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! June 26: Peoples and Nations: Attorney Luis Arriaga (see page 8)
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! September 27: Remedies - Civil: Who Can Sue Over International Wrongs and Why?
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Other Events of Note
! August 6: UNA/Seattle sponsoring "Hiroshima to Hope" http://www.unaseattle.org/
! September 23: Open Forum on the Patriot Act - WSBA Civil Rights Committee
! October 16: WPSR's 25th Anniversary Annual Dinner http://www.wpsr.org/
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ETHICS
Memo to Bush White House staff 

by Egil (Bud) Krogh, former deputy counsel to President Nixon

February 21, 2001: Last month, I watched you on television as you raised your right hands and took the oath of office as members 
of the White House staff. I was moved to write this letter explaining how integrity is key to your safety and success.

Some ideas about integrity have recently jelled for me that I wish I had understood better 32 years ago 
when I raised my right hand, took my oath, and set sail on Richard Nixon's ship of state as a member of 
his crew.

This idea of integrity is incorporated in the commissions appointing you to your positions. You will 
soon receive yours, beautifully framed, from the White House framing shop. Read them carefully. Most 
commissions state this: "Reposing special trust in the integrity … of [your name]," the president 
appoints you to your position."   "Special trust in [your] integrity" is the fundamental idea.

I joined Mr. Nixon's staff as a junior lawyer in the White House Counsel's office. My first assignment 
was to advise nominees to the White House staff on ethical standards and conflict-of-interest laws. For 
the overwhelming part, Nixon's staff adhered to these standards and served the country honorably. But midway through Nixon's 
first term, some of us displayed a horrendous breakdown in integrity that contributed to the eventual sinking of his ship.

My participation in this integrity breakdown happened in response to the release to the New York Times of the Pentagon Papers, a 
top-secret history of the Vietnam War, by one of its authors, Daniel Ellsberg. In the tense atmosphere of the White House, where 
we were daily preoccupied with the Vietnam War, growing dissent to the government's policies, and nuclear- arms talks with the 
Soviet Union, this release hit the staff like a bomb and suggested an act of treason. In response to what the president called an 
extremely grave situation, he set up a special White House unit to investigate the release. White House counsel John Ehrlichman 
appointed me co-director. 

The investigations unit, called the "plumbers," planned and executed a break-in into the office of Lewis Fielding, Dr. Ellsberg's 
psychiatrist. We were looking for any information in Dr. Fielding's files that could be used to discredit Ellsberg - in particular, 
anything that would show an intelligence link between him and the USSR. Somehow, at that time, we were able to convince 
ourselves that national security justified what we did. Nothing was found during the break-in.

I now know that my direction of the break-in represented a massive breakdown in integrity. In particular, this decision failed the 
two tests of what integrity requires, affirmative answers to these questions:

Is it whole and complete?
Is it right?

Is It Whole and Complete?
The first question relates to whether what you are designing can fully accomplish its purpose. We speak of a ship having watertight 
integrity or even integrity in a work of art. In each case, the idea of wholeness suggests nothing essential is left out.

As you prepare policy options, ask yourself these questions: "Have I thought this through?" "Have I left out any critical items in 
my analysis?" "Have I considered the second-, third-, and fourth-order consequences of my recommendations?" (This was one of 
the questions Pat Moynihan kept pressing young staffers to ask when he served on Nixon's staff.) "Will my advice help the 
president make a sound, balanced judgment on this issue?" 

While it seems obvious, it is also crucial to ask, "Is it legal?" White House lawyers need to ask this question a lot and be able to 
answer it affirmatively. In formulating your answers, I recommend you use interpretations of the law that are well established in 
statute and precedent, and do not rely on hazy, loose definitions of what you think words like "national security," "commander in 
chief," "trust fund," and the like might be tortured into meaning. It will help you lawyers, too, to be constantly vigilant to any 
violation of the Bill of Rights. 

