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Abstract

Do cross-group ties cease to matter during episodes of civil war and communal violence? By expanding

the narrow concept of rescue to include any helpful act that runs contrary to the conflict cleavage and

going beyond the two genocides that dominate the rescue literature, I demonstrate that cross-group

networks are not only resilient but highly effective at shaping behavior in times of violence. After

surveying survivors of the 1992-5 Bosnian conflict—the first nationwide survey on wartime rescue in a

post-conflict state—I find that cross-group assistance was both widespread and strongly correlated with

respondents having more cross-group ties. Yet surprisingly, the strength of those ties does not appear

to have had much impact. Most people, it seems, were willing to help not only friends but even friends-

of-friends and acquaintances. Drawing on 160 new interviews with helpers and recipients, I show how

networks activate cross-group social capital to channel aid to those in need. To address problems in

recall bias and demand effects, I validate these findings with three novel data sources: a long-overlooked

1990 census table that disaggregates intermarriage rates by municipality, a newly-completed database

covering over 96% of wartime fatalities, and over 130 oral histories collected by multiple local researchers

during and after the war. Together, these sources provide compelling evidence for a model that explains

how networks and the cross-group social capital they activate push people to save lives, perform everyday

acts of kindness, and take up arms against their own group.
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1 Introduction

Sarajevo, 1992: Two Serb militiamen burst into a tall, drab apartment block, grenades in hand, looking

for Muslims to kill. In a multiethnic building where a surname can be a death sentence, Dino’s parents

have not had time to hide their flat’s nameplate. As the soldiers batter down the door, screaming “Open

up, Turks!,” the boy’s mother bursts into tears. Just then, an old Croat neighbor living upstairs, a WWII

veteran of Tito’s partisans, appears in the stairwell, wearing pajamas. As he steps into the hall, he embraces

the soldiers in a great bear hug. “We are all Yugoslavs!” he cries, and in a waterfall of warmth and forgotten

pre-war patriotism, ushers the militiamen out of the building (Dino, Muslim man, Sarajevo).1 How are we

to interpret this incident? Is this merely a case of extreme altruism, an old man with the right combination

of personality traits and life experiences showing up at the right moment? Does it represent the triumph of

shared Yugoslav identity over ethnic nationalism? Or does it point to the importance of social ties among

neighbors in spite of ethnic differences? Although all three factors played a role in instances of cross-group

assistance in wartime Bosnia & Herzegovina (hereafter “Bosnia”), existing scholarship lacks a coherent model

to show how they work in tandem to save lives. In this study, I develop a theoretical framework to explain

these surprising behaviors which incorporates all of these causes through a concept I call cross-group social

capital: the capacity to recruit other individuals’ abilities and resources across a conflict cleavage.

The argument of this paper is straightforward: cross-group relationships continue to function during

violence leading to cleavage-defying behaviors such as fighting for the “other side,” community resistance to

violence, and proffering assistance to members of the persecuted group. After establishing that more cross-

group ties lead to more assistance both on the individual and community level, as well as more people joining

the outgroup’s army, I present evidence to suggest that the strength of these ties is largely irrelevant. While

this may seem surprising at first, since individuals with closer bonds should naturally be more inclined to

help one another, I show that this inclination is counterbalanced by strong “neighborly norms.” These norms,

including trust, hospitality, and reciprocity, push helpers to assist anyone they know in their community,

regardless of closeness. I find evidence for these hypotheses using a survey, census, and interviews about the

1992-5 ethnic cleansing and civil war in Bosnia & Herzegovina. In so doing, I demonstrate the value of a

mixed-methods approach when credible causal instruments are lacking, generalize existing results on rescue

during genocide to cross-group assistance under all forms of mass violence and repression, and arrive at a

more nuanced understanding of how networks influence individual behavior during conflict.

The rest of the paper proceeds as follows: In Section 2, I demonstrate how a mixed-methods investi-
1All quotes with a first name and no citation are from interviews with the author in 2018-9. Names have been changed

throughout to protect anonymity. Interview excerpts from published sources always include a citation and generally use the
interviewee’s real first and last name.
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gation of cross-group help during a civil war fills an important gap in the conflict literature. In Section 3,

I articulate my theory for how capacity, willingness, and networks together create cross-group social capital

that can be activated in wartime for cross-group assistance. In Section 4, I go over the data collection process

and make a case for the importance of a mixed-methods approach. Section 5 presents the main results of

the paper, validating the cross-group social capital model by testing two mechanisms. Section 6 presents

supportive evidence and findings on related phenomena. Section 7 concludes.

2 Literature Review: Networks, Conflict, and Rescue

Much of the micro-level scholarship on civil conflict in recent years points to the importance of social

networks in motivating individual behavior in conflict settings (Gohdes 2015; Larson 2016; Lewis 2013; Marks

2019; Metternich et al. 2013; Perliger and Pedahzur 2011; Petersen 2001; Shesterinina 2016; Staniland 2012;

Weidmann 2015; Wood 2008; Zech and Gabbay 2016). When it comes to group-targeted violence, their

findings are largely pessimistic. McDoom (2014) finds Rwandans with more friends were more likely to kill

during the Rwandan genocide. Balcells (2017), Bergholz (2016), and Kalyvas (2006) find that interpersonal

ties carry not only friendship but also rivalry and grievance, leading to betrayal and revenge under the cover

of war. Scacco (2008) shows that network ties can motivate people to participate in riots, and Pedahzur

and Perliger (2011) show how networks can facilitate terrorist violence. At the community level, Larson and

Lewis (2016) find that higher numbers of ties between two ethnic groups in one village can actually reduce

cooperation and disrupt intergroup peace. Much of the literature is focused on recruitment, the social benefit

of which depends on the cause at hand. Humphreys and Weinstein (2008), for example, show that network

ties are a key determinate in “who fights” in a rebellion (see also Weinstein 2007). On a more optimistic note,

Chenoweth and Stephan (2011, 45-47 and 193-5) make a case for how ties between ordinary citizens and

members of an oppressive regime can divide the ruling elites, paving the way for the success of a nonviolent

movement with maximalist aims (see also McAdam 1986; Opp and Gern 1993; Passy and Giugni 2001; Snow,

Zurcher and Ekland-Olson 1980). Cohen (2013) presents evidence to suggest that armed groups whose units

are bound by stronger prewar social ties may be less likely to commit rape during civil war. Are there other

ways in which networks can facilitate positive outcomes that avoid bloodshed? This study makes the case

that networks are every bit as effective at mobilizing people to prevent violence as they are at recruiting

them to participate in it.

The literature on Holocaust rescuers suggests that both ingroup social ties among rescuers and outgroup

ties between rescuers and Jews played a major role in saving lives. In a decade-long study of nearly 1000

confirmed rescuers, Oliner and Oliner (1988) found that rescuers were twice as likely as non-rescuers to
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have Jewish friends before the war, pointing to the importance of cross-group ties. Furthermore, half these

rescuers were involved in underground resistance networks and nearly all relied on support from ingroup

alters—that is, acquaintances, friends, and family—in their rescue efforts, thus emphasizing the importance

of ingroup ties among potential helpers. Two more recent studies lend credence to cross-group ties as an

explanation for who gets rescued. In a statistical analysis of the fates of 7665 Jews randomly selected from a

Nazi registry in Amsterdam, Tammes (2007) concludes, “Survival correlates most strongly with having close

social ties with non-Jews.” Braun (2019) finds that Dutch Jews living near a minority denomination church

were more likely to survive, presumably due to ties between Jews and their Christian-minority neighbors

and dense networks of ties within these minority communities that facilitated collective action. This study

extends those quantitative studies by examining these phenomena outside of the specific context of the

Holocaust and by expanding the range of cooperative behaviors beyond life-saving rescue.

Qualitative scholars have already taken the first step. The past decade has seen a new wave of research

expand the definition of “rescuer” beyond selfless altruists, thanks largely to fieldwork in Rwanda (e.g., Fox

and Brehm 2018; Luft 2015a) as well as historical work on the Argentine “dirty war” (Casiro 2006) and the

Armenian genocide (Sémelin, Andrieu and Gensburger 2014). For instance, many Rwandans acted as both

rescuers and perpetrators, hiding a loved one in their home and then joining lynch mobs to allay suspicion

(Fujii 2011). Thus, social ties determined not only whether someone became a helper, but whom they chose

to help. Likewise, earlier work on the Holocaust shows that helpers can come from the victim group, too. In

his book on Nazi-occupied Warsaw, Paulsson (2002) shows how Jews often relied on other Jews to connect

them with Polish Catholics who could provide protection. In particular, Jewish converts to Christianity often

provided a crucial link between the more isolated elements of Jewish society and Christian allies. Taking

up this theme, Finkel (2017) finds that prewar policies of residential and school integration shaped Jews’

social networks in ways that had life-or-death consequences during the Holocaust. Jews living in cities that

had been more integrated before WWII were more likely to have Christian contacts they could turn to for

help, while the rest relied on other Jews with connections, resources, or positions of authority within the

ghetto. The present study extends those investigations further by considering any behavior that contradicts

the primary conflict cleavage, from protecting a refugee’s property to joining an armed resistance group

regardless of whether those actions could be considered acts of rescue.

This study also aims to extend this recent work on cross-group help during genocide to the context of

civil war. As other scholars have noted, armed mobilization by both sides does not automatically dissolve

friendships. Armin, a Bosnian Muslim army commandant I interviewed, recalled that he and his colleagues

would reach out to Croat and Serb counterparts over the two-way radio. If they heard a voice they recognized

from before the war, they would often negotiate a ceasefire; if the voice was someone from another part of
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Bosnia, they knew that fighting would continue. Survivor memoirs, journalistic accounts of the war, and

anthologies of eyewitness accounts are full of stories of cross-group assistance by soldiers and civilians alike

(Broz 2004; Cohen 2010; Maass 1996; Mertus et al. 1997; Sudetic 1999). Based on an analysis of secondary

sources, Mueller (2000) argues that the vast majority of killing in both Rwanda and Bosnia stemmed from

gangs and militias, not neighbors turning on one another, and that civilians who looted their neighbors’

property often did so only after the victim’s situation appeared hopeless. Burg and Shoup (1999) report cases

all over Bosnia of communities coming together to resist polarization at the start of the war, a finding echoed

in Kaplan (2017)’s analysis of communities that stayed peaceful throughout decades of war in Colombia.

This work aims to quantify how frequent both individual acts of assistance and community-wide assistance

were in the Bosnian context, while also exploring the network mechanisms by which both occurred.

3 A Cross-Group Social Capital Theory of Assistance

3.1 Outcomes of Interest

The empirical puzzle I seek to address is the emergence of cleavage-defying behaviors; this is, choices and

actions by individuals that defy the group-based master cleavage around which the conflict is organized.

People may act in all sorts of ways that run contrary to what their group identity would predict. I organize

these behaviors in three categories: cross-group assistance, boundary crossing (elsewhere called “ethnic

defection”), and community resistance. The order, as well as the amount of space dedicated to each in

the present study, is a function of data availability, not their relative importance.

The primary outcome of interest in this study is cross-group assistance. Whereas the studies discussed

in Section 2 focus mainly on life-saving rescue, the object of inquiry here is any behavior that runs counter

to the master cleavage used to mobilize citizens for violence. Examples include providing outgroup members

with food, money or supplies; obtaining documents to allow persecutees to live freely or travel; providing

housing or hiding places; providing or facilitating access to medical care; safeguarding the property of those

who have fled; arranging transportation to a safer place; warning potential victims of an impending threat;

or actively intervening to save someone from arrest, torture, rape, or murder. The assistance need not be

life-saving nor even successful. Individuals may simultaneously try to aid outgroup members whom they

know while murdering those they don’t (Campbell 2010; Fujii 2011), and even those heralded as selfless

rescuers and heroes may be faced with a decision of whom to help or whom to ignore or deprioritize when

their capacity to assist is limited. Thus, I echo the call of Luft (2015b), Fox and Brehm (2018), and others to

move away from the limiting paradigm of “heroic” altruists and evildoers to a more nuanced understanding
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of perpetration and assistance that focuses not on individuals but on acts.

