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In a 1982 bulletin report for the Teachers College Record  (Boulding, 1982b) written at the conclusion of its work, Elise Boulding traced the roots of the Commission on Proposals for a National Academy of Peace and Conflict to post World War II legislation introduced by Jennings Randolph, who initially was a U.S. Representative and then a Senator from West Virginia. There have been, however, numerous calls and legislative initiatives for the establishment of some sort of governmental body devoted to peace, beginning with George Washington’s circular to the States with a recommendation that the first Congress consider a “proper peace establishment” (Montgomery, 2003). During the Colonial era Benjamin Rush and Benjamin Banneker were vocal spokespersons, advocating for the new country and its Constitution to devote more than lip service to the idea of the promotion of peace. 

It was not until the 1930s, however, that a more concerted movement for the actual establishment of a separate peace agency or department began to take hold in the United States. Prior to and following World War II, more than one hundred and forty peace department bills appeared in Congress, up until the year 1976 when a broad and national grass-roots campaign, known as N-PAC, began to take hold. In 1945 Congressman Jennings Randolph, later to become a U.S. Senator and a key supporter of what later became the US Institute of Peace, introduced a bill to establish a U.S Department of Peace which elaborated on the idea of exchanges of people and ideas (Smith, 1985, p. 160). Several bills were introduced in the 1940s for a peace division within the state department and again in 1947 a bill was introduced in the Senate for a Department. 

In 1955 a joint Congressional bill proposed the creation of  joint Congressional Committee for a Just and Lasting Peace and along with this a bill was introduced supporting the concept of a peace college (ibid). Meanwhile President Dwight D, Eisenhower had established a cabinet level post of Special Assistant for Disarmament during his administration. When John F. Kennedy became president, he created the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in 1961, urging those calling for a separate peace agency to actively support the ACDA (Montgomery, 2003). 

Consistent calls for a separate agency, outside of the direct control of the State and/or Defense Departments, continued throughout the decades from the 30s until the mid 1970s, but were overshadowed by the events surrounding the various wars with which the U.S. was involved. Concurrently as a grass-roots movement for such a separate agency was developing during and after the Vietnam War, a bill sponsored by Senators Vance Hartke of Indiana and Mark Hatfield of Oregon was introduced known as the George Washington Peace Academy Act (S.1976). This bill, embodying more muscle than any other previous legislation, was buttressed by the growing N-PAC movement. 


N-PAC itself had its roots in the citizen anti-war movement of the 1960s and 1970s which attracted many prominent academicians and policy makers including former U.N. Ambassador Arthur Goldberg, David Shoup, former commandant of the Marine Corps, writer and publicist Norman Cousins, writer/feminist Gloria Steinem and Kenneth Boulding, a Quaker, member of the prestigious Pugwash group, an economist on the faculty of the University of Colorado and Elise Boulding’s husband. The mission of this initial group, known as COPED (Council for a Department of Peace) was educational and it soon established its status as a non profit organization. 

It became clear to some members, however, that a more muscular stance was necessary if any further legislative initiatives for a separate peace agency were to move forward. Here the contributions of scholar/psychiatrist Bryant Wedge, former Eisenhower Fellow and founder of the Princeton University Institute for the Study of National Behavior, must be noted. Wedge joined together with Dr. James Laue, director of a program in community conflict at the University of Missouri and Representative Andrew J. Young of Georgia to form N-PAC.  Early on their efforts were aided by a twenty-five year old graduate student named William Spencer, who had met Bryant Wedge giving a lecture at the University of Pittsburgh and who soon left school to join Wedge and Laue in starting N-PAC. Spencer later became Staff Director of the Commission on Proposals for United States Academy of Peace, James Laue and Elise Boulding were nominated by President Jimmy Carter to the Commission,. Laue was named Vice-Chair.


The work of N-PAC was furthered by the mid 1970s Peace Ballot Initiative. Girded by the work of three organizations: World Without War Council, COPED and The World Federalists, the ballot was intended to be a national referendum on peace in order to move forward a platform for the 1976 elections (Miller, 1994 p. 27). N-PAC began in earnest their focus on moving forward specific legislation that would be palatable enough to win over the various disparate factions of the peace movement and to be seen, as former N-PAC coordinator William Spencer noted, 

not as a peace movement [per se] or an anti-war activity. We saw the mission of the future peace academy as more related to a specific body of emerging skills sets, competencies and applications-with legacy experience hailing from race relations, prison riot settlements, environmental negotiations and business-labor management. At that time, the State Department did not even teach negotiations in the Foreign Service Institute (Spencer, 2006b).


