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__________:  Another friend—I’ve introduced several today—Bill Mims is the Attorney 
General of Virginia, having been elected by the Virginia General Assembly just a month 
ago.  The Attorney General is normally elected by the people like Lt. Governor Hager 
was elected by the people of Virginia, but what happened was the current Attorney 
General—his name is Bob McDonnell, he is going to run for Governor—and it’s 
customary that they resign from their position as Attorney General and General Mims 
was the Chief Deputy in that office and so he was elected by the General Assembly to be 
the Attorney General of Virginia, so I have known Bill since we were both in school and 
the only piece of advice I can give you is be nice to everybody you know because you 
never know when they might be the top lawyer in your country. 

 
 Bill also was elected to the House of Delegates and to the Virginia Senate.  Bo 
Trumbo was here earlier today and Bo had served in the House and Bo had served in the 
Senate with Bill and of course, now Bill is an Attorney General.  He’s on the executive 
side of the three branches of government and Bo, of course, was talking about the 
judicial side, but they both have a lot of experience in common, both having been 
elected, both having gone to William & Mary like I did and I can’t tell you how proud I 
am to have my old friend Bill Mims come and talk to you today about freedom of the 
press. 
 

THE HONORABLE WILLIAM MIMS:  Thank you.  It is indeed a pleasure to talk to you 
about any topic and particularly about freedom of the press because of how important 
freedom of the press is not only to our country but to your country as well, and let me 
begin by saying that in preparing to talk, I read through your responses to the 
questionnaire that you received as you began this program and I was fascinated by your 
answers, by what you are wanting to do and what you intend to do when you return to 
Sri Lanka and I admire that very much.   

 
  The very first principle that I want to talk about is inherent in your answers.  You 

wish to have a representative government, equality, freedom, justice.  You want a 
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government that enforces the laws, that fulfills the people’s will and sovereignty.  Those 
are simply the first six responses that I have just read.  The interesting aspect of freedom 
of the press is that you cannot—  No person can say I will establish equality in my 
government and then will worry about freedom of the press later.  I will establish 
representative government and then will bring about freedom of the press.  Instead, 
freedom of the press is inherent in being able to establish representative government and 
equality and justice and so that is really from the perspective that I speak, is one of the 
fundamental building blocks or the foundation for the building of any government. 

 
 Now, I will point out that in addition to my being a lawyer and government official, 
my father was a newspaper editor in a small city about the size of Charlottesville that’s 
about 60 miles from here.  It’s kilometers in Sri Lanka?  About 100 kilometers.  And so I 
grew up expecting the press to be free and vigorous.  I also have a sister who is the 
editor of one of the largest newspapers in America and so I have not only grown up in 
that milieu, in that environment, but I have also seen it first hand and I have seen her 
newspaper be quite critical of the state government and the federal government and often 
with good reason and that tends to make our government stronger.  If one is a 
government official as I am and one is criticized, you don’t like it.  You might get mad, 
angry, at the newspaper editor or the reporter but criticism is good and criticism really 
makes us stronger and keeps us more vigilant. 
 
 Today, I took today’s Washington Post and just took the front section and looked at 
the stories in the front section of the Washington Post and it’s fascinating to see what 
stories one will find in a major newspaper if there is indeed freedom of the press  Let me 
read to you the top two headlines.  Geithner, that would be our Secretary of the Treasury, 
our finance minister, to propose vast expansion of U.S. oversight of financial system and 
then there are four separate stories about the Obama administration’s policies that have 
been proposed to reform our banking system, our stock markets, our financial system 
overall and, of course, what happens to those policies will affect every single economy 
throughout the world.  As I read through that story, the story is not uniformly positive 
about the administration’s policies.  In fact, there is a great deal that criticizes the 
administration’s policies in that story, but it’s because of stories like that that the 
administration is able to think through whether its policies are indeed wise and 
potentially to change them as the proposals go through our Congress, so that’s just an 
immediate example of where freedom of the press benefits our government and 
hopefully the entire world economy if the newspaper is doing its job. 
 