You must wholly and completely comply with the letter and spirit of White House ethical rules. In response to the many offers of 
gifts you'll receive, there's one rule: "Just say no." Accept nothing of more than nominal value that is being offered even remotely 
because of your position. No rides on corporate jets. No vicuna coats. No pets for your children, especially cocker spaniels. Avoid 
any whiff of a conflict of interest. Remember, "special trust" is being placed in your integrity.
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Report on June 28
"Our Constitution & International Law: 

Harmony or Havoc?"

The Section is sponsoring a series of monthly forums, 
entitled "World Peace Through Law: Foundations & 
Applications,"  featuring practical experts and a lively 
discussion. The forums are free and open all to WSBA 
members and the public. This series is designed to cover 
the general field of Peace Through Law by inviting 
experts systematically to cover  its top topics, relating 
each to a current hot issue. Each forum is conveniently 
scheduled over lunch (attendees are invited to "brown 
bag" it) at WSBA in Seattle. Reservations are not 
required but RSVP is encouraged for a headcount; email 
questions@wsba.org.

Our first presentation (June 28) featured Professor Ronald 
C. Slye of the Seattle University School of Law whose 
extensive resume includes service as an onsite legal 
consultant to South Africa's Truth & Reconciliation 
Commission. To enliven the discussion, he posed the 
purely theoretical question, "May the President 
constitutionally order genocide in time of war?" and by 
its harsh light illuminated the relationship between our 
Constitution and international law.

I cannot do justice to the presentation, much less the 
discussion following, but the first hour is available on CD 
by contacting the Section. I took away several points of 
interest:
1. The U.S. Constitution explicitly recognizes 
international law (e.g., Article I Section 8 "the Law of 
Nations"; Article VI Clause 2 "all Treaties").
2. Treaties may be "self-executing" but usually are not; 
instead, they often require domestic legislation to 
implement. For example, while the US has signed treaties 
against genocide and torture, Congress had to (and did) 
pass laws to define & criminalize such acts. (18 USC 
1091 prohibits genocide.)
3. Therefore, many questions that appear to be of 
international law (e.g., whether the president can order 
genocide or torture) become questions of domestic law. 
Although executives argue against congressional fetters, 
our Supreme Court says our Constitution limits 
presidential power, even in time of war, under 
Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. v. Sawyer, 
(1952) and Hamdi (handed down the morning of this 
presentation - see http://laws.findlaw.com/us/000/03-
6696.htm)

Our next forum (July 26) features Attorney Luis Arriaga, 
Center for Indigenous Rights in Chiapas, Mexico, 
addressing practical legal issues of peace within nations 
of multiple peoples, with an emphasis the interaction 
between the justice system of the Mayan people with the 
national justice system.

-R.E.W.

343 U.S. 579 

Ethics: Memo (continued)

If the plumbers had seriously asked, "Have I thought this 
through?" or "What are the consequences for the president and 
the country if this covert action is uncovered?" or "Is it legal?" 
the answers would at the very least have prompted second 
thoughts and, one hopes, a different result.

Is It Right?
The second question relates to the more commonly accepted 
definition of integrity in its moral sense. This idea of rightness 
relates to truth, justice, honesty, honor, fairness, 
trustworthiness, and humanity.

If you haven't already discovered this, you will find out that 
there is enormous pressure on the White House staff to get 
results. And you will experience pressure to go along 
unhesitatingly with your colleagues, in a collective "group 
think." Results-oriented, group-think mental states do not 
encourage taking time to reflect on whether an action is right. 

But you must.

When I wrote my statement to the court before being sentenced 
to prison in 1974 for violating Fielding's rights, I pointed out to 
Judge Gerhard Gesell that not once during the deliberations of 
the plumbers did we ask the question, "Is it right?" We asked 
all the operational questions, such as, "Who can do this?" and 
"Can we avoid having it traced to the White House?" But we 
didn't ask, "Is it right?" 