Of interest here is the relationship between what, ultimately, evolved into a campaign for a peace academy, an entity whose main purpose was education. According to Rhonda Miller (Miller, 26), from the beginning of the N-PAC movement, there was opposition, and not just among supporters, to the so-called “conglomerate” nature of a Department of Peace. For example, how would this department transcend what was then seen as a narrow view of national security? How would jurisdictional problems between various governmental agencies and departments, such as the State Department, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, the Agency for International Development and the Department of Defense be solved? The possibility of real value conflicts among various constituencies loomed large. 


Because of this, some members of the COPED group suggested separating the campaign into a push for separate bills for a Department of Peace, A National Peace Academy and a Joint Congressional Committee on Peace and International Cooperation (Miller, 26). In 1975 Senators Hartke and Hatfield introduced a bill to establish a peace academy, an educational institution. N-PAC grew directly out of this initiative. What happened to the movement for a separate Department of Peace is unclear but certainly extremely relevant to the current movement. We must understand what obstacles were presented, those that were or were not addressed publicly in the 1970s to help further our understanding of how to move forward with the current campaign. The original goal of a larger entity called a Department of Peace was reduced to a narrower one as a result of the N-PAC initiative and led to the establishment of what ultimately became and institution (USIP) devoted to education, research and training.  Let us not lose sight of the fact that it was no small feat that this very grass-roots, public and geographically wide-spread campaign ultimately resulted in the establishment of the United States Institute of Peace.  

N-PAC developed a strategic lobbying effort specifically geared to particular interest groups, geographical constituencies and spheres of interest. From the beginning the goal was clear: use any available networks to push forward the idea of a national peace academy and to organize people to support this (Miller, 1994 p. 29).

Elise Boulding’s influence both in academia and among peace activists was to prove useful not only to the work of N-PAC but later during the Commission process itself her tireless efforts to promote the integration of research, activism and education would find their way into the writing of the final report to Congress urging the establishment of a U.S. Academy of Peace. 

William Spencer, together with U.S. Naval Academy graduate Milton Mapes, Jr., who later became the N-PAC executive director, and others who worked in the Campaign, were successful in gaining broad, non-partisan support for the establishment of the Commission. This spoke to their energy, their dedication and, according to Bryant Wedge “extraordinary acts from entirely unexpected sources”(Miller, 1994 p. 29).

According to William Spencer, the very first organizing meeting of N-PAC in Alexandria, VA was attended by twelve people from different geographical regions of the U.S. Eventually the movement grew to around 50,000 constituents (Spencer, 2006b). Spencer noted:

There were well-known and recognized people in the campaign-and we used their visibility. However the “unknowns” were the individuals who really kept the Campaign alive and moving ahead, year after year, dollar after dollar, moment by moment (Spencer, 2006b).

In all of this time, there were 100 moments when one person made an intervention [on behalf of the Campaign] and if they had not done so, the establishment of the Commission process would not have happened (Spencer, 2006a).

In 1978, the blitz campaign of N-PAC found success, as the U.S. House and Senate approved a conference report on the Elementary and Secondary Education Bill (Public Law 95-561) establishing a U.S. Commission on Proposals for a National Academy of Peace and Conflict Resolution. According to author Rhonda Miller, the story of N-PAC and its development is a classic example of successful utilization of available networks and resources by a social movement organization (Miller, 1994 p. 30).

The Commission Process

Of the nine appointees to United States Commission on Proposals for a National Academy of Peace and Conflict Resolution, eight were on the list of twelve individuals that N-PAC had submitted to the President, to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and to the President Pro-Temp of the Senate, each of whom appointed three Commissioners (Spencer, 2006b). N-PAC’s strategy was to match credentials, contacts and areas of expertise of qualified individuals and to submit names, after careful scrutiny, to each of the appointing personnel. stands on issues when it was called for, were a remarkable gift to the process. (Spencer, 2006b).

The 1978 law directed the Commission to “study the theories and techniques of peace and the existing institutions involved in resolving conflicts” to determine the feasibility of the establishment of an Academy as well as its size, location, cost and relationship to with institutions of higher education and to the Federal government (Commission, 1982 p. 7). Congress initially appropriated $500,000 for the work of the Commission. According to the 1982 published report, written at the conclusion of the Commission process by Special Assistant to the Chair Charles Duryea Smith, the task of the Commission was to combine rigorous academic inquiry with existing knowledge of the current and historical political processes (Commission, 1982 p. 10). The three main components of the process involved background research, public outreach, deliberation on findings and recommendations to Congress. 

