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Preface 

CELEBRATION OF 

The Prelude to Independence 

Williamsburg_, May 15_, 1958 

EACH year in order to remind men of our basic American 
concepts of liberty and individual rights, Colonial 

Williamsburg commemorates the Prelude to Independence 
Period-May 15 through July 4, 1776. This year May 
15, celebrated as Prelude to Independence Day, was devoted 
to the commemoration of the concept of a free press as 
expressed in the Virginia Declaration of Rights. This 
Declaration, adopted by the Virginia Convention of 
Delegates on June 12, 1776, was the precursor to the Bill of 
Rights of the United States Constitution. 

The Honorable Lester B. Pearson, winner of the Nobel 
Peace Prize, and leader of the Liberal Party of Canada, 
delivered the key address in a program that included the 
opening of the Printing Office, reconstructed on the original 
foundations of the shop of William Parks, who in 1736 
founded the first newspaper in the Virginia Colony-the 
Virginia Gazette. The Printing Office, which also served as 
postal headquarters in colonial days, was officially opened 
by the Postmaster General of the United States, Arthur 
E. Summerfield, who paid tribute to the allied traditions 
of a free press and an uncensored postal system. In honor 
of the occasion Mr. Robert Carroll, television and film 



star, read the Virginia Declaration of Rights, and the 
Colonial Williamsburg Militia Company and the Lancraft 
Fife and Drum Corps of New Haven, Connecticut, mustered 
and marched in the eighteenth-century manner. 

Special guests included representatives of the International 
Allied Printing Trades Association, the American News
paper Guild, the American Society of Newspaper Editors, 
the International Printing Pressmen and Assistants' Union, 
the American Institute of Graphic Arts, the National 
Editorial Association, the Virginia Press Association, The 
Virginia State Printers Association, the Virginia Gazette, and 
the Mayor and the Postmaster of Williamsburg. 

The purpose of Colonial Williamsburg, and hence the 
reason for this celebration, is "to re-create accurately the 
environment of the men and women of eighteenth-century 
Williamsburg and to bring about such an understanding 
of their lives and times that present and future generations 
may more vividly appreciate the contribution of these early 
Americans to the ideals and culture of our country.'' 



The Free Press: 
A Reflection of Democracy 

I T Is an honor as well as a pleasure for me to address the 
1958 celebration of the Prelude to Independence in this 

city so steeped in American history and which has played 
such a vital role in that history, especially in those stirring 
and tnemorable events which led up to independence. 

I realize that I am following some very distinguished 
predecessors in this series whose words-and I have read 
them-did greater justice to the occasion than mine will be 
able to do. 

You may indeed think it a shade surprising that a 
Canadian, proud to be a subject of a lovely and gracious 
descendant of George III, has been asked, and is happy to 
have been asked, to speak on this occasion, when we praise 
those men who fought for freedom from the British Crown, 
and recall with gratitude the nobility of their ideals and the 
greatness of their deeds. 

I feel, myself, no trace of embarrassment in this role; 
though uneasy about my ability to do justice to it. 

Those who fought for independence here did so because 
there were those in the Great Britain of that time who refused 
to recognize that a British subject carried his freedom with 
him across the ocean. The colonists were determined to 
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secure in America the same rights and freedoms of British 
subjects in the homeland. They asked for nothing more and 
they were resolved to have nothing less. The effect of their 
success extended far beyond the borders of their new state, 
and the triumph of the ideals that inspired the great 
Virginians and other patriots of that time helped to advance 
social and political democracy in the motherland of those 
same men. 

In Canada we too have secured our independence; but in 
a different and more peaceful way. We are very glad that we 
have been able to work out our own national destiny from 
dependent colony to sovereign state while fighting, not 
against, but side by side with our mother country. 

That we were able to do this by peaceful evolution rather 
than by angry revolution was due in large part to the success 
of the American colonists in their war of independence. 
Your victory was, in a very real sense, a victory for 
democratic progress in Great Britain itself. So when, many 
years later, the Canadian colonies reached a point where 
they wished to form a self-governing federation, that was 
encouraged, not opposed, by a Britain which had learned a 
great lesson in imperial policy. Later when our Canadian 
federation desired to become a full-fledged international unit 
the change was made without drama or drum beating but 
with the hearty approval of the mother country. So the 
fathers of our country are not generals with drawn swords, 
but gentlemen in frock coats. Conferences, not campaigns, 
are the signposts to our independence. Though not as 
spectacular, our method has been quite as effective as yours. 