We just assumed we were right because the president was 
pressing for action and we were working in the White House 
on his behalf. Assumptions are not sufficient.

You cannot imagine the shame I felt in August 1974, shortly 
after I was released from prison after 4-1/2 months and Nixon 
had just resigned, when I visited Fielding in Beverly Hills to 
ask forgiveness for what we had done. We had stripped this 
kind, good man of his right to privacy without a second 
thought. 

Of equal pain was my visit the next day to Nixon in his San 
Clemente office, where I told him how deeply I regretted my 
role in the sinking of his presidency. 

So there you have it. If you can answer "yes" to those two key 
questions, not only will your work probably "play in Peoria," 
but you will also avoid being abandoned by your colleagues to 
twist slowly in the wind. 

Most important, your president and country will be well 
served, and your fellow citizens will be grateful. Bon voyage.

___________
Egil (Bud) Krogh, former deputy counsel to President Nixon, 

practices energy law in Seattle.
__________

This opinion piece first appeared in The Christian Science 
Monitor (http://www.csmonitor.com) 02/12/2001 and is 

reprinted with permission.
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Editor's note: We may forget that our Rough-Rider, big-stick-wielding, Bully Pulpit President was an effective champion of peace through 
law, earning the 1910 Nobel Peace Prize for arbitrating the Russo-Japanese war. His Nobel lecture addresses issues and makes 
arguments still relevant today! His words are blunt to our more modern, gentle ears, but have all the more authority as the unedited 
observations of practical hero of peace through law.

Roosevelt: It is with peculiar pleasure that I stand here today to express the deep appreciation I feel of the high honor 
conferred upon me by the presentation of the Nobel Peace Prize. The gold medal which formed part of 
the prize I shall always keep, and I shall hand it on to my children as a precious heirloom. The sum of 
money provided as part of the prize by the wise generosity of the illustrious founder of this world-
famous prize system, I did not, under the peculiar circumstances of the case, feel at liberty to keep. I 
think it eminently just and proper that in most cases the recipient of the prize should keep for his own 
use the prize in its entirety. But in this case, while I did not act officially as President of the United 
States, it was nevertheless only because I was President that I was enabled to act at all; and I felt that 
the money must be considered as having been given me in trust for the United States. I therefore used it 
as a nucleus for a foundation to forward the cause of industrial peace, as being well within the general 
purpose of your Committee; for in our complex industrial civilization of today the peace of 

righteousness and justice, the only kind of peace worth having, is at least as necessary in the industrial world as it is among 
nations. There is at least as much need to curb the cruel greed and arrogance of part of the world of capital, to curb the cruel 
greed and violence of part of the world of labor, as to check a cruel and unhealthy militarism in international relationships.

We must ever bear in mind that the great end in view is righteousness, justice as between man and man, nation and nation, 
the chance to lead our lives on a somewhat higher level, with a broader spirit of brotherly goodwill one for another. 

Peace is generally good in itself, but it is never the highest good unless it comes as the handmaid of righteousness; and it 
becomes a very evil thing if it serves merely as a mask for cowardice and sloth, or as an instrument to further the ends of 
despotism or anarchy. We despise and abhor the bully, the brawler, the oppressor, whether in private or public life, but we 
despise no less the coward and the voluptuary. No man is worth calling a man who will not fight rather than submit to infamy 
or see those that are dear to him suffer wrong. No nation deserves to exist if it permits itself to lose the stern and virile 
virtues; and this without regard to whether the loss is due to the growth of a heartless and all-absorbing commercialism, to 
prolonged indulgence in luxury and soft, effortless ease, or to the deification of a warped and twisted sentimentality.

Moreover, and above all, let us remember that words count only when they give expression to deeds, or are to be translated 
into them. The leaders of the Red Terror prattled of peace while they steeped their hands in the blood of the innocent; and 
many a tyrant has called it peace when he has scourged honest protest into silence.

