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Abstract
From a reflexive point of view, the author questions the problem of silence in ethnographic 
research. Different types of silences in her field of expertise are discussed: from folklore, beliefs, 
and memories of World War II and its aftermath, linked to migrations of Italians from the 
former Yugoslavia (“exodus”) and national war heroes. In different contexts, silence can be 
seen as a consequence of incompatible memories, traumas, relations between winners and the 
defeated, etc. In the field of beliefs, silence is generally linked to secrets, be it a sort of resistance 
against the researcher’s authority or a consequence of the clash of different world-views. The 
author also focuses on the embodied silent memory, which is difficult to detect.
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heroes

Ethnography1 can be understood as a dialogue between the researcher and the 
researched through which we try to understand the meanings of social lives in 
time and space (Reed 2012, 87) or as a meeting of two sets of meanings, those of 

the ethnographer and the individuals encompassed by the study (Benzecry 2017, 25; 
Reed 2010). The strength of the ethnographic method by which cultural anthropology 
or ethnology differs from other humanities and social sciences is, at the same time, its 
weakness. Namely, the researcher himself is the most important scientific tool. This 
means that the research involves the researcher’s personality (which in turn makes the 
researcher question the objective perception of social reality) and ethical principles, 
such as interfering with the social, political, or religious life of the community, the 
problem of “real” friendships with informants, the representation of community’s in-
terests, etc. (Eriksen 1995, 25-28; Monaghan and Just 2000, 31-33; Keesing 1981, 9). The 
psychologist and anthropologist Ellen Corin emphasized the importance of subjective 
experience in shaping ethnological knowledge, arguing that objective reality is illuso-
ry; all of our descriptions of the “other” are the result of our visions that lie deep inside 
us, and often we are not even aware of them (Corin 2007, 23). One of the consequences 
of this subjectivity and the effect of the unconscious on the part of the researcher and 
the researched is silence. In my research field, silence proved to be a linking subject 
between research topics that seem incredibly different at first glance, namely migra-
tions or population transfers and memories of World War II and its consequences on 
the one hand, folklore and beliefs on the other. Keeping in mind that one of the tasks of 
ethnologists is to look into their own overlooked shadow in the process of knowledge 
creation (Liebing & McLean 2007, 21), this paper reflects on the silence I encountered 
during my diverse ethnographic field research.
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Silence around the Post-War “Istrian Exodus”
“People communicate in language, gesture, silence” (Lichterman 2017, 39). Memory is 
defined as “a narrative structured by individual and collective oblivion” in the frame 
of “the relationship between the present and the past, silence, and word, between the 
individual and the collective” (Passerini 2008, 224−225). Therefore, memories cannot 
be fully analyzed without putting them into the context of silence. We have to under-
stand its boundaries and references, depending on whom or what it is established 
(Passerini 2008, 252−253). 

Silence fills my work on the “Istrian exodus.” This part of the article draws from 
nine years of ethnographic fieldwork, including participant observation and inter-
views with over fifty interlocutors of different ethnicities, Slovenian, Italian, Croatian, 
Serbian, etc., living in the present-day Slovenian part of Istria.2 The “Istrian exodus” 
presents the final stage of (mainly) Italian emigration from Yugoslavia, which started 
shortly after World War II, when the Yugoslav National Liberation Army occupied the 
territories along the Adriatic coast (Istria, Dalmatia), ceded them to the Kingdom of 
Italy marked by fascist ideology after the fall of the Austro-Hungarian empire.3 The 
total registered population of ethnic Italians in coastal towns of the Slovenian part of 
Istria dropped from 90 % before the war to a mere 10.5 % after the “exodus” (Troha 
1997, 59). According to censuses, in the period from 1945 to 1958, 49,132 people left 
the Slovenian part of the territory, mostly Italians, but also Slovenes and Croats (Volk 
2003, 51), between 200.000 and the exaggerated 350.000 persons left the whole of Istria 
(including the Croatian part) (Ballinger 2003, 1, 275). The Italian and Slovenian sides 
have for a long time defended their parallel histories and various reasons for migra-
tions; they have also come up with different numbers of migrants and differing appel-
lations. The dominant Slovenian public discourse presents the “exodus” mostly as a 
free choice, which comes from the legal right to opt for Italian citizenship, or sometimes 
as an escape of Italians perceived as war criminals and fascists. In contrast to this, the 
Italian side perceives the “exodus” in the victimization scope, as a national tragedy, 
which is expressed by the mythic appellation of “esodo,” the “exodus” (Ballinger 2003, 
42−45; Hrobat Virloget, Goussef & Corni 2015, etc.). Much research has been done on 
these migrants,4 especially on the Italian side, so my research focused on Italians who 
remained in Istria and were granted the official minority status in Yugoslavia.

In terms of individual memories, the main problem in research on the “exodus” 
has been silence, especially among Italians (Hrobat Virloget 2021). During the decades 
following the “exodus,” speaking about it was “taboo” in Istria, not only in the domi-
nant (Yugoslavian) discourse but also among the remaining Italians themselves, es-
pecially before the democratization of society and the fall of socialism (Dota 2010, 85; 
Hrobat Virloget 2017a, 90; Hrobat Virloget 2017b, 40). We have to bear in mind that 
with the “exodus,” the Italians in Istria lost all essential foundations of their iden-
tity. After the emigration of 90% of their ethnic population, they became foreigners 
in their own homes due to the shift in social/political circumstances and suffered a 
total loss of their social networks, including even the closest members of their fami-
lies (Hrobat 2015a, 164−168; Hrobat Virloget 2017a, 2019; Ballinger 2003, 207−244). 
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With the “exodus” and the new national/political system, they also experienced a 
change in their social status. Before “exodus”, especially in the time of fascism, they 
self-perceived themselves as the representatives of civiltá (the civilized) as opposed to 
“barbaric” Slavs, while in the new Yugoslavian context after World War II they have 
been marginalized and held collectively responsible for decades of fascist oppression 
and war crimes (Baskar 2010, 110−118; Hrobat Virloget 2015b, 2017b; Hrobat Virloget 
and Čebron Lipovec 2017).