So today not only Canada but other former colonies of the 
British Empire-in all continents and climes and of all races 
and creeds-have become independent states, with freedom 
as complete as is possible in this interdependent age. They 
direct every aspect of their own policy-domestic and 
foreign. It is in this sense that the defeat of the British 
imperial system of the eighteenth century-a defeat begun 
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perhaps here in Williamsburg-made possible the British 
Commonwealth of Free Nations of the twentieth. 

There are many in Canada, however, who worry today lest 
we should have ceased to be a colony of the United Kingdom 
only to become an economic dependency of the United States. 
With some historical justification it is felt that this would 
be a prelude to political and cultural absorption. That 
worry is increased rather than decreased by the realization 
of the inevitability, as well as the strength of the friendly 
ties, economic, social, cultural, and political, that bring us 
together. These ties have converted neighborhood, which 
is a state of location, into neighborliness, which is a state 
of heart and mind. 

Their strength is the greater because of the dangers to our 
free existence which we face together and which we can only 
overcome to get her. We have learned-or should have 
learned-in the last twenty-five years that independence is 
not enough, for security or prosperity; that it must at times 
make concessions to the requirements of interdependence. 
A smaller state in a coalition is apt to have that lesson 
driven in on it more forcefully than a great power; through 
pressures not only from its potential foes but also from its 
powerful friends. 

The relations between our two countries are a good 
illustration of what I mean. We have good reason to 
appreciate the fact that without the power and leadership 
of the United States in our collective security arrangements 
under NATO we would be isolated and insecure in the face of 
great and menacing forces that we have cause to fear and 
which are centered in Moscow. It is true that it is not 
easy to be powerful and to be loved. Indeed, the big and the 
powerful must expect rocks to be occasionally thrown at 
them by the malicious and the excitable. But, as the British 
learned in their days of imperial power, perhaps it is more 
important to be respected than to be loved. Even the 
Yankees in the American League are envied and disliked 
by some merely be~ause they win so many pennants! 



In Canada, however, we do appreciate the value and 
importance of American power. But we are uneasy-and 
this is natural-in the consciousness that powerful decisions 
can be taken in Washington with inescapable and far
reaching consequences for us which we might have little to 
say about. 

We know also that our trade with the United States is 
essential to our prosperity, indeed to our economic stability; 
that the pace and pattern of our amazing development in 
recent years has been made possible by United States invest
ments, which, incidentally, have been very profitable to the 
investors also. But we become understandably annoyed 
when your Congress raises or threatens to raise barriers 
against our exports to you which are now annually more than 
a billion dollars less than the value of the goods we buy from 
you. And we become worried when your investments
which serve to save us from the effect of this deficit-seem to 
dominate some segments of our industrial life. 

These irritations are increased when we are told, and 
rightly, that strategically, for defense purposes, the con
tinent must be considered as a unit; while for trade and 
production purposes the old rules of national interest and 
trade protection must apply. 

Whether it is a cause or a result of the tendencies I have 
mentioned, the fact is that we are combining at the present 
time in Canada an acceptance of the requirements of inter
dependence through loyal and, I hope, effective participation 
in international activity, with a vigorous and vibrant 
national feeling of national pride and a sense of national 
destiny. 

We are determined to do what we can to preserve and 
strengthen to the maximum possible extent our distinct 
national identity: politically, economically, and culturally. 
We do not wish to-and we will not-be overwhelmed even 
by the most friendly neighborly pressures. This is a fact of 
which our friends in Washington, especially in Congress, 
should be aware. Its complete acceptance is the only sound 
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foundation for good neighborhood and friendly cooperation 
between our two countries. 

That cooperation, not only between our two countries, 
but between all free countries, is more important today than 
ever before. One principal purpose of this cooperation is 
to become so united and so strong and so confident in our
selves that we will be able to bring about an easing of 
tension generally, through a solution of some of the inter
national problems that divide the world. This will make 
possible, we hope, cooperation with those with whom we 
now merely coexist in fear and suspicion. 

There is not much evidence, I admit, to suggest that this 
fear and suspicion is lessening. There is evidence, however, 
that we are becoming more aware of the consequences of 
allowing it to degenerate or slide into armed conflict. 
Nuclear missiles of intercontinental range and satellites in 
outer space have made it clear that war means common and 
complete destruction. Deterrence based on a balance of 
terror which comes from the possession of hideous power on 
both sides is at the moment the best foundation-and it is 
sad to have to say this-that we have for security against 
this tragedy. But we must find something better or the 
result will eventually be catastrophe. 

