"The Squamish Five,” the Canadian
Broadcasting Corporation’s made-for-TV
film about Direct Action/Wimmin's Fire
Brigade, was screened across Canada in

October. The film, a so-called docu-
drama, portrays the five members of
Direct Action in a way that takes the
reality of their struggle for freedom and
nd turns it into a thinly disguised
ure story to be consumed by mass
s withowt question. The film was
her on the basis of wiretap
ence and Julie Belmas' new version
of events.

Gerry Hannah, another member of the
Vancouver Five, was interviewed on an
anarchist radio show in Vancouver the
day after the movie was shown on TV.
The following is a condensation of the
remarks Gerry made during that
. He began by talking about the
portrayal of the individual members of
the Vancouver Five,

intervie

Brent is one of the most sensitive men
I’ve ever met in my life, and certainly not
the patriarchal, field-marshall type that
he’s portrayed as in the film. I wouldn’t
want to make him out as some kind of
saint, he’s a human being, he’s got some
problems, but the way he’s portrayed in
the movie is grossly inaccurate.

It makes us all look really stupid --
how could we possibly be involved-in a
group like that, when we're fighting for
equality and positive change in the world,
and be listening at the same time to al-
most Nazi-like, military orders being
given 10 us throughout the whole process.
[t's ludicrous. There's no way any of us
would have stuck around if that had been
happening. And there’s no way Brent
would even consider doing something
like that. It wasn’t in Brent and it wasn’t
in us.

Doug’s portrayal is quite inaccurate
100. Doug’s portrayed as a cold, calcu-
lating sort of person with no sensitivity
again. Doug is an extremely sensitive in-
dividual and that doesn’t come through in
the movie at all. All that comes through
in the movie is a sort of callousness. And
also he’s made to look like a hypocrite
from the scenes where someone says that
he's against technology.- It was com-
pletely inaccurate. Doug understands his
philosophy on technology and industri-
alism -- I never perceived him to be hyp-
ocritical in that way. We all have 10 live
in this world the way it is now; that
doesn’t mean we agree with it.

Ann was portrayed as quite a callous
person. The main protest I would have is
that she’s portrayed as a very hysterical
person, a person that’s ready to blow up
fairly fast, very tense and no sense of
humour. And again that's quite inaccu-
rate. Ann was constantly joking, con-
stantly making other people laugh. The
whole concept of her giving orders is
ridiculous.

And the whole concept of leaders is
Just a fabrication. Partly a fabrication that
began immediately upon our arrest. But
more so a fabrication since Julie decided
Lo go against her former feelings and her
former friends and try and portray herself
as being very little responsible for the
actions that she was involved in. And in
order for her to do that she had to paint
leaders and make herself look like she
was being led around. And so Brent and
Ann became the targets for that.

There was no leader. The group made
decisions on a concensus basis -- unlike
the way it was portrayed in the film with
the Wimmin'’s Fire Brigade when it was a
majority vote and that was the end of dis-
cussion and they called it concensus. Ba-
sically we discussed things through until
everybody in the group was comfortable
with a particular line of action. Or at least
was willing to go with a particular line of

action, not seeing any alternative. Which
happened sometimes. The robbery wasn't
something everybody felt comfortable
with; I certainly didn’t feel comfortable
with it, but at the same time I did accept
it as being the only alternative that was
available to us.

We tried to operate in the most egali-
tarian way that we could. And if people
had personal problems we made an at-
tempt o talk about those problems and
deal with them. I won’t say that we al-
ways dealt with them as well as we could
of, that’s not true. But there’s several in-
stances in this movie of Brent saying, for
instance, "We're doing the robbery and
that’s that." Well, that’s just hogwash.
There’s no way Brent would have ever
said something like that. And there’s no
way anybody would have listened to him
if he had. No one told anyone what they
were going to do; we tried to avoid power
dynamics.

T would say guilt is part of Julie’s mo-
tive. I would say another part of Julie’s
motive is fear of prison, and an inability
to deal with prison, which is understand-
able, of course. But her methods of deal-
ing with it, well, they’re understandable
again but they’re not acceptable. I think
to a lot of people they’re not acceptable.

