











in the war in Afghanistan may be found in the seri-
ousness of the measurcs taken to protect the civilian
population from the effects of the military action.
Fourth, for a war to be justified there must be
proportion hetween the good hoped for and the evil
inflicted. This criterion causes most debate. The
defenders of the action in Afghanistan often fudge the
question, by appealing to the proportion between the
harm done by enemy action and that caused by our
action. So, if the terrorists killed 10,000 civilians, we
would be justified in killing 10,000 of their civilians.
This has to do with revenge and not with morality.
The proportion needs to be established among the
good and bad conscquences of war and its actions. The
damage to military capability donc by a hombing
campaign, for example, must be weighed against other
conscquences we can anticipate: the death and
injury of non-combatants, destruction of govern-
ment and infrastructure, pollution of the environ-
ment, and the rooting of hatred. Papal reflection on
war has been marked by a growing conviction that
the consequences of modern war are so horrific that

they can never be outweighed by presumed goods.

Fifth, war can be undertaken justly only as a last
resort. This test invites us to name an alternative
coursc of action to eradicate terrorism, and to weigh
its realism.

Finally, a just war and military action must have
some reasonable chance of success. Success must be
measured against the cause for which the war is fought
and the intention that guides its prosccution. In
Afghanistan, debate has been focused on the possibil-
ity of crushing terrorism by capturing Osama bin
Laden and removing from power the Taliban. The
question stands: will these achicvements crush
terrorism?

Just war theory, then, is a nest of questions. To
quality as justly declared and prosccuted, a war must
satisfy each of these questions. Understandably, the
military action in Afghanistan has its apologists and
its critics. The questions put by just war theory offer
grounds for cxchange of argument.

Andrew Hamilton sy is Fureka Street’s publisher.
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Messages of the season

T 1S HARD TO GET your bearings. One minute we arc
receiving cmails from Bethilchem, with names and
storics about the pcople who died in the recent
shelling. Johnny Thaljiya, 17, shot on Manger Square.
Mariam Subaih, 38, mother of six, killed by tank shells
next to her home in a village called El-Khader.

Then comes an outbreak of music on the streets
of Kabul as the Afghan Northern Alliance moves into
the city. Who knows at this stage whether their entry
presages peace and goodwill. Afghan men report that
they are going to the barbers to have them shave off
the beards that became a symbol of Taliban oppres-
sion. Women's voices can be heard on the radio.

On the same day, the skies send death down again
on poor battered New York, on Rockaway, home to
firefighters and police officers. We haven’t yct had
time to finish the first-hand reports from families and
friends who lived close by the World Trade Center.
‘The Twin Towers were our Pole star/, writes onc
correspondent from New York, ‘often the first glimpse
of home'.

Off Australia’s coast, scattered around the Pacific,
are hundreds of people who live in a kind of limbo—
no home left behind them and few prospects before
them. You wonder how they read our unfamiliar stars.

Australia’s federal clection is over, but their fates—
even their immediate destinations—are undecided.

But at lcast now we arc beginning to sec some of
their faces. The bleak anonymity of the carly days of
the Tampa episode has been succeeded by a glimpse
of other people’s humanity. On the comprehensive
ABC radio coverage that Australia is lucky enough to
have (Jonathan Shier was not much interested in
radio), we are able to hear voices—from Afghanistan,
from Quecns, Bethlchem, Cairo, Jerusalem and Islam-
abad. We also hear hostility to strangers in Australia;
as an island people we have a heightened fear of the
unknown. But we have always managed to overcome
it when face-to-face with people in circumstances we
arc permitted to understand.

Documentary photographer Mathias Heng met
the pcople he has photographed for this month’s
Eureka Street, in their tents and hospitals and strects.
He got to know their miraculously resilient children.
He watched the Afghan man (opposite) beat together
the flour and water that is now his daily camp ration.

We celebrate Christmas in Australia. It scems an
opporturic time to consider the many ways in which
normal life, in Afghanistan, in the United States, indeed
here at home, might be restored. —Morag Fraser
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After the party’s over

uco Green, of Stephen Mayne’s crikey.com.au, had the
phrase of the eclection: ‘“That loud crash echoing through the
inner suburbs of Mclbourne and Sydney on Saturday was the
sound of the intelligentsia slamming the Volvo door in the face
of the Labor party.” Slam the door they did, but it was not that
which lost the election for Labor. The uncomfortable probability
is this: had Labor shown the spine over refugee policy that the
circumstances seemed to call for, its defeat would have been
even more disastrous.

Put another way, losing first preference votes to the Greens
from angry and disaffected voters because of its supine attitude
to the playing of the race card was nothing comparced with the
loss of votes Labor was facing from its core working-class
constituencies had it not gone along with the Howard policy.
As it was, many Labor voters were not really convinced that
Labor meant business on border protection and John Howard
got their votes anyway.

Now that the tactics have worked, John Howard and the
small tcam he had about him are busily denying cither that
they were using the race card at all, or that it was the factor
that got them out of the hole. If this is the case, why was it
implicit in the advertisement most often used during the
campaign, and particularly during the last week? How was it
that cven modcrate Liberal candidates were keeping mum aboui
their moral reservations even as others were making them clear?
It was there, all right, and it was biting.

It was biting Labor too—indced more so among its
traditional constituents than in Liberal territory—and to a point
where Labor’s campaign geniuses felt it absolutely impossible
to confront head on. A high proportion of voters were dead
against letting refugees ‘invade’ our country and wanted them
repelled, by force if necessary. Candidates from both sides might
foreswear even an oblique reference to race or religion—it was
simply a matter of our own right to control who was going to
enter the country—but the focus groups showed quite plainly
that the targeted voters had understood the code words.

That the Howard tactic—or Labor’s acquicscence in it—
had attracted the condemmation of journalists, business leaders,
key lobbyists, diplomats, former politicians and other
representatives of what John Howard might term the clite and
Paddy McGuinness the chattering classes was neither here nor
there. Their votes {or their ultimate votes} had alrcady been
factored into the equation.

The targeted voter was by no means only the blue-collar
worlker, suspected of having a red neck. It was as much John
Howard’s ‘aspirational voter’'—a suburbanite with a small
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family, increasingly disconnected from the community at large,
and focused not on the world outside Australia but the world
outside the front gate.

It says something about Labor leadership, or even the
leadership of moderate liberals, that they felt unable to resist
the trend, indeed compelled to go along with it to the point where
they felt {wrongly as it turned out) that they might neutralise
it. It says cven more, perhaps, that they were willing to brave
the wrath of their middle-class and elite constituencices in doing
so. The breach, indeed, may last longer than many expect, if
only because the anger is palpable, relatively disinterested, and
goes to the core of many people’s beliefs. For some, the

Labor betrayal is more scrious than Howard’s, since
many had never expected better of Howard.

NE SHOULD NOT SEE THE Issur, however, purcely in terms of
Labor’s being threatened with a loss of its privileged relation-
ship with the clites. It goes the other way too. The charge of
John Howard is that too many members of these clites are out
of touch with the views and the aspirations of ordinary Aus-
tralians. In many cases, they operate from completely different
value systems, attaching great importance to events or to
symbols (say, rcconciliation, republics and refugee resettlement)
that most people think completely irrelevant to their lives.

John Howard has always known he has been held in
contempt by such people and has never sought their accolades.
He can, however, claim that he is rather more in touch with
clectoral realitics than they are. And, for a person who
effectively went to the polls without a program, he can ¢laim
that the clectorate knows what he stands for. When Howard
tound his issue, Labor found that too many cither did not know
what Labor stood for, or that they did not like it if they did.
Even so, Howard's unpopularity was such that Labor ncarly
got over the line—one vote in every 200 in the right places would
have done it comfortably.

Alas, there is little sign of Labor’s learning the lesson.
Within a day or two of defeat, and the resignation of Kim
Beazley, the factions had got together and determined the leader-
ship. A few old hacks were conspicuously thrown off the front
beneh and a few new ones will be selected. Labor’s not listen-
ing cither. Its branch and sub-branch system is moribund and
its union base is hardly likely to provide the foundations tor a
revival. It might have been better had it received a real shakine
up from the electors.

Jack Waterford is cditor of the Canberra Times.
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Talking the walk

I read the comments about Cardinal Jean-
Maric Lustiger |{'Man in the Middle’, Eureka
Street, September 2001) and his theme of
pilgrimage with interest. My hushand and
I have just returned from France, walking

The Way of St James pilgrim trail.

Without presuming a comparison with
such an inspiring man, I asked myself if the
imagc of pilgrimage was ‘inherently unset-
tling” for my husband and me and had we
‘travelled light to remind citizens of the
larger journey’?

Cities were a theme of Lustiger’s but
we were in the rural south-west. Ironically
we heard about the devastation in United
States cities in a phone call to 92-ycar-old
Mum in Australia. Two days later another
clderly woman served us cach coursc of the
evening meal in her B&B with graphic but
ncarly unintelligible details of the explo-
sion in Toulouse (40 dead or missing, 600
hospitalised). Despite the IT revolution it
would have been possible for us to ignore
these happenings for a week or so, but we
chose to buy an English newspaper in the
next big town. But, given the very personal
pilgrimages of some of the walkers we mct,
would they want to know about world
events?

1 couldn’t say we were travelling light—
our combined 20kgs was heavy by compar-
ison with most walkers, and the contents
were morce revealing than the actual weight.
As well as the normal basics, we carried
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water, chocolate, a well-stocked medical
kit, emecrgency blankets, a head torch,
twine and rubber bands. But also cross-
words, tapestry, three pens, writing paper,
a phone card and two copies of our guide.
And we booked accommodation threc days
ahcad!

