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167min	-	Russian	Solaris	(1972,	USSR,	165	mins)Dir:	Andrei	Tarkovsky;	Writer:	Andrei	Tarkovsky	and	Friedrich	Gorenstein;	Cinematography:	Vadim	Iusov;	Editor:	Sergei	M.	Eisenstein;	Music:	Eduard	Artemiev;	Art	Director:	Mikhail	RomadinCast:	Donatas	Banionis,	Natalya	Bondarchuk,	Yuri	Jarvet,	Anatoli	Aolonitsin,	Vladislav	DvorjetzkiAndrei
Tarkovskys	Solaris	is	a	visually	hypnotic,	deeply	affecting	story	of	conscience,	love,	and	reconciliation.	The	film	opens	with	a	view	of	a	lake,	as	seaweed	undulate	beneath	the	current.	The	camera	then	pans	to	reveal	a	pensive	psychologist,	Dr.	Kris	Kelvin	(Donatas	Banionis),	out	for	an	afternoon	stroll	at	his	estranged	fathers	country	house.	Kelvin	has
been	writing	a	highly	influential	report	for	the	Solaristics	board	in	response	to	the	strange	data	being	transmitted	to	ground	control	by	the	three	remaining	cosmonauts	aboard	the	orbiting	space	station:	Dr.	Snouth	(Yuri	Yarvet),	Dr.	Sartorius	(Anatoli	Solonitsyn),	and	Dr.	Gibarian	(Sos	Sarkisyan).	The	Solaris	program	is	at	a	crossroads,	and	Kelvin	has
been	appointed	to	visit	the	crew,	report	on	their	mental	health,	and	recommend	a	course	of	action	to	the	agency.	On	the	day	before	his	flight,	a	former	cosmonaut,	Berton	(Vladislav	Dvozhetsky),	his	fathers	personal	friend	and	colleague,	visits	him.	Years	earlier,	Berton	was	sent	on	a	search	and	rescue	mission	for	a	missing	cosmonaut,	and	had	a	first-
hand	encounter	with	the	bizarre	metamorphosis	of	the	Solaris	ocean.	Despite	Bertons	impassioned	pleas	not	to	stifle	the	exploration	of	the	unknown,	Kelvin	is	unmoved,	believing	that	human	emotion	has	no	bearing	in	the	search	for	Truth,	and	raises	the	possibility	of,	not	only	abandoning	the	Solaris	mission,	but	irradiating	the	turbulent	ocean	in	order
to	destroy	its	inexplicable	activity.	Upon	arriving	at	the	space	station,	Kelvin	is	greeted	with	apathy	and	evasion,	along	with	the	tragic	news	of	Gibarians	suicide.	A	videotaped	message	shows	a	frail,	disheveled	Gibarian	driven	to	despair	by	tormented	visions	of	a	lost	loved	one,	and	a	profound	sense	of	isolation.	After	a	restless	nights	sleep,	Kelvin
begins	to	realize	the	validity	of	Berton	and	the	crews	seeming	hallucinations	after	his	dead	wife,	Hari	(Natalya	Bondarchuk),	mysteriously	reappears	on	the	station.By	setting	up	artificial	boundaries,	we	squash	the	idea	that	thought	is	limitless	Dr.	MessingerSimilar	to	Tarkovskys	other	films	Andrei	Rublev	(1966)	and	The	Sacrifice	(1986),	Solaris	is	an
unsettling	portrait	of	mans	inequitable,	often	destructive	interaction	with	his	environment.	Inherent	in	the	tenets	of	the	Solaris	mission	is	a	preconceived	theoretical	filter	that	accepts	only	those	phenomena	that	can	be	logically	explained	or	physically	proven.	Some	scientists	have	hypothesized	that	the	Solaris	ocean	is	a	thinking	substance,	a
primordial	brain,	capable	of	realizing	thought.	However,	lacking	concrete	evidence,	Bertons	deposition	to	the	Solaristics	board	is	met	with	skepticism	and	calls	for	the	immediate	termination	of	the	program.	A	mission	scientist,	Dr.	Messinger,	eventually	succeeds	in	dissuading	the	board	from	canceling	the	project	by	exposing	their	innate	fears,	which
lead	them	to	impose	artificial	barriers	to	conceal	Truth,	and	proposing	that	the	strange	phenomenon,	itself,	is	cause	for	further	study,	and	not	an	excuse	for	an	apprehensive	retreat.	In	reality,	it	is	not	the	failure	of	technology	that	impedes	the	attainment	of	Truth,	but	humanitys	own	inertia	and	myopic	vision.The	theme	of	self-created	boundaries,
similarly	explored	in	Tarkovskys	Stalker	(1979),	proposes	that	there	are	no	real	impediments	in	the	search	for	Truth,	only	a	perceived	fear	of	the	unknown,	and	a	sanctity	in	oblivion.	The	appearance	of	Hari	on	the	space	station	elicits	the	same	instinctive	response	from	Kelvin,	preferring	to	send	her	away	in	a	crew	escape	vehicle,	rather	than
confronting	the	difficult	issues	surrounding	her	suicide.	Similar	to	the	board	presiding	over	Bertons	deposition,	Kelvin	initially	chooses	to	abandon	the	mission	and	destroy	that	which	he	cannot	understand.	However,	after	arriving	at	the	space	station,	Kelvin,	shown	literally	stumbling	onto	the	mystery	of	Solaris,	realizes	that	it	is	a	reluctant	journey
that	he	is	compelled	to	take.	In	essence,	by	beaming	x-rays	at	the	surface	of	the	Solaris	ocean,	the	crew	has	unwittingly	crossed	the	threshold	of	the	boards	artificial	exploratory	boundaries:	the	point	of	no	return.	Through	irradiation,	the	cosmonauts	have	performed	a	figurative	cerebral	probe	into	the	recesses	of	the	primordial	mind	of	Solaris,	which
is	answered	with	a	reflection	of	their	own	subconscious.We	are	in	the	foolish	position	of	a	man	striving	for	a	goal	he	fears	and	does	not	want	Dr.	SnouthThe	idea	of	frontier	exploration	as	a	natural	evolution	in	the	search	for	Truth	proves	to	be	a	convenient	diversion	from	personal	regret	and	isolation.	After	Bertons	abrupt	departure,	we	see	Kelvin
burning	documents	and	photographs	in	his	fathers	backyard,	attempting	to	divorce	himself	from	his	past.	However,	aboard	the	vast,	isolated	space	station,	he	cannot	escape	the	guilt	of	his	wifes	abandonment	and,	inevitably,	her	suicide.	When	Hari	initially	appears,	she	is	frightened	and	helpless,	and	Kelvin	responds	with	denial	and	cruelty,	unable	to
reconcile	with	his	own	emotional	ambivalence	over	her	return.	When	Hari	reappears	on	the	following	evening,	she	is	tenacious	and	possessive.	But	is	this	the	Hari	who	took	her	own	life.or	the	Hari	who	was	sent	away	in	a	rocket.or	yet	still,	another	new	Hari?	More	importantly,	if	this	is	not	the	real	Hari,	then	is	this	Hari	an	accurate	reflection	of	how
she	truly	was,	clinging	and	desperate,	incapable	of	surviving	without	him?	Or	rather,	is	she	a	projection	of	his	own	needs	of	her?As	Kelvin	briefly	separates	from	Hari,	she	crashes	through	a	metal	door,	panic-stricken,	and	severely	cuts	herself.	Kelvin	returns	to	tend	to	her,	only	to	find	that	her	deep	wounds	have	already	healed.	He	introduces	her	to
the	crew,	who	already	know	that	she	is	a	Guesta	physical	manifestation	of	Kelvins	subconscious,	a	Solaris-generated	realization	of	his	wife.	Experiments	have	confirmed	that	the	Guests	are	not	biologically	human,	but	composed	of	neutrinos	stabilized	by	the	local	force	field,	and,	consequently,	Dr.	Sartorius	suggests	an	autopsy	of	her.	However,	despite
irrefutable	proof,	Kelvin	disagrees	with	his	conclusion,	believing	that	he	has	been	given	a	second	chance	to	reconcile	with	his	wife,	and	refuses	to	acknowledge	that	she	is	not	who	she	appears	to	be.But	it	is	soon	evident	that	Guest	Hari	is	truly	not	his	wife.	Devoid	of	personal	memories	and	defined	solely	though	her	relationship	with	her	husband,
Guest	Hari	is	without	individual	identity.	In	an	attempt	to	understand	the	essence	of	Haris	life,	she	asks	him	about	their	troubled	relationship,	realizing	that	she	cannot	be	the	real	Hari.	Although	she	is	an	accurate	physical	replica	of	the	real	Hari,	she	is	also	an	interpreted,	transferred	memory	of	her.	However,	if	Guest	Hari	is,	indeed,	a	subjective
perception	of	the	real	Hari	conjured	from	fragments	of	Kelvins	subconscious,	then	the	question	arises:	Is	she,	then,	Kelvins	idealization	of	the	real	Hari,	or	a	manifestation	of	his	own	fears?	Is	his	affection	for	Guest	Hari	a	reflection	of	his	own	guilt	of	survival,	or	an	innate	longing	for	connection,	an	intimacy	that	never	existed	during	his	difficult,
abbreviated	marriage	to	the	real	Hari,	an	emotional	Contact?Im	something	quite	different	HariThe	behavior	of	the	crew	towards	the	Solaris	Guests	defines	their	occupationally	inherent	characters.	The	suicidal	Gibarian,	a	physiologist,	seems	unable	to	reconcile	his	beloveds	reappearance	with	his	profound	grief	for	her	real	physical	loss.	Snouth,	a
cybernetics	expert,	appears	incoherent	and	mad,	interacting	with	Guests	in	unorthodox	ways,	attempting	to	achieve	the	sought	after	extra-terrestrial	Contact.	He	regards	the	Guests	as	a	communicative	challenge	rather	than	an	alien	curiosity.	Sartorius,	an	astrobiologist,	is	the	least	affected	of	the	crew,	logical	and	impassive,	seeing	the	Guests,	not	as
cognitive	beings	with	whom	he	can	interact,	but	as	empirical,	molecular	puzzles.	Their	appearance	on	the	station	provides	an	inexhaustible	supply	of	subjects	for	his	research.	Intrigued	by	their	regenerative	capability,	he	views	them	as	a	potential	conduit	to	immortality.Sartorius,	contemptuous	and	dismissive	of	Guest	Hari,	trivializes	her	existence	as
an	interconnected	assembly	of	unstable	neutrinos,	as	antimatter,	a	classification	akin	to	defining	man	as	a	simple	carbon-based	cellular	network.	However,	if	the	essence	of	humanity	lies	beyond	physical	composition	or	common	ancestry,	then	it	must	reside	in	attributes	that	separate	man	from	other	living	organisms:	the	human	soul.	Furthermore,	if	a
unique	soul	does	define	humanity,	then	its	intrinsic	recognition	must	be	universally	evident	among	all	of	mankind,	irrespective	of	geography.	Reason	and	emotion	are	inherent	properties	of	the	human	soul,	transcending	the	cultural	and	ideological	bounds	of	a	created	society.	Possessing	rational	thought,	compassion,	and	conscience,	Guest	Hari	is,	in
many	ways,	more	human	than	the	emotionally	inscrutable	Sartorius.	Her	capacity	for	selfless	sacrifice	and	unconditional	love	are	manifestations	of	a	real	soul,	and	consequently,	define	her	humanity.	Though	not	innately	human,	she	has	evolved	to	become	one.*	*	*Solaris	is	an	exploration	beyond	the	vessel	of	humanity,	a	journey	to	extend	the
territorial	bounds	of	man,	only	to	find	the	vast	frontier	of	his	own	subconscious.	In	a	society	driven	to	explore	the	farthest	reaches	of	the	universe	in	search	of	Truth,	the	Solaris	ocean	provides	an	introspective	catalyst	for	probing	the	deepest	regions	of	the	human	soul.	But	inevitably,	the	Truth	proves	to	be	as	elusive	as	the	thinly	veiled	reality	of
Solaris:	Can	a	man	truly	reconcile	with	his	irretrievable	past,	or	is	he	inexorably	bound	to	the	guilt	and	regret	of	his	spiritual	longing?	The	movie	Solaris	holds	a	prominent	place	in	the	realm	of	science	fiction,	captivating	audiences	with	its	intriguing	storyline	and	philosophical	undertones.	Released	in	2002,	it	is	a	remake	of	the	1972	film	of	the	same
name,	which	was	based	on	the	renowned	novel	by	Stanisaw	Lem.	Directed	by	Steven	Soderbergh,	the	film	stars	George	Clooney	in	the	lead	role,	supported	by	a	talented	cast	and	crew.Solaris	has	left	a	lasting	impact	on	the	science	fiction	genre,	pushing	boundaries	and	exploring	profound	themes	that	challenge	our	understanding	of	consciousness,
love,	and	the	nature	of	reality.	With	its	enigmatic	plot	and	thought-provoking	narrative,	the	movie	has	garnered	a	dedicated	following	and	continues	to	be	a	source	of	discussion	and	analysis	among	cinephiles	and	science	fiction	enthusiasts.In	this	article,	we	will	delve	into	the	depths	of	Solaris	and	unravel	its	mysteries,	providing	an	in-depth
exploration	and	explanation	of	the	movies	key	elements.	By	examining	the	background,	plot,	themes,	and	interpretations	of	Solaris,	we	aim	to	shed	light	on	its	significance	and	the	lasting	impression	it	has	made	on	both	cinema	and	popular	culture.	Join	us	on	this	journey	as	we	venture	into	the	captivating	world	of	Solaris	and	unravel	its	intricate
tapestry	of	ideas	and	emotions.Background	of	SolarisThe	origins	of	Solaris	can	be	traced	back	to	the	thought-provoking	novel	written	by	Polish	author	Stanisaw	Lem.	Published	in	1961,	Lems	work	presented	a	complex	and	introspective	exploration	of	human	consciousness	and	its	interaction	with	an	alien	entity	on	the	mysterious	planet	Solaris.	The
novels	philosophical	themes	and	unique	narrative	structure	caught	the	attention	of	filmmakers,	leading	to	the	creation	of	the	iconic	movie	adaptations.The	1972	film	adaptation	of	Solaris,	directed	by	Andrei	Tarkovsky,	was	hailed	for	its	atmospheric	cinematography	and	profound	storytelling.	Tarkovskys	interpretation	delved	deep	into	the
psychological	aspects	of	the	story,	creating	a	meditative	and	introspective	experience	for	the	viewers.In	2002,	director	Steven	Soderbergh	took	on	the	task	of	reimagining	Solaris	for	a	new	generation	of	audiences.	Soderberghs	vision	brought	a	modern	aesthetic	to	the	film	while	retaining	the	core	themes	and	enigmatic	nature	of	the	original	story.	The
remake	starred	George	Clooney	as	the	protagonist,	anchoring	the	movie	with	his	compelling	performance.The	production	of	Solaris	involved	a	talented	cast	and	crew	who	worked	diligently	to	bring	the	intricate	world	of	the	movie	to	life.	Notable	names	behind	the	scenes	include	screenwriter	Steven	Soderbergh,	cinematographer	Peter	Andrews,	and
composer	Cliff	Martinez,	whose	haunting	and	ethereal	score	contributed	significantly	to	the	films	atmosphere.The	two	adaptations	of	Solaris	each	offer	a	distinct	perspective	on	the	source	material,	with	Tarkovskys	version	embodying	a	slower,	more	contemplative	pace,	while	Soderberghs	remake	presents	a	more	streamlined	and	visually	stylized
