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Only by collecting together the films of
different directors do we arrive at picture of the
modern world which 1s more or less realistic and
has some claim to be called a full account of what
concerns, excites and puzzles our contemporaries:
an embodiment, in fact, of that generalised
experience which modern man lacks and which
the art of cinema lives to make incarnate.

The whole question of avant-garde is peculiar
to the twentieth century, to the time when art has
steadily been losing its spirituality. The situation
1s worst in the visual arts, which today are almost
totally devoid of spirituality. The accepted view
is that this situation reflects the despiritualised
state of society. And of course, on the level of
simple observation of the tragedy. I agree: that
1s what it does reflect. But art must transcend as
well as observe; its role is to bring spiritual vision
to bear on reality: as did Dostoyevsky, the first to
have given inspired utterance to the incipient
disease of the age.

The whole concept of avant-garde in art is
meaningless. I can see what it means as applied
to sport, for instance. But to apply it to art would
be to accept the idea of progress in art; and though
progress has an obvious place in technology —
more perfect machines capable of carrying out
their functions better and more accurately — how
can anyone be more advanced in art? How could
Thomas Mann be said to be better than
Shakespeare?

Artists are divided into those who create
their own inner world and those who recreate
reality. I undoubtedly belong to the first — but
that actually alters nothing: my inner world may
be of interest to some, others will be left cold or
even irritated by it; the point is that the inner
world created by cinematic means always has to
be taken as reality, as 1t were objectively
established in the immediacy of the recorded
moment.
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A piece of music can be played in different
ways, can last.for varying lengths of time. Here
time 1s simply a condition of certain causes,and
effects set out in a given order; it has an abstract,
philosophical character. Cinema on the other hand
is able to record time in outward and visible signs,
recognisable to the feelings. And so time becomes
the very foundation of cinema; as sound is In
music, colour in painting, character in drama.

Rhythm, then, is not the metrical sequence
of pieces; what makes it 1s the time-thrust within
the frames. And I am convinced that it 1s rhythm,
and not editing, as people tend to think, that is
the main formative element of cinema.

Any talk of ‘genre’ in cinema refers as a rule
to commercial films—gsituation comedy, Western,
psychological drama, melodrama, musical, detec-
tive, horror or suspense movie. And what have any
of these to do with art? They belong to mass media
and are for the mass consumer.

What is Bresson’s genre? He doesn’t have one.
Bresson 1s Bresson. He is a genre in himself.
Antonioni, Fellini, Bergman, Kurosawa,
Dovzhenko, Vigo, Mizoguchi, Bunuel — each is
identified with himself. The very concept of genre
is as cold as the tomb. And is Chaplin Comedy?
No: he 1s Chaplin, pure and simple; a unique
phenomenon, never to be repeated.

There 1s no contradiction in the fact that I
do nothing in particular to please an audience, and
yet hope fervently that my picture will be accepted
and loved by those who see it. The ambivalence
of this position seems to me to be at the very heart

of the problem of artist and audience — a
relationship fraught with tension.

A film 1s an emotional reality, and that is how
the audience receives it — as a second reality.

The fairly widely held view of cinema as a

system of signs therefore seems to me profoundly
and essentially mistaken. I see a false premise at

the very basis of the structuralist approach.

Excerpted from Sculpting in Tivme — Reflections on the
Cinema, published by The Bodley Head Ltd., London, 1986.
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We go on living, in the final analysis, because we do not know why we are here to live.
Unknowing, or hazard, is as vital to man as water.

2V > 18
)R o
IR ASE IR R

& nﬁ
SHEEH (MY ET
fml » IR AE A

HRFfE It S5 E
INTT

K

b

"‘-._

i R

Ll‘

S

’l

——
o

==

Y o
1RKZERER
K ZEHRES

Y

LR AT EFER L
S5 0 BT EER A —1 » aJ AR

IBUFJJC &ﬁ]-fb,ﬂ: J\}{

Bira)®

ARAE 55— B L

‘J_ T — R B

-3

R A]
TEEK

{ B Hf

___.,..-

o

H HTHY

H

-

RHEJIEMAR A4

,

-

R T T
TAEKTHEMT?E%TEWJ PAEI T2
%Eﬁ%%ﬁ I =
R THS

5 S
=

LR BE 2K
M bE

77w [a]
2% R—

7
17 -

— John Fowles

KB BB IR VEHED o n] Bl E S 2R JJEE R
— R B AREEHIRS S » A — BB T B AR B .. e
FRIGHFSANBEFR R K o NN =%
Fﬁa MEFE EHE—R - RSN \r J S
''''' % 4 7 BY AP HE A T i% J—1{IE HR > 308 2%
il @F:L?“%@Tﬁ o —m]ailad » ARAE I 0 HLK X B R IR S &1%9’3*4@@:_!5%31%%@%@
A IEasK o —{p/Em » 2 7/E » gefElgy A ff MARHY 2L 5 B & .;uEl’Jjj L5 R LIRS G
IHE—*‘UE*PL/Ui.:f‘F‘ﬁEI’Jﬁf:HD_Q e wREFES FEHIMF o3& P?} Y & HME K H 2% 5519
T8 ANEIE TR B £ 15815 <<%=EK%L‘E>> | FBREIE TEEAFEESEEIE
$h oo RFfERETISR HER T HEN o BHIERE] » JREC T EHN S —E 2] o
A el RS EE 0 1T &E 52 1B & 85 T Bl & 4 FAF Q(ﬁ%mﬁin“ﬂ”ﬁiﬂ’]“‘f?EHM’E > fRA PLHY
g PNEGEERSDEEIR » S EaXKEKEIE E © —m]EHEh * BRE E T B At E R m MR (5
R KA FEATH R A » WEEAEAEE » S L E - EIE RIS » HUE RS R R
AVEH "‘E‘EE BE 2B AR » L EBE B ARIE LI E £ ET_ﬁfﬁfF o |)fE Rk EE
fH o A HJE ] LIGHEZEE /Y o B ikl & & e~ —YJRiSE S ERE " > 1 %@f%ﬂ)\ o
Jige Tﬁﬁ($§£L@ ; ﬁf{)@ﬁﬂ LR & E © iﬂ‘f‘ikﬁ(/ﬁ ER B )Y » FaR - [ 20E
BICHFE LRI E ) KRER » sle L= E A » AP A ap ByE — 0 %JL*L SAE L .1ﬁﬂfr‘%
SER = 8K e o D DAEHS R o R B 1R 1k » E'J)\’M’T 5L—'Hﬁﬁlaaﬁﬁ’]fé o R RA S 2 8
IR o W ERRAE o DM X RN & 1565t ﬁ'l]xE H o P ANERIRREABEE T » ?jéff'ﬁf?]’]h(ﬁ
A AE SR A ap 2 18] o R eI AM A %D”T%jﬂ AR E RS o | EET
is » RBFRH|EE S E TR E 1‘3E{M%FH’J¥~:' A A zﬁéﬁﬁnﬁﬂl - ERELEE 0 g R] IR HKTE
NZHIAAHBEE © 173 ) FbC 2 BERAR B B By ) Bl PRy il f5 o
7 NAE Fr W] REBE—ARE » e Rt — & 2 RS © R AEar A —K » (1A
i:: g ‘“1‘%1‘? o nnE e S T HY » BT H = VEEsER I~ pexisd » ALK& Eﬁﬁﬁi@%#@%
W MHEE » FRBITH HF S TER MBI R E H B ﬁf": ’ i@ﬁf?kfﬁ?!ﬁ@?%ﬂ mA
"F%%ﬁ 7.1’@ EAMEREE AN LR EESE e KB R » g it O
A EBRE] o m{FH LY EE)EHARE » £(E A E— :ﬁﬁﬁ{?ﬁﬁﬁyé o =M FIER T A BE R
ERIR A B H >>%E.3. s kA8t I AE SR P [ v & B ACHH © B HIRR 2R » BEER A o {BIR04
2T E B &EJEFJTT.@C%EEEHU » KBt~ AR o KR s o MR > TN 2 E RERIEEE
%ii?&fﬁi HET AR 158 o AEHH T A58 & = A= iL/LuREI’JﬂU% » R — V)= 455
;A A =] TEIHLJ]EE e A FEil T BE 45 ik =5 0 B KIEEEMEE IR » —v)EE
F"ﬁT?': o H’]Eﬁﬁ%%ﬁ/ﬁ F e PR 4SS jﬁﬁiﬁh%* o RTMEAMAE
SR & VBT R (R S i ) S [a] B 5 » gera B A ERBERMEE » SEE R IFE
*’éﬂﬁk{:iﬂ E s R4 NBfEAR FER - | L H LIRS B » Hi ko smBEIEEAZEZHNT » RMERE o A~
ZEUERIEHGR DT 0 TNEERAE R G E/gE— %SE%LTJE,M: ARG o
ﬁ » FTLABLHE T o BB CF/ S AKER » Aan BERVHAEEE—RK » (HEERKR N IR
M EMEGaI S8R TEE o | A ar 7 o Mal HEFRBEX LFEX THITE
FURUINZHIEBITERGE Sl L] TIE e | (#kBF 58) » BRMAEESHERFT » INRIFHES ~
BB MR ARy HIE ) o WE’JT%IT%%X{J@ RAL ©
TiE » REMZ R o T/ » ERA
P — UL UFIF » ﬁfJﬁ_FE‘T%D{%A— o ﬁﬁ_P?ﬁﬁﬁ
U ANBBHEERAE » B2 o ‘e MBI RK KSER &
BHRHAYFEAE o bfﬁ’#%ﬂﬁ”ﬁ{@z—m&ﬁ’\%% ’
MR E AR o
AT E I EG I LCE AT/ » fi] FFEE JHYK
= L H 8RR m LAY R R F-ER e AN

WARNING: This material may be protected by copyright law (Title 17 U.S. Code)



e e S R e -
el S e e e e W L e o S

e e e e e Lo e e R
..........