On one hand, we can understand silence as a result of incompatibility between 
the individual and the dominant collective (Yugoslavian and later Slovenian) memo-
ries (Hrobat Virloget 2017a). Individual memories can enrich and support collective 
memory if they are valued, but on the other hand, those individual memories that 
do not fit into the collective self-image or do not correspond to the collective view 
of the past are censored, rejected, stigmatized, or excluded from collective (national) 
discourse (Halbwachs 1925; 1992; Assmann 2007, 16). The memories of Italians who 
remained in Istria as a national minority are not compatible either with the Slovenian 
dominant perception of the “exodus” as voluntary migrations or with the official Ital-
ian discourse which disregards the period of Italian fascism and starts the narrative 
with the “exodus” and foibe 5 (Fikfak 2009, 243; Dota 2010; Ballinger 2003, 129−167). 
In contrast with the latter, the Italians who remained in Yugoslavia are well aware of 
the causal link between the “exodus” and the preceding fascist violence in Istria. As 
an Italian interlocutor put it in an interview, “shifting things now [about the ‘exodus’] 
is like placing a mine and not knowing when it will explode,” while another Italian 
answered, whispering, “Better be quiet. There are plenty of ears everywhere.”6

Silence in the research of memories can also be attributed to the fact that the re-
searcher (me) belongs to “the other (Slovenian) side,” that has never shown any em-
pathy for the minority which, before the arrival of the Slovenes, was the majority, 
at least in urban areas (Kalc 2019, 146). An Italian interlocutor only discovered the 
“exodus” decades after it occurred through its thematizing in the works of the Italian 
Istrian novelist Fulvio Tomizza while studying the Italian language at the university 
in Belgrade: 

I remember wondering at home, in 54, 55, how there were 43 of us in class during the 
first year and every day someone went missing. I would return home and ask: “Mom, 
Vinicio, Lucio, Maria are all gone, where did they go?” “Ah, they will come back, you 
will see,” she would reply /mother/. I was young, we lived in isolation. But I tell you, 
I only discovered the exodus when I read the books of Tomizza. And that happened at 
the University of Belgrade. /.../ Nobody talked about that. (Vittoria7)

The interviews with this Italian woman were accompanied by a constant flow of tears. 
I was probably the first person interested in listening to her memories of the “exo-
dus.” According to my Italian interlocutors, if by chance the conversation shifted to 
the “exodus,” everyone immediately fell silent (Hrobat Virloget 2021). 
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The underlying cause of silence lies not only in the incompatibility of memories 
with the dominant collective memory but also in individual and collective traumas. 
This silence can be saturated with words. Curiously, this silence is not only the ab-
sence of speech or voice, as the logocentric paradigm would claim (Kidron 2009, 6). Si-
lence is usually understood as “signaling psychopathologized processes of avoidance 
and repression, socially suspect processes of personal secrecy, or collective processes 
of political subjugation” (Kidron 2009, 6). There is an interesting case of an Italian in-
terlocutor who prepared herself for the interview by writing a long essay on the topic. 
The unusual interview was conducted so that the lady did not let herself speak freely 
about her memories but mostly kept reading her notes for one hour. She intertwined 
her memories with some “objective,” historical facts, written down, and explained 
why she wrote down her memories.

Because things are painful, people don’t want to talk about this, because they re-
experience... That’s why I wrote it down yesterday, I wanted to re-experience a bit, 
but not cry in public. People do not want to re-experience because these are painful 
situations, very painful and we are not even guilty for it. Neither Slovenes, neither 
Croats, neither Italians. Things happen, history. (Amalia)

 
Like the others, she was deeply wounded by the “exodus.”

My family was split in two [with the exodus] and it never united again. This is a 
wound that has never healed. (Amalia)

The memories of many of my interlocutors can be understood as childhood trau-
ma pushed into the subconscious. As Primo Levi says, “whoever has been wounded, 
often refuses to remember so that it would not hurt even more” (Levi 2003, 18; Jurić 
Pahor 2004, 52). Silence can be a consequence of trauma in the sense that avoiding 
remembrance protects from re-experiencing the pain (Hrobat Virloget 2017a). Simi-
larly, Andrea Smith (2006, 147−159) noticed that the pieds-noirs, the French deriving 
from Algeria, would censor, discipline, and consciously avoid their memories of the 
Franco-Algerian war, or if they had to speak about, they would structure memories 
in a rational, impersonal way. She interprets these tactics as an attempt to control the 
emotionally burdensome memories which were not compatible with the French col-
lective memory of the war (and not recognized for a long time) and which recalled 
their participation in this civil war.

Historians also explain silence as a consequence of tense social relations that 
emerge in rebellious movements and which, by the reversal of the social system and 
hierarchies, conceal social conflicts, shifts in power relations, and civil war in a time 
when violence occurs among members of the same nation, community and even fam-
ily (Portelli 1997; van Boeschoten 2005). In some cases, my Italian interlocutors told me 
that the silence of some of the Italians who stayed in Yugoslavia has to be attributed to 
their collaboration with the new socialist authorities and the politics of “ethnic cleans-
ing” of Italians from Istria (Hrobat Virloget 2021).
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Silence arises when memory cannot rely on collective memory because it is delet-
ed or censored. Psychoanalysts note that in the case of intergenerational transmission 
of experiences of genocide (although these are far grislier events), if the experiences 
of parents are not acknowledged as historical truth and if the perpetrators have not 
admitted their crimes, the trauma breaks into delirium, a suffocating nightmare. Ac-
cording to Freud, parents’ experiences have to be perceived as historical truth; other-
wise, family experiences remain similar to delirium that has no connection with the 
actuality of their own lives (Althounian 2005, xiv). It can be perceived as inappropriate 
to express mourning, associated with painful memories in a society of where the af-
fected person is on the side of the defeated (Erzar 2017, 85), as Italians are perceived 
in the prevalent Yugoslavian (later Slovenian) collective memory in a black and white 
dichotomy. The internalization of this prohibition against mourning may be a conse-
quence of unauthorized mourning where, due to external, public expectations or pro-
hibitions, broader society does not approve or denies the historical events connected 
with it (Erzar 2017, 85-87). The pain of remaining Italians is kept inside, in the intimate 
world of the individual, due to the disregard of their right to be perceived as victims 
by the winning side, the Yugoslavians/Slovenes. In the Slovenian dominant discourse, 
the Italians have been perceived as perpetrators, fascists, or having the free will to opt 
for Italy. From this perspective, one can understand silence or refusal to take part in 
my interviews; on one side the Italians who migrated refused interviews with me 
because they continue to experience deep pain and anger towards the Yugoslavians/
Slovenes, whom they perceive as perpetrators. And on the other side many of the Ital-
ians who remained in Istria refused to speak with me because they experience pain in 
how they are seen, not understood by the dominant society of the winners.

