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“We are delighted to welcome lan Christie to introduce this seminal film. After the

screening there will be a short break before a discussion wnth special guests Eugeny
Tsymbal, assistant director on the film, and Anatol Lieven, chatr of mternational relations
and terrorism studies at King's Coliege.

Andrel Tarkovsky is probably the contemporary cinema’s most persistent and
thoroughgoing doubter. A doubter, that is, rather than a pclitical dissenter. The
scale of hig films is never less than epic, the extent of his enguiry never less
than cosmic, and the application of his psychology never less than universal -
yet somehow his every speculation on the human condition seems to throw him
back on a basic sense of inadequacy. It is not just the centre that will not hold in
Tarkoveky, the whole system is riddled like a sleve - and it's always raining
indoors, Locked at another way, the exploration of ideas -~ which is what his
films always advertise themselves as - seems doomed o founder not just in
subjectivity but in & peculiarly negative cne, forever collapsing inwards, as if
everything finally was unworthy, unknowable or an inevitable defeat.

Tarkovsky's reality problem is described with particular succinctness by the
character of the Writer in Stalker: the world outside is &ll too well known, an
imaginative concentration camp; the world within is a guagmire of secret
desires which, if we could ever uncover them, might do us less justice than we
think. The dramatic dilemrna of Stalker is thus Tarkovsky in a nuishell, Three
characters leave & world of uninhabitable desclation for the Zone, & region of
uninhabitable mystery, at the centre of which 1s the Room, which has the power
to make their innermost wishes come true, if they had the courage to believe
that their real wishes were not the worst part of them, In this respect, Stalker is
the most impressive of all Tarkovsky's films because its metaphorical
construction is alrtight, where the respectively philosophical and sclipsistic
structures of Solaris and Mirror weren't. Its three hapless characters stand for the
iife of the mind, the necessity of faith (the Stalker), art (the Writer) and sclence
{the Protessor), and their final failure is the death knell, the impossibility, of ail
three; the world they leave outside the Zone stands for the impossibility of
everything else. '

Stelker operates like a steel trap, where Solaris and Mirror seemed always to be
teaving open escape hatches, for the director not least of all. Consequently, its
political meaning wouid also appear to be uncharacteristically unambiguous: a
police state holds absolute sway here, except for the Inexplicable area of the

of the continent, both represents and allows for the free play of the mind,
compietelv undefined relations between man and his environment. In a
sequence of early conversations, God, the Zone and the Bermuda Triangle are
linked as a catch-all definition of the sense of mystery that the characters want
to recapture — giving the ‘riraculous’ qualities of Tarkovsky's other films a guite
specific political function. Tarkovsky is emerging, perhaps, from the
hermeticism which has been the burden of the complaints against him in the
Soviet Union until now inte what one would think is a2 more dangerous form of
political allegory. Except that as soon as the Zone is defined as the receptacle of
everything that dossn't exist in the bleak, materialist here and now, attention
shifts to the characters’ inghility to transform, transcend or even realise
themselves once inside the Zone.

Since the actual landscape of the two territories is the same, the differenceis a
matter of ideas, of attitude, whose significance changes depending on where one
stands: from the cutside, the Zone is a concrete symbol of impossible haopes, of
power and freedom; from the inside, it is an indefinable but frightening
challenge to its intruders to realise their own potential for good or evil. Similarly,
the political dimension of the drama might work two ways: is the Zone an
indictment of the powers that be, either for their nability to accommodate the




