo 

mobile (BiH): 065 537 878 

mobile (USA): +1 610 703 4280 

e-mail: mks@umd.edu 

  

The return of this survey is your consent to participate in this study.  

You may keep this page for your records.  

  

mailto:mks@umd.edu
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 If you do not wish to participate in this study, please mark this box:  

There is no penalty for non-participation. 

 

 

 

Part I: Basic Information 

 

Please circle the answer the best describes you.  

 

1. What is your gender? 

a. Male 

b. Female 

 

2. What is your age? ____________ 

 

3. What national group would you describe yourself as part of? 

a. Bosniak 

b. Croat 

c. Serb 

d. Roma 

e. Other (please specify) _________________________ 

 

4. Do you consider yourself religious? 

a. Yes (continue to 4a.) 

b. No (continue to 5.) 

 

4a. If you answered yes to the question above, what religious group would you describe 

yourself as part of? 

c. Catholic 

d. Orthodox 

e. Muslim 

f. Other (please specify) _________________________ 

 

5. What language(s) do you speak most at home? (Source: ESS) 

a. __________________ 

b. __________________ 

c. __________________ 

 

Part II: Education 

 

1. How long have you attended this school? 

a. 3-4 years 

b. 1-2 years 

c. <1 year (this is my first school year at this school) 

 

      1a. If you answered  <1 year to the question above, where did you go to school before? 
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a. Another school in this town 

b. Another school in this canton 

c. Another school in a different canton/entity 

i. Which canton/entity? __________________ 

d. Abroad 

i. Which country? __________________ 

 

 

For questions 2-12, please use this scale:  

1.  

Agree Strongly 
2.  

Agree 
3.  

Not certain 
4.  

Disagree 
5.  

Disagree Strongly 

2. I am optimistic about the future of education in BiH. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

3. I believe that I am receiving a good education at my school. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

4. I am receiving an education that will prepare me to go to university (for gimnazije) or to 

get a good job (for tekničke škole).  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

5. I think there should be a single education policy for all of BiH. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

6. Allowing cantons to create their own education policies ensures that all groups are 

represented fairly. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

7. All schools in BiH should follow the same curriculum. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

8. It is important to offer different (national?) subjects for each national group. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

9. Everyone should be required to study the same (national?) subjects, regardless of one’s 

individual national group.  
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1 2 3 4 5 

 

10. Education is one of the most important issues facing BiH today.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

11. Education is important to preserving peace in any society. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

12. Education is important to preserving peace in our society.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

13. What do you think are the three (3) most important things that should be done to improve 

education in BiH? (select three, rank from 1 [more important] to 3 [less important]) 

a. Better teachers  _____ 

b. More teachers _____ 

c. Better equipment _____ 

d. More equipment _____ 

e. Instruction in one language _____ 

f. Instruction in more languages _____ 

g. Less religious instruction _____ 

h. More religious instruction _____ 

i. Less diverse classrooms _____ 

j. More diverse classrooms _____ 

k. Integration of RS and Federation schools _____ 

l. Standardized national curriculum _____ 

m. Other (please specify): ____________________________ 

 

Part III: Diversity 

 

Please circle the answer that best matches your opinion.  

 

1. How would you describe the area where you currently live? (Source: ESS) 

a. An area where almost everyone is a Bosniak (Croat/Serb). 

b. An area where some people are Bosniak (Croat/Serb). 

c. An area where almost no one is a Bosniak (Croat/Serb). 

d. I don’t know 

 

2. Would you describe yourself as being a member of a group that is discriminated against 

in BiH? (Source: ESS) 

a. Yes (continue to 2a.) 
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b. No (continue to 3.) 

2a. If you marked Yes to the question above, on what grounds is your group 

discriminated against? (Mark all that apply) (Source: ESS) 

c. Nationality 

d. Religion 

e. Language 

f. Gender 

g. Other: ___________ 

 

3. Thinking of the rest of BiH, would you say that  

a. Most people think like me 

b. Most people do not think like me 

c. I don’t know what people in the rest of BiH are like 

 

For the questions 4-10, please use this scale:  

1.  

Agree Strongly 
2.  

Agree 
3.  

Not certain 
4.  

Disagree 
5.  

