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_ - Movie makers come up against latest censor edict
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““We did. p;—t_ see Boat
People -as- a political film,
although some people saw it
as such,” he said.

_THE question  of political  ‘hatred or contenﬁh of the
government of Hongkong,
damage good relations with

often obscured by con- »
other 'territories, encourage

troversiés over the portrayal

- of sex and violence on the

screen, was raised recently

. after’ sections ‘of a recent

) _censorship in Hongkong,
|

l
i

‘ | nies it -

. locally made film fell to the
‘¢utting room floor. .

-“Home at Hongkong”

.was by no means a political

film, but the censors saw fit

_to. delete certain references
"~ to 1997, newsreel of Mar-
..garet Thatcher’s visit to

ongkong las;?'e;ar, and film
‘of the Cultural Revolution.

“:And there is growing dis-
quiet in the film indus-

-try_that censors will simply

‘niot..allow films that deal

~directly or indirectly with the -
‘fatore” of Hongkong to be
‘shown.

A number of dlrectors

~ and producers have already -
discussed making films with a

1997 theme, but they say it is
impossible to get financial
backing for -a film if the
-backers cannot be_ assured

 the-film will pass the censor.

" “This, is very .bad for the
serious film industry  in.-
Hongkong,” says Ann Hui,
director of the acclaimed-.
“Boat People”, “Directors
" automatically censor ' them-
selves, and will not touch

. sensitive subjects for fear of

their- films being cut. or
banned.” -
,SaidTErod’ucer John
Sham: “The message from
the censotship board is basi-
cally, don’t make any films
about 1997, and there’s no

. .way, investors will put up. ::

-money for such films in these
circumstances. It’s absolutely .
. stifling for the local film in-

~ dustry.”

. (gief government censor,
- Mr Pierre Lebrun, explainéd
that the basic tenet of politic-
hl censorship "in Hongkong
as the desire not to “dam-
lage Hongkong’s ‘good rela-
tions ‘with ‘other countries”.

¥ - But asked how “Home at

- ff Hongkong” - fell ‘into this
category, Mr Lebrun' said.

that certain references to
* 1997 had been cut for
another reason. : i
“We cut the bits that were
prejudicial‘to the outcome of
the "talks on Honﬁgon ’s fu-
. ture, directors should wait
for a result on the outcome of
their talks, it is mot their
business to decide what the
outcome of the talks would
be,” he said.
- He denied that the bits
were cut because they were
deemed offensive to China,
- on' the contrary, local critics

.~ have peiceived the film as
- enthissiastic on reunification.

. S0 ‘was :pressure. put on

. fhe’cqnsérs}:gy)gigheg ranking .
. government officials in.
'_'g_)ongkong? Mr Lebrun de-
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“The decision to cut the
film was made by our panel
of censors  alone, nobody
from outside told us to cut it
at all,” he said. . = .

But Mr Lebrun took

further exception to the use .

of documentary film in what
was a work of fiction, a tech-
nique used in many films that

have been passed by the cén-
“sors and shown in Hongkong
‘— most often in war films.

public.-disorder, unwarrant-
. ably offend religious bodies
-or _reputable local organisa-
. tions, -or provoke hatred be-
tween persons in Hongkong
‘of “differing race, colour,

class; - nationality, creed or
" sectional interest. o
i xpanding on  these

“ book states, “No film should
- be. banned simply be.cau%g

~is political in nature. or hys

propaganda 'fc:}' 1ts sole or

main purpose.”
.+ The book then goes on to

-qualify, this statement. - - .

" The film would. be liable: *

for cuts or a ban if it-was.
deemed likely to cause a -
.breach of the peace, or in-:
spire groups to organise sedi-

" tious, or subversive under- ;

. include attacks on-othér.gov-

ground bodies. - . :
““Further, films should not .

ernments or nationd] leaders,

<particularly if they were like-

y . to -be resented or cause-

i. emotion- amongst: Hongkong:

: audience. <’

i
i

“It, is 'the “policy of the -

department: not to mix up

real people in a fictionalised ;
*|. seriously stifled.

story, because it may give

ple the wrong impress-

1on,” he said.

