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Introduction 
My current artistic practice is focused on the creation of a short film conceived as an exploration of memory. 
It is called Józef (Note: A son’s heart is an alternative title). I am interested in memory not as a theme or a 
narrative, but as a structure. I work from the assumption that a film can be immanent to a psychic state — 
that is, it does not represent memory, but functions like it. In this sense, I treat cinematic form as a mode of 
thinking, close to what Deleuze describes in his writing on the time-image, where time, gaps, and 
discontinuities become structural principles rather than narrative tools (Deleuze, 1989). Memory is non-
linear; it is discontinuous, sporadic, and subject to distortions, repetitions, failures, and gaps. Therefore, my 
task is not to tell a story from the past, but to construct a cinematic form in which these properties of memory 
become the organizing principles of the film itself. 

On a material level, the project is built as a multilayered system. It includes elements of archival footage, 
animation, and cinematography shot on both color and black-and-white film stock at different frame rates. I 
consciously work with different media not as stylistic devices, but as carriers of different modes of memory. 

Archival footage is connected for me with external, collective memory — images that exist in the world 
before me and bear traces of another time. Film material interests me as matter of light and as a trace of 
physical presence, as an imprint that always contains vulnerability and corporeality — close to Barthes’s idea 
of the photographic image as a trace that wounds and insists on the reality of what has been (Barthes, 
1981). Animation becomes a way of working with what cannot be directly captured by the camera: inner 
images, dream-like states, and ruptures of perception. 

In this way, the film takes the form of a laboratory in which editing, rhythm, image texture, and sound become 
analogues of cognitive processes. Here I also rely on trauma theory that emphasizes the limits of direct 
representation: trauma is often experienced as something that returns in fragments and delays, resisting 
linear narration (Caruth, 1996). I am interested in the possibility of a cinema in which form no longer serves 
narrative, but begins to operate as an autonomous psychic apparatus. 

My artistic research is structured around three connected questions. 
First: can a film be immanent to a psychic state, not representing memory but functioning like it? I treat 
editing not only as a technical tool but as a form of thinking. I am interested in how rhythm, pauses, ruptures, 
repetitions, and disproportions can model acts of remembering. I ask the same of the medium: how film vs. 
digital, color vs. black-and-white, and different frame rates change perception and whether these shifts can 
carry inner experience. Sound is central here, since it often triggers memory and bodily response (Caruth, 
1996). 

Second: can a film become a form of working through trauma rather than only stating rupture? I am not 
aiming for confession or therapeutic narration. I want a form where trauma is not “content” but a method, 
moving from fixation toward a structure that allows movement. Here I draw on Heidegger’s thinking on 
authenticity and the “clearing of being,” as a way to frame art as opening, not closure (Heidegger, 1962; 
Heidegger, 1977). 

Third: what happens to truth when memory is assembled across media? If archival footage, photochemical 
film, and animation coexist, where is the line between document and fiction? And can “lying” apply to a film 
built as a memory-model, where distortion is part of the structure? These questions connect to ideas of 
cinema as a reconfiguration of time and perception (Deleuze, 1989). 

Together, these questions form my credo: the author is not the one who only looks into the abyss and 
records disintegration, but the one who raises their gaze and tries to stand in the clearing of being. This film 
is a test of that position. 

Context and Necessity of the Project 

My work is closely connected to my long-term artistic research as a filmmaker. For several years, I have 
been exploring how artistic practice can relate to personal trauma and the restoration of an inner sense of 
being. This project grew out of an unfinished feature film I attempted to make about seven years ago. That 
film proved to be “stillborn” not only for production reasons, but also for internal ones. At that time, traumatic 
material was recorded, but not transformed. The project stopped at the level of statement and could not 
move toward a form capable of further development. 

Returning to this material in the form of a short film became a way to change the very principle of work. 
Rather than continuing the previous project, I began to treat it as a trace, as a fragment of memory. The 
current film is therefore not a continuation, but a reworking and a gesture of reconsideration. It functions as a 
test of whether form itself can alter one’s relation to past experience. 



