
Intervju z Damirjem Avdićem 
»Zanima me nevidnost bolečine« 

V Šivih je prisotna serija kratkih zgodb, ki izhajajo iz istega sprožilnega 
trenutka – vojne, a so njihovi formati in vsebine zelo različni. Gre za časovno, 
generacijsko in tudi žanrsko raznolikost. Kako je pravzaprav potekala 
selekcija zgodb? Kaj vse vam je bilo pomembno pri končnem izboru in kakšne 
učinke ste zasledovali pri tem? 

Ta selekcija se je nekako »našla sama«, kot se mi pogosto zgodi tudi pri snovanju 
glasbenega albuma. V spominu, s svoji glavi sem imel ogromno zgodb, in zdi se, kot 
da so zgodbe potem same izvedle svojo »naravno selekcijo«, kot da so si same 
»izborile« svoje mesto. Obenem pa gre tudi za sprotno dopolnjevanje – samo nekaj 
dni nazaj sem na vaje prinesel povsem novo zgodbo, ki se je nekje spletala. Ekipa jo je 
sprejela, sam pa še vedno nisem vedel, kako jo umestiti v predstavo, ker je bila dolga, 
polna informacij, vendar nisem želel, da bi bila ta zgodba nekakšen roman, ampak da 
bi imela hitrejšo poanto. No, nato je zavzela povsem enakovredno mesto v dogajanju, 
kot vse ostale. Moram poudariti tudi to, da v ekipi čutim izjemno povezanost na 
nivoju medosebnega zaupanja, zato tudi naše ideje in predlogi ves čas cirkulirajo in 
so absolutno medsebojno enakovredni. Veliko se pogovarjamo, delimo mnenja, 
skupaj iščemo pozicije, ki jih bomo vzeli za svoje in v predstavi za njimi trdno stali. 

Posamične izbrane zgodbe pa so različne, v nekaterih so moja izkustva vojne, v 
drugih izkustva drugih. Zanima me nevidnost bolečine ali posledic, ki jih imajo tisti, ki 
so preživeli vojno. Ki imajo strašne travme in izgube, a o njih ne govorijo, jaz pa 
preprosto vem, čez kaj so šli in še vedno gredo. Takšne zgodbe me zanimajo, a do 
njih seveda ni preprosto priti. Poznam dosti vpletenih ljudi, a sem pogosto na svoja 
vprašanja o vojnem izkustvu dobival skope odgovore zgolj z enim stavkom. Govora o 
tem preprosto ni, in sprašujem se, kako ti ljudje nadaljujejo v življenju. Jaz sicer lahko 
poznam zgodbo, samo oni pa vedo, kako se zares soočajo s tem. 

Kako v tem kontekstu razumete položaj odgovornosti spregovoriti o tem? Kje 
oziroma čigava je zares odgovornost osvetljevanja vojnih katastrof v primeru, 
da je zgodba tvoja, a tudi v primeru, ko ne gre za tvojo zgodbo? 

Bolj kot vprašanje, kdo je odgovoren, vidim ključno odgovornost v pristopu do 
občutljivih intimnih zgodb drugih; odgovornost je zame to, da jih pustim takšne, kot 
so v izvirniku, da jih ne uporabljam v neko svojo korist – kljub temu, da jih 
pripovedujem v prvi osebi. Da jo povem in jo hkrati že »pustim«, da ji ne sodim, da je 
ne zaznamujem s svojim stališčem. Ne gre za nedorečenost, vse je rečeno, ampak 
gre za ohranjanje prostora za lastno individualno interpretacijo. Temu bi lahko rekel 
»odgovornost do avtentičnosti«. Zelo hitro se zgodi, da v tuje zgodbe vnašamo 
lastno interpretacijo. Pri travmatskih vezeh (trauma bonding) pa še hitreje pride do 
lastnih projekcij, ki jih lahko naselimo v nekoga drugega. V primeru zgodbe o 
Jasenovcu gre za prikaz popolne zavrnitve mojega očeta, kako je pred šestdesetimi 



leti umrl njegov oče (moj dedek). On se je, pač, legitimno, raje odločil za nevednost. 
To njegovo zanikanje sem sprejel in nisem nikoli pritiskal nanj. Danes je moj oče že 
ostarel, tudi dementen, in nikoli ne bom vedel, kaj točno je res čutil. To je tisto, kar 
me zanima. Kako so se njemu podobni ljudje, ki so nenehno odrivali resnico, 
spopadali s tem v življenju. 

Travmatične izkušnje vedno vsebujejo nek (časovni) paradoks. Včasih šele s 
časovnim zamikom ugotovimo, da vendarle niso bile tako katastrofalne, 
včasih pa ravno obratno – šele z leti dojamemo, kako katastrofalne so 
pravzaprav bile. 