Disagree Strongly 

4. It is better for a country if almost everyone shares the same customs and traditions. 

(Source: ESS) 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

5. It is better for a country if everyone speaks the same language. (Source: ESS) 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

6. It is better for a country if there are a variety of different religions. (Source: ESS) 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

7. It is better for a country if there are a variety of different languages. (Source: ESS) 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. Ethnic/religious communities should be able to education their own children in their own 

separate schools if they wish. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 
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9. Children living in one community should all attend school together, regardless of their 

ethnicity or religion.  

1 2 3 4 5 

10. Children should attend school based on their ethnicity or religion, even if another school 

is geographically closer to their home.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

For question 11, please use this scale:  

1.  

Would Mind Very Much 
2.  

Would Mind a Bit 
3.  

Not Certain 
4.  

Would Probably Not Mind 
5.  

Would Not Mind at All 

11. Thinking about Bosniaks [Croats/Serbs], how much would you mind or not mind if 

someone like this… (Source: ESS) 

a. Was your schoolteacher. 

1 2 3 4 5 

b. Married a close relative of yours. 

1 2 3 4 5 

c. Was appointed your boss at a job.  

1 2 3 4 5 

d. Wanted to organize a study group with you. 

1 2 3 4 5 

e. Invited you to go for coffee after school.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

For questions 12-13, please circle your response.  

12. Suppose you were choosing where to live. Which type of area would you most prefer to 

live in? (Source: ESS) 

a. An area where almost everyone was a Bosniak [Croat/Serb] 

b. An area where some people were Bosniak [Croat/Serb] 

c. An area where almost no one was a Bosniak [Croat/Serb] 

d. It doesn’t matter 

e. I don’t know 
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13. How regularly do you socialize in mixed groups? 

a. Everyday 

b. About once a week 

c. About once a month 

d. About once a year 

e. Never, if I can help it 

 

For the questions 14-15, please use this scale: 

1.  

Agree Strongly 
2.  

Agree 
3.  

Not certain 
4.  

Disagree 
5.  

Disagree Strongly 

14. In countries with many different ethnic, national, and religious groups, it is generally best 

if each group has its own separate territory within the country.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

15. In countries with many different ethnic, national, and religious groups, it is generally best 

if all groups live together.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Thank you for your participation in this survey. If you have any questions, comments, or 

complaints about this study, you may raise them now or you may contact the researcher at a later 

time. Your participation is greatly appreciated and all of your responses will remain confidential 

and anonymous. If you have any additional comments you would like to share with the research 

team, you may share them below:  

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 [[APPENDIX B]] 

SURVEY (BOSNIAN VERSION) 
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Međuljudski stavovi i obrazovanje u Bosni i Hercegovini 
 

 
Ovo istraživanje pripremljeno je kako bi se ispitali stavovi učenika o obrazovanju i etničkim 

raznolikostima u Bosni i Hercegovini (BiH). To je dio studija o odgoju i obrazovanju u BiH koji 

provodi Mary Kate Schneider sa Univerziteta u Marylandu, College Park, SAD. Ovo istraživanje je 

povjerljivo i anonimno, a lični identifikacioni podaci neće biti prikupljani. Vaše učešće u ovom 

istraživanju je potpuno dobrovoljno, a neučešće se neće sankcionisati. Nema direktne koristi za 

učesnike. 

 

 

Pitanja u ovoj anketi uključuju osnovne demografske podatke kao što su dob i spol, stavovi o 

bosanskom obrazovanju i stavovi o etničkoj raznolikosti. Mnoga pitanja su ista kao ona  u Evropskoj 

socijalnoj anketi (ESS), provedenoj 2010. godine u Hrvatskoj i članicama Evropske unije. Istraživanje  

traje blizu 15-20 minuta. Imat ćete priliku postavljati pitanja koja možda imate za istraživača. Možete 

postavljati pitanja prije, tokom ili nakon  što odgovorite na upitnik. Ako imate bilo kakvih pitanja, 

nedoumica, ili primjedbi o ovom studiju, možete se direktno obratiti istraživaču: 

 

 

Mary Kate Schneider 

Nurudina Gackića 22 

71000 Sarajevo 

mobitel (BiH): 065 537 878 

mobitel (SAD): +1 610 703 4280 

e-mail: mks@umd.edu 

 

 

Povratak ovog istraživanja je Vaš pristanak za učešće u istraživanju. 

 

mailto:mks@umd.edu
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Ako ne želite učestvovati u ovom istraživanju, molimo označite ovu kućicu:  

Nema sankcije za neučešće. 

 

 

Dio I: Osnovne informacije 

Molimo zaokružite odgovor koji Vas najbolje opisuje. 