...........

.....
...........

........

HE #HERA

RCfeA—[E] » B E T H TR S K BL S o M HAE R e 12y 3R > HYE RS —1E 20 751 &
faZl « BRI R EERICEE ) Eﬁ_,..x?ﬁifﬁFET %;u ’T:?Hj’ > ﬁ?ﬁﬁmﬁmﬁﬁﬁ FHVE S » I dHY

LX%E?JJ}\JU?JH%%QZHU o FEF R B 2K e a1 L == i B o e M im s B RBEAR
Raa—HEEH o FBRIERERRNAR o & %H’JJ\ Zw%ﬁﬂﬂ HF—EA U ETEERIAN o AZiE
LR 8 BEZERIEIRT o KB a4 ﬁ*r{TEﬂKEH BB o
ANFHEGH FPERBERNL o B B/ INZAER S B fE k= AR IR AR s e B AR T A B KR B
hﬁﬁtﬁ$%ﬁ o B —BEBRER 7 2 2 St WHFT o KBRT)—FHE @m-aﬂﬁmima
HRERREHR Ttk G 3¢bﬁ1%~ Fﬂ’“}zi@Lﬂﬁmﬁ% FRAMI A H A o B A R B 1T
% 0 B BRI RV S Hh R 8 o 5 ATk BEAFITFZREE &ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁuﬁmﬁ Ry 5
HHEE — AT R 1 & K EEA o ﬁaﬂﬁéﬁf’ﬁ IS LB AL 2 *‘“EF‘E’D‘T%’L T —2hH ﬂEé"nﬂi(L*
e 0 BT A BBGE T R A B BE KK E > ﬂ%T SE/INFLHY  IBRIG PG RS n] KT E
JdZT__’f’fEE’JVEEFE:E:' » 75 FIMYBAAS E B 2 AR IR SRR Nl CIE =A== PN E %’Jzzmtti%% ==h: i hry el L,Lﬁ@ﬁ—ﬂﬁb?f
FTHEN AN Z bR * e[ E I EN AR S o ik %EH’JMEE%HEG
45 10 FBAR > FH R 25 5N B0 L [T 7 i Y B B Ry s N B s s B AR EE » 55 rlR
BHY A8 o fldaE B ERAM 25 8l B A 1R /Y B8 i {E\%ﬁ’*qﬁ—*ﬁba HEEWNGOE- YT
x o L EGIET T IEHRMBIEE o 0] RETERY e ok TR A — 8 v J iy e ik & o i 24

(FFVEN—EHF  FEFEASREARNR  ORQHREEEN o BT RIIEERE » &
GREREEIS  EE AN RO R - M ARSI SR B LA TC IR i TR R
B MO R EALE R ORISR AL BRIER R — RIS - A8

WARNING: This material may be protected by copyright law (Title 17 U.S. Code)



CAEar RIS ) SR B A A Y Jal B S AR AR E A R AT ERR SR T AR 1T

(EH1H « E=WrIsk) EEEE AZE Fa kR KINESTERI Ve E RS _ AR fikﬁmﬂﬁffi%m*i
SETHE A » AHRC (SR AE TR IEED) © HMER] A SR £ RS R AR EE , AR = » L2 EHEE
75 == 411 {a] 5@ Sy b Y1+ %ﬂﬂi&_tﬁuuxiﬁf%ﬂﬂi WA EELEE B HE ﬂ{@‘}%@%ﬁi%éfﬂ%
15 o (IR EL R AR EAE » a] LAFTE) L AESRIUEY » B ar B R Ry E B R ENK
AP B E KA 5 ~fLﬁfﬁ~ (H At P A /Y8 s Ed FE ””‘ » h BE5E e S B BT R B § AR NE TR
#H 0 ME mwﬁcﬁ%ﬂ@u Eﬁﬁi ﬁﬁ: ;B a] R 3 —E o M EEE —EZERGE S8 - BvEER
H’Jf’Fuu?’E = SN=7 .Lu Eﬁ {&% Ji” éﬁx -] = 8 {A A Eﬁ% {%f%l_rh 15{5 ﬁ\.ﬁij‘%j'
5 B IM\‘ o BREEIESS L o ECELFEL « EMELR)H
(ZZ ﬁ‘ﬁf{,h . EAGHR ) B GEFE FHER HJ-}’EL{JE/&EE w”]}'\‘wréﬁﬁj\%ﬁlf—?fﬁi— quVJ E%ﬁmtéfjx
(7 EZHTIFHIE o Efa A —FET T EETeE RHII2R > FF—RESFEEEMEASSERE » HEE AT
B fmnxm s (B E X2 —EFRA K 22 B 7 AR R EE TR, o FARGIE SEHEM GG THBET 2%
NHER o —Bals » FMEEREMEKEZE L B (HG ) GEMRE KSR ER » thla
’?’S{%iffl’JJ,i 7 o N'c F—{EyRERZE o FIJ A u&@&}{m (ZAEF] « [EARHRR) T © &-—[ﬁ 1l B 3E B
SRS TTEN (f H—% b > FRBBEINE > —(B IR AR SMRITES » FRAEER BB ARHY © ﬁﬁ‘%&
.A&H EINVEEE Tt i S N ézl fr] v 2 fEE e 17 é<<$m¢>>ﬁﬁf“%% (L “’%ﬁ?!! . FSFHHTS;& =59
B A # PR e a5 oR TREZRFE - o Stk E XA f)?;ﬁ*::f . é%ﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬂk%ﬁﬁ’*"lﬁ%{_z o 5 A HPLL
BEANFTEhFRAME Ee 28 LAY OWE ? AT HE R 3 fE 1Y [ fIF Tt T ) S A o Ty [ 2 B B A Ve
BRI 2 A lﬁiwf B TR o 182 E HE O SRR Mﬁ“ B2Y o FLEEIEHE /KA o BUE N EERIBERR °
-JEAXAE Ve E P O SIS S =k SR 6l MR B A i S s AR o —I8 1R EE
KR » 157 JE‘JL L3 s NS B = PR E A H“UEBQ RECAE FHHEE a] KA EEH A n 3 AHIHE JT o
AN R R ED TGS - e {REAMHIREY T CZAAEEN « EARER R FRAHE F— 2 1E Al
350 AR N Z o Bal R E 35— 35 AR == B fHRE KB ST = RE S ©
SN AEAREE R M — R S E R ERY
o e v 3 o e 8 1)

WARNING: This material may be protected by copyright law (Title 17 U.S. Code)



Timothy Hyman

Solaris was the first of Tarkovsky’s films to
be seen at all widely in the West and, perhaps
inevitably, it was misunderstood. Audiences and
almost all critics brought to 1t the most con-
ventional expectations — of a genre film, a sci-f1
epic, “Russia’s answer to 2001 And although 1t
clearly owes part of its continuing availability to
this science-fiction label, Solaris has never, I
suspect, found the wider audience it deserves.

[ want to present Solaris here not as science-
fiction but as prophetic vision. It was of course
based on a science-fiction source, but a reading
of Stanislaus Lem’s novel reveals Tarkovsky's
entirely different intentions. Crucial is the film’s
new ending, with Kris's return and submission to
his father. The space journey of Lem’s novel 1s now
enclosed, as a kind of dream-core, within the
sequences of earth; and the planet Solaris
becomes, as I hope to show, essentially a metaphy-
sical dimension, the location of an oceanic love.
Space fantasy has become moral allegory;
Tarkovsky 1s clearly speaking in Solaris about our
life, today; all that happens in space 1s intended
only to return us to earth.

The film’s most memorable sequences — the
garden, the drive through the city, the bonfire
film, the Hunters in the Snow, the ending — bear
no relation to anything in the novel; they are
entirely personal to Tarkovsky’s vision, and it is
these visionary sequences that will determine my
approach to the film. What follows is not so much
criticism as “interpretation”; in Wilson Knight'’s
phrase, a “reconstruction of vision,” rather than
a judgment. But Solaris demands exigesis partly
because 1t 1s full of ambiguities. Stylistically, it can
easilly be grouped with the cinema of Resnais and
his circle, with Je tavme Je t'avme, or with Chris
Marker’s Le Jetée. Tarkovsky has spoken of the

film-maker having as his basic material a block
of time, into which he carves, as the sculptor into
stone;'and this potentiality of film to shape time
is particularly relevant to the theme of Solaris:
a man has to relive the past in order to return to
the present. In Solaris, as so often in Resnais also,
we are plunged into the middle of a complex story,
and the information necessary to understand it
on a rational level is only slowly divulged. There
1S a many-layered structure, of films-within-the-
film. We do not immediately recognize Burton as
he watches his much younger self on television;
nor the younger variants of Kris’'s parents, or of
Kris himself, in the Bonfire Film, with its
bewildering telescoping of Kris's life from
childhood to marriage. Gabaryan we meet only
after death, 1n the suicide cassette he records for
Kris. Each of these 1s a key sequence 1n terms of
information or “background,” but in each, cinema’s
ability to present the past as the present is felt
as undermining temporal reality. A further dis-
orientationg factor — especially during the
sequence of Kris's fever — 1s Tarkovsky’s inter-
polation of black and white and color. But within
this world, Har1’'s presence 1s both more meaning-
ful and more acceptable. We first see her in a
photograph, and when she appears on Solaris, she
clearly 1s the photographic image (imperfectly)
“copied.” Unlike Burton or Kris’s parents, however,
she 1s quite unchanged by, because outside, time.