We didn’t see our walking as ‘remind-
ing citizens of the larger journey’, becausc
we felt we were linking ourselves to it. In
the non-conformist churches where we
grew up, Protestant history ‘stopp at
Acts and began again with the Reformation.
Our first visit to Europe, in our early 50s,
had been a wonderful shock. So much
church history had passed us by. Our sub-
sequent walks on The Way of St James have
connected us to ancient traditions in a very
personal way, despite our comfortable way
of doing it. As we prayed in each chur - on
the trail, often three a day, the bloody and
warring history of the building was usually
outlined somewhcre, often in a timeline
donc by local school children. While in the
cities of the world Islam and Christianity
were being pitted against cach other in the
public domain, we were being reminded of

centuries of Christians fighting Christians.
Mcemories of the physical exhaustion of
our pilgrimage have faded quickly. What
rema  are an enlarged view of the wider
Christian story and a more scttled view of
our place in it.
Jan Hunter
Albury, NSW

The long view

When bombs are dropping and missiles arc
missiling and politicians arc politicking,
perspective is an early victim. After the
industrial revolution, the first shoc was the
purst  of equal rights within nations; the
shoe came off slowly. The sccond shoe is
the global pursuit of cqual rights between
natic ; it is yet to drop.

The French revolution, taking place as
the - h century drew to a close, serves
symbolically as a start to the stirring from
which ‘our’ modern world has emerged. It
has been a w and often bloody process.
Merchants and workers, hourgeoisic and
proletariat, claimed their rights; aristocracy
and hierarchy defended theirs. Gradually
and painfully, owners, managers, and
workers came to be scen as significant
parti ants in wealth creation. Painfully,
performance edged out birthright. Grad-
ually, democracy and the idea of c¢qual
rights took over from aristocracy and the
rights of birth. That was the first shoe.

The process has been largely restricted
to the ‘industrial’ and ‘post-industr

I

Men of ho pita ity

Living and proclaiming God’s hospitable love

As lived out by St John of
God over five centuries ago,
our vocation is to give of
ourselves completely and
freely; to be a brotherly
presence; a symbol of hope
tor the world; proclaiming
God's hospitable love to all.

We are called to a
charism of hospitality and
love that promotes healing,
advocacy and reconciliation

tor those marginalised by our
society.

Our core of hospitality
compels and urges us t
deepen our relationship wit
God, oursclves and those
with whom we are our
lives,
ninisery.

We are the: "Brothers «
St John of God.’

Will you dare to accept God

community  an

invitation to a life dedicated
to hospitality?

It so please contact:

Br. john Clegg OFL

Vocatons Director.

PO Box BN 1035,

Burwood North. NSW 2134
Australia.

Telephone (02) 9747 1699
Facsimile (112) 9744 3262

Email provincialtasgohn.com.au

Website: www.sgohn.com.au
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world. It hasn’t rcached the rest yet. That
will be the second shoe.
Globalisation—whether of communica-
tions, travel, or corporations, etc.—has
taken the rest of the world in its embrace.
Slowly, and probably bloodily, some sort
of cqualisation will follow. It is unjust that
shoes made by someone for a few cents an
hour should be sold by somcone clse for
multi-dollars a pair because the two ‘some-
oncs’ were born in different places. Birth-
right will probably yield to performance;
cqualisation of some sort will probably
follow globalisation. This struggle is not
between ‘believer’ and ‘infidel’; it is not
between ‘good” and ‘evil’. It may be between
‘largely-post-industrial’ and ‘largely-pre-
industrial’; it may be between capital-
intensive and labour-intensive. It may be
between established and excluded, between
born-lucky and born-elsewhere.
The second shoe is yet to drop.
A.F. Campbell s
Parkville, VIC

state of Australia in the 1950s. What is
often neglected (though 1 suspect that he
understands it all too well is the fact that
a bitter sectarianism was still a part of that
socicty. Does Mr Howard want us to return
to that too, I wonder? Could it be that his
appointment of Revd Hollingworth was, in
part, a scctarian act {perhaps to counter the
cnormous esteem for his Catholic pre-
decessor), which flouted the principle of
scparation of church and state? That
principle has never been more important
than it is now.

In any case, if Dr Head—or any other
confessional Panglossian—still believes
that Revd Hollingworth ‘speaks only
accidentally as a bishop’, then let him look
at the Vice-Regal notices in their news-
papers over the next few Mondays to sce
what the Governor-General is reported as
doing on Sundays and then ask themselves
whether they need to re-think their
position.

John Carmody
Roseville, NSW

On principle

Canon Ivan Hcad (Lctters,
Eurcka Street, October 2001)
speaks about the communal and
political actions and respon-
sibilitics of the Governor-
General from a clear Anglican
perspective. If he has any
denominational bias, he uses, as
his authoritics, St Augustine

and John Locke to seck
ncutrality.
Despite this appcal to

authority, Dr Head indecd raiscs
the essential questions about Dr
(sic] Hollingworth, though in a
dismissive way. After asking,
‘How many Anglicans docs it
take to run the country?’, he
asscrts—with no supporting
argument at all—that ‘It 1s an
accident that onc of thesc
happens to be a bishop.’

In my vicew, this is a mis-
guided comment. T believe that
the religious aspect of the
Hollingworth appointment was
entirely intentional. One of Mr
Howard’s almost legendary
beliefs is in the quasi-Utopian

40 Jesuits have been
killed for justice
and peace in the

.ast ﬁfty years.

Ever wonder Why?

www.jesuit.org.au

Contact: Br lan Cribb 8]
PO Box 136 Pymble NSW 2073
Tel 02 9488 4525

AQUINAS ACADEMY

SUMMER SCHOOL

January 21, 22, 23, 2002

“Spirituality in
Australia Today”

St Joseph’s College, Hunters Hill, NSW

Les Murray
Morag Fraser
David Millikan

plus a variety of workshops
RESERVATIONS ESSENTIAL

Workshops Monday & Tuesday (-
4pm) presenters include: Noel Rowe,
Emma Pierce, Marie Biddle rs),
Michael de Manincor, David Ranson,
Dorothy McRae-McMahon, judith
Keller, Michael Whelan sm

KEYNOTE SPEAKERS

Monday morning: Les Murray
“Poetry & Spirituality”;
Tuesday morning: Morag Fraser
“The Spirit of Australia
Through its Art’;

Wednesday morning: David
Millikan “Cults & the New Age
in Australia’

Each of these plenary sessions
will include an open forum.

BOOKINGS:

“Summer School”

Aquinas Academy,

141 Harrington Street, Sydney
NSW 2000

Tel: 02 9247 4651

Fax: 02 9252 2476

Email: aquinasa@tpg.com.au
Web site: aquinas-academy.com
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team. Under the complicated voting struc-
tures of the Assembly, they could only be
clected if they received a majority of the
votes of those declaring themselves to be
unionist and a majority of thosc calling
themselves nationalist. They received 100
per cent nationalist support and more than
70 per cent overall endorsement but fell
two votes short of a majority of unionists.
Peter and Pauline had their 15 minutes of
famce and there were guffaws from lan
Paisley and his supporters.

The Northern Ireland Secrctary, John
Reid, could have acceded to the request of
the anti-Agreement lobby to call new
Assembly elections. These would almost
certainly have returned Gerry Adams or
Martin McGuinness as Deputy First Minis-
ter. Alternatively, he could have suspended
the Assembly and returnced the running of
the provinee to London, only now with a
much greater involvement by Dublin than
cver before, a kind of United Ireland by
stealth. Either way, Peter and Pauline’s Great
Adventure was the kind of thing that gives
shooting yourself in the foot a bad name.

The subterfuge of allowing some mem-
bers of the Alliance Party—a group which
refuses toallow themselves tobe categorised
as citherunionist ornationalist—to become
temporary unionists was a lcast worst
option. [tisacynical political stroke which
scriously undermines the credibility of the
Good Friday Agreement and probably spells
the end for David Trimble.

More significantly, what the whole
episode has shown is that unionism as a
political philosophy is afraud. It has nothing
to do with maintaining a tic with Britain
and cverything to do with perpetuating a
status quo which Jdemographics will soon
render untenable.

The Trojan horse, predicted a quarter of
a century ago by Scamus Heaney, is at the
gates. And the IRA can justifiably claim to
have pushed it there. —Frank O'Shea

A[ LLRWARDS I11ERE was a column of dark

sound inside—a deep chord resonating in
the body. Maybe it epitomised the overall
timbre of the 50 minutes that had just
finished. Maybe it was the sound that com-
poscr, Christopher Willcock, gave to the
orchestra between cach of the brief verses
in the last of the 15 poems that make up

Apologies considered

HIS YEAR 15 THE 400TH ANNIVERSARY of the arrival in Beijing of the Jesuit scholar,
Mattco Ricci. Pope John Paul 11 noted the occasion in a message which, while
sent to a conference in Rome, was also clearly addressed to the Chinese govern-
ment. He praised the respect shown by Ricei for Chinese culture and for the
patriotic duty of Chinese citizens. He also apologised for the mistakes and
excesses of Christian missionaries in China. At the conclusion of the address,
the Pope reiterated his desire for good relations with China.

The Chinese response was qualificd. A spokesman regarded the apology as
insufficient because it did not include the decision last year to canonise a group
of Chinese martyrs on the anniversary of the Communist Chinese National
Day. A church celebrating the victims of various Chinese governments on a
national feast day was seen as provocative.

At onc level the message and response were steps in the diplomatic soft-
shoe shuffle. But the Chinese insistence on an apology for contemporary events
neatly found vulnerability in the theology and rhetoric of Vatican apologices.