Our words must be judged by our deeds; and in striving for a lofty ideal we must use practical methods; and if we cannot 
attain all at one leap, we must advance towards it step by step, reasonably content so long as we do actually make some 
progress in the right direction.

Now, having freely admitted the limitations of our work and the qualifications to be borne in mind, I feel that I have the right 
to have my words taken seriously when I point out where, in my judgment, great advance can be made in the cause of 
international peace. I speak as a practical man, and whatever I now advocate I actually tried to do when I was for the time 
being the head of a great nation and keenly jealous of its honor and interest. I ask other nations to do only what I should be 
glad to see my own nation do.

The advance can be made along several lines. First of all there can be treaties of arbitration. There are, of course, states so 
backward that a civilized community ought not to enter into an arbitration treaty with them, at least until we have gone much 
further than at present in securing some kind of international police action. But all really civilized communities should have 
effective arbitration treaties among themselves. I believe that these treaties can cover almost all questions liable to arise 
between such nations, if they are drawn with the explicit agreement that each contracting party will respect the others 
territory and its absolute sovereignty within that territory, and the equally explicit agreement that (aside from the very rare 
cases where the nation's honor is vitally concerned) all other possible subjects of controversy will be submitted to arbitration. 
Such a treaty would insure peace unless one party deliberately violated it. Of course, as yet there is no adequate safeguard 
against such deliberate violation, but the establishment of a sufficient number of these treaties would go a long way towards 
creating a world opinion which would finally find expression in the provision of methods to forbid or punish any such 
violation.
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Nobel Peace Prize (continued)

Secondly, there is the further development of the Hague Tribunal, of the work of the conferences and courts at The Hague. It has 
been well said that the first Hague Conference framed a Magna Charta for the nations; it set before us an ideal which has already 
to some extent been realized, and towards the full realization of which we can all steadily strive. The 
second Conference made further progress; the third should do yet more. 

Meanwhile the American government has more than once tentatively suggested methods for 
completing the Court of Arbitral Justice constituted at the second Hague Conference and for 
rendering it effective. It is earnestly to be hoped that the various governments of Europe, working 
with those of America and of Asia, shall set themselves seriously to the task of devising some 
method which shall accomplish this result. 

If I may venture the suggestion, it would be well for the statesmen of the world, in planning for the 
erection of this world court, to study what has been done in the United States by the Supreme Court. 
I cannot help thinking that the Constitution of the United States, notably in the establishment of the 
Supreme Court and in the methods adopted for securing peace and good relations among and 
between the different states, offers certain valuable analogies to what should be striven for in order 
to secure, through the Hague courts and conferences, a species of world federation for international peace and justice. There are, 
of course, fundamental differences between what the United States Constitution does and what we should even attempt at this 
time to secure at The Hague; but the methods adopted in the American Constitution to prevent hostilities between the states, and 
to secure the supremacy of the Federal Court in certain classes of cases, are well worth the study of those who seek at The Hague 
to obtain the same results on a world scale.

Finally, it would be a masterstroke if those great powers honestly bent on peace would form a League of Peace, not only to keep 
the peace among themselves, but to prevent, by force if necessary, its being broken by others. The supreme difficulty in 
connection with developing the peace work of The Hague arises from the lack of any executive power, of any police power to 
enforce the decrees of the court. In any community of any size the authority of the courts rests upon actual or potential force: on 
the existence of a police, or on the knowledge that the able-bodied men of the country are both ready and willing to see that the 
decrees of judicial and legislative bodies are put into effect. In new and wild communities where there is violence, an honest man 
must protect himself; and until other means of securing his safety are devised, it is both foolish and wicked to persuade him to 
surrender his arms while the men who are dangerous to the community retain theirs. He should not renounce the right to protect 
himself by his own efforts until the community is so organized that it can effectively relieve the individual of the duty of putting 
down violence. 