All this takes a lot of unravelling, but in both
Tarkovsky and Resnais, there is a serious intent;
the essence of this kind of film 1s that the
spectator should be forced to undergo a con-
frontation with mystery, to acknowledge the
uncharted. But where I think Tarkovsky is so
different from Resnais 1s in his going beyond the
mystery to a moralistic end. Solaris 1s not another
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Marienbad, about the mysteries of love in Time;
nor 1s 1t, as some have thought, about the illu-
siveness of love,(so that Kris never returns to earth
at all, but 1s marooned in the mirror world of
Solaris’s ocean). In the final image of The Return
of the Prodigal Son, the film’s political and
1deological overtones become clear. While the film
1s not precisely anti-Soviet (Tarkovsky gives some
of the principal characters English names, and he
has Burton drive through Tokyo's freeways) yet it
is clearly anti-materialistic. In Kris’s return to
his father’s garden are implied many of the radical
perspectives familiar to us in the west, though I
cannot think of any significant earlier film that
has embodied such protests, set as they are here
within a deeply felt metaphysic. What Tarkovsky
1s surely saying at the end of Solaris, 1s that love
carries with it the imperative to change society,
to build a very different society than our own.
| The film begins on Kris Kelvin's last day on
earth, before setting off for Solaris. A terrible
‘sadness 1s felt from these first sequences, in the
film’s numbed pace, its wavering, disturbing slow-
ness. At first I think most audiences must assume
‘this sadness reflects Kris's regret at leaving earth.
Later however we will piece together Kris's earlier
history: the mother to whom he was too much
attached, the marriage she resented, his aban-
doning it, the young wife's suicide. All this has
happened years before, but 1t has left Kris

vanquished and without hope.

Yet Kris's predicament is soon seen to be
representative of society as a whole. Solaris 1s
centrally a prophecy; it 1s about a society which
has lost humanity and which has, or soon will,
come to the end of its tether. The landscape of
these first sequences spells out a polarity, between
garden and city, organic and inorganic, humanistic
and anti-humanistic, which 1s obviously central to
Tarkovsky’s thought. Kris’s father inhabits an
anachronistic world, of protest and nostalgia for
the past (“I dislike innovation”) with a horse in the
garage, the car beside it half-covered with hay, and
a gas balloon moored to the roof. Yet directly
beside the garden runs the highway, which will
lead eventually to the terrible city of Burton's

drive, a world with no human organic thing visible.

It 1s with this mechanical world of hardware
and radiation that Kris, although a psychologist,
1s at first identified; as his father rebukes him,
“Earth has adapted itself to men like you, but at
a heavy price” Yet in the films mysterious opening
sequence, as Kris stares down at plants slowly
waving underwater, is already a foretaste of that
“contact with the ocean” by which Kris will be
redeemed, and which will entail involvement with
all that 1s most soft, fluid, and in a cultural sense,
primitive.

If the first part of the film is essentially about
soclety, In the second we focus almost exclusively
on the individual experience of Kris. Indeed the
whole story of Solaris has unmistakably the air
of an inner adventure, a dream-sequence or a
psychoanalytic exploration. The planet Solaris
offers a kind of purgation; it becomes an inner
dimension in which Kris, through Hari, is made
to relive the experience which had brutalized him
on Earth, to become once more compassionate,
ready to return. The planet and its ocean can well
be seen as one of many archetypal islands, familiar
to us from myth and literature. “On Solaris, as on
the 1sland of The Tempest, men “of great guilt” are
forced to confront the specters of their past, and
so, each one, to discover himself, “When no man
was his own.” For Kris, as for Prospero, the ocean
1s the agent of catharsis, of cleansing, and so of
his release. And when the process is at an end,
Kris must return to take up his role on earth, as
Prospero his dukedom.

“Though the seas threaten, they are merciful”
Something of Kris’s sea-change the spectator i1s
made to share also. For us, as for Kris, it is the
transformation of our initial fear of the ocean, first
Into a sense of absurdity, of the impotence of man
in the face of such a power, and then eventually
Into love, that constitutes the true narrative of the
film. The ocean presents itself throughout as some
overwhelming existential problem, which we have
to come to terms with, to interpret. In the earlier
sequences, where the camera will frequently pass
out through windows into the blankness beyond,
the ocean 1s experienced as a void, a threat the
oreater for being unspecific. Then, when Kris's
dead wife appears, she 1s the materialization of
his guilt; as Gabaryan had warned, the ocean “has
something to do with one’s conscience.” And so
long as she 1s no more to Kris than a threat to
be destroyed, Hari retains her own sense of in-
completeness, her obsessive fear of abandonment.

With Har1's reappearance, however, the whole
character of the film changes. The ocean now
begins to be seen as the source., not of ghosts, but
of love. At this point Kris begins his return back
towards society. What his growing love for Hari
will reveal to him is the validity of his father’s
humanistic — and socially divergent — viewpoint,
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for which Tarkovsky has provided a complex
cultural reference. We had noticed a copy of Don
Ouixote open in Kris’s father’s study; and now, in
the space-station’s library, Cervantes is again read
from, (with Snouth as Sancho Panza to Kris’s
gallant madman). On one wall, moreover are large
transparencies of Brueghel’s Seasons, and in front
of one of these, “The Hunters in the Snow,’
Solaris’s most remarkable sequence will take
place. Kris has left Hari alone in the library, to
escort the drunken Snouth to his room; now he
anxiously returns, only to find her staring
absorbed in front of the picture. Magically, she 1s
wn the landscape, and for some moments we ex-
plore it with her; the skaters and the homesteads
below, the birds and trees silhouetted against the
sky, the men and their dogs as they move across
the brow of the hill. When she turns to Kris, we
realize that through Brueghel she has been able
to apprehend what it is to be a human being on
earth. In the cessation of gravity that follows, we
watch Hari and Kris as they float together in mid-
alr, in front of the Brueghel, while around them
slowly circles the Cervantes, with Don Quixote
riding forth. This sequence must be seen as
Tarkovsky’s cultural testament. Cervantes and
Brueghel are both felt as representative of a
humanistic culture that 1s earthy and realistic, yet
transcends naturalism, even as love transcends the
welght of matter, and for Kris, redeems the past.

Kris’s love for Hari restores him to humanity;
but the continuing failure of their relationship
opens up for him terrifying vistas of a love that
goes beyond any individual. We sense his growing
realization that Hari 1s not the victim of the ocean,
“that custard,” but a part of it. These sequences
culminate in a kind of breakdown, at the onset of
which, speaking half-intelligibly to Snouth, Kris
outlines the core of the film’s speculation. “Maybe
we're here]” he suggests, “to sense man as an
object for love” He speaks of Tolstoy’s shame at
his inability to love all mankind. “....Shame, that
1s what will save mankind.”

In the fever-sequence that follows, Hari and
his mother merge and proliferate; and when Kris
wakes, 1t 1s to learn that Hari and the other
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“guests” have disappeared. Kris's role is now clear.
“Contact” with the ocean has been established.
“It 1s time” says Snouth, standing at Kris’s
bedside, “to return to earth

Clearly the central part of the film has been,
on one level, about a man’s discovery of what love
1s. But love 1s here viewed as a dimension both
cosmic and metaphysical; and so Tarkovsky clothes
his dialectical progression in a space allegory. The
ocean 1s the “void” of undifferentiated experience,
the matrix from which all experience comes.
Kris’s love for Hari 1ssues from and returns to this
vold, and only by confronting and accepting 1t will
its threat be transformed to beneficence. At the
end of the film, the ocean 1s found to be the
oground of being, and in the final shot the living
presence of a metaphysical reality 1s affirmed.

The last scenes on earth begin with Kris once
again lingering by the lake, staring into the
vegetable life in the watery depths — images that
now take on a much more explicit meaning. We
watch Kris with foreboding as he comforts the
dog, walks over to the house, presses his face
against the window — a face of appalling com-
passion, as he watches his father, apparently
crazed with grief, standing helplessly as water
drips onto him from above.

But his father’s sudden joy as he recognizes
him, and Kris's wonderful gesture at the thresh-
hold, define this ending as one of hope. When Kris
returns to earth, it is to kneel before his father
in an image of submission exactly echoing the
ogreat Rembrandt in Leningrad, “The Return of the
Prodigal Son.” Kris has “returned to his father’s
house,” and so, implicitly, to the antimaterialist and
divergent view his father embodies. He shares
with him not only the grief of a terrible human
loss — for each has lost his wife since they last met
— but also a common anchor-age 1n a
transcendent love. When we left Solaris, our last
image was of the plant Kris had brought from
earth, flourishing on the window sill. “Once earth
was beyond the reach of love’...... And now, as the
camera rises from the kneeling figure and above
the house, we see that the earthly garden is indeed
fully located in the ocean; and from this contact,

a new soclety will be born.