In nearly every identity-based conflict, some individuals invariably end up fighting for or supporting a

side other than what their identity would suggest. I refer to such as behaviors as boundary crossing rather

“ethnic defection” since a) the groups need not be ethnic, b) the individuals may not so much have “defected”

as simply remained a part of the multiethnic community against which some of their coethnics chose to rebel,

and c) defection has strong pejorative overtones. Boundary-crossing behaviors include joining the outgroup’s

armed forces as a combatant, providing intelligence or logistical support to those forces, deliberately choosing

to remain in a place controlled by those forces and live among that group, and adopting that group’s

identity as one’s own.2 In the presence of coercion by one’s own group, draft-dodging, boycotting, and

public opposition can also be cleavage-defying, though not always. For instance, individuals may refuse to

mobilize out of fear of being killed or they may oppose their ingroup regime because they think the regime’s

chauvinistic aims are foolhardy rather than morally objectionable. Therefore, I will touch upon these edge

cases as they arise in my data to understand to what extent they can be understood as boundary-crossing

in the Bosnian context.

A third type of cleavage-defying behavior is centered neither on the helper–recipient dyad nor on the

individual, but at the level of the entire locale. Based on fieldwork in Colombia, but drawing on secondary

evidence from Pakistan, Afghanistan, Syria, and the Philippines, Kaplan (2017) documents how communities

frequently come together to prevent armed groups from carrying out violence in their towns. Communities

can also come together to protect persecutees. Ternon (2014) documents how Yazidi communities in the

Sinjar region of present-day Iraq were among the only places to offer refuge to Armenians and actively

defy the Ottomon authorities during the Armenian genocide. Community resistance can also occur among

a closely networked subpopulation within a locale. Braun (2019) examines minority-religious communities

in the Netherlands that worked together to protect Jews during the Holocaust. Stoltzfus (2001) describes

a coalition of Aryan women in Berlin who came together in 1943 to demand the release of their Jewish

husbands, and the contributors to Sémelin, Andrieu and Gensburger (2014)’s authoritative edited volume

Resisting Genocide document numerous cases of resistance networks arising across Europe to shelter Jews in

defiance of the Nazis. Thus, community resistance encompasses a wide range of cleavage-defying behaviors

from refusal to engage in violence, to attempts to prevent minority persecution, and actively joining the

outgroup’s military efforts.
2I exclude non-voluntary behaviors such as being enslaved, impressed, or drafted by the outgroup; being coerced or black-

mailed into providing material support or intelligence; being prevented from leaving an area that has fallen under their control
due to danger or the dictates of the authorities; or being forcibly converted to another group’s identity. Although many of these
behaviors are common in a wide array of conflicts (Beber and Blattman 2013; Cohen 2016; Kalyvas 2006), and may in some
data sources be indistinguishable from deliberate boundary crossing, they are tangential to the central puzzle of the current
study of why individuals chose to defy the chauvinistic pressures of their group.
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Figure 1: Four sets of factors that drive cross-group assistance and the causal relations between them. The effects of
the top three sets (in boxes) on assistance filtered through the situational factors as shown.

3.2 Causal Factors and the Relationships Between Them

The genocide rescuer literature identifies a myriad of causal factors leading to cross-group assistance, which I

group into four categories (see Figure 1). Each of the three rectangular boxes in this causal graph represents

a set of factors leading to cross-group assistance. As the causal arrows imply, these factors are exogenous

with respect to cross-group assistance, but not with respect to each other. Thus, while we could, under this

model, causally identify the effect that these three sets of factors collectively have on cross-group assistance,

one would need some sort of instrument, experiment, or exogenous shock to distinguish how much of the

effect comes from each category. There may be individual variables within each category whose impact could

be causally identified, but network variables, for reasons we will discuss shortly, are not likely to be among

them. The exogeneity of these three sets (collectively) comes from the assumption that they are measured

before the violence starts. One could envision a scenario where future cross-group assistance does exert a

causal effect back in time if, say, individuals anticipate needing assistance and begin cultivating skills or

social ties needed to obtain it, but in most civil war and genocide contexts this seems far-fetched.

The lists of examples in each box are meant to be expository, not exhaustive, though together these four

categories are intended to cover all the causes listed in the rescuer literature. For more on the non-network

factors leading to assistance, see Bartrop (2016); Bjørnskov (2015); Brown (2014); Croes (2014); Esparza and

Ycaza (2016); Fagin-Jones and Midlarsky (2007); Fenyvesi (2003); Fogelman (2011); Gross (1994); Gushee
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(1993); Hoffman (2010); Jensen (2007); Michalczyk (1997); Monroe (1996); Piotrowski (2008); Stoltzfus

(2001); Tec (1986), in addition to those listed in Section 2.

Some widely studied causes of cross-group assistance, such as religion, appears to belong in more than

one box. However, differentiating which aspects of these causes affect capacity, which affect willingness, and

which operate through the helper or persecutee’s network can add theoretical clarity. Consider McAdam

(1986)’s notion of biographical availability, the idea that individuals without family members to financially

support or care for are more readily available to engage in high-risk activism. Some individuals may be

literally unable to extricate themselves from the obligations that bind them to others, preventing them, in

McAdam’s case study, from spending the summer of 1964 in Mississippi registering black voters rather than

putting bread on the table for their children. Other individuals, however, might be in a situation where their

children can be supported and cared for, but are unwilling to put them through the fear and anxiety of having

a parent away from home for two months, not to mention the risk of being killed. Braun (2019), who by

happy coincidence uses the exact terms “capacity” and “willingness” in the opening pages of his book (p. 6),

illustrates the relationship between all three sets of factors. A heritage of persecution and a continued sense

of otherness imbues religious minorities with a tight-knit network which enhances each member’s individual

capacity to offer assistance. At the same time, they also generate empathy for the oppressed, increasing

each individual’s willingness to help. Being connected through a network to others who are willing to help

and have the capacity to do so can then, in turn, increase one’s own willingness. Thus, we see that causal

relationships between network, capacity, and willingness are beautifully and hopelessly entangled.

I present this causal framework for three reasons. First, I hope it may prove useful to other scholars

of cross-group assistance by suggesting how the causes they seek to investigate might be causally related

to the others that have been proposed. Second, I want to avoid implying through my focus on network

factors that willingness, capacity, and situation are unimportant. On the contrary, there is ample evidence

in the sources cited above to indicate that these factors heavily influence cross-group assistance, and I do

not intend to frame this paper as a horse race between my preferred causal factors and theirs. Finally, I wish

to be upfront about the causal limitations of the present investigation; those who are hoping for a clean,

unimpeachable identification strategy will be disappointed. Almost nothing about networks is ever “as good

as random.” Compounding this problem, strong instruments that satisfy the exclusion restriction are hard

to come by in the genocide and mass atrocity literature, and even those in the broader civil war literature are

being increasingly called into question. An alternative strategy, which is increasingly popular in the conflict

literature, is to run an experiment. However, studying ethnic networks in peacetime still leaves us a long

way from observing how such networks shape behavior in times of violence. To date, there does not appear

to be an ethical and feasible way to manipulate network variables prior to a conflict and then observe what
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happens.

For my part, I do present results from a vignette experiment in which Bosnians are asked how much

help they would provide to a persecuted person, while varying the network tie to that hypothetical individual

across respondents. This is a far cry, however, from observing how someone would actually behave under

dangerous wartime conditions with the lives of real people they know on the line. Thus, while I attempt

through regression and matching to control for as many capacity and willingness variables as I can observe,

I do not expect the reader to accept my quantitative results as the final word on causality. Rather, by

combining these regression results with the process-tracing of my interviews and the frequency with which

survey respondents reported getting help through various network channels, I aim to build a persuasive, albeit

not infallible, story for how individuals activate cross-group social capital to obtain cross-group assistance.

3.3 Networks: Definitions and Key Concepts

Social ties, for the purposes of this study, consist of any form of sustained one-on-one human relationship

including marriage, kinship, friendship, and acquaintanceship. Ties are dyadic in that each tie connects

exactly two individuals, but they can vary in strength depending on how close the two people feel, how

often they communicate, their obligations to one another, or whatever quantity is relevant to the research

question. Taken together, a set of individuals and the ties that connect them constitute a network.I refer to

the person one is tied to as their alter, and the alter of an alter as a second-order alter. We might also speak

of third-order alters or fourth-order alters, but usually it is sufficient to refer to them all as higher-order

alters, including the second-order ones. The number of alters an individual has is referred to as her degree.

For this study, I coin the terms ingroup degree and outgroup degree to refer to number of alters an individual

has within their group and outside of it. High-degree individuals are generally regarded as being more central

to the network, though there are many ways to measure centrality. A highly central individual might have

an easier time finding someone to assist them or may be more aware of who in the community is in need

of assistance. They might also serve as an intermediary, connecting someone in need of help with someone

willing to assist. Networks can be dense, if they have many ties per individual, or sparse. In the context of

this research, we are primarily interested in the density of cross-group ties, as this may affect the likelihood

of cross-group assistance. Researchers often seek to identify tightly-knit clusters of individuals with a high

density of ties between them and fewer ties to the outside. In the context of this study, we would expect two

or more clusters within each local community corresponding to ethnic groups or subsets thereof.
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3.4 Social Capital Writ Large

Having defined networks and their underlying structural properties, we now turn to what benefits they

confer on their members. One of the primary benefits when it comes to wartime help and rescue may

be social capital. The idea of social capital has its intellectual origins in Durkheim (1893)’s concept of

“organic solidarity,” and the term itself has been in use at least since Hanifan (1916). Though it appeared

in the writings of influential sociologists over the ensuing decades (Bourdieu 1977; Jacobs 1961), it rose to

widespread prominence only in the late 1980s and 1990s through the work of Coleman (1988), Wellman and

Wortley (1990), Putnam (2000), and others. I do not wish to add to the myriad definitions already floating

in the ether (see Adler and Kwon 2002, for a comprehensive review), but rather to choose a concrete and

parsimonious definition I believe will be best suited to the study of cross-group assistance.

Definition: An individual’s social capital is their ability to get help from other individuals. A

community’s social capital is the average ability of any member of that community to get help

from other community members.

Social capital depends on three things: network, capacity, and willingness. Imagine an individual

seeking to borrow a lawnmower. First, we might ask, how many people does she know? Second, how many

of those people own lawnmowers? Third, how many of those people are willing to share their lawnmowers?

This third concept, willingness, may be influenced by personal factors (Is he generous? Does he need the

lawnmower himself?), a dyadic relationship (How strong is his tie with the requester?), and community

norms (Do people in the community trust one another, regardless of their relationship? Do the norms of

reciprocity or politeness oblige one to act on such a request?). And of course, the amount of social capital one

has varies relative to what one needs or is being asked for. A poor community may abound with emotional

support, while a relatively reserved and private community may nonetheless abound in material resources

that members are willing to lend to one another.

The importance of all three factors can be seen in Figure 2. The community on the left lacks social

capital due to a sparse network. People have high capacity but lack connections to access one another’s

resources. The community on the right lacks social capital due to low capacity. A dense, efficient network

cannot make up for the fact that no one has anything much to share. The community in the middle has both

a dense network and plentiful capacity and, hence, high social capital. How much the density of that network

matters, however, is influenced by the social norms and personal factors that affect someone’s willingness to

share. If the community has strong social norms of helping out strangers in need, then the network might

not matter so much, except to the extent it spreads information about who needs things and who has what

to offer. If that is public information that everyone is readily aware of through, say, a community bulletin
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Figure 2: A community’s social capital depends on the capacity of its members and the network connecting them
(and also on their willingness to share, not shown).

Figure 3: Even when holding capacity and network density constant, an individual’s social capital depends on their
position in the network and other individuals’ willingness to share.

board or newspaper, then the network fades into the background and Communities 1 and 2 are equivalent

in terms of social capital. Likewise, if the community happens to attract particularly openhearted, generous

individuals, the results are the same. However, with many forms of assistance, the network really does make

a difference, whether by motivating people to help or through providing information to match helpers and

recipients. Broadly speaking, the denser and more efficient the network, the more easily people can access

things from one another. Stronger ties, in many cases, make people more willing to help. If the community

is fragmented into disjointed or sparely connected clusters, a lack of ties between clusters limits everyone’s

access to resources outside of his own cluster, decreasing the total social capital of the network.