So it is with nations. Each nation must keep well prepared to defend itself until the establishment of some form of international 
police power, competent and willing to prevent violence as between nations. As things are now, such power to command peace 
throughout the world could best be assured by some combination between those great nations which sincerely desire peace and 
have no thought themselves of committing aggressions. The combination might at first be only to secure peace within certain 
definite limits and on certain definite conditions; but the ruler or statesman who should bring about such a combination would 
have earned his place in history for all time and his title to the gratitude of all mankind.

-- Theodore Roosevelt – Nobel Peace Prize Lecture - May 5, 1910 
http://www.nobel.se/peace/laureates/1906/roosevelt-lecture.html

Found On The Web & Law Student Corner

With the coming of summer, most law students are busy clerking or relaxing. However, the magic of the web brings us an 
interesting work from Gonzaga University School of Law: Across Borders: Journal of International Law. Home-page articles 
include:

http://law.gonzaga.edu/borders/borders.html

! The Need for a Charter or Bill of Rights for Guidance for the European Courts on Fundamental Rights in the EU: The 
Treaty of Amsterdam and Beyond - Dr. Donald D. A. Schaefer

The Inherent Conflict - Vienna Convention on Consular Relations and United States Domestic Law - 

Creeping Expropriation and MIGA: The Need for Tighter Regulation in the Political Risk Insurance Market - 

 

Edwin Lee Aralica

Patrick J. 
Donovan

See Across Borders at 

!

!
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Farewell Radio and Television Address to the American People 
(Military-industrial Complex Speech)

President Dwight D. Eisenhower, January 17, 1961
My fellow Americans:

Three days from now, after half a century in the service of our country, I shall lay down the 
responsibilities of office as, in traditional and solemn ceremony, the authority of the Presidency is 
vested in my successor.

This evening I come to you with a message of leave-taking and farewell, and to share a few 
final thoughts with you, my countrymen.

Like every other citizen, I wish the new President, and all who will labor with him, 
Godspeed. I pray that the coming years will be blessed with peace and prosperity for all.

Our people expect their President and the Congress to find essential agreement on issues of 
great moment, the wise resolution of which will better shape the future of the Nation.

My own relations with the Congress, which began on a remote and tenuous basis when, 
long ago, a member of the Senate appointed me to West Point, have since ranged to the intimate 
during the war and immediate post-war period, and, finally, to the mutually interdependent during 
these past eight years.

In this final relationship, the Congress and the Administration have, on most vital issues, cooperated well, to serve the 
national good rather than mere partisanship, and so have assured that the business of the Nation should go forward. So, my 
official relationship with the Congress ends in a feeling, on my part, of gratitude that we have been able to do so much together.

II
We now stand ten years past the midpoint of a century that has witnessed four major wars among great nations. Three of 

these involved our own country. Despite these holocausts America is today the strongest, the most influential and most 
productive nation in the world. Understandably proud of this pre-eminence, we yet realize that America's leadership and prestige 
depend, not merely upon our unmatched material progress, riches and military strength, but on how we use our power in the 
interests of world peace and human betterment.

III
Throughout America's adventure in free government, our basic purposes have been to keep the peace; to foster progress 

in human achievement, and to enhance liberty, dignity and integrity among people and among nations. To strive for less would 
be unworthy of a free and religious people. Any failure traceable to arrogance, or our lack of comprehension or readiness to 
sacrifice would inflict upon us grievous hurt both at home and abroad.

Progress toward these noble goals is persistently threatened by the conflict now engulfing the world. It commands our 
whole attention, absorbs our very beings. We face a hostile ideology-global in scope, atheistic in character, ruthless in purpose, 
and insidious in method. Unhappily the danger it poses promises to be of indefinite duration. To meet it successfully, there is 
called for, not so much the emotional and transitory sacrifices of crisis, but rather those which enable us to carry forward 
steadily, surely, and without complaint the burdens of a prolonged and complex struggle-with liberty at stake. Only thus shall we 
remain, despite every provocation, on our charted course toward permanent peace and human betterment.