 

1. Koji je vaš spol? 

a. Ženski 

b. Muški 

 

2. Koliko imate godina (upisati navršene godine): ____________ 

 

3.  Koje nacionalne/etničke grupe ste dio? 

a. Bošnjak ili Bošnjakinja 

b. Hrvat ili Hrvatica 

c. Srbin ili Srpkinja 

d. Rom ili Romkinja 

e. Drugo (upisati nacionalnost): _________________________________ 

 

4. Smatrate li se vjernikom? 

a. Da (nastavite 4a.) 

b. Ne (nastavite 5.) 

4a. Koje vjerske grupe ste dio? 

i. Katoličke 

ii. Muslimanske 

iii. Pravoslavne 

iv. Ostali (upisati vjersku grupu): _________________________________ 

 

5. Kojim jezikom(icima) najčešće govorite kod kuće? (Izvor: ESS) 

a. __________________ 

b. __________________ 

c. __________________ 

 

6. U kojim gradu živiš? (upisati grad): __________________________________ 

 

 

Dio II: Obrazovanje 

Molimo zaokružite odgovor koji najbolje odgovara Vašem mišljenju. 

 

1. Koliko dugo ste u ovoj školi? 

a. 3-4 godine 

b. 1-2 godine 

c. <1 godine (ovo je moja prva školska godina u ovoj školi) 

 

 

1a. Ako ste odgovorili <1 godine na prethodno pitanje, gdje ste prije išli u školu? 

a. Druga škola u ovom gradu 

b. Druga škola u ovom kantonu 
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c. Druga škola u drugom kantonu / entitetu 

a. Koji kanton / entitet? _________________________ 

d. U inostranstvu 

a. Koja zemlja? __________________________ 

 

Za pitanja 2-12, molimo Vas da koristite ovu ljestvicu: 

2.  Ja sam optimista u vezi sa 

budućnošću obrazovanja u BiH. 1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

3.  Vjerujem da stjećem dobro 

obrazovanje u svojoj školi. 1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

4.  Stjećem obrazovanje koje će 

me pripremiti za fakultet ili za 

dobivanje dobrog posla. 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

5.  Mislim da bi trebala postojati 

jedna obrazovna politika za sve 

u BiH. 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

6.  Dopuštajući kantonima da 

stvaraju sopstvenu obrazovnu 

politiku osigurava se da su sve 

grupe zastupljene pošteno. 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

7.  Sve škole (gimnazije) u BiH 

trebaju slijediti isti nastavni 

plan i program. 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

8.  Važno je ponuditi različite 

nacionalne teme za svaku 

nacionalnu grupu. 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

9.  Svako bi trebao proučavati 

iste nacionalne teme, bez obzira 

na pripadnost pojedinoj 

nacionalnoj grupi. 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 
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10.  Obrazovanje je jedan od 

najvažnijih problema s kojima 

se suočava BiH danas. 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

11.  Obrazovanje je važno 

za očuvanje mira u svakom 

društvu. 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

12.  Obrazovanje je važno 

za očuvanje mira u našem 

društvu. 

1.  

Potpuno se 
slažem 

2.  

Slažem 
se 

3.  

Nisam 
siguran 

4.  

Ne 
slažem 

se 

5.  

Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

 

 

13. Šta mislite da su tri (3) najvažnije stvari koje treba učiniti za poboljšanje obrazovanja u BiH? 

(odaberite samo tri, rangirajte od 1 [najvažniji] do 3 [manje važni]) 

a. Bolji nastavnici _____ 

b. Više učitelja _____ 

c. Bolja oprema _____ 

d. Više opreme _____ 

e. Nastava na jednom jeziku _____ 

f. Nastava na više jezika _____ 

g. Manje vjeronauke _____ 

h. Više vjeronauke _____ 

i. Manje raznolike učionice _____ 

j. Više raznolike učionice _____ 

k. Integracija Brčko Distrikta, RS, i FBiH na nivou školstva _____ 

l. Standardizovani nacionalni nastavni plan i program _____ 

m. Ostalo (navedite): __________________________ 

 

Dio III: Raznolikost 

Molimo zaokružite odgovor koji najbolje odgovara Vašem mišljenju.  

 

1. Kako biste opisali područje gdje trenutno živite? (Izvor: ESS) 

a. Područje gdje je gotovo svako Bošnjak. 

b. Područje gdje su neki ljudi Bošnjaci. 

c. Područje gdje gotovo niko nije Bošnjak. 

d. Ne znam 

 

2. Biste li se opisali kao član grupe koja je diskriminirana u BiH? (Izvor: ESS) 

a. Da 

b. Ne 

 

 

2a. Ako ste označili Da na prijethodno pitanje, na osnovu čega je vaša grupa diskriminirana? 