But T wouldn’t say that it’s just Julie
trying to paint that picture. I would say
that the film itself has to move within
ceriain parameters and those parameters
are really narrow because it’s the State,
it’s the CBC, and they can’t ask certain
questions that need to be asked. They’ve
got 1o play along stereotyped ways. Even
if they did understand mutual responsi-
bility they can’t portray it.

I thought [my portrayal] was pretty
unflattering. I conldn’t laugh about much
about the movie but I was able to geta
chuckle about that. I don’t know exactly
what led them to portray me that way -
obviously I think it’s inaccurate. I don't
know whether it was based on Julie’s in-
formation that led them to portray me
like that -- Julie must have thought I was

awful dumb -- or whether it was the
wiretaps. -1 think maybe they just really
didn’t know how to portray me so they
just took some stereotyped image of a
punk-rocker and built up their own myth.
I think also Julie was probably reluctant
to say too much about my political in-
volvement or my involvement in the ille-
gal stuff that we were doing. I think Julie
tried to "protect” me to a certain extent.
And that probably led CBC to have this

really flat character that they didn’t know
what to do with.

This film isn’t just inaccurate politi-
cally, and it doesn’t just assassinate us as
people, as characters, and trivialize poli-
tics, it’s also just plain a bad film. The
acting is very poor; the screenplay is
poor; none of the characters are believ-
able; the story isn’t believable. And that
not just me, or the left, criticizing that,
that’s wide criticisms that are being made
of the film. I’'s a CBC made-for-TV
movie, pretty classic in the fine tradition
of the CBC.

I think the film makers probably felt
all along that the finished product wasn’t

. going to be accurate. The film isn’t just a

character assassination, it is inaccurate in
sequence, in people doing particular
things, characters credited with carrying
out certain actions that in fact other peo-
ple carried out. They have to be defensive

. about it because it’s based on very biased

sources of information; it’s based on in-
terviews that they did with Julie, and the
wiretaps. Julie’s interviews were, for the
most part, self-serving interviews, de-
signed to make her look less responsible
for the activities than she was. And the
other source of information, the wiretap
transcripts, were put together by the
prosecutors and were designed to convict
us. So as far as the producers and writers
maintaining that this is somehow a neu-
tral, non-biased approach, it’s just ludi-
crous. It flies in the face df fact. There’s
no way that anyone can see those sources
of information as being neutral.

The film makers admitted, when they
-were being asked questions by people at
a film workshop, that if they had
produced a movie that CBC thought was
overly sympathetic to us or our causes, it
never would have been made. And yet
they claim at the same time that that had
no effect on them, knowing that. Well,

how can it have no effect on them? That
is very much a constraint. So there were
lots of questions that these people
couldn’t possibly ask in the film, consid-
ering who they were making the film for.
And T think because they knew so little
about the characters, about the people

actually involved in the actions, that they

had to, to a large extent, manufacture
characters. And it seems like they manu-
factured characters based on their own

life experiences. I feel sorry for those
producers and writers ’cause they must
have awful friends. I wouldn’t have been
willing to put my life on the line every
day if I was with four goofs, four power
maniacs, four extremely unstable, hys-
terical people. I wouldn’t have done it.

My privacy was invaded from day
one, and I've become desensitized to
that. But I think it's wrong, what they’ve
done is wrong. From their perspective it
was necessary for them to dig through
wiretaps because we refused to collabo-
rate. [We refused because] we knew, be-
cause of who was producing this movie,
that is was going to end up being what it
ended up being. The only difference
would have been that if the four of us had
co-operated with them then they would
have been able to say, "This film is le-
gitimate, because everybody in the group
co-operated with it, and they were all be-
hind it and support it t00." They’ve made
a horrible movie; they’ve made our lives
worse; they've trivialized and over-sim-
plified complex processes that were go-
ing on and are still going on, but at least
they don’t have that. At least they can’t
claim that we supported their efforts, or
we were actively involved. Because we
weren't,

I should say, I guess I sound pretty
negative about Julie’s involvement and I
think I should state again that I don’t
agree with what Julie’s done but at the
same time I don’t hate her, and I don’t
wish her any ill. I think she’s gone
through plenty and is just as much a vic-
tim as any of the rest of us. I think she’s
actually damaged her own reputation and
personality as much as anyone’s, by be-
ing involved in this movie. So while I
criticize and cannot approve of what
she’s done, I don’t think that’s a reason
to hate her. And I think that we should be
understanding and compassionate of her.
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