This theology spcaks first of the symbolic reality of the church, and only
sccondarily of its human reality. It describes the church as the bride of Christ
and the body of Christ. Because of this relationship to Christ, the church is
sinless and stainless. It is therefore impossible to attribute sins and mistakes to
the church itself: they are assigned to individual members of the church. Pope
John Paul followed this convention in apologising for the sins and frailtics, not
of the church, but of its individual members.

In itsclf this convention is unexceptionable. But it is easily confused with
another distinction that has noxious political conscquences. It also canoniscs
the holiness and purity of the church or nation, but then distinguishes between
the rulers and the ruled. The rulers and their officers share in the purity of the
nation or church, while those who are ruled do not.

In national life, the conscquence of this distinction is impunity: whatever
is done in the name of the state is beyond criticism and prosccution. When
applied to the church, it implies that the Pope and Curia share in the wisdom
and purity of the church, so that their decisions and practices cannot be questioned.

The Chinese responsce to the papal apology, no doubt unwittingly, forced
clarification of this ambiguity. When you apologise for wrongs done long ago, it
is casy to portray curial officials as individual members of the church and to see
them as distinet both from the church as the bride of Christ and from its
authoritative centre. But when you apologise for recent decisions, you make it
clear that Pope and Curia are ordinarily fallible and sinful.

The irony of this situation is that the coincidence of dates that so annoyed
the Chinese government was morce likely to have been the result of muddle
than of design. But the current rhetoric of apology is misleading. We nceed to
develop a language that recognises the sinfulness of the church as a human
institution, without prejudice to its relationship to Jesus Christ.

Andrew Hamilton s) is Eurcka Street’s publisher and tcaches at the United
Faculty of Theology.
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Anna Akhmatova’s Requicm, her plaint for
the victims of Stalin’s Terror. Merlyn
Quaifc's voice sang with gathering inten-
sity through the sequence, so maybe it was
a distillation of that, way way insidec.

Afterwards we had a party at home to
celebrate. There werc afew Russians among
the guests, and two of the women asked me
in amazement, ‘How does this man know
what Leningrad felt like?” The answer has
to do with the creative imagination and
how it works, and how it has worked in
Willcocl these last cight years, always with
Quaifc’s voice to do the singing. And with
the haunting by Akhmatova’s poems of his
imagination, as of so many others in and
out of Russia. It's hard to name a morce
serious, a more morally weighted poetic
work from the 20th century than Requiem.
The story of its origin is the canonical story
of what poctry is for: a woman in the queuce
outside the prison asked Akhmatova, *Can
you describe this?’, and Akhmatova said,
‘Yes, I ean’

Like the poems, Willcock’s orchest-
ration, turbulently deep and nervily high,
docs not so much move scquentially as
stand in increasing intensity ontside those
implacable prison walls.

The audience at St Paul’s, where

Nopb (IR RN
IMI’ATIENL?E AND resistance arc already
appearing as the counter-attack on terrorism
is prosccuted. The perspective is daunting.

The horror inflicted on Americans on
September 11 was prefigured in the novel
Anil's Ghost, published in 2000, by Michael
Ondaatje. The Booker Prize winner com-
parcd the grieving of those defeated in
classical warfarc with that of victims of
modern terrorism in his native Sri Lanka,
recording first the words of an ancient victor:
‘In the hospitality of war we lefe them their
dead to remember us by.” Of recent Sri
Lankan tcrrorism he lamented, ‘But here
there was no such gesture for the families of
the dead, not even the information of who
the enemy was.’

The people of the US have probably
been more aggricved by the recent hyper-
terrorism of September 11 than by cven the
Pearl Harbour attack of 60 years ago. After
all, the last attack on Washington was by
the British in the war of 1812, Japan pro-
vokedafour-ycar war, but the anti-terrorist

war scems sct to run more than one presi-
dential term, and may sce George W. Bush
into a second one.

In those moments in September, Ameri-
cans] ttheirlastinnocence andinsularity.
In its place, the terrorists have created a
fundamental sense of personal outrage in
the most religious of all Western countries,
and a new tolerance of intrusive security.

From latc Septen  or to late October,
I flew and drove from New York to Los
Angeles, visiting family and friends.
Security-check time exceeded air time for
all five domestic flights.

R titious TV coverage aside, vou

cann  niss the war. The US is alive with
a po Victnam, horn-again patriotism,
show 1countlessflags oncars, athome or

in shops, and in public prayer.

In New York on 28 September, an exems-
plary ccumenical service of remembrance
for the Australian and New Zealand victims
embraced Catholic, Protestant, Muslim,
Hindu, Buddhist, Jewish and Maori faiths.
An Indonesian imam from a New York
mosque led by declaring, in plain language,
that if anyone claimed to commit murder
or suicide in the service of Islam, “He is a
big liar.’

In Chicago scveral days later the

the trundling of Melbourne’s trams
outside foroncereinforeed the sound
inside, listened with growing inten-
sity too. Indeced, when the 13th
poem, ‘Crucifixion’, rcached its fa-
mous concluding image: ‘But, for
the Mother, where she stood in si-
lence, / No-one as much as dared to
look that way’, the music just man-
aged to dare, bringing the audicence,
orchestra and singer to that terrible

«ce. In these words the Mother of
the Lord, Akhmatova, and all the
other mothers queue as their sons
undergo the Terror. You could hear
the music, barely there.

The event was presented by the
Faculty of Music at Melbourne Uni-
versity as the performance cxami-
nation for the conductor, Yanna
Talpis, a Russian herself. The piece
was commissioned from Christopher
Willcock as a conscquence of his
winning the Albert Maggs Award
from the Faculty. For those of us
familiar with Willcock’s music over
many years, this is his major piece
so far. This was its premiére. Thope,
and not solely as a friend, that other
musical patrons will ensure that it
is heard again. —Andrew Bullen )
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Scars Tower was barricaded. My visit
to Kansas City, on 7 October, coin-
cided with the departure, from their
basc nearby, of the B-2 stealth bomb-
crs bound for the first strikes in
Afghanistan. A day spent in Taos,
New Mexico, was the occasion of a
visit by Defence Sceretary Rumsfeld
to his ranch. This was 19 October,
when US ground forees were first
reported at Kandahar, The previous
week T was in the Colorado ski re-
sort of Telluride. ‘Stormin’ Norman’,
the genceral of Gulf War fame, lives
there under close protection, and
shuttle diplomat Richard Holbrooke
is another resident. In Los Angeles
on 20 October, conversation turned
to the total depletion of alocal firm’s
missile inventory and the boost that
the war on terrorism is already giv-
ing to West Coast high-tech indus-
trics.

Consider the irony that, in the
Gulf and the Balkans, the US cxhib-
ited >new warfare, the revolution
in military affairs, conducted virtu-
ally without losses among its own
forces. But the attacks on the World
Trade Centerand the Pentagon were
brutally successful becausc they




were mounted by suicide machines—the
worst damage done most cost-cffectively.

Thelsraeli-Palestinian contlict exploded
half a century ago with Israeli terrorism and
cvolvedinto Palestinian suicide attacks. Its
duration foretells a long haul for the new
international war against terrorism. So docs
debate in the US, and the measured cam-
paign so far. Informed voices dwell on why
the Arab world spawned terrorism, which
only later turned against the West. They
speak of years of work ahead. The Qatar-
bascd Arab-language satcllite TV station,
AlJazcera, has shown how the battle must
befought in what commentators’ new slang
calls ‘the Arab street’.

The targeting of the World Trade Center,
in 1993 and 2001, reveals not symbolic but
substantive opposition to globalisation. The
notion of one homogencous moncy-making
world, seemingly devoid of human input
and beyond community control, has been
critically wcakened. Terrorism’s shock-
waves have the Economist and Forbes
fulminatingin defence of capitalism, and in
denial that globalisation is ‘cultural con-
quest’. [The Economist might cxamine the
financial pressurc of the saturate-and-suf-
focate strategy of Starbucks, nearby in
central London.)

The anti-terrorist campaign encom-
passcs three prolonged tasks: it must prevent
the incubation of further terrorist cells in
Arab statces, particularly where oil-rich or
defence-dependent governments have been
pro-American; it must climinate exasper-
atingly provocative clements of Western
policy; and it must maintain a sensitive
international coalition to prevent terrorist
outbrcaks. How realistic thosc goals are,
given that key Arab regimes help the US
mainly in the hope of protection from their
own domestic dissident groups [whence
the terrorists spring), remains to be seen.

President Bush and Sceretary of State
Powell, despite parlous co-ordination, are
inclining the US towards the UN by settling
the US debt, conforming with the writ of
the UN Charter, and even contemiplating a
UN protectorate over Afghanistan. The UN
is the only route to the next terrorist nest—
in Iraq.

The American people have been thrown
clear of their vestigial isolationism. In this
sense they also have become another
ingredient in the globalisation pot. The
prescient Ondaatje quotes Robert Duncan:
“The drama of our time is the coming of all
men into one fate.” Only with the self-
restraint imposed by internationalist
policics, through patience rather than pa-

triotism, can they sustain an alliance long
cnough toobliterate terrorism as an optional
weapon. Their calendar will be a ten-year
timeframe for restoring the Trade Center
site. Great good may yet come from surreal
savagery. —Duncan Campbell

IR NIRRT AN
ON RETEGEES

Tm rYywORD Is ‘Nugacity’, and for its
members it translates into hospitality and
companionship.