When referring to post-imperial and post-colonial displacements in the “postwar” 
period, as the “Istrian exodus” can be interpreted,8 Pamela Ballinger and Michèle 
Baussant use the term “extruded histories” or “exclus de l’histoire.” As stories of de-
feat, they are uncomfortable for both scholars and societies, the bearers of negative 
heritages and imaginaries (Ballinger 2012, 380; Baussant 2019, 38, 155, 176; 2002, 286). 
However, the breaking of public silence surrounding the “Istrian exodus” in Italy took 
place in a time of emerging alternative memories across Europe (see Assmann 2007), 
with the right-wing Italian government using “selected chapters” (“exodus” and “foi-
be”) from Italian history in the national memory (Corni 2018, 75−77). Omitting the 
period of fascism transformed Italy’s role in World War II from that of perpetrator 
to that of victim (Fikfak 2009). On the other hand, in Eastern and Central European 
states, histories have been rewritten and similar massive expulsions silenced, with the 
symbols and monuments of migrants destroyed, erased, or transformed (Bazzin and 
Perron 2018, 31). Although in the former Yugoslavia a minor fraction of the Italian 
population remained and became protected as a national minority, they have been 
marginalized in the dominant collective discourse, with their memories and heritage 
silenced and neglected (Hrobat Virloget 2021; Hrobat Virloget et al. 2016, 80). As was 
the case in most communist countries, the new inhabitants of the newly colonized ur-
ban areas after World War II were under the influence of the hegemonic hegemonic on 
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new national states, which altered urban histories and explained the material remains 
of the expelled inhabitants in line with the uniform state vison of reinvented history 
(Ruble 2003; Sezneva 2003). Decades had to pass before alternative memories were 
heard (in the time of the democratization in the 1990s). However, in the case of Istria, 
the remains of the past were physically present in the form of the Italian minority and 
its heritage, but remained silenced or adapted to the Yugoslavian hegemonic project.

Memories of Post-War Society in Yugoslavia and National Heroes
Researchers who deal with the transmission of extremely traumatic experiences 
among concentration camp survivors have noticed that they did not talk about their 
experiences of persecution to their families but rather kept silent (Jurić Pahor 2004, 52). 
However, silence does not mean non-communication or a failure to communicate. On 
the contrary, it can be a strong form of communication (Jurić Pahor 2004, 53). Although 
silent, the intergenerational interaction between concentration camp survivors and 
their children can be considered a form of communication or transmission through a 
system of signs or embodied memory (Kidron 2009; Waynryb 2001). In Halbwach’s 
words, the transmission is performed intimately as a “lived” memory interwoven 
with everyday experience’s social milieu (Kidron 2009, 18; Halbwachs 1992).

This kind of embodied memory or bodily memory practices (Kidron 2009) reminds 
me of an interview about experiences of World War II and population transfers in Is-
tria, which I conducted together with a psychotherapist whose primary role was to 
observe the interlocutor, his uncle. This person has lived through intense and difficult 
pasts experiences, being forced to serve in two opposing armies (German and Yugo-
slavian) during World War II, experiencing captivity and, after World War II, being 
sent off as a teacher to establish the Slovenian school system in the annexed part of Is-
tria. Despite all these traumatic life experiences, I did not notice any signs that would 
indicate a silenced memory or trauma during the interview. However, the psycho-
therapist noticed some tiny physical signs indicating the interlocutor’s silence which 
I did not notice. A tiny moment of hesitation, a slight unconscious change in his be-
havior was indicating the presence of fear when talking about communist spies more 
than seven decades later (Hrobat Virloget, Logar 2020). This collaboration made me 
realize how feeble we, the ethnologists, sometimes are in deciphering body language 
in the absence of words, having no professional knowledge of the human psyche. As 
psychotherapists are well aware, “the body always remembers” (Gostečnik 2008, 251). 
Are we, the ethnologists, able to detect this?

The fear of speaking out more than seven decades after World War II was evident 
also in the collective silence surrounding a Slovenian national hero from World War II. 
Although memories of this hero were kept in silence, making it almost impossible for 
me to find hints of the perceptions surrounding this figure, many years ago, the col-
lective silence was loud enough to prevent an erection of a monument in his honor. In 
two municipalities, the one that he originated from and the neighboring one, the idea 
of erecting his likeness was abandoned because of public disapproval. His bust was 
eventually placed in Koper/Capodistria in Istria (in 2010), a town largely unknown 
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to the local community (Hrobat Virloget & Čebron Lipovec 2017, 55−65). Although I 
come from his home region, I encountered severe difficulties when searching for any 
information concerning him. I had to pass through villages in the company of my 
uncle, a local, searching for someone who would tell me something about the man, 
hoping that the familiarity and friendship with my uncle would encourage people 
to speak. In their eighties or nineties at the time of my research, the people who per-
sonally knew this man would immediately fall silent when the conversation shifted 
towards him. The only ones who told me something more on the topic were their 
children, who heard about him in their families’ intimate circles. Among the answers 
received were such as “You are walking on thin ice,” “the one who was killing people 
[after the war] with a pick,” “many people lost their lives because of him for noth-
ing,”9 “women would never let him get out of his village alive if he was brought in,” 
“a rapist,” etc. When I tried to get some data about him with the help of a friend, a lo-
cal from the area, she received a definitive answer: “I hope you haven’t told them [the 
researchers] that somebody from [village] knows something about him!!!” Multiple 
accounts of rape and other similar misdeeds are recorded and available on personal 
on-line blogs and even published in a monograph (Perme, Žitnik & Žitnik 2000). They 
underline the dissonance between memories on the national, regional, and individual 
level or in the national glorification of a man who is locally perceived as an anti-hero, 
illustrating the perversion of politics after World War II. As somebody commented: 
“It was worse after World War II than during it” (Hrobat Virloget & Čebron Lipovec 
2017, 60).

From the ethnological point of view, it is not so much the historical truth about this 
anti-hero that is interesting, but the persistent collective silence concerning him. The 
situation can be compared to the reflections from Croatia, where (like in Slovenia) after 
World War II, only one official version of memory existed, one of anti-fascist fighters, 
which became sacralized. Unofficial memories were preserved at the margins, espe-
cially within the diaspora. The end of socialism and the democratic processes of the 
1990s re-evaluated the winners, i.e., the anti-fascist fighters, who were protected from 
all criticism until then. Furthermore, it led to historical revisionism, to the criminaliza-
tion and demonization of the winners of World War II, and the rehabilitation of the 
defeated Ustasha (Čapo Žmegač 2015, 123−124; Cipek 2009). Generally, the collapse of 
the bipolar political system in 1989 triggered an explosion of suppressed memories all 
over Europe. Many of the nations from the former Eastern bloc are still in the process 
of re-making their ancient national myths and establishing new ones, based on the 
intertwined memories of both persecutions and collaborations, both victimization and 
guilt (Assmann 2007, 16).

