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Abstract

The following artist’s statement and accompanying script examine the process of playwriting in
creating and developing the full-length play, The Genuine Article. Based on George DuPre’s
fictional World War Il account that was published as fact and documented by Quentin Reynolds
in The Man Who Wouldn't Talk, the play reveals DuPre’s potential motivation for lying about his

true identity.
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INTRODUCTION

The true story of George DuPre proved an ideal subject for my full-length thesis play.
There are a number of reasons for this: first of all, he is a local historical figure and, therefore,
carries an inherent interest for me as | was born and raised in Calgary, Alberta. If there is a
deficit of knowledge about our local history, then the public replaying of such narratives could
serve a collective need to understand our community’s past. Secondly, his story has numerous
applications as it touches on several universal themes; reaching beyond the confines of its time
and place. George’s fictional tale of wartime exploits as he told it to Quentin Reynolds reveals
connections between storytelling and identity; masculinity and war; truth and journalism—
among others. It was these relationships I sought to explore through writing The Genuine Article.
Thirdly, the format of a play permits an audience to engage with his narrative and, through that
engagement, understand the weight it carried. For an audience member unfamiliar with George
DuPre, their experience of the play is intended to—at least in some ways—mirror that of a
person following the breaking story in 1953 and, by so doing, understand how the public was
deceived. Finally, it presented a personal, academic and literary challenge for me to undertake
writing such an expansive play. While I have written plays in the past, | have never completed a
project on this scale. The narrative moves quickly over geographical and temporal terrain as well
as between theatrical worlds. Learning how to execute those shifts proved integral to the writing
process. The scope of the play offered me the chance to develop further the playwriting tools |
acquired over the last year and a half in the MFA program.

Each of the four chapters in this artist’s statement focuses on a different aspect of The
Genuine Article. The first chapter uncovers, as much as possible, the real George DuPre. When
did he begin telling his lie and what pressure—social or otherwise—was he under that prompted
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him to do so? What did he actually do during World War 11?7 How was his life altered after Doug
Collins broke the story of his deceit? How was his relationship with Muriel, his wife, affected by
his public shaming? Based on the extensive research | conducted throughout the writing process,
this chapter attempts to paint an accurate portrait of the man | investigated as the basis for the
protagonist of my play.

Chapter two focuses on how my research was incorporated into the body of the text itself.
While the historical research | conducted offered a significant amount of raw data, distilling that
information into the form of a play was a separate process. This chapter examines why I chose to
structure the play the way | have and how that decision facilitates—and comments upon—the
content. It also seeks to explain which aspects of the play were my own inventions and how
those elements were blended with the material obtained during the research phase.

The third chapter investigates The Genuine Article through several critical lenses with a
concentration on story, identity and masculinity. Reflecting on the play from multiple analytical
perspectives reveals the ideological foundations of the text and allows those ideas to come into
conversation with each other. The concepts explored in this chapter are indicative of the ideas it
is anticipated an audience will extract from a performance of the play.

Chapter four explores how the rehearsal for—and performance of—a staged reading of
The Genuine Article at the 2013 Taking Flight festival influenced edits and additions to the text.
I conclude this chapter by discussing the lessons | have learned through this process, with a

special focus on the process of developing plays based on historical figures.



CHAPTER 1: THE REAL GEORGE DUPRE

Sifting through the various newspaper articles, essays and book excerpts that comprise
the majority of the material devoted to George DuPre, it is difficult to separate fact from fiction.
Who was the real George DuPre? What did he actually do during World War 11? Was he a man
who constantly told tall tales, or was his story of being drafted by Special Operations Executive,
working with the French Resistance, surviving torture at the hands of the Gestapo, escaping and
returning to England the only fiction he told? The central dramatic question of The Genuine
Article asks: why would someone invent such an incredibly complex and detailed story? This
question also proves valuable in attempting to uncover the man himself. Revealing why he lied
may permit a degree of understanding as to what he was struggling to suppress or supplant
within himself. This chapter aims to offer an accurate representation of who George DuPre truly
was by defining his actual war experience and the effects of living in Canada after the Second
World War.