Nugacity, a social action group, was
cstablished last year by young graduates
from Sydncy’s Saint Ignatius’ College,
Riverview. The service was kicked off by
the opening of a homeless shelter and by
work with street kids. For the 50 members,
involvement has now spread towork along-
side theinternational Jesuit Refugee Service
(JRS). It is fitting that the JRS network
should be worldwide: refugees constitute
an indivisible, universal problem. The
famous lines of John Donne resonate here:
‘No man is an Island entirc of it sclf; every
manisapicceof the Continent, a part of the
main.” If conflict and wars arc¢ an affair of
the state, violations of humanitarian law
arc an affair for all of us—as a civil socicty,
as a global community, and as human beings.

Membcrs from Nugacity seized on the
opportunity, in the wake of the Tampa
crisis, to go into secondary school class-
rooms and help scparate fact from fiction in
the climate of tension fuelled by boat arrivals
and electoral politics. A Nugacity team,
with aJesuit who has worked on the ground
withrefugees, addressed students, exhorting
them to hold on to the facts in the heat of an
emotional debate.

Clearly, mixed messages were being
heard. This was cvident in the students’
responses. In some classes, it was obvious
that the message being conveyed was that
refugees are not the kind of people Australia
wants here. But students at least agreed
that it was important to hear the facts.

Nugacity’s kit includes ‘Pictures of
Hope'—a photographic ¢xhibition of more
than 100 images from Africa, South
Amuecrica, Asia and the Pacific. Combinced
with an cducation supplement, the exhibi-
tion aims to bring home to students and
their parents an understanding and knowl-
cdge of refugee issues.

In December, the Jesuit Refugee Service
will celebrate 21 years of work defending
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the rights of refugees and forcibly displaced
people. Its aim worldwide: to build spaces
of normalcy in the midst of what is pro-
foundly abnormal. The work is a daily
struggle, and intenscly personal in its
intimate rclationship with people in need.
But the answer to human misery is action,
not despair. JRS is not an organisation of
vacuous goodwill, and does not speak to the
wind; instcad, it labours with a clear intent
to assist, to provoke change and to reveal
injustice.

The young pcople involved with
Nugacity identify with that plan for action.
They also identify with the words of a
former Australian Prime Minister, Ben
Chifley: ‘If we fight for the right, then truth
and justice will prevail.’

—Daniel Street

SWATTAZTIC ANT T C ot s
FOYPORT TAIRY

Il' was A DARK and stormy Friday night in
Port Fairy as two well-groomed cows, com-
plete with cowbells, led the Swiss Yodel
Choir down Bank Street to the Village
Square. Here the choir took up position,
supported by two splendid alpenhorns, and
solemnly sang and yodelled in celebration
of the Port Fairy Spring Music Festival. The
Village Square is in fact little more than the
intersection of Bank and Sackville Streets,
but a patch of grass on onc corner provided
a space for the festival tent. The jovial, if
shivering, crowd assembled were sustained
by Lindt chocolates and Movenpick ice
creams freely distributed throughout the
Swiss-themed festival wecekend. Land-
locked Switzerland had come to the Aus-
tralian fishing village and scaside resort.

Rural and regional Australia—it scems
politically incorrect to talk about the
country these days—is very much into
festivals. Festivals can gencrate interest
and income for towns feeling the economic
pinch. Trendy little Port Fairy boasts a
cornucopia of festivals. The best-known
and longest-cstablished is the Folk Festi-
val, but there is also something called
Moyneyana which runs from Christimas
Eve through January, and a winter festival
rather archly known as Rhapsody in June.
But, through thce Icadership of Michael
Easton and Len Vorster, the Spring Music
Festival has carved out a niche for itself in
what might looscly be called chamber
music.
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Thinkers in mina

Tony Coady pays tribute to three philosophers whose ubstance
was matched by their originality and inimitable style.

)

=HILOSOPHY MAY be immortal, but its
practitioners are all too mortal. The
beginning of this year [and century)
brought ncws of the deaths of three philo-
sophers of note, two of them of inter-
national standing, the other of more local
significance.

Elizabeth Anscombece died at 81 in
England and Willard van Ormond Quine
died at 92 in America. Don Gunner died
at 79 in Mclbourne. Quine was one of the
outstanding American philosophers of
the 20th century. His major contribu-
tions were to logic, philosophy of logic,
philosophy of language, metaphysics and
cpistemology. He made no contribution
to value theory, which may have been
no bad thing given that his political
views would have made George W.
Bush scem left-wing. But [ never met
Quinc and I want to talk about the two
I did mect.

I knew Anscombe and Gunner well
and owe the debts to both of them that
any student owes inspiring teachers.
[ write in gratitude but also to pay
tribute to the passing of two spectacular
characters who belonged to an age when
personal cccentricity and a scnse of
style were thought positive attributes
of academics. Neither wore the grey
uniforms of today’s corporate academic.
Neither would have scored high as
‘team playcers’, and neither sought nor
secured rescarch grants with industry.
They were very different types, but were
joined by certain similarities. First there
was the influcnce of Ludwig Wittgen-
stein, sccond there was the matter of
flamboyance. But the differences were
also striking. Anscombe was a Catholic
convert who turned to the church in her
teens; Gunner was a spirited atheist
who abandoned Protestantism in his
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adolescence. Anscombe was productive
and famous internationally as a star of
post-war Oxford philosophy (though she
hated the idea of being thought a purvey-
or of ‘Oxford philosophy’). After many
years in Oxford, she became Professor of
Philosophy at Cambridge. Gunner hard-
ly published at all and in later life became
disillusioned with philosophy.

Elizabeth Anscombe became so close
to Wittgenstein when she went from
Oxford to Cambridge as a rescarch
student that she was made onc ot his
executors and translated or helped trans-
late his major works. Her own carly
writing was much under the Wittgen-
stein spell, a spell that had both liberat-
ing and crippling effects on many of his
students. But Elizabeth was too much an
individual to remain in thrall. She devel-
oped her own distinctive voice drawing
upon a varicty of sources including St
Thomas, but most of all Aristotle.
[ vividly recall her delight when a
nervous student in a class in Oxford
slipped into calling her Miss Aristotle
rather than Miss Anscombe. In personal
style, she was unconventional, provoca-
tive and very formidable. She invariably
wore a monocle and trousers on public
occasions when the latter were not
acceptable clothing for a woman in
Oxbridge. In Chicago once, she went into
the bar of a posh hotel and was told that
trouscrs were unacceptable for a lady—
she promptly took them off and went to
drinks in her underwear.

She could be witty as well as outra-
geous. When someone objected to one of
her views by citing her philosopher
husband Peter Geach’s contrary view, she
replied, T'm not wedded to his opinions.’

Her philosophy was subtle and
complex, but much of her religious and
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theological outlook was almost funda-

men ist. She had thought her way into

the church as it was in the 1930s and
the winds of change were not to
shift her.

]: ..N GUNNER was a brilliant student

at the University of Melbourne who went
to Cambridge shortly after Wittgenstein's
death in order to absorb the message from
his follower John Wisdom. But the philo-
sophical impetus had shifted to Gilbert
Ryle d J.L. Austin at Oxford and Don
was wrong-footed by this in a way that
had a marked influcnce on his later
development. Back in Melbourne, he was
an inspiring teacher to gencrations of
students, but (cxcept for one article] he
never published the interesting and
unusual mix of ideas that he developed.
He was a man of broad literary and
cultural interests who made philosophy
seem an important part of a civilised
education. As his professor, Sandy Boyce
Gibson once grudgingly conceded, ‘Gun-
ner is not an ignoramus.” He was mercly
bewildered by the idea that humanitics
disciplines like philosophy should exist
in p1 ssional and technical isolation
from other disciplines and from life. He
thought the mission of an Arts Faculey
was ‘to civilise the city”.

C  had wonderful theatrical gifts: he
had been on the stage in his student days
as a magician with an act entitled ‘Rondo
Gun: Magic with a Bang’, and his
teaching was all performance. Don's
com: nts in discussion were never of
the common philosophical form: ‘Yes,
but I'm inclined to think ... In responsc
toay erarguing that science had shown
there was no such thing as solidity, he
jumped up and down on the hard floor
and thumped the solid table with his fists.









At the meeting a draft declaration was put forward by
60 developing nations stating that ‘nothing in the
TRIPS agreements shall prevent members from taking
measures to protect public health’. This declaration
was opposed by the US and Switzerland (both
countries with large pharmaceutical industries), Japan
and Canada. A revised declaration without the ‘public
health’ clause is due to be tabled at another meeting
of the council in Qatar in November. Australia has
already signed. Many NGOs fear that this will set in
stone TRIPS and the predicted dire consequences of
putting ‘profits before people’.

Around the time of the September meeting,
pharmaceutical industry representatives were claim-
ing that the conscquences of TRIPS might not be so
dire. In their defence, they cited an interpretation of
the African situation by Amir Attaran of the Harvard
Center for International Development and Lee
Gillespie-White of the International Intellectual
Property Institute, who claim that ‘patents have
generally not been a factor in either pharmaceutical
cconomics or antirctroviral drug trecatment access’.
Their research compared prices of patented and non-
patented drugs and found little significant difference.
They concluded that other barriers, like poor health
infrastructure, were more important and claimed that
even if prices for ARVs came down, Africa would not
be able to afford them.

African NGOs reacted strongly to this research.
They pointed out that many of the non-patented drugs
uscd in the comparison were combinations not used
in areas with high levels of HIV because of special
dictary requirements and the need for monitoring for
side effects. Their experience in the ficld showed that
patented drugs cost at least three times as much as
non-patented drugs (even at the lower prices now
being offered by some pharmaceutical companies).
They also suggested that one of the authors received
funding from pharmaceutical giant Merck, and that
the research shows how data can be manipulated to
give a desired result. Why would the South African
government spend three years in court fighting the
Federation of Pharmaceutical Manufacturers’ Asso-
ciation to override patents if a problem did not exist?