Due to time constraints, much of the research component was based on already existing data and studies on international conflict. Key institutions, noted theories and federal initiatives in peace were noted. The goal was to uncover as much information as possible relating to the existing data on education, research and training in peace. 

Many of the same people who had been involved in the N-PAC movement became associated with the work of the Commission. William Spencer became Staff 
Director, his appointed deputy was David Jehnsen. Jim Laue became Vice-Chair of the Commission under the Chairmanship of Spark M. Matsunaga, U.S. Senator from Hawaii. Elise Boulding’s fellow Commissioners, in addition to Matsunaga and Laue were John Ashbrook, U.S. Representative from Ohio, Arthur Barnes, president of the New York Urban Coalition, John Dellenbeck, President of the Christian College Consortium and Coalition, John Dunfey, President of a national hotel corporation, Dan Glickman, U.S. Representative from Kansas, and William Lincoln, Director of a community planning and services organization. Lincoln had been active in N-PAC (Miller, 1994 p. 32). Barnes, the only black on the Commission, Laue and Elise Boulding were all appointed by President Jimmy Carter. Psychiatrist Bryant Wedge had, by that time, moved on to other endeavors. 

Support for the work came from Congress as did some questioning of the basic aims and motives for the establishment of a peace academy. Both Senators Mark Hatfield and Jennings Randolph continued their support of the work of the Commission (Spencer, 2006a). Spark Matsunaga had, through the years, introduced a series of bills for the establishment of a Department of Peace  (Miller, 1994 p. 6). According to Rhoda Miller, given the background of so many on the Commission and the views of staff working with them, together with the constituencies to whom they reached out, it was not difficult to understand what the final recommendations of the Commission would be (Miller, 1994 p. 36).

The Commission had less than a year to find witnesses and plan and conduct the 12 public hearings across the country, supplemented by 50 private meetings with educators, community practitioners and various interest groups. The hearings and meetings each had a particular theme and would be announced publicly ahead of time. Staff would locate and invite expert witnesses with particular interests and expertise on the theme (Spencer, 2006a). Staff went to extraordinary lengths to insure the widest possible participation in hearings and meetings. Each public hearing offered an “open mike” time for the public to directly address the Commissioners with questions and comments. Meetings would often have small group seminars led by facilitators. 

The work of the Commission, conceived and organized in 1979, continued during 1980. In addition to public hearings in Boston, Boulder, Portland, Oregon, St. Louis, Columbus, Los Angeles, Dallas, New York City, Atlanta, Tallahassee, Honolulu and Washington D.C., a concerted effort was made by staff, successfully, to hold meetings at the three federal military academies. William Spencer noted 

At different meetings we used Commissioners in different ways-featuring their strengths and personalities. Each of the public hearings by design had a set type of witnesses and testimony. There was often a lead Commissioner informally appointed to “carry the ball”. Elise, for example, was such a person at the Service [military] Academies, when academics were involved. At the war colleges, we would ask about the curriculum, to determine what was being taught and what was the role of the military in dispute resolution (Spencer, 2006a).


In a recent interview with this author, Elise looked back fondly at her time during the Commission process when she visited the military academies. She recalled that, at times, there were differences of opinion about what areas should be emphasized in the final report of the Commission. But she does believe her presence at these meetings was helpful, insuring that research planning meetings were held and emphasizing the importance of dialogue among and between those who don’t often get the opportunity to speak and listen face to face (Boulding, 2006).

In her apartment in Needham, Massachusetts in early January, 2005, leafing through “The Blue Book”, To Establish the United States Academy of Peace (1982), the final report of the Commission with its listing of all of the hearings and meetings, and in the presence of this author, Elise gleefully came upon name after name, recalling tidbits of memory and conversations she had. 

The hearings…they were so interesting. I remember so vividly the public hearings. The smaller, more specialized meetings were pretty much what I expected. But the hearings, brought in people who had nothing to do with the peace movement, including some groups not often represented, like Hispanic constituencies, in public discussions on peace.  We [the commissioners] were up on the stage. There was a strong feeling of interaction, relationship and excitement. Something new was happening (Boulding, 2006).


