ON" WRITING CONTEMPORARY HISTORY - The text of

an address to the Canadian Club of Toronto,
delivered on .Jovember &4, 1968, by Peter C. wewman,
Ottawa Editor, Toronto Daeily Star. :

The Distempe; Of Our Times does not
pretend fto be history., It is Journalism.
History is a much loftier affair. H;Story
requ;reé perspective, the distance in time
that sllows a historian to reduce uany diverse
trends into some-kind of unity, rélating all
the vital movements.of an epoch to one anofhér.

Journglism, on the other hand, written
while moving along.the adVancigg eage of the
present, offers few definitive conclusions.

By choice and by neoessify the Jjournalist
must labour on the other side of the Barrgcades
from the politiciens. He is -- and must remsgin —-

the objective outsider looking ia, taking tentative

soundlings of events and reporting his results,



It is the difference between a war correspondent
who'is at the fighting front sénding back
despatches on the course of a battle, and the
.historian who records with the dlspassion of
retrospect what haprened, and why.

5till, I firmly belleve that the valldity
of books like THE DISTEMPER OF OUR TIMES lies
in the fact that luportant politica} events
should be reoorded from a contemporary
viewpoint, aS Well a8 being exhumed decades
later. As T.H. White, thé Mierican author
recently ;emarked, "mistory written 1at§r
i1sn't necessarily better history. It's just
different history. Each generation re-writes
history in terms of 1ts own p&e—oocupations

and problems."



Journalism does not ?ealiy compete wWith
hist;ry. The historian performs an invaluable
function of interpreting the past to his
.contemporaries; the Journalist interprets the
present, in the hope of casting some light
on the future.

The advantage of the Journslist is
that unlike the histqrian, he 1s not =a
dispassionste chronicler of events. He is a
sharer in the experienceé of his times. ot
for him the dry, dusty in&estigations after
the fact which separate him from his material..
Trapped in the turmoil of the moment, he
transmits to posterity the raw emotions he
nimself has experienced. For. example, the 1965
election campalgn, which changed-Canadian
politics very little, will probably be dismissed

by historiens as an event of no consequence.



“But they didn't spend six weeks on John
Diefenbsker's campalgn treln, as I did, joiting
into small Prairie towns at twenty-minute
intervals. I remember the little Kiwanis

Club bands on the station platferms playing
RULE'BRITANNIA, ané the old piloneers exchanging
anecdotes with John Diefenbsker, c;ylng as

the train pulled out-agéin, crying not so

much for a man théy had adnireqd, as for
themselves, because thelr way of life was

on its way out, ahd even though they haé

bullt this obuntry, they now felt irrélevant

and lost. (BIRD story)



Viewlng such events, fhe scholar, 211
passion spent, 1in c%}m command of the his-
torical reslities, will paint a gulte different
picture. The passage of time w;ll give him
the perspective‘he needs for objective analysis.
But he will not have tasted the noises, the
smells and the tenslons of the eVeﬁfs
themselves. Ee Wili aglso, incidentslly, have
the advantage of the happy fact that there
will be no survivors to chiallenge his

reconstruction of the time hs is describing.

This 18 an advantage I don't nave.



The writing of history comes down to
. & process of selection. -Truth is not
necessarlly the sum of all the ascertainable
Tacts. Once an event has happehed, it
disappeérs into the mist of the past. It
can-ﬁever be replsyed. The totality of events,
particularly the problems of individual
motivation, are mysterious when they happen.
AT ter they've happened, they'ré goneysy the
mystery is permanent and irreducible. Ang
so both the Jjournalist and the historian are
faced with a welter of faoﬁs from which they

must make a relevant selection.



It is the character of the evidence
they plck which establishes the framework
wlthin which they write._ Selectian of facts,
of course, 1l just another word for intex-
pretat;on and interpretation iwmplies =z scale
of values, a senge that some things matter
more than cthers.

