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1. Is there an end to the downfall of 

BiH? 

In the period since the last General Elections in 

2010, BiH „floundered“ in the political, economic  

and social crisis, sinking deeper and deeper. 

Endless political manipulations accompanied by 

constant changes of “coalitions” in power were 

guided by SDP leaders. The deadlock in the EU 

integrations process was complete, leaving direct 

consequences on EU's financial support to the 

country. 

None of the real economic and social problems 

could be solved under these circumstances. 

Poverty has been increasing and it can be 

estimated that it has spread to 27% of the 

population below the absolute poverty line, which 

is around 1,000,000 people. The real GDP of BiH 

was smaller in 2013 than in 2008. There was a 

rapid growth of both the external and internal 

debt, used to finance the disproportionately large 

public spending (20% of BiH’s GDP consists solely 

of salaries and material expenses in the public 

sector). 

The dissatisfaction of the population grew, leading 

to mass civic protests in major cities in February 

2014. Highly sophisticated systemic manipulations 

of the leading parties depreciated the social 

rebellion, insisting on violence and formally 

assuming the rhetoric of the protests.1 

Floods of May 2014 demonstrated the utter 

incompetence of the government to efficiently 

intervene and had a significant influence on the 

drop of GDP and increase of poverty in BiH in 

2014.  Under these circumstances, it was logical to 

expect the ruling parties to be defeated in the 

elections, causing serious changes in the BiH 

political scene. In the complex structure of the 

state, dramatically positive changes could not be 

                                                           
1
 See: Kazaz, E. Papić, Ž. Dmitrović, T. „Political, Economic and 

Social Crisis in BiH 2014/2015: Protests in BiH - What Will the 
Governments' Suppression of the Demands and Energy of the 
Citizens Lead To?“. IBHI, June 2014. 

expected, only the “beginning of the start of 

changes”. Why hasn’t it happened?  

2. Electoral „programs“ and 

campaigns – Selling sand in the desert 

The main features of the leading parties’ electoral 

programs are the use of formalisms and 

casualness of goals which are already broadly set.  

If there is any quantification for the goals, it is 

propagandistically unrealistic (e.g. 100,000 new 

jobs). There are noticeable contradictions within 

the economic programs which usually see the “left 

centre” as an impossible combination of neoliberal 

and command economy, with an emphasized 

influence of the state. In regard to “big” political 

subjects, e.g. amendments of the Constitution or 

Electoral Law of BiH, there are opposing concepts 

– from those which draw on centralism and 

unitarianism, to those ranging from 

decentralisation to separatism in various shapes. 

It is clear to the leading parties that nobody reads 

their programs (especially those in several 

volumes and with hundreds of pages) or takes 

them seriously. That is probably the reason why 

the work “programs” is hardly even used in the 

commonly accepted jargon, the dominant work is 

“promises” („fool’s comfort“, as the proverb goes). 

The campaigns themselves were also a mere 

formality. It appears that nobody expected them 

to have a large influence. The dominant tactic was 

criticising “the others”, they were dirty in many 

ways and there was almost no mention of positive 

programs (except in the form of “promises”). The 

campaigns can be summed up in a paraphrase of 

the proverb “corruption is the politicians’ hobby-

horse“. 

It can be said that the real campaigns were 

actually based on invisible activities for ensuring 

votes from the public sector and a visible emphasis 

on national and religious issues. Unfortunately, the 

tactic yielded good results for the national parties 

that ruled until now.  
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3. What happened in the elections on 

12th October? 

There is general consensus that any significant 

political change depends on a high turnout rate in 

the elections. Political change would mean the 

replacement of current leading political parties. In 

order to understand the problem, it is necessary to 

have a view of the “real” political system in BiH, 

the nature and structure of the leading parties. 

Simply put, they are not political organisations in 

the traditional democratic sense, they do not have 

defined programs, concepts or political 

orientation. They fit much better into the 

definition of interest groups which are organised 

similarly to cartels with a “godfather” who has 

autocratic power over “his party”. After the 

elections, political parties divide the “electoral 

cake”, share management positions in different 

levels of governments, public companies, etc. (of 

which there are around 25,000). In the second 

round, that division is reflected in employment of 

“partisan soldiers” in different positions ranging 

from clerks to chauffeurs. 

The public sector in BiH (administration, 

education, health) employs around 194,000 

persons, public companies (from the municipal 

through all other levels) employ around 38,000 

persons, which adds up to around 232,000 

employees/voters. The largest portion of that 

population voted for the parties currently in 

power, not because of good political programs, 

but because they provided them with employment 

which they would risk losing if “the others” came 

into power. Of course, they also influenced the 

voting of their families and friends. 