In this sense, the project feels unavoidable. It emerges at the intersection of personal history, research 
interest, and the need to develop a new artistic method. I also see pedagogical value in this process. It is 
important for me to show that even a failed or unfinished project can become a source of new form, and that 
artistic work does not have to reproduce trauma, but can create conditions for its transformation. 

References and Artistic Lineage 

I draw on several films and authors as artistic reference points. 

Vladlena Sandu’s film about memory is important to me as an example of how memory can function as a 
structural principle rather than a topic. Child perception, distortion, voice, and gaps between image and 
sound create the film’s inner tension. From this work I take the permission for mismatch and incompleteness, 
and for building a film as a space that oscillates between realities. 

Jean Cocteau’s Orphée is a model of poetic cinema where the passage between worlds becomes a 
cinematic fact. I am interested in how Cocteau speaks about death, loss, and transformation not to produce 
darkness, but to search for a passage. His use of simple technical means to create ontological effects 
connects to my interest in technique as a possible bridge between inner and outer experience. 

Jean Vigo’s Zéro de conduite matters to me as an example of a broken, insurgent structure. Fragmentation, 
physicality, and dream logic undermine narrative discipline. Chaos becomes a formal principle, yet the film 
keeps an internal necessity. This energy is close to my own way of thinking of film not as a story, but as a 
process. 

More broadly, I refer to Chris Marker’s La Jetée as a model of cinema-as-memory, Alain Resnais’s Hiroshima 
mon amour as an example of transforming traumatic experience into structure, and Andrei Tarkovsky’s Mirror 
as a film where personal memory becomes a cinematic space. 

A key idea I want to foreground is that trauma and memory can be approached through objects. Objects 
often carry what cannot be directly told, and they can “speak” through presence, texture, repetition, and 
disappearance. This links my work to the tradition of New Objectivity, and especially to G.W. Pabst, where 
material reality and the world of things can hold meaning with a specific clarity and weight. 

On the theoretical level, my thinking draws on Heidegger’s concepts of authenticity, anxiety, and technology; 
Barthes’s notion of punctum as the “wound” of the image; Deleuze’s concept of the time-image; and Cathy 
Caruth’s writing on trauma as experience that resists straightforward narration. 

Methodology 

My method is based on several core principles. 

The first is a refusal of total control and full explanation. I do not aim to make the film transparent. Memory is 
opaque, and I accept this opacity as a formal condition. Gaps, repetitions, pauses, and logical breaks are 
allowed and treated as structural elements. 

The second principle is the functional differentiation of media. Each layer of material has its own task and 
does not replace another. I avoid using animation illustratively and do not treat archival footage as evidence. 
All elements function as different registers of memory. 

The third principle is montage as the primary scene. I do not begin with a script in the traditional sense, but 
with the creation of editing units — small memory structures that are later filled with visual and sonic 
material. 

The working process includes collecting memory fragments, researching and selecting archival footage, 
developing animation blocks, shooting on film, and building a multilayered montage. Particular attention is 
given to sound as a space of embodied memory. 

Ethically, it is important for me to avoid the exploitation of personal material and direct intrusion into the 
private lives of others. The film is not built on the disclosure of facts, but on the transformation of states. 

Audience and Expected Effect 

I address this project to audiences within festival and art contexts, as well as to students and emerging 
filmmakers. I am not primarily interested in empathy in its conventional sense, but in an effect of recognizing 



a mechanism. I want the film to activate the viewer’s own processes of memory, rather than replace them 
with mine. 

For me, the ideal effect is that the film ceases to function as a message and becomes an experience — an 
experience in which the viewer does not so much understand as co-presences. 