By assuming the character of an ex-British Intelligence agent and telling a fictional war
story, DuPre claimed he was attempting “to prove, especially to the young, that a man with faith
can endure anything” (qtd. in Time). In spite of this, his claim of attempting to spread a religious
message is curiously inadequate. If it is true that “in the days immediately following the war, he
found that his message fell on more receptive ears if backed by a personal story,” (Reader’s
Digest 108) then he truly did believe he was functioning as a vessel for the word of God. It is
conceivable that the deployment of a personal narrative, regardless of whether it was true or not,
would be more compelling for an audience. Nevertheless, if his religious conviction was as a
legitimate as he claims, then this explanation fails to take into account that he knowingly violated
the ninth commandment. Furthermore, no matter how grand his ambitions may have been, by
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deceiving his audience, DuPre breached an unwritten contract between the storyteller and the
listener.

Conceivably, he never expected his story to gain as extensive a following as it did. He
probably never anticipated that his fictional narrative would be published as a book and sold as
truth. Did the story really begin as a benign tale with a religious message but, through the telling
and retelling of it, built it up until it eventually snowballed out of control? That is, after all, how
DuPre described the situation once he was exposed:

The story eventually got bigger than | was. | was only a means of telling it. |
honestly felt | had a message — that no man can survive without faith in God... I
thought this story of tremendous self-sacrifice was a means of leading youth — and
grownups, too — to new insight into what man can be capable of. The story may
not have been true but the message is the truest thing in the world. (Dupre gtd. in
Reader’s Digest 108)
Had DuPre woven his web of lies so tightly around himself that he was starting to believe his
own fiction? The last lines of Collins’ revelatory article suggest this as a credible possibility:
“Asked today by The Herald whether he had any statement to make before the paper went to
press, Mr. DuPre said: ‘Nothing. Except that [ have been advised that my story is not a true
story’” (Herald 13 Nov. 1953). The odd phrasing of this last sentence seems to indicate that he
was completely absorbed by his own fiction and had only just been informed of its falsehood.
Then again, it could merely be the sheepish response of a man publicly exposed as a liar. By the
time The Man Who Wouldn 't Talk was published, had DuPre told the story so many times to so
many people that he was simply unable to come clean out of embarrassment? As with so many
instances in the strange case of George DuPre, there is no way to be certain.
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What is clear is that, for DuPre at least, there was a powerful association between his
identity and his story. Even though he did not accept any financial compensation for the book, by
accepting recognition for his fictional wartime exploits, DuPre’s true identity was superseded by
a new one. The question then follows: why did he desire the recognition he did not deserve and
had not rightfully earned? Was there something about his true self he believed to be inadequate?
In his first of five lectures on The Triumph of Narrative, Robert Fulford uses George
DuPre to illustrate his observations on the interconnected relationship between personal narrative
and identity. Fulford points towards a psychological justification for his tale: “When the truth
about us feels inadequate, we may try to rewrite it, so that it comes closer to what we believe is
expected of us” (17). So while DuPre may have been a religious man who considered it his
responsibility to share his faith in God with a younger generation, Fulford presents a more
satisfying reason for his duplicitousness:
We can guess that he was a born storyteller, someone who found it easy to
organize facts into orderly tales to amuse himself and those around him. And after
the Second World War, his world was filled, or so it must have seemed, with
people who were able to tell enthralling wartime stories. At that time, the
expression “He had a good war” meant that he came home carrying tales of
excitement and adventure. (19-20)

Was DuPre’s sense of identity and perhaps even his sense of masculinity threatened by the lack

of “a good war” story? Ultimately, there is no way to confirm Fulford’s assertion but, if true, it

offers a tantalizing view into the mind of George DuPre and the motivation behind his deception.

Furthermore, Fulford’s assessment of the nature of the relationship between narrative and



identity provides a new and intriguing lens with which to view the play itself, which is expanded
upon in chapter three.

The pressure for returning soldiers to have “a good war” story is illustrated in a review of
Reynolds’ book by Herbert Mitgang. The review was published in The New York Times on 1
November 1953, prior to Doug Collins revealing DuPre’s fabrication, under the title “Quiet
Hero.” While the review is generally positive, Mitgang claims that “The story loses interest after
the war when Mr. DuPre returns to Canada as an understated hero wondering what it all adds up
to... and chooses the normal life of a gentleman.” Unbeknownst to the reviewer at the time,
DuPre had in fact only led “the normal life of a gentleman” and had genuinely failed to live up to
the burden of having “a good war.” He goes on to say that, “This incongruous anticlimax, after a
fairly interesting war adventure story, may strike some readers as a crashing oversimplification.”
Mitgang’s referral to DuPre’s real life as anticlimactic hints at the overwhelming pressure DuPre
must have felt, since the facts of his life were perceived as boring, especially when placed in
close proximity to his invented exploits.