approach.	The	contrasting	interpretations	provide	an	interesting	opportunity	to	compare	and	analyze	the	choices	made	by	the	directors	and	how	they	influenced	the	overall	impact	of	the	films.With	a	rich	and	intriguing	background	encompassing	the	original	novel	and	the	cinematic	adaptations,	Solaris	stands	as	a	testament	to	the	enduring	fascination
with	exploring	the	depths	of	human	consciousness	and	the	mysteries	that	lie	beyond	our	understanding.	Solaris	takes	us	on	a	mesmerizing	journey	into	the	depths	of	space	and	the	human	mind.	The	film	revolves	around	psychologist	Chris	Kelvin,	who	is	sent	to	investigate	strange	occurrences	on	a	space	station	orbiting	the	planet	Solaris.	As	he	arrives
at	the	station,	he	discovers	that	the	crew	members	have	been	experiencing	inexplicable	phenomena.Kelvin	soon	finds	himself	immersed	in	a	world	of	mystery	and	psychological	turmoil.	He	encounters	his	deceased	wife,	Rheya,	who	appears	to	be	a	physical	manifestation	brought	to	life	by	the	planet	Solaris.	Rheyas	presence	evokes	a	mix	of	emotions	in
Kelvin,	ranging	from	longing	and	love	to	confusion	and	guilt.	As	Kelvin	grapples	with	the	reality	of	Rheyas	existence	and	her	profound	effect	on	him,	he	is	faced	with	profound	questions	about	identity,	love,	and	the	boundaries	of	human	understanding.Throughout	the	film,	the	exploration	of	Solaris	becomes	a	metaphorical	exploration	of	the	depths	of
the	human	psyche.	The	planets	ability	to	manifest	and	manipulate	memories	and	emotions	blurs	the	line	between	reality	and	illusion.	Kelvin,	along	with	the	other	crew	members,	experiences	a	journey	of	self-discovery	and	introspection,	leading	to	a	profound	examination	of	the	human	condition	and	the	existential	questions	that	arise	from	confronting
the	unknown.As	the	plot	unfolds,	the	film	delves	into	the	complexities	of	human	relationships	and	the	nature	of	love.	Kelvin	grapples	with	the	implications	of	his	feelings	for	Rheya,	questioning	whether	her	existence	is	genuine	or	a	mere	construct	of	his	desires.	The	exploration	of	love	in	Solaris	delves	into	themes	of	loss,	regret,	and	the	ethereal
nature	of	connection.The	movies	plot	weaves	a	tapestry	of	ambiguity	and	contemplation,	offering	audiences	a	deep	and	introspective	viewing	experience.	As	Kelvin	navigates	the	enigmatic	world	of	Solaris	and	grapples	with	the	manifestations	of	his	own	subconscious,	the	film	challenges	our	understanding	of	reality	and	the	human	mind.With	its
complex	narrative	and	exploration	of	profound	themes,	Solaris	invites	viewers	to	ponder	the	nature	of	consciousness,	the	power	of	memory,	and	the	intricacies	of	human	emotion.	It	is	a	thought-provoking	journey	that	leaves	audiences	questioning	the	boundaries	of	their	own	existence	and	the	mysteries	that	lie	within.Themes	and	MotifsIn	addition	to
its	captivating	plot,	Solaris	delves	into	a	myriad	of	thought-provoking	themes	and	motifs,	inviting	audiences	to	contemplate	the	complexities	of	human	existence	and	the	nature	of	reality.	Here	are	some	of	the	key	themes	explored	in	the	movie:Exploration	of	Human	Consciousness	and	Identity:The	movie	probes	the	depths	of	human	consciousness	and
the	ways	in	which	our	perceptions	shape	our	reality.It	raises	questions	about	the	nature	of	identity	and	the	impact	of	memories	and	emotions	on	our	sense	of	self.The	Nature	of	Love	and	Relationships:Solaris	presents	a	poignant	examination	of	love,	exploring	its	transformative	power	and	the	lengths	to	which	individuals	are	willing	to	go	for
connection.It	delves	into	themes	of	loss,	regret,	and	the	complexities	of	maintaining	relationships	in	the	face	of	emotional	and	psychological	challenges.The	Blurred	Lines	Between	Reality	and	Perception:The	film	blurs	the	boundaries	between	reality	and	illusion,	inviting	viewers	to	question	the	nature	of	their	own	perceptions	and	the	extent	to	which
reality	is	a	subjective	construct.It	challenges	the	notion	of	objective	truth	and	explores	the	ways	in	which	our	experiences	and	emotions	shape	our	understanding	of	the	world.Existentialism	and	Philosophical	Questions:Solaris	delves	into	existentialist	themes,	raising	profound	questions	about	the	meaning	of	life,	the	nature	of	existence,	and	the
limitations	of	human	knowledge.It	encourages	viewers	to	contemplate	their	place	in	the	universe	and	the	mysteries	that	lie	beyond	our	comprehension.The	Intricacies	of	Memory	and	Perception:The	film	explores	the	power	and	fragility	of	memory,	highlighting	how	our	recollections	can	influence	our	emotions	and	shape	our	understanding	of	reality.It
examines	the	ways	in	which	memories	can	be	altered,	manipulated,	and	distorted,	blurring	the	boundaries	between	past	and	present.Isolation	and	Loneliness:Solaris	portrays	the	isolating	nature	of	space	and	the	psychological	toll	it	takes	on	the	characters.It	delves	into	the	depths	of	human	loneliness	and	the	longing	for	connection,	even	in	the	face	of
overwhelming	solitude.By	intertwining	these	profound	themes	and	motifs,	Solaris	transcends	the	boundaries	of	a	conventional	science	fiction	film,	offering	a	deeply	introspective	exploration	of	the	human	condition.	It	invites	viewers	to	contemplate	the	mysteries	of	the	universe	and	the	intricate	complexities	of	the	human	mind.Interpreting	the
MovieAnalysis	of	Various	Interpretations	and	Theories:Solaris	offers	a	rich	tapestry	of	symbolism	and	narrative	elements	that	have	sparked	diverse	interpretations	and	theories	among	viewers	and	critics	alike.	Here	are	some	common	analyses	and	theories	surrounding	the	film:Metaphorical	Exploration	of	the	Subconscious:Some	interpretations	view
Solaris	as	a	representation	of	the	subconscious	mind,	with	the	planet	manifesting	the	characters	suppressed	desires,	fears,	and	unresolved	emotions.The	encounters	with	the	Solaris	entity	are	seen	as	symbolic	journeys	into	the	depths	of	the	human	psyche.Examination	of	Grief,	Loss,	and	Moving	On:Another	interpretation	revolves	around	the	films
exploration	of	grief	and	the	characters	attempts	to	cope	with	loss.	Solaris	is	seen	as	a	catalyst	for	the	characters	emotional	healing	and	acceptance.The	manifestations	on	the	planet	represent	the	characters	unresolved	feelings	towards	their	past,	forcing	them	to	confront	their	pain	and	find	closure.Critique	of	Scientific	Exploration	and	Human
Hubris:Some	theories	suggest	that	Solaris	serves	as	a	critique	of	scientific	exploration	and	humanitys	hubris	in	attempting	to	understand	and	control	the	unknown.The	inability	of	the	characters	to	fully	comprehend	or	control	Solaris	reflects	the	limitations	of	human	knowledge	and	the	consequences	of	tampering	with	forces	beyond	our
comprehension.Differentiating	between	the	Original	and	the	2002	Remake:The	original	Solaris	film,	directed	by	Andrei	Tarkovsky,	and	the	2002	remake	helmed	by	Steven	Soderbergh	offer	distinct	interpretations	of	the	source	material.	Here	are	some	key	differences	between	the	two:Pacing	and	Atmosphere:Tarkovskys	version	is	known	for	its
deliberately	slow	pacing	and	contemplative	atmosphere,	allowing	the	audience	to	immerse	themselves	deeply	in	the	characters	psychological	journey.Soderberghs	remake	has	a	faster	pace	and	a	more	streamlined	narrative,	focusing	on	the	emotional	core	of	the	story	while	incorporating	a	visually	stylized	approach.Visual	Aesthetic:Tarkovskys	film
emphasizes	long	takes,	richly	detailed	cinematography,	and	a	more	earthy	color	palette,	evoking	a	sense	of	poetic	realism.Soderberghs	remake	features	a	sleek	and	modern	visual	aesthetic,	characterized	by	a	colder	and	more	sterile	color	palette,	reflecting	a	more	clinical	approach	to	the	material.Characterization	and	Performances:While	both
versions	showcase	strong	performances,	there	are	differences	in	the	portrayal	of	characters.	Tarkovskys	film	delves	deeper	into	the	inner	thoughts	and	emotional	complexities	of	the	characters,	while	Soderberghs	remake	focuses	more	on	the	external	struggles	and	reactions.Discussion	of	the	Movies	Ambiguous	Ending:The	ending	of	Solaris	has	been
a	subject	of	much	speculation	and	debate.	Its	ambiguity	allows	for	various	interpretations	and	leaves	room	for	individual	contemplation.	Here	are	some	possible	ways	to	interpret	the	films	ending:Open-Ended	Interpretation:The	ambiguous	ending	allows	viewers	to	draw	their	conclusions	and	reflect	on	the	themes	presented	throughout	the	movie.It
encourages	audiences	to	ponder	the	nature	of	reality,	consciousness,	and	the	limitations	of	human	understanding.Existentialist	Viewpoint:The	ending	can	be	seen	as	an	existentialist	statement,	emphasizing	the	inherent	uncertainty	and	mystery	of	life.It	suggests	that	definitive	answers	may	be	elusive	and	that	the	journey	of	self-discovery	and
introspection	is	more	important	than	finding	concrete	resolutions.Continuation	of	the	Characters	Journeys:The	ending	can	be	interpreted	as	a	continuation	of	the	characters	personal	growth	and	exploration,	leaving	their	ultimate	fate	open	to	individual	interpretation.It	suggests	that	the	journey	of	self-discovery	is	ongoing,	and	the	characters
transformation	extends	beyond	the	confines	of	the	films	narrative.Ultimately,	the	interpretations	of	Solaris	are	as	varied	and	complex	as	the	film	itself,	inviting	viewers	to	engage	with	its	themes,	symbolism,	and	open-ended	questions,	leading	to	personal	reflections	and	unique	insights.ConclusionIn	conclusion,	Solaris	is	a	mesmerizing	science	fiction
film	that	has	left	an	indelible	mark	on	the	genre.	With	its	thought-provoking	exploration	of	human	consciousness,	the	nature	of	love,	and	the	blurred	boundaries	of	reality,	the	movie	captivates	audiences	and	challenges	their	perceptions.	Stemming	from	Stanisaw	Lems	novel,	the	film	adaptations,	including	the	1972	original	by	Andrei	Tarkovsky	and
the	2002	remake	by	Steven	Soderbergh,	offer	distinct	perspectives	on	the	source	material.	Each	version	brings	its	own	visual	style,	pacing,	and	characterizations	to	the	forefront,	contributing	to	the	films	enduring	legacy.In	the	vast	landscape	of	science	fiction	cinema,	Solaris	stands	as	a	shining	example	of	a	film	that	transcends	its	genre,	provoking
thought	and	pushing	the	boundaries	of	storytelling.	It	invites	us	to	embark	on	a	journey	into	the	enigmatic	depths	of	the	human	mind	and	the	mysteries	that	lie	beyond,	leaving	an	imprint	on	our	consciousness	long	after	the	credits	roll.Hi,	Im	William	Jones,	the	administrator	of	the	exciting	website	explainedthis.com,	which	offers	movie,	music,	and
book	reviews.	With	a	deep	passion	for	entertainment,	I	created	this	platform	to	provide	a	trusted	source	of	information	for	fellow	enthusiasts	who	want	to	stay	up-to-date	on	the	latest	releases	and	trends.I	take	great	pride	in	my	team	of	reviewers	to	provide	high	quality	content	that	is	informative	and	entertaining.	Each	review	is	thoroughly	researched
and	written	to	ensure	readers	have	a	complete	understanding	of	the	subject	matter.	In	Solaris	(1972),	Andrei	Tarkovsky	presents	a	vision	of	contemporary	society	as	one	that	has	become	cut	off	from	nature,	and	provides	a	narrative	that	illustrates	the	possibility	of	remaining	human	in	the	inhuman	world	that	is	the	result.	The	film	contrasts	a	life-
affirming	natural	landscape	to	an	urban,	constructed	landscape	where	the	natural	world	is	submerged	and	invisible.	The	Solaris	space	station	is	both	a	projection	of	this	second,	inhuman,	landscape	and	an	allegory	for	Tarkovskys	view	of	urban	life.	The	narrative	of	the	film	concerns	the	journey	by	the	central	character,	Kris	Kelvin	(Donatas	Banionis),
from	emotional	deadness	to	a	rediscovery	of	his	humanity	as	he	charts	a	course	between	these	two	worlds,	and	the	role	that	art,	whether	painting,	music	or	film,	plays	in	this.	Solaris	begins	with	the	leisurely	contemplation	of	a	landscape	where	natural	events	pass	before	the	camera	lens.	Water	ripples	over	seaweed,	a	breeze	rustles	through	a
meadow,	and	in	the	midst	of	this	is	Kris.	He	stands	still,	but	his	eyes	move,	showing	he	is	aware	and	attentive	to	what	is	around	him.	His	place	as	part	of	the	natural	setting	is	emphasized	by	a	shot	centering	on	a	tree	in	a	field,	where	Kris	enters	from	the	left	and	crosses	the	frame	in	the	background,	disappearing	behind	a	bush	before	reappearing,
showing	him	as	merely	another	feature	of	the	landscape.	This	immersion	in	nature	reaches	its	peak	when	he	welcomes	and	enjoys	being	drenched	by	a	sudden	shower.	As	Vida	Johnson	and	Graham	Petrie	note,	he	is	intimately	associated	with	the	sights	and	sounds	of	nature	the	pond,	the	trees,	the	horse,	and	the	dog,	his	enjoyment	of	the	rain	(Johnson
and	Petrie	104).	The	horse	in	this	sequence	is	particularly	interesting,	as	the	meaning	Tarkovsky	ascribes	to	horses	in	his	films	is	straightforward.	As	he	told	an	interviewer,	for	me	the	horse	symbolizes	life	(Gianvito	25).	Here	the	horse	suddenly	appears,	with,	as	Stephen	Dillon	points	out,	no	coherent	spatial	relationship	with	Kris	(Dillon	15).	However,
there	is	a	relationship	through	editing.	Kris	is	seen	walking	left	to	right	across	the	frame,	there	is	then	a	cut	to	the	horse	trotting	left	to	right,	and	then	a	return	to	Kris,	still	walking	left	to	right.	The	inference	through	association	is	that	while	we	soon	find	out	Kris	is	emotionally	dead,	his	relationship	to	this	setting	suggests	he	has	the	potential	for