Like monetary capital, social capital can be highly unevenly distributed within a community, even if

the community as a whole has a lot of it. In Figure 3, we see in Community 4 that A has more social capital

than B does due to his central location. Degree (number of alters) is, hence, associated with social capital.

Degree is not the whole story, however. In Community 5, we see the exact same network structure except

that B’s position has changed. By connecting to A rather than to the informed individual, B gives up some

of her direct access to useful information, but gains indirect access to that information as well as supports

and skills via A’s connections. Whether this marks an increase or decrease in social capital will depend on
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what sort of assistance B is seeking and whether those skills and support are the sorts of things that can be

shared with higher-order alters. A friend of a friend may be a good bicycle mechanic, who—at your friend’s

request—will fix your bike for free, but they are not necessarily a good shoulder for you to cry on no matter

how supportive they are of your friend. For better or worse, however, changing B’s connection has clearly

affected B’s social capital without affecting B’s degree. Social capital, as the saying goes, is not just about

whom you know, but whom the person you know knows. Lastly, in Community 6, we see that even the

structure of higher-order connections does not capture the full picture unless we consider the strength of the

ties (indicated by line thickness) and individuals’ inherent willingness to help (indicated by the smile and

frown). In this network, B is, in all likelihood, better able to prevail upon A to muster assistance from A’s

alters on her behalf. A, in turn, probably stands a better chance of mustering support from the informed

and supportive nodes than in the previous network, unless an individual’s willingness to share news or gossip

is unaffected by the strength of their tie (the sensitivity of the information will likely play a role). A and B

are now far less likely to able to obtain support from the rich individual, both because the connections to

him are weaker and because the rich individual is disinclined to share. However, the weak connection to the

skilled individual may not make much of a difference if that individual’s baseline willingness to share is high

enough that he will share with anyone who asks.

3.5 Bonding, Bridging, and Cross-Group Social Capital

Despite its ability to bring people together and enhance their access to emotional support, goods, and

services, social capital can have extremely deleterious effects. For instance, McDoom (2014) and Satyanath,

Voigtländer and Voth (2017) document how social capital can lead people to support genocidal regimes or

even join in the killing. Putnam (2000) draws a distinction between the “bonding” and “bridging” dimensions

of social capital: the former bonds together members of the same homogeneous cluster, the latter bridges

that gaps between clusters. However, this framework is too broad of our purposes, since an organization

or club could provide bridging social capital by bringing together members of different genders or social

classes without addressing the conflict cleavage at hand. Furthermore, if ethnicity is so irrelevant before

the war that members of different ethic groups are quite likely to be found in the same social circle, the

term “bridging” makes little sense. Ties that are bridging in a structural sense may not be bridging in

terms of social cleavages, and visa versa. What is needed is a more precise term that specifically addresses

the strength of social capital between Jews and Aryans; Hutu and Tutsi; Serbs, Croats, and Muslims; or

whatever groups fall on opposite sides of a conflict cleavage. Therefore, I propose the following new term:

Definition: Cross-group social capital is one’s ability to get help from a member of a particular
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identity group across a salient social cleavage.

How does one acquire assistance from the outgroup? Outgroup ties are obviously essential, but so are

ingroup ties if they connect you to someone with an outgroup tie. Yet herein lies an apparent contradiction:

Ingroup ties are also the bread and butter of bonding social capital, which is associated with exclusion,

persecution, and cross-group violence. McDoom (2014) finds that having ties to genocide participants was

highly predictive of someone being a participant themselves. At the same time, their ties to nonparticipants

did not exert a countervailing effect. First, we should note that McDoom’s categories of perpetrator and

non-perpetrator do not exactly line up with the conflict groups of Hutu versus Tutsi. Still, participants in

the genocide were almost exclusively Hutu, so ingroup ties and perpetrator ties are almost certainly highly

correlated. That said, we need not be overly surprised that ties to non-participants appear to have no effect.

Non-participants include Hutu bystanders, not just Hutu helpers and Tutsis under threat. Thus, while having

ties to Tutsis may discourage someone from participating, the effect might get washed out by null effects of

ties to bystanders. As Fujii (2011), Straus (2006), Luft (2015a) and others have documented, one can both

kill and save. Therefore, it is entirely possible for ingroup ties to increase both helping and persecuting in the

same individuals. And even if countervailing ties to Tutsis indeed have no effect of discouraging participation

in killing, one might conversely suppose that ties to participants have no effect on discouraging the rescue of

Tutsis. So long as these individuals are not killing and rescuing the same Tutsi, or are doing so at different

times, the logic holds. Ties to perpetrators can lead you to shoot a stranger. Ties to persecutees can lead

you to (also) save a friend.

3.6 Hypotheses and their Observable Implications

The central thesis of this study is that cross-group social capital forged in peacetime continues to function

during war. One’s capacity to muster assistance from the outgroup before the outbreak of violence, therefore,

predicts cleavage-defying behaviors including cross-group assistance, boundary crossing, and community

resistance. One way we might observe this relationship is by trying to measure cross-group social capital at

the community level. Recall that social capital depends on willingness, capacity, and network. If we hold

willingness and capacity constant, we should, therefore, expect administrative units (townships, counties,

districts, etc.) with a greater density of cross-group ties to have more cross-group social capital. At the

individual level we should expect individuals with more outgroup ties to have more outgroup social capital.

Finally, we should expect individuals who are involved in assistance to be more likely to report coming

from a “mixed community,” regardless of whether their own mental definition of community corresponds to
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administrative divisions for which we have official statistics.3 This leads us to the following prediction:

Hypothesis 1 (Degree-Density): More cross-group ties lead to more cleavage-defying behav-

iors. If this hypothesis is true, we should observe the following implications:

a. Townships with a greater prevalence of cross-group ties should have higher rates of cross-

group assistance, boundary crossing, and community resistance.

b. Individuals with a higher outgroup degree should be more likely to give or receive cross-group

assistance.

c. Individuals from mixed families, mixed communities, and mixed housing should be more

likely to give or receive cross-group assistance.

I omit boundary crossing and community resistance from most of these observable implications, and

from those that follow, because I do not have sufficient data to test them below the community level.

Different metrics of network density might correlate with cleavage-defying behaviors. Intermarriage

rates, for instance, are a good measure of strong cross-group ties, particularly in societies where spouses and

in-laws tend to develop close relationships. Living in a mixed neighborhood or apartment building on the

other hand, is more likely to be indicative of more weak ties (perhaps strong ones too, but not necessarily).

Strong ties should provide a better signal that a member of the dominant group will not object to cross-group

assistance and perhaps even be willing to help. Signaling may be important both for persecutees figuring

out whom to ask for help and would-be helpers in the dominant group deciding whether it’s safe to offer

assistance. The persistence of these ties after the start of the war may also be easier to observe. A would-be

helper may not know if his neighbors are still on speaking terms with their outgroup friends, but he is likely

to know if they are still living with outgroup spouses, parents, and children. At the dyadic level, we would

naturally expect tie strength to influence an alter’s willingness to provide assistance. In the presence of great

danger, cost, inconvenience, or ingroup pressure, an alter may limit their help to those they feel closest to.

Furthermore, an individual in need of help from people they do not know might seek out an intermediary

among their alters who knows those people. The persecutee might have better luck prevailing upon an

intermediary to mobilize higher-order alters if they have a strong tie to that intermediary.

Hypothesis 2 (Tie Strength): Stronger ties are more likely to promote cleavage-defying

behaviors. If this hypothesis is true, we should observe the following implications:
3In Yugoslav-era Bosnia, most census statistics were aggregated to the level of a township, which usually encompassed dozens

of distinct villages spread out over hundreds of square kilometers.
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a. Conditional on rates of residential integration, communities with higher intermarriage rates

should have higher rates of cross-group assistance, boundary crossing, and community re-

sistance.

b. Conditional on total outgroup degree, individuals with a greater number of strong cross-

group ties should be more likely to give and receive assistance.

c. Acts of assistance should occur primarily through strong ties.

Alternatively, strong social norms of mutual assistance, trust, hospitality, and reciprocity might render

tie strength or even the network itself largely irrelevant. Such social norms increase the willingness of

everyone in the community to offer assistance, perhaps not evenly, but monotonically. If there is a high level

of trust in the neighborhood, village, or apartment building, persecutees might feel more comfortable asking

for assistance rather than fleeing or resorting to self-help. If there is a cultural obligation to welcome anyone

who knocks at your door asking for aid, then how you feel about the individual at your doorstep may not

be so important. This open door may extend to all of humanity, all members of one’s ethnic group, or all

member’s of one’s immediate locale. The last of these is the most relevant, however, since individuals—at

least in the contexts examined here—are more likely to find themselves in need of help when living among

neighbors, though, of course, help on the frontlines or in a distant concentration camp can still occur. I

therefore home in on looking for a culture of “neighborliness;” that is, a set of norms and expectations that

include neighbors knowing each others’ names, greeting each other, socializing, celebrating together, sharing

resources, and coming together in times of need.

Hypothesis 3 (Neighborly Norms): A strong culture of neighborliness promotes cross-group

assistance. If this hypothesis is true, we should observe the following implications:

a. Acts of assistance should occur largely through neighbors.

b. In interviews, both helpers and recipients should emphasise strong neighborly norms in the

prologue or cite them explicitly as a reason for help.

c. Helpers should emphasize or cite strong neighborly norms in their childhood even if they

grew up somewhere else.

The neighborly norms hypothesis is particularly hard to detect quantitatively. Merely observing that

most assistance happens within communities or among neighbors is not itself sufficient evidence, since in a

world where people are no more likely to help a community member than anyone else, we should still expect

to see substantial help among community members due to proximity. Furthermore, a stranger who happens
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to wander into a community or move there might also benefit from neighborly norms depending on just how

inclusive these norms are (e.g., Do local norms of trust extend to anyone passing through or just to insiders).

Ideally, one would harness data from a survey such as the World Values Survey or American Community

Survey designed to measure trust, civic engagement, and other markers of community-mindedness across

locales, as both Rice and Feldman (1997) and Dinesen (2012) have done subnationally for descendants of

different immigrant groups. However, no such data appear to exist for Bosnia prior to the war. Therefore, I

rely primarily on process-tracing in interviews to test the validity of this hypothesis.

3.7 Scope Conditions and Case Selection

One of the primary aims of this study is to expand the scope of the genocide rescuer literature, not only

to less vital forms of assistance, but to new contexts. Although my theory of cross-group social ties implies

the existence of two or more groups, it does not specify what types of groups they must be. For there to

be a clear ingroup and outgroup, residents of a local community must have a shared conception of who is a

member and who is not, whether that distinction is based on religion, sect, ethnicity, race, class, language,

region, or something else entirely. These identities may, at times, be fluid, but once the violence begins,

they must be sufficiently “sticky” that persecuted individuals cannot easily shed them. Ideological identities

can become as hard to escape as ethnic ones, as Balcells (2017) makes clear in her examination of rivalry

and revenge during the Spanish Civil War. The theory of cross-group social capital does not require the

individuals to be socialized into separate clusters. Therefore, it is sufficiently flexible so as to not require a

deep societal cleavage before the conflict begins. All that matters is for individuals to be targeted based on a

hard-to-remove identity and for there to be ties between members of the two groups. The violence itself can

take the form of a riot or pogrom, civil war, identity-based state repression, ethnic cleansing, or genocide.

Purely interstate wars with domestic armed opposition will often fall outside the scope of the theory due to

the lack of ties between groups living in different areas, but there are exceptions. Within domestic conflicts,

the model would be inapplicable in regions where the entire population is being targeted.

The 1992-5 conflict in Bosnia & Herzegovina provides fertile ground in which to test this theory. The

conflict was organized along ethnoreligious lines, yet the three groups—Muslims, Croats, and Serbs—had

a high rate of intermarriage and mixed neighborhoods before the war. The four years of violence featured

widespread territorial cleansing, massacres, and an act of genocide in which civilians were targeted en masse

based on their group identity. Thus, it is the sort of place where the model would predict cross-group

assistance. At the same time, however, this conflict provides widespread subnational variation allowing me

to test both the validity and scope of the model. Rates of intermarriage, a good proxy for cross-group network
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integration, varied widely by township, as did rates of mixed neighborhoods and non-private apartments.