Reflection after the Shoot: Testing the Theoretical Concept 
1. The Finished Film as a Temporal Construction: The Narrative Pressure of Cinema 

Before the shoot, I formulated one of the central ambitions of the project in the following way: I wanted the 
film not merely to represent memory, but to function like memory — discontinuously, fragmentarily, through 
gaps, repetitions, sudden returns, and distortions. I imagined cinematic form as capable of becoming 
immanent to a psychic state, rather than translating that state into a conventional narrative structure. 

The practical work on the film complicated this premise. After the material was shot and entered the editing 
stage, it became clear to me that a finished film, especially a short film of eight or nine minutes, cannot fully 
reproduce the structure of memory. Memory is open, unstable, and potentially endless. It does not 
necessarily move toward completion; it can return to the same image repeatedly, skip years in an instant, or 
remain suspended around a fragment without resolving it. A film, by contrast, is a bounded construction. 
Even when it is non-linear in its internal logic, it is still experienced by the viewer as a fixed temporal 
sequence: it begins, it unfolds in a predetermined order, and it ends. 

This does not mean that cinema is inherently condemned to classical linear storytelling. Cinema can 
fragment chronology, refuse causal explanation, or create ambiguity. Yet the moment a work becomes a 
finished audiovisual object, its fragments are arranged into a particular order and offered to another person 
for reception. In this sense, even a film that resists narrative begins to generate narrative pressure: the 
viewer seeks relations between images, temporal positions, causes, echoes, and transitions. David 
Bordwell’s theory of narration is useful here: he describes film viewing not as passive absorption, but as an 
active process in which the spectator constructs a story-world from the cues provided by the film (Bordwell, 
1985). 

This became particularly clear in the relation between the two large visual blocks of my film. During the 
shoot, I worked across two days and two distinct material registers. In one part, I shot a scene of personal 
recollection on color film. In another, I shot a black-and-white reconstruction of a historical image or historical 
experience that had been triggered in me by that recollection. My initial assumption was that the 
juxtaposition of these materials — their difference in color, texture, temporal aura, and mode of performance 
— could produce the necessary relation through montage itself. The film would not need to explain the 
connection; it would allow the spectator to experience the associative leap as one experiences the inner 
movement of memory. 

However, once these two parts were placed next to each other in the edit, I encountered a limit. What is 
evident inside one’s own memory is not necessarily legible to another person. I know why one image calls 
forth another. I know why an intimate personal memory opens into an image from another historical time. But 
the viewer does not inhabit my associative mechanism. If the film remains entirely within that private logic, 
the relation between its parts risks appearing not mysterious or open, but simply ungrounded. The problem, 
then, was not that montage failed as an artistic tool, but that montage alone could not fully carry the specific 
transition I needed: the transition from a private recollection to a historically displaced imaginative 
reconstruction. 

This forced me to revise the initial opposition I had implicitly created between memory-form and narration. I 
had treated narration with some suspicion, as though it would necessarily reduce the film to explanation and 
betray the discontinuity of memory. In the edit, I understood that some degree of narrative articulation was 
not the enemy of the project, but the condition that allowed its more fragile associative structure to be 
shared. The film could still preserve discontinuity, disjunction, and uncertainty, but it needed a minimal thread 
capable of making the leap between registers perceptible. 

The device that emerged as most necessary was the voice-over. This surprised me. Before the shoot, I had 
placed the primary research emphasis on montage, rhythm, material contrast, and sound as a bodily trigger 
of memory. I did not imagine that spoken text would become the central connective tissue of the work. Yet in 
the editing process, the voice-over proved to be more capable than montage of binding together images that 
do not belong to the same visible world. 

There are at least two reasons for this. 