Patents arc important; true innovation should be
protected; funding for future research should be
protected. But most rescarch undertaken by drug
companies is to improve existing products, not to
develop completely new drugs. Developing nations
cannot be expected to bear the cost of protecting
patent rights while receiving little benefit from the
research and development those protits fund. Com-
panics should receive a reasonable return from their
products but how do we define reasonable? And what
doces this say of the value we place on human life?

The view that Africa cannot afford even
generically produced drugs is harsh but true. The same
goces for India which has a thriving pharmaccutical
industry as a result of current patent laws allowing

for generic manufacturing of drugs including anti-
retrovirals (violating TRIPS). Cipla makes Trio-
immune—a single tablet containing three
antiretroviral drugs for around US$480 per patient per
year. By comparison, standard ‘triple therapy’ in the
US costs between US$12,000
and US$15,000 per patient per
year. But the lower price is still
well beyond the budget of the
average Indian who has an
annual incomec of less than
US$500. And HIV rates in India
are highest among the poor and
marginalised, those with low to
negligible annual incomes. The
market for locally made drugs is
restricted to upper-middle-class
Indians and export around Asia.

The Indian government’s

he looked after were

receiving treatment. He

| asked George Swamy, of
the John Paul Development
Project in Pune, whether any

of the HIV-infected people

funding of HIV treatment  shook his head tirmly. | asked

extends to a pilot program of
drug prevention of mother-to-
child transmission and preven-
tion of infection after exposure
to the virus for health workers.
They also fund trecatment of
seccondary infections like TB.

what he thought the barriers
were. Once again he shook
his head. He said, ‘We don't

Long-term treatment with ARVs think or talk about treatment,

is just too expensive. Public HIV
programs focus mainly on pre-
vention, difficult in a country
where sex is rarcly spoken of,
and where the groups most affected—IV drug uscrs,
commercial sex workers and men who have sex with
men—are already discriminated against. And there is
little incentive to have an HIV test when testing
positive means further discrimination and when no
trcatment is offered.

Can foreign aid foot the bill for treatment? At
the New York UN Sumimmit on HIV/AIDS in June 2001,
US$644 million was pledged to the global fight against
AIDS. A place to start. But treating the current Indian
HIV-positive population with generically produced
ARVs would cost around US$1.8 hillion per year. And
as the Attaran and Gillespie-White research pointed
out, it’s not just drugs that arce needed. There are other
huge barriers in the fight against HIV.

This became startlingly clear to me at the ICAAD
Conference during a conversation with George Swamy
of the John Paul Slum Development Project in Pune,
India. 1 asked him whether any of the HIV-infected
people he looked after were receiving treatment. He
shook his head firmly. T asked what he thought the
barriers were. Once again he shook his head. He said,
‘We don't think or talk about trcatment, nobody
would listen.” He removed a dog-cared scrapbook from
his bag. It was puckered and buckled with the glue
which held photos to the pages. Photos of his work in
the slums.
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nobody would listen.’
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statc’, that is, to overcome its inhibitions
about the possession or exercise of
military force. Neither the US nor the
Australian government feels sympathy
today for the pacifist aspiration they once
cultivated in Japan.

Throughout the Cold War, conser-
vative Japanesc governments were com-
mitted to revision, but they could never
muster the political forces to accomplish
it. After the Cold War, too, despite a
concerted campaign by conservative
political partics, media groups and
burcaucrats, revision remained politically
impossible. Popular Japancse commit-
ment to the peace clause held firm even
though, under a policy of ‘revision by
interpretation’, the words were simply
emptied of much of their meaning.

Nevertheless, although the most
recent opinion surveys show a majority
in favour of constitutional revision (47
per cent to 36 per cent), the revision that
they want is one that would allow direct
clection of the prime minister, greater
devolution of powers from Tokyo to the
regions, better provision for privacy, and
environmental rights. Revision of Article
9, the cause promoted by Washington
(and Canberra) and endorsed by conser-
vative Japanese politicians, is supported
by only between three and five per cent
of the Japanese people. If those who
favour clarification of the self-defence
power (that is, by changing the inter-
pretation but not the words) are added to
the literal revisionists, the total comes
to 41 per cent, as against 46 per cent in
favour of retaining or even reinforcing the
pcace commitment of Article 9 (by
moving to unarmed ncutrality). This
means that, while Japan’s governments—
and their powerful foreign friends—in
recent decades have fought to impose
their vision of Japan as a great power
scated in the Security Council, armed and
deploying its forces globally like other
great powers, the Japancse people have
retained a commitment to the constitu-
tional ideal of a distinctive ‘pecace power’
identity.

It is of coursc clear that opinion
shifted somewhat after September 11,
Those who believe the constitution
should be ‘reinterpreted’ to allow partic-
ipation in colleetive security jumped
suddenly from 25 per cent in August to
52 per cent by mid-September after the
attacks in New York and Washington.

Co-operation with the US in anti-terror-
ism measures is very strongly supported
(62 per cent in September, rising to 71
per cent in October), but still, reflecting
the confusion in the public mind as to
what ‘collective security’ means, more
than half the people believe such support
should be confined to medical and refugee
aid. A Mainichi survey found that only
six per cent believed the SDF should be
able to offer logistic support to the Amer-
ican forces. Most, by 46 to 42, opposed
the dispatch of the SDF that the prime
minister promised, although by 16
October a majority was apparently
prepared to support the special legislation
that would authorise its dispatch (51:29
according to Asahi, 57:37 according to
Mainichi and 57:39 according to Kyodo).
By a small majority (46 per cent in Asahi,
63 per cent in Kyodo) even the bombing
was supported. The confusion in this was
palpable.

Whatever the legislation, however,
the engagement in joint military opera-
tions in the Indian Ocean, Pakistan and
Afghanistan of forces whose only justifi-
cation is ‘sclf-defence’ stretches the
sclf-defence principle to the limit.
Secondly, whatever else they are doing,
as Japan rushes to dispatch forces—
including (if Prime Minister Koizumi has
his way) its missile and torpedo-equipped,

state-of-the-art, Aegis frigatc—to the Indian
Occan, they are plainly engaged in a col-
lective exercise in the ‘threat or use of force
as a means of settling disputes’, which is
proscribed by Japan’s constitution.
Within Japan, doubts about the con-
stitutionality of the SDF were only worn
down slowly during the Cold War
decades as the SDF was deployed exclu-
sively in disaster and rescue work. The
same tactic now is used, by committing
them internationally in the same way, to
move them one step closer to full
‘national Army’ status (as favoured by
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Koizumi). While the humanitarian role
is not to be belittled, critics insist it could
be better performed by a disaster-
response unit trained in the neccessary
skills, rather than a force of professional
soldiers whose only raison d’étre is the
defence of the Japancese islands from
attack.

Although the Japanesc forces are not
being sent to fight, the careful distinc-
tions being advanced in Tokyo as to the
definition of ‘combat zone’ and ‘belliger-
ent activitics’, and between rear and front
lines will be difficult to maintain in and
around the war zone. One SDF major was
quoted as saying: ‘Our government’'s
interpretation of logistical support is that
we are not participating in the war. This
is wrong. Any forces that engage in
logistic support will be identified as the
enemy and will become the target of
encmy attack. This is common sense.’ If
the conflict widens and begins to embroil
states in the region, Japan’s protestations
of non-belligerent intent will be worth
even less.

Alternatives

Characteristic of the political, legal, con-
stitutional and moral confusion that
swirls around these issucs in Japan is the
statement by Prime Minister Koizumi on
the adoption of the special legislation on

29 October. ‘What was being questioned,’
he said, ‘was our basic stance—whether
or not we can share the sorrow and anger
of the American pcople.” In his mind it
was clear that the only way he could
think to ‘share the sorrow and anger’ was
by sending Japan'’s forces. Such impover-
ished imagination is characteristic of
Koizumi and his party.

The Japancse case for being a ‘peace
power’ rather than a ‘great power’ is never
advanced from within the ruling Liberal
Democratic Party (LDP) and is scldom
heard outside of Japan at all. Essentially,
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the argument goes that therc arec many
steps that could and should be taken that
would constitute a greater international
contribution than the dispatch of armed
forces. In the present critical situation,
with the moral authority of its constitu-
tional pacifisim, with no enemies in the
Islamic world and no involvement in the
historic disputes and wars of the Middle
East, Japan should be ideally placed to
play a mediating, conciliating role. As a
rich industrial power it should also be in
a position to play a leading role in

It is a sad commentary on the
of ‘realism’ in world affairs th
who once united to impose
constitution on Japan now
demand it be sc

formulating the sort of regional ‘Marshall
Plan’ for development, cducation and
welfarc that is plainly necessary for the
region.

Japan’s ability to understand the
forces that have erupted in the Middle
East should also be enhanced by the fact
that collective madness and desperation
arc phenomena with which it is familiar
from its own, relatively recent past.
Although the Japanese media do not
dwell on the poing, the suicide bomb is
itself a Japanese invention and instru-
ment of its World War IT planning. Japan’s
wartime ‘Kamikaze’ pilots have remained
national heroes to many, including Prime
Minister Koizumi and, in Hiroshima,
Nagasaki, and other cities, Japan itself
had expericenece of terror attacks, albeit in
wartime, of even greater scale than New
York. In other words, Japan could have
served the same goals of human rights,
democracy, and justice that US lcaders
invoke. But it could have done so in a
way befitting its distinctive international
position and its history, mobilising
doctors, nurses, teachers, engineers,
experts in locating and removing minces,
and developing in the process an inter-
national understanding of the Japancse
flag as a symbol of peace and co-
opceration. Actually, as UNHCR head
Sadako Ogata bitterly recounts, Japan
(and the world generally) paid no
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attention to Afghanistan before Septem-
ber 11. Afterwards, it rushed to offer its
armed forces.