‘Misleading

“T dop’t know why they

put the documentary bits in,
they were :gratuitous, and

misleadilg;before the talks ™

on Hongkong’s future are

settled, it is not the job.of --

- directors to seitle the future

- of Hongkong.” - .

Many film directors feel -

just as strongly it'is not Mr- |

Lebrun’s job to decide what -
they can or cannot include i "

therr. films. -

" “I. don’t know what he’s:."
‘talking about,” said John -
Sham..“No directors are talk-- :
ing -about settling: the future :
-of Hongkong; we're - talking |

about creative- fiction.”

- The governmeént’s . Own
- Film "Censorship Standards- :

~ “Purported. descriptions.
of 'very. recent ‘or- current
activity should be scrutinised

\carefully for ‘material likely -
o provoke quarrels in audi-

ces which include  political

uldtions. gives the censor .
carte blanche to cut what he
‘wants, the result is that their
freedom or willingness to -

{ produce controversial or -

even “relevant” local films is

Director, Leung Po-chih,.
sees certain elements of. the -
local film industry turning to

- stifled ‘there ‘will be a lot of

" tainly many films that ate

- guide’ book. outlnes films or ,: -

arts -.of films that will be .
“ligble for censorship on poli- ¢

ilms "that provoke

:tica}‘ I.gronmds.
el -4

‘"oversensitive,” -says Mr

‘more “socially aware” sub- |

jects, “and if these films are

anger,” he:says, :

- It is generally accepted

that the censors "are dis-

-ciminatory - in their inter-

.E;gtatiqn -of the “guide
ook” at their disposal, cer-

g:ssed - could - easily have
en deleted. N
“The real aim of the cen-
sorship seems to be to pro-
tect the ‘Hongkong .govern-
ment,; but even then they are

Leung. - - - -
“Boat People”, for exam-
ple, was passed-intact by the |
censor, "despite ‘its portrayal
of “the current - Vietnamese
regime in 2 less than favour- '
able light,"why ?*Mr Lebrun,
explains. -~ -

ts'in a later chapter; the

ponents,” it goes on..
. Many local film directors
feel thét 'thiﬁ,:Wei%htf of ‘reg:

- g'l'mmrfsg ct to have all
. traces of the wssue sliced fron
- “their films? . -] om

. sitivities of the p

But Mr Lebrun then con-
ceded, “It was attacking an
ideology if not a country.”
. Ann Hui'says she was
confident “Boat: People”
would not have trouble with
the Hongkong censors after
the script was passed by the

- - Chinese authorities: (it was

filmed on the island of Hai-
nan). " .
_ In the case of the “Deer

- . Hunter”, which was also pas-

sed under the more stringent
rules for television, Mr Leb-
run says, “it represented the
Vietnamese Communists as.
barbarians, ‘but it also.
showed the ;American sol-
~diers in not too good a light.”

Offence i

Mr Lebrun admits that he
and his team of censors are
particularly “careful” in deal-
mg with" films that might
cause offence to the Chinese.
.. “Because of our proxim-
ity to China and the fact that
our relations with China have,
never been so good we take

“the attitude, why rock the
boat? Certainly wé are more
careful in our approach.” . .
. It was-in"this context, he.
_said, that a. number of films
~irom'Taiwa_11 had dot been
iranted a licence in" Hong-
-XODg In recent years,
.- Mr Lebrun added that he.
knew of no direct pressure
for film censorship here
’being applied by the ghmﬁe
authorities - themselves,
.although - he conceded that
.complaints. may have: been
made to- government .above
hishead. " -

b b co e st
uncomplimentary - reference
'to the Un_ite_dfagyiates’-,,tfn =
" So what of the future, and
the likelihood of more refer-
- ences-to 1997 creeping into
locally ‘made films. Can

“It depends on the con-

‘ ::::t of the story. We won’t

everything-that is related
to.1997’,f’-_‘;heigsaid.§ _ ‘a‘ .
. “But if it-offends the sen-

 sitiy t le, orifit -
:Scares people ‘stiff, or if it
- precludes the outcome of the
tatks, or.if the director sets
- himself up to make a decision
on the outcome before: the
diplomats do, then we will

eut it,” he said.