If we also consider the large number of private 

companies working for companies within the 

public sector, we come close to one million votes. 

That makes up the largest portion of the “defence 

wall” of the parties in power. 

The usual election turnout rate in BiH is around 

55% of all registered voters. That also includes the 

aforementioned “partisan army”. Consequently, 

the ruling parties can count on only a slight 

increase or decrease of their participation in the 

governments. Out of all the registered voters in 

BiH (around 3,278,908 persons), 55% equals 

1,803,399 voters. Therefore, employees of the 

public sector and their dependants outnumber the 

independent voters.  

In order to achieve serious change, around 65% of 

all registered voters in BiH would have to vote in 

the elections: the young, the poor and the 

unemployed. In that case, most of the 2,131,290 

votes would come from voters outside the public 

sector. 

The turnout rate in the elections on 12th October, 

2014 was around 54% - less than in 2010. That 

means that the electorate was dominated by 

public sector “addicts”. That was a precondition 

for the victory of the ruling parties. Only SDP BiH 

lost 2/3 of its electorate, which could be expected 

considering the transparent manipulations of 

“coalitions” and open power struggle. 

4. What is the truth? The truth is what 

nobody wants to hear 

There is one critical view which appears in many 

variations among a wide range of comments and 

analyses of the 2014 election results, which is 

specific for commentators with a left orientation 

and an emphasized anti-nationalist discourse (one 

can say they are traditionally prone to supporting 

SDP).  That view shows unmasked hate for the 

voters, for the people who, again, voted for their 

own ‘gravediggers’. A more civilised version of that 

view, on the other hand, states that, in order to 

make a difference, “there must be a base of 

decades of hard work in the education system and 

culture, a strong left movement and complete 

secularisation of the society which will remove 

religious communities from public institutions and 

decision-making positions.” This type of complaint 

and objections have completely logical 

consequences, which could be summarised like 
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this: it is the citizens who have to change, the 

people we have are neither politically mature or 

aware of their own needs and interests, and the 

means to achieve that change is a sort of long-

term pedagogical-ideological engineering and a 

fundamental change of the character and visage of 

the society. 

Even if it was possible to disregard the 

enlightening arrogance behind this discourse and 

focus solely on cold analytical judgement, it is 

impossible not to notice two great paradoxes in it 

which make it socio-politically and analytically 

unusable. 

The first paradox involves a logically closed circle: 

in order for a socio-political force which would 

lead this “noble engineering” as a means for 

transforming the people to appear, it would have 

to stem from that same people and be politically 

inaugurated by their votes as an authentic 

expression of their will. How can we expect that 

from a people who happen to prefer their 

“gravediggers”! The alternative is imposition, 

whether through some sort of a revolutionary 

overturn and confiscation of power by a self-

proclaimed revolutionary and enlightening subject, 

or an intervention from a “foreign factor”. It 

should be clear to everyone by now that both 

options are illusory and impossible or, more 

precisely, compromised by both experience and 

history and thus unacceptable.    

Another paradox takes us into a small historical 

reminiscence. Since 1945 until the first multi-party 

elections in 1990, the practices wished for by 

followers of the above described critical view 

actually existed in Yugoslavia: „decades of work in 

the educational system and culture, a strong left 

movement and complete secularisation of the 

society which will remove religious communities 

from public institutions and from positions of 

decision-making in the future of the country”. 

Therefore, throughout almost half a century, 

whole three generations (give-or-take) were 

pedagogically, ideologically, politically and 

principally formed within that leftist 

enlightenment-emancipatory system (nota bene, 

undemocratic and monistic, imposed by a 

revolution). The youngest voters in the 1990 

elections were born in 1972, at a time when that 

system was in full swing, which means that they 

were fully formed within the system’s coordinates 

in the educational-civilisational and ideological-

political sense. And it is very well known what 

happened and how members of all those 

generations in Bosnia and Herzegovina (in all of 

Yugoslavia, after all) chose when in 1990, for the 

first time after all those decades, they got the 

opportunity to chose between the recent 

“emancipators” (who are now nominally reformed 

communists) and nationalists strongly tied with 

their “respective” religious communities!  

Due to their blatancy, it is always good to remind 

people of those numbers and percentages. 