Civilian fatality rates during the war also varied widely. Shifting alliances between the three groups (Christia

2012) allows me to filter out effects that are dyad-specific. Across townships and years the conflict varied

not only in intensity but by type. Some areas like Vitez and Mostar saw back-and-forth contestation of

territory between two armies engaged in trench warfare. Others like Prijedor and Bijeljina were dominated

by one-sided violence including massacres and ethnic cleansing. Sarajevo experienced a siege, Srebrenica

an act of genocide, and Banja Luka a crackdown on Muslims that resembles non-cleansing repression of a

minority by an authoritarian state. Finally, the declaration of autonomy by a Muslim-majority township

in the far northwest created a Muslim-on-Muslim conflict where no cleavage had previously existed. This

sub-conflict provides an excellent test as to whether the model works well in the absence of a prewar social

cleavage.

4 Data and Methods

4.1 Wartime Assistance and Social Networks Survey

The primary data source for this analysis comes from a door-to-door pilot survey (N = 100) conducted in

May 2019 through Prism Research & Consulting, a Bosnian survey firm that serves as the local partner for

Gallup.4 Though past scholars such as Oliner and Oliner (1988) have surveyed known rescuers to better

understand their motivations and attributes, the present survey represents the first systematic effort to

measure the frequency of assistance in the general population. The sampling frame included all individuals

currently residing in Bosnia who were at least 7-years-old and living in the country at the outbreak of

hostilities. For detailed methodology and an analysis of impact of outmigration, death, and memory biases,

see Online Appendix.

4.2 Administrative Data

Prior to the war, Bosnia & Herzegovina was one of six republics making up the Socialist Federal Republic of

Yugoslavia, which concluded its final decadal census in 1991, just months before the war. Bosnian residents

could report their nationality as Muslim, Serb, Croat, Yugoslav, or other. The territory of Bosnia was then,

as now, divided into townships (općine), administrative units roughly corresponding to rural counties or

urban wards (the typical translation is “municipality”). At the outbreak of the war in 1992, there were
4The main wave of this survey with 2000 respondents is currently on hold due to the global coronavirus pandemic. While

N = 100 is not an ideal sample size for obtaining precise estimates, it is still large enough to draw valid inferences provided the
sample is random. The 95% margin of error for a sample this size is at most ±9.8 percentage points, and considerably lower
for proportions expected to be close to zero.
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109 such townships whose populations generally numbered in the tens of thousands (min: 4000; max:

200,000). With the exception of Sarajevo, which was divided into 10 townships, each township consisted

of a primary town or city and the surrounding villages. Each township was further subdivided into 3-63

precincts (mjesne zajednice) consisting of a single neighborhood or village. Related documents such as the

1992 Bosnian Statistical Yearbook, complied by the Statistical Agency of the Socialist Republic of Bosnia,

and the 1990 municipal election results, are also analyzed. This study appears to be the first to analyze data

on intermarriage below the republic level.

Perhaps the most novel data source in this article is The Bosnian Book of the Dead, a decade-long

project conducted by the Sarajevo-based Research & Documentation Center that attempts to list every

war-related casualty in Bosnia. An evaluation of an early version of the database by an independent team

of academic investigators found that “the level of incompleteness and deficiency in the BBD Database is low

and fairly acceptable” and endorsed “using the BBD database for academic research purposes” (Ball, Tabeau

and Verwimp 2007). The published version used for this analyses reflects the state of the database in 2012

after further improvements had been made. At least 96% of direct fatalities are believed to be recorded,

and the fourth and final volume contains a section for victims who are presumed to be indirect casualties

of the war and another for those whose cause of death could not be confirmed with a sufficient degree of

reliability. Each line of the database provides the victim’s name; birth date; ethnicity; soldier versus civilian

status, military formation in which they fought (if applicable); and the places of birth, last residence, and

death.Thus, it is possible to identify where civilians were killed, to employ the number of combatant deaths

as a proxy for the level of contestation, and to count the number of boundary crossers hailing from each

township (Tokača 2012).

4.3 Interviews

Over the course of 10 months, I conducted over 160 interviews with individuals who had lived in Bosnia

during the war. The war is still a sensitive topic in Bosnia, and many Bosnians are either tired of talking

about it, wary of discussing it with a stranger, or worried about how their own neighbors will react if they

found out what they had said. Thus, the vast majority of interviews were arranged through one of four

interpreter/research assistants, who tapped their extended social networks including relatives’ acquaintances

and former colleagues. That said, even when each research assistant knew the respondent and could vouch

for me, an overwhelming majority of those contacted declined to be interviewed. In addition, a considerable

number of interviewees had no prior connection to my research assistant but were referred to us by people

we had already interviewed. Finally, a handful of interviewees were found by approaching individuals on the
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street or at their place of work, engaging them in friendly conversation about their past, and asking if they

would consent to a formal interview. See Online Appendix for details on procedures.

Interviews collected a quarter century after the fact present many of the same cognitive and response

biases that surveys do. In an effort to partly address these concerns, I turn to a collection of 90 interviews

with Bosnians involved in cross-ethnic assistance collected by Serb/Yugoslav cardiologist Svetlana Broz

during and immediately after the war. I also include testimonies from two other collections. Broz’s sample

complements my own; unlike me, she is a woman, a native speaker, a Serb5, and a cultural insider. Second,

I rely on Signali Srca, a collection of 42 stories of cross-ethnic assistance compiled by the Research and

Documentation Center (RDC) who also compiled the Bosnian Book of the Dead (RDC 2010). Thanks to

their extensive database and local connections, the team succeeded in getting confirmation of key details

from both the helper and recipient in many cases from people who knew them, a standard I was unable

to attain in my own interview data set. Thus, as with Broz’s work, a comparison between my interviews

and the RDC collection can shed light on potential biases introduced by my positionality or approach (Fujii

2017). See Online Appendix for details on each source. I also included interviews from various memoirs,

refugee accounts, and secondary sources.

4.4 Outcome Variables

The primary outcome in the quantitative analyses stems from the following survey question:

Many people helped each other during the war, even though they were from different ethnic

groups. We’re not asking about help from humanitarian organizations or foreigners, but rather

help from ordinary people from the former Yugoslavia, both strangers and ones you knew. For

each kind of help that I list, please tell me if you or a relative gave or received such assistance

from a member of a different ethnic group.

Enumerators then read out six categories (provisions, documents, shelter, transport, warning, inter-

vention), pausing after each one to ask, “Did you give this? Did you receive this? Did a relative give this?

Did a relative receive this?” Respondents were allowed to supply multiple responses. If respondents were

themselves the helper or recipient, the enumerator then asked the ethnicity of person they helped or got help

from. Owing to the small size of the pilot survey, it was not possible to break down each type of assistance

into help given and help received. However, from the aggregated data, I created three variables: help, gave

help, and received help. The first is an aggregation of the latter two. See Online Appendix for further details.

All individuals who reported having given or received some form of assistance were asked to choose one
5Due to U.S. role in the Bosnia and Kosovo wars, I was more likely to be perceived as hostile the Serb perspective.
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incident which they “remember the best or know the most details about.” Respondents were then asked

details about the event and the relationship between helper and recipient.

In Section 6, I also analyze to two other forms of cleavage-defying behaviors: boundary crossing and

community resistance. For the former, I extracted from The Bosnian Book of the Dead the total number of

fatalities of non-Croats serving in the HVO and HV, non-Serbs serving in the JNA and VRS, and non-Muslims

serving in the ARBiH and APZB, the six major armed forces of the war.6 I refer to this variable as boundary

crossers and aggregate it two different ways: by township of birth and township of last residence. The

survey, meanwhile, asked whether there were any community-level attempts to protect threatened outgroup

members from violence. I code this variable as community resistance.

4.5 Main Predictors

Three questions are used to measure respondents’ ingroup and outgroup degree and tie strength.7 The first

asked,

I am now going to read you a list of popular names. Please tell me if you knew someone with

this name before the war. By “knew someone,” I mean someone who knew your name whom you

would have said hello to on the street in those days.

Respondents were then presented with a list of 30 first names in alphabetical order. What respondents

(presumably) did not realize was that these names had been carefully selected so that there were 10 associated

with each identity group. While many names in Bosnia are common to two or even all three groups, many are

used almost exclusively by one (sometimes because they are associated with prominent religious or historical

figures belonging to a particular group’s heritage). I refer to this question as an “identity roster.” Based

on how many of the 10 ingroup and 20 outgroup names a respondent said they had known someone by,

I construct the variables total names, ingroup names, and outgroup names, respectively. To measure the

distribution of tie strength among these alters, respondents were next asked,

For each of the names you said yes to, please tell me if this person was a relative, close friend,

friend, or acquaintance. If you knew more than one person by this name, please tell me about

the person you knew best.
6It is unclear from the data how members of the HOS, White Eagles, Green Berets, and other paramilitary groups were

coded. Most likely, they were simply coded as being part of the larger military forces of their respective identity groups, which
are written as “HV-HVO” and “JNA-VRS”. The ARBiH and APZB are distinguished from one another, however.

7Both came early in the survey before any questions about ethnicity or the war had been asked. The consent script did not
mention these things either. The opening text began, “We are conducting research about friends and neighbors in Bosnia. We
are studying what these relationships where like in Yugoslav times and how they have changed since.” For ethical reasons, we
again requested consent before beginning the module related to the war, warning the participants that this was to be the topic.
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From this question, I construct the variable strong ties, which is an aggregation of all ties that were

not acquaintances.

Since the identity roster represents a relatively novel approach to network data collection, I validate

it with the more traditional name generator:

Now think of friends from before the war whom you felt close to or spent a lot of time socializing

with. I’m going to ask you about several categories of friends. You may list as many people as

you want and you may list the same person in multiple categories.

Categories consisted of school, work, clubs and organizations, neighborhood, and other. To minimize

the risk of upper censoring the data, respondents were permitted to list up to 10 names, though few did.

I then construct the variables ingroup friends, outgroup friends, and total friends based on an aggregation

of their responses across categories. To determine whether names belonged to the ingroup or outgroup, I

had two Bosnian RAs code identity of all 564 names names and then compared the results for intercoder

reliability. For names which could plausibly belong to more than one ethnic group or whose provenience

could not be determined, I ran robustness checks with each possible coding.

Three other survey questions also indicate individuals’ cross-group ties. The variable mixed commu-

nity captures whether the respondent reported living in a mixed community, mixed family captures whether

relatives were intermarried before the war, and apartment reports whether the respondent lived in an apart-

ment building. Apartments in Yugoslav-era Bosnia were often provided by either the state or state-owned

companies and, under Yugoslav law, were distributed according to a strict quota system designed to ensure

each ethnic group received equitable access to state resources. Thus, apartment buildings were likely to lead

to the most cross-group neighbors out of all three dwelling types. These three indicators of network density

are also represented in the 1991 Bosnian census. See Online Appendix for details.

4.6 Control Variables

Opportunity Location in Bosnia is correlated with cross-ethnic social ties and cross-ethnic violence. Bat-

tles were often fought and atrocities occurred in ethnically mixed areas where multiple actors sought to shore

up their territorial claims. Although the violence eventually reached nearly every part of Bosnia, demand for

cross-group assistance was not evenly distributed. Generally speaking, being a Muslim in areas controlled

by Serb separatists proved far more dangerous than being a Serb in areas held by the Muslim-dominated

Bosnian government. Also, while some areas saw significant contestation between the different sides lead-

ing to expulsions and massacres, others remained firmly under the control of one side throughout the war.

Therefore, I include civilians killed for each township based on the Book of the Dead as a proxy for the level
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of victimization and hence the need for assistance. This variable may also serve as a proxy for the level

of risk involved for helpers and recipients. Areas with more people naturally provided more opportunities

for assistance, as did areas with a larger share of the population belonging to the disenfranchised group.

Although these numbers should, to some extent, be controlled for by the civilians killed variable, I include

the variables Muslim pop, Croat pop, and Serbs pop in certain models to account for each group’s share of a

township’s population.