Yet, in the scope of the given case study, it is outstanding that the suppressed 
memories (concerning heroes or post-war times) of ordinary people did not “explode” 
—as could be expected after the fall of the system which was prescribing official mem-
ory—but rather remained in collective silence. Why? Is it because Slovenian identity 
is still based on the “just”10 Nation Liberation Movement struggle and any tarnishing 
of it is still considered inappropriate? It reminds us of Orlando Figes’s book The Whis-
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perers (2007), which talks about ordinary people under the Stalinist system having to 
whisper from fear of being heard. People got used to living double lives: information, 
thoughts, religious beliefs, family values, interpersonal relationships, and everything 
that was not congruent with the measures of the Soviet existence was hidden from 
one’s neighbors, even from one’s own children. People learned to whisper (Figes 2009, 
13). Similarly, people “had to be careful of what they say /…/ because they ended up 
in jail for every wrong word.”11

Why do people continue to whisper today? Besides ascribing the persisting collec-
tive silence to the incompatibility between the individual, regional memories, and na-
tional collective memory, there are also deeper reasons, connected with psychological 
aspects, due to which “silence became the base, constructor of peoples identity.”12 

Psychotherapists argue that after the war, the official narrative demands only he-
roic stories to be told. Victims can only speak if the injustice has been unambiguously 
recognized and named (Erzar 2017, 31, 85). This has not occurred in the case of the 
anti-hero glorified by the authority of the state, which is in dissonance (or ignorance?) 
with horrifying local memories of the man.

Silence in the research of beliefs
Another type of silence in ethnographic research is that I encountered during my re-
search on folk beliefs. In contrast to the previous type, this silence is more closely con-
nected to individual or community secrets than traumas or incompatible memories.

Pre-Christian beliefs of the so-called “staroverci,” “old faith believers,” have long 
been kept a secret. This community was primarily composed of elderly unmarried 
men who maintained pre-Christian beliefs and practices in west Slovenia until the 
1960s. At that point, some of them decided to unveil a part of their religious secrets 
(not rituals) to a single person, Pavel Medvešček. His publication of the interviews 
with them and the fragments of their beliefs (Medvešček 2015) after the end of his 
long-lasting silence, honoring an oath, encountered an enthusiastic acceptance by the 
wider public on the one hand and divided professionals on the other. Some distanced 
themselves from this material, finding it unreliable; others (including me) considered 
this material seriously and begun to analyze it (see Hrobat Virloget 2019; 2017a).

A question often raised was why such pre-Christian beliefs would only come out 
so late, keeping in mind that many ethnographers have previously performed research 
in that same remote mountain region in west Slovenia but have not found anything 
similar. An eminent Slovenian researcher of folk beliefs Zmago Šmitek (2013), ques-
tioned in this regard the efficiency of the ethnographic methods of so-called “insid-
ers” against that of “outsiders” ethnographic method. While ethnologists and cultural 
anthropologists focused on the “outsider’s view” as the basis for their research, these 
data demonstrated the importance of the “insiders view.” These community secrets 
were unveiled to persons13 close to their communities and not to outsiders, which is 
what ethnologists frequently are.

Mattijs van de Port (1999, 26) questioned the classical ethnographic method, warn-
ing about the pitfall of “good informants” in ethnography because much anthropo-
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logical knowledge is only based on small groups of cooperative “others.” But these 
are in fact, those who accept strangers—researchers, speak their language and are not 
“the others” to the extent we imagine.

Often ethnologists or folklorists visit and leave a community as strangers. We do 
an interview with a person, sometimes several of them, and we rarely return. This 
was how I was doing my folkloristic research, and only years later, when I returned 
to my home area and the region of my research to settle down, I was told that people 
had misled me in my studies. They did not want to tell me their community’s secrets 
about their past worship or beliefs, so they told me other stories just to give me a sense 
that they were collaborating. For them, I was an outsider, and personal beliefs are not 
meant for outsiders. On some occasions, I was well aware of something secret, some-
thing people would hide from me, like in the case of a stone monolith called Baba/Hag 
worshiped decades ago.14 Some communities have secrets, which are widely known 
to have the status of a secret. Such is the case of a ritual with sexual symbolism per-
formed in Boljunec/Bagnolli della Rosandra, a village with a Slovenian population in 
Italy, performed every year when the boys enter the community of young men in the 
village. The secret ritual cannot be unveiled to any strangers, researchers, not even to 
the local villagers (Slavec 2017, 89; Hrobat Virloget 2017a). This was clearly shown to 
me on the occasion when, after researching for fifteen years in a village (Rodik), a con-
tributor finally told me about a stone connected to local beliefs. When I asked her why 
she had not told me this before, she just shrugged (Hrobat Virloget 2017a).

The question of the role of silence in ethnography requires further reflection of the 
influence of the researcher’s position, i.e., the position of the authoritative observer 
(Lichterman 2017, 37). Anne M. Lovel questions how a secret from which ethnologists 
are excluded influences the production of ethnological knowledge. The secret implies 
power relations between the ethnologist and the researched and can often be seen as 
resistance to the anthropologist’s authority or others who exercise power. In these 
cases, it is not about intimate individual secrets that require the same degree of unveil-
ing by the anthropologist or at least the promise of secrecy (Lovell 2007, 57, 72−73), but 
the secrets of a particular social group. Important, in this case, is the ethical attitude 
of the ethnologist, which leaves people with their right to their intimate knowledge 
and accepts ethnological knowledge and descriptions of “the other” as limited and 
incomplete (Benzercy 2017, 31). The right to the secret of “the other” among us is well 
illustrated by the case of one of my students, who studied the traditional medicine of 
her grandmother. The woman refused to describe to her a traditional medicine rite  
saying, “once it’s uttered, it loses power.” Words, therefore, have power, and only the 
designated can have access to them.