 But here’s an even more fascinating story and one that I dare say in most countries 
at most times one would never see on the front page of the newspaper.  On Mexico trip 
Clinton criticizes U.S. drug policy.  I want you to think for a moment of what is involved 
in that story.  Our Secretary of State has gone to another country and while in that other 
country has criticized our government and our newspapers are able to write about it.  
Now, that is pretty extraordinary.  If you think about any other country and if someone 
from Sri Lanka goes to a neighboring country and then criticizes Sri Lanka while they’re 
there and if the newspapers are able to report about so that people can see it.  It’s not 
comfortable.  It forces us to examine our policies and to look deep inside and ask 

 2



ourselves is this—  are our policies right?  But that sort of an introspective look is a good 
thing. 
 
 Now, I also want to underscore.  I want to repeat something that Ambassador Seiple 
just said to you.  Americans don’t always get it right and unfortunately Americans often 
are arrogant and so one of the very first things I wanted to let you know is we don’t 
always get it right but the freedom of the press helps us move towards a system that does 
get it right and let me collapse 220 years of American history into about five minutes to 
just give you a sense of how the freedom of the press helps us to move towards a just 
society.  As you know, at the time of the American Revolution America became free of 
Great Britain and became a sovereign nation, but it was an imperfect sovereign nation in 
that African Americans were enslaved and Native Americans continued to have violence 
against them and continued to be discriminated against so even though we had system in 
place that talked about equality and lifted up freedom and was intending to bring about 
justice, there were already the seeds being sown that would—  that could have destroyed 
that system. 
 
 In fact, when those who studied the American Civil War, the American war by 
which slavery was ended, when they looked at how the Civil War began, they actually 
go back to the American Constitutional Convention that when the Constitution was first 
created, there was already that tension between freedom and equality and justice on the 
one hand and enslaving a large portion of the population on the other hand.  It took about 
80 years for the Civil War to break out and our nation almost did not survive that. 
During those 80 years, the reason why the flame was able to continue to burn in favor of 
freedom and justice and equality was because there were newspapers that continued day 
after day and week after week to say that slavery was wrong.  Now, many people 
would’ve wanted to keep those newspapers quiet.  In fact, many people tried to keep 
those newspapers quiet, but the newspapers continued to keep the idea in front of the 
population that it was possible to have a republic, a country, that was even better than 
what existed and it worked.  Eventually, and from 1861 to 1865, we had a terrible Civil 
War with just horrific casualties, but after that Civil War, the nation survived and we put 
in place amendments to our Constitution to try to ensure that equality really would 
occur.  Even then, it was still imperfect and we went from 1865 for the better part of an 
additional century before we had really an effective network of civil rights laws to 
protect every single minority in America. 
 
 What occurred almost a century later was also very instructive in terms of the 
freedom of the press, because in 1954, the American Supreme Court in a landmark 
decision had said that discrimination against African Americans in education was wrong 
and it had to end, but in fact it didn’t end and discrimination in terms of where an 
African American could stay in a hotel room or where they could eat or where they go to 
college, any number of other freedoms, were still lacking, and in the 1960s, principally 
under Dr. Martin Luther King, there was a commitment to non-violent change and 
throughout the American south principally where the discrimination was most obvious, 
Dr. King and those who followed him, would protest and would try non-violently to 
change the laws and to change people’s minds.  Unfortunately, even that didn’t work and 
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what happened was in many of those states, there was a violent reaction from the white 
majority that was in power and you had a situation where there were very violent riots, 
there were African American churches being burned, there was just a terrible terrible 
violence.  What changed America was the fact that that violence was being reported 
upon by the newspapers and by then it was being reported on television and television 
really had only come to most people’s households in the 1950s and so in 1961 and ’62 
and ’63 and particularly the ’64-’65 timeframe, about a five-year period, people would 
turn on their television and in their homes they would see what was happening and they 
said this isn’t acceptable and gradually there was enough support for our Congress and 
our courts to say discrimination will end, legally-sanctioned discrimination will end, and 
so we had another giant step forward.  I don’t think that ever would’ve happened if there 
wasn’t a free press, if there wasn’t television showing people what it was that was going 
on.   
 
 Now, even then, after most of the institutional discrimination had ended, there was 
still in people’s minds a hard time accommodating the notion of equality and what is 
fascinating that what we have seen just in the past year with an African American 
president being elected is that he was able to go to the American public using the press, 
using the cable networks, using the Internet, using the newspapers and using television, 
to get a message of change, a message of, as you can see right now, a message of reform, 
not a message that everyone agreed with.  Certainly, not a message that was without 
controversy, but the fascinating thing is that in America today, he was elected not 
because of the color of his skin but because of his ability to communicate and his ideas 
and so I view that as being another of those significant steps forward.   
 