My own method 1s to cqllect all the
matérial I can. I used 25% of what I had
for this book. I had elght file drawers full
and had to rent an office to hold it. I had
three maln sources for my méterial. My owQ
observations of events as they hapven;
tape-recorded, off-the-record interviews with
‘most of the principals 1nv01Veq in any
politicsl crisis; and a set of qiarieg kept
for me ?y gome of the major paritlcipants in

these crises.



Some of my critics clalm thet I
Should reveal my scurces. But I believe that
1t is the historisn’s duty to 1ist sources;
‘it is the Journalist's obliéation to protect
the privacy of those who have befriended him
with.%nformation. I wrote this book as a
Journalist.

As a matter‘of fect I had about a
thousand s&urces.' I tried to be so thorough
that during one of wy trips to Prince Albgrt,
I even had mj halr cut by Mr. Dieferbaker's
favourlte barber. I'd like to say that this
intreplid bit of research yielded Some pearl A
of insight into Mr. Diefenbaker's character.
But actually, 211 the barber ‘Sai_d was: "Well,
John's alwWeys treated me right® - and it
wasn't much of a2 haircut either. Fortunately

gome of my other sources were more productive.



In the past, academi.c' historians could
challenée journalists trying to wrife
contemporary histoxry becauée the release of
docuﬁents of a prime minister aéd other
important politicsl figures was needed before
hisjrgoord could be falrly judgea. But this
was before the_reVOlution_in the féchnology
of communications,.especially the use of the
typewriter and the telephone. In 8ir John A;
Macdonald's time, historlans could depend on
hand-written documehts which contained a
government's record in its entirety.. With a
quill pen, & prime minlster qould uwrite only
2 limited gﬁmber of letters. " But the use of
the tyvewriter has vastly lnereased the flow

of vpaper out of a Pli's office, while the

telephorie has greatly decreased the lmportance



of written documentation. There are more
documents but there is less in them. If-a
contenporery statesman hae sometﬁing to
conmunicate, if speed and secrecy are of the
essence, he will oonfide'his messages not

to a_letter but to the telephone. Until
wiretapping becomes a skill of the Canadlan

" Historical Associétion, there can bte no
permanent record of these transsctions. It's
interesting that one of the first things

Pierre Elliott Trudeau did when he moved into
the Prime Minister's.office'last spring was to
instzll an intercom which connects him with all
of his ilmportant assistants, individually or
siﬁultaneously for hurried on-the~spot conferences,
There will be no inter-office memos in his

legacy to the nationsl archives.

LG



In compiling their documentations, -
historlans ~- both the academic and journalistic
varietlies -- nose a;out in chaos, definirg
thelr themes, organizing their narrative,
setting scenes, dramatizing conflicts,
eVOEing-characters and: atmosphere. In this
process there gre limits to their capacity
for invention, but there need be none on their
capacity fér 1nsighﬁ.

One of the most serious sccusstions
madé against contemporary histgrians is that
they are nét objenctive. If objectivity means
falrness and accuracy, then of course, the
Journelist must be rigorously .loyal to his
dwn sense ol evidence and he must bresent an

objective pleture. But if objectivity means

merely impartiality, then I reject it as =

proper criterion voth for journalism and history.



Truth must be based on an interplay between
fact and opinion,.and the two are ilnextricable.
Strict neutrality is as undesirabie asiit is
impoegsible., The feporter is not a transmission
machine. When he 1s sent out, even on thé
simplest story, he collects, say, fifty facts.
Out of these he may select tweive aé_being

' importanf.enough ﬁo be inéluded in his'story..
He then picks one to put in his lead. And
glready he has made two important, not

strictly objective Judgments., His editor, if
hé decides to runrthe Story,.puts it on pagg
one of his paper, or oh page 38 -- 2gain,
hardly an objective Jjudgment. Let me stress,

I ém not talking about aocufacy, waturally, it
is essentiai. The famous Amexican puElisher
Joseph Pulitzer once said; "Accuracy is to a

newspaper what virtue is to a lady.™

/e
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This mey have not been putting it too strongly
-~ after ell, nevwspapers can alwsys print
retractions.