For that purpose the work of negotiation, patiently and 
persistently, must go on-without sacrifice on our side of 
unity or strength or principle. In the pursuit of that work 
it is hard these days to see much constructive purpose or 
progress in some of the maneuverings and propaganda manip
ulations that now pass for diplomacy in accordance with 
the rules which Moscow has managed to get established. 

Instead of the quiet and confidential operation of the 
diplomatic machinery of the "bad old days," we have sensa
tional weekly-or even daily-installments in press, radio 
and television, of such things as the Pilgrim's Progress to 
the summit, with a good deal of doubt in recent weeks as to 
who is leading whom through or around mines and road 
blocks. 
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In this diplomatic maneuvering, we of the West work 
under certain handicaps, and I am not now thinking of the 
moral restraints and obligations which we attribute to our
selves. We work as a group, as a coalition of free countries, 
each government of which is sensitive, in foreign as in 
domestic policies, to a public opinion at which is aimed 
daily a bewildering barrage of information, misinformation, 
and opinion. This comes from all the media of com
munication which have made it possible now to know at 
once everything that is going on everywhere, but make it 
more difficult at times to plan quietly and dispassionately 
what we should do about anything. 

The fact that we work as a group of countries, each 
sensitive to public and legislative opinion and influence, 
inevitably imposes delays on diplomatic action and often 
necessitates compromise and adjustment of viewpoints. 

This is one reason why Moscow, operating within a 
single and central control of policy and opinion, has so 
often been able to take the diplomatic initiative. Fortu
nately, this has been less evident in recent weeks. We are, 
I think, beginning to adjust ourselves to the new rules of 
this diplomatic game. We are also acquiring more steadiness 
in the face of Soviet moves-a refusal to be pushed off 
balance by every new letter from Mr. Khrushchev. This
if we can maintain it-will serve us in good stead in the 
future. Steadiness, imagination, and initiative should be the 
watch-words of our policy. 

It seems to me, however, that our reactions to many Soviet 
developments-largely because of the difficulties I have men
tioned-have often been too slow and uncertain. They have 
also on occasion been too transparently negative. It is surely 
not wise to shout ''wrong number'' every time the Kremlin 
calls up, even before Mr. Khrushchev begins to speak, and 
even if we know what he is going to say, and have already 
given him our reply. This has a bad effect on those countries 
with their hundreds of millions of people who are not as 
suspicious about Russia and Communism as we are and who, 
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from their own experience-and perhaps this is the only 
way you can learn-have not yet learned the necessity of 
reading the small print-and even between the lines of small 
print-in Moscow's words. 

It would surely be sensible for us to say, whenever we 
possibly can, in replying to Russian proposals, ''Yes, 
providing" rather than "No, unless." There is a distinction. 

While, however, we can improve our tactics and our 
reactions, it would be even better if we could ourselves act 
more-so we will have to react less. In other words, if we 
would take more diplomatic initiatives ourselves, always 
providing they are genuine and honest ones, with proposals 
in which we believe. 

For this purpose, we will have to centralize the making of 
coalition policy far more than has previously been the case; 
and in a body with power and authority to concert and 
agree on what should be done . The obvious place for this 
is the NATO Council. Then, having come to decisions in 
that body which are acceptable to the group, we should not 
be afraid to choose one member-and in most cases it would 
have to be the United States-to act as our spokesman with 
the other side when that seems advisable. This, among other 
things, would do away with such unseemly wrangling as 
whether Mr. Gromyko will see Western ambassadors singly 
or together when they have the same thing to tell him. 

All of this kind of diploma tic pirouetting seems very 
childish when we are confronted with a situation that 
involves the possibility of nothing less than human 
extermination. 

I know how difficult it will be to make effective progress 
towards centralized formulation of coalition policy on the 
one hand and the delegation of its execution on the other. 
However, I am afraid that if we cannot do something along 
these lines we will find it increasingly difficult not to be 
pushed and kept on the defensive; or, indeed, to keep the 
coalition together at all. 

Public opinion, especially in Europe, is becoming more and 
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more restive at what seems to be-even when it isn't-the 
negative and trench-warfare character of our diplomacy. 
That is one reason why there is such a demand for a summit 
conference, even though, in the terms in which Moscow 
conceives and has pushed it, such a conference can accomplish 
little that will be beneficial and might do much that would 
be harmful by arousing expectations that cannot be fulfilled, 
with the inevitable hardening of attitudes and cynical 
disillusionment that would follow. 