 I will hasten to add that I am a member of the other political party and I voted for 
the other candidate, but when President Obama was elected and particularly when he 
inaugurated, I felt a great deal of pride in the steps that our country has taken, so that is 
an example—  Like I said, I took 220 years.  I tried to press it into 5 minutes but to show 
how the freedom of the press has been so important through that time. 
 
 Now, I don’t know much about your country.  I have spent a little bit of time 
reading about it in order to talk with you and of course I read about what’s going on in 
your country in the Washington Post or in other newspapers and as I said, I truly admire 
you being here and then going back to Sri Lanka because I know that the situation is 
unsettled and I know that the situation is dangerous and we as Americans should not 
presume that you could just simply take exactly what we did and we call it cookie cutter, 
that you can’t just simply say, well, we’ll do exactly what America did and we’ll have 
the same constitutional amendment that America has.  Each nation is different and each 
nation has to respond differently so it’s really the principles that I hope that you will 
absorb and that we will be able to have a dialogue about, but what is fascinating when 
you look at—  as you’ve absorbed all of these lessons of American history today from 
individuals who know more about it than I do, what’s fascinating is that when the 
American government was put together, there was a belief that power should not be 
concentrated in one person or in one aspect of government and there was the concept of 
checks and balances, of finding a way to prevent power from being concentrated.  Part of 
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that was institutional.  Part of that was how the government itself was set up.  It had a 
vertical component and a horizontal component.   
 
 The vertical component was that America is a republic where you have 50 states.  
You actually have the sovereignty rests with the people and the people give some of 
their sovereignty, some of their power, some of their authority to the state governments 
and essentially the state governments created the federal government.  It was not a pure 
democracy like you saw historically in Greece, for example, but it was a republican form 
of government, a representative form of democracy, and the fascinating aspect is there 
was also a horizontal separation of powers between the executive, the legislature, and 
then there was even a separation within the legislature, between the House and the 
Senate and then, of course, you had the court system and the principle that the courts 
could review and could strike down what the executive or the legislature had done. 
 
 But beyond the institutional checks and balances, the American constitution has 
these 10 amendments but Ambassador Seiple and I are actually talking only about the 
first of those 10 and those are the checks and balances that basically say that outside of 
government activity itself that the people have certain freedoms and of course, the very 
first amendment is fascinating in that if indeed it is first because our founders believed it 
is most important, it includes the freedom to worship, freedom to worship the God that 
you believe in in the way that you believe.  It includes the freedom to speak out, the 
freedom to go onto the street corner and just start to talk if you want to and not have—  
people might laugh at you, but you don’t have to worry about government necessarily 
hauling you away.  It includes the freedom to associate, the freedom to be in a group, the 
freedom to belong, and it includes the freedom of the press. 
 
 Everything else, all of the protections in the Constitution for your property, that says 
that government cannot take your property without legal process and without paying you 
for it, government cannot bang down your door and come into your house.  The other 
freedoms relating to liberty, that you can’t be required to testify against yourself in a 
criminal proceeding.  In other words, if you have been accused of a crime, you are 
allowed to be completely silent and force the government to prove its case without using 
your own words against you.  All of those other freedoms come after the freedom to 
worship, the freedom of the press, and the freedom of speech and association.   
 
 An interesting irony is that our Constitution was created principally by two 
individuals, both of whom are—  You can still feel their presence here.  In fact, one of 
them’s right here with us—Thomas Jefferson, who worldwide is viewed as one of the 
three most admired Americans along with George Washington and Abraham Lincoln.  I 
must say this.  Americans like to think of ourselves as being really important.  As 
Ambassador Seiple pointed out and as I have freely admitted, we are arrogant.  This is 
an aside.  This has nothing to do with the talk itself, but there was a poll done in the year 
2000 of the greatest people in the world, the most influential people in the world over the 
course of the past thousand years and I believe it was the top 25 were asked.  No. 1 was 
not an American.  Johannes Gutenberg who invented movable type and therefore the 
press from which freedom of the press comes, but there were only two Americans on the 
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top 25—Washington and Lincoln, and I thought that was interesting.  I thought 
Americans need to know that.  Americans need to know that we would say, well, why 
didn’t we have 20 out of 25.  Well, because we need to realize where we fit into the 
world community and it’s part of a continuing lesson for us, but anyway, that’s an aside. 
 