My case for the legitimacy of
contemporary history really comes down to the
faoﬁ'qf the acceleration of history. The
present 1s becoming the past very ﬁuch more
gulickly. What in bther, more tranguil times
we percelved as “ﬁhe past™ now is—chronologically
much closer as change becomes the function
not of 6ecadés buﬁ of days.- The frighténing
fact is that the world is changlng faster than
we can change ourselves. We can‘not apply
the habits of the past to the present. It-ié
no ldnger possivle to.impose 6n a transformed
world the theories and assumptions that viork ed

in the past,
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do where 1s this revolution more
prevalent than in the intensification and
volure of communications. Televislon, of
course, 1s the medium that has changed the
message. By i9’709 gnly two years from now,
Canéaa‘s popula?ionlwill be 50% higher than it
was in 1951, the year before national TV
began in this country. A new television
generation ﬁas been‘created.' But newspapers
will neVef disappear. The adrolt use of
television by the péliticians has made 1t
possible to maintain the nation in a constant
state of political mobilization. The whole
country has become a huge whiépering gallery,
with political triumphé and errors flashéd

from coast to coast as they hapoen.:
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The need to know has become more
desperate than ever before. 4and in the kind
of participatory deégcracy proml sed by Plerre
Trudeéu? the right to know hss become an
essential factor -- the rights of the oitizen
of g.deﬁocracy Co have &all the possible
1nformation; fayburable or not, reéé?ding the
character of public problems, the motivés_and
el fects of.publio volicy. The journalist—wrifer
of contemporary history thus serves not only
the cause of historic truth, but his nation's
cause of democratic responsibility.

It is this revolution in communications,
which Lester Pearson never fully understood

and which caused-his stewardship to be so

f1lawed,



Lester Peesrson was a statesmaen condlitioned .

by the long-dead era of quiet diplomacy ~- a
prodqct of a school of g&vernment that truly
encompassed an elite -- a group of politicians
and buregaucrats who were nominslly the leaders
of é ﬁemocracy, but who really held power over
a quiescent_elécto:ate. In the'teens anﬁ
twenties of this century Canada had an
electorate that was.still largely uneducated,
still plaéued by class differences; in fhe
thirties an electorate that waé nunbed by
depression; in the fortles, an electorate that
was diverted by war; and in the fifties (or
most of them) an electorate that was fat and

groggy with: boomu.

/L
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But in the sixties, Péarson and his
ministers had to kégp balancing themselves on
top of an electorate in turmoll, caused‘by an
uneasy internsl situation, the gradusl
decomposi tion of the nATO alliance, gnd more
important, by the fact that western society
was undergoing the most rapid and most radical
technoiogical chanéeS in the hilstory of man.
What Pearson had to deal with -- even 1f he
seldom seemed %o realige it -- was a true
democracy, an electérate that figured it had a
right to know, that wanted an open government,
to know not Just what is decided, but how 1t
1s decided; an eleciorate that wanted genulnely
to participgfe iﬁ governnent; interested not
in unctuous words, but in facts. People --

particularly young people -- increasingly demanded
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to know not Just the news, but the action.
- They didn't want excuses,'or even reasons.
They wanted results.

The Communicatlons revolution is hot
Just a matter of new teohniques. ﬂorth‘
America has become a society whose consclousness
has been substant;allj transformed; The
elegtronic revolution has overturned the
traditional patterns of thovght and behaviour.:
The young people -~ who make up hslf the
electorate ~- do not, according to Marshall
McCluhan, "l ook for ways éf relating themselves
to tbe world. They demand‘instead a participation
mystique. " That"s why the attitude of politicians
toward the concept of open government is one

of the touchsione isszues thet marks the

dividing line between polltical generations.



The new scclety is a mass soclety
precisely in the sense that the mass of the
population has becone incorporateﬁ inteo
soclety. The center of society ~- the central
institutiops, and the central value systéms
which gulde and legitimate these institutlons
- have.extended its boundaries.