Prav na poti na to srečanje, na ta intervju, sem razmišljal o svojem bratrancu, kako se 
spopada s preteklostjo, saj se vede, kot da se nič ni zgodilo. Jaz pa točno vem, kaj se 
je zgodilo. Razlogi za uravnavanje zavesti so vedno različni in sploh ne nujno povezani 
z medikamenti, pomirjevali. Pogosto se spomini prekrijejo z različnimi aktivnostmi, 
ampak enoznačnega odgovora tu preprosto ni. Od zunaj se vam te situacije zdijo 
kompleksne, kar je normalno, ko pa sam razmišljam o svoji izkušnji, v resnici ne 
najdem neke kompleksnosti. Kompleksnost namreč daje šele zgodba. A spet, kot že 
povedano na začetku, vsiljena kompleksnost je včasih lahko tudi zloraba pri 
opisovanju neke zgodbe. Predstava govori o vojni, logično je, da bodo ljudje 
pričakovali kompleksnost, ampak tu je ni, vse je izrečeno dokaj »klasično«. Po drugi 
strani pa tudi – kaj je to kompleksnost? Kompleksnost je tudi v tem, da so ljudje, ki v 
življenju niso vzeli v roke knjige, med vojno nenormalno veliko brali. 

Kje vidite prednosti in kje pasti v podajanju vojnih podob in zgodb na izredno 
direkten, ilustrativen način, in na drugi strani skozi poetičen, alegoričen 
način? 

Meni se zdi, da ves čas ubiram »direktno« pot, ampak ključno mi je, da na koncu to 
pripoved – ne glede na to, kako direktna je – pustim odprto in pripravljeno za širšo 
interpretacijo. Ne le na zgodbe drugih, niti na lastne zgodbe ne želim pripenjati 
neposrednega, enoplastnega stališča. Pogosto to doživim na koncertih, ko kdo iz 
občinstva pove svoje videnje nekega komada, jaz osebno pa ga dojemam 
popolnoma drugače. In to je povsem legitimno. 

Po drugi strani gre tudi za stik realnosti in umetnosti na ravni naših slikovnih animacij 
v predstavi, ki mestoma ponazarjajo zelo konkretne podobe, a je v njih vseeno 
navzoča distanca, saj ne gre za fotografije, pač pa za animacije in s tem že 
interpretacijo, ki jo animacija kot taka vedno vsebuje. 

Kako dojemate lastno pozicijo ustvarjalca – tako performerja kot glasbenika – 
prav v tem obdobju, ko je družbena zavest tako močno zaznamovana z vojno, z 
vojnama v Ukrajini in Palestini. Kaj se zgodi, kaj se spremeni, kaj po vašem 
mnenju novega »zarezonira« v vašem izrekanju, na kar pa v bistvu nimate 
zares vpliva, saj so šele družba, politika in javnost tiste, ki lahko obrnejo 
pogled na tvojo (vojno) identiteto, tvoje izrekanje. 



Dogovor z Zavodom Maska za ta projekt je potekal še pred izbruhom vojne v Ukrajini, 
zametki snovanja in dogovarjanja torej segajo v čas pred tem. Ampak v tem času se 
mi je zgodila tovrstna paralelnost z mojim albumom Mainstream Horror, v katerem so 
razne aluzije na vojno, pa tudi opisi nekaterih konkretnih vojnih oz. vojaških prizorov. 
Album je seveda nastajal prej, izšel pa je vzporedno z začetkom vojne v Ukrajini in je 
zaradi nekaj kitic pridobil nekakšno poceni aktualnost, zato sem spremenil skoraj 
polovico pesmi … Res sem se ustrašil aktualizma, ki bi se pojavil sam od sebe, tega si 
res nisem želel. Pri predstavi Šivi pa je jasno, da se nobena zgodba ne opredeljuje za 
nobeno ideološko stran, in s tem portreti ljudi sežejo tudi onkraj vojne identitete. 
Vsekakor pa je bilo od samega začetka jasno, da ni namen tematizirati nobene 
konkretne vojne, ki poteka zdaj. Gre tudi za to, da se prav zaradi lastne izkušnje vojne 
še kako močno zavedam, da niti pod razno ne morem govoriti o njihovi vojni – gre za 
tako zelo različne izkušnje. Poleg tega gre za drug čas, drugačno orožje, vse je 
drugačno. Vsaka vojna je tragedija, a vsaka vojna je drugačna. 

Vsaka vojna je tudi vedno kolektivni akt, a spomin nanjo je vedno individualen, 
kajne? 