 The Constitution was created primarily by Jefferson and Madison and Madison in 
particular, even more than Jefferson.  Jefferson’s intellect soared and he believed in 
freedom and equality and he spoke about it and he wrote about it, but Madison who was 
kind of always at Jefferson’s side, he’s the one that realized that people, their basic, their 
essence, isn’t necessarily good, that there is—  Even though he might desire to do good, 
we also often do bad.  We often fall short and so it was Madison who was worried that if 
you had imperfect people creating an imperfect government, you have to find a way to 
control that government and so those amendments are ones that I really give the credit to 
James Madison for being aware of how important it is to have that sort of check on 
government, of preventing government from being too powerful, but here’s the irony.  
Jefferson ran for president of the United States and won and at the beginning of the 
nation, our very first president was George Washington and he was essentially elected 
by acclamation.  Nobody else wanted it.  I mean, other people might’ve wanted it but 
nobody would’ve even thought of running against him and it was before the 
development of the two-party system, so after eight years when George Washington said 
he would not run again, the next person to be elected was John Adams who was of the 
same—  had the same political beliefs, the same ultimately party, as George 
Washington, and it was then in the election of 1800 was the first time that you had the 
beginnings of a very vigorous two-party system and what is fascinating is that the press 
was unfettered. No one was going to tell the press that they couldn’t afford it and there 
were newspapers that supported Jefferson that attacked Adams unmercifully and 
newspapers that supported Adams that attacked Jefferson unmercifully and the 
interesting thing is it is the closest election in American history.   
 
 We don’t elect by popular vote in America.  We don’t elect the president by popular 
vote.  The population, the popular vote, votes for electorals, votes for individuals who 
will then gather and vote for the president.   Now, in modern times, the electors are 
essentially required, in fact, I think I could say are required, to vote for the person who 
the majority in their state chose, but back in 1800, that wasn’t necessarily the case and 
what happened was that when the electors got together, Jefferson and the man who was 
running as his vice president, Aaron Burr, each had an equal number of electors voting 
for them for president and it wound up going to the United States House of 
Representatives where ultimately disputed presidential elections are decided and it went 
more than a hundred ballots.  It went for a long—  I’m not certain about the number but 
it went for a long time before finally I believe just simply one member of the House of 
Representatives, because they had tied also, one member of the House of 
Representatives switched his vote and Jefferson became the president, so the attacks by 
the press, Jefferson easily could have said potentially cost him the election and Jefferson 
could have turned against the press and said, well, this isn’t working.  This is bad, 
because it’s making our government unstable, because let me tell you, when you have 
the House of Representatives, the legislature, choosing the president, that is an unstable 
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situation for America.  Now, in countries where you have a prime minister, the 
legislature will always choose the—  will typically choose the prime ministers, but 
America is a different system and the people, not the legislators, are supposed to choose 
the president. 
 
 But here’s what’s fascinating.  When you look at Thomas Jefferson’s quotes before 
that election and then you look at his quotes after that election, his views of the press had 
not changed despite the fact that he was so vigorously attacked.  Jefferson in 1787 about 
the time of the creation of our Constitution, said the basis of our governments being the 
opinion of the people, the very first object, should be to keep that right and were it left to 
me to decide whether we should have a government without newspapers or newspapers 
without a government, I should not hesitate a moment to prefer the latter, so there is the 
intellectual voice arguing in favor of freedom of the press at a time when our 
Constitution was first being crafted, but what’s really interesting is Thomas Jefferson in 
1823 writing to Lafayette, the French nobleman, who had come over to America during 
the Revolution and had actually saved the American dream, had been responsible for 
America actually being able to defeat Great Britain, Jefferson could have complained 
bitterly about the press at that point if he had chosen to.  He had the right to do so 
certainly, but he said then the only security of all is in a free press.  The force of public 
opinion cannot be resisted when permitted freely to be expressed.  The agitation it 
produces must be submitted to.  It is necessary to keep the waters pure, so there is the 
voice of the American intellect, both before and after a brutal election continuing to say 
how important freedom of the press is. 
 