First, the voice-over can cross temporal and ontological boundaries without having to justify itself spatially. A 
cut from one image to another always creates a relation, but that relation remains fundamentally visual and 
can be read in many directions. A voice, especially a disembodied or non-synchronous one, can inhabit both 
images at once. It can speak from the present over a past image, from memory over reconstruction, from 
reflection over a concrete event. Michel Chion’s work on the voice in cinema is relevant here: he treats the 
cinematic voice, especially when detached from an onscreen body, as a force with a privileged capacity to 
organize cinematic space and attention (Chion, 1999). Mary Ann Doane similarly emphasizes that cinema 
constructs relations between voice, body, and space, and that the voice can exceed visible embodiment 
while still producing an organizing unity for the spectator (Doane, 1980). 

Second, the voice-over does not only explain images; it can produce the very relation between them. Chion’s 
concept of “added value” is useful here: sound can make meaning appear to emanate naturally from an 
image, even when that meaning is produced through the sound-image relation itself (Chion, 1994). In my 
film, the voice-over does not function simply as commentary laid on top of a pre-existing visual structure. It 
becomes the medium through which the personal memory and the historical reconstruction are made to 
recognize one another. Without the text, the black-and-white historical block and the color recollection risk 
remaining two adjacent aesthetic entities. With the text, their adjacency becomes an inner movement: one 
experience calls forth another, not through causality, but through consciousness. 

This realization does not invalidate my original theoretical concept, but it does refine it. I still believe that 
cinema can approach the structure of memory through fragmentation, formal heterogeneity, and 
discontinuous movement. But after the shoot, I no longer think that a finished film can simply become 
memory in the full sense I initially imagined. A film is not an endlessly reconfiguring psychic process; it is a 
composed temporal object addressed to another person. Because of this, it inevitably enters into a tension 
between mnemonic discontinuity and the viewer’s demand — or perhaps need — for some form of 
orientation. 

The task, then, is not to eliminate narrative, but to determine the minimum amount of narrative necessary for 
non-linear memory to become communicable without being domesticated. In my case, the voice-over 
emerged as precisely that threshold device: not a mechanism of explanatory closure, but a fragile bridge 
between images whose connection exists first in the inner life of the author and only later, through the film, 
becomes available to the viewer. 

2. Voice, Language, and the Unresolved Question of Authorship 

At this point, another question emerged: why did the voice-over become the necessary bridge, rather than 
music? Music also has the ability to cross the ontological borders of the film. It can continue across cuts, 
exceed the visible limits of a scene, and bind together images that belong to different spaces or 
temporalities. In this sense, music could also have served as a connective force between the color sequence 
of personal recollection and the black-and-white sequence of historical reconstruction. 

Yet music alone did not seem sufficient. It can create affective continuity, but in this particular film the 
problem was not only emotional. The transition between the two parts required not merely a shared mood, 
but the articulation of an inner associative movement: a childhood memory of my mother’s possible death 
opening, unexpectedly, into the historical image of Józef Piłsudski’s heart being removed from his body after 
death and buried beside his mother. Music could intensify the sorrow, anxiety, tenderness, or metaphysical 
unease of this passage, but it could not indicate that one image had triggered the other in consciousness. 
The human voice, by contrast, carries not only affect but address, thought, and subjectivity. It is capable of 
saying: this image came to me because of that one. Michel Chion’s writing on the cinematic voice is 
important here: the voice, especially when detached from an onscreen body, acquires a privileged power to 
organize the image and to create a relation that is not reducible to visible causality (Chion, 1999). 

This realization led to a second and more difficult problem: in what language should this voice speak? My 
own first language is Russian. The intimate memory at the origin of the film — the scene in which my mother 
faints and, as a child, I think that she may have died — belongs to a Russian-language inner world. At the 
same time, I do not exist artistically inside a Russian-speaking film environment. I live and study in Sweden; 
the institutional and professional space in which this work appears is not Russian. The historical image that 
the memory awakens belongs to Polish history and is inseparable, at least initially, from the Polish language 
and from the Polish cultural imagination surrounding Piłsudski. English, meanwhile, presents itself as a 
possible intermediary language: a language that can be understood across these different spaces — in 
Sweden, in Poland, in international festival contexts, and beyond. 