Despite their scale, both Solaris and Andrer
Roublev are very personal films. Each seems to
take a panoramic view, to include the whole world,
but each 1s in fact about the effect of that world
on one character only. As Tarkovsky explained just
before starting work on Solaris: “In all that I have
done, in all that I intend to do.....my theme is this:
a man gripped by an ideal searches passionately
for the answer to a question, goes to the limit in
his attempt to understand reality. And he obtains
this understanding, thanks to his strivings, to his
experience.’
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The films have similar formal structures.
Tarkovsky has made clear that he rejects for
himself the dynamic juxtapositions of Kisenstein,
in favor of building one sequence upon another,
until in one last conclusive image the overall
meaning of the film is made clear. In both Roublev
and Solaris this final sequence 1s all-important in
providing the affirmation Tarkovsky seeks, of
“that optimism to which I hold so firmly, and
about which I am constantly speaking.” Yet 1In
Roublev this ending may be felt to have a certain
hollowness about it. Throughout the film ap-
pallingly violent episodes have been presented to
us in a strangely distanced perspective; 1t 1s only
in the final minutes that the film suddenly
becomes emotionally full-blooded, and is allowed
to move at last into color, into the warmth,
tenderness and refinement of Roublev’s ikons.
However much we may agree with the film's
argument — that spiritual values and artistic
achievement come out of and redeem the brutality
of experience — yet I am not sure this ending
makes out a convincing case. I think a comparison
with the Brueghel sequence in Solaris 1s revealing.
Both sequences are an attempt to use a great
work of art as a means of transcendence. But
whereas, in Roublev, this transcendence 1s
juxtaposed to the rest of the film, in Solaris 1t 1s
situated at the heart of it, and Brueghel’s affir-
mation of the natural world is embodied within
the dramatic context, of Hari becoming human.
[t makes a very different sense to pan and zoom
into Brueghel’s illusionistic landscape than into
the flaking color areas of a Roublev 1kon; and 1
think it is the difference between the humanistic
and the merely aestheticizing.

There are aspects of both these films that are
difficult, but these difficulties are common to most
significant European cinema of the last decade.
As film-makers have emerged as great artists,
they have inherited the same problems as the
painters of the previous generation; and they have
paid the same price. Even the once-loyal “serious”
audiences have turned away, and above all, to the
Hollywood of the thirties and forties; and I think
the common factor in their choice of naivete or

mediocrity in preference to obvious artistic
mastery is the disturbing subjectivity of this
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recent cinema, 1ts apparently dissociated, futile
Inwardness.

Yet a positive view of the recent work of (for
example) Bergman, Resnais, Antonioni, Fellini,
Pasolini, and Bresson would be to see them as
attempting to forge a metaphysical cinema, whose
inclusion of the mystical and the miraculous often
recalls the “World-Theater” of the past. Before the
advent of cinema, the stage had to be the vehicle
for the cosmic flights of such works as Fveryman
or The Tempest, The Magic F'lute or Faust or Peer
Gynt. But In cinema, the “rough magic’ of masque
and opera can become infinitely more resourceful.
And these recent films do seem to me to have
oreatly expanded cinema’s potentiality — through
its magical inclusiveness they have conveyed the
scope and spectacle of life, while at the same time,
chiefly through temporal ambiguities, they have
given this spectacle a subjective edge, so that we
sense the director’s personal and mysterious
experience. In its approximation to dream and to
our mental processes, 1n i1ts capacity to manipulate
space and time without losing verisimilitude, film
surely can uniquely embody this kind of vision.

In many respects Tarkovsky does belong
within this new personal cinema of dream and
reverie, fantasy and metaphysic. He shares with
these others an interest in psychoanalysis, a use
of almost self-conscious “archetypes” (the images
of horses, rushing streams, and figures standing
under rain or pouring water repeated in both
films). And he 1is, even more than they, a master
of the “Bead-Game” of cultural reference. Yet
there is a real difference. Like Kris’s father in
Solaris, Tarkovsky “dislikes innovation.” What
gave him “more pleasure than anything else” 1n
Roublev’s French reviews were the words “without
breaking with tradition.” His purpose, he says, is
not to experiment, but to make “important” films.

We should not confuse such utterances with
official Soviet attitudes to Western decadence. I
think Tarkovsky means only that he remains
committed to an art that puts content before
form. And his films do in some respects stand as
a corrective. Unlike that of his Western con-
temporaries, Tarkovsky’s is a vision informed by
an urgent moral content — a vision we can all
share. “Dream,” wrote Jane Harrison, “is the myth
of the individual, myth, the dream of the
collective” It 1s Tarkovsky's ability to project,
through cinema’s unique potentialities, a very
inward vision, in such a way that it becomes a
collective statement — a myth for our whole
society — that makes Solaris likely to prove the
“Important” film its director hoped for.

'This and subsequent quotations are translated from Andrei
Roublev, Paris: Editeurs Francais Reunis, 1970.

“1 am grateful to Mr. R. Farrington for pointing out the

remarkable parallels between the imagery of Solaris and that
of Marvell’'s The Garden.

©1976 by the Regents of the University of California. Reprinted
from Film Quaterly, Vol. 29, No.3, March 1976.
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Peter Green

For Gatsby it was the green light across the
water, ‘the orgastic future that year by year
recedes before us), that eluded his grasp. Gatsby
believed in the green light and the possibility of
turning back time, of repeating the past, or
allowing it to take another, more desirable course.
For him everything seemed possible: the realisa-
tion of an unfulfilled dream of life, shaped to his
own design. But Gatsby’s life ended in a deserted
swimming pool.

Domenico in Nostalgia also believes in the
need to create a new world. His goal, however, 1s
not the realisation of a personal realm, but a
change in the values of the world. Stationed on
the scaffolding about the equestrian statue of
Marcus Aurelius, he proclaims the need to return
to that point in history where we took the wrong
path, and to begin again. But Domenico preaches
to a mad world, and he takes his own life with a
can of petrol and a lighter to the strains of
Beethoven and Schiller’s Ode to Joy (Freedom).
At the same time, Andrei fulfils Domenico’'s wish
and bears the flame — the lighted candle for St
Catherine — across the emptied sulphur baths.
Heartsick, he collapses (and dies?) in the steaming
pool of the spa. Nostalgia as a sickness for another
place, another time, so severe as to amount to a
disease — a sickness unto death.

Andrei has come to Italy in search of in-
formation on an eighteenth century Russian
composer who has been here before him. He
encounters Domenico. Domenico proves in many
respects to be his alter ego, the film providing
numerous allusions to a common identity. In
Domenico’s dilapidated house the old man pours

two drops of oil into the palm of his hand,
indicating how they merge and become one;
painted on the wall of his house 1s the equation
1+1=1. Similarly, the Alsatian that suddenly
emerges from the bathroom of Andrer's hotel
room and settles down beside his bed as if they
had been lifelong companions proves, in the realm
of reality, to be Domenico’'s dog. On Domenico's
first appearance at the open air sulphur baths the
dog appears with him, and it is also present in his
derelict house outside the town; and when
Domenico goes up in flames, one sees the dog tied
to a column, straining at the leash, the only
creature in fact to show emotion at his master’s
death. But the dog also inhabits Andrei’s waking
dreams, his memories of other places, other
times, and 1s within the ruined church at the close,
after death, when they alone are left in the
artificial reconstructed landscape and the falling
snow of ‘home. The black dog in Stalker plays a
similar role, its first appearance being just as
sudden and mysterious.

This merging of identities is to be found in
a number of situations in Tarkovsky’s films and
in particular in The Murror (1974), where the
characters of wife and mother (performed by the
same actress) are blurred to the point of identity.
In Nostalgza,too, Tarkovsky’s old preoccupation
with his own family history manifests itself anew.

The son of Arseniy Alexandrovitch and Maya
Ivanova, Andrei Tarkovsky grew up in a family
of two children, whom the mother was left to
bring up on her own after the departure of the
father. These circumstances correspond to those
of the family in the dream sequence of Nostalgua,
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where one sees a woman with two children in a
distant, faded, sepia-coloured world of childhood,
reminiscent of old photographs from a family
album. Time or place are uncertain. The family
might be Andrei’'s own wife and children some-
where else in the present, or his own childhood
home of the past, the boy his son or his childhood
self, the absent father himself or his own father,
Domenico as alter ego or father figure.