In July of 1980 one of the last of the public seminars was held in Honolulu. On Elise’s 60th birthday, July 6th, the Commission held a business meeting prior to the public gathering that was to be held the next day. In honor of Elise, the group held a private luncheon, hosted by Spark Matsunaga in his home state. It was at a time of some conflict and dissension among the Commissioners as they entered the home stretch of what would be the final outcome of their year-long process. According to William Spencer, the future of the concept of the US Institute of Peace hung in the balance that day (Spencer, 2006b).

The academy campaign and N-PAC had continued their support of the work of the Commission throughout the years 1979 and 1980. There were critics and skeptics of the Commission process, those who politically could never support such an institution and those who initially supported the idea but feared that such an academy could never live up to the original ideals laid out by the public movement begun some decades ago. Some staffers privately wondered if the whole thing should be “shelved” until such time as the political climate became more conducive to the idea. 

Most of the witnesses at the public hearings were in favor of the idea, due in large part to the pointed efforts of the Commission staff. However, dissenters were also welcome and vocal. Some distrusted the role of government in general. Some said that such an Academy would duplicate efforts of the private sector and thought this would add another layer of federal bureaucracy. Some feared the world would view the U.S. as having gone “soft” on security. Academic institutions, in particular, did not overwhelmingly embrace the idea of the Academy engaging in the kind of research their faculty were already doing and feared such an institution might prove competitive for federal and other research funds. 

The kind of research engaged in by colleges and universities, including the Naval War College, centered mostly on a paradigm of traditional views of security. The Commission was proposing an expansion of this traditional view, into an analysis of the causes and solutions of violence in all of its forms. Staff and supporters, including Elise and other commissioners, some from the peace movement, were seeing this alternative and new kind of study as mostly superior to that of the traditionalists. Tensions were in evidence between these so-called “Progressives” and the others (Miller, 1994 p. 38). Elise Boulding at that time was actively involved in writing on this new so-called “paradigm shift” in peace research. Commissioners found themselves defending their espousal of research in peace while at the same time, partly out of perceived necessity, confirming the need for a continued global U.S. military and diplomatic power (Montgomery, 2003). Supporters of the Academy were calling for an expansion of the traditional view of what constitutes a secure nation. N-PAC and the work of the Commission at that time had the support of former Commandant of the Marine Corps David Shoup and other military personnel including Andrew Goodpastor, former Commandant of the National War College and Superintendent at West Point, which greatly aided their cause. 

One of the most hotly contested issues centered around who would hold the reins of control of the newly established institution. Many witnesses urged that the Academy be as autonomous as possible and that the board of trustees be free from governmental influence. 

At the luncheon in Honolulu, tensions were high.  In the words of William Spencer

On this particular day the outcome was more important than usual, as the future of the Peace Academy Concept (USIP) and the influence we were seeking within the United States government hung in the balance. Elise stepped up and made the case that needed to be made, in [one of] the delicate and most heartfelt exchanges of the Commission’s deliberations. When skepticism from the left, from Commissioner Lincoln, arose and cynicism from the right, from Commissioner Ashbrook, Elise jumped in where others did not, driving the discussion into a value-based outcome over [and above] the petty arguments that had been put forward. Elise made an important intervention in this meeting that proved to be important to the continuing life of the Commission. 

Spencer went on:

The discussions got hot and heavy and I decided to take a break to celebrate Elise’s 60th birthday and we organized to take all of the Commissioners out on a catamaran ride off of Waikiki to help her celebrate. Following the break on the water and Elise’s intervention, the Commission came back together and voted to support the most critical features of what came to be their eventual recommendations (Spencer, 2006b).


Ending their deliberations in late 1980, following over 320 hours of public hearings and meetings, the Commission in 1981 made its final report to Congress,  recommending the establishment of a United States Academy of Peace. The hope was that the institution would serve three main functions: research, education and training and information dissemination. There was one lone dissenter, Commissioner and U.S. Representative from Ohio, John Ashbrook. Ashbrook’s concerns revolved around whether peace studies was a legitimate field of research for a federally funded agency, citing that there were already numerous colleges and universities undertaking such scholarship. He was also concerned about private funders with “anti-nationalist and accomodationist” views having undue influence on the projects and activities of an Academy receiving federal funding. In short, Ashbrook believed at that time that the activities envisioned for a Peace Academy were best undertaken in the private sector. 