Each option, however, creates a different film. 

Polish would seem justified by the historical layer of the work. The black-and-white section reconstructs a 
scene from Polish national memory: the posthumous removal of Piłsudski’s heart, later placed in his 
mother’s grave in Vilnius. But Polish belongs only to that historical register; it does not arise from my own 



autobiographical memory. To use it as the voice of the entire film would risk turning the work toward a 
historical or cultural reconstruction that it is not. 

Russian would be the most intimate choice. It is the language in which the childhood scene originally exists 
inside me; it is also the language in which the question addressed to my mother — did he love his mother so 
much, or did he hate her so much? — first appears. Yet precisely for this reason, Russian may produce a 
certain re-rooting of the film inside a linguistic and cultural space from which my life and artistic practice have 
partly moved away. Choosing Russian would make the film more directly autobiographical, perhaps more 
vulnerable, but it might also pull the work back toward a familiar authorial territory rather than allowing it to 
inhabit the displaced condition from which it is actually being made. 

English emerged as a possible language of distance. It is not the native language of either memory layer. It 
does not belong organically to my childhood scene, nor to Polish historical memory. But this very non-
belonging gives it a particular function. English can operate as a language of translation — not only 
translation for an audience, but translation as an existential condition of the work itself. The film is made 
between linguistic worlds, between countries, between personal and historical memory, between belonging 
and displacement. Hamid Naficy’s concept of “accented cinema” is relevant here: films made from exilic or 
diasporic positions often do not take language, belonging, and address for granted (Naficy, 2001). 

For that reason, English currently interests me not merely as a practical “international” solution, but as a 
language of estrangement. It introduces a certain coolness, a slight removal from the immediacy of the 
memory. This distance may be productive. It may prevent the voice-over from becoming purely confessional 
and allow it to hover between testimony, reflection, and narration. At the same time, this decision 
immediately raises questions of authenticity and sincerity. If the core of the film is rooted in a memory that 
lives in Russian, does speaking in English weaken its truth? Or does it make visible the fact that the memory 
is no longer being encountered from inside childhood, but from the position of an adult author who has 
moved through other languages and other countries? 

This question becomes even sharper when I ask whose voice should read the text. From the standpoint of 
the finished film as a conventional artistic object, one could argue that the voice should be chosen according 
to what serves the work best: the most precise timbre, the strongest rhythm, the most compelling delivery. If 
another speaker produces a more convincing film, perhaps that should decide the matter. But from the 
standpoint of artistic research, the situation is less simple. The work is not only the completed film; it is also 
the process through which the film tests the relation between memory, form, and authorship. Henk Borgdorff 
argues that in artistic research, art is not merely the outcome of a prior investigation; artistic practice itself 
becomes a site where knowledge is produced (Borgdorff, 2011). 

This distinction is crucial for me. If I read the English voice-over myself, with my own non-native cadence and 
imperfect relation to the language, the result may be less polished in a conventional cinematic sense. Yet the 
act would belong more fully to the research. It would make audible the condition in which the film is being 
made: a Russian-speaking artist, living and studying in Sweden, addressing Polish historical material 
through English as a language of distance and passage. The voice would not simply deliver the text; it would 
carry the displacement that generated the film. 

I have not resolved this question. I do not yet know whether the final voice should be mine, whether it should 
be in English, or whether another solution will emerge through further testing. What has become clear, 
however, is that this uncertainty is not an external production problem. It belongs to the artistic research 
itself. The question of language and voice forces me to confront a larger question at the center of the project: 
what matters more here — the film as a finished, effective artwork, or the artistic act through which the film 
investigates memory, authorship, and displacement? At this stage, I cannot answer by choosing one side 
over the other. I remain inside the tension between them, and this tension has itself become one of the 
findings of the research. 