resurrection.	These	opening	sequences	also	serve	to	predict	future	events	and	themes	of	the	film.	As	Dillon	writes,	the	watery	images	with	which	the	film	begins	recall	ahead	of	time	the	swirling	waters	of	the	planet	Solaris	(Dillon	15).	This	conflation	of	Earths	world	with	Solaris	gains	further	importance	in	the	light	of	Kris	raising	the	possibility	with
Berton	that	one	of	the	options	he	might	recommend	is	the	destruction	of	the	Solaris	ocean	through	bombardment	with	x-rays,	something	that	would	find	an	echo	in	the	scientists	plan	to	blow	up	the	room	in	the	Zone	in	Tarkovskys	later	film	Stalker	(1979).	So	when	Kris	father	says	that	outer	space	is	too	fragile	to	have	people	like	Kris	making	decisions
about	it,	he	is	also	talking	about	the	natural	world	around	them.	In	this	context,	the	brief	scenes	involving	Bertons	son	gain	interest.	He	arrives	from	the	city,	and	is	soon	paired	off	with	a	young	girl	who	is	never	identified	and	whose	presence	is	never	explained	(or	questioned).	She	can	be	seen	as	a	personification	of	the	natural	landscape,	and	her
running	with	the	boy	and	the	dog	in	the	rain	both	a	celebration	of	nature	and	a	precursor	to	the	later	connection	between	Kris	and	Hari.	We	later	see	the	boy	with	the	old	woman,	describing	to	her	being	frightened	by	the	horse,	the	expression	of	life,	and	being	led	back	to	it	as	she	describes	its	beauty.	This	parallels	Kris	later	journey	which	Timothy
Hyman	describes	as	the	transformation	of	.	.	.	initial	fear	of	the	ocean	.	.	.	eventually	into	love,	which	he	argues	constitutes	the	true	narrative	of	the	film	(Hyman	55).	The	natural	setting	shown	here	is	not	representative	of	contemporary	society,	which	enters	the	film	when	Kris,	after	washing	his	hands	in	the	pond,	stands	and	looks	directly	at	the
camera	(the	audience).	What	he	sees	is	Berton	and	his	son	arriving	by	car.	There	is	a	road	running	by	the	side	of	the	property,	revealing	it	to	be	an	oasis	of	tranquility	in	an	otherwise	ugly	environment	(Johnson	and	Petrie	211).	In	fact,	this	idyllic	setting	is	itself	partially	a	construct.	The	dachas	integration	with	the	natural	environment	is	shown	during
a	conversation	between	Kris	father	and	Berton,	where	the	garden	remains	in	shot	through	a	window	and	the	father	at	one	point	disappears	from	the	frame	and	then	reappears	outside,	continuing	the	uninterrupted	conversation	through	that	window	and	unifying	the	interior	and	exterior	spaces.	But	the	dacha	turns	out	to	be	a	replica	of	one	that
belonged	to	Kris	great-grandfather.	It	is	also	an	imperfect	replica,	since	it	has	modern	gadgets	that	would	not	have	been	in	the	original,	and	it	is	the	first	of	many	objects	that	have	been	created	to	recapture	something	which	is	lost,	all	of	which	turn	out	to	be	imperfect.	Even	here,	the	modern	world	is	encroaching,	the	natural	world	no	longer	exists	as
it	once	did	and	only	through	interaction	with	objects	can	it	to	a	certain	extent	be	recreated.	The	long	drive	to	the	city	made	by	Berton	and	his	son	presents	a	contrast	between	the	natural	and	modern	worlds,	but	also	expresses	in	metaphoric	terms	Kris	journey	from	Earth	to	outer	space	and	suggests	the	idealized	natural	world	has	been	lost.	Bertons
trip	begins	in	black	and	white,	following	the	car	through	a	series	of	concrete	tunnels	and	overpasses	with	brief	glimpses	of	trees	and	shrubbery	becoming	scarce	as	the	environment	becomes	increasingly	constructed,	while	sounds	of	traffic	and	mechanical	noises	rise	in	volume	until	the	car	bursts	into	a	maze	of	freeways	and	the	colours	of	a	garish,
neon-lit	city	at	night.	As	Timothy	Hyman	writes,	the	landscape	of	these	first	sequences	spells	out	a	polarity	between	garden	and	city,	organic	and	inorganic,	humanistic	and	anti-humanistic	(Hyman	55).	This	polarity	is	reinforced	and	broadened	by	a	tempo	change	as	the	reality	expressed	through	the	studied	contemplation	of	the	details	of	the
countryside	in	the	early	scenes	gives	way	to	the	abstract,	fast-paced,	almost	hallucinogenic	cityscape,	the	stark	contrast	between	the	chaotic	time-pressure	in	the	technological	montage	and	the	tranquil	rhythm	in	the	shot	of	the	natural	landscape	reflects	one	of	the	films	thematic	conflicts	of	technology/nature,	space/earth	(Totaro	25).	Contrast	edit
from	(chaotic/modern).	To	(tranquil/rural)	In	this	way,	the	journey	from	country	to	city	is	transformed	into	one	from	earth	to	sky.	In	narrative	terms,	the	actual	space	flight	is	somewhat	perfunctory,	shown	almost	entirely	through	a	close-up	on	Kris	face.	An	effect	much	more	akin	to	a	rocket	launch	is	achieved	early	in	Bertons	drive	by	an	increase	in
mechanical	sound	as	the	car	approaches	and	enters	a	tunnel,	while	the	difficulty	of	interplanetary	travel	is	effectively	suggested	by	the	length	of	the	sequence.	As	C.	Claire	Thomson	writes,	the	job	of	expressing	allegorically	the	unimaginable	distance	which	Kelvin	must	cover	falls	to	Bertons	interminable	drive	along	all-too	concrete	motorways	and
underpasses	(Thomson	9).	This	extremely	negative	representation	of	the	urban	landscape	is	not	some	future	dystopia,	it	is	1971	Tokyo.	Except	for	a	few	token	gadgets,	there	is	little	effort	to	futurize	what	is	shown.	As	Dillon	notes,	we	are	simply	supposed	to	pretend	that	this	obviously	contemporary	world	belongs	to	the	future	(Dillon	16).	The
implication	of	Tarkovsky	presenting	the	present	as	the	future	is	that	it	suggests	Solaris	is	not	intended	as	a	prediction,	but	as	a	critique	of	the	world	he	saw	around	him.	Chris	Fujiwara	argues	that	Tarkovskys	films	are	nostalgic:	they	view	the	world	as	in	danger	of	being	lost,	and	see	it	from	the	point	of	view	of	someone	striving	to	hold	on	to	it
(Fujiwara	51).	However,	the	film	can	also	be	read	to	suggest	the	natural	world	is	not	just	in	danger	of	being	lost,	but	is	already	gone.	Following	the	trip	to	the	city	sequence,	the	film	returns	to	the	dacha,	but	it	is	now	a	black	and	white	world	where	Kris	is	burning	artifacts	of	his	past,	including	a	photo	of	his	dead	ex-wife,	Hari.	Kris	father	tells	him	he
will	make	plans	if	something	should	happen	and	the	old	woman	turns	away	and	cries,	implying	this	is	the	last	time	they	will	see	each	other.	The	tone	is	melancholic	and	the	lack	of	the	greens,	browns	and	blues	of	the	opening	sequence	conveys	the	sense	that	the	journey	to	the	city	was	also	a	chronicle	of	societys	move	away	from	nature,	and	the	film	is
showing	a	lost	world.	The	sense	of	loss	and	disharmony	is	emphasized	in	Kris	last	walk	around	the	dacha.	As	he	passes	the	open	doorway,	the	horse	can	be	seen	trotting	by,	this	time	in	the	opposite	direction	from	Kris.	The	space	station	is	an	extension	of	Tarkovskys	view	of	the	urban	world	and	reflects	a	lack	of	interest	in	the	details	of	space	travel
that	can	be	summed	up	in	his	comment	that	for	me,	the	sky	is	empty	(Gianvito	25).	Like	the	city,	the	station	is	a	constructed	environment	where	nothing	grows.	But	instead	of	the	dizzying	colours	of	the	neon	nightscape,	it	is	dreary	and	run	down,	the	urban	landscape	by	day.	What	we	are	shown	is	the	world	we	live	in	now	that	we	have	cut	ourselves	off
from	our	roots	in	the	natural	world.	As	Hyman	writes,	Tarkovsky	in	Solaris	is	clearly	talking	about	our	life,	today	(Hyman	54).	A	visual	link	between	the	station	and	the	city	is	made	when	Kris	first	enters	the	station.	The	hallway	is	shown	in	long	shot,	the	dominant	chrome-grey	colour	reminiscent	of	the	tunnels	shown	in	the	journey	to	the	city.	Matching
chrome-grey	tone.	Tunnel	and	Solaris	space	station	The	intense	unnaturalness	of	this	environment	presents	a	challenge	to	the	three	scientists	to	remain	sane.	Or,	as	Tarkovsky	has	said,	the	people	in	the	space	station	have	only	to	solve	one	problem:	how	to	remain	human	(Gianvito	42).	Their	response	is	to	attempt	to	replicate	the	experience	of	their
former	lives	on	Earth	through	creating	objects	(such	as	the	strips	of	paper	attached	to	air	vents	that,	Snaut	claims,	at	night	sound	like	the	rustling	of	leaves)	or	through	the	creations	of	others,	works	of	art	such	as	the	Breughel	paintings	that	hang	on	the	walls	of	the	station	library.	Interestingly,	the	library	also	has	a	bust	of	Plato,	a	copy	of	which	also
could	be	seen	in	Kris	fathers	dacha.	Platos	belief	that	everything	on	Earth	was	merely	a	false,	illusory	duplication	of	an	ideal	form	(in	Heaven)	is	echoed	in	the	series	of	flawed	imitations	we	are	shown.	Indeed,	even	the	dacha	with	the	original	bust	is	itself	an	object	constructed	to	replicate	a	lost	experience,	which	will	be	(imperfectly)	replicated	again
later	in	the	film.	These	are	all	imperfect	replicas:	the	rustling	paper	or	a	Breughel	canvas	are	not	the	same	as	actually	being	in	a	forest,	and	the	butterfly	collection	on	Snauts	wall	is	not	the	same	as	a	real	living	butterfly,	but	they	offer	the	possibility	of	providing	connections	to	human	experience.	Tarkovsky	writes	that	art	is	a	meta-language,	with	the
help	of	which	people	try	to	communicate	with	one	another	.	.	.	this	has	not	to	do	with	practical	advantage	but	with	realizing	the	idea	of	love	(Tarkovsky	40).	In	light	of	this,	it	is	possible	to	see	Hari	as	a	work	of	art.	Like	a	Breughel	painting,	she	is	an	imperfect	replica	of	something	lost,	and	through	interaction	with	her,	Kris	rediscovers	what	it	is	to	be
human	and	to	love.	This	is	the	key	difference	between	the	film	and	Stanislaw	Lems	original	novel,	which	was	a	critique	of	the	idea	of	anthropomorphically	ascribing	human	values	to	a	universe	possibly	organized	in	a	manner	beyond	human	comprehension,	and	in	which	these	values	are	probably	meaningless.	As	Johnson	and	Petrie	write,	Tarkovskys
film,	by	contrast,	is	a	celebration	of	human	values	and	of	the	power	of	love	in	an	indifferent	or	hostile	universe	(Johnson	and	Petrie	102).	They	note	further	that	Kris	transformation	under	Haris	influence	is	visually	charted	as	the	white	spacesuit,	which	initially	associates	him	with	the	coldly	geometric	layout	is	replaced	by	grey	sweater	and	slacks
(Johnson	and	Petrie	108).	In	fact,	it	goes	much	further	than	this.	As	the	relationship	between	Kris	and	Hari	becomes	more	intense	and	they	both	become	more	human,	their	clothes	seem	to	be	progressively	stripped	away	and	we	become	more	aware	of	their	bodies	until,	during	Haris	suicide	attempt	and	resurrection,	which	is	when	they	are	at	their
most	human,	Kris	is	in	his	underwear	and	Hari	wears	a	transparent	negligee	through	which	her	naked	body	is	clearly	visible.	It	is	in	the	levitation	sequence	that	the	interaction	between	Hari,	the	replica	of	a	human,	the	replications	of	human	experience	(which	is	a	possible	view	of	painting,	music	and	film)	and	Kris,	the	human,	reaches	a	climax.	There
are	a	series	of	cuts	between	Kris	watching	Hari,	Hari	staring	at	Breughels	Hunters	in	the	Snow,	camera	pans	of	close-up	details	of	that	painting	and	flashbacks	of	the	home	movie	of	Kris	as	a	child	in	a	snowy	landscape	that	they	watched	earlier.	Suddenly,	the	period	of	weightlessness	begins.	First	candles	begin	to	float,	then	the	chandelier	ripples	with
sound,	and	Kris	and	Hari	begin	to	float	as	the	Bach	Prelude	heard	at	the	beginning	of	the	film	and	during	the	showing	of	the	home	movie	returns,	an	evocative	work	of	art	associated	with	Earth	and	its	values	nature,	art,	love	(Johnson	and	Petrie	108).	As	they	levitate,	the	camera	cuts	twice	more	to	Hunters	in	the	Snow	as	Hari	also	begins	to	take	in	the
other	Breughel	paintings.	It	seems	to	be	a	moment	of	transcendence,	even	exaltation,	in	a	way	reminiscent	of	the	balloon	flight	at	the	beginning	of	Andrei	Rublev	(1966).	And	when	it	is	done,	they	relax	on	the	ground	with	Kris	head	on	Haris	lap,	and	it	is	almost	as	if	they	have	just	had	sex.	There	is	then	a	shot	of	the	swirling	Solaris	ocean	as	electronic
noises	rise	and	overpower	the	Bach.	This	is	followed	by	the	sound	of	a	crash	and	a	sudden	cut	to	the	smoking	vial,	as	Hari	has	just	tried	to	commit	suicide.	A	way	of	reading	this	scene	is	that	through	the	evocative	power	of	Breughels	snowscape,	Hari	is	able	to	relate	it	to	the	home	movie	of	young	Kris	in	the	snow,	and	she	is	able	to	understand	what
being	human	means	and	to	fully	love	Kris.	As	Hyman	writes,	when	she	turns	to	Kris,	we	realize	through	Breughel	she	has	been	able	to	apprehend	what	it	is	to	be	a	human	being	on	earth	(Hyman	56).	The	shot	of	the	Solaris	ocean	in	tumultuous	activity	which	follows	reinforces	this,	as	if	the	synapses	of	a	giant	brain	are	popping	frantically	as	it
assimilates	information.	That	Haris	understanding	of	what	it	is	to	be	human	is	followed	immediately	by	a	suicide	attempt	is	not	a	contradiction.	Johnson	and	Petrie	see	it	as	an	act	of	love,	that	the	new	Haris	sacrifice	is	a	redemptive	one	from	which	Kris	is	able	to	learn	and	benefit,	rather	than	a	gesture	of	despair,	which	the	original	Haris	suicide	had
been	(Johnson	and	Petrie	105).	Dillon	has	a	different	interpretation.	Relating	it	to	his	reading	of	Solaris	as	a	reflexive	meditation	on	cinema,	with	the	relationship	of	Kris	and	Hari	analogous	to	that	between	audience	and	film,	he	suggests	the	levitation	is	beautiful	but	temporary.	Their	time	together	is	really	one	manner	of	disorientation	after	another	.	.