According to the population census from 1991 

(less than a year after the elections) the 

population of Bosnia and Herzegovina was 

4,377,033, of which 1,898,963 (43.3847%) were 

Muslims, 1,365,093 (31.1876%) were Serbs, 

759,906 (17.3612%) were Croats, 242,032 

(5.5296%) were Yugoslavs and 10,727 (0.2451%) 

were Bosnians. There were 3,033,921 registered 

voters for the 1990 elections. The turnout was 

very large: 77.5% for the Council of Citizens and 

81.6% for the Council of Municipalities. The 

triumph of nationalist parties, the Muslim, Serb 

and Croatian ones (which, until then, had no 

political or parliamentary tradition or any 

meaningful political or economic development 

programme) was full, both individually and in the 

three-way coalition. Apart from that, it faithfully 

reflected the reality of three national communities 

in Bosnia and Herzegovina in terms of numbers 

and percentages. Overall, SDA won 35.85% of 

votes or 86 terms, SDS won 30% of votes or 72 

terms in office, HDZ won 18.35% of votes or 44 

terms, whereas the seven remaining 

parliamentary parties together won 15.8% of votes 

or 24 terms in office. The nationalist parties 

together won 75% of the mandates in the Council 
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of Citizens and as much as 95% of mandates in the 

Council of Municipalities. 

Thousands of pages of analyses, reports and 

interpretations have been written about the 

causes and reasons for the outcome of the 1990 

elections, describing the political and social 

context and climate of the time. There is no need 

to repeat them. However, it is worth to single out 

one psychological-political (P. Sloterdijk) variable 

which is, among all other and different motives 

behind voting decisions, often crucial in Bosnia 

and Herzegovina, but neglected in all those 

analyses.  It is a blatant fact which is still often 

ignored, especially within the circles of the above 

described interpreters who are surprised over and 

over again that it is possible for people to “vote for 

their own gravediggers”. That fact is along the 

lines of those which are known to historians and 

culturologists  as the process of long duration, and 

it can be called a basic structure of the society of 

Bosnia and Herzegovina and it is consisted of a 

century-spanning, trans-historical coexistence of 

those three enthoreligious communities, which are 

– and this is extremely important – definitely 

shaped as political nations in the modern age, 

which is especially sharply differentiated since the 

1992-1995 war. 

That amalgam – the tie between the political and 

religious collective in three parallel varieties 

sharing the same national and state space – i a 

historical constant of Bosnia and Herzegovina 

which as we can see, has not lost any of its 

psychological or political power, even in the 

modernities of the 20th century or in the 

ideological „retort” of one half century of an 

internationalist and atheist system / regime. Then 

came the bloody war of 1992-95, which was lead 

under emphasized ethnoreligious excuses and 

slogans, followed by the Dayton arrangement of 

the state which has constitutionally, politically and 

administratively institutionalised and solidified the 

ethnic ratio. And all of that is placed within the 

world context of the early 21st century which is, 

globally speaking, characterized by a collapse of 

left ideologies and the “red empire”, as well as a 

sort of a comeback of the religious-political factor: 

the relentless American imperialism, European 

Union’s weakness and lack of a political identity, 

terrible drama in the Muslim world, new 

complications in the East (Russia, Ukraine...), 

emerging new version of the Cold War between 

the East and the West, and so on and so forth.  

Here it would be goo to shed light on a normally 

rarely notices phenomenon, paradoxic at first 

glance, taht the previous political and ideological 

system preserved to a large extent the base of the 

religious, submissive mentality which always and 

again wishes to have authority rather than 

freedom as citizens. Having declaratively 

renounced religion, the individual in that regime 

did not become part of any truly secular and 

democratic society but, practically, simply 

replaced one religion with another. That system, 

especially in its first epoch (but, strictly speaking, 

to its very end) was also religious or, at least, 

parareligious in a specific sense. Although it 

admittedly renounced the old religions / 

ethnoconfessions and radically deprived their 

institutions of power, separating them from the 

state, it also made a new alliance between the 

government, state and ideology which practically 

functioned as the state religion, with the 

Communist Party as the “church” of that ideology. 

There could be no say of a secularisation in the 

European sense because such a secularisation 

would first and foremost mean the development 

of tolerance, emancipation of the individual, 

pluralism of thought and worldview, the existence 

of a civic life between the state and religious 

institutions, liberation and autonomy of state, 

social, scientific, educational and cultural 

institutions and activities from the influence of 

structures holding power in the combination of 

government and ideology. In this way, the system 

preserved the structure of a  religious mentality by 

favoring its lower psychological, moral and social 

components: Ketman, collectivism, 

submissiveness, belief out from fear, empty 
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ritualism, the obligation of public declaration of 

„religion”... That could also explain, at least as a  

working hypothesis, the mass phenomenon of the 

disappearance of atheists and the religiously 

indifferent after the fall of the communist regime 

in Bosnia and Herzegovina, while the public stage 

suddenly became full of openly declared believers! 