Spomnim se lastne zablode, ko sem po koncu vojne mislil, da se je ves svet končal 
tam, kjer se je naša vojna začela. Ne, seveda, svet je šel naprej. Potreboval sem 
skoraj deset let, da sem to zares dojel. Izjemno zanimiva so tudi dejstva, kdaj so 
ljudje zapuščali območje vojne v Bosni. Prvi, ki so odšli še pred začetkom, drugi, ki so 
odšli vmes, in tretji, ki so odšli, ko se je vojna končala. Ko sem jih čez leta znova 
srečal, sem lahko natančno vedel, kdaj so odšli, ne da bi mi to povedali. To je bilo 
namreč jasno iz njihovega pripovedovanja o svojem mestu – o njem so govorili tako, 
kot so ga imeli v zadnjem spominu, ne pa o tem, kakšno je mesto sedaj. Poznam 
nekoga, ki je med vojno iz Tuzle odšel v Anglijo, bil tam eno leto in se vrnil nazaj v 
žarišče vojne, ko je bilo najhuje. Mi smo mislili, da je nor. On je odvrnil: »V Londonu ni 
ničesar.« Kot da ga je vrnitev v vojno »osrečila«. Izjemno nenavadno. Te zgodbe, 
recimo, vidim kot potencial za kakšen prihodnji projekt … 

Bi lahko rekli, da v Šivih dramatičnost postavite na prvem mestu v človeka 
oziroma sočloveka v vojni, ker dramatičnost vojne se tako ali tako sama po 
sebi vidi in dogaja. 

Vsekakor je center vseh zgodb človek. Človek v vojni, kako se z njo spopada. Človek 
po vojni, kako se spopada sam s seboj. Kaj se ljudem dogaja, kako se borijo z lastno 
eksistenco, spominom, pozabo … Teh stvari v vsakdanjem življenju ni preprosto 
izvedeti. Obenem gre za povsem običajne ljudi, ki po možnosti tudi niso končali na 
pomirjevalih. Najbolj točno izhodišče bi morda bilo: kako se znajdejo v vsem tem. 
Kako po vojni živijo brez kakršnega koli pritoževanja, samo živijo … Hkrati pa sam 
vem, da se vse hrani v spominu in si vedno samo eno asociacijo stran, da groza vojne 
in nekdanji strah privreta na površje. 

Zala Dobovšek 



Interview with Damir Avdić 
“I am interested in the invisibility of pain” 

Stitches consists of a series of short stories that originate from the same 
triggering moment – war – but are very different in format and content. It is a 
diversity in terms of time, generation and also genre. How did the selection of 
the stories actually take place? What all was important to you in the final 
selection and what effects did you hope to achieve? 

The selection sort of “found itself”, as it often happens to me when I'm working on a 
music album. I had a lot of stories in my memory, in my head, and it seems as if the 
stories then made their own “natural selection”, as if they “claimed” their own place. 
But at the same time, it's also about constantly building on them – just a few days 
ago, I brought a whole new story to rehearsals that had been brewing somewhere. 
The crew accepted it, but I still didn't know how to fit it into the performance, 
because it was long, full of information, but I didn't want it to be a kind of novel, I 
wanted it to have a quicker point. Well, then it found its place in the plot on an equal 
footing with all the others. I must also point out that I feel a tremendous bond in the 
team at the level of interpersonal trust, so our ideas and suggestions circulate all the 
time and are absolutely on an equal footing with each other. We talk a lot, we 
exchange opinions, we look for positions together that we will adopt as our own, and 
we stand firmly behind them in the performance. 

On the other hand, the individual stories chosen are different, some of them are my 
experiences of war, others are the experiences of others. I am interested in the 
invisibility of the pain or in the consequences for those who have survived war. Who 
have terrible traumas and losses, but they don't talk about it, and I just know what 
they've been through and are still going through. I am interested in those stories, but 
of course it is not easy to get to them. I know a lot of the people involved, but often 
my questions about the war experience have been answered in a single sentence. It 
is simply not talked about, and I wonder how these people get on with their lives. I 
may know the story, but only they know how they really cope with it. 

How do you understand the position of responsibility to speak out in this 
context? Where or whose responsibility is it really to shed light on the 
catastrophes of war when it's your story, but also when it's not your story? 

Rather than a question of who is responsible, I think the main responsibility lies in 
how we approach other people's sensitive intimate stories; the responsibility for me 
is to leave them in their original form, not to use them for my own benefit – even 
though I am telling them in the first person. To tell them and at the same time 
already “let it go”, not to judge them, not to put my own spin on them. It's not a 
matter of being vague, everything is said, but about preserving the possibility of 
one's own individual interpretation. It could be called “responsibility for 



authenticity”. It is very easy to bring our own interpretation into other people's 
stories. In cases of trauma bonding, it is even quicker to project our own projections 
onto someone else's. In the case of the story of Jasenovac, it is a representation of 
my father's total denial of the fact of his father's (my grandfather's) death, which 
took place sixty years ago. He chose ignorance instead, quite legitimately. I accepted 
his denial and never pressured him. Today my father is an old man with dementia, 
and I will never know what exactly he felt. That is what interests me. How people like 
him, who have always denied the truth, have dealt with it in their lives. 