The evidently autobiographical elements that
Tarkovsky weaves into his films are reinforced by
concrete references: the dedication of Nostalgia
to the memory of his mother and the quotation
from a book of poems by his father (the book being
subsequently consumed by flames). Nor for that
matter 1s this the only film in which the director
uses his own name for that of the principal
character. But Tarkovsky’s search for ‘home
acquires a broader significance that removes it
from the purely personal, introspective realm; and
the allusions to autobiographical or national
aspirations, which one frequently finds in codified,
cryptic form in other films from Eastern Europe,
have a universal significance as well. The search
for a physical or spiritual ‘home’ is not restricted
to those countries, and it is one of the greatnesses
of Tarkovsky’s films that they contain all these
layers of relevance, extending from the personal,
via the national to the universal.
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What for example is the yearning of the
Stalker for his ‘zone’ but a nostalgia for the only
place in which he feels at home, and where he is
nevertheless full of fear? In the story Roadside
Pienae by Arkadi and Boris Strugatzki, on which
Stalker 1s based, the ‘zone’ is an anonymous realm
guarded by future international forces. The
meeting place of the scouts and others who are
concerned with the exploration of the area is,
however, called ‘Borstsch’. This ambivalence is a
conscious element in Tarkovsky’s films. They are
Russian and yet international, physical and
metaphysical, full of both personal and general
allusions. Andrei expresses the sentiment that it
1s necessary to tear down the borders between
states; but to i1dentify the destination of his
yearnings purely with Russia or any other geo-
graphical location would be to amputate the
further-reaching dimensions of the film. Home is
a place within the heart, a scrap of language and
the impossibility of its translation, time past or
time future, utopias and, ultimately, paradise.

Domenico lives alone in a dilapidated house
in a deserted hill town. For seven years he had held
his family prisoner there, and when the police had
finally freed them, the son had asked, ‘Is this the
end of the world?” The captivity of the family is
both home and hell, to which Andrei returns in
his waking dreams. He sees himself wandering
through the empty streets of this town. They are
littered with newspapers, rubbish, old funiture. He
passes a wardrobe, pauses and returns to it,
opening the mirrored door; but as it swings open,
1t 1s not himself he sees there but the reflection
of Domenico.

Tarkovsky divides present time, present place
from other times and places by means of a
sepia/Technicolor contrast. The dimension of
memory or dream (or of death or the nostalgia
for death) 1s shot in sepia, the motion of the film
slowed, devoid of sound, or at least without the
synchronous sounds of footsteps and voices as in
reality. The sounds that penetrate the silent world
are those of the continuing present, of the circular
saw, running water, of the physical realm, and not
those of the place where his thoughts dwell. And
yet the sounds of the present are inextricably
mingled with those of the memory. Nostalgia
opens upon a misty landscape, a slope down to a
lake, a white horse in the distance, the Alsatian,
Andrei’s family descending the hill to the quiet
strains of Verdi’'s Requiem, with which the film
also closes. This unreal, sepia world recurs
throughout the film, at first strictly separated
from the real, coloured world; but the distinction
becoming increasingly blurred as the film pro-
gresses, the inner world overlapping with the real
world of the present. This confusion of the
colour/sepia separation provides access to an
understanding of Andrei’s waking dreams, an
insight into the nature of his sickness.
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With his young assistant Eugenia, he arrives
In a place of pilgrimage where infertile women
seek the intercession of the Virgin. Fertility and
belief are important themes of the film. Within
the church, a heavy figure of the Virgin is borne
in by four women. They open the front of her
robes and dozens of little birds fly out of her
breast, their feathers falling like snow. In Andrei’s
dream, which is cut in at this point (sepia), a large
white feather falis, which he picks up from the
mud. Like the Stalker, he has an aberrant patch
of white in his hair. Later other dreams of a
desired place, a woman in a bedroom, an injured
bird on a windowsill, appear; and later still, in
Andrer’'s bedroom, one suddenly sees the bed
turned through ninety degrees, the scene now
colourless, and a woman — his wife or mother —
lying pregnant upon it. Or again, there is a brief
trance-like sequence in which Eugenia, translated
to the other, sepia world, embraces this woman.
So too the dog inhabits both realms, as one has
seen, linking the identities of Domenico and
Andrel, and accompanying them both in death.

The small-scale model landscape in the mind’s
eye In Domenico’s house extends out through the
open window into the real landscape of the
Italian hills. At the end of the film, to the sound
of a Russian song, the process is reversed. Andrei
and the Alsatian are lying before a pool of water
in front of the timber house of his imagination,
having arrived in the place of his desires. But as
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the camera retreats, the reality dissolves and one
sees the whole scene, like a stage set, within the
ruined nave of a church. Previously, within those
same roofless walls, but without the stage set of
home, we have seen Andrei, again in a sepia
sequence, pacing the grassy nave of the church.
In a conversation between St Catherine and God,
as Domenico might have heard it, one overhears
the saint begging God to make His presence felt
to this man, and God replying that He is always
present, that the man must make an effort and
use his awareness. The final, perhaps most re-
markable instance of this overlapping of spheres,
of the blurring of the distinction between the black
and white and colour realms of experience, are the
scenes 1n the deserted hill village. Initially, they
are depicted 1n sepia; 1.e. in that other time when
Domenico had kept his family imprisoned. The
colour returns to the pictures, and one sees Andrel
leaving the same house in the present, in real time,
and driving away in a taxi. But the camera returns
to the town again in sepia. This time one sees
Andrei walking down the deserted street on his
own. It is the moment of his encounter with the
reflection of Domenico in the wardrobe mirror.
Time present and time past ........... both perhaps
present 1In time future............

In Stalker Tarkovsky also divides the worlds
within and without the ‘zon€’ into colour and sepia
images. Here, however, the pattern is reversed.
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The long opening section of the film in the outside,
real world, the preparations for the expedition into
the ‘zone, are shot without colour. It 1s only after
the three-man party has overcome the hazards of
entry and put the long journey on the rail trolley
behind them that the film Suddenly changes to
colour, on their arrival in the ‘zon€. Here 1t 1s the
desired realm that is depicted in colour. The ‘zone€
1s 1In a sense for the Stalker ‘home’; he declares
it as such on arriving at the end of the railway
line and intimates that there 1s no return, at least
not by the same route, whereupon he sends the
trolley back under 1ts own steam 1n the direction
they have come.One hears the sound of adog(?)
howling. The Stalker leaves his two companions,
the scientist and the writer, to take possession of
his realm again. He lies face down in the deep
orass, his arms outstretched, and as the camera
pans round, one sees the house, the destination
of their pilgrimage. But the route to their goal is
a circuitous one, and on the way the Stalker has
two brief dreams or visions, in which the photo-
graphy reverts to sepia; half immersed in water
they lie, beneath the surface of which are scarcely
distinguishable objects. Polluted streams flow
past. A large black dog appears from nowhere and
lies watching them.The dog will accompany them
on their journey to their goal, to the deserted
house, and the room within it where, 1t 1s said, all
one’s wishes may be fulfilled.

Having reached the threshold to this room,
however, they are unable or unwilling to proceed
further. A discussion ensures on belief, re-
criminations are levelled, and there 1s an attempt
to destroy the Stalker’s realm completely rather
than confront its mystery. Finally, the camera
recedes across the entire depth of the room, its
tiled floor submerged by shallow water. A magical,
purifying shower of rain suddenly bursts through
the ceiling (as 1t also does in Domenico’s house 1n
Nostalgra) and stops again. Together with the
dog the three men sit on the threshold of the
room. After all their disputes and discussions,
after the pleading of the Stalker to save his realm,
the scientist dismantles his bomb and scatters the
parts, throwing the fuse section into the room. It
lies beneath the water. Two grey fish swim up to
inspect it. A dark fluid clouds the water.

The scene reverts to the bar where the men
had met at the beginning. The photography
reverts to sepia tones. The Stalker has returned
from the ‘zon€, together with the dog. The
Stalker’s wife comes to take him home. He 1s
exhausted. For a moment, as he goes down the
road with her, his crippled daughter on his
shoulders, the pictures are again in colour. His wife
helps him to bed. In a monologue she tells of her
life with him, of his periods in prison for illegally
entering the ‘zone, which had remained his realm,
his home, the place of belief or the place of death.

The final colour sequences of the film provide
a closing frame-like construction. As at the
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beginning, one hears a train approaching in the
distance. The whole house begins to shake. The
glasses on the table rattle and move across the
surface. The daughter rests her face on the table-
top. A glass falls off, as if she had caused it to
move by some unseen power. Over the roar of the
passing train one can just distinguish the strains
of Beethoven's 9th Symphony, which have sub-
sided by the time the train recedes.

[f the colour/sepia code is used consistently
(and In Nostalgia we have seen that it is
deliberately confused), the brief colour scenes at
the end of Stalker would indicate that the crippled
daughter and perhaps even the wife had at last
entered the ‘zon€, found a place of inner peace
and contentment, in the room at the end of the
journey, where one’s wishes are granted.

Andrer Roublev perhaps provides further
evidence on this point. The film 1s in black and
white throughout. Only in the final sequence,
when this other Andrei, the icon painter, has
finally revoked his vows of silence and begins to
paint again, does the film turn to colour, in the
olory of his frescoes and icons, where he finds his
way back to the realm of creation; in these final
shots of the faces of the Madonna and Christ and
the angels — accompanied by the sound of
running water and a roll of thunder — the water
pouring down the face of the wall and horses
grazing 1n the rain, the crowning use of colour is
like an apotheosis.

It 1s possible to see the ‘zone” as a place of
terror or as the home of on€’s dreams, the barriers
about 1t keeping one out or in; nostalgia for
another time, another place — a polluted zone, or
ideal realm, dreams of childhood or death.
Tarkovsky allows us all these meanings in the
complexity of his vision.