Crises there will continue to be. In meeting them, whether foreign or domestic, great or small, there is a recurring 
temptation to feel that some spectacular and costly action could become the miraculous solution to all current difficulties. A 
huge increase in newer elements of our defense; development of unrealistic programs to cure every ill in agriculture; a dramatic 
expansion in basic and applied research-these and many other possibilities, each possibly promising in itself, may be suggested 
as the only way to the road we which to travel.

But each proposal must be weighed in the light of a broader consideration: the need to maintain balance in and among 
national programs-balance between the private and the public economy, balance between cost and hoped for advantage-balance 
between the clearly necessary and the comfortably desirable; balance between our essential requirements as a nation and the 
duties imposed by the nation upon the individual; balance between action of the moment and the national welfare of the future. 
Good judgment seeks balance and progress; lack of it eventually finds imbalance and frustration.

The record of many decades stands as proof that our people and their government have, in the main, understood these 
truths and have responded to them well, in the face of stress and threat. But threats, new in kind or degree, constantly arise. I 
mention two only.

IV
A vital element in keeping the peace is our military establishment. Our arms must be mighty, ready for instant action, so 

that no potential aggressor may be tempted to risk his own destruction.
Our military organization today bears little relation to that known by any of my predecessors in peace time, or indeed by 

the fighting men of World War II or Korea.
Until the latest of our world conflicts, the United States had no armaments industry. American makers of plowshares 

could, with time and as required, make swords as well. But now we can no longer risk emergency improvisation of national 
defense; we have been compelled to create a permanent armaments industry of vast proportions. Added to this, three and a half 
million men and women are directly engaged in the defense establishment. We annually spend on military security more than 
the net income of all United State corporations.
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-Farewell (continued)
This conjunction of an immense military establishment and a large arms industry is new in the American experience. 

The total influence-economic, political, even spiritual-is felt in every city, every state house, every office of the Federal 
government. We recognize the imperative need for this development. Yet we must not fail to comprehend its grave implications. 
Our toil, resources and livelihood are all involved; so is the very structure of our society.

In the councils of government, we must guard against the acquisition of unwarranted influence, whether sought or 
unsought, by the military-industrial complex. The potential for the disastrous rise of misplaced power exists and will persist.

We must never let the weight of this combination endanger our liberties or democratic processes. We should take 
nothing for granted; only an alert and knowledgeable citizenry can compel the proper meshing of huge industrial and military 
machinery of defense with our peaceful methods and goals, so that security and liberty may prosper together.

Akin to, and largely responsible for the sweeping changes in our industrial-military posture, has been the technological 
revolution during recent decades.

In this revolution, research has become central; it also becomes more formalized, complex, and costly. A steadily 
increasing share is conducted for, by, or at the direction of, the Federal government.

Today, the solitary inventor, tinkering in his shop, has been over shadowed by task forces of scientists in laboratories 
and testing fields. In the same fashion, the free university, historically the fountainhead of free ideas and scientific discovery, 
has experienced a revolution in the conduct of research. Partly because of the huge costs involved, a government contract 
becomes virtually a substitute for intellectual curiosity. For every old blackboard there are now hundreds of new electronic 
computers.

The prospect of domination of the nation's scholars by Federal employment, project allocations, and the power of 
money is ever present and is gravely to be regarded.

Yet, in holding scientific research and discovery in respect, as we should, we must also be alert to the equal and 
opposite danger that public policy could itself become the captive of a scientific-technological elite.
It is the task of statesmanship to mold, to balance, and to integrate these and other forces, new and old, within the principles of 
our democratic system-ever aiming toward the supreme goals of our free society.

V
Another factor in maintaining balance involves the element of time. As we peer into society's future, we-you and I, and 

our government-must avoid the impulse to live only for today, plundering, for our own ease and convenience, the precious 
resources of tomorrow. We cannot mortgage the material assets of our grandchildren without risking the loss also of their 
political and spiritual heritage. We want democracy to survive for all generations to come, not to become the insolvent phantom 
of tomorrow.