The best kind of summit meeting that I can visualize in 
present circumstances-and it would be no formal conference 
at all-would be a meeting of the heads of the American and 
Russian governments for a couple of days, without agenda, 
files, or crowds of experts; to exchange views informally and 
frankly; to try to get to understand each other and in the 
process perhaps to remove some misconceptions and even 
some fears. Then, the work of negotiation and diplomacy 
on a wider basis and dealing with concrete problems
the long, hard pull-could follow in perhaps a better 
atmosphere. 

The worst kind of summit conference I can imagine is a 
meeting of the heads of a dozen or more governments, more 
or less evenly divided between Communists, anti-Communists, 
and uncommitted, each with a staff of a hundred or so, and 
all surrounded by four thousand journalists, photographers, 
radio and television commentators, crouching on any ledge 
they can find, however uncomfortable, providing it is on 
or near the summit. In this melange, there will be only one 
man who knows exactly what he wants to do-Mr. 
Khrushchev. He will submit ten or a dozen propositions 
at once to the conference, full of such words as peace, 
coexistence, disarmament, abolition, and ask that they be 
agreed to at once as being entirely consistent with the 
Sermon on the Mount and the United Nations Charter. He 
will have a wonderful time and the Asians, Africans, and 
Arabs-and some others-will blame everything on Mr. 
Dulles. 
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In my somewhat random observations I have already 
mentioned the press and other media of communication 
which have enlightened but also complicated our free society, 
and which are so important to its proper functioning. 

It is obvious that the free press is a vital factor in the effort 
we are making-based, as it must be, on public opinion-to 
secure peace, preserve freedom, and further international co
operation. 

In the American struggle for independence, the press of 
that day, so different in form, organization, control, and 
even spirit, from the huge business enterprises of today, 
played a defiant and an important part. In doing so, it 
indulged in a vigor of language and a picturesque violence of 
expression that makes the editorial of today seem a very 
tame thing indeed. 

Today we are especially conscious of the part played by 
the revolutionary press through the fact that we are opening 
the reconstructed printing office of one of the most influential 
of the papers of colonial America, the Virginia Gazette. 

The press had its responsibilities then. It has them today. 
Indeed, no agency has a greater responsibility in democratic 
society; and how it is discharged will largely determine 
whether our form of democracy-a relatively new growth 
in man's history-will survive. 

A Canadian who has thought much on these matters wrote 
the other day that democracy as presently conceived and 
dedicated cannot long endure. He came to this gloomy 
conclusion because he felt that the mass of the people on 
whom democratic government now rested did not have 
enough sense of responsibility to make it work. 

It is true that the greatest threat to democracy and freedom 
comes from within itself. That applies also to the free press 
as a reflection of democracy. 

Too often today in democratic government the courage to 
lead, to decide, to discharge a responsibility in an effective 
way has been replaced by a desire merely to reflect, to adapt, 
and to follow. Perhaps the same charge can be leveled 
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at the press; that instead of informing, enlightening, and 
leading, it seems at times more concerned with the com
petitive requirements of attracting, enticing, and exciting; 
of '' gettin' there fustest even with the leas test.'' 

This danger may be exaggerated but it exists. And only 
the press itself can remove it; unless freedom goes and 
newspapers become, as in the Soviet Union, merely an instru
ment of government. 

There is indeed a threat from those who would destroy the 
freedom of the press by direct action. But there is also this 
other threat, which comes when irresponsibility appears 
and grows in the press itself. Indeed, such irresponsibility 
in any one newspaper eventually weakens belief in the 
integrity, fairness, and reliability of all newspapers. The 
resulting loss of public confidence and support inevitably 
makes it much harder for the press to stand up to those 
other forces which would destroy its freedom. 

These two things-freedom and responsibility-are, as 
we are so often reminded, inseparable. If one goes, they both 
go, in government as well as in journalism. 

The fathers of your nation, the men who gathered here in 
Williamsburg in an age which seems a hundred and seventy
five centuries ago, so vastly has our world changed since 
then, those men knew how important it was to reconcile 
in action and not only in thought or word, those two 
things-freedom and responsibility. Perhaps no group of 
men in history was ever more successful in that endeavor. 

I trust that we today-in 1958-beset by problems of 
a terrifying and baffling complexity, may show some of their 
wisdom and their greatness. The stakes are far higher than 
they were then; and if we fail the penalty will be far greater. 
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