This form of belief and confession of faith is based 

on fear and not on “the love for god”, on interest 

and not on truth, on the enthroning of the 

government’s authority and the position of vassals 

instead of free citizens.  

In this context, another historical and psycho-

political constant is being formed in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina. It was literarily ingeniously described 

by Andrić in The Bosnian Chronicle, through the 

mouth of the young Frenchman Defose, when he 

speaks about Bosnian „religions“: „How is it 

possible for this country to settle down and 

accept at least as much civilisation as its closest 

neighbours have, when the people in it is divided 

as nowhere else in Europe? Four religions live in 

this narrow, mountainous and scarce little piece 

of land. Each of them is exclusive and strictly 

separated from the others. You all live under one 

sky and off the same soil, but the centre of the 

spiritual life of each of those four groups is far away, 

in a foreign world, in Rome, in Moscow, in Istanbul, 

Mecca, Jerusalem or god only knows where, 

anywhere but the places where people are born and 

die. And each of them believes that its wellbeing 

and its use are conditioned by the harm and 

regression of the other three religions, and that 

their progress can only harm it. And each of them 

has made intolerance its greatest virtue and each 

of them expects salvation from somewhere on the 

outside, and each from a different direction.“2 

A contemporary Bosnian and Herzegovinian historian 

S. Džaja writes about the same phenomenon in 1982: 

„The brinks of three large Mediterranean 

civilisations have already declined deep into the 

Bosnian soil [in the 16th century]: the Western 

                                                           
2
 Author's translation 

European in the form of Catholicism, Byzantine in 

the form of Orthodoxy and Islamic in the form of 

the Ottoman state. This fact is known to all to the 

point of banality, but we are unfamiliar with the 

consequences resulting from that historic 

assembly on which our modern joint and 

individual identity was built. Namely, the identity 

of all of us who were born in this country is very 

dialectic. We are all Bosnians, but our 

Bosnianhood is more a variable than a constant, 

given our civilisational affiliation. I believe that the 

causes to this phenomenon should be found in the 

fact that all three civilisations in Bosnia were 

introduced in a highly political manner and a 

relatively fast pace (...), and that Bosnians of all 

three variants remained in permanent multiple 

contact and ties with their non-Bosnian spiritual 

and political centres.“ 

All this tells us that, for understanding and 

interpreting the voters, who are often called 

“irrational” and “unreasonable”, it is not enough 

to down-to-earth logic and social determinism 

(„hungry and cheated, and still they vote for the 

same ones”), and that all in-depth analytical 

insights must consider the psychological and 

political bases of such behaviour. The enlightening 

and leftist-civic arrogance, however, is the 

weakest analytical tool of the trade, because it 

does not operate with reality such as it is and the 

people such as it is, but with its own wishful 

thinking and illusions.   

Picturesquely speaking, when you hear intense 

ragging on account of the SDA and Bakir 

Izetbegović in the streets of Sarajevo before the 

elections from citizens who, on some level, may 

represent a relevant “sample” (taxi drivers, 

cashiers, market sellers, passersby, “handymen of 

all trades” coming to your house...), and yet in the 

elections the votes of those very citizens enable 

the triumphant return of SDA and Izetbegović to 

the political scene, instead of blaming the voters 

for “hypocrisy” and “immaturity” or political 

“schizophrenia”, it would be more useful and 

correct to try and understand their actions in front 
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of the ballot box as a reflex of deep uncertainty 

and insecurity, as an expression of their need to 

identify with something, which by far surpasses 

concrete life circumstances and down-to-earth 

logic of social everyday life.. A similar pattern is 

applicable to voters from other national 

communities, each with their own specificities that 

prevent mechanical transferral.  

However, there is a certain difference between the 

Federation of BiH and Republika Srpska; voters 

from the latter do not have to opt on a national 

basis because all parties and all candidates are 

equally „orthodox“, so it simply boils down to a 

competition and struggle of politics and interests. 

That is the essential difference between the 

political lives within the two entities. Republika 

Srpska is nationally homogenic, almost entirely 

mononational, administratively unitarily and 

centralistically structured, and those are the 

circumstances which are more favourable for the 

appearance of political pluralism than it is possible 

within the multinational and cantonally structured 

Federation of BiH where, additionally, the Bosnian-

Croatian tensions have still not been productively 

politically resolved.  