  Researchers of beliefs often narrate their difficulties in ethnographic research, 
such as the unwillingness of contributors to explain beliefs to “outsiders”, often even 
more pronounced when their religious beliefs have been persecuted. A question is 
raised about the responsibility of the researcher penetrating into such intimate worlds 
as beliefs (Jordan 2003, 152).
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Claire Laurier Decoteau points to the problem of a difference of worldviews be-
tween the researcher and the researched. In exploring the narratives of illnesses and 
explanations of their causes in South Africa, she noted that her interlocutors felt the 
presence of their ancestors just as much as they were aware of structural inequalities 
in neoliberal capitalism and as they believed in modern medicine. The “witches” were 
just one of the social forces among many others that influenced them. In any case, they 
saw the world in a slightly different way than the researcher. If we consider ontology 
as a matter of perspective, one of the ethnographer’s tasks is to learn “to see other-
wise” by situating him-/herself in the systems of the signification of the researched 
(Decoteau 2017, 68-69). Mattijs van de Port also mentions the conflict of two differ-
ent worldviews in his ethnographic film The Possibility of Spirits (van de Port 2014; 
2017). In exploring African-Brazilian candomblé beliefs, the researcher became aware 
of the limitations of his own Eurocentric belief that ghosts do not exist and indicated 
the limitations of research when the researcher’s perspective or worldview influences 
the production of knowledge about the “other” (van de Port 2014). In discovering 
“otherness,” he argues for reducing the cultural distance between the anthropologist 
and the anthropologised (van de Port 1999, 8; Cohen 1994, 5), for giving up the a priori 
superiority of anthropological knowledge and “seriously play with the possibility of 
the truth and authority of an (alien) culture” (McGrane 1989, 127−128; van de Port 
1999, 8).

I got the chance to reflect on these issues during my field research of the mythi-
cal landscape in Cavtat, Croatia. When we discussed the links between pre-Christian 
cult places and “energy sources” and dowsing with the local ethnologist, his mother 
showed us a family secret, an object, a little bag with unknown contents, called the 
“house force” (Cro. kućna moć).15 She was interested in my opinion about the “force” 
this object was supposed to possess. It made me think that the lady would have never 
shown me this object if I were to ask her about her beliefs as an ethnologist. But as 
she understood that my worldview did not differ so much from hers because of my 
interest in dowsing, as she felt that I would not condemn her for being superstitious 
from an authoritative scientific position, she unveiled to me her family’s secret. When 
the lady oscillated between acceptance and doubt concerning her object, we see a ca-
sual event that Carlo Severi calls the essence of any belief (Severi 2015, 207−228). Let 
us think of the limitations of ethnographic research when different worldviews or 
“world-makings” (van de Port & Meyer 2018, 16) clash. Because of all these silent 
secrets, we, the ethnologists have to be well aware of our limited access to “others,” 
even if those “others” are among us. Similar limitations can be illustrated by the object 
discussed above, the “house secret.” As an ethnologist, I can say nothing about it and 
must agree with van de Port (1999, 13): some phenomena can simply not be measured 
with scientific tools.

Conclusion
This discussion has approached different types of silence encountered during the au-
thor’s field research related to folklore, beliefs, and memories of World War II and its 
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aftermath linked to migrations and national heroes. It has been shown that the eth-
nologists only produce partial knowledge, one reason for which lies in silence.

In the field of memories, silence can be interpreted as a result of incompatible 
individual and collective memories. Individual memories that do not fit into the col-
lective view of the past are censored, rejected, stigmatized, or excluded from collec-
tive (national) discourse (Halbwachs 1925; 2001; Assmann 2007, 16). Such is the case 
of the silent memories of Italians who remained in post-war Yugoslavia despite mass 
migrations, the “exodus” of most of their fellow Italians to Italy after the annexation 
of Istria to Yugoslavia. Their memory is not compatible with either the official Italian 
national discourse based on victimization or the Yugoslavian/Slovenian perceptions 
of the “exodus” as voluntary migration. The incompatibility of individual, collective, 
regional vs. national memories also explains why the silence surrounding the national 
hero or the regional anti-hero persisted.

The second cause of silence lies in individual and collective traumas. The Ital-
ians who remained in Yugoslavia after the “exodus” became foreigners in their own 
homes due to the change in social/political circumstances and total loss of their social 
networks, including even the closest family members, for many of them a wound that 
never healed. In this case, avoiding remembrance protects people from re-experiencing 
the (childhood) traumas pushed into the subconscious (Levi 2003, 18; Jurić Pahor 2004, 
52). Memory is censored, disciplined to control the emotionally burdensome events, 
not compatible with the dominant perception (Smith 2006, 147−159). On the collective 
level, the remaining Italians experienced the reversal of their social status from the 
“civilized” under fascism to the marginalized, collectively stigmatized as fascists or 
the defeated in the war. It can be inappropriate to express painful memories in a soci-
ety of war winners where the affected area on the side of the defeated (Erzar 2017, 85). 
Italians are perceived in the prevalent Yugoslavian/Slovenian collective memory in 
this black and white dichotomy. As historians argue, silence can also be a consequence 
of power struggles within the community, especially during times of reversals of so-
cial systems (Portelli 1997; Van Boeschoten 2005). Besides, until historical events—or 
better to say, someone’s vision of the past—are acknowledged as constructs, memories 
concerning them remain suppressed (Althounian 2005, xiv). As shown in the case of 
memories of the hero or anti-hero, silence can become a way to survive in a politically 
repressive system (Figes 2007) or a constructor of peoples’ identity. As Hana Ostan 
Ožbolt, the curator of a contemporary art exhibition on silence, reflects, silence is how 
individuals avoid the pain of remembering traumatic experiences and in which the 
rest of society avoids the victims unwanted truth (Kač 2020).

A type of silenced memory that ethnologists—in contrast to psychotherapists—are 
not trained to detect are the bodily memory practices or embodied memory (Kidron 
2009). To grasp the meaning of silence, an interdisciplinary collaboration between an-
thropology, history, and, most importantly, psychology is required.

In the field of beliefs, silence is more closely linked to secrets of individuals or 
communities, as has been shown in the case of the long-lasting silence by the so-called 
“staroverci,” “old faith believers” in Slovenia, and during some of the author’s field 
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studies on folklore. A question has been raised about the efficiency of “the outsider’s 
view” versus “the insider’s view” in accessing the most personal beliefs. Since anthro-
pologists are usually “the outsiders,” strangers to the researched community, attention 
has been drawn to the pitfall of the “good” informants, the small group of cooperative 
“others” who are not as “other” as we imagine (van de Port 1999, 26). Silence in the 
field of beliefs can be the consequence of keeping an individual or community secret 
from the researcher, of resistance against the authority of the researcher, or the result 
of the clash between different worldviews or world-makings (van de Port and Meyer 
2018, 16; Decoteau 2017, 68−69). To bridge this gap resulting in silence, I agree with 
Mattijs van de Port who argues for a need to reduce the cultural distance between the 
anthropologist and the anthropologised and to surrender the superiority of anthropo-
logical knowledge (van de Port 1998, 8; Cohen 1994, 5; McGrane 1989, 127−128).16 

Notes
1 The article derives from a previously published article on silence in ethnography written 

in Slovene (Hrobat Virloget 2017a); some excerpts from post-war memories and the Istrian 
“exodus” were published in English (Hrobat Virloget, Čebron Lipovec 2017; Hrobat Vir-
loget 2019). However, the present composition is much more detailed and includes new 
reflections, case-studies and literature references.