Fulford’s deduction that George DuPre “was a born storyteller” is supported by an article
that appeared in the Lebanon Daily News on 16 November 1953. “Canadian’s Tall Story of
Spying Revealed as Hoax” reads the eye-catching title, which goes on to explain DuPre’s
penchant for telling tall tales. According to the article, DuPre was well-known as a spinner of
yarns by the townsfolk of The Pas, Manitoba:

The 4,000 residents of the town had only to check the dates in the spy yarn,
because George DuPre, now manager of a chemical company in Calgary, was a
game warden in the Pas for three years in the late 1930’s. His former
townspeople, reached by telephone, recalled George as an entertaining young man
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who always had interesting stories to relate. They liked the stories, one resident
said, but they took them with a grain of salt. (15)
If this excerpt is correct—though there is no way to verify the author’s claim of contacting
residents of “[T]he Pas”—DuPre was indeed a natural “born storyteller.” Was it this inherent
quality combined with the pressure of having “a good war” that provoked him to invent such an
incredibly complex and detailed lie?

In reality, according to Douglas Dales of the New York Times, George DuPre “enlisted in
the R.C.A.F. in May, 1942” and from there “was sent to England for seventeen days of training
early in 1943 and was then assigned to a post on the West Coast of Canada. In April, 1945, he
was assigned to Yorkshire, England, and was there for six months before his return to Canada
and his discharge” (15 Nov. 1953). This brief passage illustrates just how banal DuPre must have
considered his wartime experience, especially when summed up in a few short sentences.
However, when compared with Time magazine’s article from 23 November 1953, it becomes a
little more difficult to ascertain what exactly DuPre did during the war. “[DuPre] had spent a
total of 13 months with an intelligence unit in England, where he had been a flight lieutenant.
But at about the time the Gestapo was supposed to be torturing him, DuPre was safely back in
Canada.” Collins was able to prove, beyond a shadow of a doubt, that DuPre was never in
France. The question remains: how long was DuPre actually in England? Was it six months or
thirteen months or somewhere in between? Since he seems to have been in England for a
considerable length of time, what was he actually doing there?

Unfortunately, sixty years later, securing the details of his real war experience is
frustratingly difficult. As Quentin Reynolds describes in his “An Explanation” that was included
in the third printing of The Man Who Wouldn 't Talk: “DuPre hadn’t gone overseas until 1943...
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[and] had never worked for British Intelligence” (4). Reader’s Digest asserts that “although he
had taken an intensive Intelligence training course he had never worked for British Intelligence”
(106). While the details appear fuzzy from this vantage point, the general shape of DuPre’s real
war experience is clear. He went to England for a brief period of time—somewhere between six
months and thirteen months—received training but never worked for Special Operations
Executive and returned safely to Canada.

Then again, is that really the whole story? Bob McKee, a journalist for the now defunct
newspaper The Albertan wrote a brief follow-up article on George DuPre, which was published
15 June 1977. At least one of the details mentioned in the article is remarkably inaccurate,
especially considering the subject matter. McKee refers to the fictional character DuPre invented
for himself as “Paul Couchette” instead of “Pierre Touchette” as mentioned repeatedly in The
Man Who Wouldn 't Talk. While this places any other facts that can be gleaned from the article in
doubt, McKee indicates that DuPre’s actual wartime experience included working as “an
intelligence officer but at a base in the north of England.” Again, there seems to be a discrepancy
here as to whether or not DuPre actually worked for British Intelligence. The key here is when
McKee goes on to say that, “His job [was] to interview airmen who had been forced down and
who, with the help of the underground resistance, had escaped from France.” While seemingly of
trivial importance, this minute detail supports Fulford’s assumption that DuPre was surrounded
by war stories superior to his own, adding weight to the idea that he perceived himself as
inadequate. This point is emphasized by Reynolds himself as he explains that DuPre’s real “job
had been to interview airmen who had gone down in France and then escaped with the help of

the underground. DuPre had learned all that he knew about life under the Nazis from such men”



(By Quentin Reynolds 329). If he was debriefing downed pilots, this would position DuPre to
have access to a significant amount of detail, which he could draw upon to support his fiction.