 Now, let me close by going to the present and talking about three aspects of freedom 
of the press of that principle that actually apply in our modern government.  We don’t 
really have debates in America anymore about should the press be free or should it not 
be free, should the government own television stations or should it not own television 
stations.  Those debates really have been answered, but in our society today, the issue is 
really the openness of government and the preservation of government records.  The 
government officials, and I’m one of them, don’t like to think that our files are open for 
everyone to see.  It is messy.  It is uncomfortable, but in every single state and in the 
federal government as well, we have the freedom of information laws which are 
essentially government in the sunshine laws that says that all government documents 
with very few exceptions are available for the people to see.  It’s not always easy, but 
they are available for the people to see.  At the same time, we have public records laws 
that say you cannot destroy the records on which government decisions are made.  That 
applies to such an extent that my emails are preserved.  Every email that I send or 
receive is preserved obviously in our own computer system to begin with, but then 
eventually in hard drives and they are then kept in a warehouse forever and I’m sure that 
100, 200, 300 [years from now], someone’s going to say who knows who Attorney 
General Mims was and maybe someone will throw them out then, but certainly for the 
rest of my life they will be available for everyone to see.  That’s messy.  You don’t 
necessarily want everyone to see every single email that you send, but they are available.   
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 In fact, one of the funny stories in the press recently was the fact that Barack 
Obama, as many of us are, is completely addicted to his Blackberry and the 
administration, they don’t want the president to be sending emails and so they basically 
took his Blackberry away from him and he didn’t like that at all and I think ultimately 
there was some sort of a compromise that was reached where he’s allowed to keep his 
Blackberry but he can only send personal emails or something of that nature.  I think he 
still has the Blackberry, but it’s important for government records to be available for the 
people to see, so records have to be preserved and the press is able to request those 
records and to receive them and typically there’s only three narrow exceptions. 
 
 Generally, under these statutes, the executive, the president or the governor, is 
allowed to shield his papers relating to specific decisions that he has made during his 
administration.  There’s an executive privilege where they are not contemporaneously 
released, so if President Obama is having a vigorous debate with Secretary Geitner about 
exactly what the policy should be, the press can’t come in and say, well, we want to see 
that briefing paper while that debate is going on.  It is shielded for a time but then after 
the debate has ended, after the presidency has ended, all of those papers are available for 
the media and the public to have. 
 
 The executive privilege applies just to the executive himself, typically, or herself.  It 
does not apply to the other government officials and so it’s a very narrowly tailored 
exception.  The second exception is the attorney client privilege.  When my office gives 
legal advice to the governor of Virginia, when we tell the governor a particular course of 
action is permissible and another course of action is not permissible or when we tell one 
of his appointees that legal advice under an American principle that is really sacred, 
legal advice is shielded from being disclosed and then, finally, purely personal 
information.  All Americans have an identity number, our Social Security number.  The 
press cannot come in and file a Freedom of Information request to get my Social 
Security number.  It cannot file a Freedom of Information request to find out things 
about my family.  It can’t get personal information that doesn’t relate to my government 
responsibilities, but other than that, just about everything that is done is in government is 
available not only to the press but to the population.  If Chip Mann wanted to know 
about my travel schedule, if he wanted to know that I drive a government car to come to 
the University of Virginia today and if I did, did I receive a speeding ticket because I 
was not obeying the highway laws, he could send a request to my agency and we would 
have to provide those travel records and that’s a good thing.  That sort of thing—  If I 
had wanted to take car that car and instead of going to speak to you at the University of 
Virginia, I decided I wanted to go see a basketball game, I would’ve broken the law but 
the press could have gotten those records and talk about a headline.  The headline 
would’ve been Attorney General takes Government Car to Basketball Game and so that 
helps to keep us on the straight and narrow path.  It helps to keep us doing the right 
thing, so that is a 21st century example of where that principle of openness, that principle 
of freedom of the press is alive and well. 
 
 Also, in our legal system, there is the concept of liable and slander.  The concept is 
that the press has a responsibility also and that responsibility is to tell the truth and that 

 8



it’s possible for the press to not tell the truth and to harm you as a citizen and if the press 
does not tell the truth and harms you as a citizen, then you can go into court and get a 
judgment.  You can get the judge to agree that that newspaper or that television station 
must pay you damages for the harm that was caused.   
 