Most.of tﬁe populétion noﬁ stands in a
closer relsationshiv te the power center than
hes been the case in elther pre-modern
socleties or in the earllier phases of wmodern
-éociety. Previously, a.substantial portion
of thé'population,_often the majority, were
born and forever remalned "outsiders®. MNass
s@oiety has aroused and eﬂhanqed individuslity.
This individuality is characterized by an opennecs

to experience, an efflorescence of sensation,

a sensitivity to other minds send personslities.



This i1s why the Job of Fhe politicel
Journalist has changed. -Eo longer can hé
merely report the news. He must éake a much
more actlivist stahce. He must move in, while
policies are still being debates. If he does
not 1lluminate the dark corners of the
politicel arena; policles will have become
so hardened by tne time the politicians deean
to make them public that nothing can be done
to change then,

The ?ole of the medlia cannot be
over-estimated. The Soviet‘Government recently
sent ite tanks rolling into Prague for one
purpose and one purpose only: to regaln
control of t;e news medla. VThg first objecti§e$
of the Soviet invaders Were the editorisl offices

of the nevwspsners and the underground radio and
iy o

television stations.
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The polliticiens shy away from open

" government because they prefer to'discuss

the lssues in the»hermatic sanctlty of their
of fices and the Cabinet chamber. In my ?ook,
I deseribe the Pearson Cablnet as resembling
g tfoupe of shy acrcbats performing in a
half-illuminated circés tgnt before the audience
1s admitted. Here in unassailable privacy
they did ‘their tricks for one snother, then
baskted 1n thelr own spplsuse. But when their
e}aborate ploys Were tested_in parlianent
before a live sudience the acrobatics seldom
worked, .and many ministers ended up doing a

flop-dive into the safety nets, "



The conf}ict betwveen the men who
make and the men who report the news is as.
old as time. The best definition of the
correct relatlonship between Jowrhalists and
-gOVernment was published 1in 1851, by the Times
of London:

"The Press can enter into no clése

or binding sllisnces with the

sbtatesmen of the Jday, nof.

can 1t surrender its permenent

interests to the convenlence of |

the ephemersl power of any’

Government. The flrst Juty

of the Press is to obtaln the

earliest and most correct

intelligence of the events of

the time, and instantly, by

disclosing them, to mske then



the common property of the nation.

The stabtesman collects his

information secretly ... The

Press lives by disclosures.”

In performing their proper function,
newépépers w11l have to change drastically
during the next few years. Seldom any longer
is the newspéper the first messepger of spoi
newg or the great picture story. Its new role,
surely iﬁ'in the field of thoughtiul exﬁlanation.
We are no longer in the transmitting hut the
education business. We shall nzve to expand
considerably both ocur scope and ocur coverage; | S
Govermmente, for exauwple, are not trahsforming
the world. It is the fertility ;e.rld anaz'chi-su}.
of the people. M1 that mest governments sre
dolng, it séems to me, 1s rushing around trying

to keep up with the consequences of what is
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“happenirg outslde thelr offices.

Allow me one helesy: I belleve that
the anaiyﬁis of news is too serlous a watier
“to be left tc newspapermen. We'shall.have
to reach out for ezperte in every fleld,
publish theixr thouzhisr and oniniong, thelr .
analyses of current developments. The letters
to the editor column must becowme, not a forum
for crackpots; but an expitlng place fToxr the
exchange of ideas and even for criticism of
the papers themselves.

Every country ls a mystery couwposed of
the lives of many men, But at no time doss a
nation learn wore aboutb itself than duringAa
period of.extended crisis, such as Canada

A

has experienced in the past decade.
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What we desperately reed, it gacus to

ne ~-- g2nd the newspapers can provide the
necessary leadershi; - 1s to develop sone
kind of coherent philozophy ~~ or at least
outlook -- about Canada's vlace in the world
and‘a-way of looking at the internal and
external problgms that seem continially
threatening to éngdlf us. Oth;rvise,'f fear
that the constant pressure of events will
drive us intoc either arstate of indifference,
which is a2 menace to demoorat;c governmenv, or
a condition of constant anxiety, which destroys

both a tolerant public opinlon and private

tranguility.