Capacity In models where the outcome is help or gave help, I control for helper characteristics that may

confound the respondent’s network attributes. Since children from monoethnic villages or neighborhoods

become more likely to meet people outside the ingroup as they grow older and travel farther afield for school

or work, their set of alters is likely to become more diverse as they age. Their capacity to offer assistance

likewise increases as they grow older. Therefore, I control for age in all these models. I also include two

economic variables directly related to assistance: whether someone in the respondent’s household owned

a car or a weekend/summer cottage, both of which were fairly common in Yugoslav times and could be

used for transport or shelter. I also include gender and education, though these could also be thought of as

willingness variables.

Willingness To control for willingness, I include the following attitudinal controls: how religiously the

respondent was raised (religiosity), whether their parents would have disapproved if their child had married

a member of the outgroup (parents disapprove), and if being Yugoslav was important to their parents (parents

Yugoslav). All of these factors are likely to affect both one’s propensity to form outgroup ties prewar and

one’s willingness to provide cross-group assistance. I include two biographical availability traits: whether

the respondent had other people to support financially (dependents) and whether they were taking care of

children daily (childcare). These traits could constrain one’s ability to make outgroup friends and affect their

willingness to take risks on behalf of others (though this could also be seen as a capacity issue). Finally, I

control for the personality traits most likely to affect willingness to help and propensity to form outgroup

friendships. I assess these using the BFI-2, the shortened version of the Big Five Personality Inventory,

standard in the field of personality studies, that measures individuals along five personality dimensions

(Soto and John 2017). To this I added one question from an earlier section of my survey, thrill-seeking, that

asked participants if they tended to seek out risky, thrill-seeking or dangerous activities for fun before the

war.
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5 Main Results

5.1 Frequency of Assistance

Just how widespread was cross-group assistance? Three out of 10 respondents reported having given or

received cross-ethnic help (30%, with a 95% confidence interval of [21, 40]). The numbers remain substantial

even if we limit the scope of assistance to the five categories of acts other than providing provisions: docu-

ments, shelter, transport, warning, and intervention. Thus, the remarkable frequency of assistance cannot

be explained simply by people who were sheltering in the communal basement of their apartment buildings

sharing their pantry and humanitarian care packages with all of their neighbors, a theme that frequently

came up in my interviews in Sarajevo. The other five types of assistance are more likely to be dyadic, or at

the very least, would only be relevant to members of a persecuted group. As my interviews suggest, most

non-provisions acts of assistance required a conscious choice to defy the conflict cleavage, rather than just

dispersing help indiscriminately to whichever alters from any group happened to be on hand. Thus, even

with a narrower definition of what constitutes assistance, we still see these behaviors in 14% ([7, 21]) of the

population. See Online Appendix for a sensitivity analysis, as well as a breakdown into help given and help

received.

Does such widespread assistance seem credible in light of other evidence? Anecdotally, I can say that

over my 10 months of fieldwork, I frequently came upon stories of cross-ethnic help when I wasn’t even looking

for them. The Alamo rental car agent, my first landlady, a staff member at the survey firm, and a professor

I met at a coffeehouse all volunteered stories about themselves or a relative who had been rescued from dire

straits as soon as I mentioned why I was in Bosnia and what I was studying. Although my research assistants

often tried to seek out people they knew who had stories, we often met with older Bosnians who didn’t have

a clear picture of what my research was about and who, it turned out, had helped an outgroup member

during the war or had themselves been helped. The limiting factor when it came to getting interviews was

not whether people had relevant experiences to share but whether they were willing to share them with an

American researcher or even willing to relive them at all. Similarly, Broz (2004) does not seem to have had

much trouble finding cases for her collection even while the war was still going on. Her project of collecting

positive stories began, in fact, while she was running a free clinic in Serb-held Eastern Bosnia during the

first year of the war and began hearing such tales from her patients. Her clinic was situated in the Drina

valley, a region that had seen some of the most brutal ethnic cleansing and massacres, yet despite this tragic

circumstance (or because of it) stories of cross-ethnic assistance abounded. Mertus et al. (1997)’s anthology

of writing by women refugees, compiled during the war, also contains references cross-ethnic assistance in

nearly all their stories about “the journey out” from Bosnia, despite the fact that the editors were not
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explicitly seeking them. Returning to her hometown of Srebrenica for her master’s thesis, two decades after

the massacre, Medic (2016) managed to interview 3 Serb helpers and 8 Muslim recipients in the course of two

weeks. This impressive haul, in fact, represents on only a fraction of the helpers Medic identified since most

were not willing to be interviewed. In the course of field testing questions for my pilot survey, my research

assistant Anamarija found that many of the older residents in her building, all of whom she knew personally,

had helped or been helped during the war. Thus, whether the researcher was a complete outsider (me,

Mertus), a regional insider but outsider to the community (Broz, Mertus’ coauthors), community insider

but a stranger (Medić and most of my RA’s), or a network alter of the respondents (Anamarija), we see a

similar pattern: individuals who gave or received help are not hard to come by.

5.2 The Density of Cross-Group Ties Before the War

Both the identity roster and the name generator reveal substantial variation in the diversity of Bosnians’

prewar alters. Bosnians tended to report knowing far more people with names corresponding to their own

group than to the other two groups, and the differences are statistically meaningful. The name generator

revealed a similar pattern: After coding the names provided by respondents according to what group they

most likely belonged to, respondents reported a median of 6 ingroup friendships and 3 outgroup friendships

(means are 6.16 and 4.67). Both a Wilcoxon signed rank test and an exact binomial test (sign test) show these

differences to be statistically significant (p ≈ 0.001 and p ≈ 0.02, respectively). See Online Appendix for

details on how names were coded (including intercoder reliability) and comparison of two survey instruments.

Intermarriage in prewar Bosnia was also widespread, though an ingroup preference is still readily ap-

parent. Based on newly uncovered data from the 1991 census, I calculate an overall exogamy (intermarriage)

rate of 7.8% (see Online Appendix for further discussion). Exogamy rates varied considerably by township.

Of the six townships with the lowest exogamy rates of 2.3% or less, five of them were located in rural Herze-

govina along the Croatian border and hosted a population that was at least 98% Croat. Unsurprisingly, the

most intermarried townships were the major urban centers of Tuzla (15.8%), Banja Luka (14.9%), Sarajevo

(12.1%), Mostar (12.2%), and Zenica (11.6%).8 The vast majority of Bosnians lived in townships where they

were likely to know intermarried couples, even if 19 out of 20 married couples they knew were endogamous

(see Online Appendix). However, about one-third of Bosnians lived in places where intermarriage was rarer

than this (below 5%) and, as we shall see, they did not necessarily even live in the same part of the township

as these intermarried couples. One should also note that any instance of intermarraige leads to an even

broader group of people having outgroup in-laws. Thus, 49% of survey respondents reported having relatives
8Sarajevo was actually composed of 10 townships, two of which—Novo Sarajevo and Centar—had intermarriage rates of

19.0% and 18.6% respectively, the highest anywhere in the country.
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Cumulative Histogram of Exposure Index by Precinct

Figure 4: Each point represents a precinct, and its coordinates should be read as follows: y% of the population lived
in precincts where people of different ethnicities stood no more than a x% chance of randomly meeting.

in mixed marraiges before the war. On the whole, however, the findings for intermarriage are similar to those

for friendship previously discussed: an ingroup preference tempered by a substantial minority of cross-group

ties is as readily apparent at the altar as it is among alters.

The residential segregation of prewar Bosnia is striking. Despite the fact that none of the three

groups held a majority before the war, about 3/4 of Bosnians lived in a precinct where one group held a

majority. Nevertheless, nearly all Bosnians had other groups living in their midst, at least at the precinct

level. Precincts ranged in size from 1 resident to 14,675, with an interquartile range of 797–2517. Thus,

it is reasonable to think of most precincts as akin to medium-to-large neighborhoods or villages, where not

everyone knew everyone else, but where any two people probably shared a mutual alter and stood a reasonable

chance of encountering one another. Motivated by this assumption, in Figure 4, for each precinct, I display

the exposure index—the probability of two people who meet randomly being from different groups. As we

can see, about 25% of Bosnians lived in places where 9 out of 10 people they happened to bump into walking

down the street could be expected to be from their own group. To put this statistic in perspective, we could

say that in towns where two people reciting their wedding vows stood a 1 in 20 chance of being from different

groups, a random pair of people set up on a blind date stood a 1/10 chance.9 People in these precincts may
9This is an oversimplification, of course, since the intermarriage rates are for townships and the exposure indices for precincts,

but it makes clear that endogamy was in part the result of in-group preference and not merely the availability of potential mates.
See McPherson, Smith-Lovin and Cook (2001) for the distinctions between various forms of homophily and what they do and
do not imply about people’s preferences.
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not have been evenly distributed, however. Many of my interviewees from rural areas spoke of Serbs living

on one side of the village and Muslims on the other, or of a Croat village in the vicinity but not so close

you would go there without a reason. On the other hand, 24.8% of Bosnians lived in non-private housing,

which according to Yugoslavia’s strict “ključ” (key) system was divvied up proportionally among the different

ethnic groups and, thus, tended to be mixed. This is reflected in the survey, where 27% of respondents say

they lived in an apartment building, compared to 26% in a house in town, 43% in a rural village, and 4%

somewhere else (possibly an army barracks). Of those who were male and 18 years or older by 1992, 80%

had served in the JNA (Yugoslav People’s Army), which was already carefully integrated by army unit.

Thus, nearly all Bosnians were likely to have second-order alters of a different ethnicity, and probably

alters as well. In my survey, 82% of Bosnians reported having friends of another ethnicity today, despite

the fact that the country is significantly more segregated territorially and bears the scars of ethnic cleansing

and ongoing fear-mongering rhetoric upon its social fabric. 61% said their parents had friends in more than

one group (though only 25% listed all three groups), and 66% said there were people of other ethnic groups

living in their community at the start of the war. Since only 24 of Bosnia’s 2201 precincts were completely

monoethnic, the remaining 34% of respondents were either unaware of outgroup members in the community,

have since forgotten, or define “community” at a smaller level of aggregation than the precinct. Bear in mind

that about a third of respondents were not yet in high school, so it’s entirely possible their social horizon

had not yet broadened to the point of meeting students from other villages in their high school catchment

area. Fortunately for the sake of this upcoming analysis, the rates of integration and outgroup friends varied

considerably by respondent and locale.

5.3 Evaluating the Degree-Density Hypothesis

I find substantial support for the degree-density hypothesis through logistic regression on my survey out-

comes. In all the relevant models, having a higher outgroup degree is strongly consistently associated with

providing cross-group assistance. As shown in the first row of Table 1, the number of outgroup names a

respondent identified on the identity roster is positively associated with giving help (note the p-values, rather

than standard errors, are shown in parentheses and I have chosen no to display significance stars to avoid

placing undue emphasis on an arbitrary cutoff value).. The name generator yields a very similar result (Model

2). All coefficient estimates for continuous variables have been standardized, except for dummy variables, so

an change of one unit corresponds to one standard deviation. They have also been exponentiated in order

to be interpretable as odds ratios. Thus, a one standard deviation increase in outgroup names corresponds

to the odds of outgroup help nearly doubling (that is, being multiplied by 1.79). Note that the coefficient
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Table 1: Logistic Regressions for Giving and Receiving Assistance

estimates for Outgroup Names in Model 1 and Outgroup Friends in Model 2 are strikingly similar, despite

the marked difference in how each of them measures outgroup degree. This similarity suggests that the effect

of outgroup friends on giving help is relatively insensitive to how it is measured, and that 1 SD difference in

how many people a respondent knew by sight had the same effect as 1 SD difference in how many close friends

she had. Having relatives in mixed marriages (not necessarily oneself or ones parents) is also positively and

significant. All things being equal, a Bosnian from a mixed family had nearly four-and-a-half times the odds

of providing cross group assistance as someone a family with no mixed marriages.10

The effects of network-related variables on receiving help vary more substantially, probably because

there are some many fewer positive cases (15 instead of 27). Thus, these results should be interpreted

with caution. Nevertheless, it appears that outgroup ties had a strong and statically significant effect on

received help at a p < 0.01 level. The coefficient estimates for outgroup friends and mixed family are not

significant, though reassuringly they’re about the same size as in the previous models. The effects of living in

an apartment building or living in a mixed community on the eve of the war were far from being significant
10In the interest of transparency, I will note that if HC3 robust standard errors are used instead of HC2, the p-values for

Outgroup Friends and Mixed Families in Models 2 and 3 climb a hair above 0.05, though still below 0.055.
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for both the gave help and received help outcomes (not shown). Likewise, none of the township-level network

proxies (percent mixed families, non-private housing, and exposure) showed meaningful effects. Figure 5

shows predicted probabilities for outgroup assistance (giving and receiving pooled) based on the number of

outgroup names identified. The effects are almost linear with slope 1 for the entire interquartile range, such

that a 25 percentage point increase in outgroup degree corresponds to a 25 percentage point increase in the

probability of assistance.