 The interesting thing is for the primary government officials there is a second aspect 
of that.  You not only have to show that the information was false, but you also have to 
show that the press knew it was false and intended to do you harm.  It’s not enough that 
the press was negligent, that they just didn’t do their job.  You actually have to show that 
the press was wanting to do harm to you and you use lies in order to do it, so that’s a 
second 21st century aspect of how the freedom of the press permeates even our legal 
system and those, I think between the freedom of information act, the public records 
acts, and the liable and slander laws.  That really I hope underscores for you just how 
important Americans view the freedom of the press and how we recognize that that 
freedom helps us to be less imperfect.  It might not make us less arrogant but it helps us 
to move in the direction that we want to move, so I appreciate your listening to me and I 
guess we will now answer questions. 
 

__________:  __________ 
 
THE HONORABLE WILLIAM MIMS:  That’s an excellent excellent question.  Here’s 

what likely will happen and in particular, Secretary of State Clinton is quite 
controversial.  Many people like her a great a deal; many people dislike her rather 
intently and Treasury Secretary Geithner is quickly getting into that controversial 
category as well.  Based upon particularly these stories, what you’ll find is this:  You 
will find a vigorous debate that may continue for 24 hours, it may continue for weeks or 
months.  It will begin typically on the Washington Post’s website.  You can go onto the 
web, find these stories and see the number of hits, the number of comments on the blog.  
Blog is a worldwide term now, is it not?  Oh, good.  Okay.  All right.  So that’s where 
the debate begins.  Then it will get picked up by what we call the evening news, what 
used to be the mainstream news.  I guess I shouldn’t even use that term now, but our 
networks, CBS, ABC, NBC, principally, will have these stories on the news at 6:00 
o'clock, 6:30 tonight, when a lot more Americans will see them.   

 
 Beyond that then, you get into the cable news or the constant news—CNN and other 
networks, that will then bring analysts onto their nightly shows who will start to argue 
with each other and then they have their own blogs and so then those blogs start to light 
up and you actually wind up having a very vigorous debate based upon stories such as 
this and ultimately the government may choose to change its policies.  It may not.  The 
legislature, the Senate and the House of Representatives members may decide not to 
vote for these policies because of stories of this nature or they may listen to the debate 
and say I’m even more for it than I was before.  If these are good policies, they ought to 
be able to survive that sort of a debate.  That’s the principle that’s behind it.  
 

__________:  Well, I think you’re going to get the debate only because we’ve had it before.  
I remember Al Gore doing the same thing and John Kerry doing the same thing and 
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breaking kind of the cardinal rule when you’re outside of the United States, you don’t 
criticize the United States so here you have the Secretary of State doing it and given the 
fact that there’s so much passion about this personality to begin with, this thing will 
probably have legs for a few days and if something else happens in the near term, people 
will begin to connect the dots or the press will begin to connect the dots for the populace 
and this will continue to go on as a big issue.  
 

__________:  __________ 
 
__________:  Well, first of all, it has been true in the past and some of that was forced as you 

heard in the last couple of presentations unfortunately for us, and some of that is true in 
the present because out of that forced segregation, there’s been a desire to be with a 
particular group, ethnicity or whatever in this case, African Americans, who have 
developed their own form of worship, but it’s rare to find an all-black church.  It’s not 
rare to find an all-white church, but again, the history is what has contributed to this and 
in our lifetime, we’ve seen those things and I could think I’m still a relatively young 
person but I’ve traveled from New Jersey to Florida and the restaurants that I could go 
into that a black person could not, the restroom that I could use and the black person 
could not, where you’d have separate this, separate that, and then, of course, this 
separation in churches which is ironic and terribly sad and at one time, people would try 
to create a theology as to why this had to be so and they would look back to things that 
came all the way back to Adam and Eve and the separation of the sons of Noah who 
ended up in Africa and all that kind of stuff, but I say that’s sad and today, of course, 
obviously there’s a freedom to do that or not to do that, and that’s the good news.  It’s 
taken a long time to get there and there’s some aftershocks  

 
THE HONORABLE WILLIAM MIMS:  To give you some indication, this is not in the 

church setting, but the extent to which we Americans are continuing to grapple with that 
sort of the historical discrimination in our country, you are here today at one of the great 
universities not only in America but in the world.  Up until I was I believe 10 years old 
this university was all white men—no women, no African Americans, and so that’s an 
indication not only of how far we’ve come as a nation but also how important it is for us 
to continue to have an internal dialogue as Americans about what our own views are and 
to continue to move towards the principles that we like to show to the rest of the world.  