Visually and aurally, Nostalgia 1s a multi-
layered film. Music 1s used extremely sparingly,
not as an atmospheric background, but as a
specific pointing of a scene. The soundtrack is a
carefully considered aural composition of noises
near and far, past and present — the crunching
of glass underfoot, the sounds of water running,
dripping, echoing, the distant cuckoo in Stalker,
or the constant whine of the circular saw in
Nostalgia — that overlap and link present and
past, reality and vision. The aural iconography is
as dense as the visual (water, fire, horses, the dog,
places of ruin and dilapidation, spilt mllk ete.).

The music is the music of mourning (Verd- S
Requiem), or of joy and freedom (Beethoven’s 9th
Symphony), or the brief strains of a Russian folk
song. Visually and aurally the films have a rigour
and mner logic which suggest that no picture, no
sound 1s a matter of chance. The thunderstorm,
the bursting of the sun through the mists, however
much they may appear as splendidly spontaneous
moments, are as deliberately staged as the white
horse in the background. Tarkovsky has developed
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his own ‘montage of attractions’ Frame for frame
the pictures are like carefully composed paintings,
with almost imperceptible movements and subtly
changing light: the still life scene in Domenico’s
house; the objects, framed pictures and mirrors,
openings 1n walls; the head of Eugenia like a
Renaissance portrait in the dim light of the hotel
room; the hill town rising up like an 1deal city in
an [talian landscape; the walls themselves as
backgrounds, selected for their textures, colours,
light and shade.

The painterly quality of the pictures is
striking in all his films, but in Nostalgia
Tarkovsky goes beyond the creation of mere
fascinating visual images. He employs 1cono-
oraphic codes and conventions from Renaissance
and earlier painting, systems of attributes and
symbols that were a familiar language of painting
in the past, and often a chiaroscuro form of
lighting. In the scenes in Domenico's house, for
example, he underlines the discussion of belief
with vanitas elements in the best tradition of still
life painting, carefully selecting and arranging
objects in various stages of decay in a metonymical
representation of the transience of life. In Stalker
one finds parallels to this in the rotting cars and
the tokens of dilapidation and ruin.

In a similar way his citation of objects or of
the four elements is often directly related to the
conventions of painting. Implicit to wine, bread
and o1l were obvious religious overtones. Other
objects (water jugs, candles, bowls, books, dead
oame, fish, birds, etc) were incorporated In
mythological or Biblical depictions, or formed the
basis of still lifes and represented certain ideal

qualities. Bowls, towels, fish, for example, were
symbols of water; candles or conflagrations, of fire.
The four elements were in turn tokens of other
qualities, water representing purification; fire,
light and (divine) enlightenment.

In all Tarkovsky’s films the four elements are
quoted, but in none of them in quite such an
associative and painterly manner as in Nostalg 1a.
Water and fire are given particular emphasis here,
there being at least ten distinct manifestations of
the former in this film* The manner and context
in which these references are made leaves little
room for doubt that they are used with a con-
sciousness of the traditions of painting.

Belief 1s a theme central to both Stalker and
Nostalgia. In the former film, the writer arrives
at the designated meeting place before setting out
on the expedition into the ‘zone. He engages in
a discussion on belief and miracles with the
woman who has driven him there. He argues that
all phenomena are now explicable in scientific
terms, that there 1s no room any more for
exceptions to natural law. Significantly enough,
the third member of the party 1s a scientist (‘not
a chemist, more a physicist’), a professor with a
bomb in his rucksack, which he risks his life to
recover, having inadvertently left it behind on
their way to their goal.

On their roundabout route they overcome
seemingly insuperable obstacles and dangers, and
yet on the threshold to the room that is the goal
of their journey, no one has the will to go on. They
avold a confrontation with the mystery they have
come so far to experience, indulging instead in
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procrastinations on belief. The promise of ful-
filment of one’s wishes becomes a trial of belief
in 1tself, and neither the writer nor the scientist
1s prepared to put his belief or lack of belief to
the test, the author taking refuge in recrimina-
tions, the Stalker heaping abuse on the intel-
lectuals, the Stalker heaping abuse on the
intellectuals, and the scientist reaching for his
bomb to destroy all question of a metaphysical
dimension. No one should see the mystery; no one
believe 1n it, no one should come after them. The
Stalker tries to wrest the bomb from the scientist.
It 1s the Stalker, the only one not allowed to see
the phenomenon, who is the ultimate guardian of
belief, who pleads with the author to throw away
his revolver, as useless anyway, and who struggles
with the professor to prevent him detonating his
bomb and destroying the mystery. The intel-
lectuals are incapable or unwilling to venture an
encounter with the mystery and subject them-
selves to a possible revelation (change or dis-
illusion), despite the trials they have undergone,
and even though it might provide the author with
an 1ncomparable wealth of material and the
scientist with an ultimate scientific 1nsight.
Without belief, the object or phenomenon does not
exist.

The same 1dea recurs in Nostalgia. The voice
in the ruined nave of the church replies that only
with an openness, a willingness to see, can He
become manifest. Or when Eugenia enters the
church at the beginning, she encounters the
verger, who tells her to open herself to God, to
kneel in prayer; but she 1s unable to kneel.
Andrel’s discussions with Domenico revolve about
belief; and his final act in carrying out Domenico’s
wish and bearing a lighted candle across the
emptied basin of the bath is an act of belief on
behalf of a friend. But where does this quest lead;
and in what is it an expression of faith; in God,
in Russia, in home, a yearning for childhood?
There are sufficient indications of all these things;
and yet the nostalgia of the Stalker and Andrei
is a search for paradise — not necessarily a
paradise lost, but a utopia yet to be attained, in
life, or after death.

In Roadside Picnic the scout or Stalker
remarks that the further one penetrates into the
‘zon€ the closer one comes to heaven. In the
context of the book this is an ambiguous state-
ment, with the meaning being placed on the
dangers to life involved in entering the ‘zone. The
film, however, reveals a number of significant
shifts of emphasis. Whereas the illegal expeditions
into the ‘zon€ in the book have as their aim the
salvaging of material objects left behind from a
possible visit from space, Tarkovsky removes al]
concrete evidence of such a visit. His zouire 15 «
guarded area, in which there are no physical
artifacts from another world. There 1s merely an
atmosphere of menace. What has happened there
is uncertain, shrouded in mystery; a meteorite or

tlying saucer has fallen, or ‘something of the kind’:
and whereas the Stalker of the book finally en-
counters the mystical object at the heart of the
‘zone' that 1s allegedly capable of granting any
wish — a golden sphere — Tarkovsky wisely avoids
all physical manifestations of this phenomenon.
The three men turn back on the threshold of the
room without seeing it.

In his commentary to Roadside Picnaic,
Stanislav Lem sees the golden sphere and its
property of fulfilling desires as a naive device. In
the physical world of the ‘picnic that is true. It
1s a breach of natural laws in a physical world. But
Tarkovsky turns his world into an inward, meta-
physical one, where a metaphysical object would
have 1ts validity; and he proceeds to place it even
further from our grasp, by allowing no one to see
1t, removing the certainty of a godlike existence
from the realm of verifiable experience to that of
belief. Tired of taking a circuitous but allegedly
safer route to their goal, the author defies the
Stalker’s warnings and approaches the house
directly. A short distance from the apparently
deserted building he hears a voice forbidding him
to come closer, whereupon he retreats and rejoins
his companions. What at first seems an exception,
a concrete manifestation of a presence in the
'zone, 1s Immediately undermined by the Stalker,
who provides a natural explanation for the
occurrence, suggesting that the author, afraid in
his own heart to go on, yet ashamed to turn back,
had spoken to himself in order to resolve his
dilemma.

The film pursues a path that skirts hazar-
dously close to hocus pocus or schoolboy adventure,
but that finally rises above these dangers,
transcends the world of science fiction and, given
the belief of the observer, attains a metaphysical
plane. In Roadside Picnic three distinct
expeditions into the ‘zon€ are described, the third
of which Lem compares with a‘black fairy tale€’
in which obstacles have to be overcome:; and it is
this realm that is closest to Tarkovsky’s Stalker.

The film becomes an allegory of a quest for belief,
of belief 1tself.

What was in the central room? Nothing
without belief. One recalls the dialogue in the nave
of the ruined church in Nostalgia, when the voice
of God remarks that one must open.oneself to
hear His words. Is the Stalker a Charon ferrying
his tourists across the Styx, through the various
circles of hell to the realm of the dead, or an
Apostle, a Christ-like figure, a guide to paradise?
*The lake at the bottom of the hill and the mists of the sepia
landscape of home; the water into which the white feather falls; the
pouring rain through the bedroom window; the steaming sulphur
baths; the storm in Domenico’s house, the rain falling through the
roof, the pools of water on the floor, the splashing of the rain; the
absence of water in Eugenia’s bedroom, causing her to wash her
hair in Andrei’s bathroon,, the submerged church; the hosing down
of the hotel courtyard; the almost empty spa pool being cleaned out,
which Andrei crosses with the candle; and finally the lake from
home, now reduced to a small pool in the nave of the ruined church.