(Označite sve što odgovara) (Izvor: ESS) 
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a. Nacionalnost/Etnicitet 

b. Religija 

c. Jezik 

d. Spol 

e. Ostalo: _____________________________________ 

 

3. Razmišljajući o ostatku BiH, da li biste rekli da 

a. Većina ljudi misli poput mene.  

b. Većina ljudi ne misli poput mene.  

c. Ne znam kakvi su ljudi u ostatku BiH.  

 

Za pitanja 4-10, molimo Vas da koristite ovu ljestvicu: 

4.  Za zemlju je bolje ako  

gotovo svako ima iste običaje i 

tradiciju. (Izvor: ESS) 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

5.  Za zemlju je bolje ako svi 

govore isti jezik. (Izvor: ESS) 1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

6.  Za zemlju je bolje ako 

postoji niz različitih religija. 

(Izvor: ESS) 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

7.  Za zemlju je bolje ako 

postoji niz različitih jezika. 

(Izvor: ESS) 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

8.  Etničke / vjerske zajednice 

trebaju biti u mogućnosti da 

obrazuju svoju djecu u svojim 

odvojenim školama, ako to 

žele. 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

9.  Sva  djeca koja žive u jednoj 

zajednici bi trebala pohađati 

školu zajedno, bez obzira na 

njihovu etničku pripadnost ili 

vjeru. 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

10.  Djeca bi trebala 

pohađati školu na osnovu 

njihove nacionalnosti ili vjere, 

čak i ako je druga škola  

geografski bliža mjestu 

stanovanja. 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 
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Za pitanje 11-13, molimo Vas da koristite ovu ljestvicu: 

 

11.   Razmišljajući o 

Bošnjacima,  koliko bi Vam 

smetalo ili ne bi smetalo ako 

neko takav... (Izvor: ESS) 

 

a. Je Vaš učitelj. 
1.  

Veoma bi 
mi 

smetalo 

2.  
Malo bi 

mi 
smetalo 

3.  
Nisam 

Siguran 

4.  
Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  
Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo  

 

b. Oženjen/udata je za 

Vašeg bliskog rođaka. 1.  
Veoma bi 

mi 
smetalo 

2.  
Malo bi 

mi 
smetalo 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  
Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo 

 

c. Imenovan/a je za Vašeg 

šefa na poslu. 1.  
Veoma bi 

mi 
smetalo 

2.  
Malo bi 

mi 
smetalo 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  
Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo 

 

d. Želi zajedno učiti s 

Vama. 1.  

Veoma bi 
mi 

smetalo 

2.  

Malo bi 
mi 

smetalo 

3.  

Nisam 
siguran 

4.  

Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  

Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo 

 

e. Pozove Vas na kafu 

poslije škole. 1.  
Veoma bi 

mi 
smetalo 

2.  
Malo bi 

mi 
smetalo 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  
Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo 

 

 

12.  Razmišljajući o 

Hrvatima, koliko bi Vam 

smetalo ili ne bi smetalo ako 

neko takav... (Izvor: ESS) 

 

a. Je Vaš učitelj. 
1.  

Veoma bi 
mi 

smetalo 

2.  
Malo bi 

mi 
smetalo 

3.  
Nisam 

Siguran 

4.  
Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  
Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo  

 

b. Oženjen/udata je za 

Vašeg bliskog rođaka. 1.  
Veoma bi 

mi 
smetalo 

2.  
Malo bi 

mi 
smetalo 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  
Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo 
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c. Imenovan/a je za Vašeg 

šefa na poslu. 1.  
Veoma bi 

mi 
smetalo 

2.  
Malo bi 

mi 
smetalo 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  
Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo 

 

d. Želi zajedno učiti s 

Vama. 1.  
Veoma bi 

mi 
smetalo 

2.  
Malo bi 

mi 
smetalo 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  
Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo 

 

e. Pozove Vas na kafu 

poslije škole. 1.  
Veoma bi 

mi 
smetalo 

2.  
Malo bi 

mi 
smetalo 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  
Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo 

 

 

13.  Razmišljajući o Srbima, 

koliko bi Vam smetalo ili ne bi 

smetalo ako neko takav... 

(Izvor: ESS) 

 

a. Je Vaš učitelj. 
1.  