2 The peninsula of Istria is located in the Northern Adriatic and it is divided today between 
different states, Slovenia and Croatia and a tiny part in Italy. 

3 Fascist ideology and violent Italianization of multi-ethnic areas were the cause of migra-Fascist ideology and violent Italianization of multi-ethnic areas were the cause of migra-
tions of thousands of Slovenes and Croats to the Kingdom of Yugoslavia (Gombač 2005; 
Ballinger 2003; Verginella 2015).

4 Named optanti in the Slovenian and Croatian discourse, deriving from the legal right to 
opt, or esuli by Italians, denoting refuges.

5 In Italian discourse, the foibe (deep natural sinkholes, common in Karst and Istria) have 
acquired the national status of liéux de memoire with political, almost mythical connota-
tions. In the Italian dominant memory. They are believed to contain the remains of ethnic 
Italians, who were killed in 1943 and 1945 under the alleged Slavic terror, with their only 
crime “being Italian” (Fikfak 2009, 358; Ballinger 2003, 98). Slovene researchers, on the 
other hand, argue that the foibe killings were motivated by ideology and included execu-
tions of many members of the Slovenian anti-communist home guard and collaborators 
(Pirjevec 2009).

6 The speeches have been translated from Italian to English by the author.
7 Due to the sensitivity of the topic, the names of the interlocutors are invented. The inter-Due to the sensitivity of the topic, the names of the interlocutors are invented. The inter-

views are kept by the author of the article.
8 Although most of the researchers interpret the “Istrian exodus” in a broader framework of 

displacement out of Central and Eastern Europe during and immediately after World War 
II, Pamela Ballinger argues for its interpretation in a (post)imperial frame when after the 
defeat of fascism Italy lost territories in Africa and the Balkans (Ballinger 2015).

9 Such was the case of the interlocutor whose father was killed by the Nazis in revenge of the 
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hero’s attacks.
10  From the words of the president of the national assembly Milan Brglez in the commemo- From the words of the president of the national assembly Milan Brglez in the commemo-

rative speech, held in Strunjan/Strugnano in Istria 20 March 2015 (Hrobat Virloget 2015a, 
161). 

11 Ana Nekič, a local social worker, who performed a study on psycho-sociological aspects of 
World War II in Brkini for her Master’s degree, personal communication.

12 Ana Nekič, personal communication.
13 Another author reporting of these pre-Christian beliefs, but in another area, Karst, is Boris 

Čok (2012). Neither him or Pavel Medvešček are ethnologists.
14 The worship was registered in the interviews of »staroverci«, »old-faith believers« 

(Medvešček 2015).
15 Interestingly, the same expression, force, “moč”, can be encountered in “staroverci”, “old 

faith believers” in Slovenia and similarly, the secret knowledge of the house forces called 
the “tročan”, Eng. triangle, was kept secret by certain family members (Medvešček 2015, 
37, 42, 43, 48, 49 etc.).

16 Reflections in this article derive from several ARRS research projects: Migration control 
in the Slovenian area from the times of Austria-Hungary to indipendent Slovenia, lead by 
Aleksej Kalc (J6–8250; 2020-23); postodoctoral ARRS project, The burden of the past. Co-
existence in the (Slovenian) Coast region in light of the formation of post-war Yugoslavia 
(Z6-4317; 2012-14), and Inventory, analysis and evaluation of the primary and secondary 
sources of Slovene researchers on ‘the old faith in the region of Soča river’, lead by Anja 
Ragolič (V6-1923; 2019-21).

Works Cited
Althounian, Janine. L’intraduisible. Deuil, mémoire, transmission. Paris, Dunod, 2005.
Assmann, Aleida. “Europe: A community of memory?” GHI Bulletin 40 (Spring 2007): 

11−25.
Ballinger, Pamela. History in Exile: Memory and Identity at the Borders of the Balkans. 

Princeton, Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2003.
Ballinger, Pamela. “Entangled or ‘Extruded’ Histories? Displacements, National refu-

gees, and Repatriation after the Second World War.” Journal of Refugee Studies 
vol. 25, no. 3 (2012): 366−386. doi:10.1093/jrs/fes022.

Ballinger, Pamela. “Remapping the Istrian Exodus: New Interpretive Frameworks.” 
In At Home but Foreigners. Population Transfers in 20th Century Istria, edited by 
Katja Hrobat Virloget, Catherine Gousseff, and Gustavo Corni, 71−93. Koper: 
Univerzitetna založba Annales, 2015. 

Baskar, Bojan. “’That most beautiful part of Italy’: Memories of Fascist Empire-build-
ing in the Adriatic.” In Mediterranean Frontiers. Borders, Conflict and Memory 
in a Transnational World, edited by Dimitar Bechev, and Kalypso Nicolaïdis, 
109−128. London, New York, Tauris Academic Studies, 2010.

Baussant, Michèle. Pieds-noirs: mémoires d’exils. Paris: Stock, 2002.
Baussant, Michèle. (Re)commencements, d’une rive d’autre. Habilitation à diriger des re-

cherches, Dossier de Synthèse. Université Paris Nanterre. Institut des Sciences 
Sociales du Politique (UMR 7220, CNRS et Université Paris Nanterre), référ-
ente: Marie-Claire Lavabre. Paris: unpublished, 2019.



Hrobat Virloget

20

Bazzin, Anne, and Catherine Perron. “Methodological Considerations in Addressing 
the Issue of Forced Migrations, Lost Territories and related Politics of History: 
A Comparative Approach.” In How to Address the Loss? Forced Migrations, Lost 
Territories and the Politics of History. A Comparative Approach in Europe and Mar-
gins in the Twentieth Century, edited by Anne Bazzin, and Catherine Perron, 
11−36. Brussels: P.I.E. Peter Lang, 2018.