The recommendation of the Commission was that the Academy be a separate, federally funded institution, insulated from the State Department and from the Department of Defense. Throughout the Commission process and into the subsequent introduction of federal legislation to establish an Academy, the issue of autonomy from federal control was a major one in the minds of a majority of the commissioners. The Commission recommended that the final wording of legislation include the stipulation that employees be part of the private sector, not part of the federal civil service system. The recommendation was that solicitation be allowed for supplemental private funding in the hopes were that this would provide additional insurance against undue governmental influence. Commissioners knew that the composition of the board of the Academy was crucial and must reflect a balance in political perspectives as well as in areas of interest and expertise, with particular regard to intellectual freedom (Miller, 1994 p. 47).


In 1982 Elise Boulding gave her testimony before the U.S. Senate. Using language that she had frequently invoked during the Commission process itself, and already being reflected in her theoretical and scholarly work of that time, she cited the need for a strong federal institution devoted to education and research which would offer a viable alternative than the current use of force to solve national and global social problems. In her words:

In 1982 our nation ought to be in a better position to exercise diplomatic and problem-solving skills in the international community than ever before because we have resources available that were never there before in U.S. history. We have life-enhancing technology and an accumulation of social knowledge and an unparalleled access to new knowledge in many parts of the world. All of these resources and skills are being rendered useless because of a recent fascination with military technology. 

Going on she noted:

The most precious resource in the U.S. is its human beings, whether they be soldiers, the President, members of Congress, miners, teachers, scientists, fathers, mothers or children. Since there is no military technology that can, now or in the future, secure the lives and safety of these human beings, we must move toward the development of a new peace-maintenance capability. 

And she concluded her report with a plea for the Academy to have in its mission a place for continued research into peace:

Research on long-term trends and emerging alternatives in the international system is needed that will enable the U.S. to contribute to leadership in developing effective mechanisms of international cooperation in the face of the difficulties and conflicts of interest that will always exist in any social order (Boulding, 1982a).

The issue of who would control such research and its funding was one that played out continually until the final legislation establishing the United States Institute of Peace was passed in October of 1984. Bills to establish a peace academy were introduced into both houses of Congress and its committees throughout the years 1981-1983. Supported by Commissioners Dan Glickman, U.S. Representative from Kansas, and Spark Matsunaga, Senator from Hawaii who recruited over 50 co-sponsors, as well as other influential members of Congress including Senators Jennings Randolph and Mark Hatfield, a bill to establish the United States Institute of Peace was finally passed in a Senate-House conference Committee report and subsequently approved on the floor of both chambers as amendment to the Defense Authorization Bill in September of 1984. There were 55 Senate and 177 House co-sponsors (United States Institute of Peace Act P.L. 98-525, found in the EB Archives U of CO at Boulder Box 9, folder 24). Hatfield and Matsunaga were able to “pull weight” in the Senate by referring to the upcoming retirement of Jennings Randolph, after forty years of service to the U.S., proposing that the Academy house a Jennings Randolph Center for International Peace. This initiative later took its form as a program of the U.S. Institute of Peace (Montgomery, 2003).

The House and Senate appropriated $4 million as start up funds in an amendment to the resolution, originally requesting $14 million, the amount reduced considerably through pressure from the Presidential administration (Miller, 1994 p. 127). On October 19, 1984, President Ronald Reagan signed the bill into law as Public Law 98-525 under Title XVII of the act. 

The final bill reflected compromise in many forms. The Academy was “downgraded” to an institute and any references to a federal, free standing peace research and training academy were deleted. The ability of the academy to grant degrees was also eliminated, reflecting the concerns among some skeptics, some with considerable political “pull”, that such an institution would take away the resources available to other groups who were studying systems and alternatives in national and international security. In addition, the institute could not receive funding from non-governmental sources for its mission. The final act read, in part, that the institute’s purpose was:

To establish an independent, non-profit, national institute to serve the people and the Government through the widest possible range of education and training, basic and applied research opportunities, and peace information services on the means to promote international peace and the resolution of conflicts among the nations and peoples of the world without recourse to violence (Foundation, 1984).


In the end, the legislation established a fifteen member board of directors for the Institute. The Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency were all to be appointed. In addition the President or Vice-President of the National Defense University would sit. The eleven remaining members would be appointed by the President of the United States, with the approval of the Senate. There was to be a division of political party affiliation among the appointees. And each of the eleven individuals appointed were to have appropriate, practical academic experience in peace and conflict resolution efforts. Fifteen months after President Reagan’s legal mandate to submit nominations to Congress for the board, the final two names were entered for consideration in January 1986 