Traumatic experiences always contain a (temporal) paradox. Sometimes it is 
only with the passage of time that we realise that they were not so 
catastrophic after all, and sometimes it is the other way around – only after 
many years do we realise how catastrophic they actually were. 

Just as I was on my way to this meeting, to this interview, I was thinking about my 
cousin and how he deals with the past, because he acts as if nothing had happened. 
I know exactly what happened. The reasons for balancing consciousness are always 
different and not necessarily at all related to medication, the tranquillisers. Often 
memories overlap with different activities, but there is simply no single answer here. 
From the outside, these situations seem complex to you, which is normal, but when I 
think about my own experience, I do not really find any complexity. It is the story that 
adds complexity. But again, as I said at the beginning, imposed complexity can 
sometimes be an abuse in describing a story. The performance is about war, it is 
logical for people to expect complexity, but there is none here, everything is said in a 
rather “classical” way. And on the other hand – what is complexity anyway? 
Complexity is also that people who have never picked up a book in their lives read an 
unusually large amount during the war. 

Where do you see the advantages and pitfalls of presenting images and 
stories of war in a very direct, illustrative way, and, on the other hand, in a 
poetic, allegorical way? 

I feel that I always take the “direct” route, but the key for me is to leave the narrative 
– however direct it may be – open and ready for wider interpretation at the end of the 
day. I don't want to impose a direct, single-minded point of view, not only on other 
people's stories, but also on my own stories. I often experience this at concerts, 
when someone in the audience tells me their vision of a song, while I personally 
perceive it in a completely different way. And that's perfectly legitimate. 

On the other hand, there is also the contact between reality and art on the level of 
our visual animations in the performance, which sometimes show very concrete 
images, but nevertheless contain a distance, because they are not photographs, but 
animations, and therefore the interpretation that animation as such always contains. 

How do you perceive your own position as a creator – both as a performer and 
as a musician – at this very time when social consciousness is so strongly 



marked by war, by the wars in Ukraine and Palestine. What happens, what 
changes, what do you think is “resonating” in your expression, which in fact 
you don't really have any influence on, because it is only society, politics and 
the public that can draw attention to your (war) identity, your expression. 

We were already talking about this project with the Maska Institute before the war 
broke out in Ukraine, so the beginnings of the conception and discussions go back 
to before that. But in the meantime, there was this kind of parallel with my album 
Mainstream Horror, which has various allusions to the war, but also descriptions of 
some concrete war or military scenes. Of course the album was made before that, 
but it came out at the same time as the war in Ukraine started, and because of a few 
verses it got a kind of cheap relevance, so I changed almost half of the songs... I was 
really scared of the topicality appearing on its own, I didn't really want that. But with 
Stitches, it's clear that no ideological side is taken in any of the stories, which is why 
the portraits of the people go beyond the war identity. In any case, it was clear from 
the beginning that the intention was not to thematise any particular war that is going 
on now. It's also that my own experience of war makes me very aware that I can't 
possibly be talking about their war – it's such a very different experience. Besides, it 
is a different time, different weapons, everything is different. Every war is a tragedy, 
but every war is different. 

Every war is always a collective act, but its memory is always individual, isn’t 
it? 

I remember my own delusion when, after the end of the war, I thought that the whole 
world had ended where our war had begun. No, of course, the world went on. It took 
me almost ten years to really grasp that. The facts about when people left the war 
zone in Bosnia are also extremely interesting. The first ones who left before the war 
started, the second ones who left in between, and the third ones who left when the 
war ended. When I met them again years later, I could tell exactly when they had left 
without being told. It was clear from the way they talked about their town – they 
talked about it as they last remembered it, not as it is now. I know someone who left 
Tuzla for England during the war, stayed there for a year and came back when the 
war was at its worst. We thought he was mad. He said, “There‘s nothing in London.” 
It was as if going back to the war had made him “happy”. Very strange. I see these 
stories, let's say, as potential for a future project ... 

Could it be said that in Stitches you place the drama primarily in the human 
being, or in the fellow human being in the war, because the drama of war is 
seen and happens in itself anyway. 

Certainly the human being is at the centre of all the stories. The human being in the 
war, how he copes with it. People after the war, how they deal with themselves. What 
happens to them, how they struggle with their own existence, with memory, with 
forgetting... These things are not easy to find out in everyday life. At the same time, 
these are quite ordinary people who have not necessarily ended up on tranquillisers 



either. Perhaps the most accurate starting point would be: How are they coping with 
it all? How do they live after the war without any complaining, just living... At the 
same time, I know that everything is stored in the memory and that we are always 
just one association away from the horrors of war and old fears coming to the 
surface. 

Zala Dobovšek