Reprinted from Sight and Sound, 84/85 Winter
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“Russians are bad emigrants”. Andrel
Tarkovsky ruefully acknowledged this traditional
Western view of his countrymen’s “tragic inability
to be assimilated” in the final chapter of his book
Sculpting vn Tvme, entitled “After Nostalgia”. This
remarkable book, simultaneously inspiring and
infuriating, appeared in its author’s fourth year
of emigration and, like his two films made outside
the Soviet Union, it 1s permeated with the
bittersweet emotions of exile. Its twin themes are
the absolute demands of artistic creation, outside
any political or aesthetic canons, and the absolute
importance of a shared culture for artist and
audience alike. Like Gorchakov, the protagonist
of Nostalgia, Tarkovsky found that he could not
live in Russia or outside 1t. His only recourse was
to abandon the role of a professional artist and
make his own situation, barely mediated, the
subject of his cinema in exile. No more fiction, no
‘distancing’: Nostalgia and The Sacrifice are to
be read as “reprints of [his] state of mind”.

This tragic dilemma certainly helps to explain
some of the clumsiness and confusion that afflict
these last films, whatever the passionate intensity
of their images and emotions. For many, they
obviously provide a fitting end to Tarkovsky's
trajectory: a final rejection of compromise and an
affirmation of universality, sublimity, genius. For
others, correspondingly, they mark a with-drawal
into pretentious obscurity and aestheticism, the
ultimate hypertrophy of ‘art cinema. In the
shadow of Tarkovsky’s untimely death, the temp-
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tation to interpret his career teleologically is
strong. But for a qualified admirer, 1t seems all
the more important now to resist such sweeping
judgments. What the following proposes, briefly,
1s a different reading of his career that will allow
the great achievement of his films to be discussed,
instead of being merely accepted or rejected.

Already, the grounds for his self-exile are in
danger of becoming myth. When he threw down
a challenge to the Soviet cinema authorities, and
to the state itself, in 1984, his complaints were
of antagonism, obstruction, and lack of official
recognition. All were certainly justifiable, but they
ignored the self-evident fact that Tarkovsky had
also enjoyed considerable support throughout his
twenty-year career as a Soviet film-maker. Five
films in twenty years may sound like a meagre
output — and it inevitably evokes Eisenstein’s
almost identical record, with its familiar litany of
struggle and interference — but there are many
independently minded film-makers in the West
who would envy the freedom from financial
anxiety and producer’s interference that
Tarkovsky enjoyed within Soviet cinema.

Clearly he suffered no stinting of resources
for Andrer Roublev and Solaris, both elaborate
productions; and what mainstream film industry
anywhere else in the world would have willingly
produced such an uncompromisingly avant-garde
work as The Mirror? As Tarkovsky himself
acknowledged on his 1980 visit to London,
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cinemas in Moscow were actually opened earlier
than usual to accommodate the public demand to
see this controversial masterpiece. Indeed, there
has been much confusion (if not humbug) in the
reporting of Tarkovsky’s treatment by the Soviet
cinema authorities, especially in matters of dis-
tribution and exhibition. If his films were not
oranted the widest level of release, this is scarcely
surprising; they are, after all, avowedly ‘difficult’
and demanding works. What concrete evidence
1s available, thanks to an analysis of Moscow
cinema programmes by the Soviet critic Maya
Turovskaya (whose perceptive writings on
Tarkovsky should appear in English later this
year), suggests that all his films, at least up to
Stalker, were almost constantly playing in
repertory. The implication — which Tarkovsky
encouraged after 1984 — that they were only
tolerated because of hard currency-earning
potential seems profoundly unlikely:.

On the contrary, it seems that influential
supporters ensured Tarkovsly’s ability to follow
his highly individual path; and indeed that the
astonishing quality of all his Soviet films — in an
industry renowned for shaky camerawork and
alarmingly variable stock quality and processing
— owed much to the reputation he commanded.
We may well wonder if he could ever have achieved
such precision and originality without the
generous preparation and shooting schedules that
established Soviet directors routinely expect.
What Western producer could have sustained the
reshooting of more than half of Stalker, as
Mosfilm did 1in 19787 True, 1t was the same state
industry which withheld Andrer Roublev from its
completion in 1966 until 1971, but this arbitrary
‘arrest’ of controversial films is a vicissitude which
Soviet film-makers have long had to accept — until
the dramatic ‘revolt’ of their union’s 1986 congress
— and which has crucially not prevented them
from continuing to work.

All the information we possess suggests that
Tarkovsky was a proud, even arrogant figure
within the Soviet film community. Turovskaya
quotes a letter he sent to the chairman of the
State Committee for Cinema after completing
Roublev: “I would be so bold as to call myseif an
artist, and more than that, a Soviet artist. My two
guiding beacons are that I can create, and life
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itself. When it comes to problems of form, I seek
new ways forward. This is always arduous and
potentially leads to conflict and unpleasantness,
so that I cannot count on being able to lead a cosy
[ittle life in a nice little apartment, untroubled by

anything. What 1s demanded of me is courage and
In this respect I will try not to betray the trust
that you have shown in me”. There is evidence
here, surely, of the confidence that Tarkovsky felt
in his status as a licensed rebel against the relics
of Stalin’s ‘socialist realism.

Tarkovsky’s Western admirers have readily
followed his insistence on remaining aloof from
the Soviet context, to the extent that neither his
known affinities nor his hostilities have yet been
adequately considered. There is, for example, his
widely advertised antagonism towards Eisenstein
and the legacy of montage theory — an an-
tagonism, incidentally, shared by official Soviet
film aesthetics, albeit in rather different terms.
But less familiar was his feud with a
contemporary at VGIK, the central Soviet film
school, Vasily Shukshin (the subject of a current
touring retrospective at the NFT and regional
cinemas). Knowing the earthy Siberian peasant
stance adopted by Shukshin, it’s easy to diagnose
a clash of temperaments and cultural backgrounds
— Tarkovsky was the son of a poet and grew up
in the elite surroundings of the writers’ colony at
Peredelkino. Yet, as more is learnt about the
complex cultural politics of the 60s, and especially
Shukshin’s non-realist exploration of peasant
consciousness under threat from urbanism, it
becomes obvious that Tarkovsky’'s anti-heroic
Andrer Roublev cannot simply be divorced from
the equally defiant work of his contemporaries.

Similarly, when Tarkovsky cited Paradjanov
and Iosseliani among the Soviet film-makers he
most respected (during the 1980 London lecture),
many may have missed the significance of the
third name on his list, Alexei Guerman. At that
time, Guerman’s work was virtually unknown in
the West — only his Twenty Days Without War
had been seen abroad — but since his
rehabilitation in 1986, and the dazzling originality
of My Friend Ivan Lapshin, it becomes easier to
understand how Tarkovsky recognised a kindred
spirit in this proponent of another radical realism.

Tarkovsky’s fundamental disagreement with
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Eisenstein takes us to the heart of his aesthetic,
and indeed his ontology of the cinematic image.
Against Eisenstein’s notion of the construction of
meaning through montage, Tarkovsky argues for
a process of discovery or revelation. The position
outlined in Sculpting mm Time (and earlier
advanced 1n articles published 1n Iskusstvo kino,
the Soviet film journal) is based upon a belief that
the film-maker works with time and material
reality, inscribed in the filmic image. Unlike the
film-maker-engineer of Eisensteinian montage,
Tarkovsky posits himself as a ‘sculptor’, respond-
ing to the intrinsic properties of his raw material
and shaping these as he controls the ‘flow’ of time
through his films.

Again, there may be useful comparisons to
be made with Eisenstein’s later ideas on rhythm,
beyond the apparent disagreement over meaning
located ‘outside’ or ‘inside’ the image. But at least
Tarkovsky bequeathed us a surprisingly coherent
and provocative summary of his aesthetic position,
which can be explored along the relatively familiar
lines of Bazin’s ideas in his celebrated essay, “The
Ontology of the Photographic Image”. And this
1s important in helping to counter the otherwise
hermetic tendencies in Tarkovsky’s public state-
ments. It provides a way of dealing with his true
originality which does not collapse 1nto 1n-
effability, but treats it as a profound insight into
the nature of cinematic form and the ways In
which this 1s apprehended by the spectator. What
Tarkovsky’s audiences experience intuitively is the
modulation of time, and here we may also be
reminded of another chapter in Russian aesthe-
tics, the ‘formalist’ account of “art as technique”

24

(in Shklovsky’s famous phrase) and its analysis of
the essential distinction between prose and poetry.

Although Tarkovsky’s whole trajectory, his
life no less than his films, seems to have led
inexorably towards the transcendence of the
contingent — the here-and-now of society and
artistic production within it — towards that
“singleness of feelings” evoked by the poet Marina
Tsvetayeva, there is an urgent need now to resist
such a premature canonisation. By replacing him
in the history he strove to escape; by testing his
films against the generic forms which they
challenged and taking seroiusly his aesthetics
(rather than his ‘spirituality’), it may yet be
possible to profit from his death and reopen 1ssues
of common concern to Soviet and Western
cinema. The tragic irony that, had he survived,
Tarkovsky may well have felt able to return to the
Soviet Union following the radical reforms of its
cinema industry in 1986, should add urgency to
this process of reflection and reconciliation. As
the Russian poet Mandelstam wrote on the death
of the composer Skriabin, “The death of an artist
should not be excluded from the chain of his
creative achievements, but should be looked upon
as the last, closing link...... Remove the shroud of
death from this creative life and 1t will follow
freely from its cause — [from] death, around
which it will take its place as around its sun, and
absorb 1its light”.

Reprinted from Monthly Film Bulletin, February 1937.