Figure 5: Predicted probabilities for outgroup names. The more people with outgroup names in the identity roster
that respondents claimed to have known before the war, the greater the likelihood of giving or receiving wartime
assistance. 95% confidence interval shaded.

Although I tested two dozen capacity and willingness variables, only a few of them displayed a statis-

tically meaningful relationship with assistance. The glmulti model selection algorithm consistently selected

the same set of four control variables from among the 24 tested in all gave help models. With one exception,

they show consistent effects sizes and statistical significance no matter which network-related variable was

included. Of the capacity variables, age and car showed up in all six models, while gender, cottage, and the

biographical availability variables of dependents and childcare did not show meaningful effects. Respondents

who were older at the time of the war were more likely to give assistance. This effect is likely driven in large

part by general inability of children to give assistance, though the correlation between assistance and age

continues into adulthood. When it comes to receiving assistance, age has too little explanatory power for

the algorithm to select in Models 4 and 5 and has a significant but diminished effect in Model 6. Owning a
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car is positively associated with cross-group assistance in all six models, though its effect on receiving help is

harder to pinpoint. Were the effect only significant for giving help, we might reasonably infer that it is the

car itself that plays a role in providing assistance. However, since it also affects receiving help, we are left

wondering whether it is perhaps also serving as a proxy for wealth, occupation, or some other underlying

variable that makes receiving help more likely.

Two willingness variables were significant in almost all the models: parents disapprove and parents

Yugoslav. As expected, offspring of parents who disapproved of intermarriage before the war were less likely

to give assistance, while those whose parents considered it important to be Yugoslav were more likely to

help. Notably, the effects remain when mixed family is included in the regression (Model 3). Thus, these

parent-based variables that seem to be operating through a willingness mechanism are not merely proxies

for having a diverse family network. One somewhat surprising finding is that both of these variables remain

significant and exert even stronger effects on received help. Although rescue scholars have generally examined

willingness variables for context of helpers, not recipients, it is entirely possible these factors make a person

more willing to seek assistance from the outgroup, particularly in cases where ingroup assistance is also an

option. Finkel (2017), for instance, shows that Eastern European Jews who were more assimilated were

more likely to pursue outgroup help as a survival strategy during the Holocaust, while those who were

less assimilated tended to rely on wealthier or more powerful members of their own group. Finkel attributes

these different survival strategies largely to network factors, yet, ironically, my analysis shows that something

more than that is likely going on, at least in the case of Bosnia. Perhaps because most Bosnians lived under

conditions that were closer to civil war than to genocide, their ingroup options were more plentiful and the

consequences of getting no help less dire. In that case, ingroup and outgroup help would be direct substitutes,

and those who felt less comfortable around outgroup members would simply turn to ingroup alters instead.

Alternatively, if one’s own parents did not identify as Yugoslav and did not approve of intermarriage, perhaps

that is a sign that outgroup members in the same community didn’t either. Therefore, although we only have

data on the parents of the recipient in these last three models, these variables could be signifying a decreased

willingness to help among their outgroup alters. Model 4 provides some evidence for this conjecture: ingroup

names is associated with a decreased likelihood of receiving assistance. Even when holding the number of

outgroup alters constant, having more ingroup alters (or perhaps, having a greater fraction of one’s alters

be from the ingroup) may lead one to appeal to an ingroup alter for aid instead of an outgroup alter.

Two items for the BFI personality test show up: sociability and agreeableness show up in the received

help models, though there is not a clear reason why these pro-social personality traits should make receiving

assistance less likely. Likewise, religiosity shows up in Model 4 with a strong and substantial effect, but

it’s not clear why someone whose parents were more religious should be more likely to get but not give
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Coefficient Plot for the Effects of Strong & Weak Ties on Gave Help

Figure 6: Logistic regression with same control variables as in Table 1, Model 1. Estimates are exponentiated to
represent odds ratios but not standardized since they are already on the same scale. Thus, a one-unit increase
is equivalent to identifying one additional name on the identity roster as weak, strong, or either. 95% confidence
intervals based on HC2 robust standard errors.

assistance. A higher number of outgroup [civilians] killed is associated with less likelihood of assistance in

Models 4 and 5, perhaps because the more outgroup members were killed, the more like your group was the

was in control of that township, thus obviating the need for receiving assistance. Yet ingroup civilians killed

strangely does not hold notable explanatory power. Finally, ingroup population was selected in exactly one

model, and its p-value does not come close to being significant.

All told, it appears we have substantial evidence that having a higher outgroup degree is associated

with a greater likelihood of giving and receiving assistance. Community and township level variables do not

appear to play a role, though given that there are only 100 respondents spread across 43 of the country’s 109

townships, this relationship is bound to be noisy. Hopefully, with more data, future research will be able to

determine more conclusively whether cross-ethnic network density at the community level, and not just in

the individual’s family and friends, is associated with higher rates of assistance.

5.4 Evaluating the Tie Strength Hypothesis

Perhaps the most surprising finding of this analysis is that one’s odds of providing assistance appear to be

unaffected by tie strength. Figure 6 shows the results of four logistic regressions involving tie strength, using

the same control variables as Model 1 in Section 5.3. The coefficient estimates are again exponentiated
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to be interpretable as odds ratios, meaning that 2 indicates a doubling of the odds and 1 leaved the odds

unchanged, a null effect. The results shown are based on the identity roster follow-up question, which asked

respondents about their relationship to the possessors of each of the names they said they knew. Names

which the respondent identified as acquaintances are coded as weak, while those which they identified as

friends, close friends, and relatives are coded as strong. Further disaggregation was not possible due to lack

of data (the median number of friends was 1 for both variables), but the results seem fairly clear. The effect

of strong outgroup ties on providing assistance is indistinguishable from null in all three cases, whether we

control for the total number of all outgroup ties (Model 1), the number of weak outgroup ties (Model 2),

or neither (Model 3). The effects of all outgroup ties and weak outgroup ties, on the other hand, are much

closer to being significant (p ≈ 0.06). We can interpret the first model as follows: conditional on the total

number of outgroup ties, increasing the fraction of those ties that are strong has no effect on the probability

of helping. In fact, the exponentiated coefficient estimate is less than one, meaning if that point estimate is

correct, having more strong outgroup ties would actually lower one’s odds of becoming a helper (the estimate

is not precise enough for us to rely on, however). In models 2-4, we see that strong and weak ties are virtually

interchangeable. Their point estimates and confidence intervals are virtually identical whether we include

either or both of them in the model.

The non-effects of tie strength of helping are confirmed by a vignette experiment embedded in the

survey. Respondents were asked how much help they would be willing to provide first, to a neighbor fleeing

intimate partner violence, and second, to a local man on the run from corrupt municipal authorities. The

persecutee in the story was variously described as a acquaintance, friend, close friend, or in-law in different

treatment conditions, and the ethnicity of the name and whether the persecute asked for help were varied as

well, resulting in factorial design. None of the treatments including tie strength demonstrated a statistically

meaningful effect.

The results for receiving assistance are less clear. Again, we borrow the controls from Section 5.3, this

time belonging to Model 4 in Table 1. In the first model, we see that the effect of strong outgroup ties is

not significant when we control for the total number of outgroup ties, but the latter isn’t either and the

coefficient estimates are similar. In Model 2, we see that the number of strong outgroup ties is significant

both statistically and substantively when both strong and weak outgroup ties are included in the model. For

a given number of weak ingroup ties, adding more strong ties seem to have a considerable effect on the odds

of providing assistance, nearly doubling them. On the other hand, weak outgroup ties may or may not have

an effect independent of strong outgroup ties, and that effect may or may not be zero—there is simply not

enough evidence to tell. Finally, when we consider the effects of strong and weak outgroup ties separately

in Models 3 and 4, we see that the estimate of strong outgroup ties on their own is diminished, though still
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Coefficient Plot for the Effects of Strong & Weak Ties on Received
Help

Figure 7: Logistic regression with same control variables as in Table 1, Model 4. Estimates are exponentiated to
represent odds ratios but not standardized since they are already on the same scale. Thus, a one-unit increase
is equivalent to identifying one additional name on the identity roster as weak, strong, or either. 95% confidence
intervals based on HC2 robust standard errors.

significant at a p < 0.05 level, while the estimate for weak is shifted considerably towards zero.

What are we to make of these contrasting findings? One potential interpretation is that, all things

being equal, Bosnians were likely to provide assistance to whomever they knew, regardless of how well they

knew them. Yet, they were only likely to receive assistance from those they knew well. The latter finding

sounds illogical, unless Bosnians with few strong outgroup ties were substituting ingroup help for outgroup

help or passing up getting help at all if their situation was not so dire. Naively, we should expect the

total number of strong ties used to provide assistance and the total number of strong ties used to receive

assistance to be equal, since they are, in fact, the exact same ties. There are a few ways out of this paradox,

however. First, this might simply be a data problem. With only 15 individuals reporting having received

assistance, the noise in the outcomes is considerable. Second, ties need not be symmetric: one person may

consider someone a friend while the other considers them an acquaintance. They may feel differently about

the relationship, or they may have different thresholds for when to switch from using one word to the other

to describe it. Third, it is entirely plausible that recipients would retroactively classify a relationship they

had with a helper as friendship, even if at the time both considered each other to be acquaintances. Finally,

and most importantly, just because strong ties make you more likely to receive assistance does not mean

that assistance had to come through a strong tie. Persecutees with many strong ties may have felt more
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inclined to trust any outgroup member they knew, regardless of tie strength. Conversely, helpers with more

ties of both types may have felt more compelled to do something to help, but then sought out those they

cared about most to offer assistance to. In order to assess which of these four explanations seems most likely,

let us ask the helpers and recipients themselves whom they got help from or gave help to.

The importance of weak ties is reflected in my interviews and in those previously collected by other

scholars. Consider the following quote from Hasan, a Muslim man caught in a roundup of Muslims in the

Grbavica neighborhood of Sarajevo, which had just fallen to Serb militia:

My neighbor took me out of that group so they don’t take me somewhere. Because they were

separating [Muslims] for the concentration camp in Lukavica. Before the war we never even had

a coffee. Yeah, we greeted each other just out of politeness. I didn’t even know his name!

Or this quote from Jovana, a Serb woman in Banja Luka who helped out one of her Muslim acquaintances:

I was taking care of my neighbor’s children. Two girls. They lived with me, yeah. They were

high school students. Their parents were there but they were afraid for them. And so they slept

[in my house] because we were neighbors. Their parents and I worked together. We weren’t really

[close] but we knew each other. I worked in [sales] and they worked in production. They were

there for a month.

In both these cases, we observe weak ties providing crucial assistance, in Hasan’s case from the recipient’s

point of view, in Jovana’s case, from the helper’s. That said, these ties are weak in the sense of affect, not

the frequency of interactions. In both cases, but particularly in Jovana’s case, the helper and recipient(s)

saw each other on a regular basis, thus increasing the chances they would be aware of one another’s need for

assistance and capacity/willingness to provide it. Hasan surely had stronger ties elsewhere in the community,

but they did not have timely information about his plight and, thus, were unable to provide assistance, if

they were even able. In nearly all of my interviews, I explicitly asked how close the helper and recipient were

and found that they were “normal friends,” much more often than close friends, as well as acquaintances

some of the time. Rarely, however, did I hear of instances of complete strangers with whom no network

connection existed.