Canadlan society -- both French and
Tnglisn -~ 18 in a state of unpreoedented
turmoil. Power is changing hands as 1t is
‘reluctantly being ceded by one éeneration to
the next. And impétiently awalting thely turn
j8 a4 still much younger group, the first
generation of Canadiane in this century who
will have no persQnai memorles of elthar ths
grest depression or even Woxld War Il.

Younqan sgnsa this generatlon quletly
deserting the established patterns of Canadian
politics. The new soclety that 1s gradually
coming into being will overturn most of the

smug assumptions, delicate balances and the

closed character of the Canadlan political process.



By the time the next federal election rolls
around, probably in 1972, 59% of the Canadian
population will be ;nder 30. This trend is
set and no amount of po}itical rhetoric will
meke 1t go away. This should not be a cause
for;dgépair. Generational rivalry has aslways
been the mein gbgine of political reform, angd
this new post-Beatle generation is'challenging
its elders, guestloning the traditionzl view of
every human exchange, from the sex act to the
politiecal rally.

In this turmnoil, no instlitution 1s in
grester danger than varlisment. The clouds of
banalities which frequently blur and muffle the

great debates in the House of Commons are no

longer good enough.



de éhare with most western demporaoies
" what I conslder to be the central politlcal
dilemma of the thntieth century, namely how
the execubive branch of government can be
set free from the paralyzing grip of the
legislative assembly, withcut, al the sane
time, dgétroying the demopratic DIOCEess.
Ih.Canada‘é case, thils dilenma is made

much more critical by the fact that we

simultaneously must contend with a deep~

running French-Tnglish crisis. The two problems

are not mutually exclusive. Our varliament is
clearly an Anglo-Saxon institution. If we
cananot find some way of mak;ng it effective,
Wwe WLl subtrao£'-- verhaps deéisive}y -~ from
the reasons Quebec must discover for staying

within Con’ederation.



In the history of every nation, there
are examples of the enormous momentum that can
be develoned when a Whele people feels itself
-at one with its institutions ——,particularlj
parliament. This was true of Canada during the
first;and third reglimes of Sir John A. MacDonsald,
the second term of Sir Wilfrid Leurier, the
early years of the St. Laurent regime, the
brief 1957-58 session of the first Diefenbaker
Parliament, and the firsﬁ few days of the
Pearson administration. Je must hove that

Pierre Trudeau can recapture this mood.



Itts far too early to assess Piefre
Flliott Trudeau as a prime minister.- He's been
in of fice for only ;ix menths, B51ix monthsr
af ter John Diefenbaker wes first elected, during
the action~filled 1957~58 parlisnentary session,
it ?.L_ool»\:-ec] a5 1T he would be the best prime
minister.We‘ve.ever had. Six months after
Lester Pearscn got 1ln following the disaster
of the ”sikty days pf decision", 1t looked
as if he would be the worst prinme minﬁster
we've ever had., G~elther was the case,

Buﬁ I think in Trudeau's performance to
date; We are already seelng a similar phenomenon
to his three predecessors. It's a strange
ﬁﬁing that -so many of us sre astonished and

disappolnted thalt a man who becomes prime

minister isn't instantaneously transformed inte a
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golden, shinmoering figure, Jettisoning the
attitudes of his lifetime. Louils St. Laurent,
Tfor example, spent most of his 1life &8 a
‘corporation lawyer, sitting on fhe boards of
many important companies. When he becameA

prime minlster he was condemned for acting

too much liké the phairman of a corporate

board. Before he csme to Ottawa John Diefenbsker
nevexr evern had an officelto adninister and
expended al; of his considerable energy fighting
to defend the underdogs in dusty Prairie
courtrooms., When he became prime minlster he
was condemned for being too much of a lone Wolf;
for not adminiétering his office well and.for

belng too concerned with individual rights.



Lester Pearson épent thirty years as &
diplomat before he became a politician and
then‘he was condeunned for belng too diplomatic.
NoW, We have a prime minlster who spent most
of hls life as a professor of constitutionsl
1aw; And already o.aule are oomplg;nts that
he's too 1egalistig and that he tends to lecture
the House of Commons.

You cannot féirly condemn men for what
they are.