There were over two million Afghan
refugees even before the present war
began. Japan faces a declining population
problem, with many of its villages semi-
abandoned and slowly dying. The UN in
March 2000 estimated that Japan would
have to accept 17 million foreigners
between now and 2050 if it wished to
maintain its present population level.
However, the suggestion that part of the

Japancse contribu-
tion to the present
crisis might lie in
the admission of a
significant number
of refugees has not
been heard.

The case for an
independent Japa-
nese role is not put
in any way as a
counter to the S

insistence that the problem of terrorism
demands global attention by police or
military action, but as its necessary com-
plement. Yamamoto Yoshiyuki, head of
the UNHCR field office in Kabul, writes:

The Taliban and the US resemble each
other, both convinced that truth is on their
side ... A terror attack such as this could
hardly have taken place unless there was a
deep accumulation of hatred in the group.
Although the US should be taking a long
hard look at the spring from which this
hatred comes, instead it moves to decpen
the confrontation.

In a similar vein, Jitsuro Terashima, pres-
ident of Mitsui Global Strategic Studies
Institute, pleads:

It is in the interest of the United States
that it has Japan as a friend—a friend that
keeps a certain distance from the Middle
East and has a varicty of connections ... It
is better for the United States to have a
varicty of friends that provide directions,
introductions and, at timcs, warnings.

Terashima sces the events of September
11 as an attack by ‘Islamic fundamental-
ism’ on US-centred ‘market fundamen-
talism’ and draws attention to the
increasing priority given by the latter to
‘money games’ over the production of
goods and services. Countries, like Japan,
which host large numbers of forcign
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troops on their soil, believe unquestion-
ingly  the US-led cause of ‘democracy
and freedom’, and lack any sense of their
own s jective national interest, cannot
be recognised by the world as ‘adult coun-
tries’, says Terashima. Other prominent
Japanese figures have argued that partic-
ipation in a true multinational force,
organised in accordance with a specific
UN resolution, would not present the
sort of constitutional difficulty for Japan
that 1 present US-led coalition does.
Such participation would have indisput-
able credibility throughout the world,
inclur g the Islamic world. Even more
importantly, such co-operation would

not d inish the precious resource of
neutr ty that Japan should conserve in
order . play its most important role
when e time comes to set about the

post-war reconstruction of the region.
W :the people of Afghanistan would
seek ot Japan, if they werce asked, is
impossible to know. One Japanese cor-
respondent did, however, scck oninions
of refugees in a camp in Peshawar ‘¢ was

told:

‘We are fleeing because Afghanistan is like
a house on fire. What we would like Japan
to do is not rush to come to the fire but
appe
end 1

-0 the world for help in putting an
he war’

‘It would be really helpful it JTapan were
to admit refugees with some technical
skills and give them further training.’

“You arc sending your army to help us? If
you arce going to be coming to refugee
camps, ordinary people would be fine. For
us, armies are what fight wars.’

‘What we scek from Japan is co-operation
inpe andreconstruction, taking advan-
tage of Japan’s own expericnce of recovery
from the war.’

Conc sion

Facing simultaneous economic, political,
and diplomatic criscs, and a darker, more
complex outlook than at any time since
the 1930s, Japan has now made huge com-
mitments. What the LDP, supported by
allics such as the US [and Australia) has
long worked towards is now coming to
pass: Japan is on the way to ‘normalcy’.
The world, however, is rapidly becoming
highly abnormal.

It is a sad commentary on the triumph
of ‘realism’ in world affairs that thosc
who  ice united to impose a peace
constitution on Japan now unite to



demand it be scrapped. The one major
20th-century statc that, however fecbly
and ambiguously, was committed to
opposc ‘the threat and use of force’ as a
means of scttling disputes, is now swal-
lowed in the ancient dynamic of venge-
ance and counter-vengeance. The decision
to dispatch the SDF, while onc step in a
long series of moves taken towards
neutralising the peace constitution, was
taken in haste after heavy US pressure
and is almost certainly unconstitutional
and not the reflection of any Japancsc
consensus. Japan, for the first time in half
a century, is actively involved (albeit
initially nominally and in a rcar and
logistic role} in a war. It is bound to com-
plicate the sort of independent, humani-
tarian role that Japan might have played
if committed to the peace principle as an
alternative way of contributing to the
international community.

In 1918, a Japanese force was dis-
patched, nominally to rescue Czech
soldiers stranded in Russia by the Bolshe-
vik revolution. Actually, the aim was to
fish in the troubled waters of Siberia,
Mongolia and Manchuria in the wake of
the Bolshevik revolution, in order to
advance Japanese national and imperial
interests. Eventually 70,000 men were
sent. Only after four years and huge
expense did they return, having attained
nothing but the sowing of secds of dis-
trust among their supposed allies {includ-
ing the US). One can only wonder what
will be the eventual cost of the present
Afghan expedition, and when and how
the SDF will return to Japan.

The Japanesec antennae remain firmly
dirccted across the Pacific, striving to
understand and accommodate Washing-
ton, but insensitive to continental neigh-
bours in China, Korea and South East
Asia, regions that once bore the brunt of
Japan's aggression. Japan’s pole-star from
1945 has always been the US, but the UN
was also, for a long time, the focus of
hopeful idealism. Now the US star alone
lights Japan’s path and the UN is side-
lincd, even as Japan presses its case for a
Security Council scat.

For Japan and Australia, the two
richest and most advanced industrial
societies of East Asia and the Western
Pacific, both with complex civil societics,
to opt for ‘200 per cent’ support for
Washington is to weaken the hold of
intcrnational institutions and inter-

national law. Tt is also doubtful if their
choice will do anything to improve
regional security and stability. Australia’s
relations with its nearest neighbour,
Indonesia, a largely Islamic country, have
sunk to such a level that Indonesian Pres-
ident Megawati refused even to answer
Australian Prime Minister Howard’s
telephone calls, or to mecet him in
Shanghai during the APEC conference in
October. Mcanwhile, Japan's neighbours
watch with scarcely concealed concern
as the peace constitution is eviscerated
and Japan’s armed forces once again
venture forth carrying the Hinomaru
(the same flag as their predecessors) into
Asia.

Japan and Australia resemble each
other in the way their leaders combine
servility towards the US, especially its
president, with coldness and insensitivity
towards the victims of the Afghan
tragedy: Japan refuses to admit any but
the tiniest handful of refugecs—22 in
2000. In 1999-2000, Australia, with its
much smaller population, admitted 447
Afghan refugees, as compared with
around 10,000 each for the US, Canada,
and Germany. Both Japan and Australia,
in defiance of the UNHCR position on
how such refuge seekers should be
treated, incarcerate those without proper
papers, and Australia mobilises its
military in greater numbers to prevent
refuge seckers landing on its shores than
it does to support the US war effort. Japan
would almost certainly do the same if
circumstances required it.

US policy seems designed to create
new structures of global dependency
based on its power and wealth. But
neither wealth nor power can disguise the
fact that, in the strict sensc of a state that
places itsclf above and outside the law,
the US is itself increasingly an outlaw
state. As multilateral and law-based
institutions disappear or dissolve under
a single Washington umbrella, so the
Taliban (and its clones) are likely to grow.
Neither Australia nor Japan has ever been
sensitive to export of terrorism from the
United States in the past {although with-
out the support of all threc it is certain
that the Suharto dictatorship could not
have been established, let alone have held
sway so long, in Indonesia). Many of
those who observe events from outside
the major Western metropolitan centres
note that what is truly distinctive about
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September 11 is that terrorism came
home to the heartland, the US getting
‘the taste of what goes on around the
world on a daily basis, from Sarajevo to
Grozny, from Rwanda to Sierra Leonc’,
as a commentator in Isracl noted. As the
‘coalition’ (itsclf including countrics
whose policies within their own borders
might well be described as terroristic) was
put together, Robert Fisk, Middle East
correspondent for the London Independ-
ent, observed, ‘We arc not fighting inter-
national terrorism, we are fighting
Amcrica’s enemies ... This region of the
Middle East is filled with terrorists, many
of whom are our friends.’

Japan’s problems of identity, meaning
and role in the world are rooted in the
syndrome described by critical Japanesc
scholars as ‘parasite nationalism’. The
prospects for both global order and
regional community in East Asia arc
diminished as multilateral and law-based
institutions are superseded in the con-
struction of a US-led coalition, and new
structures of global dependency based on
power and wealth are created under the
US umbrella, outside of international
law. Post-September 11, 2001, a ‘new
order’ may be emerging, but much
about it looks familiar and it is not at
all clear that we will be better off under
it. Japan commits much, and will be
required to commit much more as the
crisis evolves.

By late October, as the scale of the
bombing, its conscquences in civilian
casualties and the widespread terror and
dislocation of people became clear, what-
ever shreds of theoretical justification in
international law had c¢xisted in Septem-
ber were vanishing in the smoke, debris
and devastation of war. Arundhati Roy,
the Indian novelist who combines a
passion, insight and imagination that
contrasts sharply with the military
‘realism’ of so many commentators,
writes prophetically:

Put your ear to the ground in this part of
the world, and you can hear the thrum-
ming, the deadly drumbecat of burgconing
anger ... The smart missiles are just not
smart enough. They’re blowing up whole
warchouses of suppressed fury.