In sum, we have overwhelming evidence to suggest that weak outgroup ties are capable of channeling

assistance and that those who have more of them are more likely to provide it. This does not, however,

confirm Granovetter (1973)’s “strength of weak ties” theory, which argues that weak ties are more effective

than strong ones at passing along new information and opportunities. There is no evidence here to suggest

that weak ties have some special property that makes them more effective. In fact, as Centola and Macy
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(2007) state in their abstract, “The strength of weak ties is that they tend to be long—they connect socially

distant locations.” Cross-group ties are often already “long” in this sense, particularly in Bosnia given the

ethnic homophily seen in friendships, marriages, and residential patterns. Thus, for any tie, conditional on

it being cross-group, weakness probably does not confer any additional benefits. This finding may extend

to other contexts, well beyond Bosnia and civil war. Strong ties may make people more likely to receive

assistance, but the data is too noisy to be confident that this finding will hold up for further scrutiny. While

the effect of strong ties on recipients is inconclusive, however, the non-effect of strong ties on helpers appears

quite robust and somewhat puzzling. Why wouldn’t a helper be more motivated to help people he cares a

lot about than someone he barely knows? I address this empirical puzzle in the following section.11

5.5 Evaluating the Neighborly-Norms Hypothesis

There is a saying in Bosnia - your neighbor is more important than your brother. When the war

happens of course you will help your neighbor. - Davor, Serb–Croat from Travnik

The qualitative evidence supporting the role of neighborly norms in promoting assistance is consid-

erable. Consider Hasan and Jovana whose stories were presented in Section 5.4. Both gave or received

assistance through weak ties, yet in both cases, the outgroup member was a neighbor. This proved to be

a common theme throughout my fieldwork. A lexical search through my interview transcripts revealed the

word “neighbor” and its derivatives appeared, on average, over 10 times per transcript. Though Joint holiday

celebrations and life-cycle events were a frequent theme in interviews, Bosnians didn’t need a special occasion

to visit one another. Doors were generally unlocked, particularly in apartment complexes, and neighbors

would regularly drop by unannounced. Selmo, a Muslim man who lived in an apartment building in Gr-

bavica, recollected: “We all knew each other very well. And we were all very, very friendly and went into

each other’s homes, regardless of who, what and how.” Radoš, a Serb interviewed by the RDC, described

a similar situation in the town of Brčko: “I had a such good relationship with my neighbours. We were so

close that we never had coffee alone” (RDC 2010, 54). Coffee, an important focal point of social life for

Bosnians of all three groups, comes up in other accounts as well. Ifeta, a Muslim woman from Sarajevo,

recalled that residents in her apartment complex would begin their daily routine by making enough coffee

to serve to guests on the assumption that at least one neighbor was likely to drop by before going out for

the day.
11Regressions that combined intermarriage rates (strong ties) with exposure (all types of ties but weaker overall) did not

produce any significant results. This case, however, the absence of evidence should not be interpreted as evidence of absence.
Unlike the identity roster variable, intermarriage rates and exposure did not produce significant findings in Section 5.3. Hence
there’s no point in saying that your proxy for strong ties produce no effect of presence of your proxy for weak ones, if their
neither proxy produces effect on its own.
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When I asked whether the people who helped them were neighbors were also friends, some interviewees

reacted with confusion. “Yes, we were friends; they were our neighbors!,” was a common reply, as if my

question had been redundant. Although they may not have had a close relationship with all the families in

their immediate vicinity, the assumption in these interviewees’ statements was that the social expectation

was to refer to all neighbors as friends, regardless of tie strength. With that mental classification came certain

expectations of how people ought to act toward one another and their obligations of mutual assistance if

one of them was in need. In Sarajevo, I found this to be true both in the mahale, densely-packed hillside

neighborhoods with winding streets dating to the Ottoman period where families had lived for generations,

and the newer apartment blocks in Dobrinja built to house athletes and officials during the 1984 Winter

Olympics. Interviewees from all over the city frequently declared that they didn’t know who was a member

of which group growing up, or at least, that they didn’t know of each other as Muslims, Croats, and Serbs.

This remained true right up until the eve of the war. Ajna, a Muslim woman from the center of the city,

recalled the moment when all that began to change. It was 1991, a year before the war, when her 17-year-old

son Midho answered a knock at the door. “Mom, some man came to write something at the door,” he called.

“They are asking me what are we? What nationality? I don’t know what we are.” For families like these,

neighborhood affiliation far outweighed ethnic affiliations with which violence entrepreneurs sought to label

them.

Day-to-day life outside of these urban centers could also be quite integrated, even when religious

practice, traditional house architecture, and style of dress made one’s ethnic affiliation readily apparent.

Norwegian anthropologist Tone Bringa, who conducted fieldwork in the Central Bosnian village of Dolina

in 1988-9, writes about how residents simultaneously felt a strong affiliation with both their neighborhood

and their religious community. Visits between Muslim and Catholic neighbors were common, though not

quite so much as visits to the homes of coethnics. Members of both groups were bound together by rituals

of reciprocity, from hosting guests to attending one another’s life-cycle events with gifts in tow. Neighbors

came together for collective work projects, such as helping a neighbor build a new house, which carried with

it an unstated expectation that the new homeowners would provide food and drinks to the volunteers and

they would participate in a neighbor’s work party some time in the future. Through all these interactions,

residents constantly reinforced their separate identities through language like “yours” and “ours,” remarking

on the differences and similarities in one another’s customs (Bringa 1995). Thus, even in communities where

ethnic affiliation was an important facet of everyday life, neighborly norms could still flourish uniting people

across ethnic lines.

Once the war began, assistance from neighbors proved widespread. In my survey, 23 out of 64 respon-

dents with stories of help said that the helper and recipient were neighbors, and a similar fraction of my
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interviewees said the same. Samir, a Muslim man from Sarajevo, invited all his neighbors to come stay in his

basement, where he had a water source, after the city’s water supply was disrupted by shelling. He recalled:

Really here in the neighborhood, we all shared everything, whatever we had. Regardless of what

someone’s name was [i.e., their ethnicity], we shared together food and everything we could, if

someone got something [in the mail] and so on. Refugees came to that house over there, we all

from the neighborhood who have been living here for a long time offered them [what we could]...

everyone, not just me, everyone.

This description is typical of Muslim Sarajevans I spoke with, aside from those in Serb-controlled

Grbavica. Another Sarajevo resident, Maja, echoed this sentiment: “We helped each other, regardless of

religion, regardless of everything.” Outside of Sarajevo, neighborly assistance frequently took on a more

personal character. The half-Serb, half-Croat man whose quote started off this section, Davor, recalled how

his family fled Travnik during the war and settled in a village near Sanski Most, taking up residence in a

house abandoned by other refugees. Davor, who was a child at the time, played with the Muslim kids across

the street and the two families soon established strong neighborly ties, in spite of having just fled Muslims

elsewhere in the country. Some months passed and Arkan’s Tigers, one of the most notoriously brutal Serb

paramilitary gangs, took up residence next door. Villagers got word that the gang would soon be hunting

down Muslims to rape and kill, and so, in the middle of the night, the entire family moved in with Davor’s

family and stayed for several days. For Davor’s parents, there was no question whether to grant their request

for help, despite the incredible risk it posed to themselves and their own children. Thus, we see how norms

of neighborly obligation and hospitality continued to function in wartime and that those obligations could

be extended to new neighbors, not just those who had had years to accumulate social capital.

My interviewees recalled how neighbors could both betray and assist. Mujo, a Muslim man from Banja

Luka, recalled,

I know one man who experienced a tragedy. From his neighbors, Serbs. In Prijedor. Because his

next-door neighbors killed his. . . they killed. . . they just left him, his mother and his sick sister

and they killed his father, two brothers and one more sister. He managed to get out to Travnik.

We met, and we hung out. He would come to my next-door neighbor in Travnik, a Serb, an older

man who lived alone. He would bring him food, wood, and every day he would come to help

him. To help him. That is simply unbelievable [after] what he experienced.

This story speaks to the robustness of neighborly norms. Not only did this man’s sense of obligation to

neighbors in general transcend the earth-shattering betrayal by the specific neighbors he had known, but he
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applied it to the new neighbors in the place where he found refuge just as readily as someone who had been

integrated into the neighborhood for generations. Janja Pantić, a Croat woman from Vareš interviewed by

Svetlana Broz in 1998, describes how Muslims and Croats in her community “lived as one soul” until October

23, 1993, when the HVO (the main army of the Bosnian Croats) embarked on a brutal ethnic cleansing of the

Lakša Valley, raping and murdering 37 Muslims in the outlying village of Stupni Do. “The worst for me, as a

Croat, was watching our Muslim neighbors being herded down the street. ... I tried to help them but I really

felt helpless,” she recalled. Later, after HVO forces retreated, Janja and her husband were among the few

Croats not to evacuate with them. They sought refuge in the very same school where their Muslim neighbors

had been imprisoned and tortured, hoping the newly arrived UN peacekeeping forces would protect them.

After we’d spent two nights in the school we came back to our homes. Many of the apartments

in our entryway had been looted and ransacked. Ours had gotten by unscathed, thanks to a

Muslim neighbor who had taken the name plate off our door which showed our last names, and

had written “Muslims” on a scrap of paper and stuck it there. After that we spent many days

together, looking after each other and helping out. (Broz 2004, 144-6)

Thus, neighborly norms could survive within the same community even after brutal violence and

continue to generate cross-group assistance.

Through my interviews and the other interview collections cited, we see that neighborhoods, villages,

and apartment buildings had strong norms of friendliness, reciprocity, and mutual aid before the war that

continued to normalize cross-group assistance in wartime. Though not all neighbors helped, and some

betrayed, there is considerable evidence that prewar norms remained operational in the minds of many

individuals. In places like Sarajevo, this neighborhood-based social capital resulted in people sharing what

they had with all their neighbors, regardless of tie strength or ethnicity. In other parts of Bosnia, we see that

neighborly norms can remain robust in the face of betrayal and lead people to take huge risks on behalf of

neighbors being targeted. One striking and unexpected feature of these testimonies was that the expectations

of neighborly behavior were not confined to neighbors who had known each other for years and are deeply

embedded in an existing network. Rather, they are so internalized that refugees almost immediately begin to

apply them to their new neighbors wherever they ended up. Thus, cross-group social capital from neighborly

norms can be seen as a decidedly non-network phenomenon.

At the same time, however, norms-based social capital can help explain the failure of tie strength to

influence people’s likelihood of proffering assistance. Prewar expectations of how neighbors should interact

provided cues to Bosnians of how to act in wartime. Those who had not become hateful and genuinely

wanted to help would have felt an obligation to any neighbor, not just individuals who they were closest
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Frequency of Cross-Group Assistance by Category

Figure 8: Helpers and recipients are pooled. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals for population frequencies.

with. Those who were neither actively looking for someone to help but not opposed to it could still be

called upon to provide aid due to strong cultural expectations of what constituted proper behaviors and how

Bosnians had come to see their role vis-a-vis the community. Networks still mattered to the extent that only

20% of the respondents in my survey were helped by someone they had no connection to whatsoever. The

rest were helped either by people they knew directly or higher-order alters recruited by people they knew,

an important network phenomenon to which we now turn.

6 Beyond Rescue: Cleavage-Defying Behaviors in Civil War

Up until now, the sociology, psychology, and political science literature on rescue has been almost exclusively

focused on genocide. What sort of phenomena have we missed? How can expanding this research to civil war

contexts such as Bosnia enhance our understanding of how non-elite civilian and combatant members of a

dominant group act in the face of violence? How does broadening the scope of behaviors beyond traditional

forms of rescue lead us to new insights?

6.1 Comparing the Categories of Cross-Group Assistance

First, let us consider the types of help Bosnians provided. Figure 8 shows the six categories of assistance

surveyed and their relative frequencies. Sharing provisions (food, medicine, money, and supplies) was by
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far the most common form of assistance, followed by shelter, which could imply hiding someone or merely

providing them a roof over their heads. transport to safety or medical care is nearly as frequent, whereas

warning, intervention, and documents, are relatively rare. The relative frequency of these types of assistance

does not very well match how much risk was involved, since warnings and documents generally entailed far

less danger than intervention or transport, at least according to my interviews. Nor can this ordering be

explained by cost: warnings, after all, are free, and intervention and documents generally appear to have

been as well. A better explanation for this pattern is the opportunity structure. Members of the dominant

group during a war are most likely to have access to provisions of some sort, even when rations are limited.