5. What will be, will be 

The relative winners of the elections are SDA 

(Party of Democratic Action), SNSD (Alliance of 

Independent Social Democrats) and HDZ (Croatian 

Democratic Union), significant progress was made 

by DF (Democratic Front) and SBB (Union for a 

Better Future of BiH), SDP BiH (Social Democratic 

Party of BiH) was severely defeated and SBiH 

(Party for BiH) did not fare better either. 

Generally, the big comeback of nationalist parties 

means that the political spectrum of BiH has taken 

a “right turn”. History, unfortunately, bears 

witness to the regularity of that phenomenon. The 

right-wing grows stronger when poverty and lack 

of perspective are on the rise, without a real social 

democratic or left centre alternative.. 

Negotiations on future coalitions have started, 

with ever present promises that a stable 

government will be formed as soon as possible. 

The term “stability” should be taken with a reserve 

because mainly it refers to mathematical stability, 

i.e. the majority in parliaments, which can only be 

achieved in a coalition formed regardless of the 

program differences between the coalition 

members. 

The idea that the relative winners (SDA, SNSD and 

HDZ) should form a coalition in as many levels as 

possible has been widely accepted. That is 

supported by claims that they have full legality and 

legitimacy in their nationalities and it will, thus, be 

easier to come to terms on the big issues. That 

would be excellent if it were possible. 

The possible mathematical three-way coalition, 

SDA-HDZ-SNSD will have a hard time agreeing on 

anything, for instance, on the reform of FBiH. 

Immediately after the official results were 

published, those differences were “sparking up” in 

public, not only threatening the coalition, but also 

the possibility of any joint approach. On the other 

hand, if such a coalition was formed, especially in 

FBiH, at least there would be a clear distinction 

between the position and opposition.   

The situation in FBiH will be very complex – there 

is a lack of a third coalition partner because SDA 

and HDZ cannot provide a majority in the FBiH 

Parliament by themselves. DF and SBB are keeping 

to themselves, SBB does not want to work with 

SDA and DF will not move without SBB, and is also 

reluctant about HDZ. Considering the endless 

possibilities for manipulation and pushing their 

own material interests, nobody should be 

surprised if the third partner in FBiH is SDP with 

their new management (Lagumdžija after 

Lagumdžija). Their interest is apparent because 

they need at least some of the 2,500-3,000 

management positions currently in SDP’s hands 

and the hastily organised extramural congress 

should enable SDP to infiltrate the negotiations 

with the new/old management. 

In Republika Srpska, the ruling SNSD lost the 

support of the largest part of the electorate. With 
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its coalition, it has a very close majority in the RS 

National Assembly, with the Serbian member of 

the Presidency from a rival party – Mladen Ivanić 

(PDP – Party of Democratic Progress). Weakening 

of the opposition will force it to compromise 

(which is good) and form alliances with parties 

outside of RS (which can be risky and destabilising, 

even mathematically). 

Anything is possible in the forthcoming post-

election period in BiH. We have already seen 

plenty of “unprincipled coalitions” and battles 

between cartels falsely impersonating “political 

parties” for power and public resources. At the 

same time, that means that a stable recovery of 

the BiH economic and social situation is not going 

to happen. What can be expected? 

The government forming process (forming the 

parliaments and the executive government) will 

last a lot longer than optimal and predicted 

considering the winning threesome. Even in ideal 

circumstances, the government will not be formed 

in 6 months which, as bad as it is, is still better 

than the government forming process after the 

2010 elections. Until then, the governments in 

technical mandate will divide the election loot 

(regardless of the fact that almost half of the FBiH 

Government has just recently been released from 

custody or have criminal proceeding lead against 

them), and institutional chaos will ensue. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Social tensions will rise and the citizens will 

“explode” in anger, probably already in spring of 

2015. The protests cannot be anything but violent 

which is a logical consequence of the violence 

performed by the political elites over their 

”subjects”. The question is whether the protests 

will turn into riots and will they show that the 

government does not have legitimacy with the full 

energy of a social uprising and enhanced defence 

mechanisms against the inserted provocateurs and 

political manipulations. Therefore, the question is 

not if there will be protests and when, the 

question is if they will be powerful enough to 

extort snap elections. 

The main request of the protests and a smart 

solution for all will be to create the legal possibility 

for snap elections together with the local elections 

in 2016.  
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