After arriving home, he began to talk: “When Mr. DuPre returned from war service, he
discussed his experience with his neighbors. Word got around and he was invited to talk before a
church meeting in his home town,” explains Douglas Dales, in a brief account of the years
leading up to DuPre’s introduction to Reynolds. “Then came an invitation to address a service
club. Demands from clubs and business groups outside his home town followed. With each
telling, his war experiences grew and in the next six years he spoke to one group after another
across the breadth of Canada” (15 Nov. 1953). So between the end of World War 11 and June of
1953, DuPre had started building up his heroic fiction, developing it a little each time. He
constructed multiple recurring characters and new episodes but always with the theme that it was
his faith in God that carried him through.

Laura Z. Hobson’s article “Why Didn’t DuPre’s Wife Keep His Hoax Within Bounds”
sheds some light on what Muriel DuPre must have experienced while listening to her husband’s
tale: “the press dispatches say, ‘she had known of the fiction since 1946°” (St. Petersburg Times
18 Nov. 1953). Hobson reveals that “[w]hile Quentin Reynolds was working with George DuPre
in New York, the author phoned Mrs. DuPre twice for added details.” Muriel was trapped
between her allegiance to her husband and her own knowledge of the truth. “To every question,
she said, ‘It’s better if George tells you that himself.””” She goes on to say that Reynolds called
Muriel DuPre from New York after Collins’ article was published. It shows her distress over the
situation but also discloses the fact that she left Calgary when Reynolds came to visit. “’I wasn’t
in the mountains,”” Muriel explained. “’The whole time you were here with George, | was half a
mile away from you, right in town. George knew that if I met you, you’d see in my face that
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299

something was wrong. Or else, I’d have blurted out the whole truth.”” Does this mean that
George DuPre actually sent his wife away during Reynolds’ visit in order to protect himself? Did
he have to tell another lie about her taking their two sons out to the mountains in order to conceal
her inexplicable absence? Another possibility is that she left of her own volition, unable to
actively support her husband’s lie or participate in his foreseeable downfall.

Regardless, when the story finally broke, Muriel stood by her husband. Perhaps it is a
sign of their sensibility toward marriage in general or an indication of how much she truly loved
him but she refused to turn her back on her husband in his darkest hour. “’I am going to stand
beside George and nothing will change this,”” she told Calgary Herald reporter Bob Christie, in
her first interview after the incident. “’He didn’t need to be a hero. I was quite satisfied with him
the way he was,’” she declared. Christie took note of the fact that “she had ‘continually warned
George about telling this story’ as she was fully aware of the difficulties it might cause.” Her
final statement reveals a woman firmly committed to her husband: “’He has been the best
husband and father possible. I am going to stand beside George and nothing will change this.””
Did she honestly believe that or was she only saying what was expected of her? The shifting
terrain of the whole story offers little ground to draw firm conclusions.

By all accounts, George DuPre was an upright citizen and a pillar of his community,
which is one of the reasons why his downfall was so shocking. “He impressed everyone he met
with his modesty, sincerity and integrity. He was anything but a braggart,” claims Reader’s
Digest. DuPre held an accountable position as he was:

confidential assistant to Nathan E. Tanner, Minister of Mines and Minister of
Lands and Forest of the Alberta provincial government, he was in a sensitive

position dealing with strategic material and natural resources.... Apart from his
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work, he had only three interests — the Boy Scouts, his church and his family.
(107)
The perception of George DuPre as a dedicated, hardworking and religious family man offers
him a high platform from which to fall-—quite useful for dramatic purposes. Ironically, it was his
connection to his family and community that seems to have provided him a safety net to fall into
before he faded back into obscurity.

There are not many records of the years after DuPre’s public disgrace but a few
fragments remain, offering a glimpse at how he spent the rest of days. At the end of his article,
Bob McKee remarks on the dead end he came to in his pursuit of the real George DuPre: “What
happened to him after his story appeared in November 1953 is shrouded in mystery. His file in
the Department of Veteran Affairs ends somewhat abruptly in 1953.” McKee’s article was
published in 1977 but there is one article that was published five years earlier, which permits a
brief glimpse into the rest of George DuPre’s life. Alan Mettrick, a staff writer for the Calgary
Herald, was investigating how he was getting on twenty years later. “DuPre, who was
purchasing man for a Calgary chemical company up to three years ago, is now 68 years old and
is living in retirement in Victoria, B.C.,” he wrote. Mettrick draws close ties between George
DuPre and Clifford Irving, who became famous for writing a fictional biography of Howard
Hughes. Speaking to DuPre over the phone, Mettrick’s article provides a few short but
tantalizing paragraphs from the ex-celebrity: “’I can see a lot of similarities between the Irving