.	This	scene	does	not	imply	the	naturalness	and	timeliness	of	art,	but	instead	the	ghostly	artifice	of	art	(Dillon	14).	He	goes	on	to	write	that	the	next	sequence	begins	with	the	revelation	that	Hari	has	drunk	liquid	oxygen,	further	eroding	any	idealistic	reading	of	the	levitation	(Dillon	14).	This	is	a	problematic	reading	because	it	ignores	what	is	expressed
in	so	many	of	Tarkovskys	films,	that	for	love,	the	meaning	.	.	.	is	in	sacrifice	(Tarkovsky	40).	Haris	ability	to	make	the	ultimate	sacrifice	is	a	sign	of	hope	because	it	proves	that	even	on	the	space	station,	and	therefore	in	the	soulless	contemporary	society,	it	is	possible	to	act	as	a	human,	and	that	this	gaining	of	humanity	is	possible	through	interaction
with	art.	That	it	requires	a	non-human	(Hari)	to	instruct	a	human	(Kris)	on	being	human	adds	a	layer	of	irony	to	the	situation.	Tarkovskys	intention	seems	similar	to	how	he	describes	a	transcendent	moment	from	Cries	and	Whispers	(1973,	Ingmar	Bergman)	where	Bach	is	also	used,	that	even	this	illusory	flight	gives	the	audience	the	possibility	of
catharsis,	of	that	spiritual	cleaning	and	liberation	which	is	attained	through	art	(Tarkovsky	192).	The	death	of	the	replica	Hari	is	then	followed	by	a	finale	in	which	Kris	seems	to	return	to	the	dacha	and	kneel	for	his	fathers	blessing	in	a	pose	taken	from	Rembrandts	Return	of	the	Prodigal.	This	suggests	that	Kris,	now	emotionally	resurrected	and
painfully	aware	of	the	new	Haris	absence,	has	embraced	the	humanistic	beliefs	of	his	father	which	he	had	been	skeptical	about	in	the	opening	section.	This	is	a	replica	Kris	on	a	replica	dacha,	like	the	original	dacha	an	island	in	an	otherwise	completely	different	landscape,	in	this	case	the	Solaris	ocean.	It	is	also	another	imperfect	replica,	as	the	water
does	not	ripple	and	the	rain	falls	inside	the	dacha	instead	of	outside.	But	it	still	reflects	the	transformed	Kris.	As	Tarkovsky	says,	Kris	has	been	recreated	by	the	Ocean	the	materialization	of	his	homesickness	has	been	taken	from	him	and	reconstructed	on	the	planet	(Gianvito	72).	This	is	another	major	change	from	the	novel,	where	Kris	travels	to	the
planet	and	is	left	standing	on	an	indifferent	ocean,	a	consciousness	he	will	never	connect	with	(Lem	211).	Rembrandts	Return	of	the	Prodigal	According	to	Tarkovsky,	the	controlling	idea	of	Solaris	is	that	human	beings	have	to	remain	human	beings,	even	if	they	find	themselves	in	inhumane	conditions	(Gianvito	136).	In	terms	of	the	plot,	these
inhumane	conditions	are	on	a	distant	planet,	but	what	the	film	tells	us	is	that	today	we	live	in	a	time	where	the	natural	world	has	been	paved	over	by	a	modern,	constructed	one	and	there	has	been	a	total	destruction	in	peoples	awareness	of	all	that	goes	with	a	conscious	sense	of	the	beautiful	(Tarkovsky	42).	In	this	situation,	it	is	through	interaction
with	art	(which,	as	mentioned,	deals	with	realizing	the	idea	of	love)	that	modern	man	can	remain	human.	Solaris	is	about	the	world	Tarkovsky	saw	around	him.	Works	Cited	Andrei	Tarkovsky	Interviews.	Ed.	John	Gianvito.	Jackson,	MS:	University	Press	of	Mississippi,	2006.	Dillon,	Steven.	The	Solaris	Effect:	Art	&	Artifice	in	Contemporary	American
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Let	us	take	you	with	us	to	Solaris,	planet	of	mystery,	embodiment	of	man's	latent	conflict	with	the	unknown.	Man,	face	to	face	with	his	conscience,	and	with	his	past.	Website	43232622	Andrei	Tarkovskywas	not	a	fan	of	science	fiction.	When	pressed	on	the	subject,	the	grand	master	of	Soviet	Russian	cinema	dismissed	the	sci-fi	genre	for	its	comic	book
trappings	and	vulgar	commercialism.	The	son	of	a	poet,	Tarkovsky	was	an	uncompromising	visionary	who	dreamed	of	making	films	that	combined	the	devotional	majesty	of	medieval	icon	painting,	the	symphonic	beauty	of	Bach	and	the	moral	weight	ofDostoevsky.	Even	so,	Tarkovsky	still	happened	to	make	two	of	the	most	revered	and	visually
ravishing	epics	of	the	genre.	Bookending	the	1970s,	Solaris(1972)	andStalker(1979)	are	inner-space	odysseys	with	much	in	common.	Both	were	based	on	cult	novels.	Both	share	key	cast	and	crew	members.	And	both	are	cryptic	cautionary	fables	about	men	who	boldly	go	to	the	outer	limits	of	human	knowledge,	where	they	encounter	alien	entities	that
can	read	their	minds	and	grant	their	deepest	desires.	So	be	careful	what	you	wishfor.	Sign	up	for	BFI	news,	features,	videos	and	podcasts.By	signing	up	to	emails	you	are	indicating	that	you	have	read	and	agree	to	the	terms	of	use	and	privacy	policy.	A	deeply	religious	man	who	believed	great	art	should	have	a	higher	spiritual	purpose,	Tarkovsky	was
a	perfectionist	not	given	to	humour	or	humility.	His	signature	style	was	ponderous	and	literary.	But	he	turned	to	science	fiction	almost	for	salvation,	to	get	himself	out	of	a	fix	with	the	Soviet	film	authorities.	His	previous	feature,Andrei	Rublev(1966),	had	been	denied	a	domestic	release,	while	his	next	submitted	script	was	deemed	too	bourgeois	and
personal	by	Goskino,	the	USSR	State	Committee	for	Cinematography.	That	screenplay	was	shelved,	later	to	resurfaceasMirror(1975).	Instead,	Tarkovsky	proposed	a	film	version	of	Polish	authorStanislaw	Lems	philosophical	1961	sci-fi	novel,	Solaris,	reasoning	that	a	futuristic	thriller	set	on	board	a	remote	space	station	would	prove	populist	enough
even	for	the	censorious	commissars	of	Soviet	cinema.	He	was	right.	A	small-screen	adaptation	had	already	aired	on	Russian	television,	which	also	helped	hispitch.	With	Lems	endorsement,	Tarkovsky	andFriedrich	Gorensteincompleted	their	first	script	in	1969,	shifting	two	thirds	of	the	action	to	Earth.	But	the	changes	angered	both	Lem	and	the
Mosfilm	studio	committee,	so	Tarkovsky	produced	a	second	draft	more	faithful	to	the	novel.	The	project	received	official	approval	from	Goskino	in	the	summer	of1970.	Solaris	(1972)	Lems	compact	novel	begins	with	psychologist	Kris	Kelvin	arriving	on	a	space	station	floating	close	to	the	surface	of	Solaris,	a	planet	covered	by	a	vast,	sentient	ocean
with	the	disturbing	power	to	read	human	minds	and	reproduce	perfect	copies	of	their	deepest	memories,	including	those	of	people.	Sent	to	assess	whether	the	station	should	be	closed	down,	Kelvin	is	thrown	into	emotional	turmoil	when	confronted	with	a	doppelganger	of	his	ex-wife,	Hari,	who	killed	herself	yearsbefore.	Tarkovskys	film	diverges	from
Lems	space-set	yarn	with	a	long	preamble	set	on	Earth.	Played	by	the	brawny,	soulfully	brooding	Lithuanian	actor	Donatas	Banionis,	we	first	meet	Kelvin	in	an	idyllic	country	landscape	as	he	bids	farewell	to	his	parents	at	their	lakeside	dacha.	These	languid	close-up	shots	of	water	and	nature	are	pure	Tarkovsky,	recurring	like	musical	motifs	through
his	body	ofwork.	At	the	dacha,	Kelvin	also	consults	with	Berton	(Vladislav	Dvorzhetsky),	a	discredited	astronaut	who	once	witnessed	disturbing	hallucinations	on	the	surface	of	Solaris.	The	retired	spaceman	later	sends	cryptic	warnings	via	videolink	from	his	car	as	it	speeds	through	an	ultra-modern	city,	which	is	nameless	but	clearly	shot	in	Tokyo.
LikeBlade	Runner(1982)	a	decade	later,	Solaris	takes	contemporary	Japan	as	a	template	for	the	high-tech	urban	future.	Switching	between	colour	and	monochrome,	this	long	and	largely	wordless	sequence	is	set	toEduard	Artemyevs	ominous	electronic	score.	This	again	is	classic	Tarkovksy:	hypnotic	vistas	unfolding	at	real-time	speed	in	lengthy,
unbrokenshots.	Solaris	(1972)	Arriving	on	board	the	shabby	and	battered	space	station,	Kelvin	finds	the	surviving	human	crew	to	be	obstructive	and	erratic.	But	his	own	coolly	rational	self-belief	is	soon	shaken	when	Solaris	sends	him	an	uncanny	double	of	his	late	wife,	Hari.	Kelvin	manages	to	eject	the	phantom	from	the	space	station,	but	Solaris
keeps	conjuring	up	further	copies,	exacerbating	his	long-buried	shame	over	her	suicide.	Given	a	second	chance,	he	tries	to	save	Hari,	but	the	tragedy	repeats	itself	over	andover.	At	this	point,	the	story	spills	over	from	scientific	puzzle	into	psychological	horrormovie.	True	horror	is	in	having	to	watch	someone	you	love	destroy	herself.Phillip	Lopate
Author	and	criticPhillip	Lopatestressed	the	thematic	parallels	between	Solaris	and	Hitchcocks	Vertigo	in	his	liner	notes	to	the	films	deluxe	DVD	release:	the	inability	of	the	male	to	protect	the	female,	the	multiple	disguises	or	resurrections	of	the	loved	one,	the	inevitability	of	repeating	pastmistakes.	Solaris	(1972)	Adding	a	frisson	of	autobiography,
Tarkovsky	initially	planned	to	cast	his	ex-wifeIrma	Rauschas	Hari.	He	then	changed	his	mind,	signing	Swedish	starBibi	Andersson,	former	collaborator	of	his	directing	idolIngmar	Bergman.	But	finally	he	settled	onNatalya	Bondarchuk,	the	beautiful	Russian	actor	who	had	introduced	him	to	Lems	novel.	Haris	death	scenes	gained	extra	resonance	in
2010	when	Bondarchuk	revealed	she	had	an	affair	with	Tarkovsky	during	the	shoot,	and	attempted	to	kill	herself	after	they	split	in1972.	Solaris	(1972)	One	of	the	sly	ironies	of	the	film	is	that	the	human	visitors	come	to	study	Solaris,	but	the	planet	ends	up	studying	them.	Dense	with	scientific	speculation,	Lems	novel	is	essentially	about	the
impossibility	of	communicating	with	any	alien	life	forms	that	mankind	might	find	in	deep	space.	But	the	film	is	a	much	more	personal	story	about	guilt,	shame	and	the	search	for	some	divine	pattern	at	work	in	the	cosmos.	As	usual	with	Tarkovksy,	the	story	takes	on	an	explicitly	religiousdimension.	Lem	disliked	Tarkovskys	interpretation,	accusing	him
of	making	Crime	and	Punishment	in	space.	But	there	is	crossover	between	book	and	film.	A	scathing	speech	by	one	of	the	stations	crew	appears	in	both:	We	dont	want	to	conquer	the	cosmos,	we	want	to	extend	the	boundaries	of	Earth	to	the	cosmos.	We	are	only	seeking	Man.	We	dont	want	other	worlds,	we	wantmirrors.	While	the	novel	ends	on	an
ambiguous	note,	the	film	has	one	of	the	most	haunting	final	twists	in	sci-fi	cinema.	Crushed	by	guilt	and	grief	over	Hari,	Kelvin	returns	to	his	parents	in	the	idyllic	country	house	home	seen	in	the	opening	scenes	but	this	comforting	illusion	is	just	a	giant	replica	created	by	the	planet-sized	brain	of	Solaris.	It	looks	like	home,	but	Kelvin	can	never	go
homeagain.	The	characters	in	Solaris	were	dogged	by	disappointments,	and	the	way	out	we	offered	them	was	illusory	enough,	Tarkovsky	later	wrote	in	his	cinematic	memoir,	Sculpting	in	Time.	It	lay	in	dreams,	in	the	opportunity	to	recognise	their	own	roots	those	roots	which	forever	link	man	to	the	Earth	which	bore	him.	But	even	those	links	had
become	unreal	forthem.	Solaris	(1972)	The	first	cut	of	Solaris	ruffled	the	Soviet	censors,	who	ordered	Tarkovsky	to	remove	all	references	to	God	and	Christianity.	The	director	stood	his	ground,	only	conceding	to	minor	edits.	He	was	rewarded,	winning	the	Grand	Jury	Prize	in	Cannes	and	earning	a	cult	following	in	theWest.	At	home	in	Russia,	the	film
stayed	on	limited	release	for	15	years,	selling	more	than	10	milliontickets.	Moscow	propaganda	hailed	Solaris	as	a	superior	Soviet	riposte	to2001:	A	Space	Odyssey(1968).	Tarkovksy	was	certainly	scornful	ofStanley	Kubricks	psychedelic	sci-fi	epic,	calling	it	a	lifeless	schema	with	only	pretensions	to	truth	and	a	cosmetic	vision	devoid	of	humanemotion.