VI
Down the long lane of the history yet to be written America knows that this world of ours, ever growing smaller, must 

avoid becoming a community of dreadful fear and hate, and be, instead, a proud confederation of mutual trust and respect.
Such a confederation must be one of equals. The weakest must come to the conference table with the same confidence 

as do we, protected as we are by our moral, economic, and military strength. That table, though scarred by many past 
frustrations, cannot be abandoned for the certain agony of the battlefield.

Disarmament, with mutual honor and confidence, is a continuing imperative. Together we must learn how to compose 
difference, not with arms, but with intellect and decent purpose. Because this need is so sharp and apparent I confess that I lay 
down my official responsibilities in this field with a definite sense of disappointment. As one who has witnessed the horror and 
the lingering sadness of war-as one who knows that another war could utterly destroy this civilization which has been so slowly 
and painfully built over thousands of years-I wish I could say tonight that a lasting peace is in sight.

Happily, I can say that war has been avoided. Steady progress toward our ultimate goal has been made. But, so much 
remains to be done. As a private citizen, I shall never cease to do what little I can to help the world advance along that road.

VII
So-in this my last good night to you as your President-I thank you for the many opportunities you have given me for 

public service in war and peace. I trust that in that service you find something worthy; as for the rest of it, I know you will find 
ways to improve performance in the future.

You and I-my fellow citizens-need to be strong in our faith that all nations, under God, will reach the 
goal of peace with justice. May we be ever unswerving in devotion to principle, confident but humble with 
power, diligent in pursuit of the Nation's great goals.

To all the peoples of the world, I once more give expression to America's prayerful and continuing 
aspiration:
We pray that peoples of all faiths, all races, all nations, may have their great human needs satisfied; that 
those now denied opportunity shall come to enjoy it to the full; that all who yearn for freedom may 
experience its spiritual blessings; that those who have freedom will understand, also, its heavy 
responsibilities; that all who are insensitive to the needs of others will learn charity; that the scourges of 
poverty, disease and ignorance will be made to disappear from the earth, and that, in the goodness of time, 

all peoples will come to live together in a peace guaranteed by the binding force of mutual respect and love.
- Source: "Public Papers of the Presidents" and http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eisenhower
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Meeting Reminder
July 26, 2004

The World Peace Through Law Section's July 
meeting continues our series "World Peace Through 
Law: Foundations & Applications."

Last year, Jorge Madrazo, Consul of Mexico, 
discussed the right to peace between a nation and its 
peoples. This concept may be difficult to understand, 
since our nation is mostly of a single people. Our July 26 
forum addresses this issue, when Attorney Luis Arriaga 
of the Center for Indigenous Rights in Chiapas, Mexico 
discusses his practical legal work with the peoples of 
Chiapas and the Mayan justice system.

You may wish to review the Madrazo lecture 
before this meeting; please contact the Chair at 
rewinn2003@yahoo.com for a recording or read the text 
at http://groups.yahoo.com/group/wsba-worldpeace/files/ 
(see file "Madrazo.txt")

All are invited! The meeting is free and open to 
the public, at WSBA, 2100 4th Ave, Ste 400, Seattle. 
Please RSVP rewinn2003@yahoo.com for headcount, but 
don't stay away if you forget!
Business Meeting

After the presentation, there will be a short 
business meeting. Agenda: Nominations for Open 
Position on Executive Board.

Washington State Bar Association
World Peace Through Law Section
2101 Fourth Avenue, Suite 400
Seattle, WA 98121-2330

This is a publication of a section of the Washington State Bar Association. All opinions and comments in this publication represent 
the views of the authors and do not necessarily have the endorsement of the Association or its officers or agents.

Nonprofit Org.
U.S. Postage Paid
Seattle, WA
Permit No. 2204
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