299

case and the bogus story I told,”” DuPre says. Again, he uses his lack of financial compensation
to defend his actions:
“The difference is that | never got a cent for the Readers Digest article, because

somebody else wrote it using material | provided, or from a book which came out
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later. Even if | had made any money, | would have given it to the Boy Scouts
because | had no thought of personal gain. The story I told about myself was a
fake, but I didn’t do it to hurt anyone. It just grew. I started talking about my so-
called war exploits after the war, and embroidered the story. Before | knew where
| was, the thing was in Readers Digest and there was a book coming out about
me. | got chided about the story at first but gradually it died down and | spent
many more happy years in Calgary.”
He was publicly humiliated and endured the sharp sting of being labelled an imposter but, after
the dust settled, the fallout appears to have been minimal. DuPre retreated back to the safety of
anonymity as illuminated by Brian Brennan, another two decades later. Brennan provides a faint
sketch of the rest of DuPre’s life, noting that he “disappeared into obscurity after what the
Herald called ‘the greatest hoax in the history of journalism.” He continued to live and work in
Calgary for another 17 years, retired in 1970, then moved to Victoria with his wife and son. He
died some years later” (Brennan). While Brennan condenses the rest of DuPre’s life into a few
short sentences, perhaps there were further repercussions from the event that have simply gone
undocumented.
The assistance of a living relative in researching DuPre and The Man Who Wouldn't Talk
would undoubtedly prove invaluable in providing context, background and information as to the
last years of the man’s life. Unfortunately, an attempt to contact David DuPre by mail—who

lives in Tsawwassen, BC and is perhaps the son of George and Muriel—went unanswered.
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CHAPTER 2: WRITING THE GENUINE ARTICLE

After learning of DuPre’s story, it was necessary to spend time considering the most
effective structure whereby this story could be adapted as a play. The first act portrays the events
depicted in The Man Who Wouldn't Talk, while the second act centres on the destruction of the
myth. The initial intention of structuring the play this way was to draw the audience in with
George’s story, in the same way that the people George addressed when he spoke were drawn in.
The objective was to persuade observers of a performance that he was a bona fide Canadian war
hero, allowing a contemporary audience to experience a similar sensation of shock when it is
revealed he is not. In order for this bait and switch to work, it was integral that George’s story be
convincing, carrying the weight of authenticity. Upon reading the book, it became apparent that
this approach might be problematic. Some of the stories were so outlandish or improbable, they
threatened to damage the verisimilitude of the play. Additionally, there were so many characters
in the book, darting in and out of George’s tales, that it became unrealistic to employ enough
actors to portray all of them.

Supervisor Clem Martini offered some useful advice in dealing with the second problem,
suggesting that the actor playing Quentin Reynolds could, during his interview, take on all of the
other characters in George’s story. This offered a fluid performance style that could shift rapidly
across time and geographical locations. Moreover, it provided a reliable structure for the first act;
one that was inherently theatrical. As George related his story to Reynolds, the office would fall
away and the audience would be dragged back into George’s “memories” of World War II.

This structure also proved useful in dealing with the first problem. Whenever something
unbelievable happened, Reynolds would be able to drop character—snapping the scene back into
his office—and pose questions the audience might want to ask. By scrutinizing the events as they
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are depicted, an audience might be willing to suspend their disbelief until the second act, when
Doug Collins would force George to admit he had fabricated the entire story.

It was also evident that some events would have to be eliminated from the narrative in its
transition from the book to the play. The first act of The Genuine Article represents a truncated
version of DuPre’s tall tales. In chapter twelve of The Man Who Wouldn 't Talk, for example, he
claims to have sabotaged German U-boats in Hamburg (148-62). While chapter fifteen reveals
how George DuPre was sent back into the field after being extracted from France (181-92). He
claimed that the objective of this mission was to identify Gestapo agents, army officials and Nazi
politicians attempting to “pass themselves off as Allied officers” in German prisoner-of-war
camps (183). Neither of these narrative strains appears in the first act of The Genuine Article.
After several attempts to include condensed versions of these additional war stories in the play,
two things became obvious: not only would their appearance in the text expand the play so
greatly as to demand a third act but their existence would, again, jeopardize the believability of
the play as a whole.