For	some	reason,	in	all	the	science-fiction	films	Ive	seen,	the	filmmakers	force	the	viewer	to	examine	the	details	of	the	material	structure	of	the	future,	Tarkovsky	told	Russian	film	journalistNaum	Abramovin	1970.	More	than	that,	sometimes,	like	Kubrick,	they	call	their	own	films	premonitions.	Its	unbelievable!	Let	alone	that	2001:	A	Space	Odyssey	is
phoney	on	many	points,	even	for	specialists.	For	a	true	work	of	art,	the	fake	must	beeliminated.	Such	fighting	talk	was	in	part	standard	Cold	War	rhetoric,	of	course,	and	partly	an	expression	of	the	egomania	that	drives	most	great	film	directors.	On	reflection,	Lopate	claims,	the	rival	cosmic	visions	of	Kubrick	and	Tarkovsky	actually	have	much
incommon.	Hindsight	allows	us	to	observe	that	the	two	masterworks	are	more	cousins	than	opposites.	Both	generate	an	air	of	mystery	that	invites	countless	explanations.Phillip	Lopate	on	2001:	A	Space	Odyssey	(1968)	and	Solaris	(1972)	But	nothing	dates	faster	than	yesterdays	vision	of	the	future,	and	Tarkovskys	space	opera	has	certainly	not	aged
as	gracefully	as	Kubricks.	The	garish	interior	of	the	Solaris	space	station,	designed	byMikhail	Romadin,	now	looks	alarmingly	like	an	Austin	Powers	bachelor	pad.	The	churning	ocean	beneath	made	with	acetone,	aluminium	powder	and	dyes	also	radiates	a	threadbare	Hammer	Horrorcheapness.	Interestingly,	Tarkovskys	earlier	films	still	feel	more
timeless	and	contemporary	than	Solaris,	perhaps	because	the	director	treated	the	futuristic	setting	as	a	superfluous	detail.	Unfortunately	the	science-fiction	element	in	Solaris	was	nonetheless	too	prominent	and	became	a	distraction,	Tarkovsky	wrote	in	Sculpting	in	Time.	The	rockets	and	space	stations	required	by	Lems	novel	were	interesting	to
construct;	but	it	seems	to	me	now	that	the	idea	of	the	film	would	have	stood	out	more	vividly	and	boldly	had	we	managed	to	dispense	with	these	thingsaltogether.	Later	in	the	decade,	Tarkovsky	returned	to	his	dream	of	a	philosophical	sci-fi	epic	that	transcended	genre	entirely.	His	final	domestic	feature	before	exile	to	western	Europe	wasStalker.
Stalker	(1979)	Stalker	was	freely	adapted	from	the	1971	novel	Roadside	Picnic	by	the	brothersArkadyandBoris	Strugatsky,	a	dark	satire	which	had	been	heavily	censored	by	the	Sovietauthorities.	The	book	takes	place	in	a	fictionalised	western	country	around	one	of	six	special	Zones	left	behind	after	extraterrestrials	briefly	visited	Earth	en	route	to
another	galaxy.	Inside	the	Zones,	potentially	deadly	disruptions	in	the	normal	cosmic	rules	occur,	confronting	brave	visitors	with	their	true	selves	and	granting	their	deepest	wishes.	There	is	a	great	disturbance	in	theForce.	Working	with	the	Strugatskys,	Tarkovsky	penned	his	first	screenplay	for	Stalker	in	1976.	Stripping	away	many	of	the	sci-fi
elements,	he	replaced	the	alien	back	story	with	a	more	opaque	astronomical	explanation	for	the	paranormal	Zones.	The	plot	revolves	around	a	single	journey	led	by	a	professional	Zone	infiltrator	the	stalker	of	the	title	and	his	two	soul-weary	companions,	Writer	and	Professor.	Tarkovksy	cast	the	angular,	intenseAlexander	Kaidanovskyas	Stalker,	and
Solaris	veteransAnatoly	SolonitsynandNikolai	Grinkoas	his	fellowtravellers.	Stalker	(1979)	Stalker	would	become	the	most	tortuous	and	troubled	production	of	Tarkovskys	career,	with	some	claiming	it	even	led	directly	to	his	earlydeath.	Initial	locations	were	scouted	in	Tajikistan,	but	a	powerful	earthquake	made	that	shoot	impossible.	Further
searches	in	Uzbekistan,	Turkmenistan,	Azerbaijan,	Georgia,	Ukraine	and	Crimea	proved	fruitless.	Tarkovsky	eventually	found	new	locations	in	the	Baltic	state	of	Estonia:	a	dilapidated	ship	repair	yard,	a	crumbling	hydroelectric	station,	an	abandoned	oil	processing	plant	and	other	post-industrial	ruins	around	the	capital,Tallinn.	Shooting	exteriors	in
Estonia	during	the	spring	and	summer	of	1977,	Tarkovsky	and	his	cinematographerGeorgy	Rerbergused	a	new	Kodak	5247	stock	supplied	by	producerSergio	Gambarov.	But	on	return	to	Moscow,	they	found	the	processed	footage	was	an	unwatchable	shade	of	dark	green.	Months	of	work	had	been	ruined	by	technical	error	or,	as	the	director
suspected,sabotage.	Tarkovsky	was	certain	the	film	was	swapped,	the	films	sound	designer,Vladimir	Sharun,	later	told	Moscow	newspaper	Komsomolskaya	Pravda.	This	newer	Kodak	which	Gambarov	sent	specifically	for	Stalker	was	stolen	and	in	some	way	or	another	ended	up	in	the	hands	of	a	certain	very	well-known	Soviet	film	director	who	was
Tarkovskys	adversary.	And	they	gave	Andrei	a	regular	Kodak	except	that	nobody	knew	about	this	and	thats	why	they	processed	it	differently.	Tarkovsky	considered	it	a	result	of	scheming	by	his	enemies.	But	I	think	it	was	just	the	usual	Russiansloppiness.	This	disaster	was	the	final	straw	for	Rerberg,	who	walked	off	the	film,	never	to	return.	With	his
state-funded	budget	in	jeopardy,	a	devastated	Tarkovsky	was	initially	reluctant	to	continue.	A	minor	heart	attack	in	April	1978	reinforced	his	fears	that	the	project	was	cursed.	But	he	eventually	came	up	with	a	solution,	persuading	the	film	board	to	finance	a	new,	longer,	two-part	version	of	the	script.	Stalker	evolved	from	dystopian	road	movie	to
sombre	spiritualquest.	Filming	resumed	in	Tallinn	in	June	1978,	withAlexander	Knyazhinsky	behind	the	camera.	But	there	was	further	on-set	friction	when	a	freak	summer	snowfall	delayed	the	shoot.	According	to	Sharun,	cast	and	crew	filled	the	long,	empty	days	in	their	run-down	suburban	hotel	with	epic	binge-drinking	sessions.	Some	even	got
wasted	on	cheap	cologne	mixed	with	sugar.	A	furious	Tarkovsky	ended	up	sacking	several	crew	members,	branding	them	drunks,	cretins	and	childish	degenerates.	He	even	fired	his	art	directorShavkat	Abdusalamovfor	the	glorious	crime	of	behaving	like	abastard.	Stalker	(1979)	Finally	completed	in	1979,	Stalker	stands	up	today	as	one	of	Tarkovskys
most	beloved,	enigmatic	and	endlessly	absorbing	films.	It	is	still	a	strikingly	beautiful	viewing	experience,	containing	some	of	the	directors	most	experimentalinnovations.	The	soundtrack	is	more	avant-garde	musique	concrte	than	music,	with	clanking	mechanical	ambient	noises	woven	intoEduardArtemyevs	minimalist	electronic	score.	The	blighted
landscape	outside	the	Zone	is	mostly	filmed	in	gorgeous	sepia-tinted	monochrome,	while	inside	bursts	with	lush	greens	and	warm	brown	earthtones.	Nobody	makes	dank,	rusty,	post-industrial	ruins	look	quite	as	pornographicallyseductive.	Stalker	(1979)	Stalker	is	layered	with	echoes	that	spoke	directly	to	Cold	War	audiences,	and	still	resonate	today.
Kaidnovskys	gaunt,	shaven-headed	Stalker	instantly	suggests	the	emaciated	inmates	of	the	Gulag	prison	camps.	Indeed,	the	character	is	an	ex-convict	who	embodies	the	bitter	irony	that	real	freedom	lies	behind	the	barbed	wire	of	the	Zone,	not	within	his	countrys	rulebound	borders:	for	me,	its	prison	everywhere,	hesays.	Anybody	living	behind	the
Iron	Curtain	would	have	felt	that	biting	subtext.	But	Tarkovsky	always	resisted	the	wild	conjectures	of	viewers	looking	for	metaphorical	meaning	in	Stalker.	People	often	ask	me	what	the	Zone	is,	and	what	it	symbolises,	the	director	wrote	in	Sculpting	inTime.	The	Zone	doesnt	symbolise	anything,	any	more	than	anything	else	does	in	my	films;	the	Zone
is	a	zone,	its	life,	and	as	he	makes	his	way	across	it,	man	may	break	down	or	he	may	come	through.Andrei	Tarkovsky	After	a	thriller-like	first	half,	the	film	moves	into	more	ruminative	philosophical	gear	in	its	final	hour.	Deep	inside	the	Zone,	Stalker	and	his	bickering	fellow	travellers	suddenly	get	cold	feet	as	they	approach	the	mystical	Room	where
our	deepest	wishes	allegedly	come	true.	While	Writer	agonises	about	his	mediocre	and	shameful	occupation,	Professor	contemplates	destroying	the	miraculous	Room	with	a	nuclear	bomb	to	prevent	it	falling	into	the	wrong	hands.	Stalker	merely	berates	his	companions	for	their	cowardice	and	uncertainty:	youre	not	even	capable	of	thinking
inabstractions.	This	feels	like	Tarkovsky	speaking	the	artist	as	messianic	seeker	of	truth,	berating	the	so-called	experts	for	their	spiritual	shortcomings.	The	Stalker	seems	to	be	weak,	but	essentially	it	is	he	who	is	invincible	because	of	his	faith	and	his	will	to	serve	others,	Tarkovsky	explains	in	Sculpting	in	Time.	Ultimately	artists	work	at	their
professions	not	for	the	sake	of	telling	someone	about	something,	but	as	an	assertion	of	their	will	to	servepeople.	Stalker	(1979)	These	religious	undertones	surface	again	during	the	closing	scene,	in	which	Stalker	returns	to	his	long-suffering	family.	His	wife	(Alisa	Freindlich)	gives	a	resigned	monologue	direct	to	camera	about	how	she	has	devoted
herself	to	her	single-minded	husband,	despite	the	pain	and	disappointment	she	knew	it	would	bring.	In	the	cryptic	final	shot,	the	couples	sickly	daughter	(Natasha	Abramova)	moves	three	glasses	across	the	table	using	psychic	powers.	After	Stalkers	fruitless	magical	mystery	tour	inside	the	Zone,	it	seems	the	real	miracle	has	been	waiting	at	home
allalong.	This	bewitching	twist	was	sparked	by	Tarkovskys	interest	inNinel	Sergeyevna	Kulagina,	a	superstar	psychic	famed	in	Soviet	Russia	for	her	telekinetic	powers.	Tarkovsky	believed	in	miracles,	no	question,Vladimir	Sharuntold	Komsomolskaya	Pravda.	He	firmly	believed	in	the	existence	of	flying	saucers	and	he	even	claimed	he	saw	one	near	his
home	in	Myasnoe,	in	the	Ryazan	province.	Tarkovsky	wouldnt	allow	any	doubts	in	the	existence	of	extraterrestrials.	Incidentally,	it	all	harmoniously	combined	with	his	faith	in	God.	He	knew	the	Gospels	of	St.	Matthew	and	St.	Luke	practically	by	heart	and	could	quote	wholeparagraphs.	Inevitably,	Stalker	caused	tensions	with	Moscows	cinema	Tsars.