Almost every outgroup member also has a home, though not necessarily one big enough to accommodate

a whole family, but the complicity of one’s own family, and in all likelihood neighbors, is often required.

Furthermore, when shelter involves hiding, not everyone has the resources to provide a suitable hiding place.

Transport is common, as well, because so many people owned cars in Bosnia, or could recruit an alter who

had one, as we saw in the previous section. Unlike shelter, transport does not require everyone you live

with to be on board. Warnings are contingent on access to information about a looming threat that the

persecutee is unlikely to already know or believe. Such information is not necessarily closely guarded by the

perpetrators—people could call ahead if they see that militia is active in their area—but much of the time

only a small fraction of the population is likely to know about it. Intervention requires both being on the

scene and having the physical abilities, skills, or connections to pull it off, so this is rather rare, plus there

are far fewer persecutees who need it and for a far shorter period of time than people who are in need of

provisions and shelter. Finally, access to documents depends on having a particular job or being able to

recruit an alter in that position.

Though this supply-and-demand model of assistance is not the only way to explain why some categories

of assistance are more frequent than others, it does align well with the non-impact of tie strength on helpers.

In both cases, the variables that limit whether a help will provide assistance operate not through willingness

but capacity. Bosnians of all three groups, it would seem, provided help when they could and did not

necessarily shy away from costlier forms of assistance or reserve their beneficence for those they knew best.

By expanding our definition of help beyond life-saving rescue, we gain a new perspective on how ordinary

people, not just exceptional altruists, behave during outgroup persecution and war.

6.2 Boundary Crossing

Boundary crossing is devilishly difficult to measure. Those who fight against members of their own ethnic

group are often not willing to talk about it and may face ingroup threats for doing so. Though we cannot
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Coefficient Plot for the Effects of Township Level Variables on
Boundary Crossing

Figure 9: Coefficient plots for two linear regressions regressing boundary crossers on township demographics and
fatalities. 95% confidence intervals shown.

ask the living so easily through a survey, we can still examine the dead. Based on The Bosnian Book of the

Dead statistics and census data, we see in Figure 9 that Percent Mixed Families, our intermarriage variable,

strongly and robustly predicts boundary crosser fatalities. Since I have no a priori reason to assume the

distribution of boundary crosser military fatalities should be substantially different from the distribution of

boundary crossers serving in the military, I used the former as a proxy for the latter. Thus, the greater

the density of cross-group ties in a community, as measured by mixed families, the more likely people

were to join an army primarily composed of the outgroup. This reinforces the degree–density hypothesis

and suggests that networks can promote other cleavage-defying behaviors besides cross-group assistance.

Individual cross-group social capital makes less sense as an explanation in this context, since there is no

one individual who is the recipient. However, cross-group social capital at the community level still has

explanatory value. Individuals embedded in a dense web of mutual obligations and feelings of affection may

feel pulled to serve the community as a whole through military service. At the same time, the fact that the

percentage of mixed families in one’s birthplace has an even stronger effect than the percentage of mixed

families in one’s place of last residence suggests there is something even stronger going on. Networks with

high cross-group density, it appears, leave a lasting imprint on the minds of their members, even after those

individuals have left the community and moved elsewhere. This suggests networks are operating through a
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willingness mechanism. The capacity of alters seems immaterial, but one’s feelings towards them—perhaps

moderated by tie strength—have a durable impact on wartime behavior years or decades later.

6.3 Resistance

Community resistance is also hard to quantify, though for a different reason. Although people may be much

more willing to talk about it, not everyone in a community may know of efforts that were made, especially

if they were short-lived or unsuccessful. For events that failed, respondents who heard about them might

not consider them substantial or sincere enough to merit mention. Furthermore, even with the standardized

language of a survey, it is hard to enforce definitional consistency across respondents. Nevertheless, of the

66 respondents who said their prewar communities were “mixed”, 31 (47%) said yes there were attempts to

avoid violence, 16 (24%) said no, and 19 (29%) said they didn’t know. Thus, from these responses we can

draw a ballpark estimate that resistance to violence took place in roughly half to three-quarters of Bosnian

communities that were mixed and a third to half of Bosnian communities overall (see Online Appendix for

further details).

These figures, while high, seem reasonable in light of existing evidence. In Sarajevo and Mostar,

thousands of citizens participated in rallies calling for peace and reaffirming a commitment to a multiethnic

state. Most interviewees told me that few, if any, outgroup members they knew before the war began treating

them hostilely or acting nationalistic. When violence finally did erupt in March and April of 1992, it came

primarily in the form of paramilitary groups staging coordinated attacks on the civilian population, rather

than civilians spontaneously turning on their neighbors.12 Many interviewees report that neighbors of all

ethnicities set up joint patrols to protect their apartment buildings, neighborhoods, or villages from outside

agitators. Even after fighting had commenced, leaders in communities throughout Bosnia attempted to head

off the violence. Based on a variety of local media accounts, Burg and Shoup (1999) report an interethnic

citizens forum in Goražde, joint defenses of Tuzla by all three ethnic groups, Croat-Muslim efforts to keep the

peace in Vareš and Fojnica, a cease-fire agreement between the local JNA commander and four municipalities

in the Northwest, joint Muslim-Serb patrols in Doboj, and JNA attempts to stem violence in Sarajevo.

To test whether cross-group social capital is again at play, I ran logistic regressions on respondent-

reported community resistance with all the township-level variables in my data that I deemed relevant. As

Figure 10 reveals, out of all the predictors, the percentage of mixed families has the strongest effect. The other

two measures of cross-ethnic network density, non-private housing and exposure also have positive effects,

though neither is significant at a p < 0.05 level, the latter has a p-value of 0.09 in this model and dips below

0.05 in several of the robustness checks. Thus, we have moderate evidence to suggest that the degree-density
12Though many would later do so once the war had begun.
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Coefficient Plot for the Effects of Township Level Variables on
Community Resistance

Figure 10: Results of three logistic regressions. Outcome variable is community resistance (survey) while predictors
are all from the 1991 Yugoslav Census. Data limited to respondents who reported living in communities with multiple
ethnic groups on the eve of the war. Estimates are standardized and 95% confidence intervals based on HC2 robust
standard errors are shown.

hypothesis holds at the township level for community resistance and boundary crossing and at the individual

level for outgroup assistance. This makes theoretical sense as well, since an individual’s likelihood of helping

a single persecutee should be more strongly influenced by the particular ties she has and those around her,

whereas her likelihood of helping the whole community through boundary crossing or the community itself

coming together to resist violence should be more sensitive to the structure community’s overall network.13

The preponderance of evidence here suggests that communities possessing efficient networks with a high

density of cross-group ties were more likely to try to resist the onset of violence. This finding ironically

parallels Petersen (1993)’s study showing strong communities were more likely to resist an authoritarian
13It is interesting to note that the percentage won by multiethnic parties in the 1990 municipal elections did not have a

significant impact, perhaps because these parties only won control of three municipalities. The desire of a minority or even a
majority of the population to avoid violence is often ineffective at preventing it if a tiny pro-violence minority seizes control of
the state apparatus (see Valentino 2004).
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regime—through violence. Cross-group social capital, while effective at discouraging violence within the

community, can unite communities to resist outsiders through violent or non-violent means. Individuals

from such communities were also more likely to show their solidarity with members of another ethnic group

by taking up arms alongside them. Thus, we see the ability of network structures and the social capital they

help create to direct violent conflict both at the individual and community levels.

7 Conclusion

Despite widespread group-targeted violence including rape, looting, massacres, territorial cleansing, and

concentration camps, a substantial portion of Bosnians of all ethnic groups continued to act on their cross-

group relationships throughout the war. Those who were threatened sought help from those they knew,

while those who were in a position to help offered what they could to their relatives, friends, colleagues and

acquaintances. As a result, cross-group assistance was widespread, with somewhere on the order of 30% of

Bosnians giving or receiving help from a member of the outgroup. Help could come through strong ties as

well as weak ones or even higher-order alters whom the recipient did not know but was connected to through

other helpers. Individuals whose ties to the outgroup tended to be stronger were no more likely to help

than those with weaker ties. One probable reason for this non-finding is that strong neighborly norms of

hospitality, reciprocity, and mutual assistance made Bosnians willing to help just about any neighbor they

knew, regardless of how well they knew them. These neighborly norms were transferable when people fled

their homes. Newly arrived displaced persons could draw on a common cultural expectation that neighbors

were there to help, even if their lacked longstanding relationships with them. Finally, these networks provided

assistance not only by guiding the selection of initial helpers and recipients, but through the mobilization of

secondary helpers and auxiliaries from the primary helper’s network. Thus, we see that cross-group social

capital is a more suitable explanation for cross-group assistance then there mere presence or strength of

dyadic ties. To understand how people get help during persecution, genocide, and civil war, one must go

beyond individual relationships and examine the broader network.

In addition to documenting the ways in which networks mobilize cross-group assistance, this study

serves as an invitation to scholars to investigate cleavage-defying behaviors more broadly. Although political

scientists such as Mueller (2000) and King (2001) have long questioned whether so-called “ethnic” wars are

really so different from non-ethnic ones, researchers have yet to investigate the full scope of behaviors through

which individuals break out of that ethnic paradigm. Wood (2003) examines boundary crossing in a conflict

where the boundary is defined by class, but scholars have yet to connect her work to the literature on so-

called “ethnic defection” In drawing attention to the myriad ways by which people defy the master cleavage
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of a civil war, I hope to encourage other researchers to look at boundary crossing, cross-group assistance,

and community resistance as part of a common framework of cleavage-defying behavior. Those who study

civil wars, mass movements, repressive regimes, or ethnic and class divisions have much to gain from trying

to understand why people break ranks with their group and what sorts of social structures make them more

likely to do so.

Though it is tempting to take the results of this study as evidence for the efficacy of policies bringing

together people of different groups, one needs to be cautious in doing so. Ethnic groups’ claims to legitimacy

over a given territory are often driven by settlement patterns (Toft 2010), which residential integration can

undermine. As Woodward (1995) documents, Croat and Serb nationalists saw Bosnia’s mixed communities

as an obstacle to their aims of partition and thus embarked on a savage campaign of rape, torture, and

massacres in order to achieve, what Toal and Dahlman (2011) dub the “unmixing” of Bosnia. As a result,

the war in Bosnia was primarily one of territorial cleansing in which ethnic extremists concentrated violence

in areas that were highly mixed. Therefore, any policy-maker seeking to foster cross-group harmony through

networks needs to think carefully before promoting residential integration as a means to achieve it. The

same mixed residential patterns that give rise to cross-ethnic assistance during conflict through neighborhood

networks and neighborly norms can also attract violence entrepreneurs like a magnet if such mixing stands

in the ways of their strategic or ideological aims.

Nevertheless, studying the mechanisms by which networks promote cross-group assistance can open

the door to more nuanced policies better suited to preventing violence. The non-effect of tie strength, for

instance, suggests that peacebuilding funds might be best spent on programs that aim to foster weak ties

between a large number of people rather than strong ties between a few. At the same time, the importance

of neighborly norms suggests that such weak-tie focused programs may be far more effective if conducted

locally and accompanied by efforts to increase community cohesion. A soccer team that brings together

preteens from different parts of town (Mousa N.d.) or a computer literacy class for young men from the

same community (Scacco and Warren 2018) may be more effective at heading off violence than a sleep-away

camp that brings together adolescents from distant parts of a territory. even if both are effective at reducing

discrimination or prejudice (Cf. Paluck, Green and Green 2018). At the very least, if the goal is to foster

community resistance to violence or promote cross-group assistance, then such programs should focus on a

single neighborhood or multiple neighborhoods in parallel. Even if the individuals within that neighborhood

don’t have the capacity to make a difference, so long as they have the willingness, they should be able to

mobilize secondary helpers from outside the community. Thus, any policy aimed at diminishing violence

must take into account not only the cross-group ties between participants, but the wider effects of cross-group

social capital as it flows through the community’s entire network.
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