In Judging prime ministérs, T think
you have to tske intoc account that each of
them has two very different kinds of reputations.
There is the repute with which he is held within
his own cirele in Ottaws, among hie assistants

and senlor clvil servants. Then there is his



porularity in the country at large. Very few
*men have been able to maintain bo?h these
reputgtions. Johﬁ Diefenbaker lost the respect
of the givii servants, though they tried hard
tq serve him, by tailoring ali his policies
toward "the average Cenadlan™, wlth little
regerd to their fiscai or a@ministraﬁive
feasibility. When hls government stoﬁped
working, he lost his popular following too,

and he was thrown out of office. Lester
Pearson,  always cared much gore for his
professlonal reputation than his public image.
As a result; he could never achieve an electoral
majority, and eventuslly resigned. 5o far,
Pierre Elligtt Trudeau has been able to balance

both reputations: his ability to win a

parliementary majority on June 25 proved his appeal -
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to the people and he is; at the moment, very
popular with Ottawa's buresucratic mandsrins.
His future is ilwmpossible té predlict,
but my strong impfession 1=s that Plerre
Trudeau will manage to malntain the high~
repute in vwhich he's held in Ottawa only by
drastically changing the system. There are
already‘indications of the direction in which
he 1s moving. His staff of 28 is the strongest
retinue of advisors ever retained by a Canadian
prime minister. In many ways if resembles a
kind of minlature, northernlversion of Washington's
White Housgse staff, with its own intelligence
nebuwork, dalled regiongl desks." Also, by
r;tioning his ministere during psarliamentary
question periods, Trudeau ig moving foward a

sltuation wnich would not requlire the eXecutive



to constantly Sit in the representative
assembly -~ this is, of course, the
congressional systenm,

It wouldn't surprise me 1f out of the
Serles of constitutional conferences which will
veke place in Ottawa durlirz tne next decade,
Canada emerges with a completely néw system of
government. Plerre Elliott Trudeau mney become
the first Presideﬁt of Canada.

This is not, I musﬁ stress, as yet any
consclously thought-out position on his part,
nor would it be an intended slight te the
monarchy. But no prime minister in Canadian
history has been wore concerned with the
efficliency of the fedgral gcvérnment and I.think

that Konsleur Trudeau sees the only hope of

A5



reform in & fundamental shift ﬁo a
combletely nev systen. It may be that we
¥ill end up with the best features of beth
the parliamgntary and the congressional
systems, & step that would be firmly within
the Cansdian political tradition.

Let me conclude by settiﬁg'out ny
theory for the crite?la by which succesasful
prime ministers must be Judged.

The function of democratic leadership,
it seems to me, is to reépect the past,
convince the present and enlarge the future.

My ldeal prime minister would be a
man atuned to change; both ecénomic and SQGial.
He would have that speclal bfand of courage
which Ernest Hemingway once called ”grace'under‘

pressure'. He would be zggressive without belng



contentious; decisive ﬁithogt bel ng arxogant

and compassionate without belng confusedk

He would respect id%ass but not substitute

them.forlaction. He would be a master.of

prose, but nqt_become intoxicaﬁed Ly his own.
‘"He would be pragmatic, but cnly up to

g polnt, so that he would always know when

to spurn the arithmetics of expediency. He

would be articulate and forceful enocugh to

invelve the people, including his opponents, in

his struggles on bghalf of Canadl an nationhood.
Sucﬁ a2 leader would set out clear

goals fpr this country and its twe great

socletles, on the basis, notpof public opinlon

polls, but‘from his own strong éense of national

necessities. Instead'of partlcipating quletly

in the lottery of history, he would be capable of



griooling events on the move snd have the kind
of impsct that would revesl the character of
the country to itseltf. The very force of his
pversonality would become & unifyirg influence
for the nation at large. What we need in this
country is a man who can heln sll_pf ve find
a way to grow, voth as individusls and as a
nation.

We must all hope that Pilerre Wlliott
Trudeau -- who will be the subject of my next
book -- turns out to be just sueh a man.

- Thark you very much.