In the play, the main story that George tells Reynolds serves to illustrate his faith and his
belief that God spared him from death at the hands of the Gestapo. There are three tests that
George must face in the climax of this story. George had a vested interest in storytelling and was
conscious of the importance of building to a climax by increasing the difficulty of obstacles a
protagonist must face. According to Reynolds’ book, as the Nazis tortured him, the methods they
used to deliver suffering became increasingly more abnormal and perverse. The tortures depicted
in the play were drawn directly from Reynolds’ book, with some key differences.

Aside from the discomfort of suffering through rapid shifts in temperature and
deprivation of food and water, the first real test of George’s ability to maintain his character
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comes when he is interrogated. A German major and a gestapo agent demand he identify
members of the local Resistance. “Pierre shook his head,” wrote Reynolds, “the sergeant kicked
his feet from under him; his body went sprawling to the floor but the finger remained in the vise.
It snapped like a broken toothpick and the pain of it sent a searing hot needle into George’s
brain” (116). George proves himself by managing to stay in character during this first test. At the
same time, this passage demonstrates the callousness of his captors.

The second test comes when the Nazis threaten to pour boiling water down his throat. In
The Genuine Article, one Kettle is used by George’s torturers as his mouth is fixed open with a
metal appliance. A key difference between the novel and the play is that the audience does not
witness the boiling water being poured into his mouth. The decision to portray everything up to
the pouring of the water but not the actual torture itself was deliberate. Allowing the audience to
fill in the rest is more compelling than actually showing a staged representation of the act itself.
In The Man Who Wouldn'’t Talk, the Nazis use three kettles, each one hotter than the last. (120-
21) Again, DuPre uses his natural penchant for storytelling to ramp up the tension for his
audience. The danger here is that the struggle starts to feel contrived and it is difficult to fathom
how people did not see through DuPre’s fiction.

The third and final test—which is, of course, the most sadistic—in which George must
stay in character while being given an acid enema, degrades him physically and emotionally but
not spiritually. His faith is the secret weapon he possesses that allows him to endure torture while
keeping his identity of Pierre Touchette.

Prior to the final test, George claimed he was nearly executed by firing squad but saved at
the last moment by a commanding German officer who wanted to interrogate him further.
Although he is saved, the threat of death is robbed of its potency when the teller is alive to tell
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the tale. Consequently, the question driving his whole story within the play is not “Will he live?”
but instead becomes “How will he survive?” In adapting this sequence of events on to the stage,
this particular moment was replaced by a more introspective monologue in which George
explains how he chose not to commit suicide.
If the purpose of his story is to demonstrate a capacity to withstand suffering, much like

Christ, then it was comparatively more interesting to understand his ability to endure through the
ordeal. It was necessary to identify a plausible method of suicide George could attempt to use
before realizing it was his duty to continue to suffer. The answer came from a previous chapter
of The Man Who Wouldn'’t Talk. “It was an old trick of the Liverpool Irishmen who had once
been forced to fight so hard for their jobs and their very lives when they came to work on the
Liverpool docks half a century ago,” wrote Reynolds (37). ““You merely sewed a razor blade
inside the peak with the cutting edge facing out.” This small detail, which is never revisited in
the book, suddenly took on greater significance. It provided the method of suicide that the
protagonist of the play would be able to abstain from using, instead relying on his faith to see
him through his final test.

He had faith all right; perhaps that’s why he wasn’t really afraid at this moment.

What was fear anyhow? he asked himself. He answered his own question. Fear

was a lack of trust in God. Christ showed no fear when they nailed him to the

Cross. His faith in His Father was so great that there was no room for fear in his

heart. (125)
This brief excerpt chronicles the turning point in DuPre’s fiction; emphasizing the instant he

surrendered himself to God as his fear was replaced with faith.
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With these minor adjustments, the main thread of DuPre’s narrative became clearer, more
succinct and particularly effective in a theatrical context. The first act, which is a relatively
faithful retelling of George’s story as chronicled by Reynolds, is therefore designed to
demonstrate and deliver DuPre’s message of “You can’t have guts without God.”