Goskino	advised	Tarkovsky	to	make	the	film	faster	and	more	dynamic.	He	replied	that	it	should	be	slower	and	duller	at	the	start	so	that	the	viewers	who	walked	into	the	wrong	theatre	have	time	to	leave	before	the	main	actionstarts.	Winning	the	Ecumenical	Jury	Prize	in	Cannes,	Stalker	sold	4.3	million	tickets	in	the	Soviet	Union	and	became	an
evergreen	cult	movie	in	the	West,	where	critics	hailed	it	as	a	stark	political	allegory	and	even	a	Russian	cousin	ofFrancis	Ford	CoppolasApocalypseNow(1979).	Tarkovsky	shot	his	final	two	features	as	an	exile	in	the	West.	He	left	the	Soviet	Union	behind,	and	never	returned	to	science	fiction.	But	he	did	express	an	unlikely	admiration	for	James
CameronsThe	Terminator	(1984),	claiming	its	vision	of	the	future	and	the	relation	between	man	and	its	destiny	is	pushing	the	frontier	of	cinema	as	anart.	Stalker	(1979)	In	December	1986,	Tarkovsky	died	of	lung	cancer	in	Paris.	He	was	just	54.	The	same	illness	had	already	killed	his	favourite	leading	man,	Solaris	and	Stalker	co-starAnatoli	Solonitsyn,
and	would	later	also	claim	his	wife	and	directing	assistantLarisaTarkovskaya.	Sound	designerVladimir	Sharunbelieves	all	three	were	victims	of	the	deadly	Stalker	shoot,	downstream	from	a	toxic	chemical	plant	in	Tallinn.	After	the	collapse	of	the	USSR,	an	unproven	theory	began	to	circulate	that	former	KGB	bossViktor	Chebrikovengineered
Tarkovskys	death	as	punishment	for	his	increasingly	anti-Sovietviews.	However	negative	he	felt	about	science	fiction,	Tarkovsky	enriched	and	elevated	the	genre,	inspiring	others	to	follow	suit.Steven	Soderberghdirected	a	slick	but	dramatically	inert	remake	ofSolarisin	2002,	withGeorge	Clooneyas	Kelvin.	Other	recent	films,
includingContact(1997),Sunshine(2007),Another	Earth(2011)	andGravity(2013),	all	borrow	from	Tarkovskys	cerebral,	metaphysical	classic.	The	film	has	inspired	stage	plays,	musical	compositions	and	visual	artworks	likeDmitry	MorozovsSolaris	project	a	bowl	of	green	liquid	gloop	that	responds	to	humanbrainwaves.	Andrei	Tarkovsky	The	ravishing
ruins	photography	of	Stalker	left	its	own	deep	cultural	legacy.	Its	powerful	disaster-zone	aesthetic	helped	spawn	an	entire	subgenre	of	dystopian	future-shock	thrillers,	fromLars	Von	TriersThe	Element	of	Crime(1984)	toDavid	FinchersAlien	3(1992)	toJohn	HillcoatsTheRoad(2009).	Some	commentators	later	hailed	the	film	as	a	prophecy	of	the	1986
Chernobyl	meltdown	and	the	collapse	of	the	Soviet	Union	generally.	Launched	in	2007,	the	Ukrainian	post-apocalyptic	computer	gameS.T.A.L.K.E.R.picks	up	the	Chernobyl	theme,	overlaying	it	with	key	elements	from	Tarkovskysfilm.	The	enduring	cult	of	Stalker	seems	to	renew	itself	for	each	generation.	As	recently	as	2012,	the	film	was	remade
asZone(2012)	by	Finnish	directorEsa	Luttinen,	satirised	by	the	late	Russian	auteurAleksei	Balabanovin	his	darkly	surreal	comedyMe	Too(2012),	and	lovingly	deconstructed	by	authorGeoff	Dyerin	his	playful	cinematicmemoir,Zona.	The	Zone	is	a	place	of	uncompromised	and	unblemished	value.	One	of	the	few	territories	left	possibly	the	only	one	where
the	rights	to	Top	Gear	have	not	been	sold.Geoff	Dyer	Andrei	Tarkovskys	immersive	inner-space	odysseys	are	transcendent,	sometimes	maddeningly	slow,	and	spellbindingly	beautiful.	But	like	any	Old	Master	leaning	over	his	canvas,	Tarkovsky	understood	that	any	mission	to	unlock	the	miracles	of	the	heavens	above	begins	with	a	search	for	intelligent
life	onEarth.	The	BFIs	Sci-Fi:	Days	of	Fear	and	Wonder	season	took	place	from	October	to	December2014.	Andrei	Tarkovskys	classic	film	Solaris	is	a	science	fiction	film	but	mostly	raises	questions	about	human	existence	and	consciousness.	Tarkovsky	was	never	interested	in	space	exploration	or	research.	Using	the	science	fiction	setup,	he	tried	to
portray	human	memories,	emotional	depth,	and	the	language	of	love.	More	than	the	alien	world,	he	was	interested	to	capturethe	human	existential	crisis	in	space.	So,	Solaris	is	not	just	a	science	fiction	film,	but	a	film	that	acts	as	a	mirror	to	mankind.	The	film	raises	multiple	important	questions	what	makes	a	human?	What	is	the	true	nature	of	human
love?	How	are	humans	in	space	detached	from	reality?	Can	logic	supersede	human	emotions?	Tarkovsky	only	raises	very	important	questions,	however,	does	not	provide	the	viewers	with	any	direct	answers.	Ultimately,	everything	reduces	to	the	point	of	humanity	and	the	human	soul.	Through	Solaris,	Tarkovsky	largely	hails	and	celebrates	life	on
Earth	and	questions	the	repercussion	of	scientific	advancements	in	space	research.	No	matter	how	much	scientific	progress	we	make,	he	despises	artificial,	mechanical,	and	robotic	forms	of	life.	Kris	magnificent	countryside	The	film	starts	with	a	psychologist	named	Kris	Kelvin	(Donatas	Banionis)	who	has	been	appointed	to	visit	the	oceanic	planet
Solaris,	study	the	behaviors	of	the	remaining	3	cosmonauts,	and	decide	whether	the	decades-old	space	station	should	be	allowed	to	continue	operations	or	decommissioned.	Kris	house	is	situated	in	beautiful	countryside	surrounded	by	trees,	ponds,	and	birds	under	the	open	and	clear	blue	sky.	Before	leaving	for	Solaris,	he	spends	the	last	day	on	Earth
with	his	elderly	father	(Nikolai	Grinko)	and	a	retired	cosmonaut	Burton	(Vladislav	Dvorzhetsky).	Earlier,	Burton	was	part	of	a	Solaris	exploration	team	but	recalled	when	he	reported	strange	incidents	on	the	oceanic	planet	including	a	four-meter-tall	child	on	the	surface	of	it.	However,	his	reports	were	dismissed	by	a	panel	of	scientists	as	mere
hallucinations.	Surprisingly,	those	remaining	scientists	are	sending	the	same	strange	messages.	So,	Kris	has	been	commissioned	to	study	their	behaviors	and	psyche.	Kris	boards	a	spaceship	and	reaches	Solaris.	When	he	reaches	there,	two	remaining	scientists	named	Dr.	Snaut	(Juri	Jarvet,	voice	Vladimir	Tatosov)	and	Dr.	Sartorius	(Anatoly
Solonitsyn)	dont	greet	him.	He	finds	the	scientific	research	center	in	a	bizarre	unorganized	condition.	He	comes	to	know	that	the	other	scientist,	his	friend,	Dr.	Gibarian	(Sos	Sargsyan)	has	committed	suicide.	When	Kris	enters	Dr.	Gibarians	room,	he	finds	out	that	Gibarian	has	left	a	video	message	for	him	in	which	he	has	mentioned	his	hopelessness
and	the	strange	happenings	at	the	research	station.	Kris	sees	two	strangers	at	the	station	who	were	not	part	of	the	original	crew.	While	sleeping	in	his	room,	he	is	utterly	astonished	to	see	his	late	wife	Hari	(Natalya	Bondarchuk),	who	died	ten	years	back,	sitting	on	a	chair.	Snaut	explains	to	him	that	the	Visitors	or	Guests	have	started	appearing	at	the
research	station	since	strong	X-ray	radiations	were	projected	on	the	oceanic	surface	of	Solaris	in	order	to	understand	its	nature	and	make	a	contact	with	it.	However,	the	planet	has	responded	to	it	in	a	different	way	by	creating	Guests	from	their	memories	of	them.	Kris	makes	the	replica	of	Hari	board	a	rocket	and	launches	it	into	outer	space.	Despite
knowing	that	Hari	is	a	replica,	Kris	loves	her	deeply	The	second	replica	of	Hari	reappears	in	the	evening.	This	time,	Kris	accepts	her	calmly,	and	then	embraces	and	kisses	her.	They	fall	asleep	together	that	night.	She	gets	panicked	when	Kris	leaves	her	alone	for	some	time,	and	she	comes	out	of	the	room	breaking	the	wall	and	injuring	herself.
However,	even	before	the	first	aid,	her	wounds	are	healed	automatically.	Snaut	and	Sartorius	explain	to	Kris	that	Solaris	has	created	Hari	out	of	his	memories	of	her	and	she	is	not	a	human,	even	though	she	behaves	like	a	human.	Sartorius	suggests	a	device	called	The	Annihilator	to	destroy	the	Visitors.	Snaut	suggests	the	encephalogram	process	that
will	project	Kris	brainwave	onto	the	surface	of	Solaris	so	that	it	understands	humans	and	stops	making	apparitions.	Over	time,	Hari	has	become	more	human	and	now	can	exist	without	Kris	presence.	At	Snauts	birthday	party,	Sartorius	reminds	her	that	she	is	not	a	human.	Devastated	Hari	tries	to	commit	suicide	by	drinking	liquid	oxygen,	but	recovers
painfully	a	little	later.	Kris	becomes	ill	and	dreams	of	his	late	mother	in	his	sleep.	By	the	time	he	awakes,	Hari	is	no	more	there.	Snaut	reads	her	farewell	note	in	which	she	appealed	to	both	the	scientists	to	destroy	her.	He	also	informs	Kris	that	the	Visitors	have	stopped	appearing	and	the	islands	have	started	forming	on	the	planets	surface	since	Kris
brainwave	was	projected	onto	the	oceanic	surface	of	Solaris.	Snaut	advises	Kris	to	return	to	Earth.	Kris	contemplates	whether	he	should	return	or	stay	back	to	witness	some	other	miracles.	In	the	last	scene,	Kris	appears	to	be	back	on	Earth	in	the	countryside	with	his	father.	However,	it	is	slowly	revealed	to	be	an	island	formed	on	the	surface	of
Solaris.	The	terrifying	view	of	Solaris	Tarkovsky	was	never	a	big	fan	of	heartless	scientific	inventions	at	the	cost	of	not	only	human	but	any	animal	life.	Burton	strongly	objects	to	Kris	suggestion	to	bombard	the	oceanic	surface	of	Solaris	with	radiation.	He	says	that	we	should	not	destroy	something	which	is	incomprehensible,	and	knowledge	is	valid



only	when	it	is	based	on	morality.	Kris	rightly	points	out	that	man	exploits	science	keeping	aside	moral	values.	Hiroshima	is	an	infamous	and	traumatic	example	of	that.	Tarkovskys	distaste	for	science	is	also	reflected	when	Sartorius	tells	Kris,	who	is	collecting	Haris	blood	sample,	that	these	examples	are	much	more	humane	than	experimenting	on
rabbits.	The	same	opinion	is	reflected	in	Kris	fathers	words	to	Burton	that	he	does	not	like	innovation	and	his	house	has	been	built	the	same	as	his	grandfathers	house.	When	Sartorius	wants	to	celebrate	Snauts	bravery	and	devotion	to	the	duty	of	scientific	research,	Snaut	argues,	Science?	Nonsense.	In	this	situation,	mediocrity	and	genius	are	equally
useless.	We	have	no	interest	in	conquering	any	cosmos.	We	want	to	extend	the	earth	to	the	border	of	the	cosmos.	We	dont	know	what	to	do	with	other	worlds.	We	dont	need	other	worlds.	We	need	a	mirror.	We	struggle	for	contact,	but	we	will	never	find	it.	We	are	in	the	foolish	human	predicament	of	striving	for	a	goal	that	he	fears,	that	he	has	no	need
for.	Man	needs	a	man.	Even	though	Hari	herself	mentioned	in	a	short	note	that	she	contemplated	suicide,	ultimately,	it	is	the	science	that	kills	Hari	with	the	annihilator	using	the	burst	of	light	and	wind.	Solaris	features	Tarkovskys	signature	styles	like	slow	and	subtle	camera	movement,	long	takes,	wide-angle	long	shots,	usage	of	rain,	water,	and
horse,	and	magnificent	views	of	nature.	His	vision	is	beautifully	portrayed	by	Vadim	Yusovs	magnificent	cinematography.	Tarkovskys	reluctance	toward	city	life	is	highlighted	when	Burtons	five-minute	chaotic	driving	scene	in	the	city	is	suddenly	cut	to	the	serene	natural	beauty	of	Kris	countryside.	He	uses	Johann	Sebastian	Bachs	soothing	and
melancholy	music	for	the	countryside	scenes,	but	Eduard	Artemyevs	terrifying	electronic	music	for	the	space	scenes.	The	same	emotion	is	reflected	in	the	romantic	scene	when	the	space	station	loses	gravity,	Kris	and	Hari	are	floating	and	embracing	each	other,	and	Bachs	music	is	playing	in	the	background.	Then,	it	is	cut	to	Kris	childhood	in	the
tranquil	countryside.	After	that,	it	slowly	dissolves	into	the	terrifying	view	of	Solaris	and	haunting	electronic	sound.	In	multiple	ways,	Tarkovsky	differentiates	the	beautiful	life	from	the	artificial	one.	If	Kubricks	2001:	A	Space	Odyssey	is	about	the	progress	of	science,	then	Tarkovskys	Solaris	is	the	celebration	of	life	on	Earth.	Tarkovsky	always
despised	the	artificial	form	of	life.	When	Sartorius	refers	to	Gibarian	as	a	coward,	Kris	objects	to	that	and	says	that	his	courage	is	inhuman	and	he	and	Snaut	will	never	understand	the	earthly	pleasures	and	basic	human	emotions	as	they	are	in	illusion	amidst	the	mechanical	form	of	life.	Gibarian	was	not	a	coward,	but	hopeless	of	his	inability	to	save
mankind.	Over	time,	artificiality	has	engulfed	humanity.	Snaut	reads	a	book	that	states	mankind	has	lost	the	ability	to	sleep.	Tarkovsky	points	out	Sartorius	mechanical	mentality	when	he	tells	Kris	that	all	the	heartbreakinglamentations	are	nothing	but	second-rate	Dostoyevsky.	A	man	was	created	by	nature	so	that	he	could	learn	her	ways.	In	his
endless	search	for	the	truth,	he	is	condemned	to	knowledge.	Everything	else	is	a	whim.	An	amazing	Natalya	Bondarchuk	as	Hari	Science	cannot	wipe	out	our	past	life	and	memories.	As	humans,	we	will	always	be	beckoned	by	our	past	life.	That	Solaris	is	creating	the	replicas	of	humans	based	on	our	memories	is	a	metaphor	that	no	matter	how	much
logical	we	are	or	advanced	in	science,	basic	human	emotions	like	love,	past	life,	memories,	and	relationships	cannot	be	erased	from	our	life.	We	will	deeply	long	for	those.	Haris	disappearance	shows	how	deeply	and	desperately	we	need	them	in	life.	Above	all,	Solaris	is	all	about	the	celebration	of	life	on	Earth.	Tarkovsky	shows	that	the	colors	and
vigor	of	life	are	eternal	and	can	never	be	forgotten	even	if	humans	cross	the	boundaries	of	earth	and	reaches	some	other	planets.	Gibarian	missed	earth	deeply	and	made	a	paper	strip	and	attached	that	to	the	air	ventilators.	Snaut	still	uses	it	and	Sartorius,	though	he	initially	mocked,	uses	it	hidden.	Solaris	is	also	Tarkovskys	ode	to	love.	It	does	not
disappear	even	when	humans	travel	to	a	different	planet.	Love	forms	humans	and	humans	are	made	up	of	love.	WhenSartorius	and	Snaut	remind	Kris	that	Hari	is	not	real	and	merely	a	reproduction,Kris	does	not	care	whether	she	is	original	or	an	artificial	replica.	What	matters	is	thatKris	loves	her	deeply	and	he	does	not	mind	staying	back	in	the
space	station.	Above	all,	he	wants	to	live	with	Hari	at	any	cost.	Sartorius	and	Snaut	cant	feel	it	as	they	have	become	mechanical	and	forgotten	the	purity	of	love.	Later	on,	Snaut	admits	to	Kris	that	he	hasreally	lost	heart	andhumans	are	losing	dignity	and	character.	When	Kris	tells	him	that	he	is	a	good	man	but	looks	awful,	he	sarcastically	asks	him,
Doesnt	a	man	who	is	ready	to	give	up	his	life	just	to	make	cursed	contact	in	order	to	know	more	about	it	have	the	right	to	get	drunk?	He	further	says,	We	have	lost	our	sense	of	the	cosmic.	The	ancients	understood	it	perfectly.	They	never	would	have	asked	why	or	what	for.	Through	the	last	conversation	between	Snaut	and	Kris,	Tarkovsky	shows	that
humans	mostly	live	in	an	illusion	during	their	lifetime.	They	do	not	really	grasp	the	true	meaning	of	life.Kris	asks	Snaut,	Having	spent	so	many	years	in	the	space	station,	do	you	still	feel	a	clear	connection	to	your	life	down	there?	Snaut	replies,	When	a	man	is	happy,	the	meaning	of	life	and	other	eternal	themes	rarely	interest	him.	These	questions
should	be	asked	at	the	end	of	ones	life.	Kris	continues,	But	we	dont	know	when	life	will	end.	Thats	why	we	are	in	such	a	hurry.	Snaut	replies,	Dont	rush.	Happiest	people	are	those	who	are	not	interested	in	these	cursed	questions.	Kris	says,	To	ask	is	always	the	desire	to	know.	Yet,	the	preservation	of	simple	human	truths	requires	mystery.	The
mysteries	of	happiness,	death,	and	love.	Snaut	tells	him,	Maybe	you	are	right,	but	try	not	to	think	about	all	that	now.	To	think	about	it	is	to	know	the	day	of	ones	death.	Not	knowing	that	day	makes	us	practically	immortal.	In	the	end,	Kris	does	not	really	harbor	the	hope	that	Hari	will	return.	But	then,	why	should	he	keep	staying	in	the	space	station?