Gavan McCormack is Professor of Pacific
and Asian History in the Research School
of Pacific and Asian Studies at the
Australian National University.
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Quest

HE WORD 'GENOCIDE’ combines the
ancient Greek genos, meaning race or tribe,
with the Latin cide, mecaning kill. Although
the occurrence of genocide is as old as
civilisation, the word itself was coined in
1944 by Raphacl Lemkin, an émigré Polish
j st, who wished to devise a particular
descriptive term to fit the enormity of the
Holocaust. Just how well it could be made
to fit other scenes of human atrocity, in
other moments and periods of history, has
been much disputed.

In his latest work, An Indelible Stain?
The Question of Genocide in Australia’s
History, it is this initial, broad application
of the word ‘genocide’ that Henry Reynolds
t 2s as his starting point. His concern is
with the dispute over the meaning and
applicability of the word.

Lemkin’s original use of the word covers,
quite well it would scem, two clearly
discernible periods in the last 213 years of
Australia’s history. The first phase, that of
the fronticr moment, was when white
scttlers established a relative monopoly
over the use of the land and its resources.
This phasc cntailed, as incevitable cffect,
the destruction of the ‘mational pattern of
the oppressed’ (Lemkin, Axis Rule in
Occupied Europe]. In the Australian context
this means that Indigenous people could no
longer live in the way they had been living
for many thousands of years.

Historian A.G.L. Shaw has described
this state of affairs as tragic—tragic in the
Hegelian sense of the word. Shaw argucs
that what took place during the fronticer
phasc of Australian history was a conflict
‘not between right and wrong, in which the
wrong emerges triumphant, but between
right and right ... between two irreconcil-
able conceptions of what is right, in which
one or other must inevitably be overcome.’

Lemkin’s ‘genocide’ has multiple
applications. It also covers the policies of
assimilation that successive governments
began to implement from the 1920s and
1930s. Here we witness ‘the imposition of
the national pattern of the oppressor upon
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the oppressed group’ {Lemkin). In this phase,
old modes and customs of life, thought,
communication and feeling—language,
stories, memories, familial relations—are
abolished.

Yet although Lemkin coined the term,
and went on to play a significant part in the
United Nations Genocide Convention, the
final ratified definition of ‘genocide’ (and
therefore, ideally, what governments and
people could be held responsible for)
departed from his original formulation in a
crucial question of intent. Under the UN's
revised, narrower definition, as Reynolds
pointsout, ‘measures resulting in the partial
or total destruction of a group but taken
without the intention of such purpose and
result do not fall under the definition’.
Thercfore, under the Convention, such
mecasures do not constitute acts of geno-
cide. So while much of what Indigenous
people in Australia have experienced  as
had the effect of genocide, the issuc of
intentionremains unresolved. Itisth  hat
Reynolds attempts to clarify.
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While noting misgivings about the
Conv  :on’s limited definition, Reynolds
applies it to key episodes of Australian
history—the smallpox epidemic of 1789,
the ‘Black Wars' of Tasmania in the 1820s,
the spread of pastoralists and other settlers
in mainland Australia throughout the 19th
centurv and the government policies of
assim  tionin the 20th. He examines each
situation in a manner that manages to be
both metici  us—drawing upon a wide
range [ sources—and succinct. It does
Reynolds credit that while his underlying
sentiment is discernible throughout—ade
avers:  to the actual treatment of Indig-
enous peoples since 1788—the narrative
very rarely slips into polemic. His endeav-
our has been to produce ‘a carcful and
recasonably dispassionate investigation of
the topic’ of genocide in Australian history.
He succeceds.

Reynolds attempts to steer a middle
course between the two poles of political
and popular debate. While some refuse to
countcnance the idea that genocide—Dby
any d 1ition—could cver have happened
here,  iers presume that it has, according
to Revnolds, ‘marked the whole history of
Abori al-whiterelations’. Reynolds’ great
enemy remains whathe calls that ‘ignorance
[which]appears to encourage sweeping and
definitive pronouncements’. Indeed his
book  ser bows to the temptation of neat
cencapsulation, terse, robust or final
conclusions on the matter. No. Most of his
speculation, whilc freely pointing to
previous crror in past and current
understandings, remains open-ended—
which, of course, is a tribute to Reynolds’
ability and brecadth of discernment. His
judgment is continually deferred in the
quest for deeper understanding. Each situa-
tion becomes, when viewed through the

Reynolds lens, an opportunity for
further exploration.

HE BOOK'S BACK cover is punctuated by a
1 nber of questions. Although not
specifically given in the work, some broad
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Se«sonal pickirnigs

e A TE SPRING—it brings on hayfever.
It’s also an intcresting time for theatre
fans, becausce it’s about then that most
of our major companies launch their sub-
scription seasons for the following year.
I've got snazzy brochures from three of
the four state theatre companics plus a
couple of others, and they promise an
interesting year ahead.

They also reveal a continuing trend
away from the tried-and-true practice of
the past two decades.

For many years, the Mclbournc
Theatre Company’s artistic dircctor, John
Sumner, ran with a formula that almost
became a‘golden mean’ for the subsidised
state theatres. That is, an annual season,
typically madc up of about one-third new
and extant Australian plays, one-third
contemporary plays from abroad and one-
third classics {as plays written before the
beginning of the 20th century arc now
called). His counterparts in Sydney (with
aslightly higher percentage of Australian
plays), Brisbane {with more emphasis on
recent British writing] and Adelaide
(leaving aside an ill-fated experiment
with all-Australian drama in 1996-97)
broadly followed suit for most of the
1980s and carly 1990s.

No such formula scems to apply in the
carly years of the present decade,
although the Sydney Theatre Company's
2002 scason of 11 mainstage plays comes
close, with four premieres of Australian
works, three classics, two new English
plays, one extant American drama and an
adaptation of an English literary classic.
But across the state theatre sector, it’s the
classics that have fallen by the wayside.

Writing in Theatre Australia in 1981,
John Bell—then a director at Nimrod
Theatre in Sydney when that company
was pushing cver closer to mainstream
status—said that he ‘couldn’t exist in a
theatre without the classics. A theatre
without classics is like a man without a
memory.” Looking at 2002 for the STC,
the MTC and the Queensland Theatre
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Company (which will produce 28 plays
between them), we find just five classics.
Gone is the long-predictable annual
Shakespcare. The only play of his to be
scen across the sector next year is QTC's
Richard INl—in a collaboration with the
Bell Shakespeare Company.

Ironically, it is Bell’s own company
that has partly relieved the state theatres
of their perceived need or obligation to
prescrve what he called our theatrical
‘memory’.

Australian work, however, stands up
well. Tony McNamara has two plays
coming up {one each for STC and MTC]
while David Williamson’s latest annual
event, Soulmates, premicres at STC
before going to MTC, presumably as a
buy-in. In return, STC gets Simon
Phillips” adaptation for MTC of Charles
Dickens’ Great Expectations. The other
adaptation is Michael Gow’s version of
Henry Handel Richardson’s The Fortunes
of Richard Mahony, which is a co-
production by QTC {who do it first) and
Playbox in Mclbourne, together with the
Brisbanc Festival and the Melbourne
International Festival of the Arts. Other
wecll-known playwrights to have new
work up in this sector arc Joanna My 1y-
Smith {MTC} and Nick Enright [STC],
while lesser-known writers to be seen
next ye ~v Up (STC),
Kathryn Ash and Bille Brown {both at
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QTC). Australian content (counting the
adaptations) thus looks like rcaching 36
per cent of the total three-company
repertoire.

The big winner in recent years has
clearly been the new and extant reper-
toire from abroad. With three new plays
from America, plus two old plays by
Tennessee Williams and one from Sam
Shepard, the USA clearly ads the way
in 2002. The UK will be represented by
five works, two by old hands Michacel
Frayn and Alan Bennett and three by
relative newcomers. All three companies
are f¢  uring work from the USA and the
UK. A new play by Frenchwoman
Yasn 1c Reza (for MTC) and an earlier
one from South African Athol Fugard (for
QTC) take the contemporary foreign

component up to 46 per cent
across the three state companies.

Iwo LONG-STANDING trends, however,

show Hsigns of changing next year. One
is that the state theatre sector is still no
place for women playwrights. Murray-
Smith, Reza, and Kathryn Ash arc the only
three with mainstage works next year.

The other is the extent of buy-ins from
and co-productions with other companics.
Apart from the STC/MTC exchange of
Williamson for Dickens, MTC is also
buying Frayn's Copenhagen from the
STC. So the brochure total of 31 new
productions is actually only 28. Once co-
productions—like the QTC's with
Playbox and Bell—are factored in, we
continue to see a decline in the number
of new productions actually mounted by
the subsidised major theatre organisa-
tions, despite the infusion of new fund-
ing after the Nugent report.

That said, the new seasons do look
pretty good. The increasing cmphasis on
the 1w and the contemporary (from
home and abroad) is welcome and is
clearlv aimed at the younger audience

t  companie: :desperate to woo.
Interestingly, though, the companics




are finding different ways to do this.

STC’s mainstage scason looks fairly
orthodox. Bankable new plays by Wil-
liamson and Enright are offset by further
ncw Australian work from Andrew
Upton and Tony McNamara (both on
commission) and some hot new writing
from abroad, plus The Glass Menagerie.
STC's classics arc enticing; they're doing
the rarely seen Volpone by Ben Jonson
and Life is a Dream by Calderon de la
Barca (the latter in a new adaptation by
Sydney writer Beatrix Christian and
controversial young associate dircector
Benedict Andrews) as well as the
perennial A Doll’s House (also adapted
by Christian).