In order to tell the real story behind George’s story—which comprises most of the second
act—additional research was required. Quentin Reynolds writes extensively about the time he
spent with DuPre in New York in his memoir By Quentin Reynolds. He records the amount of
time and effort he put into investigating him in Calgary. Although it was written many years
after the fact, Reynolds’ recollection of the events provided details that were filtered into The
Genuine Article. “George had never been to New York before,” he recalls of their first meeting.

| suggested showing him the city before we drove out to Bedford Village, where
Ginny and | were then living. He was delighted at the thought and wondered if we
could possibly begin by going to the top of the Empire State Building. Acrophobe
that I am, I did not go for the view. George, happy as a child, bought some post
cards and statuettes of the building in the souvenir shop. ‘My wife and boys will
love these,” he said. (327)
These details, specifically the post cards and the statuette of the Empire State Building, became
integral to the play. When George returns from New York at the beginning of the second act, he
offers the statuette to Muriel as a peace offering. He has purchased the post cards for his sons but
learns that he cannot give them to his children as Muriel has sent them to her mother’s house.

Reynolds also reveals some critical information about Muriel’s disappearance when he
visited Calgary. “At the time, | had been told she was on a vacation with her children. Actually, I
now learned, she had been hiding, unable to face me” (330). These details were also woven into
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the text but, as discussed in chapter one, they do not reveal whether or not George sent Muriel
away or if she chose to leave of her own volition.

The appearance of George’s father in the play was a relatively late addition. He was
drawn out of the need to apply more pressure on George, with the added benefits of illustrating
the protagonist’s background and providing a plausible psychological motive for his dishonesty.
Colonel DuPre is the most broadly drawn character in the text, which was a deliberate decision.
He is, after all, a representative of the memory of George’s father and is, therefore, skewed by
the protagonist’s own perception of events that have already transpired. This memory is
represented as a ghost who has haunted George, nagging at him since he was a boy; constantly
berating him for not conforming to his own standards of masculinity. Colonel DuPre exemplifies
the previous generation forcing its own moral code on the next one, which George rejects. The
colonel is also indicative of a devoted sense of colonial nationalism, as exhibited by his
insistence that George join the army and serve his country. This militaristic undercurrent
connects to the overarching theme of identity as shaped through storytelling, specifically war
stories. Placing this two-dimensional figure in close proximity to George—the one character the
audience becomes intimately familiar with and therefore the most three-dimensional—throws
their differences into stark relief. The scenes between George and his father materialize as
interruptions into the natural progression of the story; both the one George is telling and the story
of the play as a whole. At first, they appear to be flashbacks but, gradually, it becomes clear that
they are more vivid and piercing for George. These are not simply memories for George but are
more akin to hallucinations that disrupt his reality.

There was no actual evidence from which to draw an accurate portrait of Colonel DuPre.
Only his name was mentioned in The Man Who Wouldn't Talk, which made it difficult to
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separate fact from fiction. Nevertheless, the concept of a father figure, steeped in militaristic
pride, spewing nationalist rhetoric proved too compelling not to include and might permit the
audience to understand George by witnessing his past. A suitable candidate for the model of
George’s father came from research conducted into the Scout Association of the United
Kingdom. Lord Robert Baden-Powell, founder of the boy scouts, provided a template. According
to the Scout Records online, “He was a man who... devoted himself to the service of his country
and his fellow men in two separate and complete lives; one as a soldier fighting for his country,
and the other as a worker for peace through the Scout Movement.” In the surviving footage of
Lord Baden-Powell, he is depicted as a kind and considerate man who took pride in serving his
country, fostering self-respect in the next generation. In order to ratchet up the pressure on
George, it was necessary to pour some venom into this mold. Colonel DuPre became more
aggressive and violent; his national pride blossomed into toxic patriotism.

The front page of the Calgary Herald on 13 November 1953 displays the headline:
“Calgarian Admits Secret Service Story Was Fabrication; George DuPre Tells Calgary Herald
He Was Never In France As Spy” and was written by Doug Collins. This was the article that
shattered George DuPre’s lie. It also reveals how Collins was able to poke enough holes in
DuPre’s story, forcing him to make his confession. The journalist—a former agent during World
War Il—trapped DuPre by inventing details about Special Operations Executive, details that
DuPre confirmed were true. The smoking gun came in the form of a photograph and a menu card
that was delivered to the Herald by a former member of the Royal Canadian Air Force. The
photograph “was taken in Victoria, June 9, 1942. At top left is George DuPre, who according to
Readers Digest and DuPre’s personal statement was at that time working in F