Benzecry, Claudio E. “What did we say they’ve said? Four Encounters between 
Theory, Method and Production of Data.” Ethnography 18, no. 1 (2017): 
24−34. DOI: 10.1177/1466138115592423, http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/
pdf/10.1177/1466138115592423

Cipek, Tihomir. “Sjećanje na 1945: Čuvanje i brisanje. O snazi obiteljskih narativa.” In 
Kultura sjećanja: 1945. Povijesni lomovi i svladavanje prošlosti, Sulejman Bosto, 
and Tihomir Cipek, 155-165. Zagreb, Disp., 2009.

Cohen, Anthony P. Self-Consiousness: An Alternative Anthropology of Identity. London: 
Routledge, 1994.

Corin, Ellen. “Personal Travel through Otherness.” In The Shadow Side of Fieldwork: 
Exploring the Blurred Borders between Ethnography and Life, edited by Athena 
McLean, and Annette Leibing, 239−261. Malden, Oxford, Victoria: Blackwell 
Publishing, 2007.

Corni, Gustavo. “Private versus Public. The Memorialisation of teh Exodus of teh 
Istro-Dalmatians, 1945-2015.” In How to Address the Loss? Forced Migrations, 
Lost Territories and the Politics of History. A Comparative Approach in Europe and 
Margins in the Twentieth Century, edited by Anne Bazzin, and Catherine Per-
ron, 57−78. Brussels: P.I.E. Peter Lang, 2018.

Čapo Žmegač, Jasna. “Prijepori oko naslijeđa prošlosti i memorije u Hrvatskoj: 
Znanstveno-popularna publikacija pod pritskom ideologija.” Studia ethno-
logica Croatica 27 (2015): 105-129. doi: 10.17234/SEC.27.3, http://hrcak.srce.
hr/150860.

Čok, Boris. V siju mesečine. Ustno izročilo Lokve, Prelož in bližnje okolice. Ljubljana: 
Založba ZRC, ZRC SAZU (Studia Mythologica Slavica Supplementa; 5), 2012.

Decoteau, Claire Laurier. “Learning to See Otherwise.” Ethnography 18 no. 1 (2017): 
68−75.

Dota, Franko. Zaraćeno poraće. Konfliktni i konkurentski narativi o stradanju i iseljevanju 
Talijana Istre. Zagreb: Srednja Europa, 2010.

Eriksen, Thomas Hylland. Small Places, Large Issues: An Introduction to Social and Cul-
tural Anthropology. London in Sterling: Pluto Press, 1995.

Erzar, Tomaž. Dolga pot odpuščanja. Ljubljana: Družina, 2017.
Figes, Orlando. Šepetalci: Zasebno življenje v Stalinovi Rusiji. Ljubljana: Modrijan, 2009.
Fikfak, Jurij. “Cultural and Social Representations on the Border: From Disagreement 

to Coexistence.” Human Affairs 19/4 (2009): 350−362. 
Gombač, Jure. Ezuli ali optanti? Zgodovinski primer v luči sodobne teorije. Ljubljana: 

Založba ZRC, ZRC SAZU, 2005. 
Gostečnik, Christian. Relacijska paradigma in travma. Ljubljana: Brat Frančišek in 

frančiškanski družinski inštitut, 2008.



“Better be quiet”

21

Halbwachs, Maurice. Les cadres sociaux de la mémoire. Paris: Albin Michel, 1925. 
Halbwachs, Maurice. On collective memory. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 

1992.
Hrobat Virloget, Katja. “The Burden of the Past. Silenced and Divided Memories of 

the Post-war Istrian Society.” In At Home but Foreigners. Population Transfers in 
20th Century Istria, edited by Katja Hrobat Virloget, Catherine Gousseff, and 
Gustavo Corni, 159-188. Koper: Univerzitetna založba Annales, 2015a.

Hrobat Virloget, Katja. “Breme preteklosti. Spomini na sobivanje in migracije v slov-
enski Istri po drugi svetovni vojni.” Acta Histriae 23, no. 3 (2015b): 531−554. 

Hrobat Virloget, Katja. 2017a. “O molku v etnografiji. Od skrivnosti do travme in 
nekompatibilnih spominov.” Traditiones 46, no. 1-2 (2017a): 83−100. doi: 
10.3986/Traditio2017460105

Hrobat Virloget, Katja. “’Istrian exodus’: between official and alternative memories, 
between conflict and reconciliation.” Ethnologies 39, no. 2 (2017b): 31−50.

Hrobat Virloget, Katja. “The ‘Istrian exodus’ and the Istrian society that followed 
it.” Dve domovini 49 (2019): 163−180. doi: 10.3986/dd.v0i49.7259.

Hrobat Virloget, Katja, and Janez Logar. “Kaj sporoča molk? Poskus interdisciplin-
arne etnološke in psihoterapevtske interpretacije (po)vojnih spominov na 
primeru Primorske.” In Mikro in makro: pristopi in prispevki k humanističnim ve-
dam ob dvajsetletnici UP Fakultete za humanistične studije, edited by Irena Lazar, 
Aleksander Panjek, and Jonatan Vinkler, 257−274. Koper: Založba Univerze 
na Primorskem, 2020.

Hrobat Virloget, Katja. V tišini spomina. “Eksodus” in Istra. Koper, Triest: Založba Uni-
verze na Primorskem, Založništvo tržaškega tiska, 2021.

Hrobat Virloget, Katja, Catherine Gousseff, and Gustavo Corni, eds. At Home but For-
eigners. Population Transfers in 20th Century Istria. Koper: Univerzitetna založba 
Annales, 2015.

Hrobat Virloget, Katja, and Neža Čebron Lipovec. “Heroes we love? Monuments to 
the National liberation movement in Istria between memories, care, and col-
lective silence.” Studia ethnologica Croatica 29 (2017): 45−71.

Hrobat Virloget, Katja, Saša Poljak Istenič, Neža Čebron Lipovec, and Mateja Habinc. 
Abandoned Spaces, Mute Memories: On Marginalized Inhabitants in the Ur-
ban Centres of Slovenia. Glasnik Etnografskog instituta 64 (2016): 77−90. 

Jordan, Peter. Material Culture and Sacred Landscape: The Anthropology of the Siberian 
Khanty. Walnut Creek et al.: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2003.

Jurić Pahor, Marija. “Neizgubljivi čas. Travma fašizma in nacionalsocializma v luči 
nuje po ‘obdobju latence’ in transgeneracijske transmisije.” Razprave in gradivo 
44 (2004): 38−64. 