 
__________:  Just as maybe a cute aside and I might be sorry I say this, but one of the things 

that made integration a whole lot easier was the athletic competition.  Alabama could not 
win any more football games unless they integrated their school and were able to recruit 
some of those star black Americans as well as those star white Americans.  Watch the 
basketball games in the next couple of days.  Maybe that was an unintended 
consequence, but it was a helpful one and it actually aided the integration of schools and 
once you began to integrate knowledge institutions, that has far-reaching effects.  Some 
of it happens just because of competitive athletics.   
 

__________:  __________ 
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THE HONORABLE WILLIAM MIMS:  Well, because you all are here, we’re going to 
have a changed situation back in Sri Lanka.  You’re going to go back and you’re going 
to take over the power settings of the country and you’re going to remember what 
happened here in the shadow of Thomas Jefferson and make sure that mistakes are not 
recreated there.  Every country is different.  The Pakistani situation is very troubling.  
Again, you have an Islamic extremist group there.  Not all—-  By the way, be careful 
how you categorize it.  It’s kind of an intellectually lazy exercise of putting people into 
one category and nobody likes that to happen and unfortunately, a lot of people in 
America have done that with the Muslim religion and it’s not fair.  People have done it 
with evangelicals.  It’s not fair, but you do have some really raw tensions in Pakistan 
because you have conflict on the borders, what I would call [00:50:26 / __________] 
form of religion, namely the Taliban.   

 
 Religion doesn’t hurt people.  The Taliban hurts people, but you also have a 
situation where you have nuclear armaments and you may not have as many in India as 
you have in Pakistan, but the Indian ones are supposedly more reliable and have better 
guidance systems and how many do you need to wipe out both countries, but I think in 
Pakistan, you get a new government and you’ve got a lot of pressures on that 
government, legal pressures on that government.  You’ve got border wars.  You’ve got 
terrorist operations going on.  You have the exportation of terrorism and you’ve got this 
nuclear armament, so for all of those reasons collectively and probably a few more, now 
you also have the problem with the chaotic economic world economy which is going to 
make poor people poorer.  Pakistan may be the most dangerous country in the world 
today.   

 
 In India, almost like China, everything is true somewhere; everything is false 
somewhere, because it’s so big.  You have like 1.3 billion people in both of those 
countries but the problem with India, you have a very slow justice system and so people 
can do things and get away with them.  In [00:51:49 / __________] state, there was 
leprosy doctor from Australia that 30 years treating leprosy patients in India one night 
was out with his two sons and the RSS or the group of extremists on the Hindu side sets 
fire to his Land Rover, burns he and his sons to death.  The guy who was the mastermind 
behind that ran for office the following year as a hero and was allowed to do that 
because the justice system was so slow.  If you can’t trust your justice system, all kinds 
of bad things can happen that never see the light of the day. 

 
  In Kenya, this is not a South Asian country, but in Kenya under President [Mwai] 

who was president for life, false witnesses were brought into the justice system.  You 
could go in there and be accused of something and someone else would bear witness 
falsely.  The same thing has happened in Pakistan all over the place.  People bear 
witness falsely.  The anti-blasphemy laws that exist, another issue in actually both 
countries because it’s Muslim populations that are strong, if not statistically strong, as a 
percentage, certainly in America is strong and people would use that to get even, to wipe 
out competition, to make a point, to abuse a justice system and when the justice system 
begins to break down, when people can’t have legitimate authentic hope in that system, 
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then the country is in for some terrible terrible times, so I would say in India, the biggest 
problem is just getting the wheels of justice moving quickly.   

 
 My memory of Sri Lanka, I was in—  What do they call those four-wheel drive little 
cars, Power__________—maybe it was before your time, but the little SUVs, and we’re 
driving at night throughout the countryside and I hear our driver sit every single pothole 
and I was really upset with him by the time.  I was also almost sick by the time we got 
back to Colombo—I said why’d you sit those potholes?  He said, well, that’s where we 
exploded the mines.  I wanted to hit the potholes where they were already exploded as 
opposed to the places where you maybe you could still find a few, and I thought, gee, 
this is a country with some issues.   
 