New	miracles?	Snaut	tells	him	to	return	to	earth,	for	which	he	smiles,however,	the	final	scene	shows	him	on	an	island	exactly	like	his	countryside	on	the	planet	Solaris.	Film	analysis	and	review	on	YouTube	by	Mainak	Misra	The	films	of	Russian	director	Andrei	Tarkovsky	are	more	like	environments	than	entertainments.	Its	often	said	theyre	too	long,
but	thats	missing	the	point:	He	uses	length	and	depth	to	slow	us	down,	to	edge	us	out	of	the	velocity	of	our	lives,	to	enter	a	zone	of	reverie	and	meditation.	When	he	allows	a	sequence	to	continue	for	what	seems	like	an	unreasonable	length,	we	have	a	choice.	We	can	be	bored,	or	we	can	use	the	interlude	as	an	opportunity	to	consolidate	what	has	gone
before,	and	process	it	in	terms	of	our	own	reflections.At	Telluride	in	1983,	when	Tarkovsky	(1932-1986)	was	honored	and	his	Nostalgia	had	its	North	American	premiere,	there	were	long	talks	afterwards	under	the	stars.	We	argued	about	a	sequence	in	which	the	films	hero	stands	in	an	abandoned	swimming	pool	and	lights	a	candle	and	attempts	to
walk	back	and	forth	without	the	candle	going	out.	When	he	fails,	he	tries	again.	During	the	movie	there	was	audible	restlessness	in	the	audience,	and	some	found	the	scene	merely	silly.	Others	found	themselves	thinking	of	times	in	their	own	lives	where	some	arbitrary	action,	endlessly	repeated,	was	like	a	bet	with	fate:	If	I	can	do	this,	it	means	I	will
get	my	wish.	Tarkovsky	at	that	festival	was	given	the	Telluride	Medal	and	then	stalked	to	the	edge	of	the	stage,	a	fierce	mustached	figure	in	jeans	and	cowboy	boots,	to	angrily	say	(in	words	translated	by	the	gentle	Polish	director	Krzysztof	Zanussi):	The	cinema,	she	is	a	whore.	First	she	charge	a	nickel,	now	she	charge	five	dollars.	When	she	learns	to
give	it	away,	she	will	be	free,	(The	next	night,	the	actor	Richard	Widmark,	also	honored,	replied:	I	want	to	name	you	some	pimps.	Hitchcock	Fellini	Bergman	Orson	Welles	)Tarkovskys	brief	manifesto	was	nevertheless	of	value	as	an	insight	into	his	approach	to	filmmaking.	His	later	films	are	uncompromised	meditations	on	human	nature	and	the
purpose	of	existence,	and	they	have	a	profound	undercurrent	of	spiritualityenough	to	get	him	into	trouble	with	the	Soviet	authorities,	who	cut,	criticized	and	embargoed	his	films,	and	eventually	drove	him	into	exile.	He	consciously	embodied	the	idea	of	a	Great	Filmmaker,	making	works	that	were	uncompromisingly	serious	and	ambitious,	with	no
regard	whatever	for	audience	tastes	or	box	office	success.I	saw	his	1972	film	Solaris	at	the	Chicago	Film	Festival	that	year.	It	was	my	first	experience	of	Tarkovsky,	and	at	first	I	balked.	It	was	long	and	slow	and	the	dialogue	seemed	deliberately	dry.	But	then	the	overall	shape	of	the	film	floated	into	view,	there	were	images	of	startling	beauty,	then
developments	that	questioned	the	fundamental	being	of	the	characters	themselves,	and	finally	an	ending	that	teasingly	suggested	that	everything	in	the	film	needed	to	be	seen	in	a	new	light.	There	was	so	much	to	think	about	afterwards,	and	so	much	that	remained	in	my	memory.	With	other	Tarkovsky	filmsAndrei	Rublev,	Nostalgia,	The	SacrificeI	had
the	same	experience.Solaris	is	routinely	called	Tarkovskys	reply	to	Kubricks	2001,	and	indeed	Tarkovsky	could	have	seen	the	Kubrick	film	at	the	1969	Moscow	Film	Festival,	but	the	film	is	based	on	a	1961	novel	by	the	Polish	science	fiction	writer	Stanislaw	Lem.	Both	films	involve	human	space	journeys	and	encounters	with	a	transforming	alien
intelligence,	which	creates	places	(2001)	or	people	(Solaris)	from	clues	apparently	obtained	by	reading	minds.	But	Kubricks	film	is	outward,	charting	mans	next	step	in	the	universe,	while	Tarkovskys	is	inward,	asking	about	the	nature	and	reality	of	the	human	personality.Solaris	begins	with	a	long	conversation	between	the	psychologist	Kelvin
(Donatas	Banionis)	and	the	cosmonaut	Burton	(Vladislav	Dvorzhetsky),	at	the	country	home	of	Kelvins	father.	This	home	will	be	seen	again	at	the	end	of	a	film	in	a	transformed	context.	Burton	tells	him	about	a	Soviet	space	station	circling	the	planet	Solaris,	and	of	deaths	and	mysteries	on	board.	Eventually	Kelvin	arrives	at	the	station	(his	journey	is
not	shown)	and	finds	one	crew	member	dead	and	two	more	deeply	disturbed	by	events	on	the	station.	The	planet,	we	learn,	is	entirely	covered	by	a	sea,	and	when	X-ray	probes	were	used	to	investigate	it,	the	planet	apparently	replied	with	probes	of	its	own,	entering	the	minds	of	the	cosmonauts	and	making	some	of	their	memories	real.	Within	a	day,
Kelvin	is	presented	with	one	of	the	Guests	that	the	planet	can	create:	A	duplicate	of	his	late	wife	Khari	(Natalya	Bondarchuk),	exact	in	every	detail,	but	lacking	her	memories.This	Guest	is	not	simply	a	physical	manifestation,	however.	She	has	intelligence,	self-consciousness,	memory,	and	lack	of	memories.	She	does	not	know	that	the	original	Khari
committed	suicide.	She	questions	Kelvin,	wants	to	know	more	about	herself,	eventually	grows	despondent	when	she	realizes	she	cannot	be	who	she	appears	to	be.	To	some	extent	her	being	is	limited	by	how	much	Kelvin	knows	about	her,	since	Solaris	cannot	know	more	than	Kelvin	does;	this	theme	is	made	clearer	in	Steven	Soderbergh	and	George
Clooneys	2002	remake	of	the	film.When	we	love	someone,	who	do	we	love?	That	person,	or	our	idea	of	that	person?	Some	years	before	virtual	reality	became	a	byword,	Tarkovsky	was	exploring	its	implications.	Although	other	persons	no	doubt	exist	in	independent	physical	space,	our	entire	relationship	with	them	exists	in	our	minds.	When	we	touch
them,	it	is	not	the	touch	we	experience,	but	our	consciousness	of	the	touch.	To	some	extent,	then,	the	second	Khari	is	as	real	as	the	first,	although	different.The	relationship	between	Kelvin	and	the	new	Khari	plays	out	against	the	nature	of	reality	on	the	space	station.	He	glimpses	other	Guests.	He	views	a	taped	message	from	the	dead	cosmonaut,
filled	with	information	and	warning.	Khari,	it	develops,	cannot	be	killed,	although	that	is	tried,	because	she	can	simply	be	replaced.	Physical	pain	is	meaningless	to	her,	as	we	see	when	she	attempts	to	rip	through	a	steel	bulkhead	door	because	she	does	not	know	how	to	open	it.	Gentle	feelings	are	accessible	to	her,	as	seen	in	a	scene	that	everybody
agrees	is	the	magic	center	of	Solaris,	when	the	space	station	enters	a	stage	of	zero	gravity	and	Kelvin,	Khari	and	lighted	candles	float	in	the	air.The	last	sequence	of	the	film,	which	I	will	not	reveal,	invites	us	to	reconsider	the	opening	sequence,	and	to	toy	with	the	notion	that	there	may	be	more	Guests	in	the	film	than	we	first	thought.	It	is	a	crucial
fact	that	this	final	shot	is	seen	by	us,	the	viewers,	and	not	by	those	on	the	space	station.	The	arc	of	discovery	is	on	the	part	of	the	audience,	not	the	characters.,	writes	the	critic	N.	Medlicott.	That	they	may	be	trapped	within	a	box	of	consciousness	that	deceives	them	about	reality	is	only	appropriate,	since	the	film	argues	that	we	all	are.The	2002
Soderbergh	version	was	a	good	film,	attentive	to	the	vision	and	ideas	of	Tarkovsky,	but	much	shorter	(99	minutes	to	165	minutes).	Its	shorter	running	time	did	not	prevent	audiences	from	rejecting	it	decisively;	there	was	an	enormous	gap	between	the	overwhelmingly	favorable	reviews	and	audience	members	who	said	in	exit	surveys	that	they	hated	it.
The	problem	obviously	was	that	the	film	attracted	the	wrong	audience,	drawing	people	who	were	seeking	a	George	Clooney	science	fiction	film,	not	a	philosophical	meditation,	and	had	no	knowledge	or	interest	in	Tarkovsky.	If	they	thought	Soderberghs	smart,	seductive	rhythms	were	boring,	they	would	have	been	catatonic	after	the	Tarkovsky
version.It	may	be,	indeed,	that	Tarkovskys	work	could	have	benefited	from	trimming.	A	producer	with	the	scissors	of	a	Harvey	Weinstein	could	have	deleted	hours	from	his	oeuvre,	sometimes	no	doubt	for	the	better.	No	director	makes	greater	demands	on	our	patience.	Yet	his	admirers	are	passionate	and	they	have	reason	for	their	feelings:	Tarkovsky
consciously	tried	to	create	art	that	was	great	and	deep.	He	held	to	a	romantic	view	of	the	individual	able	to	transform	reality	through	his	own	spiritual	and	philosophical	strength.	Consider	the	remarkable	sequence	in	Andrei	Rublev	(1966)	set	in	medieval	times,	when	a	young	boy	claims	he	knows	the	secret	of	recasting	a	broken	bell,	and	commands	a
team	of	workers	in	a	process	about	which,	in	fact,	he	knows	nothing.	When	the	bell	peals,	what	we	are	hearing	is	the	sound	of	Tarkovskys	faith.	Fri	11	November	2022	6:00,	UK	Fifty	years	have	now	passed	since	the	legendary	Russian	filmmaker	Andrei	Tarkovsky	released	his	sci-fi	epic	Solaris	in	1972.	The	film	is	often	referred	to	as	Tarkovskys
response	to	Stanley	Kubricks	2001:	A	Space	Odyssey	released	four	years	prior.	The	film	is	an	adaptation	of	Polish	author	Stanislaw	Lems	1961	novel	of	the	same	name.Solaris	follows	psychologist	Kris	Kelvin	(played	by	Donatas	Banionis),	who	is	sent	on	a	journey	to	a	space	station	to	investigate	the	titular	planet	the	station	is	orbiting.	Kelvins	mission
is	to	evaluate	whether	a	study	on	the	planet	ought	to	continue	after	it	had	stalled	following	a	series	of	researchers	falling	into	severe	emotional	distress.Kelvin	spends	his	last	day	on	earth	in	the	company	of	his	father	and	a	former	space	pilot	Burton,	who	had	also	visited	Solaris.	Burton	informs	Kelvin	that	he	had	experienced	several	peculiar	incidents
on	the	space	station,	including	visions	of	a	four-metre-tall	child.	However,	Burtons	reports	(and	those	of	his	crew)	were	dismissed	as	mere	hallucinations.	Now	that	other	scientists	on	the	station	have	begun	reporting	similar	experiences,	Kelvins	psychological	knowledge	will	be	tested.When	Kelvin	arrives	at	the	station,	he	finds	it	in	a	mess	and	is	not
initially	met	by	any	of	the	three	scientists	onboard	and	finds	that	one	of	them	(Kelvins	friend,	Dr.	Gibarian)	has	killed	himself.	The	remaining	two	are	out	of	sorts,	to	say	the	least.	Kelvin	then	begins	interacting	with	several	people	who	were	not	meant	to	be	on	board.Amongst	them	is	Kelvins	wife,	Hari,	who	had	died	ten	years	prior.	Hari	does	not
understand	how	she	got	there,	and	Kelvin	ends	up	releasing	her	into	outer	space,	terrified.	However,	Hari	turns	up	once	more.	After	several	strange	occurrences,	Kelvin	and	the	other	scientists	posit	that	the	planet	Solaris	itself	is	responsible	for	creating	the	stations	guests	from	the	crews	memories.Indeed,	the	similarities	between	Solaris	and
Kubricks	space	film	are	evident,	for	they	both	feature	human	journeys	into	the	interstellar	unknown	and	alien	intelligent	lifeforms	that	can	create	worlds	(in	the	case	of	2001)	or	beings	(Solaris).	However,	where	A	Space	Odyssey	charters	the	course	of	humankinds	progression	into	the	next	step	of	their	evolution,	Solaris	warns	humankind	against
making	that	leap	until	they	further	understand	their	own	consciousness.Whats	more	is	that	Tarkovsky	felt	that	many	science	fiction	films	at	the	time	had	eschewed	a	vital	component	of	them:	human	emotion.	They	had	primarily	focused	on	technological	innovation	rather	than	exploring	the	concepts	of	human	consciousness,	memory	and	desire,	which
Tarkovsky	would	closely	examine	in	Solaris	and	also	Stalker	in	1979.	In	fact,	Tarkovsky	had	claimed	that	2001	was	phoney	on	many	points	[and]	a	lifeless	schema	with	only	pretensions	to	truth.In	a	similar	move,	Stanislaw	Lem	did	not	necessarily	approve	of	Tarkovskys	adaptation	of	his	novel.	Tarkovsky	had	wanted	to	make	a	film	based	on	Lems	novel
but	with	its	own	artistic	direction.	However,	Lem	had	insisted	that	it	ought	to	be	a	direct	adaptation.	Upon	release,	Lem	claimed	that	the	film	was	more	akin	to	Dostoyevskys	Crime	and	Punishment	rather	than	his	own	novel.	However,	he	also	admitted	to	not	seeing	the	films	finale	until	after	Tarkovsky	had	died.In	2002,	Steven	Soderbergh	directed	a
remake	of	Solaris	starring	George	Clooney.	While	it	was	critically	admired,	it	was	not	well-received	by	the	public	audiences	as	they	had	essentially	shown	up	to	watch	a	Cloon-tastic	sci-fi	thriller	rather	than	a	deep	and	profound	exploration	of	Tarkovsky	and	Lems	original	philosophical	exposition.	Still,	Tarkovskys	1972	sci-fi	masterpiece	remains	one	of
the	genres	most	admired	works.	Andrei	TarkovskyHomepagesolaris	Cast	&	crewUser	reviewsTriviaFAQSign	in	to	rate	and	Watchlist	for	personalized	recommendationsSign	inSuggest	an	edit	or	add	missing	contentWhat	is	the	Hindi	language	plot	outline	for	Solyaris	(1972)?AnswerYou	have	no	recently	viewed	pages	Fri	11	September	2020	13:00,	UK
We	have	forgotten	to	observe.	Instead	of	observing,	we	do	things	according	to	patterns.Andrei	TarkovskyRussian	filmmaker	Andrei	Tarkovsky	is	widely	considered	to	be	one	of	the	most	influential	artistic	voices	in	the	history	of	cinema.	Over	a	career	of	25	years,	Tarkovsky	added	seven	feature	films	in	a	nearly	flawless	filmography.	The	fact	that	his
oeuvre	is	still	being	discussed	and	dissected	by	students,	audiences	and	even	other	filmmakers,	34	years	after	his	death,	is	proof	of	the	enduring	importance	of	his	work.Video	essayist	Antonios	Papantoniou	decided	to	break	down	one	of	Tarkovskys	greatest	films,	the	1972	sci-fi	masterpiece	Solaris.	Antonios	chose	four	particular	scenes	for	the
analysis,	focusing	on	how	Tarkovsky	makes	use	of	brilliant	visual	narrative.	The	product	is	a	fascinating	video	essay	which	spots	recurring	motifs	and	highlights	Tarkovskys	poetic	interpretation	of	a	scientific	realm.The	film,	described	as	a	Soviet	science	fiction	art	film,	is	based	on	Stanislaw	Lems	1961	novel	of	the	same	name	and	famously	stars	both
Donatas	Banionis	and	Natalya	Bondarchuk.	A	psychologist	is	sent	to	a	space	station	orbiting	a	planet	called	Solaris	to	investigate	the	death	of	a	doctor	and	the	mental	problems	of	cosmonauts	on	the	station,	the	official	film	synopsis	reads.	He	soon	discovers	that	the	water	on	the	planet	is	a	type	of	brain	which	brings	out	repressed	memories	and
obsessions.Solaris,	considered	one	of	the	greatest	films	in	the	history	cinema,	marked	a	significant	change	in	the	approach	to	the	genre	of	science	fiction.	Tarkovsky,	disillusioned	by	the	approach	of	western	filmmakers	and	their	shallow	vision,	attempted	to	add	deeper	layers	of	emotional	and	understanding.Diametrically	different	from	Hollywoods
extravagant	moviemaking	Tarkovskys	Solaris	is	in	a	cinematic	universe	of	its	own,	writes	Papantoniou.	Symbolic	images	and	metaphysical	manifestations	are	created	and	expressed	in	a	poetic	way	where	every	visual	detail	matters.	While	the	scene	plays,	the	essayist	identifies	the	type	of	shot	being	used,	the	camera	angle,	the	camera	movement,	and
even	the	duration	of	each	shot.	Shot	by	Shot	is	an	important	part	of	the	extensive	discourse	that	Solaris	has	generated	since	its	release,	beautifully	explaining	the	cinematic	philosophy	of	Andrei	Tarkovsky.Watch	the	video	essay	here:	Andrei	TarkovskyFilmsolaris	Signed	in	Existing	password	New	password	Submit	Updating	your	password...	Success!