With ten new productions (plus the
MTC buy-in), STC is the most prolific,
but it’s their so-called ‘add-ons’ that show
us where director Robyn Nevin is going.
First, there is an entrepreneurial collab-
oration with the Festival of Sydney to
bring the Théatre du Soleil from Europe
to Australia for the first time. Then there
is an ongoing commitment to The Wharf
Revue, with Jonathan Biggins, Phil Scott
¢t al. maintaining the Tilbury Hotel
tradition under the STC umbrella. On top
of this are three further productions (a
new take on Macbeth, a revival of Wesley
Enoch’s and Dcborah Mailman’s The 7
Stages of Grieving and a new German
black comedy by David Gieselmann)
which lie outside the mainstage season.
They're all part of what is now called the
‘Wharf 2 Blueprints’ program under
Benno Andrews’ general direction; this

{by various namcs, like New Stages) has
been part of STC’s program to develop
emerging talent and to attract new
audiences sincce at least 1988, when Baz
Luhrman’s Strictly Ballroom first appeared
as a small-scale stage show.

Michacl Gow (who also ran the STC's
developmental program for some years)
is now into his third season at QTC—
sub-titled ‘Look Inside 2002’—and he,
too, is striking out in new dircctions—
putting audience and artist development
together in a pretty brave style and, like
STC, QTC is spreading its nine
productions over four venues (the
Cremorne, the Playhouse, the New Shed
and the Powerhouse} in a very sensible
bid to match horses for courses.

Simon Phillips’ second MTC season
(of nine new productions plus two buy-
ins) aims, by contrast, at an audience
acculturated by TV and commercial
theatre. Sub-titled ‘MTC puts stars in
your eyces in 2002’, the media pack and
brochure unashamedly prioritise the
‘array of internationally acclaimed
theatre artists’ ahead of the ‘dynamic mix
of exciting new work and great classics’
(ignoring the fact that there are no classic
plays in the season). The brochure
stresscs the ‘experience of seeing an actor
working in the flesh’ {don’t theatregoers
normally sec them doing this?} and then
routinely features the actors before the
plays they are appearing in. Thus, we are
apparently to sce Guy Pearce in Tennes-
see Williams’ Sweet Bird of Youth, Kim
Gyngell in Blue/Orange (by Joe Penhall),

David Wenham in Sam Shepard’s True
West, and so on.

Mclbourne’s Playbox has also put
together an enterprising scason. It begins
with an Indigenous theatre festival, called
Blak Inside, with six new Koori Victorian
plays to be staged over four weeks in
association with Ilbijerri Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander Theatre Co-
opcrative. This replaces the popular
Inside 2000 and Inside 2001 mini-seasons
in an exciting new way. The season then
has two revivals (the ubiquitous Stolen
and Svetlana in Slingbacks); new works
by Jenny Kemp, Ben Ellis (whose Post
Felicity falls outside the subscription
program), Michael Gurr and Joanna
Murray-Smith; a buy-in of La Boite’s
Milo's Wake from Brisbane and co-
productions of Richard Mahony with
QTC and a new Daniel Keene play, Half
and Half, with the Kecne/Taylor Theatre
Project. Ncedless to say, all of Playbox’s
scason is Australian-made and about half
of it features women playwrights.

Meanwhile, the completely unsub-
sidised Ensemble Theatre in Sydney also
looks strong in 2002, with a new play by
John Misto, a revival of David William-
son’s 1997 play After the Ball, Arthur
Miller’s All My Sons, four new American
plays and possibly the last play from
Simon Gray. Mainstrcam theatre sub-
scribers look set for a satisfying year in
2002.

Geoffrey Milne tcaches theatre and
drama at La Trobe University.
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Nicole Kidman, who is having a very
creative year, is marvellous as Grace (and
incidentally recalls Grace Kelly in many
ways), the driven, tense mother of two
children who have alife-threateningallergy
to light. They inhabit a grey, lonely manor
house in Jersey at the end of World War II.
The resulting gloomis resplendently photo-
graphed: the cinematographer playsusona
line of chiaroscuro, fog and sudden charges
of light that scare as much as the dark.

The two children are played with a
worrying intensity by Alakina Mann and
James Bentley. One hopes that no harm
comes to them from playing such games:
the things dealt with here are as dark as The
Innocents and as frightening.

But where Amenadbar shines is in the
way he makes you care about Kidman even
as she alienates you: the very first frame of
the film has her shrieking awake from a bad
dream. As the plot unfolds (or twists up) all
the nightmares about isolation, fear of the
dark, the Scylla and Charybdis of funda-
mentalism and anomie—all of these
confront her and us too.

Anyone who tells you the ending is not
your friend. —]Juliette Hughes

Grimble grumble

There's Only One Jimmy Grimble, dir. John
Hay. This one’s making an inexplicable pit
stop at Australian cinemas on its way to the
video store. Yes, if you believe in yourself,
you’ll be happier and more successful. But
no, a feature film based solely on this
premise doesn’t cut it. Especially if you’ve
already seen Billy Elliot.

Young Jimmy is a downtrodden Man-
chesterlad. He’sbullied at school; hismum’s
dating a loser; his mum'’s stopped dating
the one bloke he liked; he’s short; he’s got
jug ears. Worst of all, he can play soccer like
adream, but only if no-one’s watching him.
In front of an audience, he ‘cacks his pants’,
as he puts it.

But things take a turn for the better
when Jimmy layshis hands on some ‘magic’
soccer boots, and thereafter it’s onward to
the soccer finals for his school team, Jimmy
the confident hero all—or almost all—the
way. But it’s not really the boots, is it?

It’s just as well that [immy Grimble is
graced with some fine acting and the down-
beat comedy that seems compulsory in films
set in Manchester. Lewis McKenzie, as
Jimmy, moves from glum to jubilant in an
easy crack of the face and you barrack for
him all the way. Robert Carlyle turns in a

performance as Jimmy’s washed-up soccer
coach that’s predictable in its skill but not
in its understatement. The whole cast is
sterling, in fact, thus significantly outshin-
ing the ha’penny plot. —XKate Manton

Reel life

Me You Them (Eu Tu Eles}, dir. Andrucha
Waddington. Like many films, Me You
Them has a twist at the end. But unlike the
unsettling effect most twists inflict on the
viewer, this one creates peace and unity.
Forty seconds before the end of this 102-
minute film, I was suddenly watching a
comedy—in that sense of a happy ending—
rather than a tragedy, which [ had assumed
all along was to be the film’s ultimate
trajectory.

Me You Them is a story of one woman,
Darlene (Regina Case}, who, through
circumstance and opportunism, ends up
living with three men simultaneously, and
having a son with each.

The film is set in Brazil in an arid, rural
landscape. The harsh, unrelenting light sets
a tone that filled me with misgivings about
the ultimate fate of Darlene and at least one
of her lovers, and possibly all of her sons.

But while thereis sacrifice and hardship

in this story, Darlene is no lamb on the altar
of a macho and misogynist culture. We are
aware of the possibility of her sacrifice; on
the family’s portable radio we hear stories
of women found murdered, victims of
retribution for infidelity.
We see Darlene making a
terrible choice for one
member of the family, a
fourth son whom she
sends to live with his
father. We never learn the
fate of Dimas although,
ominously, we see him
walking off with a large
man who holds the small
boy with one hand, and a
whip with the other.

Acknowledging the alternate, dire and
very real possibilities of Darlene’s life is
important—and the director certainly likes
to play with your fears for her—but
ultimately, the danger is not the central
interest. This film is interested in the
complexities of inter- and co-dependencies,
andhow, while unconventional, this house-
hold of one woman, three men and three
boys offers each member a sense of belong-
ing, of place—something not one of them
has at the beginning of the story.
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There is little or no romanticism in Me
You Them. Darlene does not become a
queen of a male harem. She works in the
cane fields to feed the family and, after
work, sorts out the jealousies and lusts of
each man. But there is raw energy and
gallons of life, and you have the pleasure of
leaving the cinema with a feeling that much
is right with the world.

—Annelise Balsamo

Over-run

The Princess and the Warrior, dir. Tom
Tykwer. In the sliver of space between the
asphalt and a truck chassis lies Sissi (Franka
Potente, below), a psychiatric nurse,
knocked down while leading a blind patient
across the road. She is dying. A young man,
Bodo (Benno Furmann), running from the
law, crawls under the truck to hide, and so
the Warrior and the Princess meet. Bodo
performs an emergency tracheotomy with
a drinking straw and an army knife, saves
Sissi’s life and disappears.

The combination of Sissi imagining her
life ebbing away and Bodo sucking and
spitting blood was compelling, and
unexpectedly (yet appropriately) erotic. If
only the film had maintained that level of
concentration and strangeness.

Tykwer’s last feature, Run Lola Run,
also starring Franka Potente, was enor-
mously popular, and for good reason. It was
rough and infectious—a light-hearted

anarchic fit. While The
Princess and the War-
rior is a much more
ambitious film in its
emotional scope and
plot complexity, it
falls well short of the
mark set by Lola.
Tykwerhasfallen over
somewhere on the
murky ground bet-
ween ambition and
achievement. An ad-
mirable stumbling ground perhaps, but not
fertile.

Ironically, if he had stopped the film
short (an hour short) The Princess and the
Warrior would have been much more sub-
stantial. At 130 minutes the material felt
stretched and the plot piled high with after-
thoughts and filler. And frankly, the ending
was woeful.

Still, there was cnough in Tykwer’s last
film {Lola) to make me look forward to his
next. —Siobhan Jackson
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