 I worry about what’s happening in the northern part of the country.  You had a safe 
zone where innocent people could go and get away from the firing that was taking place 
and this last desperate [00:54:43 / goals] perhaps of the conflict over counterparties.  The 
people go into the safe zone and then it becomes a free fire zone with cluster bombs, the 
original dumb bomb.  They just dropped a bunch of them that wipes out a lot of the 
population.  I think there’re some very difficult things that are going to have to get over.  
It will decades probably to get over it.   
 
 I worry, too, about the anti-conversion stuff that’s going on because I think a lot of 
it is a function of a lack of trust and a fear that somehow the majority faith will be 
obstructed or taken over or diluted. 
 
 Here’s what you have to contend with.  When something bad happens in your 
country, the world knows about it in hours.  It’s just the way it is today.  Last night, 25th 
of March, [00:55:52 / __________] Church was attacked by a man with a machete.  He 
hacked up the pastor and a worker.  Last night.  Minutes, certainly hours, everybody 
who’s concerned about human rights and religious freedom in the world had a story 
about that and I think it’s really important to work towards a place where those things 
become, hopefully like our slavery issue, a thing of the past and work out of those kind 
of situations because when that happens, the world understands, the world sees and 
somehow the country is diminished in the eyes of the world because of that.  Again, if 
you’re concerned about human rights in a country, you look at how that government 
treats its minority population and how fast will someone be brought to justice.  How will 
this be fixed? What kind of educational programs will take place so that people can have 
an honest conversation that puts the tensions down to a level of respect so that somebody 
doesn’t pick up a machete and try to take matters into his or her own hands.  
 

__________:  __________ 
 
THE HONORABLE WILLIAM MIMS:  That’s a very good question and let me begin by 

saying that those of us in America if we have not spent considerable time in Sri Lanka 
can have no real understanding of the terror that exists for journalists.  We are aware of 
the statistics.  We read about the deaths, but the courage that it takes to be a journalist in 
Sri Lanka, the courage that it takes to speak out for the principles that we’re talking 
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about, those are ones that I can understand here but that I can’t understand here because I 
haven’t lived through it and so I truly admire the fact that you are here absorbing what 
we are offering and that you are then going to go back to your country and try to make it 
also less than perfect.   

 
 Americans also grapple with restrictions on the press at times of national 
emergencies.  What we have found as our legal system has developed is that, and 
particularly when you get into a time of war or a time of significant national emergency 
and the greatest of those that we’ve dealt with recently came right after the September 
11th bombing or destruction of the World Trade Towers.  What we have found is that to 
the extent the press is restricted at all there has to be an arbiter.  There has to be a 
government, an independent government agency that is able to tell the executive you 
can’t do that.  You can’t go that far and in America it’s our court system and so there 
were times over the course of the past nine years, eight years, when the federal 
government tried to prevent the press from having information that it otherwise would 
have been able to get if we were completely at a time of peace, but ultimately the press 
was able to appeal those sorts of restrictions to the court system and I haven’t done a 
study but I think I can say that in most instances, the court would side with the press, not 
with the executive in situations such as this.   
 
 The problem is that if a country says we will have freedom of the press unless there 
is a time of national emergency and the very government that is restricting the freedom 
is the one that is able to define what an emergency is, then the concept of an emergency 
grows and grows and grows and so I personally believe that it’s better to have a press 
that is unfettered and where its freedom can potentially be some harm to the government.  
I think it’s better to have that than it is to have the government saying we will restrict the 
freedom of the press in order to prevent harm to the government.   
 
 Now, again, I’m going to end this answer the way I began it.  It’s real easy for me to 
say that.  It’s real easy for me to kind of say, well, I’m an American, we’ve got 220 years 
of freedom of the press and by golly, this is what we believe.  I’m not dealing with the 
situation you’re dealing with and you don’t have it and I understand for me to talk about 
those principles is a whole lot easier.  It’s infinitely easier than for you to go back to 
your country and put them into practice because of the immediate violence that’s going 
on right now and so to the extent that you are able to move in that direction even in small 
steps is something that we as a world community should—  really should admire.  I hope 
that’s a little bit helpful in how I would see this.  [applause]  
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