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psychologist	is	sent	to	a	space	station	orbiting	a	planet	called	Solaris	to	investigate	the	death	of	a	doctor	and	the	mental	problems	of	cosmonauts	on	the	station.	He	soon	discovers	that	the	water	on	the	planet	is	a	type	of	brain	which	brings	out	repressed	memories	and	obsessions.	Watch	on	Fandango	at	Home	Buy	Now	Fandango	at	Home	Max	Watch
Solaris	with	a	subscription	on	Max,	rent	on	Fandango	at	Home,	or	buy	on	Fandango	at	Home.	Critics	Consensus	Solaris	is	a	haunting,	meditative	film	that	uses	sci-fi	to	raise	complex	questions	about	humanity	and	existence.	Read	Critics	Reviews	Mark	Olsen	Los	Angeles	Times	The	film	has	a	hypnotic	pull,	drawing	the	viewer	deeper	and	deeper	into	its
enigmatic	adventure	by	crafting	a	world	all	its	own.	May	18,	2017	Full	Review	Clayton	Dillard	Slant	Magazine	Andrei	Tarkovsky's	pacing	is	less	moved	by	narrative	detail	than	thematic	and	metaphorical	suggestion.	Rated:	2.5/4	May	6,	2017	Full	Review	Richard	Brody	The	New	Yorker	Tarkovsky's	speculative	visions	enfold	the	mysteries	of	death	and
rebirth,	the	lost	paradise	of	childhood,	the	power	of	art	to	define	identity,	the	menace	of	science	as	destructive	vanity	...	Jun	16,	2014	Full	Review	JD	Duran	InSession	Film	The	film's	pacing	will	be	a	drudge	for	some	audiences	and	perhaps	Tarkovsky	could	have	trimmed	back	a	bit	but	the	patience	he	demands	has	purpose.	The	imagery,	details	and
spiritual	beauty	of	this	film	will	have	a	big	payoff...	Rated:	A	Aug	1,	2024	Full	Review	Dave	Giannini	InSession	Film	Tarkovsky,	in	this	moment,	and	throughout	the	runtime,	forces	us	to	face	the	fact	that	we	are	so	focused	on	our	great	triumphs,	that	we	forget	the	people	we	have	lost	and	where	our	focus	should	be.	Rated:	A-	Feb	28,	2024	Full	Review
Eddie	Harrison	film-authority.com	as	philosophical	as	sci-fi	gets,	Solaris	is	a	meditation,	deeply	rewarding	on	a	spiritual	level	Rated:	5/5	Aug	31,	2023	Full	Review	Read	all	reviews	Mikael	H	The	very	last	shot	earned	it	an	extra	star.	I	am	otherwise	very	close	to	calling	it	unextraordinary.	That	being	said,	my	dissatisfaction	with	the	film	is	not	due	to	any
lack	of	substance;	rather	its	loaded	with	subtext	and	meaning	but	the	surface	narrative	is	like	still	water.	Perhaps	I	prefer	a	film	to	primarily	give	me	a	story	through	which	I	can	lend	my	own	experience	to	its	weight	rather	than	lean	so	heavily	on	me	to	bring	my	own	thoughts	to	it	to	lend	it	its	life.	The	balance	can	be	struck	(Stalker	being	a	better
example)	but	in	Solaris	case,	it	was	pretty	flat.	Rated	3/5	Stars	Rated	3	out	of	5	stars	06/13/25	Full	Review	FEllo	B	Where	is	the	download	link	for	Solaris.exe?	Rated	0.5/5	Stars	Rated	0.5	out	of	5	stars	05/28/25	Full	Review	Esra	Y	If	you	let	him,	Tarkovsky's	Solaris	will	take	you	to	an	intergalactical	journey	which	makes	you	reconsider	and	question	so
much	about	humanity,	existence	and	complexity	of	psychology.	Rated	5/5	Stars	Rated	5	out	of	5	stars	04/10/25	Full	Review	Abdirahman	B	I	have	too	many	questions	after	watching	this	rushian	movie.	These	scientific	and	psychological	concepts	are	completely	new	to	me	but	I	love	it.	Rated	4/5	Stars	Rated	4	out	of	5	stars	02/09/25	Full	Review	Virgo	V
Solaris	(Solyaris)	is	a	1972	Soviet	psychological	science	fiction	film	based	on	Stanisaw	Lem's	1961	novel	of	the	same	title.	The	film	was	co-written	and	directed	by	Andrei	Tarkovsky	and	stars	Donatas	Banionis	and	Natalya	Bondarchuk.	The	electronic	music	score	was	performed	by	Eduard	Artemyev	and	features	a	composition	by	J.S.	Bach	as	its	main
theme.	The	plot	centers	on	a	space	station	orbiting	the	fictional	planet	Solaris,	where	a	scientific	mission	has	stalled	because	the	skeleton	crew	of	three	scientists	have	fallen	into	emotional	crises.	Psychologist	Kris	Kelvin	(Banionis)	travels	to	the	station	to	evaluate	the	situation,	only	to	encounter	the	same	mysterious	phenomena	as	the	others.	Solaris
won	the	Grand	Prix	Spcial	du	Jury	at	the	1972	Cannes	Film	Festival	and	was	nominated	for	the	Palme	d'Or.	It	received	critical	acclaim	and	is	often	cited	as	one	of	the	greatest	science	fiction	films	in	the	history	of	cinema.	The	film	was	Tarkovsky's	attempt	to	bring	greater	emotional	depth	to	science	fiction	films.He	viewed	most	Western	works	in	the
genre,	including	the	recently	released	2001:	A	Space	Odyssey	(1968),	as	shallow	due	to	their	focus	on	technological	invention.Some	of	the	ideas	Tarkovsky	expresses	in	this	film	are	further	developed	in	his	film	Stalker	(1979).	Rated	3.5/5	Stars	Rated	3.5	out	of	5	stars	01/04/25	Full	Review	Sam	N	I	expected	Soviet	2001:	A	Space	Odyssey	but	got	a
therapy	session	with	a	sentient	ocean	instead.	Rated	3.5/5	Stars	Rated	3.5	out	of	5	stars	12/04/24	Full	Review	Read	all	reviews	Read	More	Read	Less	POST	RATING	WRITE	A	REVIEW	EDIT	REVIEW	The	Groundstar	Conspiracy	38%	67%	The	Groundstar	Conspiracy	Watchlist	Fantastic	Voyage	91%	68%	Fantastic	Voyage	Watchlist	Colossus:	The	Forbin
Project	90%	76%	Colossus:	The	Forbin	Project	Watchlist	The	Black	Hole	42%	46%	The	Black	Hole	Watchlist	Looker	32%	42%	Looker	Watchlist	Discover	more	movies	and	TV	shows.	View	More	Solaris	(1972)	Solaris	(1972)	Solaris	(1972)	Solaris	(1972)	Solaris	(1972)	Solaris	(1972)	View	more	photos	Most	Popular	at	Home	Now	-	-	Tap	to	Unmute	See
Details	It	should	be	the	blueprint.	On	the	whole,	cults	are	a	contentious	business.	Their	insular	worlds	most	often	give	rise	to	highly	problematic	if	not	illegal	ideologies,	and	no	matter	where	you	are	in	the	world,	there	always	seems	to	be	at	least	one	group	cropping	up	to	send	their	questionable	messages.	But	what	if	there	was	another	Solaris	came
out	in	the	year	1972	and	was	the	third	film	of	the	legendary	director	Andrei	Tarkovsky.	Similar	to	his	other	films,	Solaris	was	a	meditation	on	humanity	and	asked	several	questions	such	as	what	it	means	to	be	human.	With	a	running	duration	of	166	minutes,	the	picture	has	a	significant	number	of	extended	takes	that	put	the	audiences	patience	to	the
test.	Solaris	vs.	2001:	A	Space	Odyssey	Many	people	consider	Solaris	as	The	Russian	answer	to	2001	when	in	reality,	the	films	could	not	be	more	different.	Kubricks	2001	tells	an	epic	story	of	humanity	from	its	dawn	to	the	time	its	capable	of	reaching	the	far	reaches	of	the	universe.	Its	a	positive	outlook	on	space	exploration	and	shows	western
expansion	as	an	integral	part	of	our	evolution.	On	the	other	hand,	Solaris	takes	an	opposite	approach	to	2001	and	shows	a	man	diving	deep	into	himself.	The	film	is	an	exploration	of	the	unknown	in	us	all	and	the	horrors	of	the	space	of	our	consciousness.	It	also	deeply	explores	certain	questions,	such	as	what	makes	us	human.	The	disconnect	from
nature	humanity	faces	as	technology	gets	more	prevalent	is	another	theme	in	the	film.	Solaris	The	premise	of	Solaris	unfolds	from	the	eyes	of	its	protagonist,	Kris	Kelvin.	The	film	begins	by	showing	Kris	as	a	brash	man	who	is	rather	insensitive	towards	others.	Hes	tasked	with	traveling	to	the	space	station	near	the	planet	Solaris	and	judging	whether
the	mission	to	explore	the	planet	stays	active	or	not.	From	there,	we	see	several	tropes	that	have	been	used	in	several	space	horror	flicks.	The	space	station	is	entirely	empty	save	for	two	cosmonauts,	with	one	dead	cosmonaut	and	an	air	of	eerie	and	paranormal	everywhere.	A	sense	of	unease	starts	forming	up	in	our	minds,	and	we	soon	see	Kriss	dead
wife,	Hari,	alive	again	and	in	front	of	him.	Kris	quickly	pushes	her	into	a	rocket	and	throws	her	out	of	the	station.	From	here,	we	understand	what	exactly	is	wrong	with	the	mission.	The	planet	is	actually	a	sentient	being,	which	can	create	beings	from	the	minds	of	the	cosmonauts.	Due	to	this,	the	cosmonauts	get	driven	insane.	We	even	see	Kris
collapsing	into	his	own	grief	and	guilt	as	he	interacts	with	Hari	more	and	more.	Kris	and	Hari	Every	film	needs	a	conflict,	and	Solaris	has	several	of	them,	with	them	ranging	from	the	inner	conflict	of	Kris	to	the	thematic	conflicts	such	as	individual	vs.	collective.	Through	these	conflicts,	we	get	a	reflection	of	our	own	consciousness.	Haris	manifestation
forces	Kris	to	confront	his	guilt	about	Haris	death,	and	in	turn,	also	his	views	about	humanity.	Throughout	the	film,	we	question	whether	Hari	is	real	or	not,	and	if	she	is,	what	exactly	makes	her	real?	Is	it	just	her	being	in	a	body	like	everyone	else,	or	is	it	because	Kris	deems	her	as	real?	No	correct	answer	is	given	to	the	audience	in	the	Solaris	to	any
of	the	questions,	probably	because	no	correct	answer	actually	exists.	Maybe	this	entire	conflict	of	our	consciousness	that	the	film	presents	is	the	correct	answer,	and	maybe	questioning	its	veracity	is	what	distinguishes	any	of	us.	Facebook	Twitter	LinkedIn	Copy	Link	More	
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