3. Completion, Continuity, and the Privilege of Open-Ended Artistic Research 

At the same time, this tension cannot be resolved simply in favor of artistic research as process. One of the 
discoveries that emerged after the shoot is that, just as cinema itself gravitates toward a finished 
construction rather than an endless reproduction of psychic discontinuity, I as an author also find myself 
drawn not only toward the continuity of artistic research, but toward the completed work. I do not experience 
the film merely as a document of inquiry or as a trace of an open-ended process. I want it to stand as a film 
— condensed, precise, affective, and complete in its own form. Therefore, the choice of language and voice 
does not belong exclusively to the logic of the research process. It also belongs to the demands of the 
artwork that is trying to come into being. The unresolved question is not simply whether I should privilege the 
film or the research, but how to recognize that both impulses are genuinely mine: the desire to remain faithful 
to the artistic act, and the desire to make a finished work that can exist powerfully beyond the conditions of 
its making. 



This tension cannot be understood only as an internal aesthetic dilemma. The possibility of remaining within 
an open-ended artistic research process — of allowing the work to stay unresolved, provisional, and 
continuously unfolding without necessarily crystallizing into a finished artwork — is itself unequally 
distributed. It depends on time, institutional legitimacy, and financial support. Artistic research, as a 
recognized academic and artistic field, has developed particularly visibly within well-funded Western and 
Northern European systems: in countries such as Sweden, Finland, the Netherlands, and Norway, where 
universities, research councils, doctoral positions, journals, and grant structures have created a framework in 
which artistic practice can be sustained as research over long periods of time. 

This does not diminish the value of artistic research. On the contrary, such frameworks make possible forms 
of thinking and artistic labour that would otherwise be structurally difficult to sustain. But it does mean that 
the ideal of continuous, non-teleological inquiry is not politically neutral. It is easier to embrace incompletion 
when incompletion is institutionally protected; easier to privilege process over outcome when one’s position 
within the field is already secured, or at least temporarily supported. The ability not to finish can itself be a 
privilege. 

From my position as an emigrant artist from Russia, this question appears differently. I enter this field not 
from within a stable cultural infrastructure that has long recognized me, but through displacement, linguistic 
transition, and the need to rebuild an artistic position in another country. In such a condition, the desire for a 
finished film cannot be reduced to a naïve attachment to conventional success. A completed work is also a 
form of arrival, evidence of continuity, and a means of entering a field in which one is not yet fully rooted. 

This is where the question of privilege returns. The institutional spaces that make open-ended artistic 
research possible are part of a broader Western academic and cultural order that has been repeatedly 
criticized for reproducing exclusions linked to race, class, migration, and normative ideas of who belongs 
inside “advanced” art and knowledge production. I would not claim that my own position can simply be 
equated with the racialized exclusions experienced by non-white artists; that would be inaccurate. Yet the 
concept of privilege remains relevant here as a way of naming asymmetry: some artists are more able than 
others to inhabit uncertainty, prolong process, and treat incompletion as a legitimate artistic state. 

This realization further complicates my earlier dilemma. The choice is not simply between the purity of artistic 
research and the compromise of a finished film. My own attraction to completion is not only an aesthetic 
instinct; it is also shaped by precarity, migration, and the need for the work to exist in the world as a film, not 
only as a research trajectory. Just as cinema itself, despite its capacity for fragmentation, gravitates toward 
the form of a bounded temporal object, I also discovered that I gravitate not only toward the continuity of 
artistic research, but toward the completed work. I want the film to remain faithful to the research, but I also 
want it to stand — condensed, precise, vulnerable, and finished. The unresolved question, then, is not 
whether I should choose the artwork over the research or the research over the artwork. It is how to 
acknowledge that the desire for completion is itself part of my research position, historically and materially 
shaped, and not merely a failure to surrender to process. 