Kač, Maja. “Le čas bo pokazal: Kako spregovoriti o tistem, o čemer vsi raje molčijo. 
Razstava Dvojni zid tišine v Galeriji Škuc.” Ljubljana - MMC RTV SLO. Last 
modified January 16, 2020. https://www.rtvslo.si/kultura/vizualna-umet-
nost/le-cas-bo-pokazal-kako-spregovoriti-o-tistem-o-cemer-vsj-raje-molci-
jo/511868. Accessed 2 December 2020.



Hrobat Virloget

22

Keesing, Roger M. Cultural Anthropology: A Contemporary Perspective. Forth Worth et 
al.: Harcourt Brace Jovanovic College Publishers, 1981.

Kidron, Carol A. 2009. “Toward an Ethnography of Silence. The Lived Presence of 
the Past in the Everyday Life of Holocaust Trauma Survivors and Their De-
scendants in Israel.” Current Anthropology 50, no. 1 (2009): 5−27.

Leibing, Anette, and Athena McLean, eds. The Shadow Side of Fieldwork. Exploring the 
Blurred Borders between Ethnography and Life. Malden, Oxford, Victoria: Black-
well Publishing, 2007.

Levi, Primo. Potopljeni in rešeni. Ljubljana: Studia humanitatis, 2003 [1986].
Lichterman, Paul. “Interpretive Reflexivity in Ethnography.” Ethnography 18, no. 1 

(2017): 34−45. 
Lovell, Anne M. “When Things Get Personal: Secrecy, Intimacy, and the Production 

of Experience in Fieldwork.” In The Shadow Side of Fieldwork. Exploring the 
Blurred Borders between Ethnography and Life, edited by Athena McLean, and 
Annette Leibing, 56−80. Malden, Oxford, Victoria: Blackwell Publishing, 2007.

McGrane, Bernard. Beyond Anthropology: Society and the Other. New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1989.  

Medvešček, Pavel. Iz nevidne strani neba: Razkrite skrivnosti staroverstva. Ljubljana: 
Založba ZRC, ZRC SAZU (Studia mythologica Slavica Supplementa; 12), 
2015.

Monaghan, John, and Peter Just. Social & Cultural Anthropology: A Very Short Introduc-
tion. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000. 

Passerini, Luisa. Ustna zgodovina, spol in utopija: Izbrani spisi. Ljubljana. Studia hu-
manitatis, 2008.

Perme, Franc, Anton Žitnik, and Davorin Žitnik, eds. Slovenija 1941-1948-1952: tudi 
mi smo umrli za domovino: zamolčani grobovi in njihove žrtve. Ljubljana, Grosu-
plje: Društvo za ureditev zamolčanih grobov, 2000.

Pirjevec, Jože. Foibe. Una storia d’Italia. Torino, Einaudi, 2009.
Portelli, Allessandro. The Battle of Valle Giulia: Oral History and the Art of Dialogue. 

Madison, University of Wisconsin Press, 1997.
Reed, Isaac Ariail. Interpretation and Social Knowledge: On the Use of Theory in Human 

Sciences. Chicago, London: The University of Chicago Press, 2012.
Ruble, A. Blair. “Living Together the City, Contested Identity, and Democratic Transi-

tions.” In Composing Urban History and the Constitution of Civic Identities, ed-
ited by John J. Czaplicka, Blair A. Ruble, and Laureen Crabtree, 1−21. Wash-
ington: Woodrow Willson Center Press, 2003.

Severi, Carlo. The Chimera Principle: An Anthropology of Memory and Imagination. Chi-
cago: Hau Books, 2015.

Sezneva, Olga. “Dual History. The Politics of the Past in Kaliningrad, former Kön-
nigsberg.” In Composing Urban History and the Constitution of Civic Identites, 
edited by John J. Czaplicka, Blair A. Ruble, and Laureen Crabtree, 58−85. 
Washington: Woodrow Willson Center Press, 2003.

Slavec, Vojko. Répǝlce, Boljunec – življenje in jezik nekdaj in danes. Trst: založništvo 
tržaškega tiska ZTT-EST, 2017.



“Better be quiet”

23

Smith, Andrea L. Colonial Memory and Postcolonial Europe. Bloomington: Indiana Uni-
versity Press, 2006.

Šmitek, Zmago. “Čok, Boris (2012). V siju mesečine. Ustno izročilo Lokve, Prelož in 
bližnje okolice. Studia Mythologica Slavica, Supplementa, Supplementum 
5. Ljubljana: ZRC SAZU.” Glasnik Slovenskega etnološkega društva 53, no. 1/2 
(2013): 110−111. 

Troha, Nevenka. “STO – Svobodno tržaško ozemlje.” In Zbornik Primorske – 50 let, ed-
ited by Slobodan Valentinčič, 56−60. Koper: Primorske novice, 1997.

Van Boeschoten, Riki. “’Little Moscow’ and the Greek Civil War: Memories of Vio-
lence, Local Identities and Cultural Practices in a Greek Mountain Commu-
nity.” In Memory and World War II, edited by Francesca Cappeletto, 39−65. 
Oxford and New York: Berg, 2005.

Van de Port, Mattijs. “’It Takes a Serb to Know a Serb’: Uncovering the Roots of Ob-
stinate Otherness.” Critique of Anthropology 19, no. 1 (1999): 7−30. http://jour-
nals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/0308275X9901900104

Van de Port, Mattijs. 2017. The Possibility of Spirits. Journal of Anthropological Films 1, 
no. 1 (2017): e1316. https://doi.org/10.15845/jaf.v1i1.1316

Van de Port, Mattijs, and Birgit Meyer. “Introduction. Heritage Dynamics. Politics of 
Authentication, Aesthetics of Persuasion and the Cultural Production of the 
Real.” In Sense and Essence. Heritage and the Cultural Construction of the Real, 
edited by Mattijs van de Port, and Birgit Meyer, 1−39. New York: Berghahn, 
2018.

Verginella, Marta. “Writing historiography on migrations at the meeting point of na-
tions in the Northern Adriatic.” In At Home but Foreigners. Population Transfers 
in 20th Century Istria, edited by Katja Hrobat Virloget, Catherine Gousseff, and 
Gustavo Corni, 49−70. Koper: Univerzitetna založba Annales, 2015.

Volk, Sandi. Istra v Trstu. Naselitev istrskih in dalmatinskih ezulov in nacionalna bon-
ifikacija na Tržaškem. Koper: Zgodovinsko drustvo za južno Primorsko, Uni-
verza na Primorskem, Znanstveno-raziskovalno središče, 2003.

Wajnryb, Ruth. The silence: How tragedy shapes talk. Crows Nest, Australia: Allen & 
Unwin, 2001.