Veoma bi 
mi 

smetalo 

2.  
Malo bi 

mi 
smetalo 

3.  
Nisam 

Siguran 

4.  
Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  
Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo  

 

b. Oženjen/udata je za 

Vašeg bliskog rođaka. 1.  
Veoma bi 

mi 
smetalo 

2.  
Malo bi 

mi 
smetalo 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  
Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo 

 

c. Imenovan/a je za Vašeg 

šefa na poslu. 1.  

Veoma bi 
mi 

smetalo 

2.  

Malo bi mi 
smetalo 

3.  

Nisam 
siguran 

4.  

Vjerovatno mi 
ne bi smetalo 

5.  

Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo 

 

d. Želi zajedno učiti s 

Vama. 1.  
Veoma bi 

mi 
smetalo 

2.  
Malo bi 

mi 
smetalo 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  
Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo 

 

e. Pozove Vas na kafu 

poslije škole. 1.  
Veoma bi 

mi 
smetalo 

2.  
Malo bi 

mi 
smetalo 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Vjerovatno 
mi ne bi 
smetalo 

5.  
Ne bi mi 
uopće 

smetalo 

 

 

 

Za pitanja 14-15, molimo zaokružiti svoj odgovor. 
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14. Pretpostavimo da možete odabrati gdje ćete živjeti. U kojem tipu područja biste najviše 

voljeli živjeti? Zaokružiti sve što vrijedi. (Izvor: ESS) 

a. Područje u kojem bi gotovo svako bio Bošnjak. 

b. Područje gdje bi neki ljudi bili Bošnjaci. 

c. Područje gdje gotovo niko nije Bošnjak.   

d. Područje u kojem bi gotovo svako bio Hrvat.  

e. Područje gdje bi neki ljudi bili Hrvati.  

f. Područje gdje gotovo niko nije Hrvat.   

g. Područje u kojem bi gotovo svako bio Srbin. 

h. Područje gdje bi neki ljudi bili Srbi. 

i. Područje gdje gotovo niko nije Srbin.   

j. To nije važno.  

k. Ne znam.  

 

15. Koliko se često družite u mješovitim nacionalnim grupama? 

a. Svakodnevno. 

b. Jednom sedmično. 

c. Jednom mjesečno. 

d. Jednom godišnje. 

e. Nikada, ako se ja pitam. 

 

Za pitanja 16-17, molimo Vas da koristite ovu ljestvicu: 

 

16.  U zemljama s mnogo 

različitih etničkih, nacionalnih i 

vjerskih grupa, općenito je 

najbolje ako svaka grupa ima 

svoju zasebnu teritoriju unutar 

zemlje. 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 
ne slažem 

 

17.  U zemljama s mnogo 

različitih etničkih, nacionalnih i 

vjerskih grupa, općenito je 

najbolje, ako sve skupine žive 

zajedno. 

1.  
Potpuno se 

slažem 

2.  
Slažem 

se 

3.  
Nisam 
siguran 

4.  
Ne 

slažem 
se 

5.  
Potpuno se 

ne slažem se 

 

 

Najzad, za pitanja 18, molimo zaokružiti svoj odgovor. 

 

18.  Neki ljudi su se izjasnili kako bi sve škole u BiH trebale slijediti isti nastavni plan i program, 

dok su drugi rekli kako bi trebalo biti dopusteno odabrat nastavni plan i program, raspored, i  

udžbenike. Zamislite da novi zakon navodi da je to potrebno za integraciju, inače će izgubiti i 

financiranje. Što bi se dogodilo? 

 

a. Škole bi vjerovatno poštivale zakon. 

b. Škole vjerovatno ne bi poštivale zakon. 

c. Neke škole ne bi poštivale zakon, ali neke škole bi poštivale zakon. 

d. Škole bi poštivale zakon, ali većina učenika ne bi. 

e. Škole ne bi poštivale zakon, ali većina studenata bi ih željela poštivati. 

f. Ostalo (navedite): _________________________________________________________ 
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Hvala Vam za učešće u ovom istraživanju! Ako imate bilo kakvih pitanja, komentara ili pritužbi o ovoj 

studiji, možete ih napomenuti sada ili možete kontaktirati istraživača kasnije. Vaše učešće je cijenjeno 

i svi Vaši odgovori ostat će povjerljivi i anonimni. Ako imate bilo kakve dodatne komentare koje želite 

podijeliti s istraživačkim timom, možete ih napisati u nastavku: 

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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