4. When the Personal Becomes Political: Historical Memory, Authorship, and the Anxiety of 
Appropriation 

Once questions of authorship, privilege, language, and artistic legitimacy entered the process, another 
question became unavoidable: can the personal in this film remain only personal? The well-known feminist 
proposition that “the personal is political” struck me with unexpected force during this stage of the research. 
In Carol Hanisch’s text “The Personal Is Political,” originally published in Notes from the Second Year: 
Women’s Liberation, the private sphere is understood as inseparable from social and political structures 
(Hanisch, 1970). In my case, this realization emerged not as an abstract theoretical point, but as a practical 
disturbance within the film itself. 

The project began from an intimate childhood memory: my mother fainting, and my fear, as a child, that she 
might have died. Yet the film connects this memory to a very specific image from Polish historical memory — 
the removal of Józef Piłsudski’s heart after his death and its burial beside his mother. During the shoot, once 
I saw the material concretely embodied through Polish military uniforms, historical props, and the 
reconstruction of a scene associated with one of the most significant and contested figures in Polish history, 
the political dimension of this gesture became impossible to ignore. I am a Russian filmmaker living in 
Sweden, using Polish historical material as part of a highly personal meditation on maternal love, death, and 
memory. Inevitably, this raises a question I had not fully confronted before the shoot: what does it mean for 
me to enter this memory, and do I have the right to use it in this way? 

I do not think this question can be answered simply by declaring artistic freedom, nor by assuming in 
advance that the gesture is illegitimate. But the possibility of historical appropriation becomes part of the 
work’s ethical field. Critical discussions of appropriation in historical cinema often focus precisely on the 
danger that the past of another community may be aestheticized, reduced, or instrumentalized in order to 
serve an external narrative (Vered, 2017). My film does not attempt to speak for Polish history, nor does it 



claim ownership over Piłsudski’s image. Yet it does draw a fragment of that history into the structure of my 
own autobiographical memory. This act may be meaningful precisely because memory travels across 
borders and attaches itself to unexpected objects; but it may also be received uneasily, especially in the 
contemporary political situation, where Russian authorship in relation to Eastern European historical memory 
is never neutral. 

What struck me is that this political question did not arise from an external critique imposed on the film 
afterward. It appeared from within the artistic process itself, as soon as the historical image ceased to be an 
idea and became materially present before the camera. The film forced me to recognize that personal 
association does not exempt an author from the politics of representation. On the contrary: the more intimate 
and sincere the association is, the more carefully one must ask what histories, symbols, and collective 
memories are being drawn into it. In this sense, “the personal is political” became not a slogan attached to 
the work from outside, but one of the discoveries generated by the research process itself. 

Conclusion 
This project began with a strong theoretical and artistic assumption: that cinema might not only represent 
memory, but function like memory. I wanted the film to become immanent to a psychic state — fragmented, 
discontinuous, unstable, built from ruptures, returns, delays, material traces, and gaps. I imagined the film as 
a form of inner work, a space in which traumatic material might be transformed rather than merely repeated 
or illustrated. 

After the shoot and during the editing process, this assumption became more complicated. The practical 
work revealed that a finished film cannot simply reproduce the open and potentially endless structure of 
memory. Memory may return, suspend, distort, and repeat without closure, but a film — especially a short 
film — becomes a bounded temporal object. It begins, unfolds, and ends. Even when it resists classical 
narration, it still generates a demand for relation, orientation, and intelligibility. This does not mean that the 
initial concept failed. Rather, the work showed me that the task is not to eliminate narrative, but to discover 
the minimum narrative structure necessary for a private associative movement to become shareable without 
being reduced to explanation. 

One of the most important findings of the process was the unexpected necessity of the voice-over. Before 
the shoot, I placed more emphasis on montage, material contrast, rhythm, image texture, and sound as 
bodily memory. Yet in the edit, the voice became the element capable of connecting the personal and 
historical registers of the film. Music could create atmosphere and affective continuity, but it could not fully 
articulate the inner movement by which a childhood memory of my mother’s possible death opened into the 
historical image of Józef Piłsudski’s heart being removed and buried beside his mother. The voice-over 
became not simply a tool of explanation, but a threshold between private memory and communicable form. 