WARNING: This material may be protected by copyright law (Title 17 U.S. Code)



Jl.:d-"-

EEVEIE A BT e R B SR EEHEARRY EERH LJTEQJ?\PEEJJJEVJ%E EIEXZAL &

%% EH’”*ELHJE HIE L S afEEEEaEitr CIEE A2 =B ~ aEl A fufEHJEEJ%J
AL o R MﬁEﬁtA*‘*h g 0 RREIR R BIEE ~ ERH ~ (HERR ~ mJﬁ; aBREEF © 38
RAPIEREE EHRE » EE » BT EeER SE RN EA T S A ] BRI AR 2 bﬁ'ﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁ’\k‘%%%ﬁ
15 S 4T wa s s PIRMA ER ZEEE H A drrY 7~ 2RISR KBEAER o
(EE » BAS B IR E 8 s RAE @, O 8 ARRE

¥ FZEMEME BB SRAR 0 SR fEkE {2 An 2RI RE R ? 7R f o "J...nx_at
3’3 o ﬁ“[”ﬂﬁﬂ’%@(%@k/\ﬁﬂﬁzﬁ = CHYE M TAMZEE o LE Sl —TELER - ZRER)E
B —(ESFRME XL RREEEAE » & BEHE -REBS -~ BEH - BRIZE ~-HER 158
Eil 5 7 IJE"JT%HHE’J 5L BRLER o fE— ~ AR EASTE ft A 521 B & A

H o FEALERES R S W= o HE ﬁ%U%
A AN R R R UE AR SR R 2K » B &= S 7 /Teri’J fil e s 2R > I EEIE
GE S8 —i8 %0 B B A R A S ; A {1 2 —
DAFE (M3 B 26 1 B R0 R B B T (RIS e 5 [ R Bl T

H.Eab o

YA —(EFE R - BE L » E1EE FHETE A fF Mi%ﬁﬁz*lﬁ%éﬁ%% » (B8 LEERAE

TR s B (B 5 B AP KR EY — ﬂ%fﬂiﬁﬁﬁﬁ{t A EREREEY e B ERAEFE ©

E’EJH H S IR o PEIME ° E?j{ 1 B EER A 35 B T R Bl 2K B R
FREII R ERZ s o ERRTFC TR ) o

£ = +1tfd » R & 8 BRI »

#AE Hi R REE S SRR o 18 [H UL 5 22 iy 58 —HREE R — R HEHIR S A%

AN > 045 jﬁé"‘%@“‘ﬁkéﬁ*l‘*: o BL A HYERAL it S —ERE

ﬁﬂ”ﬁﬁm%Tﬁ@L%h%?%ﬁ%am

IR » IEBHEBIRBEMERZE | » IREIEERETIX At o HFES KITHE » iRE B —ERT

Hﬁ%ﬁ’ﬂ o A Z BT TMEFHES “EEE@ EAMER A AR S » BTERAER A EFESRE

S EEMTRAEIRER SR — | B2 HR F o B TEABERBV A ENER TEBR T

KRG B AR AC Y] 2 IR TE Tﬁﬂﬂéﬁﬁmm@ —A(EEE BRI FE ©

é__ o

{E2lrdh » FiEIEL SR EE SR E&ERY ©
BEARAKIHEHEWRERARES » vJeZ2{Te N4
S 5 b o [ EEZBM P ES LS | #ERTE
Bl m o ES (L EEEAE 5 5T E IR
oy > BLREREE EIERA - mi_ﬁ&% o] 3t e
(E8 My EERSRERT ? GERT - S X EBeLbw LIt
BEiE?

I-“In

SRl orEmEE - —HEARSEMMMH BN
s[}ﬁiﬁ ’ :z:,-—*%ﬁ I EEEINE - MEKBEL NI
e A gROBM A EY) | IO TSR
ﬁf‘é“& )U\H% thE NG E » T #HE
AR, HEEAEHEEFEEAEN AN O TR LT
EFHGRSIRE » R EEACBRHIRFZ IR &l
HUAEAR 72 5 RFR E B2 o

’l|1'r|l1

RO LR 2G5 /1% » ] LIE AN A
PIRFRR B o IRERTE AN — B R E HIFR 722
LR RBARAIGRG: » ERBHR » K2 L
M o 55 —T5H » B A LUGHRFRRI LA E B m] R HY
FFRGAC SR T 2K » IR SRR BT o RILL » B
IS E R ik £ RBAVERE - SMRBEFZ P E
BAth . Z oiEE ~ I Z 2B o

ft > ENZNGIE—LE B P AGER IR TE I

5| » &2 H SR HERF TR R ZE (B s Ay o i HEK
FHGEN R B E L L EAUBITER » MIF—A (B % B Chte 28 ez HEENWKE) > —TLN\
Frad Fs R BT £ o FNEEHI IR o Hh SRS | PR )

29

WARNING: This material may be protected by copyright law (Title 17 U.S. Code)



e R e ——

A TNTRRR AT T VAN >

—— 4
..-"!k 12

-

WARNING: This material may be protected by copyright law (Title 17 U.S. Code)



FRLGE S

CIEYEiare =i
CIRA =

"'-.

H

.

) R 1€

£ F P BA Y A e
B ME

[a] 5 ]

"h

—FRKA(E

'\

El

R

ft - -

FE 7

&

.

i —fEE

2 (AR At g A 1A 1
M ORE » B31E

..n'l_.|."'-

Wm N EEANHERS D EDE o

' RFIRE

&

|JL¢\$D j:uﬁtﬁ:f

------

......

.....

-i
| —a

= FEEREHE
. ANBEEIK

= A EIBEIZE AR » A'E s i) R A EE
- o HF[E]

s v R B IR G
R
kf%f@m

.......

e .

.......

......

o LM -J:ZEE

NA Fel
FEFCHAE 5G B BoE FE & 0

5| P =

HKAE

fJ_'

I PR

l%‘f‘ﬁﬁi*hﬂ VL

g al R RS

f_

_ld

A (L FE R ES 5 A

" HFJ o
» TSR BEVH R o BT RSB HE N
HEMMRITEMm AR o LH
S o 3] R WTEE ERANAS @ - B
PIRR ] > WEE AR RE T 8E o

21

WARNING: This material may be protected by copyright law (Title 17 U.S. Code)

I

ﬂ uﬁf

g

FARRII) 7
i R R 1

=7

nf L,p\

R 198

BAEES + BIE )

A HE



Steamroller and the Violin

Screenplay: Tarkovsky and Andrei Mikhalkov-Konchalovksy Cast: VGIK Company 1961

Ivan’s Childhood

Screenplay: Vladimir Bogomolov and Mikhail Papava Original Author: Vladimir Bogomolov
Photography: Vadim Yusov Cast: Kolya Borlayev, Valentin Zubkov, Y Zharikov 1962

Andrei1 Roublev

Screenplay: Tarkovsky and Andreir Mikhalkov-Konchalovsky Photography: Vadim Yusov
Music: Vacheslav Ovicinmikov Cast: Anatoli Solonitsyn, Ivan Lapikov, Nikolar Grinko, Nikolai Sergeev,
Irma Rausch, Nicolai Burlayav, Yur1 Nazarov 1966

Solaris

Screenplay: Tarkovsky and Friedrich Gorenstein Original Author: Stanislaw Lem Photography: Vadim
Yusov Music: Eduard Artemyev Art Direction: Mikhail Romadin Cast: Donatas Banionis, Natalya
Bondarchuk, Yur: Yarvet, Anatoli Solonitsyn, Vladislav Dvorjetzki, Nikolar Grinko, Sos Sarkissian 1972

Mirror

Screenplay: Tarkovsky and Alexander Misharin Photography: Georgi Rerberg Editor: L. Feiginova
Sound: Semyon Litvinov Music: Eduard Artemyev, J.S. Bach, Giovanni Battista Pergolesi, Henry Purcell
Art Direction: Nikolai Dvigubsk Cast: Margarita Terekhova, Filip Yankovsky, Ignat Danilisev, Oleg
Yankovsky, Nikolai Grinko, Alla Demidova, Yuri Nazarov, Anatoli Solonitsyn 1974

Stalker

Screenplay: Arkadi Strugatsky and Boris Strugatsky Original Authors: Arkadi Strugatsky and Boris
Strugatsky Photography: Alexander Knyazhinsky Editor: L. Feiginova Sound: V. Sharun Music:
Eduard Artemyev Art Direction: Tarkovsky Cast: Alexander Kaidanovsky, Anatoli Solonitsyn, Nikolai
Grinko, Alisa Freindlikh, Natasha Abramova 1979

Nostalgia

Screenplay: Tarkovsky and Tonino Guerra Photography: Giuseppe Lanci Editors: Amedeo Salta and
Erminia Marani Sound: Remo Ugolinelli Music: Gino Peguri  Art Direction: Andrea Grisanti  Gast:
Oleg Yankovsky, Domiziana Giordano, Erland Josephson, Patrizia Terreno, Laura de Marchi 1983

The Sacrifice

Screenplay: Tarkovsky Photography: Sven Nykvist Editors: Tarkovsky and Michal Leszozylowski
Sound: Owe Svensson and Bosse Persson Music: J.S. Bach, Swedish and Japanese folk music Art

Direction: Anna Asp Cast: Erland Josephson, Susan Fleetwood, Valerie Mairesse, Allan Edwall, Gudrun
Gisladottir, Sven Wollter 1986
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