At the same time, the voice opened another unresolved field of research: language and authorship. Russian 
is the language of my intimate memory; Polish is connected to the historical material; English appears as a 
language of distance, translation, and displacement. None of these choices is neutral. Each language 
creates a different film and a different relation between the author, the material, and the audience. The 
question of whose voice should speak the text remains equally unresolved. If I read the voice-over myself, 
the film may become more faithful to the artistic research process, making audible my own displacement, 
accent, and non-native relation to English. If another voice reads it, the film may become more polished, 
precise, and effective as a finished cinematic work. This unresolved tension between the film as artwork and 
the film as research is not a production problem; it has become one of the central discoveries of the project. 

The research also led me to reconsider my own relation to completion. I discovered that I am not drawn only 
to the continuity of artistic research as an open-ended process. I am also drawn to the finished work: to the 
film as something condensed, affective, vulnerable, and complete. This desire for completion is not merely a 
conventional artistic ambition. It is connected to my position as an emigrant artist who is rebuilding an 
authorial place in another cultural and institutional field. The possibility of remaining indefinitely within 
process — without the pressure to crystallize the work into a finished form — is itself unevenly distributed. It 
depends on time, institutional protection, financial support, and cultural legitimacy. In this sense, the need for 
the film to exist as a film is not outside the research. It belongs to the material and political conditions from 
which the research is being made. 

Another important discovery concerns the political dimension of personal memory. The project began from 
an intimate autobiographical image, but it entered the territory of Polish historical memory. During the shoot, 
when the historical material became embodied through costumes, props, soldiers, and the reconstruction of 
a scene connected to Piłsudski, I could no longer treat the image as only an inner association. As a Russian 
filmmaker living in Sweden, using Polish historical material as part of a personal reflection on maternal love, 
death, and memory, I encountered the question of historical appropriation. I do not think this question can be 
answered simply by defending artistic freedom or by rejecting the gesture in advance. But the question itself 



became unavoidable. The personal association did not free me from the politics of representation; it made 
those politics more visible. 

Therefore, the project remains unfinished not only because the film is still developing, but because the 
research questions themselves remain open. I still do not fully know how memory works in this film: whether 
its associative logic becomes legible to another person, or whether it remains too private. I do not know 
whether the film transforms traumatic material, or whether it only returns to the wound with greater formal 
complexity. I do not know whether the work produces a form of healing, however fragile, or whether it 
remains a deep and prolonged gaze into the abyss. Perhaps this uncertainty is unavoidable. Perhaps the 
question is not whether art can simply heal trauma, but whether it can create a form in which the wound is no 
longer only mute repetition, but becomes available for thought, relation, and movement. 

At the beginning of the project, I wrote that the author should not be only the one who looks into the abyss 
and records disintegration, but the one who raises their gaze and tries to stand in the clearing of being. After 
the shoot, I can no longer state this as a confident credo. It has become a question. Did the film allow me to 
raise my gaze, or did it only teach me to look more carefully into the darkness? I do not yet know. But I can 
say that the process changed the terms of the question. The film is no longer only an attempt to represent 
memory, trauma, or love. It has become a site where the limits of representation, authorship, language, 
historical belonging, and artistic responsibility have become visible. 

For this reason, the value of the project lies not in the fact that it resolves its initial theoretical questions, but 
in the fact that it makes them more precise. The research did not confirm the original concept in a simple 
way. It tested it, resisted it, and exposed its limits. Cinema can approach memory, but it cannot become 
memory without remainder. Form can work through trauma, but it cannot guarantee healing. Personal 
memory can open toward collective history, but it cannot do so innocently. Artistic research can remain open, 
but the desire for a finished work may itself be part of the research. These contradictions do not weaken the 
project. They define the space in which the project exists. 

The film, then, is not the answer to the research. It is the place where the research continues. 
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